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This study investigated the experience of involuntary membership in U.S. and 

Norwegian prisons.  The purpose of the study was two-fold: 1) offer a comprehensive 

understanding of the construct of membership, and 2) develop a substantive, mid-range 

theory of involuntary membership (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Merton, 1968; Weick, 1974).  

The research questions posed were designed to clarify the experience of involuntary 

membership and included: What facets comprise involuntary membership?, In what ways 

do individuals describe the experience of involuntary membership?, and In what ways 

does Norwegian involuntary membership differ from U.S. involuntary membership in a 

prison setting?  
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In order to answer these questions, I conducted 62 in-depth interviews in the 

United States and Norway with incarcerated individuals (n = 41), correctional officers (n 

= 10), wardens (n = 3), and prison teachers (n = 8).   The interviews were dispersed 

across four separate prison facilities.   I took a grounded theoretical approach to the data 

and used the constant comparative method in my analysis.  Participants spoke about 

involuntary membership in relation to 10 distinct facets: Activities, Belongings, Body, 

Communication, Mind, Organizational Boundary Management, Space, Sound, 

Relationships, and Time.  In addition, the participants in the study described their 

experience with involuntary membership in relation to their 1) responses to, and 2) 

outcomes of the phenomenon.  Similarities and differences in the experience of 

involuntary membership between the United States and Norway were also discussed.    

  The three-macro themes in this study came together to create a substantive, mid-

range theory of involuntary membership in prisons.  In order to explicate this theory, I 

offered a Process Model of Involuntary Membership and subsequently elucidated the 

theory using a structurational ontology (see Banks & Riley, 1993; Kirby & Krone, 2002) 

or worldview (Kilminster, 1991).  This study contributes to communication research and 

theorizing by illuminating and addressing the limitations of previous scholarship.  

Theoretical implications and future research directions are also discussed.   

 



	   xi	  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 

LIST OF TABLES ..................................................................................................... xiv 
 
LIST OF FIGURES .................................................................................................... xv 
 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION................................................................................ 1 

Prelude ........................................................................................................................ 1 
Membership Overview................................................................................................ 5 
Rationale ..................................................................................................................... 6 
Theoretical Significance ............................................................................................. 9 
Practical Significance................................................................................................ 13 
Summary ................................................................................................................... 14 

 
CHAPTER 2: BACKGROUND ................................................................................ 16 

Terminology.............................................................................................................. 16 
Background on U.S. and Norwegian Prisons............................................................ 18 
Summary ................................................................................................................... 25 

 
CHAPTER 3: REVIEW OF LITERATURE........................................................... 27 

Current Conceptualizations of Membership ............................................................. 27 
Continuum of Membership ....................................................................................... 31 
Facets of Membership............................................................................................... 34 
Conclusions and Guiding Research Questions ......................................................... 48 

 
CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY ............................................................................ 52 

Chapter Overview ..................................................................................................... 52 
Suitability of a Qualitative Approach ....................................................................... 52 
Research Sites ........................................................................................................... 53 
Interviews.................................................................................................................. 58 
Observation ............................................................................................................... 68 
Organizational Documents........................................................................................ 69 
Author Positionality .................................................................................................. 69 
Data Analysis ............................................................................................................ 70 
Validity and Analytic Rigor...................................................................................... 76 
Summary ................................................................................................................... 79 

 
CHAPTER 5: FACETS OF INVOLUTARY MEMBERSHIP .............................. 81 

Introduction............................................................................................................... 81 
Activities ................................................................................................................... 81 
Belongings ................................................................................................................ 85 



	   xii	  

Body.......................................................................................................................... 88 
Communication......................................................................................................... 99 
Mind........................................................................................................................ 101 
Organizational Boundary Management .................................................................. 102 
Space ....................................................................................................................... 106 
Sound ...................................................................................................................... 109 
Relationships........................................................................................................... 110 
Time ........................................................................................................................ 113 
Summary ................................................................................................................. 116 

 
CHAPTER 6: RESPONSES TO INVOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP ................. 118 

Introduction............................................................................................................. 118 
Act........................................................................................................................... 118 
Accept ..................................................................................................................... 122 
Invoke ..................................................................................................................... 123 
Avoid....................................................................................................................... 125 
Plan ......................................................................................................................... 127 
Summary ................................................................................................................. 128 

 
CHAPTER 7: OUTCOMES OF INVOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP.................. 129 

Introduction............................................................................................................. 129 
Absent ..................................................................................................................... 129 
Change .................................................................................................................... 131 
Maintain .................................................................................................................. 134 
Entrenched .............................................................................................................. 136 
Summary ................................................................................................................. 138 

 
CHAPTER 8: INVOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP IN THE  UNITED STATES 
AND NORWAY ........................................................................................................ 139 

Introduction............................................................................................................. 139 
Activities ................................................................................................................. 142 
Belongings .............................................................................................................. 143 
Body........................................................................................................................ 143 
Communication....................................................................................................... 145 
Mind........................................................................................................................ 146 
Organizational Boundary Management .................................................................. 146 
Space ....................................................................................................................... 147 
Sound ...................................................................................................................... 149 
Relationships........................................................................................................... 149 
Time ........................................................................................................................ 149 
Summary ................................................................................................................. 151 

 
	  



	   xiii	  

CHAPTER 9: DISCUSSION ................................................................................... 152 
Introduction............................................................................................................. 152 
Process Model of Involuntary Membership............................................................ 152 
A Structurational Ontology..................................................................................... 163 
Continuum of Membership Revisited..................................................................... 167 
Limitations .............................................................................................................. 174 
Future Research Directions..................................................................................... 178 
Alternative Approaches to the Data........................................................................ 186 
Conclusion .............................................................................................................. 189 

 
APPENDIX A............................................................................................................ 192 

Texas Department of Criminal Justice Disclaimer ................................................. 192 
 
APPENDIX B ............................................................................................................ 193 

Overview of Interviews: Type and Country Affiliation ......................................... 193 
 
APPENDIX C............................................................................................................ 194 

Interview Log and Pseudonyms.............................................................................. 194 
 
APPENDIX D............................................................................................................ 197 

Interview Guides..................................................................................................... 197 
 
APPENDIX E ............................................................................................................ 202 

Observational Hours ............................................................................................... 202 
 
APPENDIX F ............................................................................................................ 207 

Definitions of Terms in Process Model of Involuntary Membership ..................... 207 
 
REFERENCES.......................................................................................................... 214 
 
VITA .......................................................................................................................... 242 

 



	   xiv	  

LIST OF TABLES  

TABLE 1: Central Facets of Membership, Definitions, and Key Questions ....................42 
TABLE 2: Involuntary Membership Facets:  A comparison between the United States 
and Norway ......................................................................................................................140 

 
               

 
 



	   xv	  

LIST OF FIGURES 

FIGURE 1: Membership Continuum ...............................................................................31 
FIGURE 2: Tangible External Incentives Continuum .....................................................35 

FIGURE 3:Intrinsic Internal Incentives Continuum ........................................................36 
FIGURE 4: Boundary Management Entrance Continuum...............................................38 

FIGURE 5: Boundary Management Exit Continuum ......................................................39 
FIGURE 6: Participation Continuum ...............................................................................41 

FIGURE 7: Process Model of Involuntary Membership................................................153 
 
 
	  

 
 
    



	  

	   1	  

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Prelude 

 Each interview was different.  Some were light-hearted and entertaining; others 

were frightening, disturbing, and un-nerving.  Interviewees told stories of illicit 

relationships, Young and the Restless TV marathons, daring prison escapes, bloody 

suicides, premeditated riots, and graphic assaults.  Yet each participant had one thing in 

common: They had spent time in prison in either the United States or Norway.   

While some of the participants in this study were employed by or did volunteer 

work for the prison, others were incarcerated individuals within the system.  Popular 

culture rarely portrays inmates as having any influence, authority, or power in prison 

organizations.  However, research suggests otherwise.  Inmates not only have agency 

while in prison (Bosworth, 1999; Bosworth & Carrabine, 2001; Godderis, 2006), they are 

also responsible for the organization’s existence.  As one man, Frankie, a participant in 

the current study poignantly explained, “If it weren’t for the inmates, I mean, I don’t 

know…the guards wouldn’t have a job.” While Frankie was readily able to attest to the 

inmates’ integral role in prison, others like him had varied opinions on whether they 

considered themselves members of the prison system.  In fact, roughly half of the inmates 

affirmed or rebuffed their membership in the prison system.   Inmates cited various 

reasons, both internally adopted and external ascribed, to justify their membership (or 

lack thereof) in the prison system.  Some inmates claimed that membership was 
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something that they controlled or owned (internally adopted); whereas others explained 

that membership was something imposed upon them (externally ascribed).       

Yes I am a Member 

 Several of the inmates explained that they were members of the prison system.  In 

the following example, Jesse articulated the complicated nature of prison membership: 

I used to think that I was.  I wasn’t afraid of going to prison.  I would get out and I 

would come right back in…I felt that this [prison] was my home, really.  Cause I 

would get out and I just couldn’t stay out of it….  Now I’m hoping I can stay out.  

I want to stay out.  I really don’t wanna die in here.  At the rate I’m going, I still 

have 25 years.  The TDC (Texas Department of Criminal Justice) owns me until 

2030, I mean 2023.  I feel like a member.  Everything I do when I get out is going 

to revolve around the TDC.  Parole fees, I have to do all this after-care, all these 

drug programs.  I can’t go out there with the same goals, same intentions, like I 

did before.  Now I gotta be prepared really.  If I don’t I’m gonna be right back….  

But TDC owns me for a while though, so I do feel like a member, for a long time. 

Duncan talked about his physical membership in the prison system:  

I am a part of it right now as I am in this suit…but as in my mind I am not part of 

anything in this prison.  Right now they just slap these clothes on me and these 

shoes on me and gave me an ID with my face on there and said “ok, you [are] 

pretty much our property.  You are part of TDC”, but in my mind I am my own 

man. 
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Finally, Dominic put it simply: “I am an inmate.  I belong to the state now.  So shit I am 

just another number in here.”  

Scholars have broadly understood membership as the importance of belonging to 

or being a part of a group, community, or organization (McMillan & Chavis, 1986).  

These quotes illustrate several inmates expressly affirming their membership in, or 

belonging to, the prison system.  The inmates conceptualized membership as being both 

something that is internal and external to an individual.  The inmates cited outward issues 

of ownership, possession, and clothing as reasons for their membership.  Yet, they were 

quick to acknowledge the disjunction between this external condition and their inner 

feelings toward their status.  Interestingly, not all inmates were willing to affirm, or 

perhaps concede, their membership in the prison system.     

No I am Not a Member 

When asked about whether or not he considered himself a member of the prison 

system, Cullen explained that:  

This isn’t a club you join…This isn’t a softball team.  This is not something that 

I’m a member of.  It’s something I’ve made myself a part of temporarily.  But I’m 

not a member.  Now if I think, ‘Well I’m gonna go out and sell dope until they 

catch me, and then I’m gonna come back,’ then I’m going to have a vacation.  

That’s all.  I’m having a vacation from prison.  I’m coming back, and I think that 

would make me a member of this society and that would mean that I resigned to 

my fate and never be able to get out of that cycle. 

Phil, like Cullen, expressed his view of non-membership in the system:  
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No, because membership, to me, insinuates wanting to be a part of something.  I 

don’t wanna be a part of prison.  And I feel like I’m here because my actions put 

me in here, I’m not here because I wanna be here.  So, no I don’t feel like I’m a 

member. 

Similarly, Ray offered a rationale for why he did not consider himself to be a member: 

Nah, I’m not a member.  I’m just passing through.  I don’t want no membership 

card, nothing.  I’m not planning on coming back.  I’m not planning on making 

reservations or none of that.  Just really passing through.  Occupying the bed 

space.  That’s the way I look at it. 

Finally, Jimmy offered the most basic explanation “Naw, I don’t feel like we’re 

members, cuz we weren’t choosin’ to be here.  If I had a choice to go home, I’d go home.  

If I could just walk, yeah.” 

The inmates who rebuffed their membership in the prison system explained that 

they were not members because they did not want, desire, or choose to be members.  

They resisted the external membership attribution and reasoned that if they had no 

choice, they were not members.  Clearly there was a bifurcation in the inmates’ 

perceptions of what it means to be a member.  This variation is not surprising, as 

“membership”, both for people and theorists, has remained an elusive construct for many 

decades.    



	  

	   5	  

Membership Overview 

  Current research and theorizing on the construct of membership is 

simultaneously extensive and incomplete.  Contextually, membership research is 

extensive and includes a variety of different locales including: groups, teams, and 

organizations.   However, research is also incomplete in the assumptions about the nature 

of the relationship between individuals and larger systems.  Research often presumes 

individuals and systems have a mutual desire for, or choice in, their membership.  In 

some cases, the mutual desire and/or choice arguably may not exist.  This underlying 

assumption is often manifested in the plethora of studies that investigate the traditional 

employee-employer relationship and overlook non-traditional forms of membership (see 

Ashcraft & Kedrowicz, 2002).  Along these lines, Ashcraft and Kedrowicz (2002) 

surmised that our current knowledge and theorizing are curtailed when we privilege 

traditional, organizational-member relationships.  They subsequently called on scholars 

to consider “integrating diverse membership contracts and contexts” in their research in 

order to “unravel extant assumptions and revise theory accordingly” (Ashcraft & 

Kedrowicz, 2002, p.  105).   In the present study, I answer Ashcraft and Kedrowicz’s 

(2002) call and explore membership as a multi-faceted and complex phenomenon that 

expands beyond a traditional employee-employer relationship.   

 The central aim of this study is two-fold.  First, I draw on the expansive of 

literature to offer a comprehensive understanding of the construct of membership in 

general.   I offer several central facets of membership that transcend most organizational 

contexts and systems, and I detail the various peripheral facets that become more or less 
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relevant to our understanding of membership depending on the context.  Second, I 

investigate a new form of membership not yet considered in communication literature, 

involuntary membership. 

Rationale  

This study is justified for three primary reasons.  First, the present study addresses 

the limitations of previous research.  Most fundamentally, scholars have failed to 

articulate a definition of membership.  Consequently, scholarly understandings of what it 

means to be a member in organization can vary greatly.  Research addresses variables 

that are related to membership (e.g., culture, Smith & Eisenberg, 1987), pertinent 

contexts where members are situated (e.g., virtual vs.  co-present teams, Scott & 

Timmerman, 1999; Walther & Bunz, 2006), and certain types of organizational members.  

For example, some conceptualizations of membership in organizational communication 

only speak to those individuals who are employed by or contracted with the organization 

(e.g., Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002), whereas other conceptualizations apply solely to 

volunteers (e.g., Pearce, 1993).  Scholars have presently overlooked an additional type of 

membership that is prevalent in our society, involuntary membership.  The construct of 

membership is underdeveloped, which limits our ability to truly understand and explore 

membership in its entirety.  This study aims to take a step toward a greater understanding 

of what membership, and specifically involuntary membership, means for organizational 

communication. 
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Second, this study helps us to understand the communicative responses of 

involuntary members.  Inmates are often portrayed as voiceless individuals who are 

“confin[ed]… in the controlled environments of prisons” (Federal BOP Homepage, 

2010).  Conversely, studies show that incarcerated individuals have agency and voice, 

and they often use these capacities to engage in acts of resistance (e.g., Bosworth, 1999; 

Bosworth & Carrabine, 2001; Godderis, 2006).  It is important to investigate the 

communicative responses of incarcerated individuals to determine the similarities, 

differences, and intricacies associated with involuntary member communication as 

opposed to other types of members.   

Communication is central to the functioning of any organization, and prisons are 

no exception.  Arguably, there are more and less effective ways to facilitate 

communication between all members in prison organizations, including both involuntary 

and other types of members.  The first step in the process is to explore these 

communication interactions and responses.  Gaining an understanding of communication 

in prisons organizations could help shape policies and practices.  Ultimately, effective 

communication could work to establish mutual ground and could contribute to more 

successful prison experiences from both an administrative and inmate perspective. 

Third, research in prison organizations can also have economic implications.  This 

study is unique in that it compares two very different prison systems, the United States 

and Norway.  First, prison in the United States is a multi-billion dollar industry.  In fact, 

in 2006 the United States spent approximately 68 billion dollars on corrections (Bureau 

of Justice Statistics, Employment and Expenditure, 2010).  Between 1982 and 2006, we 
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saw a 660% increase in direct expenditure on corrections in the United States (BJS, Key 

Facts at a Glance, 2010).   In March of 2003, nearly 750,000 individuals were employed 

by federal, state, and local corrections, which equates to a monthly expenditure of 2.5 

billion dollars (Hughes, 2006).  There are approximately 2.4 million people currently 

incarcerated in the United States (BJS, State and Federal Prisoners and Prison Facilities, 

2010), and it costs the United States on average $24,000 annually to keep one inmate 

behind bars (PEW, 2008 based on 2005 estimates).  In these current economic times, 

federal, state and local government expenditures have become increasingly scrutinized.   

States like Texas and Kansas have started to search for cost savings methods such as 

increasing the use of community-based facilities (PEW, 2008).  In contrast, Norway spent 

the equivalent of $200 million (U.S. dollars) on corrections in 2002 (Execution of 

Sentence Care and Confinement of Convicts in Norway, 2006).  At that time, they had 

approximately 3,000 individuals incarcerated in the system.  Christie (2000) explains that 

“US figures for one year of growth are close to eight times as large as the total prison 

population in Scandinavia” which includes Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and 

Sweden (p.  93).  Clearly, there is a sharp distinction between these two systems from a 

financial perspective.   

This study is unique in that it has the ability to explore involuntary membership in 

countries that take different approaches to incarceration (see Chapter 2 of this study, note. 

all Norwegian participants in this dissertation are identified by the NW superscript).  

Admittedly, the outcomes of this study will likely not have a direct or immediate impact 

on the overarching systems of prisons in either country.  However, many of the results 
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herein will be offered back to the participating prisons, which can help the organizations 

have a better understanding of the involuntary membership experience.  Prison Warden 

GrantNW, from Norway, explained his desire to learn about other prison systems for the 

betterment of his own prison and for the inmates.  He explained why he wanted to read 

the results of this study in the following example: 

I suppose there are some differences.  But I know [of] prisons in the United States 

that are working in the same way as we are [from a financial perspective], and I 

know prisons in the United States, especially private prisons, that are more 

efficient…If we were running private prisons [in Norway] we could do a lot of 

rehabilitation.  A lot of focus on rehabilitation during the day time and then you 

(the inmates) can relax more in the night…[right now] it is not possible in the 

prison corrections system. 

As -nation study can shed preliminary light on how a country’s understanding of, and 

response to, involuntary membership can translate to the aforementioned organizational 

and individual outcomes.     

Theoretical Significance 

 Issues of membership underlie many communication theories.   Accordingly, the 

theoretical implications of this study could be instrumental in underscoring the inherent 

assumptions surrounding the term “member”.  One of the primary goals of this study is to 

construct a substantive, mid-range theory of involuntary membership.  Substantive 

theories are developed with in a specific area of inquiry and the findings are uniquely 
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relevant to that context (e.g., involuntary membership in prisons; see Glaser & Strauss, 

1967).  Similarly, mid-range or middle range theories:  

Lie between the minor but necessary working hypotheses that evolve in 

abundance during day-to-day research and the all-inclusive systematic efforts to 

develop a unified theory that will explain all the observed uniformities of social 

behavior, social organization, and social change.  (Merton, 1968, p.  39)  

In other words, substantive, mid-range theories are “grounded in the data, ‘fit’ the 

context, and generate applicable and useful analytic explanations” within a particular 

context or area of interest (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007, p.  6; Glaser & Strauss, 1967, see 

also Weick, 1974 on middle range theories).  While the specific results from this 

qualitative study will not be generalizable, they will likely be transferable to other 

involuntary contexts and situations.  Additionally, studying involuntary membership can 

deconstruct existing assumptions of communication theory and research.  Specifically, 

this study addresses the theoretical assumptions behind organizational identification and 

socialization. 

Organizational Identification 

Deconstructing our basic notions of membership can illuminate underlying 

assumptions about organizational identification.  The word member is integral to the 

definition of organizational identification.  Research on organizational identification 

explores “the perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization, where the 

individual defines him or herself in terms of the organization(s) in which he or she is a 

member” (Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p.  104, emphasis added).  Through the process of 
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identification, individuals begin to define themselves as members and subsequently take 

on characteristics typical of that group or organization.  Research on identification often 

assumes that members desire to be identified with their organization (e.g., Mael & 

Ashforth, 1992).  In fact, Cheney (1983) explains that many employees actually praise 

organizations for their efforts to increase identification.  This can lead to a colloquial 

understanding of membership, which assumes that it is necessary for an individual to 

desire to be a part of, or identified with, the organization in order to be classified as a true 

member.   

However, recent scholarship has challenged this belief.  Gossett’s (2002, 2006) 

work indicates that temporary members might experience organizational identification 

differently than permanent employees.  She delineated how temporary workers in her 

study “sometimes adopted a temp identity to avoid complying with undesirable client 

requests [yet they would] …ignore temp agency rules or interests when a client’s request 

were more to their liking” (Gossett, 2006, p.  403).  The temporary workers in Gossett’s 

study made identification decisions to their benefit; they did not choose to universally 

identify with either organization.  Clearly, the intersection between identification and 

membership is still developing.  The current study can heighten our sensitivity to the 

assumptions we make about identification and membership. 

Socialization and Assimilation 

Membership research is also closely tied to the assimilation process.  Research on 

organizational socialization and assimilation examines the experiences of individuals 

from their pre-membership phase (e.g., anticipatory) through their time as an 
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organizational member (e.g., encounter & metaphorphosis) up until they are in a post-

membership phase (e.g., exit) (see Jablin, 1987, 2001).  Most research on assimilation 

and socialization uses the language of membership to locate individuals in the stage 

model process (e.g., Jablin, 2001; Waldeck & Myers, 2008).  More recently, critics of 

socialization stage models have argued that our reliance on stage models influences our 

ontological understandings of organizational socialization (Smith & Turner, 1995).  

Similarly, I posit that our views of membership are clearly shaped by the predominate 

research in the area of organizational socialization.   

For example, scholars often only view some types of members as being worth 

studying.  Clair (1996) explained that traditional models were set up with an 

organizational context in mind (as opposed to jobs that may not be organizationally 

bound, e.g.  students).  She clarified the characteristics of a “real job,” some of which 

include: working for a reputable company, having paid vacation, and making money.  An 

organizational approach to socialization yields problematic results as “certain segments 

of the population (e.g., interest groups or individuals) and the work they perform are 

marginalized at best and negated at worst” (p.  264).  Drawing on Clair’s (1996) claims, 

we can surmise that scholars who favor studying traditional employee-organization 

memberships affect our current understanding of who counts as a member.   

Not only does this dissertation speak to communication theory, it also offers 

practical suggestions for involuntary members, their families, and prison system 

management. 
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Practical Significance 

The practical implications of this research are two-fold.  First, my findings could 

potentially aid current and future involuntary members in the sensemaking process of 

their prison experience (Weick, 1993).  One of the overarching goals of my dissertation is 

to understand how incarcerated individuals experience and describe the involuntary 

membership process in prison.  From this data, materials could be created and distributed 

to inform future and current inmates what incarcerated individuals think it is like to be an 

involuntary member.  Currently, this information is not readily available to future 

inmates.  The Prison Fellowship Organization, a religious organization that seeks to 

minister to inmates, is one of the few organizations that provide any kind of material 

(e.g., prison survival guide) about the prison experience for incarcerated individuals 

(Prison Fellowship, 2009).  The information provided by Prison Fellowship comes from a 

religious perspective, and as such may not be effective for all inmates.   

If inmates are equipped with membership information prior to entry, they might 

be able to better process their surroundings and have an “eventless” prison experience.  

Additionally, the information about what it means to be an involuntary member in a 

prison could also set expectations for those individuals directly or peripherally connected 

to inmates (e.g., family members).  Family members who have a clear understanding of 

future expectations will not have to deal with as much equivocality as those who might 

not have access to information-based material.  Studies suggest that employees who 

receive realistic job previews are better able to manage the difficulties that come with the 

job (Fedor, Buckley, & Davis, 1997).  This finding provides a rationale for making 
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materials widely available in order to facilitate a smoother transition for all parties 

involved.   

Second, prison organizations and administrators could potentially benefit from the 

results of this study.  My data will speak to the intricacies of involuntary membership in 

United States and Norwegian prison systems.  The expression and experience of 

involuntary membership in these contexts could provide prison administrators with a 

clearer picture of various approaches to handling involuntary membership situations.  

U.S. prison administrators, in particular, might benefit from seeing an example of 

“Scandinavian exceptionalism” (see Pratt, 2008a, 2008b).    

Summary 

In sum, the primary focus of this study is to explore the experience of involuntary 

members in prison organizations.  It aims to tease out an understanding of membership in 

general and involuntary membership in particular.  The study is justified in that it 1) 

addresses gaps in current research and theorizing, 2) highlights the importance of 

communication in membership, and 3) contributes to the conversation on diverse 

approaches to incarceration in two separate nations.  Theoretically, I will offer a mid-

range theory of involuntary membership.  I will also explore how deconstructing our 

assumptions about membership can have important implications for both organizational 

identification and socialization research.  Moreover, results from this study have practical 

implications for inmates, families of the incarcerated, and prison administrators.  In the 
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next chapter, I define my terms and provide a brief overview of the prisons systems in the 

United States and Norway.   
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CHAPTER 2: BACKGROUND 

Terminology 

Scholarly opinions vary widely on the appropriateness of certain terms used to 

refer to the context and participants of interest in the current study.  That is, scholars 

disagree on what to call the organization and residents therein.  The names for the 

participants are endless and include: inmates, incarcerated individuals, prisoners, 

offenders, convicts, cons, conmen, and felons.  I have chosen to refer to the participants 

in this study in one of two ways 1) incarcerated individuals and 2) inmates.  The former 

term emphasizes the fact that incarceration is a present state of being.  It is a current 

descriptor that the individuals possess; yet this qualifier does not entirely comprise who 

they are.  The term, incarcerated individual, emphasizes the humanity of each participant 

in an effort to equally represent all voices.  This term is also often viewed as being more 

politically correct, in the same way that the terms “persons with a disability,” 

“firefighter,” and “flight attendant” are preferred to “retarded,” “fireman,” and 

“stewardess.” Moreover, the participants in Norway did not generally use traditional 

prison labels that some U.S. researchers and practitioners might use.  Instead, they talked 

about the incarcerated as “just people” (Prison Teachers UniNW and BjornNW; 

Correctional Officer CoryNW).     

The term inmate used to be the industry standard in prison systems across the 

United States.  However, more recently, many states and the federal system have 

switched to using the term offender.  The Federal Bureau of Prisons website speaks of 
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confining and assisting “offenders.” The incarcerated individuals in this study expressed 

a strong distaste for the word offender.  For example, one inmate, Ray from Klayton 

prison explained: 

But TDC, that’s what they use, offender, and I used to get offended.  I used to get 

so offended because “offender” I think of like a sexual predator or something.  I 

associate offender with that.  I don’t know why, but that was just something, you 

know, I had to accept.    

Bernie, an inmate at Lawton prison, concurred: “I like to be called an inmate, cause 

offender doesn’t sound good…my ID says Texas Offender.  I don’t like the way that 

sounds.  It sounds bad.” These individuals insinuated that the term “offender” ascribes 

guilt in a way that other terms do not.  As many inmates in prison profess innocence, the 

term offender seemed to strike them as particularly judgmental.  Most agreed that the 

word inmate was a frequently used, acceptable, and accurate description of their current 

status.  As such, I chose to fall back on the past industry standard and use the word 

inmate interchangeably with the term incarcerated individual in this study.  My dual use 

of terms should serve as a reminder that that are two very distinct perspectives present in 

the prison system (that of the incarcerated individual and that of the prison system).   

Prisons, the organization type in this study, also have a contested history.  Worth 

noting, some people incorrectly interchange the words prison and jail.  The Bureau of 

Justice Statistics outlines the difference between these two types of facilities: 

 Jails are locally-operated short term facilities that hold both inmates awaiting  
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trial/sentencing and those sentenced to a term of less than 1 year, typically 

misdemeanants.  Prisons are longer-term facilities run by the state or the federal 

government typically holding felons.  (BJS, FAQ Detail, 2010) 

Prisons, as I will call them, have been christened with various names such as: prison, 

prison industrial complex, pen/penitentiary, institution, and facility.   

The inmates in this study also had their own ways of referring to their current 

residence.  They explained how long they had “been down,” “in the system,” or “in 

lockup” (i.e., how long they had been in prison).  Institutions can have a variety of 

different meanings (e.g., prison institution, mental institution, educational institution).  

The same can be said for the work “facility.” I conducted a search on Google Scholar to 

determine the frequency of use of the other three terms in current scholarly work.  As of 

March 2010, prison was the most commonly cited term (840,000 hits), followed by 

prison industrial complex (117,000 hits), and penitentiary (42,000 hits).  While several of 

the quotes will use prison slang references, I will primarily adhere to the most universally 

cited term to represent the organization of interest in this study, prison.      

Background on U.S. and Norwegian Prisons 

This is a two-nation study of involuntary membership in the United States and 

Norway.  I am not explicitly interested in studying political, social, and economic 

conditions in these two countries.  However, these conditions provide some context to 

account for cultural differences in the prison systems.  That said, it is important to 
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broadly discuss the current governmental and structural differences that may affect views 

of incarceration in the United States and Norway.   

U.S. Prisons 

Statistics.  According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) in 2008, 7.3 million 

people (3.2% of the U.S. adult population) were under some type of correctional 

supervision (e.g., probation, jail, prison, or parole).  That is, 1 out of every 31 adults was 

in some way directly tied to the correctional system in the United States (BJS, Total 

Correctional Population, 2010).  Of those, approximately 2.4 million were incarcerated in 

state and federal prisons (1.6 million, BJS, State and Federal Prisoners and Prison 

Facilities, 2010) or local jails (BJS, Total Correctional Population, 2010).  In 2008, there 

were 504 inmates incarcerated in the state or federal system for every 100,000 in the 

population (BJS, Key Facts at a Glance, Incarceration Rates, 2010).   

Societal views.  The United States is infamous for their high incarceration rates.       

Christie, a Norwegian Criminologist, suggested that the United States’ “enormous prison 

population is not a source of shame.  It is seen as a sort of inevitable answer to crime, if 

anything, a sign of strength and efficiency” (2004, p.  114).  The United States Federal 

Bureau of Prisons (BOP) statement seems to lend support Christie’s claim: 

The Federal Bureau of Prisons protects society by confining offenders in the 

controlled environments of prisons and community-based facilities that are safe, 

humane, cost-efficient, and appropriately secure, and that provide work and other 

self-improvement opportunities to assist offenders in becoming law-abiding 

citizens.  (Federal Bureau of Prisons, Homepage, 2010) 
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Prisons have not always been so natural and inevitable.  In fact, the first prison in 

America opened a little over two hundred years ago in 1785 (Britton, 2003).   

The United States embraced what Foucault (1977, p.  16) called disciplining the 

soul in both of the primary models of incarceration: the Pennsylvania model (separate) 

and the Auburn plan (congregate) (Britton, 2003).   Under the separate model, inmates 

were completely isolated from one another.  They were not allowed contact with other 

inmates and spent their time in what present day prison administrators would call 

administrative segregation (extreme isolation).  The congregate model allowed inmates to 

work during the day with one strict rule: They must work in complete silence.  Over time, 

Britton (2003) explained that these strict tendencies faded away but that the emphasis on 

control and custody remained intact.  Society largely embraced this way of thinking.  

Paradoxically perhaps, “the disciplinary regimes of the penitentiary [were] uncoupled 

from the rehabilitative ideas that had inspired them and given them meaning, making the 

prison an end in itself, a literal ‘iron cage’” (Britton, 2003, p.  32-33).   

Current correctional policy focuses on crime reduction while sentencing laws are 

concerned with retribution, rehabilitation, deterrence, and incapacitation (MacKenzie, 

2006).   According to MacKenzie (2006), three of these aims are designed to protect 

society from offenders and to reduce crime and only one has a rehabilitative focus.  

While the positive rhetoric surrounding recidivism has grown in recent years, it seems 

that correctional strategies, policies, and programs have yet to catch up (Hagan & 

Dinovitzer, 1999; Riveland, 1999).  Part of the problem may be linked to the stigma 

surrounding incarceration (Uggen, Manza, & Behrens, 2004).  This stigma not only 
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affects the inmates, but also puts financial and emotional strains on family members of 

the imprisoned as they experience the “collateral consequences” of incarceration (see 

Hagan & Dinovitzer, 1999, p.  122).  Clearly, the experience of incarceration in the 

United States has been shaped by societal views; but the political landscape has also 

played a role in shaping U.S. prison policy.   

Political views.  In the 1980s politicians started the “the war on drugs.” The shift 

led to more arrests and tougher punishments for drug offenses (Mackenzie, 2006) and 

catered in an era of sentencing injustice based on racial disparity.   As recently as ten 

years ago, Black and Hispanic individuals were more likely to be sentenced to prison 

than White individuals (Spohn, 2000).  Disparities have also been noted in the sentence 

duration, benefits, and treatment (Spohn, 2000).  In 2008, the incarceration rate for Black 

males was six and a half times higher than the rate for White males (BJS, Prisoners in 

2008, 2010).   

Prison privatization adds another dimension to the political landscape of prisons.  

Private prisons are for-profit organizations, and they are on the rise.  While the number of 

inmates housed in federal prisons, state prisons, and community corrections centers 

stayed fairly stable between 2000-2008 (-0.2% change, 0.9% change and 0.0% change 

respectively), the number of inmates held at privately-operated facilities rose 

dramatically (6.1% increase) (BJS, Prison Inmates at Midyear 2008, 2010).   Additional 

complications can arise under these circumstances.  A recent meta-analysis on prison 

privatization found slight differences between public and private institutions.  The public 
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prison facilities offered better skills training and reported fewer inmate grievance issues 

(Lundahl, Kunz, Brownell, Harris, & Van Vleet, 2009).   

Taken together the social and political fabric of the United States corrections has 

given us a prison system with one of the highest incarceration rates in the world.  In fact, 

Christie (2000) explained that,  

The USA is a state [sic] where an exceptionally large part of the population is 

living under the direct control of the penal law system…[and it] has a much larger 

part of its population under the control of the penal system than any other 

industrialized state in Europe or America.  (p.  35-36, emphasis added) 

When compared to U.S. prisons, Norwegian prisons are markedly different in terms of 

their incarceration rates, social views, and political views on incarceration.   

Norwegian Prisons 

Statistics.  In 2009, Norway had a population of approximately 4.8 million 

(Statistics Norway, Population, 2009).  The prison population in 2007 was 3,446 people, 

and nearly 1/3 of those individuals were incarcerated on narcotics or drug charges 

(Statistics Norway, Imprisonment, 2009).  Kriminalomsorgen, the Norwegian 

Correctional Service, compiled a document in 2007 that detailed the statistics 

surrounding incarcerated and crime in Norway and other Scandinavian countries from 

2001 to 2005 (Kristoffersen, 2007).  That document suggested that incarceration rates in 

the country were much lower than those in the United States.  For every 100,000 people 

in the population (over the age of 15), only 85 were incarcerated (Kristoffersen, 2007).  

This difference is striking when compared to the United States where for every 100,000 
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individuals, 504 are incarcerated (BJS, Key Facts at a Glance, Incarceration Rates, 2010).  

Additionally, most of those incarcerated were Norwegian, with only 13% were from 

other countries.  Norway, unlike the United States, does not have the death penalty 

(Christie, 2004) and under normal conditions, the longest sentence that Norwegians can 

serve is 21 years.  The average time served in Norway is only 5.5 months (Kristoffersen, 

2007).   

Societal views.  Norway and other Scandinavian countries are known for their 

“exceptionalism in an era of penal excess” (Pratt, 2008a, p.  119).  The following excerpt 

taken from the Norwegian Correctional Services website, or Kriminalomsorgen, 

highlights the major aims of corrections in Norway:  

The Norwegian Correctional Services are responsible for carrying out remands in 

custody and penal sanctions in a way that takes into consideration the security of 

all citizens and attempts to prevent recidivism by enabling the offenders, through 

their own initiatives, to change their criminal behaviour [sic].  The Correctional 

Services make remand places available to the police and execute penal sentences 

that have been imposed.  (Kriminalomsorgen Homepage, 2010) 

Some of the exceptionalism in Norwegian penal tactics can be seen in this statement.  For 

example, they emphasize safety (of the citizens) and enablement (of the offenders).   

Christie (2000) describes one of the more visible examples of inmate enablement or 

empowerment in the following narrative:  

 Every year, just after Christmas, an unusual meeting takes place somewhere in the  
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Norwegian mountains.  By now it has become a sort of tradition, after having 

gone on for twenty years.  The meeting is held in a hotel of quite high standing, 

with two hundred people participating.  Five groups are there.  First: official 

operators of the penal law systems…Second: Politicians…Third: The “liberal 

opposition”…Forth: people from the media.  Fifth: Prisoners, often people still 

serving sentences, but on leave for these days.  Some arrive in cars from their 

prisons and in the company of staff.  Others are released and arrive by ordinary 

bus.  (p.  41, emphasis added)   

In this instance, inmates are released on what used to be known as furloughs in the 

United States, which are in effect, vacations from prison.  The inmates participate in 

policy discussions and weigh in on incarceration practices.   The existence of this 

meeting is one example of the minimal social distance between incarcerated individuals 

and free world individuals (Pratt, 2008a).   Another illustration of the minimal social 

distance occurred after the restoration of a prison chapel that had been badly damaged in 

a fire.  As Pratt explained, the “reconsecration…was attended by members of the 

Norwegian royal family – prison was not too shameful an institution for them to visit.  

The highest members of this society were able to mix with its lowest” (2008a, p.  123).  

As Pratt (2008a) claimed, “the exceptional conditions in most Scandinavian prisons, 

while not eliminating the pains of imprisonment, must surely ease them” (p.  124).      

 Political views.  The political scope of Norway can be generally defined as a 

social democracy.  Social democracies believe in the importance of welfare and strive to 

protect the weak (Christie, 2004).  They can be seen as “a series of political and 
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economic compromises” that are constantly seeking to balance the tensions between 

“egalitarian goals and the need to promote economic growth and employment in a market 

economy driven by private investment” (Moene & Wallerstein, 1995, p.  185).   The 

egalitarian structures in Scandinavia have contributed to lower imprisonment rates and 

more humane prison conditions than in other westernized nations (Pratt, 2008a).  Pratt 

goes on to contemplate whether the decline of the egalitarian structures has started to “put 

the future of Scandinavian exceptionalism at risk” (2008b, p.  277).  Christie echoes this 

cautionary tale as he worries that Scandinavian countries might be “shamed” to conform 

to the correctional standards in the United States (2000, 2004, p.  115).   Accordingly, a 

study that considers both systems, U.S. and Norwegian, appears to be both appropriate 

and timely.     

Summary 

In this chapter, I offered my rationale for using the terms inmate and incarcerated 

individual in this study.  Additionally, I provided a brief overview of the prison system 

statistics, social fabric, and political landscape in the United States and Norway.   Though 

clear differences exist between the U.S. and Norwegian prison systems, incarcerated 

individuals, regardless of country affiliation, are still involuntary.  Christie (2004) pointed 

out the truth behind this statement:   

The non-existence of torture and capital punishment can be seen as the Crown 

Jewels in absentia of our [Norwegian] penal system.  Their absence is our pride.  
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But imprisonment also comes close to taking life away.  It means to take most of 

what is usually included in life way.  (p.  103, emphasis in original) 

These two systems, while markedly different in many ways, have one thing in common; 

they both house some degree of involuntary members.     
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CHAPTER 3: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Current Conceptualizations of Membership 

First, I briefly highlight current membership research in the context of: 1) 

organizations, and 2) groups and teams.  Next, I argue that our current theorizing is 

limited by these contextual constraints, and I offer a continuum of membership 

(involuntary ↔ voluntary) to expand our understanding.  I continue by presenting five 

facets that influence all types of members (central facets) and explain several other 

peripheral facets of membership.  Finally, I offer a justification for the sample and site.  I 

end this chapter with a set of research questions that guide the study.   

Organizational “Employee” Membership  

Arguably, the employee membership is the most widely studied form of 

membership in the field of organizational communication.  In fact, Conrad and Haynes 

(2001) listed supervisor-subordinate research as one of the six key clusters in 

organizational communication research over the last forty years.  Ironically perhaps, 

scholars make assumptions and claims about organizational membership without 

providing an explicit characterization of the phenomenon (e.g., Downs & Pickett, 1977; 

Hylmo, 2006).   

A search of communication and management journals produced thousands of hits 

for the word “membership,” but those articles failed to offer a clear and succinct 

definition.  Instead, the studies highlighted issues surrounding organizational 

membership, such as supervisor–subordinate communication (e.g., Dienesch & Liden, 
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1986; Graen, 1976; Vecchio & Bullis, 2001) and the experience of members relative to 

organizational phenomena, including culture (e.g., Smith & Eisenberg, 1987), control 

(e.g., Barker, 1993), and change (e.g., Lewis & Seibold, 1996).  More specifically, 

scholars often conceptualized organizational membership in terms of an individual’s 

hierarchical position in a collective structure (Tourish, Paulsen, Hobman, & Bordia, 

2004) or job status (Ellis, 2007).  Membership has also been discussed relative to virtual 

work arrangements (Evans, 2003; Scott & Timmerman, 1999; Webster & Wong, 2008) 

and temporary (Gossett, 2002, 2006; Sias, Kramer, & Jenkins, 1997) or part-time work 

classifications (Gakovic & Tetrick, 2003).   

In a rare study of organizational membership, Masterson and Stamper (2003) 

argued that three dimensions underlie the employee-organization relationship: need 

fulfillment, mattering, and belonging.  The perceived organizational membership 

framework is very useful for examining the employee-organization relationship from an 

individual perspective.  Nonetheless, the framework does not suffice at a providing a 

comprehensive representation of membership for two primary reasons.  First, it only 

considers employee membership, which limits the functionality and wide applicability of 

the framework.  Second, it overlooks the importance of communication in the 

construction of membership.  All of the dimensions in Masterson and Stamper’s (2003) 

model are perceived and exist solely in the minds of the employees (e.g., psychological 

contract, psychological ownership).  Plainly, current conceptions of membership from an 

employee-organization perspective need further development.   
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Group and Team Membership 

Group and team literature often focuses on 1) the various dimensions and 

processes of membership or 2) the situated contexts.  First, group and team research has 

explored the influence of individual differences (e.g., Haslett & Ruebush, 1999), member 

dynamics (e.g., Arrow & Crosson, 2003), or member characteristics on system outcomes 

(see meta-analysis by Bowers, Pharmer, & Salas, 2000; Wallace & Hinsz, 2009).  For 

instance, Ayoko, Callan, and Hartel found that “teams with less-well-defined emotional 

intelligence climates were associated with increased task and relationship conflict and 

increased conflict intensity” (2008, p.  121).  More recently, scholars have become 

enmeshed in comparing virtual and co-present members (e.g., Krebs, Hobman, & Bordia, 

2006; Staples & Webster, 2007) and exploring technology use in teams (e.g., Scott, 1999; 

Scott, 2003).  For example in a study of traditional and virtual teams, Staples and 

Webster (2007) found that self-efficacy was more important to perceptions of 

effectiveness in technology-based virtual teams than in traditional face-to-face teams.   

Research has also explored group tasks (see Hirokawa & Salazar, 1999), relationships 

(see Keyton, 1999), and group processes (see Meyers & Brashers, 1999; Sunwolf & 

Seibold, 1999).       

Second, group research is often situated in various chief contexts including: social 

support groups, street gangs, and hate groups.  These three bodies of literature share one 

common thread: a definition of membership is implicit rather than explicit in the research 

and theorizing.  Additionally, the three bodies of work focus on exposing the distinctive 

elements that comprise the systems.  For example, much of the present day research on 
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social support (see Burleson & MacGeorge, 2002 for a full review) examines the 

exclusive benefits of online social support groups including their ability to offer 

continuous access to support (Finn, 1995, 1999; Madara, 1997), lessen the effects of 

sociodemographic prejudices (Finn, 1995; Kiesler, Siegel, & McGuire, 1984; Madara, 

1997; Rheingold, 1993), and deal with discussing sensitive issues (e.g., White & Dorman, 

2001).  Likewise, research on street gangs focuses the intricacies associated with gang 

language (e.g., Conquergood, 1994), cultural space, and communication (e.g., Philipsen, 

1975, 1992).   Finally, hate group literature examines the persuasive strategies used to 

increase membership, image control mechanisms, (Gerstenfeld, Grant, & Chiang, 2003), 

and self-enhancement strategies (Douglas, McGarty, Bliuc, & Lala, 2005).  Taken 

together, the research on social support groups, gangs, and hate groups does not directly 

address issues of membership, but rather it falls short as it discusses things that are 

merely tangentially related.   

Summary 

In sum, current membership research covers various contexts including 

organizations, groups, and teams.  Each body of literature evokes different 

conceptualizations and considerations of membership.  In these studies, scholars tend to 

examine the context (e.g., gangs) or the relationship (e.g., supervisor-subordinate) as 

opposed to investigating membership as a unique construct in communication theorizing.  

Moreover, as Masterson and Stamper (2003) clearly demonstrate, the current view of 

“organizational membership” is strictly limited to the employee-organization relationship 

and omits other manifestations of membership.   
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That is, scholars tend to assume that words like “employee” and “member” are 

synonymous.  This assumption could lead us to make erroneous errors in theorizing and 

application.  When our underlying assumptions are skewed, findings can be over-

generalized possibly mis-guided.  In order to address this weakness, I argue that we need 

to coalesce the current literature and explore the commonalities across all constructions 

of membership.  Next, I offer a continuum of membership and argue that all members can 

be situated along the continuum.  The resultant representation of membership is fluid to 

signify that individuals’ memberships are changing and dynamic as opposed to static over 

time.     

Continuum of Membership 

An individual’s membership in larger systems (e.g., groups, teams, organizations, 

etc.) can range from being “involuntary” to “voluntary” in nature.   

Figure 1.  Membership Continuum  
 
 
  Involuntary      Voluntary  
  Membership      Membership 
 
Voluntary Membership 

Currently, scholars dispute what characteristics need to come together in order to 

classify an individual as a volunteer.  Most definitions privilege the lack of financial gain 

juxtaposed with acts of service (Adams & Shepherd, 1996; Ashcraft & Kedrowicz, 2002; 

Sills, 1957; Stenzel & Feeney, 1968), others explain that the intention or motive to do 

good for others is key (Rotolo & Wilson, 2006; Wilson, 2000).  Volunteering has been 
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defined as “any activity in which time is given freely to benefit another person, group, or 

organization” (Wilson, 2000, p.  215) and as giving of “time and talents without 

compensation” (Adams & Shepherd, 1996, p.  366). 

Involuntary Membership 

Although current organizational research does not directly offer a definition of the 

construct involuntary membership, interpersonal communication scholars have explored 

a closely related concept, nonvoluntary relationships.  Thibaut and Kelley (1986) defined 

the term nonvoluntary relationship, as “a relationship in which the person is forced to 

stay even through he [or she] would prefer not to” (p.  169).  Nonvoluntary relationships 

can take place between family members (e.g., step parents), work colleagues (e.g., 

tenured colleagues), and social acquaintances (e.g., roommates) (Hess, 2000).  

Involuntary members may share similarities with individuals in nonvoluntary 

relationships in that both are likely to involve being forced to stay in either in an 

undesired relationship, system, or organization (e.g., incarcerated individuals, mental 

institution residents, military personal under a stop-loss order, former draftees, etc.).    

 Gap  

There are several issues with the aforementioned definitions.  First, the definitions 

listed for “volunteers” do not directly translate to the notion of “voluntary membership.” 

While there are some commonalities present, the definitions will not suffice for the 

continuum (see Figure 1 above).  Second, involuntary membership is currently 

overlooked in communication theorizing and research, which has led scholars to neglect 
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an entire group of individuals that can be part of groups, teams, organizations and 

systems.     

In the past, researchers have used concepts like financial incentives and intrinsic 

motivation as proxies for membership.  That is, scholars presumed that individuals were 

“traditional” members unless qualifying statements were in place.  For example, paid 

individuals were presumed to be traditional (employee) members whereas unpaid, but 

internally motivated individuals were categorized as volunteers (see Galindo-Kuhn & 

Guzley, 2001; Wilson, 2000, Wilson & Musick, 1997).  Admittedly, not all research has 

used factors like pay and motivation as proxies for, or qualifications of, membership, yet 

the implicit definitiveness of these factors is problematic.  For instance, volunteers can 

receive incentives for their efforts (e.g., Smith, 1982), and they may not be intrinsically 

motivated to give freely of their time (e.g., mandated community service).  The 

experience membership is clearly more complex than these initial constructions allow. 

In sum, the inconsistencies associated with these factors diminish their 

effectiveness as direct proxies for membership.  We need to take a step back and widen 

the lens with which we examine issues of membership.  Embracing these steps can help 

to expand our understanding of the membership construct more thoroughly.  

Accordingly, additional facets need to be explored and current facets must be resituated 

in order to display a fuller understanding of membership.   

There are five facets of membership, which I argue are particularly relevant to the 

membership continuum (involuntary ↔ voluntary): 1) tangible external incentives, 2) 
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intrinsic internal incentives, 3) boundary management entrance, 4) boundary management 

exit, and 5) participation.   Three of these have been given some attention in the past 

(facets 1, 2, 5) while the other two (facets 3 and 4) have been seen more as anomalies.  

These facets, when taken together, work to position individuals along the continuum of 

membership. 

Facets of Membership 

Central Facets of Membership 

Currently, we have an oversimplified conception of membership.  

Communication scholars should consider five central facets when determining an 

individual’s membership.  For each of these five facets, I provide a figure to illustrate the 

range of possibilities that exist.  Further, I explore the facets from two different 

perspectives.  First, I elucidate the conventional ways that researchers have utilized the 

facet (and offer reasonable explanations when research support is absent).  Second, I 

explain why these traditional conventions may not be conclusive as anticipated.  Based 

on past research and reasons, voluntary and involuntary members have “likely spots” 

where they will land along the central facet continuums.  However, it is possible for these 

same members to fall at any point along the continuum.      

Tangible external incentives.  Tangible external incentives can be conceptualized 

as external material rewards, monetary or otherwise, that individuals receive for being a 

member.  Members can receive to a high degree of these incentives, or they may not 
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receive these incentives at all in exchange for membership.  Figure 2 illustrates the broad 

range of financial compensation that can be earned by organizational members.   

Figure 2.  Tangible External Incentives Continuum 
 
 
  Tangible external      Tangible external  
  incentives are absent     incentives are present 
         to a high degree 

Past research focuses on monetary compensation and suggests that individuals who are 

not financially compensated would be classified as volunteers (Adams & Shepherd, 1996; 

Wilson, 2000).  Accordingly, this research would position volunteer members somewhere 

toward the left side of the continuum.  Financial incentives, however, cannot be used as a 

concrete distinguishing factor of membership.  For example, some scholars posit that by 

definition, volunteers cannot be financially compensated for their work (Sills, 1957; 

Stenzel & Feeney, 1968).  Others suggest that more consideration needs to be given to 

the underlying motives and argue that people who select low paying jobs coupled with a 

desire to help out society should be considered “quasi-volunteers” (Smith, 1982, p.  25).  

Additionally, preliminary work has started to explore the relationship between monetary 

rewards and volunteer effort (Frey & Goette, 1999).   

Further, while common sense would indicate that involuntary members like 

inmates do not receive compensation (far left side of the continuum), some might.  For 

example, some inmates can work while incarcerated and be paid for their labor (Federal 

BOP Work Programs, 2010; Texas Correctional Industries, 2009).   Voluntary and 

involuntary members could all experience varying levels of tangible external incentives.   
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Intrinsic internal incentives.   Intrinsic internal incentives, often referred to as 

internal motivation in present research, is the second facet that situates individuals on the 

membership continuum (Figure 3).   

Figure 3.  Intrinsic Internal Incentives Continuum 
 
 
  Intrinsic internal      Intrinsic internal  
  incentives are absent     incentives are present 
         to a high degree 

Scholars generally use the term intrinsic motivation to refer to the link between work 

accomplished and personal satisfaction gained (Adams, Schlueter, & Barge, 1988) or as 

the desire to engage in some activity without the promise of pay (Lindberg, 2001).  

Morrow- Howell and Mui (1989) summarize three types of intrinsic motivation that can 

be applied to volunteer-motivation research: altruistic (selfless desire to serve), social 

(self-focused motivation to be needed/connected)(Clary, Synder, Ridge, Copeland, 

Stukas, Haugen, & Miene, 1998), and material (desire to get ahead or fulfill 

commitments).  Overall, research suggests that the greater the level of intrinsic 

motivation experienced, the more likely individuals are to be considered volunteer 

members.  Consequently, research suggests that voluntary members would likely fall near 

the far right side of the continuum.   

However, intrinsic internal incentives, like tangible external incentives, may not 

be as central to the definition of a voluntary member as some might believe.  For 

example, Wilson (2000) describes the debate surrounding whether or not motivation is 

central to the act of volunteering.  He explains that some scholars posit, “the desire to 
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help other is constitutive of volunteering” where as other simply espouse that 

volunteering involves “acting to produce a ‘public’ good” (Wilson, 2000, p.216).  Many 

states employ court ordered community service (Pease, 1985).  Additionally, some 

organizations are starting to institute mandatory volunteer hours as part of employee job 

descriptions (see Zairi & Peters, 2002 for an example of social responsibility).  While 

performing community service might under normal circumstances general high intrinsic 

internal incentives, the court or organizational mandate could leave individuals on the 

opposite side of the continuum (without any intrinsic internal incentives). 

Involuntary members, on the other hand, presumably do not experience intrinsic 

internal rewards based on their membership.  For example, prison organizations point to 

the absence of benefits and rewards, internal or otherwise, for incarcerated individuals 

(e.g., Forrester-Jones, 2006).  As such, research would position them near the far left side 

of the continuum.  However, some involuntary members may actually experience 

intrinsic internal rewards based on their membership.  For instance, incarcerated 

individuals have the opportunity to take educational classes (even college courses) or 

enroll in necessary substance abuse education and awareness programs while in prison 

(e.g., Taxman, Perdoni, & Harrison, 2007).   

Boundary management entrance.  The third facet that situates individuals on the 

membership continuum is boundary management entrance.  That is, does the individual 

have control over his/her entry into the organization? Current research has overlooked 

this facet in the conceptualization of membership.  Volunteers, under normal 

circumstances, can offer their services and/or enter into a contract with an organization 
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upon a time of their choosing.  Organizational socialization and assimilation researchers 

examine this process in a stage model, classifying this phase as entry (Jablin, 1987).  

However, there may be barriers to entry as well.  For example, to become a voluntary 

member in some organizations, like Big Brothers Big Sisters, individuals have to meet 

certain requirements before they can enter (Big Brothers Big Sisters, 2008).  They are not 

able to control their entrance at any time.   

Involuntary members, on the other hand, may or may not have the ability to 

choose to enter an organization.  Some individuals can control their entrance to an 

organization or group.  For example, individuals may freely enter a mental institution to 

get needed medical assistance, but later become involuntary members if they held in there 

by court order.  On the other hand, incarcerated individuals are typically in a situation of 

forced entrance where they cannot control the timing of their entry.  They are mandated 

by a court order to become a member of a prison or jail.   Figure 4 illustrates the 

continuum of entrance ranging from control to no control over entrance boundary 

management.   

Figure 4.  Boundary Management Entrance Continuum  
 
 
  Individuals cannot    Individuals can control 
  control entrance at any time   entrance at any time 
 
Boundary management exit.  Ability to exit an organization is the fourth facet that I 

consider in the continuum of organizational membership (see Figure 5).  Organizational 

exit occurs when individuals leave an organization (Jablin, 1987).  Jablin (1987, 2001) 

terms this process disengagement or exit.  Traditionally, voluntary members are believed 
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to be able to leave an organization at any time whereas involuntary members do not have 

a choice in the exit process (e.g., inmates).  Instances exist where volunteers may not 

have control over their exit choices.  For example, if a volunteer member has agreed to an 

organization to serve a certain number of hours in an organization, he/she needs to fulfill 

that commitment.  Additionally, court-mandated volunteering and organizational 

initiatives can influence exit abilities.   

Figure 5.  Boundary Management Exit Continuum 
 
 
  Individuals cannot    Individuals can control 
  control exit at any time   exit at any time 
 
As Hess (2000) suggests, individuals in nonvoluntary relationships are forced to remain 

against their will; they do not have a control over their exit process.  Similarly, this is 

likely the case for most involuntary members.   For most involuntary members, there is a 

sudden (or ever-present) inability to exit the organization as desired.  After joining an 

organization, some members go through a phase where it is no longer an option to exit.   

 More specifically, choice to exit becomes more difficult, less preferred, or nearly 

impossible based on the associated ramifications.  These members do not have control 

over their exit choices.  Army members offer a clear example; once they join the military 

they are under a contract for a period of time and can be understood as a type of 

involuntary member.  They are not free to leave.  If they do exit early (without following 

the proper steps), they could be considered AWOL (US Military, 2007).  The 

repercussions for going AWOL are severe; usually individuals must serve time in 

military prison as penance for their exit.  Inmates offer a more extreme example.  By all 
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basic understanding, incarcerated individuals cannot control their ability to exit at any 

time.  However, inmates sometimes have the ability to escape.  Prison escapes, albeit 

rare, do occur (Culp & Jay, 2005).  For example an inmate in Texas recently escaped 

during a transfer (Watkins, 2009).  The likely result they face for this early exit is death 

or re-imprisonment.  Inmates may have control over their boundary management in terms 

of exit, however the ramifications of that control could be staggering.   

Participation.  Participation is the final facet that situates individuals along the 

continuum of organizational membership (Figure 6).  As McPhee and Zaug noted (2009), 

membership is “constituted” in the “flow of communication” (p.  34).  Accordingly, the 

participation facet is communicative in nature (Monge & Miller, 1998; Seibold & Shea, 

2001).  Participation can take on multiple meanings, and “almost everyone who employs 

the term thinks of something different” (Schregle, 1970, p.  117).  For the purposes of this 

study, participation can be understood as the degree of involvement in the organization or 

system (see Cotton, 1993; Marshall & Stohl, 1993).  Wicks and Grandy (2007) explain 

the interplay between membership and participation clearly.  In their study of “tattooing 

collectivities” or tattoo groups, they state “individuals can be members of a collectivity, 

but not participants in the cultures” (p.  349).  They discuss how the degree of members’ 

participation can vary widely.  Marshall and Stohl (1993) point out that participation is 

typically portrayed “as a unidimensional, static variable” when in actuality it is a 

“complex, dynamic, [and] interactive process” (p.  137).    

The degree of participation of voluntary and involuntary members can fluctuate.  

Locke and Schweiger (1979) explain that participation in organizations can range from 
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no participation, to consultation (members voices are heard), to full participation 

(members voices are given equal weight with managerial voices).  In line with past 

research, the facet of participation can range from no participation to high participation.       

Figure 6.  Participation Scale 
 
 
  Individuals do not    Individuals participate  
  participate     to a high degree 
 
 Research suggests that voluntary members typically engage in high levels of 

participation.  For example, in a study of members in a community theater group, Kramer 

(2002) discussed “life or death emergencies seemed to be the only thing” that would halt 

their participation.  Similarly, Lam (2002) found that individuals who involved in their 

religious organizations were also likely to have high rates of participation in religious and 

secular voluntary organizations.   However, voluntary membership does not always 

equate to high levels participation.  For example, church attendance (participation) and 

church membership have been conceptualized as different constructs (Taylor & Chatters, 

1988), which suggests that simply being a voluntary member does not necessarily lead to 

high levels of participation.   Additionally, people can join groups or organizations and 

not be active participants (e.g., lurkers in online communities, see Preece, Nonnecke, & 

Andrews, 2004).   

 Involuntary members can also range in their participation.  Individuals can be part 

of mandatory drug treatment programs (e.g., Young & Belenko, 2002) and they can vary 

in their degree of participation in these involuntary memberships.  Some individuals are 

highly participative, whereas others are disengaged and attempt to avoid conversations, 
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discussions, and participation.   Farabee and colleagues (1999) list different incentives to 

increase participation in drug treatment programs for inmates including “early release” 

and “reduced restrictions on parole” (Farabee, Prendergast, Cartier, Wexler, Knight, & 

Anglin, 1999, p.  159).  These incentives seem to point to the underlying assumption that 

typical involuntary members, like inmates, may not engage in high levels of participation 

in their organizations or systems. 

Table 1 

Central Facets of Membership, Definitions, and Key Questions   

Facet Definition Key Questions to Determine 
Positionality 

Tangible 
External 
Incentives 

 Material rewards, monetary or 
otherwise, that members receive 
to a high degree or do not receive 
at all in exchange for 
membership.   

Does the member receive any 
type of tangible external 
incentives in exchange for 
membership? 

Intrinsic Internal 
Incentives 

The natural or inherent rewards 
that people feel/experience to a 
high degree or do not 
feel/experience at all when they 
are members.   

Does the member receive any 
type of intrinsic internal 
incentives in exchange for 
membership? 

Boundary 
Management 
Entrance 

The ability of a member to 
control or not control his or her 
entrance an organization at any 
time.   

Can the member join the system 
whenever s/he desires or is the 
member forced to enter?  

Boundary 
Management 
Exit 

The ability of a member to 
control or not control his or her 
exit from an organization at any 
time. 

Can the member exit the system 
whenever s/he desires or is the 
member forced to remain?  

Participation  The degree of involvement in a 
system (or organization).  The 
member participates to a high 
degree or does not participate.   

Does the member communicate 
and participate in the 
organization or are they a passive 
member?  
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Summary of Central Facets of Membership 

The fluid nature of the involuntary ↔ voluntary continuum is important.  Each of 

the five central facets mentioned above informs our understanding of where an individual 

might fall along the membership continuum.  While the interplay of five different 

continuums makes membership more difficult to discuss, it also paints a more thorough 

and accurate picture of what membership actually entails.  Current research would 

suggest that lower incentives, less control over organizational boundaries, and lower 

levels of participation are all tentative indicators that individuals likely fall more toward 

the involuntary end of the membership continuum.  Noticeably, I have not offered 

different categories of members, nor have I presented a typology of membership.  This 

step was intentional as membership facets should not be viewed as all or nothing.   There 

is not a membership type, for example, that receives tangible external incentives, does not 

receive intrinsic internal incentives, controls entry and exit boundaries and has high 

participation.  It would be inaccurate to try to isolate the definition down into a set 

number of categorical representations or membership types.  Rather, it is the interplay 

between all of these facets (and potentially others) that inform our core understanding of 

membership and help situation individuals along the continuum.  Together, these facets 

can be applied to any membership context, situation, or categorization.   

Peripheral Facets of Membership 

In addition to the central facets of membership, peripheral facets also exist.  These 

peripheral facets are tangentially related to the experience of membership.  They might 
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influence how individuals feel about their membership or correlate with membership 

experiences, but they are not universally linked to the core definition or construction of 

membership.  The importance of the peripheral facets will likely vary based on the 

context and type of membership under consideration.  These facets might also play a role 

in membership responses & outcomes.  Instead of defining or comprising what it means 

to be a member, these peripheral facets likely correlate or co vary with membership.    

Organization type.  Organization type is a peripheral facet that researchers 

consider in the exploration of the intersection between membership and communication.  

More specifically, the location or site of volunteer work is often situated in non-profit 

organization such as schools and educational institutions (Stukas, Snyder, & Clary, 

1999), domestic violence organizations (Ashcraft & Kedrowicz, 2002), and aid 

organizations like the Red Cross (Hamker, 2008; Smith & Gossett, 2006).   

However, individuals can volunteer in any type of organization including both 

for- and not-for-profit businesses.  For example, many for-profit NFL teams partner with 

non-profit organizations such as churches or school programs to run their concession 

stands.  Similarly, many non-profit organizations (e.g., Red Cross) have some paid 

employees on staff (see Hamker, 2008 for an example).  Moreover, various organizations 

that house involuntary members can be classified as for-profit (e.g., private prisons) and 

others as non-profit entities (e.g., federal prisons) (BJS, Prison Inmates at Midyear 2008, 

2010; Lundahl et al., 2009).  Therefore, being a non-profit organization is not a perfectly 

indicative of voluntary membership classifications.   
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Job status.  Job status can be understood as an individual’s rank or position in an 

organization.  Status is often explained as a function of job role (Ellis, 2007; Morris, 

Conrad, Marcantonio, Marks, & Ribisl, 1999; Wright, Bengtsson, & Frankenberg, 1994) 

and/or hierarchy position (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen, 1976; Lee & Jablin, 1995). 

Research studies demonstrate that an individual’s job role classification (e.g., blue 

collar vs.  white collar or union vs.  non-union) influences various communicative and 

organizational outcomes.  For example, blue-collar workers have lower perceptions of 

workplace promises (Ellis, 2007), lower perceptions of workplace health conditions 

(Morris et al., 1999), and lower workplace satisfaction levels (Wright et al., 1994) than 

do white-collar workers (see also Lucas & Buzzanell, 2004).   

Job status is also a function of an individual’s position in the organizational 

hierarchy.  Extant research has explored differences between supervisors and 

subordinates (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen, 1976; Jablin, 1980, 1982; Lee & Jablin, 

1995), as well as differences between managers and non-managers (Tourish et al., 2004).  

Studies show that individuals at varying levels of the hierarchy differ in their reports of 

information reception (Tourish et al., 2004) and in their perceptions of influence, 

satisfaction, and openness (Jablin, 1980). 

Spatial presence.  Spatial presence involves physically being at the organization 

(e.g., working at the primary office as opposed to telework and/or virtual work).  Studies 

on spatial presence explore the effects of working virtually and not being physically 

present at the home base or predominate organizational site/building.  Findings from this 

body of literature suggest that workers who are spatially dispersed experience work 
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differently than those who are locally present (e.g., Evans, 2003; Hylmo, 2006; Scott & 

Timmerman, 1999; Webster & Wong, 2008). 

Temporal presence.  Temporal presence equates to the amount of time spent at an 

organization (e.g., part-time vs.  full-time and temporary vs.  permanent).  Workers also 

vary in their temporal organizational presence.  Individuals’ temporality can be situated 

within the span of a work week (part-time vs.  full-time classifications), as well as within 

the life span of an organization (temporary workers vs.  permanent workers).  Studies 

suggest that part-time and full-time members differ in their perceptions of organizational 

support (Gakovic & Tetrick, 2003), as well as in their feelings of trust and reciprocity 

toward the organization (Millward & Hopkins, 1998).  Temporary workers also differ 

from permanent organizational members (Gossett, 2002, 2006; Sias, Kramer, & Jenkins, 

1997). 

Ballard and Gossett (2008) review of the spatial and temporal dynamics (of 

membership presence) in their model of non-standard work argued that members can 

vary in their activity coordination (flexible to fixed) and in their membership negotiation 

(permanent to temporary).  The model includes four types of members: standard (“real” 

member), virtual (“ghost” member), contingent (“guest” member), and non-membership 

(“vendor” member; Ballard & Gossett, 2008, p.  278).  Thus, research and models related 

to organizational presence point to the importance of spatial and temporal variables in 

membership theorizing. 

Identification.  Work on identification (and organizational identification) are also 

closely linked to notions of membership.  Cheney and Tompkins (1987) define 
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identification as “the appropriation of identity, either (1) by the individual or collective in 

question or (2) by others” (p.  5).  Mael and Ashforth (1992) expand on this idea in their 

exploration of organizational identification or “the perception of oneness with or 

belongingness to an organization, where the individual defines him or herself in terms of 

the organization(s) in which he or she is a member” (p.  104).  Notably, the term member 

is part of the definition of organizational identification.  The claim is that through 

identification, individuals define themselves as members and take on characteristics 

typical of that group.     

Assimilation and socialization.  The bodies of literature on assimilation and 

socialization are also peripherally tied to the construction of membership.  Jablin and 

Krone (1987) define the assimilation process as “both explicit and implicit attempts by 

organizations to influenced their employees (socialization), and corresponding attempts 

by employees to influence their organizations (individualization)” (p.  712).  This process 

is frequently viewed as membership negotiation.  That is, how individuals become 

members in an organization.  The socialization process is most often represented in stage 

models (see Waldeck & Myers, 2008 for a full review), which include at least three basic 

phases: 1) anticipatory socialization or pre-arrival, 2) encounter or accommodation, and 

3) metamorphosis or role management (Feldman, 1976a, 1976b; Jablin, 1982, 1987, 

2001; Porter, Lawler, & Hackman, 1975; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979).  Several models 

add an extra phase to the process, disengagement or exit (Fisher, 1986; Jablin, 1987; Saks 

& Ashforth, 1997).   These phases represent the different stages individuals go through in 
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order to be considered a “participating member” in the organization (metamorphosis) 

(Jablin, 1984, p.  596).     

Summary of Peripheral Facets 

  I have delineated six different peripheral facets of membership: organization 

type, job status, spatial presence, temporal presence, identification, and 

assimilation/socialization.   These facets, while not inextricably linked to all types of 

membership, likely influence or are influenced by an individual’s membership.   For 

instance, time could be an integral facet if the organizational boundary exit is immobile 

or infinite (e.g., cannot exit at any time or permanent membership).  Additionally, these 

peripheral facets could be related to the varied responses of members.   

Conclusions and Guiding Research Questions 

Thus far, I have attempted to offer a comprehensive understanding of the 

construct of membership.   I explicated central facets and peripheral facets of 

membership drawn from current research in organizations, groups, and teams.  I also 

detailed a continuum of membership involuntary ↔ voluntary to illustrate the varied 

types of membership possible in communication systems.  As previously noted, the 

research on involuntary membership is negligible.  Thus, the remaining and overarching 

goal of this study is to investigate this new form of membership that not been considered 

in communication literature.   

Next, I explain the appropriateness of the sample of interest in this study, inmates, 

as involuntary members.   I use past research to substantiate my claim that incarcerated 
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individuals, under normal circumstances, typically fall near the involuntary membership 

side of the continuum.  In order to make this argument, I draw on previous research to 

demonstrate where inmates potentially fall on the continuums of the five central facets of 

membership. 

Appropriateness of the Participants and Site 

The participants of primary interest in this study are incarcerated individuals, or 

inmates, in prisons in the United States and Norway.  Past research, logic, and reason 

worked together to inform this choice.  Arguably, inmates are an extreme example of 

involuntary members.  Under traditional circumstances, incarcerated individuals should 

fall on the outermost edge of the continuum for most of the five facets of membership.   

First, inmates typically do not receive tangible external incentives for their 

membership (first facet).  While some can work, most federal work programs only pay 

between 12 and 14 cents an hour (Federal BOP Work Programs, 2010).   Second, 

incarcerated individuals traditionally do not receive intrinsic internal rewards based on 

their prison membership (second facet).  Inmates are stigmatized (Goffman, 1963) and 

disciplined (Foucault, 1977).  According to Liebling (1999),  

Imprisonment, then, is painful.  The pains of imprisonment, however, cannot be 

viewed as being limited to the loss of physical liberty.  The significant hurts lie in 

the frustrations or deprivations which attend the withdrawal of freedom, such as 

the lack of heterosexual relationships, isolation from the free community, the 

withholding of goods and services, and so on.  (p.  285)  
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It is improbable individuals under those extreme circumstances could have intrinsic 

internal rewards as a result of prison membership.    

Further, most inmates do not have control over their organizational entry (third 

facet) or organizational exit (fourth facet).  The central aim of prisons supports this claim: 

“The Federal Bureau of Prisons protects society by confining offenders in the controlled 

environments of prisons and community based facilities…” (Federal BOP, Homepage, 

2010).  The inmates are confined or forced to remain until they are paroled or discharged.  

In recent years, parole “has come to symbolize the leniency of a system in which inmates 

are ‘let out’ early” (Petersilia, 1999, p.  480).  This popular public opinion speaks to the 

fact that inmate exit is often viewed as non-negotiable in most instances.    

The final facet of membership, participation, is not as clearly represented in past 

prison research, nor is it reasonable to argue firmly for or against the likelihood of 

participation (fifth facet).  Much of the research that does address participation in prisons, 

focuses on correctional treatment programs and their effects (e.g., behavior modification, 

cognitive skills training, sex offender treatment, etc.) (see Gaes, Flanagan, Motiuk, & 

Stewart, 1999).  That said, the communicative habits and participation of incarcerated 

individuals to date is unclear.    

Past research and reason suggest that incarcerated individuals likely fall on the far 

side of the involuntary ↔ voluntary membership continuum.   As such, they are an 

appropriate sample for exploring involuntary membership.  I pose the following research 
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questions to guide this study, address the gaps in our current research, and to gain a more 

thorough understanding of the construct of involuntary membership.   

RQ1:  What facets comprise involuntary membership? 

RQ2:   In what ways do individuals describe the experience of involuntary 

membership? 

RQ3:  In what ways does Norwegian involuntary membership differ from U.S.  

involuntary membership?  
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 

Chapter Overview 

In this chapter I explain and provide a rationale for the methodological choices I 

made in this study.  I begin by outlining the suitability of a qualitative approach.  Next, I 

discuss the research sites in the study.  I then outline my approaches to data collection: 

interviews, observation, and organizational document analysis.  Subsequently, I explicate 

my data analysis procedures and discuss my author positionality.   Finally, I discuss the 

steps I took to ensure validity and analytic rigor.     

Suitability of a Qualitative Approach 

A scholar’s methodology is a tool used in the search for knowledge.  The choice 

of methodology should match the question being asked (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  

Qualitative methods allow researchers to describe and explain the “intricate details about 

phenomena such as feelings, thought processes, and emotions that are difficult to extract 

or learn about through more conventional research methods” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p.  

11).  Accordingly, the nature of my research privileged this type of qualitative approach.   

More specifically, the goal of this dissertation was not to generalize ideas of 

membership across all types of organizations, but rather to understand the unique 

experience (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) of involuntary members in prison organizations.  

Since little was known about the topic within the study (Gubrium & Holstein, 1997; 

Stern, 1980), my research questions were explanatory in nature (Lofland, 1971).  The 

questions were designed to help me “make sense of” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000, p.  3) the 
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construct of involuntary membership.  Taken together, each aforementioned quality of 

the research goals and history lead to my decision to use a grounded theory methodology 

(Glaser & Strauss, 1967), in an effort to construct a substantive mid-range theory of 

involuntary membership in prison.    

Research Sites 

 There were five primary research sites in this study.  Two of the sites were in 

Norway (Kaston and Branson prisons) and three were in the United States (Renton, 

Lawton, and Klayton prisons).   All of the prisons in the study have been assigned 

pseudonyms to protect prison and interviewee identities.   Before beginning my study, I 

worked with the Institutional Review Board (IRB) to ensure that all of the proper 

documents were in place to conduct research using a protected population.   Additionally, 

I obtained approval from the Correctional Services in the northern region of Norway (or 

the “Kriminalomsorgen region nord”) as well as the Texas Department of Criminal 

Justice (TDCJ) before beginning data collection.  It is important to note that while the 

TDCJ helped me coordinate my research, the findings and claims in this study do not 

necessarily reflect their policies or views (See Appendix A for the full disclaimer).  

Below, I explain the access procedures for each country and research site.    

Norway Prisons 

 My research in Norway was, in part, facilitated by the Bodø Graduate School of 

Business at Bodø University.   The Associate Dean of the school acted as a liaison 

between the Correctional Services contact and me.  He was instrumental in helping me 
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through the application and approval processes.   The Correctional Services office 

required an IRB-type application, which detailed the directions and aims of my data 

collection and research study.   Additionally, the Associate Dean met with the contact at 

the Correctional Services office for an in-depth interview.  During the interview, the 

Correctional services contact verified the motives, aims, and directions of the research.  

The study was approved after a period of 90 days, which is a fairly typical turn-around 

time for governmental office approvals in Norway.   

 Kaston prison site.   My first round of data collection took place over a one-week 

period in the month of June 2009.  The Dean of Bodø Graduate School of Business had a 

connection to a prison teacher in the area and arranged a meeting.  I travelled to southern 

Norway to interview the dean’s contact and three other prison teachers employed by the 

Kaston Prison school district (four interviews in total, n = 4).  Prisons in Norway have 

their own school district that is not unlike a traditional school system here in the United 

States.  I never visited the Kaston prison directly but rather spoke to four individuals who 

were employed by that prison.    

 Branson prison site.   My second round of data collection took place at Branson 

prison.  Branson prison was located in northern Norway, and the Associate Dean at Bodø 

Graduate School of Business arranged access.  At the time of data collection, the prison 

housed 54 inmates with sentences ranging from 30 days to 21 years (maximum sentence 

in Norway).  I spent 4 days conducting interviews with inmates (n = 5), correctional 

officers (n = 4), and the warden (n = 1) at Branson prison between July and August 2009.  
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In total, I collected 10 interviews from Branson.  I also logged 3 hours and 50 minutes of 

observation at the facility.   

U.S. Prisons 

The final waves of data collection took place in the state of Texas between 

October 2009 and January 2010.  I dealt primarily with the executive services division of 

the TDCJ to complete the application process.  I submitted my application in July and 

received approval to conduct my study in October of 2009.  At that point, I was 

authorized to conduct research in any Texas prison, but I still had to gain access to each 

individual site.    

The Executive Services Office requested that I provide a list of potential prisons 

for research.  I surveyed the units online and chose 15 potential prisons based on capacity 

size and physical proximity to the researcher.  I tried to select units that housed at least 

500 inmates so that the sample pool would be large.  Additionally, I listed prisons that 

were in the central or central eastern part of the state.   The Executive Services took the 

list and mailed letters of approval to the wardens of these facilities.  At that point, it 

became my responsibility to contact the wardens and solicit their participation in the 

study.   

The months of October and November were dedicated to cold calling and visiting 

various prison wardens and assistant wardens in the state.  In the Texas prison system, I 

noticed that both assistant wardens and wardens were called “Warden” by the security 

and office staff.  As such, both wardens and assistant wardens were assigned pseudonyms 

that started with the title “Warden” (i.e., Warden Tex, Warden Jones, Warden GrantNW).  
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I was able to connect with three wardens who agreed to participate in the study.  The first 

prison I visited was Renton, followed by Lawton, and finally Klayton.    

 Renton prison site.  Renton was the first prison I visited in the United States.  I 

spoke to one of the wardens to gain access.  During the initial call he allowed me to 

explain the purpose of my study and outline my needs in the research process.  He agreed 

to participate, and we scheduled the visit dates on our first phone conversation.   

Renton is a state prison that has over 400 staff and 1,800 inmates.   Renton prison 

has many educational programs, and inmates can earn their GED, undergraduate and 

master’s degrees while incarcerated.  Additionally, the facility has a “GRAD” program, 

or Gang Renunciation and Disassociation program, to help former gang members 

unaffiliated with their previous gangs.  Renton also has a trustee camp and several 

hundred trustees on site.  Trustees are inmates who have been promoted to a special 

status and are permitted to work in some of the more preferred job roles on the prisons 

site with greater responsibility.  They also have living quarters that are separate from the 

general inmate population and have fewer restrictions (in terms of the ability to move 

around the facility) and more benefits (in terms of visitation privileges).   

In December of 2009, I conducted a total of 13 interviews with inmates (n = 7), 

correctional officers (n =5), and one warden (n = 1).   I also logged 5 hours and 20 

minutes of observation.   

 Lawton prison site.   Lawton was the second prison I visited in Texas.  I began 

contacting Lawton prison in early November of 2009.  In late November, I was able to 

schedule a time to conduct the interviews and observations at the facility.   
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Lawton is a private prison and has over 200 employees and 1,000 inmates.  Half 

of the inmates at Lawton are females and the other half are males; though, the two groups 

never interact.  This particular prison is one of the few institutions that have an industry 

where inmates work and earn money.   The money earned goes to pay the inmates’ 

“taxes, room and board, dependent support, restitution and a contribution is made to a 

crime victims’ fund” (Texas Correction Industries, 2009).   The inmates at Lawton make 

air conditioning and heating elements as well as computer boards.  The presence of 

industry at the Lawton facility increases the need for security between the business 

operation and the prison facility.  Inmate workers are required to “strip in” and “strip out” 

(remove clothing) when moving back and forth between the two areas.   

In December 2009, I interviewed a total of 11 participants (n = 11 inmates and n = 

1 correctional officer) and logged 6 hours and 15 minutes of observation.   

 Klayton prison site.  Klayton prison is the final facility that I visited in Texas.  

Klayton is both a prison and a drug treatment facility.  Like Lawton, it is a private prison.   

I contacted the warden in November 2009, and I visited the facility shortly thereafter to 

explain the purpose and aims of my research.  The warden agreed to participate in the 

study, and we scheduled dates for the interviews.      

The facility has 150 employees and approximately 500 inmates.  Klayton is 

unique in that it functions as a substance abuse treatment program and an in-prison 

therapeutic community.   The inmates at Klayton are all placed in “families” when they 

enter the facility.  These “family members” hold each other accountable for their criminal 

behavior and choices they make while incarcerated.   In January 2010, I interviewed a 
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total of 20 participants at Lawton (n = 19 inmates and n = 1 warden) and logged an hour 

and 15 minutes of observation.   

Interviews 

I conducted a total of 62 interviews (N = 62) with four different types of 

individuals to ensure data triangulation (Johnson, 1999) including: inmates (n = 41), 

correctional officers (n = 10), prison teachers (n = 8) and wardens (n = 3) (See Appendix 

B for breakdown by participant type and country).  The interviews ranged in duration 

from 18 minutes to 2 hours and 10 minutes with the average interview lasting 1 hour and 

8 minutes.   I logged a total of 70 hours and 21 minutes interviewing (See Appendix C for 

interview log and pseudonyms).  All of the interviews were recorded using a digital audio 

recording device.  I asked all interviewees for permission to record the conversations and 

presented them with informed consent documents.  I explained that their names, crimes, 

and any other identifying information would be kept confidential in any future 

publication.  All participants agreed to be recorded.  Only one potential participant 

declined to participate in the study after reviewing the IRB documents.  The inmate was 

from Klayton Prison and he was being released the next day.  He said he did not want to 

“waste his time”.   

I used theoretical sampling in this study (Charmaz, 2006; Glaser, 1978; Glaser & 

Strauss, 1967).  The precepts of theoretical sampling suggest that researchers should let 

the emerging theory control the data collection process (Glaser &Strauss, 1967; Stern, 

2007).  I started out by interviewing roughly equal numbers of inmates and correctional 



	  

	   59	  

officers in various prison organizations.  As my theory started to take shape, I refocused 

the types of interviewees, the timing of the interviews, and the interview questions to best 

contribute to the developing categories.   As Morse (2007) explains, in theoretical 

sampling: 

Researchers deliberately seek participants who have had particular responses to 

experiences, or in whom particular concepts appear significant.  These 

participants are then asked to tell their story, adding to the existing data set about 

a particular concept or category; the participants may also be asked targeted 

questions, and the resulting data may be used to verify the theory in its entirety.  

(p.  240) 

As the study progressed, I interviewed fewer correctional officers and more inmates (see 

Appendix C).  Additionally, the interviews became shorter in length as I asked fewer 

questions that were narrower in scope and directly linked to the developing theory (e.g., 

original question, “What kinds of things (if any) make you un/happy about being in 

prison” changed to “How do you deal with being in prison? How do you manage your 

time here?”).    

Participant Demographics 

Inmates.  All of the inmates interviewed in the study were male (n = 41); 14.6% 

(n = 6) were between the ages of 18-25 and 85.4% (n = 35) were 25 and older.  At least 

half of the inmates were serving their first prison sentence (n = 21), while others had been 

to prison at least one time previous (n = 19).  It was unclear whether one inmate was 

previously incarcerated (n =1, unclear).   The sentences ranged from 1.5 years to life, 
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with 29.3% (n = 12) serving at least 5 years cumulatively in prison and 65.9% (n = 27) 

serving 5 years or more, (n = 2, unclear).   

Correctional officers, wardens, and prison teachers.  In addition to inmates, I 

interviewed individuals who worked for (or volunteered in) the prison (n = 21).   The 

interviewees were 57% female (n = 12) and 43% male (n = 9).  Most of the correctional 

officers I interviewed were female (n = 7), but I also interviewed male correctional 

officers (n = 3).   Wardens were all males (n = 3) and I interviewed more female prison 

teachers (n = 5) than male prison teachers (n = 3).   

Inmate Interviews  

The prison controlled participant selection, and the inmates were chosen by 

various members of the prison staff including the Branson warden, the Renton case 

manager, the Lawton case manager, and the Klayton gang specialist correctional officer.  

I requested that inmates vary in age, race, time spent in prison, and crimes.  Keeping with 

an emic perspective, I talked with inmates to learn about how they described their 

(involuntary) membership in the prison system and explored “the meanings that the 

members attribute[d] to their own communicative actions” (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002, p.  

80).   I interviewed inmates (n = 41) while they were incarcerated and discussed their 

thoughts on being part of a prison organization.  I asked them about their experiences 

prior to as well as during incarceration.  I also had them speculate about what they 

thought their lives would/will be like if/when they are released from prison (see 

Appendix D for interview guides).  By discussing the full prison experience (pre-, during-

, and post-incarceration), I gained a clearer perspective on the communicative processes 
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and experiences associated with involuntary membership in prison.  I interviewed 

inmates in four separate prison facilities: Branson, Renton, Lawton, and Klayton.    

Branson inmates Norway.  The interview locations varied by prison.  In Norway 

at Branson prison, I conducted the interviews in the prison library.  My colleague, the 

Assistant Dean of the business school, was present during each interview to help with 

translation issues if they arose.  Of the five inmates interviewed, only 2 inmates asked 

that the interview be conducted in Norwegian.  My colleague translated the interview 

questions (and the interviewees responses’) throughout these meetings.  The other three 

inmates heard and answered the questions primarily in English.   

The library was a private space, and there were no correctional officers visible 

during the interviews.  We were in a close room with the inmates.  There was, however, a 

“panic” button on the wall that we were told to push should we had any issues.  The 

interviewees appeared very relaxed.  In each interview, we offered the inmates coffee and 

cookies, which the warden provided for us.  We found that most inmates accepted the 

coffee and declined the cookies.   In general, they seemed very open and willing to share 

their experiences with us.   The inmate interviews at Branson ranged in length from one 

hour to an hour and forty-two minutes, with the average interview lasting an hour and 

twenty minutes.      

Renton inmates United States.   At Renton prison, the interviewing environment 

was different from that in Norway.  I conducted all of my inmate interviews (n = 7) in the 

administrative segregation visiting space.  This visiting “room” was in a small wing off 

of the main hallway between the prisons’ administrative offices/prison entry (e.g., 
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warden’s office) and the prison cellblocks.  The room had two large doors, one for the 

inmates and one for the visitors.  The inmates entered the locked room through a steel 

door and were led to one of the three divided areas enclosed that were enclosed with solid 

wire mesh.  After entering the main steel door, the correctional officers had to open a 

padlock to let the inmates into an individual wire meshed area.  They relocked the 

padlock once the inmates were inside.     

The “inmate side” of the room was divided from the visitor side of the room by a 

large sheet of double pained glass that cut across the top half of the room and a large 

cement block wall dividing the bottom half of the room.  There was a very small patch of 

mesh wiring between the glass and cement that allowed us to engage in conversation.   

The visitor side of the room was completely open.  I entered through a large steel door 

and chose to sit and face any of the three areas in the room.  The chairs on the visitor side 

of the room were high (approximately 3.5 ft) while the inmates’ chairs were the size of a 

standard kitchen chair.  As such, I was situated in such a way that I looked down at the 

inmates during the conversation.   

I was always alone with the inmates during the interviews.  However, the 

correctional officer at the central command station could clearly see my every move in 

his/her mirrors.  It was often noisy in the hallway, which occasionally made it difficult to 

hear what the interviewees said.  When I finished an interview, I walked out of my side 

of the room to notify the correctional officer at central command.  It took anywhere from 

fifteen to forty five minutes for someone to come and release the inmate from the visiting 

area and bring another in another interviewee.  The inmate interviews at Renton ranged in 
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length from one hour and sixteen minutes to two hours and eleven minutes, with the 

average interview lasting an hour and forty minutes. 

Lawton inmates United States.  I conducted inmate interviews (n = 10) in an 

education classroom near the central command station at Lawton prison.  The room was 

fairly empty.  There were approximately 10 chairs, a podium, and a long rectangular 

table.  I sat down on the long side of the table (at the corner) and the inmate interviewees 

sat on the short side with their chair back to the wall.  These were “contact visits” in that 

there were no physical dividers or barriers between us.  The room had glass windows so I 

was always able to look out and see what was going on.  Similarly, others outside the 

room were able to peer into the room to see the conversation taking place.  It was a very 

conspicuous space.  While the hallway correctional officer would frequently walk by and 

look into the room, it was rare for someone to enter and interrupt our conversation.  The 

interviews at Lawton were much more private than those at Renton despite the ability for 

people to observe from the outside.  The inmate interviews ranged in length from forty-

five minutes to an hour and thirty-seven minutes, with the average interview lasting an 

hour and fourteen minutes. 

Klayton inmates United States.  I conducted my final round of inmate interviews 

(n = 19) in the education wing at Klayton prison.  Klayton had an entire wing of the 

prison devoted to classroom education.  The locked wing was off of the main hallway 

near the central command station.  Most of the correctional officers did not have a key to 

enter the wing.  Rather, they had to knock and wait to be let in by the correctional officer 

on the inside.  There were administrative offices and five classrooms in the education 
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wing.  They placed me in the last classroom at the very back end of the wing.  The room 

was closed off from the rest of the education wing and only had one small window in the 

door.  I never saw anyone look in on us during the interviews.  This interview situation 

allowed for the greatest amount of privacy and isolation.  However, I did notice a camera 

in the classroom, so it is possible that someone watched or listened to our conversation.  

These were also “contact visits.”   

The Klayton prison was very efficient.  When I finished interviewing one inmate, 

the correctional officer in charge of the wing already had another participant waiting for 

the next session.  By the time I conducted these interviews, I had narrowed and refined 

my interview guide considerably.  As such, the interviews were shorter in length.  The 

inmate interviews at Klayton ranged in length from twenty-four minutes to fifty-eight 

minutes, with the average interview lasting forty minutes.  My shortest interview at 

Klayton was with Gill.  Gill’s demeanor and topic of conversation made me 

uncomfortable so I chose to end the conversation early in a nonchalant manner.   

Correctional Officers and Wardens Interviews  

My interviews with the correctional officers and wardens also focused on 

questions of membership and involuntary membership in prison.  I used these non-inmate 

interviews to help better understand the experience of involuntary membership from the 

perspective of those who are in close proximity to incarcerated individuals but not 

incarcerated themselves.  By cross-checking the data against various sources, I was able 

to determine if the sources were in agreement with one another and “corroborate” the 

information and conclusions (Johnson, 1999, p.  161). 
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Branson correctional officers Norway.  In Norway, I interviewed the correctional 

officers (n = 4) under the same conditions as the inmates (in the library).  The interview 

with the warden (n = 1) took place in his office.  The correctional officer and warden 

interviews at Branson ranged in length from an hour and three minutes to an hour and 

thirty-five minutes, with the average interview lasting an hour and nineteen minutes. 

Renton correctional officers United States.  I interviewed the correctional officers 

(n = 5) and the warden (n = 1) at Renton prison in the warden’s offices.  My interviews 

with three of the correctional officers took place in the senior warden’s office.  His office 

was a quiet, private space for the officers to share their experiences.  Though I was 

encouraged to sit behind the warden’s desk during the interviews, I chose to sit next to 

the interviewees.  The door was always closed during the correctional officer interviews.   

The other two correctional officers were interviewed in public locations (warden’s office 

entry way and the entrance to the administrative offices).  These interviews were more 

informal in nature.  I did not interview the senior warden at Renton but just spoke to him 

briefly in passing.   

My interview with Warden Tex took place in his office with the door open.  The 

office was decorated with Texas flair.  It had pictures of horses and cowboys on the 

walls, as well as honors and awards that he had earned over the years.  Warden Tex had 

an open door policy during the interview, which lead to frequent interruptions during our 

conversations.  The he continued to perform his job duties during our interview time 

(e.g., answering the phone, speaking with people who entered the room, etc.), and so I 

had to adapt to this punctuated style of interviewing.   Additionally, the Warden Tex 



	  

	   66	  

maintained his place behind his large desk (approximately 4x6) and I sat on the other 

side.  It felt like there was a large expanse of space between the two of us.   I conducted 

two separate formal interviews with Warden Tex during my visit to Renton (warden, n = 

1).  The correctional officer and warden interviews at Renton ranged in length from 

eighteen minutes to fifty-three minutes, with the average interview lasting forty-eight 

minutes. 

Lawton correctional officer United States.  Though I briefly met the warden and 

several other employees at the Lawton prison, I only had the opportunity to interview 

Correctional Officer Ellen (n =1).  The interview took place in her office, which was 

located near the inmate dorm areas.   Correctional Officer Ellen’s office felt much like a 

fish bowl.  She had a large window across the front of her tiny office space 

(approximately 7x12) that faced out into the hallway and no exterior windows.  The 

window faced the hallway enabling her to watch all of the foot traffic that passed by her 

door.  Her interview lasted fifty-one minutes.   

Klayton warden United States.  I only conducted one formal interview during my 

time at Klayton.  The interview was with the warden (n =1).  I did, however, have the 

opportunity to chat with other correctional officers informally (primarily the gang 

sergeant and the education supervisor), and I made field notes regarding my observations 

and impressions of those conversations.  The formal interview with Warden Jones took 

place in his office.  The office was highly decorated Dallas Cowboy sports paraphernalia.  

His door was also open and we had several interruptions during our interview.  The 

interview, including interruptions, lasted sixty-one minutes.   
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Prison Teachers Interviews 

I interviewed prison teachers (n = 8) in both the United States and Norway in 

order to gain an outsider’s perspective on involuntary membership.  I asked the prison 

teachers similar questions to the correctional officers and wardens (e.g., most memorable 

interactions, shocking stories, etc.).    Data from these third-party sources informed my 

understanding of involuntary membership from an organizational outsider perspective.  

Prison teachers were outsiders in that they were removed from the direct experience of 

involuntary membership.  Additionally, they were outsiders in terms of their physical 

separation from the prison.  Unlike wardens and correctional officers, prison teachers (in 

the United States) were outside of the bounds of the organizational structure of the 

prison. 

 Kaston prison teachers Norway.  The Norwegian prison teachers (n = 4) were all 

employed by the same prison, Kaston prison.  However, the interviews were conducted 

off-site at the prison teachers’ homes.  UniNW, one of the prison teachers, accompanied 

me on all of the interviews and acted as a translator when necessary.  The prison teachers 

were very gracious hosts.  During each of the interviews I was offered coffee, tea, and 

several different desserts.   The interview experience was relaxed and conversational.  

The prison teacher interviews ranged in length from one hour and thirty-three minutes to 

two hours and two minutes; the average interview lasting an hour and thirty-seven 

minutes.    

 Lawton prison teachers United States.   The U.S. Prison Teachers (n = 4) had 

taught at various different facilities during their lives; however, each had spent time in 
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Lawton prison and related their experiences accordingly.  I met two prison teachers at 

coffee shops, one at her office, and one at her home.  The interviews ranged in length 

from an hour and nineteen minutes to two hours and two minutes, with the average 

interview lasting an hour and thirty-three minutes.   

Therefore, while a large majority of the quotes and supporting examples in this 

study came from incarcerated individuals, I also drew on other interviews within prisons 

to support the themes.  In the results section, if the pseudonym is not preceded or 

followed by an identifying title (e.g., correctional officer, warden or prison teacher), then 

the reader can presume that example came from an inmate interview.  I used two 

additional sources as secondary methods of data collection.  These methods were used to 

confirm (or dis-confirm) my understanding of the theory as it was emerging.  I used 

observational methods and organizational document analysis to corroborate and richen 

the categories as they emerged throughout the data collection and analysis process.   

Observation 

My secondary method of data collection was observation.  I was able to spend 

time observing at each of the four prisons I visited.  Many of my observational hours 

were logged during facility tours and between interviews.  I also sat in on one brief 

organizational meeting.  I logged a total of 16 hours and 40 minutes of observation: 

Branson (3 hours and 50 minutes), Renton (5 hours and 20 minutes), Lawton (6 hours 

and 15 minutes), and Klayton (1 hour and 15 minutes) (See Appendix E for a full 
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summary of observational hours).  After each prison visit I transcribed my field notes, 

which yield a total of 58 pages of single-spaced text.    

Organizational Documents  

 My third and final source of data for this study was organizational documents.  

Two of the three U.S. prisons provided me with the new inmate handbook.  These 

handbooks outlined the rules, regulations, violations, and expectations of each prison 

facility.  Inmates are typically given these upon arrival to the prison facility.  When asked 

if they read them, only about half of the inmates said they did.  The packets were 32 

pages (Lawton prison) and 38 pages (Renton prison).  I asked for a packet at Klayton 

prison but never received one.  I used the handbooks to corroborate the information that 

the inmates and correctional officers shared in their interviews.   

Author Positionality 

Researchers need to acknowledge their role in the process and associated 

predispositions.  My particular background with the prison system is based on my 

experiences with my incarcerated brother.  As such, I have been able to observe the inner 

workings of a prison system (first- and second-hand) and the effects on the nuclear family 

for some time.  Glaser and Strauss (1967) refer to this experience as  “slice of data” 

which can be useful as an “anecdotal comparison” in theory generation (p.  67).  These 

comparisons can aid the researcher in deciding where to begin the research study. 

Many scholars draw on their lived-experiences, or “slices of data” to inform their 

research choices and processes.  Indeed, as Corbin and Strauss explain “each investigator 
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enters the field with some questions or areas for observation, or will soon generate them” 

(1990, p.  6).  Thus, Corbin and Strauss (1990) acknowledge the improbability of entering 

a site with out any ideas or questions but subsequently emphasize the importance of the 

researcher being open and able to let initial questions subside if the data points to other 

questions and constructs.  Moreover, Glaser and Strauss (1967) suggest that scholars 

should acknowledge their role in the process because “the source of certain ideas…can 

come from sources other than the data” (p.  6, emphasis in original).  While my personal 

experiences helped to shape my research focus, I have also taken steps to ensure the rigor 

of this qualitative analysis.  Next, I discuss my data analysis processes as well as explain 

how I strived to achieve validity and analytic rigor in my data collection and analysis.    

Data Analysis 

All of the interviews in this study were transcribed verbatim.  I had 5 separate 

individuals transcribe the data including myself.  Prior to sending the files to my 

assistants, I assigned pseudonyms to all of the interviewees and prison facilities.  Two 

individuals completed a majority of the transcriptions, 33 and 13 interviews, respectively.  

I transcribed 5 of the interviews.  The remaining interviews (n = 11) were distributed 

across the other two transcription assistants.   I provided each assistant with a link to the 

transcription software, a transcript word document template in which to type up the 

interviews, transcription instructions (e.g., document noticeable nonverbals such as large 

sighs and other distracting or relevant noises), and a list of key terms that inmates used 

(e.g., “down” = time served on sentence thus far, “seg” = administrative segregation, or a 
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solitary holding cell, etc.).  Additionally, I encouraged the assistants to note areas of 

disfluency or unclarity in [brackets] in the transcripts.  The assistants were not instructed 

to capture or meaningfully account for the length of pauses in sentences or changes in 

vocal tone.  The transcription process yielded 1,367 pages of single-spaced data (615,035 

words).    

For each interview, I listened to the audio recording while reading through the 

transcript to check for errors, fill in missing words (as indicated by the brackets) and get a 

feel for the tone of the interview.   Overall, I found minimal errors in the transcripts.  

Most of the inaccuracies could be attributed to interviewee accents, as they were less 

distinguishable on the audio recordings than in person.  The time I spent transcribing and 

reviewing others transcripts allowed me to immerse myself in the data, form initial 

impressions, and start to write analytic memos.   

While grounded theorists may draw on prevailing literatures and theories, most 

fundamentally they produce an analysis that is rooted or grounded in the data itself 

(Charmaz, 2000).  Accordingly, this study was devised to create a substantive theoretical 

interpretation involuntary membership in prison settings.  In order to meet these aims, I 

analyzed the data using the constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; see 

also Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  Keeping in line with grounded theory methodology, my 

data collection and analysis processes were interconnected (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; 

Glaser & Strauss, 1967).   Throughout the process, I engaged in several iterations of open 

and axial coding, wrote theoretical memos, reviewed existing literature, and conducted 

analytical checks (Corbin & Strauss, 1990).   
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Below I describe my analysis processes in a sequential order; however, it is 

important to note that many of the phases were not clearly punctuated (Strauss & Corbin, 

1998).  In fact, the theoretical elements and categories in grounded theory methodology 

“result from iterative processes of going back and forth between progressively more 

focused data and successively more abstract categorizations” (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007, 

p.  25) As such, many of the analysis processes occurred at the same time, overlapped 

with one another, and transpired continuously throughout the data collection and analysis 

processes.   

Consistent with traditional grounded theory methodology, I began analyzing my 

data immediately after the first interview was collected and transcribed (Glaser & 

Strauss, 1967).  Memo-writing began in this initial phase as well (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; 

Lempert, 2007).  Memos helped me to keep track of and clarify the ways in which I was 

conceptualizing the data throughout the analysis process (Lempert, 2007) and helped me 

record different thoughts, suppositions, and questions that arose during the research 

process (Glaser, 1978; Strauss, 1987).  This process was integral in working toward a 

theory and maintaining the conceptual development of ideas (Corbin & Strauss, 1990).  I 

also engaged in continuous reading of literature, which helped me to confirm findings 

and highlight new innovations.  More specifically, my close readings allowed me to 

confirm, enhance, and find points of difference between my data and the current literature 

on organizational membership.  Moreover, the coding, memoing, and analysis processes 

were completely interwoven with the data collection and writing of theory in this study. 
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Coding Procedures 

As Bryant and Charmaz (2007) point out, grounded theory methodology “is based 

around heuristics and guidelines rather than rules and prescriptions” (p.  17).   In this 

particular study, I chose to use Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) coding guidelines as a loose 

framework to guide my coding procedures.  Accordingly, I analyzed my data using three 

types coding processes: open, axial, and selective (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  I used the 

qualitative analysis software NVivo 8 to organize and structure the coding process and 

“keep track of the data” in this study (Stern, 2007, p.  120).    

Open coding.  I began my data analysis using an open, emic coding scheme to 

explore incarcerated individuals’ (and other members) conceptualizations of their 

“communicative actions” and prison experiences (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002, p.  80).  

During this first step, I assigned each thought, idea, word(s), and sentence(s) a 

representative code or theme.  I proceeded through the data placing incidents in either 

existing categories or new categories until each piece of data was coded and category 

saturation was reached (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007).  Lindlof and Taylor (2002) call this 

step of the process “‘unrestricted’ because the analyst has not yet decided the range of 

categories or how the categories are defined, and has also not yet unitized the coding 

procedures (i.e., decided what constitutes a textual unit)” (p.  219).   Glaser and Strauss 

(1967) go so far as to suggest that scholars should ignore the relevant literature and 

theory during this open coding phase “in order to assure that the emergence of categories 

will no be contaminated by concepts more suited to different areas” (p.  37).  I embraced 

the unrestricted nature of the initial open coding phase and created codes that best fit the 
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data (e.g., turning point, drug addiction, gang fight, administrative segregation, free 

world, etc.).   

I used the constant comparative method (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Glaser & 

Strauss, 1967) to evaluate the categories comparing data across categories, examining 

data within categories, and looking for distinctions between created categories.  

According to Corbin and Strauss (1990), comparing data incidents against one another 

diminishes researcher bias as well as increases “precision (the group of like and only like 

phenomena) and consistency (always grouping the like with like)” (p.  9).   During this 

process I focused my attention on developing theoretical categories; I not only compared 

the data and cases against one another, but I also compared the data directly to the 

theoretical categories developed (Hood, 2007).  My initial wave of open coding yielded 

474 codes.   

The first round of open coding produced an exhaustive number of initial codes, 

many of which were not directly related to the research questions posed in this study.   

For example, several of the initial codes were related to correctional officer and teacher 

entry, training procedures, job decisions, and motives as well as inmate crime stories 

leading up to incarceration.  After central codes have been identified in the data, Holton 

(2007) suggests that researchers only code “that which is relevant to the emerging 

conceptual framework” (p.  280).  Accordingly, I used my second round of open coding 

to narrow down the plethora of codes to those that were directly related to the research 

questions.   This second round of open coding produced 98 relevant codes.           
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 Axial coding.  I also engaged in several rounds of axial coding to help draw links 

between categories, create new categories, and rename or collapse categories where the 

data deemed it appropriate (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; see also Charmaz, 2006; Kelle, 

2007; Strauss, 1987).  In axial coding, categories are related to “subcategories along the 

lines of their properties and dimensions” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p.  124).  During the 

axial coding process, I focused on examining each broad theoretical category in the study 

and investigated the relationship to (and among) the sub-categories therein (Charmaz, 

2006).  Each main category was treated as an “‘axis’ around which further coding and 

category building” was conducted (Kelle, 2007, p.  201).       

Throughout the axial coding processes, I collapsed the themes down to 50 codes 

and ultimately settled on 20 unique categories that offered an answer to the research 

questions posed in this study.  Together these categories comprise the “conceptual 

element[s] of the theory” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p.  36).  This final round of axial 

coding was inextricably bound to the writing of the results in the study.  That is, many of 

the final categories were solidified as the results sections were being written up.  This 

practice was consistent with grounded theory methodology, in that much of the analysis 

and theory-building occurred during the writing process (Stern, 2007; Wuest, 2007).   

After coding about three-quarters of the interviews, I reached a saturation point in 

that the data were no longer contributing in new and unique ways to the emergent 

categories (Hood, 2007).  Additionally, all attempts were made to reach theoretical 

saturation of the categories.  Theoretical saturation occurs when the researcher has a full 

understanding of “the properties and dimensions of each category” (Holton, 2007, p.  
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265) and additional data no longer “serve to further develop key theoretical categories” 

(Hood, 2007, p.  156; see also Glaser & Strauss, 1967).  Many of the categories in this 

study met these criteria, albeit time constraints (see Hood, 2007, p.  161) likely prevented 

full theoretical saturation of a few categories in this study (e.g., sound).        

Selective coding.  In my final coding phase, I employed selective coding where all 

of the categories were related to a centralized, “core” category in an effort to highlight the 

main theme, or central idea of the study (Corbin & Strauss, 1990, p.  14).  The 

overarching central category or theme in this study was involuntary membership.  When 

the 20 unique categories generated from the axial coding process were taken to a higher 

level of abstraction, they worked together to create three selective codes: 1) Facets, 2) 

Responses, and 3) Outcomes.    

Finally, it is important to note that the categories in this study met the criteria of 

“fit” and “work” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p.  3).   In other words, the categories were 

constructed in such a way that the data were not forced into the categories, but rather, the 

categories were visibly relevant and applicable to the data (fit).  The categories also met 

the criteria of “work” in that they were “meaningfully relevant to” and “able to explain 

the behavior under study” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p.  3).      

Validity and Analytic Rigor 

Qualitative researchers in general, and grounded theorists in particular, are often 

criticized for the validity of their research processes and reporting procedures (see 

Suddaby, 2006).  I employed various strategies to ensure and demonstrate the analytic 
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rigor and validity in my work including: reflexivity, triangulation (data, method, and 

investigator), participant feedback, negative case sampling, extended fieldwork and peer 

review.    

First, throughout my data collection and analysis, I carefully employed the 

process of reflexivity (Altheide & Johnson, 1998) where I questioned my own underlying 

assumptions to decrease potential “biases and predispositions as these may affect the 

research process and conclusions” (Johnson, 1999, p.  161).  For example, I questioned 

my understanding of the meaning of the term involuntary, my understanding of the 

inmate experience, and my perceptions of prison organizations.   

Second, I used data triangulation (interviewing inmates, correctional officers, 

wardens, and prison teachers), methods triangulation (conducting interviews, logging 

observational hours, and reviewing organizational documents), and investigator 

triangulation (in Norway the assistant dean of the business school acted as a secondary 

researcher).   Triangulation is a way of “‘cross-checking’ information and conclusions 

through the use of multiple procedures or sources.  When the different procedures or 

sources are in agreement, you have ‘corroboration’” (Johnson, 1999, p.  161).  Data and 

methods triangulation improved the internal validity of my study or the accuracy in 

reporting participants’ meanings or “inner worlds,” while investigator triangulation 

helped to increase the descriptive validity or “factual accuracy” of my research (Johnson, 

1999, p.  161).    

Third, I used participant feedback (Johnson, 1999) also known as member 

checking (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) to also ensure interpretive validity.  During the 
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research process, I verbally shared samples of my analysis with the inmates and wardens 

in order to confirm (and disconfirm) my preliminary understanding and interpretation of 

the data.   For example, during the data collection and analysis process, the data pointed 

to the existence of an inmate hierarchy, accompanied by different labels or terms (e.g., 

con, convict, and inmate).  I asked both inmates and employees about this perception to 

confirm and enhance my understanding of this internal organizational ladder.      

Fourth, I used negative case sampling to seek out any examples that could 

disconfirm underlying expectations I held prior to beginning this study (Johnson, 1999).  

For example, I looked for examples of individuals who did not express the involuntary 

nature or negative perception of their current situation.  When I was able to find such 

instances, I examined the anecdotes and examples to determine why the experience of 

involuntariness differed from typical involuntary membership experiences, responses, 

and/or outcomes.  For instance, most inmates talked about how criminality typically 

increases when individuals spend time in prison.  Martin, on the other hand, discussed 

how prison can change people and lead to decreases in their criminality.  I examined this 

example and found that for Martin and several others like him, experienced involuntary 

membership outcomes of “change” whereas others experienced outcomes where they 

“maintained” their criminality (see Chapter 7 for a description of these categories).   This 

example demonstrates how the negative cases helped to develop, and ultimately became 

part of the developing theory.     

Finally, I used strategies like extended fieldwork and peer review to help 

construct a theoretical frame that is both “credible and defensible” (Johnson, 1999, p.  
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162).  I spent six months immersed in the field, visiting various prison facilities including 

public and private prisons in both the United States and Norway.   I also made a 

concerted effort to engage in peer reviews.  I discussed my data analysis and conclusions 

at length with “familiar” and “disinterested” colleagues (Johnson, 1999, p.  161).  I talked 

through some of my insights with my two primary transcribers who acted as “familiar” 

peers.  These individuals spent many hours immersed in the data, and they were able to 

identify examples and suggest changes that I might have overlooked.  Additionally, I 

reviewed my data with several disinterested peers, or individuals who were more 

removed from the research study.  These peers played devil’s advocate and compelled me 

to defend my research assertions and conclusions.  For instance, one colleague pushed me 

to consider and defend whether or not inmates were truly involuntary as many were 

repeat offenders and had been in and out of the system several times.  This insight led to 

a much richer interpretation of the data in relation to the term involuntary and related 

outcomes.  Taken together the aforementioned strategies helped me produce an analysis 

that is both authentic to the site and theoretically rich.   

Summary 

In this chapter I outlined my methodological approach to data collection and 

analysis.  I began by outlining the suitability of a qualitative approach.  Next, I discussed 

the research sites, participants, and data collection methods.  Finally, I talked about the 

steps I took to ensure validity and analytic rigor in my work.     
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 Subsequent chapters of this study address the three guiding research questions.  

The first research question was posed to explore what facets comprised involuntary 

membership (Chapter 5: Facets of Involuntary Membership).  Research question two 

sought to uncover the ways in which interviewees described the experience of 

involuntary membership (Chapter 6: Responses to Involuntary Membership, Chapter 7: 

Outcomes of Involuntary Membership).  Finally, research question three inquired as to 

whether differences existed between involuntary membership in the United States and 

Norway (Chapter 8).  Together, the data pointed to three predominate themes that come 

together to represent the involuntary membership experience: Facets, Responses, and 

Outcomes.  In the following chapters I answer these questions and offer support for each 

theme.   
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CHAPTER 5: FACETS OF INVOLUTARY MEMBERSHIP 

Introduction 

The first research question posed in this study inquired as to what facets comprise 

involuntary membership.  That is, in what ways were members involuntary?  The data 

suggested that there were ten overarching facets of involuntary membership which 

include: 1) Activities (sanctioned, unsanctioned), 2) Belongings, 3) Body (exploited, 

sustained, sexuality), 4) Communication (structure, channels), 5) Mind, 6) Organizational 

Boundary Management (entry and exit), 7) Space (confinement, movement), 8) Sound, 9) 

Relationships, 10) Time (scheduled, monotonous, pace).  Each theme and related 

subthemes will be discussed in turn.   

Activities 

 Inmates talked about the ways in which they were limited or constrained in their 

activities, both sanctioned and unsanctioned.  Sanctioned activities were those that had 

organizational approval (e.g., work activities, substance abuse classes).  These activities 

were both authorized and constrained by the prison organization.  In line with Giddens 

(1984), “sanctioned rules”, or in this case sanctioned activities, were both “discursively 

formulated” and “formally codified” (p.  23).  In other words, sanctioned activities were 

the “legal” or approved events that the inmates were allowed to engage in (see Gordon, 

1962, p.  12).  Unsanctioned activities, on the other hand, were executed without 

organizational approval and were often considered “illegal” (see Gordon, 1962, p.  12) in 
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that the prisons did not officially permit them.  Unsanctioned activities were involuntary 

to the extent that inmates were forced to participate unwillingly (e.g., fighting).   

Sanctioned 

Incarcerated individuals were limited in their choice of permitted or sanctioned 

activities in the prisons.  Only certain programs, events, and activities were allowed.  For 

example, during their recreation time, or “rec”, the incarcerated individuals were not able 

to play cards because it could be seen as gambling.  However, they were allowed to play 

dominos.  They were also allowed to watch television, and many of the inmates would 

watch soap operas like The Young and the Restless. 

You see a prison with bunch of prisoners with killers and murders and dope 

dealers in here; it is quiet when Young and the Restless come on…I mean absolute 

quiet.  You can here a pin drop when Young and the Restless come on it’s out of 

control.  Young and Restless…and General Hospital (Clarence)  

The incarcerated individuals were also able to attend different educational and self-help 

type programs, although the selection of courses was limited (different prisons offered 

different courses).  For example, Frankie explained that he really wanted to take college 

courses, but at his particular facility he had only been able to enroll in parenting and 

cognitive intervention classes.   

Inmates were typically required to work or go to school.  In the United States, 

unlike in Norway, they did not get to choose their jobs.  I sat in on “committee,” which is 

a meeting where the incoming inmates sit down with several of the prison staff (e.g., 

warden and/or assistant warden, case manager, sergeant), go over some of the prison 
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rules and expectations, and get assigned a job.  The follow excerpt from my field notes 

illustrates the involuntary nature of work:  

The warden did not look at the inmate really at all.  His tone changed completely 

from what it was when he was talking to me.  It was almost uncanny the different 

posture that he took up.  I would NOT want to be an inmate in this prison and 

have that guy mad at me....  The warden asked the inmate what skills he had.  The 

inmate talked about how he really liked to work outside the best, but then 

mentioned other skills.  He said he would love working in the library and the 

warden sharply said, “Well that’s not happening”.  The abrupt change in tone was 

just a bit shocking to me.  The inmate went on to talk about how he had some 

kind of skin disease, which breaks out and gets all “nasty and pussy”.  But the 

warden decided to put him in the kitchen anyway.  After he’d sent the inmate to 

the hall, the other correctional officer questioned whether the kitchen was the best 

place…The warden agreed and then the correctional officer just yelled to the 

inmate “Hey, you’ll be in the factory now.” I remember thinking to myself how 

crappy that was for the inmate…that he would get such a shift in jobs.  The 

kitchen is a place people really like to be, but the factory, I imagine is lower on 

the list.  I would be really frustrated if I were that guy.  Being in that situation and 

seeing how quickly your situation can change (your circumstances can go from 

okay or good to bad). 

This example demonstrates inmates’ lack of choice in their work assignments.  In 

Norway, the situation is slightly less stringent.  The inmates are allowed to have input 
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into what activity that want to do while incarcerated.  However, they must pick 

something.  According to Bjorn, a prison teacher, they have to either go to work or 

school.   

Unsanctioned  

The inmates also engaged in some unsanctioned activities (which correctional 

officers and wardens said they made every effort to squelch).  Unsanctioned activities 

were those behaviors that the incarcerated individuals engaged in without organization 

approval, or in direct contrast to the organizational policies or rules.  Inmate stories 

suggested that they often did not have a choice; they had to participate in this 

unsanctioned interactions or events.  Derek talked about how you had to fight, or else a 

person would be seen as weak.  If a person was weak, he would become someone’s 

“bitch” or their “punk.” Both of these titles were expressly undesirable.  These terms 

were used interchangeably to refer to individuals who were taken advantage of or abused 

in emotional or sexual ways.  Vince, a long time inmate, explained that when a person 

gets into prison he has a few choices:   

When I first come to prison you had this slogan that they used to say, and uh, 

excuse this if, I don’t mean to be disrespectful but it was either “you gonna fuck”, 

meaning give you ass up, or “you gonna fight” for your ass and your commissary, 

or “you gonna pay a $60” to protect you.  “Fuck, fight, or bust a 60,” that’s the 

slogan.  Me personally, I knew I wasn’t gonna let nobody fuck me, don’t wanna 

fuck nobody, ain’t gonna pay for no protection, I don’t give no money.  So I had 

to do, what I had to do, and I was fighting. 
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This slogan was repeated several times across different prison organizations.  The only 

thing that varied was the number.  Sometimes it was bust a 50, other times it was bust a 

60 or a 70.   

The most common example that the incarcerated individuals cited was “a heart 

check” or a fight that occurs upon entering a new prison.  Heart checks, according to 

Dominic, a self-proclaimed Crypt gang member, generally looked like this: 

When you go to different units, you always got to – soon as you drop your bags – 

they be like you bang’n? You be like I am crip’n with so and so they be like let 

me look at you.  And you gotta fight ….the Mexicans call it a “cora” check…and 

the black people call it a heart check… like corazon [which is Spanish for heart]. 

These fights usually lasted a very short time, the inmates measured them in minutes or 

seconds, because of the threat of a correctional officer walking in.  In sum, inmates 

expressed being involuntary in their sanctioned and unsanctioned activities.  They were 

limited in their ability to choose the sanctioned activities and forced to choose between 

undesirable alternatives in the unsanctioned category.   

Belongings 

Second, inmates explained the limitations regarding the type of items they were 

allowed to bring in, purchase, or possess during their incarceration (type of belongings).  

They were also constrained by the number of items.  For instance, they were only 

allowed to have one pair of boots at any given time.  Tamara, a correctional officer, 

summarized the restricted nature of material goods in prison: 
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Literally… inside a prison is like a different world, I mean cause… you gotta 

think about it.  This is where the offenders live.  This is all they have, you know… 

and the one or two bags of property that they have is really their worldly 

possessions cause they have nothing out in the world as far as they’re concerned 

cause this is where they live.  So you just have to pretty much treat it like… like a 

little city. 

All of the prisons had established rules that outlined property guidelines.  Clarabell, a 

correctional officer at Renton, explained that in the past, inmates were allowed to have 

gun magazines, Playboys, and other pornographic materials, but in recent years that 

policy has changed.  These items are now considered contraband and are confiscated if 

found.  If there is ever a question as to who owns an item or if it was purchased using 

proper procedures, the burden of proof lies with the inmates.  Brandy, a correctional 

officer, explained that, “They have to prove their ownership and if they don’t and it’s not 

theirs, then we dispose of it.”     

Benji explained that the prison provides some but not all of their toiletry-type 

items: “They supply your soap, your toilet paper; they don’t supply toothpaste.  They 

supply your razors; they don’t supply deodorant.” Inmates can purchase deodorant and 

toothpaste, among other things, from “commissary”, typically on a weekly basis.  

Commissary is essentially a store where the inmates can purchase food products, stamps, 

and other necessities.  The offender orientation packet lists several items available for 

purchase that need special authorization including: “radio, fan, typewriter, tennis shoes, 

religious medallions, hot pot, work boots, watches, alarm clocks, and night lights.” 
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Notably, all of the electronic devices (e.g., radios) are made out of clear material so that 

inmates are not able to hide anything inside the machines.   

Additionally, incarcerated individuals are very limited in the items that they can 

bring with them when they are transferred to another facility.  Brandy, a property 

correctional officer, talked about how the process works:  

First you have property coming in from another unit… ok, maybe you have an 

offender coming from the Red unit to here.  When you leave out to go on the 

chain bus, you can only take one red bag.  They, you know, they pack their 

property, put it in bags.  Maybe we’ll take an offender who has three bags of 

property.  Only one bag can go with them on the chain bus, the other two they 

store; we call it the peanut room.  That’s the room down there that they place it 

in...[Then] it goes on the truck.  … They send trucks out and receive trucks every 

Friday.  While it’s in route, it takes up to four weeks, twenty-one days.   

 The inmates get to take one “potato sack” sized bag with them on the “chain” (a bus that 

transports the inmates from one prison to another).  As Brandy noted, it can take up for 

four weeks for inmates to receive their belongings when they transfer to a new facility.  

Transfers seem to be a frequent occurrence.  I often asked the inmates in opening 

conversation how many units they had been on, and the answers generally ranged 

between three and ten different units depending on the amount of time they had been in 

the system. 

 Perhaps the most striking statement related to belongings came from George, an 

inmate at Lawton:  
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None of this here belongs to me.  My cell, the TV, nothing.  Nothing.  This don’t 

even belong to me (points to his shirt).  I know my shoes, they belong to me cause 

I bought ‘em.  The uniform they can tell you to take it off any time cause they 

have a right to say it.  It’s their stuff.  It’s not yours.  What you buy is yours, but 

sometimes they can take it away from you. 

In sum, George’s quote typifies the central theme in this category.  It highlights that most 

of the inmates’ belongings are actually property of the state.  And, even if the inmates 

technically have ownership over some item, it can still easily be taken away.   

Body 

 Third, the incarcerated individuals provided immeasurable examples of the 

limitations put on their bodies.  As Foucault (1977) explains, the prison experience has 

historically involved bodily punishment:  

A punishment like forced labour or even imprisonment – mere loss of liberty – 

has never functioned without a certain additional element of punishment that 

certainly concerns the body itself: rationing of food, sexual deprivation, corporal 

punishment, solitary confinement.  Are these the unintentional, but inevitable, 

consequences of imprisonment? In fact, in its most explicit practices, 

imprisonment has always involved a certain degree of physical pain.  (p.  15-16) 

Three subthemes work together to illustrate the nature of being involuntary in the body: 

exploited, sustained, and sexuality.   
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Exploited 

 Incarcerated individual’s bodies were exploited (or taken advantage of) in many 

ways (see Britton, 2003, p.  46 for an example).  Exploited bodies were “manipulated, 

shaped, [and] trained” (Foucault, 1977, p.  136).  Namely, the inmates told stories about 

having to remove their clothes (naked), and they also talked about rare instances of 

sexual abuse (rape).   

Naked.  The theme naked can be understood as occurring any time an inmate had 

to remove his clothes.  Upon entry, inmates were required to strip down and “do the 

hokey pokey dance” where they lift up each of their legs/arms, spread their fingers and 

toes, open their mouths, and pull their ears away from their faces (Derek).  They 

explained that this process was in place to ensure they were not transporting drugs into 

the facility.  Though most seemed to understand the policy, they expressed frustration 

with it.  MarkNW explicitly said the correctional officers “strip me down, and I don’t like 

that.” Another inmate, Alan, said the first time was “embarrassing.  I didn’t know what to 

do.  I felt terrible, I was just ’Man, I don’t like this’.” Clarence paints a vivid picture of 

what it is like on day one:  

It’s like about a 100 new people just in there everybody just butt naked and they  

talk to you crazy.  They make you feel like you have no authority over yourself 

what-so-ever.  It is supposed to be a strip search make sure you’re not bringing no 

type of contraband or nothing like that…and so when they strip you they make 

you bend over…. 
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Bernie talked about how there were naked men in front of and behind him and 

emphatically said, “They’re looking right at you cause they had no where else to look.” 

Correctional Officer Nilsa, explained the process from her point of view.  She had “heard 

a story of…an inmate who had toilet paper coming out and the officer pulled it.  And he 

didn’t touch the offender but… pulled it out.  Nothing attached to it….  So it’s like 

well… go ahead! You go ahead on.  But yeah, they’ve been known to you know, 

transport stuff in there.” Thus, inmates overwhelmingly expressed the involuntary nature 

of mandatory stripping during the incarceration process.   

Rape.  Rape is another topic that the inmates brought up in the interviews (see 

Austin, Fabelo, Gunter, & McGinnis, 2006 for an overview of sexual violence and rape in 

Texas Prisons).  This theme is an intense, but incredibly relevant, facet of involuntary 

membership.  Clarence explained that a few years back: 

An inmate was being continually raped and what not, and he wrote the 

administration and all that, and they did nothing about it.  So he killed himself 

after doing 75 days in prison.  He killed himself; he hung himself and his family 

raised a big stink about it.   So they created program they made it a law of zero 

tolerance for anything like that.   

The laws were passed to try to eliminate prison rape.  The inmates referred to it as the 

“Safe Prison Program” (see Austin et al., 2006).  The offender orientation packet offers 

an explanation: 

If an offender is being pressured by another offender for money, property, or 

sexual favors, the offender should immediately contact a correctional officer, a 
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case manager, the warden…[etc.]...  It is imperative that one of these individuals 

be contacted immediately so that they can help the offender be removed from a 

potentially serious situation.   

Even with these regulations in place, incarcerated individuals still suggested that prison 

rape occurs, albeit on a less frequent basis.  George talked about how it is still a very 

pressing thought upon arrival.  He remembered wondering, “Are they going to try to rape 

me? That’s the first thing that comes to your mind, are they going to try to rape me?”  

 Cullen explained that when new people come into the prison, they do not get to 

choose their cellmates.  Sometimes, people get put in with “predators” or those 

individuals who try to rape other inmates who Clarence referred to as:  

New boots [or] green thumb.  Green is something that is fertile they are ready to 

be cultivated so you cultivate them into the institutional ways of being locked 

up…that’s a green thumb or they call them a “wing dinner” but the slang is wang 

dinna, that is how you say it like a chicken wing dinner like a two-piece chicken 

wing dinner.   

When inmates get put in a cell with a predator, Cullen’s example could be illustrative of 

what can happen:  

And I heard somebody getting, sounding like they were, terrible, it sounded 

terrible.  It makes you sick to your stomach, just feel horrible for whoever it is.  I 

mean there is absolutely nothing you can do about it…Then [the next day] you 

hear that when they called breakfast somebody jumped off the third row.  And 

you know why they just jumped off the third row, somebody was just raped him.  
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Jumped over the rail onto the concrete.  I guess he was trying to [kill himself], or 

at least hurt himself bad enough where they would have to take him to the 

infirmary… don’t know. 

Cullen’s example was not an anomaly.  Many of the inmates talked about hearing rapes 

occur, though none admitted to being raped or participating in the act.  In sum, the 

inmates discussed the ways in which their bodies were exploited through both nakedness 

and rape.   

Sustained 

 The inmates also expressed the constraints that surrounded the various ways that 

humans sustain their bodies.  The category, sustained, can be understood as all of the 

ways in which inmates’ bodies were maintained, nourished, or “imposed” upon while in 

prison (see Foucault, 1977, p.  136).  They talked about being unable to control the timing 

and frequency of their hygiene (e.g., showers).  Additionally, they explained that they 

were limited in their food choices and the ability of medical services.  The three sub-

themes will be discussed in turn: hygiene, food, and medical.    

  Hygiene.  The incarcerated individuals talked about the different constraints on 

their various types of hygiene, or cleanliness.  Showering was one of the more poignant 

topics that arose.  Nilsa, a correctional officer, explained that inmates have limitations on 

how often they can shower.  She talked about the awful smell of inmates and said, “You 

don’t even want to come down here in summer time.  Because they can shower at 7:00 

and be sweating by the time they get back to their cell.” Not only were they limited in the 



	  

	   93	  

frequency of showering, but also in the privacy (or lack of privacy) associated with the 

process.  William’s example highlights the inability to choose a shower time:  

The worst thing about the situation is being told whether you can take a shower.  

You got about an hour and a half, two hours.  When you get in the showers, you 

don't want to hang out in the shower.  Because you don't know what the next 

man's got going through his mind.  Is he looking at you or something? 

Inmates were limited in their ability to maintain their hygiene as they saw fit.  Smith 

talked about how one of the hardest parts of adjusting to prison was not being able to take 

a shower when he wanted.  His sentiment was echoed by many other inmates.    

Food.  Inmates were not able to choose the type of food or the amount of food 

they ate on a daily basis (see Foucault, 1977, p.  16 “rationing of food”).  Mo offered an 

extreme example of food deprivation that occurred nearly 40 years ago when he was in a 

segregation cell: 

They didn’t feed us at all… you got fed twice a day at 6 and 6 and what you got 

was one spoon not a table spoon but like a teaspoon of whatever on their mind—

beans or rice.  You ever managed to count the grains of rice that you eat? Eight, 

nine, ten that you get, corn bread was a square chuck like an inch by an inch.  I 

think I lost 40 lbs in there in those 38 days.  They gave you a vitamin pill and 

really made you hungry, I mean, and the people that was down there all they talk 

about is food all the time-- blackberry pancakes, I remember that perfectly well.   

Many of the inmates, like Dominic, also talked about missing “free world” food.  Ray 

went so far as to offer a rationale for the limits placed on the food.  He said “Here, I don’t 
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too much like the food here.  I guess this was built on not making you comfortable.  Get 

comfortable, and you keep coming back.” 

Medical.  Medical was another subtheme that was related to inmates’ bodies 

being sustained, or cared for.  The prison provided medical care for the inmates.  They 

had to speak up at a daily meeting (Norway) or fill out a form (US) in order to receive 

treatment.  However, they only received necessary medical treatment.  One example was 

when Mikey said, “But if you got a hernia in prison, they’re not gonna fix you.  They 

look at it like it’s something you can live with.”  

Several inmates discussed the constraints and complications they experienced in 

this arena.  Ralph talked about his experience managing diabetes in prison.  He explained 

that when his second shot of insulin kicked in, he needed to eat.  However, he said, “They 

won’t let me take my food out there.  So, then I get the shakes and stuff, and people out 

there’s got sugar packets and stuff and I can eat a sugar packet.  That’ll keep me from 

getting sick.” Ralph improvised to work around the policies of the prison.    

Finally, some had to force medicate inmates under certain conditions.  Warden 

Tex described the process, “The doctor writes the order and just do a cell extraction and 

go in there and hold him down, and the nurse comes in there and gives him a shot, and 

you physically go into the cell and restrain him, and the nurse give him a shot.” Of 

course, these instances were rare and only occurred when medically deemed necessary.  

Together these examples demonstrate that inmates’ are limited, or involuntary, in their 

access to medical care.   
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Incarcerated individuals talked the involuntary nature of the bodies in relation to 

the ways they were sustained.  They were involuntary in terms of their hygiene 

opportunities, food choices, and medical procedures.   

Sexuality  

 Sexuality is another subtheme that speaks to how inmates experience being 

involuntary in their bodies.  In the context of prison, there are two interrelated elements 

that are part of sexuality: sex and masturbation.  Foucault talked about how inmates 

experience “sexual deprivation” (1977, p.  16); similarly, in the interviews inmates 

discussed how the limits on their sexuality lead them to make various choices regarding 

sexual acts.   

Sex.  In U.S. prisons, sex in any form is prohibited.  Yet, many inmates talked 

about how they saw a lot of people engaging in sexual acts in prison.  These individuals 

explained the possibilities related to homosexual acts, “Some are raped, some are forced, 

some like it, [and] come from the world like that” (Gill).  The quotes in this section refer 

directly to people who are not raped, but willingly (or semi-willingly) engaging in these 

acts.   

The inmates described the rationalization process that many of them go through in 

relation to this theme.  They expressed the need to have their sexual desires met, and they 

rationalized that since women were not available, they must engage in same-sex acts to 

meet those needs.  Terrell illustrates this process in the following example about one of 

his cellies (or cellmates): “He want companionship, that’s why I believes a lot of these 
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dude be in homosexuals, because, you know, you got this dude acting like a girl you 

mentally start seeing him as a girl.”   

Only one of the inmates, Gill, tentatively admitted to engaging in homosexual 

acts.  Here is his story:   

The fourth time I came back, everything that I seen the first time was already 

there, but another door opened up [unclear] homosexuality, making love to each 

other, you know, men been there 20 years, 40 years and a bunch of homosexual 

going on that people really don’t speak about….Yeah, like one time, I was in the 

county jail, and from being locked up so much, I had a cellie and he was bigger 

than me, and I thought about raping him.  But I just to remove that thought.  It 

was just being in a cell, you know.  Plays with your mind.  Plays with your mind a 

lot.  Yeah, well, I know that when, um, before I started goin, I never though about 

raping another man, till I just kept going back and back, it seemed so easy and 

being out there, I didn’t have no sex.  Come clean, you know. 

When explicitly asked if he participated, Gill did not respond yes or no, but rather in this 

way:  

Like if I’m showering, a homosexual come in and they’ll catch me off guard and 

he’ll want some, you know, want me to make love to him, whatever, you know, in 

the showers.  He’ll follow me in there without me knowing, and then people be 

locked up so long they just get involved without even thinking about it.  Yeah, 

just fallen into.  It just happens out of the blue. 
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Gill talked about how he was not able to have sex in prison and how that led to him 

thinking about raping other men.  In Gill’s case, he cited the limiting situation as pushing 

him toward his actions.  Perhaps more relevant is the fact that sexual acts of any kind are 

prohibited in prison.  Inmates are not allowed to engage in heterosexual or homosexual 

acts while incarcerated.  Correctional Officer Tamara reinforced this point in a story 

about how she had to discipline two inmates after walking in on them having sex.   

Norway has different restrictions on sex and sexuality in prison.  Warden GrantNW 

spent a good amount of time talking about how he is trying to figure out how he can 

renovate the prison visiting rooms so that the inmates and their loved ones will have a 

more comfortable space to have sex.  He went on to explain that there were different 

visiting classifications that inmates received.  If they were at the best rating level, he said: 

They can have sex if they want and its a big discussion how we should…make it 

easy for them to do it and what we should do if they do it and how what about the 

bed what about the places to get clean….  We are making [a room] with a bed.  It 

is possible to make a bed that they can get clean sheets and they can get condoms.  

So we are saying to the inmates if you have that kind of visit with your wife, it’s 

ok, we should do the best we can to get to make this a good time for you.   

Thus, inmates in Norway still experienced some limitations on their sexuality.  Albeit, to 

a significantly lesser extent than U.S. inmates.  There are also limitations on other forms 

of sexuality in prison. 

Masturbation.  Masturbation is another way that inmates talked about managing 

the restrictions put on their sexuality.  However, masturbation is also controlled and 



	  

	   98	  

limited.  Warden Tex explained that when women started working as correctional officers 

in prisons, there was an increase in reports of inmates being disciplined for masturbating 

inappropriately.  He said that the inmates were “sit’n out there hanging out the bars you 

know looking at the female officer.” Warden Tex went on to explain the current 

restrictions on masturbation that are in place: 

Believe it or not, it became this big issue we had to get a legal opinion on.  This is 

the way it finally turned out was polite or impolite masturbation.  Ok,  polite 

you’re either under the covers or not facing the front of the cell, not in a presence 

of a female officer, trying to, you know, keep it to yourself as much as possible.  

Impolite is you go out there, hang through the bars.  Hey, you know, that’s illegal.  

There was an actual, a legal opinion that they had to get because they were 

writing [up] all of them.   

In sum, incarcerated individuals were constrained in the extent to which they could 

engage in sex acts (sex or masturbation) in prison organizations. 

 Overall, inmates expressed involuntary experiences and feelings in relation to 

their bodies.  They talked about being exploited in several ways such as having to strip 

down naked, and they also cited occurrences of rape in prison.  Additionally, the 

incarcerated individuals talked about the limits on their ability to sustain their own bodies 

in terms of cleanliness, food, and medical attention.  Finally, incarcerated individuals 

discussed the ways in which their sexuality was limited (sex and masturbation).   
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Communication 

 Communication is the forth facet of involuntary membership in prisons.   

Communication in this context is a function of the social or hierarchical structures and 

communication channels present in prison organizations (e.g., Jacobs, 1973; Windzio, 

2006).  Incarcerated individuals were constrained by the social hierarchical structures that 

existed.  Additionally, they were only able to communicate using certain channels both 

inside and outside prison walls.   

Structure  

Inmates discussed the hierarchical structure that existed in the system.  In both 

countries, the inmates at the bottom of the social structure were the sex offenders (Alan; 

MarkNW).  There were, however, finer intricacies present in hierarchy structures that were 

linked to communication.  Many gangs had a spokesperson or a “Chompa” as Jimmy 

called it.  It was that person’s responsibility to speak on behalf of the gang.  Other 

members were not permitted to communicate with members of rival gangs.  Terrell had 

been the spokesperson for his group, and said that he had the power to decide what the 

group would do: “We could kick it out or we could talk it out.  And over the years you 

learn to talk more than fight.  I guess that comes with maturity.” Inmates were not only 

limited by the hierarchical structures, they were also limited in the channels they were 

allowed to use to communicate.   

Channels 

The incarcerated individuals were constrained by the channels they were allowed 

to use to communicate with others both in and outside of prison (e.g., telephone, mail).  
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In prison, Cuba explained that the inmates were not allowed to talk with each other in the 

hallways.  However, more prominent were the examples of channel constraint between 

prison and the “free world.” For example, prisons in the United States just recently 

started allowing inmates to make phone calls (collect or pre-paid accounts).  Until that 

point, they were solely allowed to communicate through the mail or in visiting rooms.   

Family members were only able to call in and reach inmates in emergency 

situations.  For example, George told me about the night his father died.  The correctional 

officers received a call about the death and woke him up.  They told George that he 

would be allowed to make a phone call.  He went on to say:  

They told me, “We don’t want to be the ones to tell you or nothing like that.   

We’re gonna let you make a phone call.  Your sister called up here.” I’m thinking 

one of my kids is sick or something.  Well, [my sister], she was crying, I couldn’t 

really understand what she was saying.  You know, her voice and um, I’m like, 

“Hold on, I can’t understand what you’re saying.” She said, “Be strong” and you 

know Mom said, “Think about your kids,” Mom said, “Think about the kids and 

don’t do nothing crazy” and I’m like “What are you talking about?”…My middle 

sister is like, “I’m gonna get straight to the point.  Dad passed away this 

morning.” 

George’s situation is rare.  Typically, inmates find out about deaths in the family through 

the local prison chaplain.  Prison Teacher Norbert shared this information and said that 

inmates who get to talk to their families when loved ones die are lucky.   
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 In review, incarcerated individuals communication is limited in the hierarchical 

structures they have to follow and the channels they are allowed to use.   

Mind 

 The fifth facet of involuntary membership is the mind.  Inmates talked about the 

ways in which they were involuntary in their mind or mental state and thinking.  In other 

words, the involuntary facet of mind was comprised of the prison’s attempts to “bite into 

[a] bodiless reality” and control incarcerated individuals’ thoughts (Foucault, 1977, p.  

17).  This facet was particularly focused on inmate attempts to resist the mental structures 

being imposed by the prisons.  For instance, Clarence suggested that inmates should 

“Either fool them or fake it to make it…that is, a lot of us say fake it to make it up…so 

you fool them, say you conform or you actually conform that’s what your going to do 

your going to sit in there.”  In this quote, Clarence insinuates that the correctional officers 

were looking for mental change, or conformity, from the inmate.  Cullen echoes that 

sentiment with this statement “Overall, it’s a mental choice they are making to give up, 

give in, or to stay strong.” Terrell’s quote typifies the involuntary nature of mentality in 

prison:  

You know prison is a world within itself.  You know, nobody called out there, the 

outside world, it is a world within itself, so the mentality is completely different.  

So everything in here is more of a… sometimes you got to be very barbaric.  

And… you know, just try and survive. 
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Those inmates who chose to “stay strong” and “survive” talked about how they deal with 

the mental impositions of prison.  For instance, Benji said he went running or lifted 

weights as a distraction tactic.  Vince, on the other hand, created a “monster” in his mind 

to deal with the issues.  Finally, David said that a lot of inmates decide to take the “f-it” 

approach: “F-it, I don’t really care if I come back or not.” Overall, the incarcerated 

individuals discussed the ways in which the prison was trying to change their way of 

thinking and the strategies that they used to try and “stay strong.” 

Organizational Boundary Management 

 The sixth facet of involuntary membership was organizational boundary 

management.  This facet was manifested in the entrance and exit abilities of the inmates.  

The inmates’ comments suggested that they were involuntary in their ability to control or 

manage their entry and exit to the prison organizations.  Norbert, a prison teacher, 

explained it best: 

My first thought is [they are] stuck there.  The other thing about being a member 

in a prison is that you have no choice in getting there, you also have no choice 

about leaving, so you can get pushed out.  You know it’s choice-less and 

powerless, that’s the biggest thing about prison. 

Entry  

Organizational entry occurred when the inmates crossed the threshold into the 

prison organization (Jablin, 1987, 2001; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979).  Typically, 

inmates were not in control of their organizational entry.  They ranged from having no 
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control (e.g., picked up by police and taken to prison) to a little control (e.g., give 

themselves up on a certain day).  ChrisNW elaborated on the transition between the 

outside world and prison, “I was really scared because I never been arrested, and the 

police come and pick me up at home, and then take me to custody and what is this.” Alan 

echoed Chris’NW sentiments and describes his impression after first arriving at the prison 

intake facility, “I get there and ‘Welcome to the Jungle’ is on the radio and I said, ‘Man, 

this can’t get any worse.’…That’s the one thing I always remember is ‘Welcome to the 

Jungle’.” This attitude was fairly common.  Inmates talked about prison as “a war zone” 

and many even admitted that they cried on their first night behind bars.  The incarcerated 

individuals expressed these sentiments in relation to their forced entry into the 

organization.   

Terrell provided an extreme example of the lack of control that inmates have over 

the entry process.   

My first time in jail I was stabbed up, so I wasn’t too conscious of what was really 

going on.  I was asleep.  You know, I lost so much blood I was so tired.  I was 

asleep.  So I went from the hospital to jail.  I was hand cuffed to the hospital bed 

and got transferred to jail, so….  At that point in time, you know, I really, my 

mind was on something different back then.  Jail, I wasn’t even worried by jail.  

Even though my first time going to jail, more people get opportunity to be scared.  

Going like, “Oh man, my first time going to jail.” They get nervous and stuff like 

that.  I didn’t have that because of… due to the situation, I was stabbed up 

entirely.  Jail was like, “Oh well.” It’s like just get me to a bed. 
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While the forced entry element of Terrell’s experience was common to many of the 

inmates in the study, his emotional response to incarceration was slightly different.   

 On occasion, the individuals are convicted of a crime and a period of time passes 

before they are supposed to turn themselves in to serve their sentence.  In these instances, 

their degree of control over entry is slightly higher than in the previous instances.  

AdamNW, a correctional officer, explained how the process works in Norway, “The 

inmates come here to prison, show us the letter from the police that they should arrive 

here…” There were also several instances where U.S. inmates talked about how they 

turned themselves in or knew that their court dates were approaching.  Duncan shares 

how he turned himself in after shaking his infant son, “This isn’t something that I had in 

my future, but the crime happened, and I gave myself up because I felt remorseful and 

bad for what I did.” Undoubtedly, if Duncan and others like him did not turn themselves 

into the police at the appointed time, their experiences would resemble those shared by 

the majority of the incarcerated population.  In summary, inmates typically are 

constrained in their entrance ability.   

Exit 

Organizational exit was the process by which inmates disengaged and physically 

left (or tried to leave) the prison organization (see Jablin, 1987; 2001).  The topic of 

inmates organizational exit by escaping was quite common among the interviewees in the 

study.  When they were not talking about escape, they pretty much explained how the 

system/prison had the authority over their ability to exit.   Warden GrantNW offered this 

commentary on inmate escapes: 



	  

	   105	  

In Norway escaping is no big problem.  Because in high security prisons you 

have, when you are getting out of high security prison it is escaping, but when 

you are leaving a low security prison like that one in the corner is not escaping 

because the doors are opened in the prison.  The doors are open and you can walk 

out if you want, but you are getting the problems. 

I spoke with an inmate who had escaped from several prisons in Norway.  ChrisNW told 

vivid stories of his escape successes and failures.  He was able to escape from one prison 

with the help of some fishing wire and several accomplices on the outside.  He also 

successfully escaped while having dental work done offsite.  Not all of his efforts worked 

in his favor, though.  He tried to jump out of a courtroom window and landed himself 

directly into a hospital bed.   

 U.S. interviewees also talked about prison escapes.  Several inmates and 

correctional officers told the same story about a death row escapee.   

Warden Tex shared the following narrative:  

He got out of the building, got out of the perimeter, got over the perimeter fence, 

but he got shot, he eventually, when he got to the water he …he had so much 

…he had taken magazines and newspapers and cardboard and put underneath his 

clothes and he had two or three sets of clothes on him …to help get over the razor 

rim because that will keep him getting cut too bad, and he got over the fence, and 

he did get shot once…one of the officers did shoot him, but he did not die 

immediately…So, he got a mile, mile and half, I guess, before he drowned.  He 
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was shot, he was exhausted, he had all that stuff on, it got wet, and you know, just 

a combination of things that drowned him.   

My field notes are in line with the possibility of inmate escape.  On my way home from a 

U.S. prison, I noted, “There’s a big sign on the side of the road that says ‘Do Not Pick up 

Hitch Hikers.’ Seriously? Who in their right mind would even consider picking someone 

up on a country road near a prison?” 

When they were not talking about escape, the inmates talked about hoping to 

make parole, being released to halfway houses, and waiting for their number to come up.  

One inmate, Reggie, explained how his cellie was supposed to be released in a week, but 

that he did not have anywhere to go.  He went on to explain that if his cellie was unable 

to find housing, that he would not be released.  George put it best when he said that they 

just need to, “Make the best of it and just go go go until the day comes to release you.  

You have no choice but to obey.” 

In summary, incarcerated individuals did not have too much latitude over their 

organizational entry and exit abilities.   While some inmates were able to turn themselves 

in, others were physically forced into the organization.  Further, while there were many 

stories of daring escapes, most incarcerated individuals were dependent on the prison and 

parole system to release them back to the free world.   

Space 

 Space was the seventh facet of involuntary membership in this study.  

Interviewees discussed space in relation to two subcategories: confinement and 
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movement.  Accordingly, space was understood as the physical environment that 

confined or allow for movement in the prison (see Halford, 2004 for a discussion of 

organizational space).  Inmates talked about the space constraints primarily in their cells, 

but also in the day room or common rooms.  Further, they talked about the restrictions in 

space that they had in terms of movement around the prison.   

Confinement  

Inmates were typically confined to very small spaces during their incarceration 

process.  They were involuntary in the amount of space they were allotted.   Even the 

correctional officers were surprised by the spaces.  Brandy, a correctional officer said she 

was most surprised by “how little the space is to offenders.  Two people, that’s moving 

around.  You only have this little bitty space, and these two small beds, it’s like… wow.”  

Her colleague, Tamara, also talked about the confining cells.  She explained that at some 

facilities, “The only time [the cell] is unlocked is when it’s open and closing and the 

officer’s got control of it....they open and close like on an hourly basis.   They let them in 

and out.” Clarence affirmed the above statement, “If you don’t get in and out on time you 

just stuck if you get stuck in.” He went on to say that the cells were “probably as wide as 

these two [visiting] booths, so you constantly bump into your cellie.”  

The day room, or common room, in some prison facilities was also restrictive.  

Cullen says that some individuals cannot handle being in the confined space in the 

following example:  

The day room for someone like me is a cage for animals, and there’s no way 

better to describe it.  It’s like putting 80-100 wolves in a cage….  Anywhere from 
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75-110 of you are in the day room.  So they pack about 78 wolves in there and 

shut the door.  People frustrated, people got problems in the world, so they want 

to take it out on the next man.  They don’t know how to cope. 

Confinement rose to an additional level when the inmates talked about “seg,” “ad seg,” or 

“protective custody.” (Ad) Seg stands for segregation cells or administrative segregation.  

All of these confinement cells are similar in that the inmates are only allowed out for a 

total of one hour a day.  However, in protective custody, the inmates are not alone in the 

cells, they have cellmates.  Correctional Officer Wanda explained that inmates are often 

in seg because they are confirmed gang members.  Some of them “have been locked up 

for 24 years.  I mean locked up in a cell 23 hours a day for 24 years.” The inmates in 

these cells have extreme constraints in terms of space. 

Movement 

 The inmates’ movement around the prison was also highly regulated.  In one of 

my observation sessions, Correctional Officer Ellen reprimanded two inmates for not 

showing up to a meeting with her on time.  One of the inmates overslept.  The other one 

showed up to work at his job before he was officially assigned and on the job roster.  She 

was angrier with the incarcerated individual who got up to go to work.  An excerpt from 

my field notes offers more explanation:  

Ellen is just furious at both the inmate and the work supervisor.  I think she’s 

almost more angry at the supervisor though.  Interesting….  When the inmate 

finally showed up she scolded him and told him that he was “out of place.” I 

guess that there is some type of roster that exists for his job, and if his name is not 
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on there, he is not supposed to show up.  Ellen later explained that this had to do 

with keeping track of where the inmates were at every moment of every day.  

Intense.   

Some prisons take this to an extreme.  Theo said that in a past prison the correctional 

officers had to buzz them in and out of the room.  They would not let all of the inmates 

out at one time to go to breakfast.  Vern also pointed out some of the other spatial 

limitations:  

There’s little small things that you’re going to miss – you really notice.  For one 

thing, not being able to get up and go use the restroom.  That’s for one thing.  

Being able to go to bed when you want to go to bed.  Go eat when you want to go 

eat.  That’s one thing that’s just killing me.  Your freedom, man.  You take for 

granted, what your freedom really is.  All the little things, you know.  I’m not sure 

what anyone else has told you about that, but when you just – all the little things, 

man – there are so many – so many little things.   

In all, the incarcerated individuals experienced constraints in terms of their cell 

confinement space and movement around the prison.   

Sound 

The eighth facet of involuntary membership was sound (or noise), and, as Cuba 

humorously points out, “It’s like a circus in here.” The inmates made a point to talk about 

how noisy the prison was in most instances.  They were not able to control or influence 

the sound level.  One older inmate talked about how difficult it was to go to sleep some 
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nights because the other inmates would be watching television, screaming at the football 

game.    

Dorm living was even louder than cell living by some people’s standards.  For example, 

Bernie explained that: 

In a dorm you’re with 64 other men, and it’s always loud and crazy.  The only 

time you’ll be able to sleep is from 3am to 7am.  And everyone starts waking up, 

it just gets loud, people playing around and things slamming.  Lockers slamming. 

Even Warden Jones recognized the noise.  He talked about his first week on the job in the 

following scenario: 

That’s the one thing that scared me the worst when I arrived at the facility--they 

took me to the hall way.  Walk in that control center and sideport, and they slam 

that door and hear the crack and all down the hallway.  And you go down the next 

one and the next one slams behind you. 

Typically, the uncontrollable sound was loud.  Though, a few inmates talked about how 

the solid doors at some facilities lead to extreme silence at night.  Reggie said that at his 

current facility there were not any “homeboys” yelling through the bars since big, solid 

doors on cells that kept in the silence.   

Relationships 

 The ninth facet of involuntary membership addressed in prisons was relationships.  

Inmates talked about how they were not able to choose their cellmates.  Instead, they 

were placed in the cell with another individual, for better or worse.   
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There is an innate involuntary element to relationships in prison in general 

(cellmates or otherwise) in that one never knew who is manipulative and who could be 

trusted.  The situation was such that they have less choice in or control over their 

relationships than they would have in the free world.  Norbert, a prison teacher explained 

that,  

[On the outside you ] kind of pick your friends you could choose to live, with 

your friends or hang out with them.  That’s just really the luck of the draw here.  

You know, if you find yourself in a decent situation, you might have a little 

control over maintaining that through good behavior or getting to know the 

guards. 

The inmates also talked about the frustrations associated with not being able to choose 

their cellies.  Alan described his ideal (and less than ideal) cellmate:  

Quiet and clean, that’s all I care.  Quiet and clean, I don’t care what you do, quiet 

and clean.  And it seems like I’m the only one that ever cleans.  It doesn’t matter, 

at least it’s getting done right.  Doesn’t bother me.  The cellies I’ve had really 

haven’t been that bad, I’ve had one other Mexican dude, he was pretty bad too 

cuz he would just lay in bed all day.  All day.  He’d go to work, come back, sit 

there, he might lay there all weekend long, just lay there.  In bed, just lay there. 

While Alan’s cellmate was less than preferred, he did not seem to be more than a 

nuisance.  Cullen explains that sometimes this forced relationship can become dangerous 

for the inmates, “If you just got to the unit and I was a predator and they moved you into 

my cell, you’ve got no choice but to be locked in with me.” 



	  

	   112	  

 Additionally, some incarcerated individuals have serious mental illnesses.  Benji’s 

relayed a story that one of his acquaintances told him about.  Benji’s acquaintance was 

forced into a situation where he lived with a disturbed individual.  The disturbed 

individual:  

Would take butter and put it on his butt hole…he would masturbate himself and 

play with his butt hole with tubes of toothpastes, broom handles, his hands, things 

like that.  He was a real psych patient; he would talk to himself loudly…just 

disturbing everybody in the middle of the night, and he would walk down the 

runs, shaving his head getting hair everywhere, you know, just real disrespectful.  

You could tell he belonged in a state hospital.  He ended up getting into it with his 

cellie. 

Benji goes on to describe how little control his acquaintance had in getting moved to 

another cell: 

When he first moved the guy in here, the guy knew about him.  He tried to get 

moved.  He went to the administration, said, “Look, I can’t be in this cell.  This 

guy should be in seg or be in a state hospital somewhere, he shouldn’t have had a 

cellie.  They told him that they were not going to move him.  He ended getting 

into it with the guy.  The psych patient cut him.  He ended up cutting him real bad 

right down here (points to his face).  He almost cut his eye out.  It was, he is 

trying to get a lawsuit going now against the state, which he really has the right to 

do that. 
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In addition to the lack of control that the incarcerated individuals had over their choice in 

cellmates, they also had to deal with manipulative inmates.  Clarence said that: 

They so fresh they want to make friends as fast of possible, and so they just 

befriend anybody and not knowing who they talking to, and some of those dudes 

have an alternative motive...[and they] get themselves trapped up like in …what 

they call “the game”, where these other dudes who try to get cell phones brought 

in.  They want the drugs brought in.  They mess with the female officers, and they 

just involved with in that type of stuff…or he could be a predator…and you know 

what he want you, know what I am saying…I just seen a lot of people not paying 

attention get themselves caught up like that. 

Incarcerated individuals experience being involuntary in their relationships.  They have 

little control over their relational living situation.  Moreover, inmates have to try to 

discern the difference between “real” relationships and those that others are trying to 

form with a manipulative intent.   

Time 

  The final, and one of the most prominent themes, in the data illustrated the 

interplay between involuntary membership and time.  The facet of time was described in 

relation to the following subcategories: scheduled, monotonous, and pace.   

Scheduled 

The inmates’ time was always highly structured and they rarely had the ability to 

modify or change the schedule.  One striking element in the schedule was the timing of 
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the meals.  Benji and several others explained that breakfast was at 3:00AM.  Similarly, 

inmates in Norway also ate meals at unusual times, having dinner at 4:00PM.  Jimmy, 

from the United States, talked about his frustration associated with the schedule: 

I don’t like being in here, I don’t like being told what to do.  I like to go about my 

own way, you know, I like to do my own thing.  I don’t like people to tell me you 

can’t do this, you can’t do this, you gotta go to sleep at this time, turn the TV off, 

you can’t have this, time to get up.  I don’t like that, man.  I wanna be able to get 

up one day and just go to the fridge, open up a soda or something. 

Theo concurs with Jimmy’s assessment, and says, “When you’re on a schedule each day 

it could be frustrating.  Even in the free world you get a day or two off your job, so make 

this program seven days a week is kind of rigorous.” Time in prison was highly 

scheduled and the incarcerated individuals seemed to have little voice in the process.  

Time was also monotonous.    

Monotonous 

 Time was one of the most frequent themes in the data overall.  The inmates often 

talked about the monotony (or lack of change or variety) of their time in prison.  Ralph 

said, “Every day is the same.” Many of the incarcerated individuals explained that there 

was not much to do during the day except “do time.” For instance, Martin said, “You are 

just sitting around doing time.  There’s nothing really there.  It’s more or less just you 

doing time.  There is nothing really significant about it.  Just sitting around, doing 

nothing.” The inmates talked about various ways that they do time and deal with the 
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monotony.  Clarence counted bricks on the wall in segregation.  When I asked Vince how 

he did time, he responded: 

I let it do itself.  For real… I try to not even think about time at all, which I always  

identify with that fact that I’m incarcerated, but I don’t think about dates, times.   

That’s why I didn’t know what date it was.  I try to forget what date it is, what 

time it is and all of that.  That’s how I deal. 

Thus, the inmates were involuntary in relation to their time.  They came up with coping 

strategies to address the monotony in their days.  Finally, incarcerated individuals talked 

about issues of pace.   

Pace 

The final subtheme related to time was pace.  The incarcerated individuals talked 

about the pace, or the tempo/speed of activity, as both fast and slow (see Ballard & 

Seibold, 2003 for a full overview of organizational temporality).  Regardless of the pace, 

they always noted that it kept on moving.  As William explained: “That’s one good thing 

about when you have to do time: The clock never stops.  So every minute, every second 

you've always got thought in your mind about what could I have done different.” Terrell 

also talked about time continuously moving.  He said, “Time is not hard.  Cause no 

matter what you still got, I mean, time still goes by and you got to do it anyway.” These 

men discussed the pace of time as being slow in prison, which lead to their ability to 

reflect on their past and consider their future.  Mikey, on the other hand talked about time 

as moving by quickly:  
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Well I mean… one thing about prison, and the reason people tell you, like for me 

time went by real fast because I don’t have anything to measure time by.  See, 

when I’m in the world and I think a five year span, I have things to measure time 

by.  People get married, people get divorced.  Whatever goes on in my life.  All 

the major events that make up our lives.  That’s what we gauge our time by.  

When you’re in here, all you get is your letter or maybe a visit occasionally to tell 

you what’s happening so it really doesn’t even seem like it’s real sometimes.  But 

time just clicks by real fast cause it’s so monotonous.   

The incarcerated individuals talked about time as always moving, at varied speeds.  

Together, the subthemes scheduled, monotonous, and pace represent the involuntary 

nature of time for incarcerated individuals.   

Summary 

In response to research question one, ten overarching facets of involuntary 

membership emerged from the data.  Incarcerated individuals were involuntary in relation 

to their activities, sanctioned and unsanctioned.  They were not allowed to keep many 

different types of belongings in prison.  Further, there was a degree of involuntariness in 

terms of their bodies (exploited, sustained, sexuality).  Inmates’ communication was 

limited structurally and in the channels permitted.  Additionally, they talked about the 

involuntary nature of their minds and thoughts.  Incarcerated individuals were 

constrained in the organizational entry and exit and they were not able to manage their 

own space both within the cells and outside of the cells.  Further, the inmates spoke about 
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their inability to control the sound around them.  Furthermore, their relationships, and 

living situations in particular, were organized by the prisons.  Finally, incarcerated 

individuals spoke of being involuntary in their time (scheduled, monotonous, pace).  

Together, these ten facets represent the ways in which members described their 

involuntary membership in prisons.  Next, we move to research question 2 and explore 

the ways in which individuals described the experience of involuntary membership.  

Involuntary membership was described in relation to two interrelated themes 1) 

Responses to involuntary membership (Chapter 6), and 2) Outcomes of involuntary 

membership (Chapter 7).   
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CHAPTER 6: RESPONSES TO INVOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP 

Introduction 

 Research question two asked: “In what ways do individuals describe the 

experience of involuntary membership?” Incarcerated individuals described their 

involuntary membership in relation to their Responses to involuntary membership.  In 

this chapter, I outline these Response themes and subthemes which include: 1) Act 

(running game and fighting), 2) Accept, 3) Invoke (education and religion), 4) Avoid 

(suicide and isolation), and 5) Plan.   

Act  

 There were many different actions that inmates took in response to their 

involuntary membership.  The most prominent themes were: running game and fighting.  

Each subtheme is discussed in turn.    

Running Game 

Running game is the term that incarcerated individuals used to refer to the 

underground network in prison.  It referred to different types of smuggling including 

drugs, cigarettes, money, or other items as well as gambling, drinking, and other illegal 

activities.  For example, Dominic talked about selling “squares” (cigarettes) for $2 a 

piece.  He explained that he would get paid in commissary items or the buyers would 

have “their people in the world” put money on his books.  Cullen was another inmate 

who seemed to be deep into running game.  He explained that his life in prison is similar 

to how it was on the outside: 
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A lot of times you do the same shit really, your true freedom, inside the room.  If 

you wanna smoke weed, you smoke weed, if you wanna drink, you drink.  You 

smoke powder, take pills whatever, you got plenty of time to do that. 

In essence, running game was comprised of many of the activities that incarcerated 

individuals would have done even if they were not locked up.  Notably, all of these 

activities were explicitly prohibited by the prison organizations and the correctional 

officers often talked about how they tried to shut these activities down. 

The wardens were also aware, and actively tried to prevent, inmates from running 

game.  Warden Jones said that “there was a facility in TDC where a lady had the hair up 

in a bun and she stuck the cell phone in her hair and she brought it to the offenders.” He 

also talked about the different detection and investigation strategies that they used to shut 

the activity down.   

These types of activities also occur in Norway.  Correctional Officer CoryNW 

shared a similar story about an inmate who tried to pay off a prison employee to bring in 

a cell phone for his personal use.   Finally, the inmates talked a bit about how some 

people try to get the correctional officers involved in running game.  Vern said that he 

was not able to tell what kind of guards might be susceptible to their cons.  However, he 

insisted that, “A true convict, if he’s looking for a guard that will do that - that will break 

the rules, he’ll see him in a heartbeat.  And he’ll take full advantage of it.” Warden Tex 

and Warden Jones confirmed that some correctional officers unfortunately get caught up 

in the game.  They both explained that they had fired correctional officers in the past who 
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had been caught engaging in any of these activities.  In addition to running game, inmates 

also responded to their involuntary membership by fighting.   

Fighting 

Fighting was the second subtheme in terms of inmate reactions against their 

involuntary membership.  Many participants discussed basic fights, riots, and, 

occasionally, murders.  Jacob shared his vantage point of an extreme riot that occurred 

and lasted for several days when several inmates were killed (race murders).  Vince 

talked about how he had to fight in prison to survive.  In the following striking 

illustration, he shares his story:  

I had to [fight] because if you didn’t show a sign of aggression at the time, you 

still became a victim of being someone’s prey, even a fighter.  You had to show a 

certain kind of attitude, even with your fighting, you know, you stereotype 

yourself to become an animal.  You had to most people in the olden days, the 60s 

and the 70s and 80s and early 90s became animalistic prisoners or you didn’t 

survive.…Now my survival tactic was to create a monster and mentally.  Don’t 

think I’m crazy, but mentally, I really had to, cuz I was 16 years old, so mentally I 

really had to create a monster within me, you know? And everybody in the world 

I feel like have different personalities, but this man, it really became a part of me.  

I build a monster in me man that’s gonna fight and fight hard, I don’t care how 

big or little, whatever.  …I’ll get something to make it, to equalize the situation.  

Whether it’s a knife, pen, whatever I have to get to equal the standards, you know.  

And so I created this monster name Yogi, that’s my nickname.  He bore no one, 
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he bore nothing, you know I’m saying? Except I will tell it to you, he bore 

nothing and fade everything. 

Vince went on to say that because of his monster, he never stepped down from a fight.  

That, he explained, is what he meant by “bore none, fade all.” He would take on any man 

in any situation.  Noticeably, he had a large scar on his face, which he later confirmed 

was from one of those fighting incidents.   

 The prison staff also talked about the various fights, riots, and murders that 

occurred behind the bars in response to involuntary membership.  Warden Tex told a 

story of a murder that happened his first week on the job, many years ago:  

I was there probably two weeks on the shift and I had a killing on a wing that I 

was working on.  They stabbed him.  It was during chow time and we were 

bringing inmates in from chow and the field was turning … and I heard “FIGHT, 

FIGHT.” and I turned around …Well, I got over there and turnkey was there with 

the key in the door but he wouldn’t open the door…They started stabbing him and 

I will never forget it, he turned around like that, and he had his arms like that and 

his guts were, his intestines where kind of hanging in and out.  But the turnkey 

would not open the door because he was still holding the knife and it was better 

him isolated in that smaller area then let him out to the big area and…[Eventually 

they] took him to the hospital and he died.   

Warden Tex’s example illustrated the nature of fighting in prison.  In his story, he 

mentioned that the “turnkey” would not open the gate to let out the inmate being stabbed.  

Many years ago, a turnkey was a position within the prison that incarcerated individuals 
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could hold.  These individuals had keys to the cells, facilitated inmate movements, and 

ensured that the prison ran smoothly.  This position has since been disbanded.  Now only 

correctional officers and ranked individuals have keys.  Inmates talked a lot about various 

forms of fighting in prisons as a type of response to their current situation.   

 Incarcerated individuals acted in response to their involuntary membership.  They 

articulated how they spent time running game and fighting in prison.  However, not all 

members chose to take these actions.  Others chose an alternate path. 

Accept 

Some inmates chose to simply accept their current situation and the involuntary 

nature of it.  ChrisNW talked about how his first few days in prison at age 14 were 

miserable.  They had him in a segregation cell.  But after two weeks, he had gotten used 

to it.  He explained that he accepted the fact that he was in prison.  He realized that if this 

was the worst that was going to happen to him, he would be fine.  Jimmy also chose to 

accept his situation and related the following sentiment: “We’re in the bottom of the 

barrel.  We just mice, man, they walk right over us.  You got no choice but to accept it, 

too, and you just alright.” Cuba’s statement also echoed acceptance, “Once you start 

accepting your life, and not blaming others, and learning, you blame yourself, and forgive 

yourself, and move on.  You know, just don’t be bitter about nothing.  Just try to be 

better.” Potentially, in an effort to “be better,” inmates called upon other aspects of their 

life to respond to their membership.   
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Invoke 

 Many of the inmates invoked, or called upon, education and religion in response 

to their involuntary membership.  In other words, the inmates turned to alternate areas of 

their lives to escape the constraining nature of involuntary membership.  Religion and 

education were two such outlets for their energy and effort.   They talked about how these 

two ideals were their ways of overcoming or dealing with their current situation.   

Education 

 A majority of the inmates interviewed talked about some kind of education that 

they received in prison.  All of the prisons had life skills classes and drug abuse practice, 

while only a few had college courses and master’s degree programs.  In both countries, 

drug programs were prominently featured.  Inmates in both the United States and Norway 

participated in intensive, group therapy sessions in an effort to break them out of their 

“addictive habits” and “criminal mentality.” Mikey explained that with the treatment he 

was receiving his drug addiction “can be overcome.”  

 Other incarcerated individuals spoke about the important of taking college 

courses.  Duncan reasoned:  

If I can’t do it right now, then I am never going to do it when I get in the world.  

So I start doing it now.  I start…bettering myself.  I am getting all the education.  

I can be starting college, and if parole go ahead and grant me to be a free man 

next year, I can get out and still have a little college credit under my belt; it 

wouldn’t be a whole lot, but I mean…. 
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Duncan invoked education as a way to better himself for the future.  He and other 

inmates discussed the value of education in the pursuit of their future.  Phil, for instance, 

studied a class called Business Law while in prison.  He said that after taking that course 

he “started helping other prisoners with their cases, you know, doing their appeals, 

habeas corpus.” Thus, the inmates turned to education in response to their involuntary 

membership.  Additionally, some incarcerated individuals invoked religion as their way 

of responding to or coping with their current situation.   

Religion 

 Several interviewees talked at length about how they turned to religion after being 

incarcerated.  Many inmates said that they found God in prison, or that they made their 

way back to Him.  They primarily talked about Christian religions; however, a few 

people mentioned Islam as well.   Cuba talked about how he started to consider the 

importance of God in the midst of his involuntary membership:  

There’s something inside that needs filled, that’s empty.  I need something I’m 

tryin’ to figure out.  I tried everything, I done tried the drugs, the booze, the 

streets and all that.  Maybe I should try God, and maybe see how it turns out.  

And my life, man, it’s been a blessing, I’ve been a blessing to others, you know? 

And it’s not like I’m locked up, you know? People feel like you’ll, I’m gonna live 

when I get out of here.  Well, you’re living now.  You know this is part of your 

testimony.   
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Mo’s experience seemed similar to Cuba’s.  When Mo explained the story of his 

conversion, he had tears streaming down his face; “God” he said, “is the big part of 

everything.” Finally, Alex also spoke about the importance of religion while in prison:   

I believe my peace and joy don’t have to come from my surrounding 

circumstances.  Even in spite of the midst of a bad circumstantial situation, I still 

have peace and joy… Re-establishing my relationship with God and prioritizing 

my life had been the best thing that I could have done.  I don’t look at this so 

much as me being arrested, I think I was rescued and given the opportunity to get 

it right.  My faith is a real major factor. 

Together, these men and other incarcerated individuals talked about how they invoked 

their faith in God and their religion in response to their membership.   

Avoid 

 In the midst of prison, many incarcerated individuals choose to avoid the situation 

to the greatest extent possible.  The two avenues most frequently selected were isolation 

and suicide.   

Isolation 

 Some inmates tried to isolate themselves from the outside world.  Many talked 

about how difficult it was to get a letter.  For instance, Jimmy asked his family to stop 

writing to him.  He said that he never knew when a letter would come.  He went on to 

explain that the uncertainty of not knowing whether he would get a letter was more 

difficult than just not receiving mail at all.  Frankie claimed that inmates should try to cut 
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themselves off from the outside world to the greatest extent possible.  He said “You are 

supposed to keep your mind off the free world cause it’s harder to do your time.  You’re 

gonna be stressing all the time, thinking about your family.  Which is fine, it’s normal, 

but it’s harder for yourself.” 

 Incarcerated individuals also mentioned the isolation that goes on inside prisons.  

Ray explained that it is often best to not get involved in prison interactions.  Instead, he 

suggested that inmates should observe.  He talked about his experience taking on this 

role: 

The only advice that I could give them, “Don’t be a starter of the games.” Sit back 

and watch the game.  That’s the only advice.  I mean, that covers everything.  If 

you just sit back and observe, you’ll see people that do things that are not 

supposed to be done in a certain way versus the people that are doing it the right 

way. 

Ray went on to talk about how it is always better to watch people, to isolate one’s self 

than it is to engage others, a sentiment echoed by others.  On the other hand, some 

inmates took more extreme measure to avoid their involuntary membership.  They turned 

to suicide.   

Suicide 

 The prison employees told graphic stories about attempted and successful suicides 

in prison.  CoryNW from Norway described the suicide prevention: “We stormed in, four 

guys took his legs.  He was kicking the shield and punching everywhere.  I got to loosen 

the rope from the roof.” That particular inmate lived.  However, other inmates are 
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successful in their attempts.  Correctional Officer Wanda explained that some inmates try 

to starve themselves to death.  Warden Tex said that he has seen people hang themselves 

with twisted toilet paper and jump off roofs.  He related one particularly graphic story: 

I guess he was going to commit suicide…he had taken that little bitty razor blade 

and cut a square out of his neck because it was so small that he couldn’t reach in 

there… took his finger and pulled that artery out and then just cut it…He fell face 

down in the cell.  “Bam” [Warden Tex smacked his hands together].  This was at 

night time.  Well, the officer working the wing … was underneath the stairways 

filling out some reports, and the way he know it something was starting falling on 

the paper he was writing and it was blood…So he went up there and, of course, he 

was dead…bled out. 

Prison employees were not the only ones that related stories of suicide.  Phil said that in 

his eleven and a half years in administrative segregation, he had “probably seen probably 

50 at least suicide attempts.”  

Plan  

 Finally, many of the inmates talked about how their main response to their 

involuntary situation was to make a plan for the future.  David, for instance, wanted to 

“help kids” and “start a foundation for single mothers” to “leave a legacy.” “Oh Lord” he 

said, “I have big plans.  Big plans.” Cuba reinforced the importance of plans: 

You can’t let the situation dictate who you are, you know what I’m sayin? You 

gotta see yourself outside these walls, you gotta see yourself in big house, you 
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gotta see yourself with your kids, in a car with a wife and a family, you know? 

And these things are not things that are just far fetched, these things are things 

that can happen, that you can do if you believe, and you can have faith and you 

can believe than you can achieve.  That’s my whole motto, you know.  You 

believe it, you can see it, you can do it, you know.  And uh, that’s what gets me 

through the day. 

Cuba highlighted that people need to believe and dream in order to succeed.  Many of the 

inmates did just that.  They talked about getting a real job when they got out.  Mikey 

wanted to work with computers doing web development and Alan wanted to referee.  

Others spoke about fixing cars and producing rap music.  Some, like MattNW, just talked 

about their plans to go home to their house on the mountaintop and relax.  Their response 

to being involuntary was to think about a time in which they would not be involuntary 

any longer.  Then they planned, hoped, and dreamed.    

Summary  

In sum, incarcerated individuals described their experience of involuntary 

membership in relation to five different Responses: 1) Act (running game and fighting), 

2) Accept, 3) Invoke (education and religion), 4) Avoid (suicide and isolation), or 5) 

Plan.  While I discussed these five responses in isolation, in practice, they are likely not 

mutually exclusive.  That is, many of these responses could occur at the same time as or 

in conjunction with one another.  In the next chapter, I discuss the second way in which 

the inmates described their membership. 



	  

	   129	  

CHAPTER 7: OUTCOMES OF INVOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP 

Introduction 

Not only did inmates describe the experience of involuntary membership in 

relation to their Responses, but they also described it in relation to the Outcomes.  In this 

chapter, I offer examples for the each theme related to Outcomes or results of involuntary 

membership.  The incarcerated individuals described the Outcomes of membership in the 

following ways: 1) Absent, 2) Change, 3) Maintain, and 4) Entrench.   

Absent 

 The first outcome of involuntary membership had to do with the physical, mental, 

and emotional absence of the inmates.  The interviewees talked about being absent or 

removed from society, and they described a stark divide between the “free world” and 

prison.   The inmates said things like: “got back out to the world” (Peter), “they’ll never 

see the free world” (William), or “he’s a good free world attorney” (Alex).  As Tamara, a 

correctional officer said, “It’s a whole different world…inside prison is like a different 

world.” Each of these quotes illustrates that when inmates are incarcerated, there is some 

level of absence from what is going on outside the walls of the prison.  Benji commented 

“I never thought it being as hard on my people out in the world as it is.  I think it’s harder 

on them then it is on me.” 

 Several of the inmates mentioned children during the interviews.  Some of them 

had never even seen their kids as they were born after they got locked up.  Mo’s example 

illustrated the pain associated with the absence:  
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I had two babies then: Joe and John.  And I hated to leave them.  I prayed for 

them and cried and cried many tears for my babies.  I love babies.  I don’t think I 

ever loved anything as much as those two boys. 

Mo went on to say that one of those babies is now a grown man, in a gang, in prison.   

Being absent, unable to interact with the outside world, also plays a role in death.  

George told a story of how his father passed away while he was in prison.  His dad was at 

work and was killed by a drunk driver.  Initially, the prison said he could have an 

escorted leave (furlough) from prison to attend the funeral.  They later rescinded the offer 

as they were without adequate staff.  Here is the story in George’s words: 

I was preparing that day, cause they were giving me phone calls every day and 

they’d say: “This is the time you’re gonna go” and “This is the place where 

they’re gonna do it”.  And I know the place.  I could help the guards get there.  So 

they’re like that fine.  And that morning I never got a call, and man I’m like, I 

said to the guard, “I [was] suppose to be leaving for my dad’s at 9 o’clock in the 

morning.” I said, “I need to talk to the warden.” He wasn’t here that day.  It was 

the assistant warden and she’s like.  “Oh, we’re sorry.  We’re short on staff.” And 

I’m like, “How come they didn’t tell me this from the get go?” You know what I 

mean? I said, “That’s fine, that’s fine.” And then she said, “We can call your 

family and send a video tape.” I looked at her and I remember what I told her, the 

exact words, I said, “Miss, no disrespect to you” I said, “Videotape?  A person is 

supposed to sit down here and watch on a video.” I was pretty upset, pretty upset. 
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George was unable to attend his father’s funeral.  Cullen also spoke about a family 

member who died while he was in prison.  He talked about the ramifications of being 

incarcerated during that time:  

You know, I don’t know I’ve really dealt with it.  I don’t think I’ll ever really let 

myself deal with it.  And I don’t know.  I think about it a lot and I get real angry.  

It’s another thing that I’ve taken away, I stole from myself.  I stole my 

grandfather from myself.   

The interviewees talked about how the outcome of involuntary membership, absence, 

played a large role in their lives.  They were unable to be with family during joys and 

sorrows.    

 The next two themes, change and maintain, are related.  Change represents the 

outcome of involuntary membership where the inmates reject and turn away from their 

past actions and choices.  Maintain, is where the inmates continue on the path that will 

keep them incarcerated.  Alex explained these two themes in the following way:  

One thing I know, when you come out of an institution you are not going to come 

out the same.  Whether you come out better or worse.  You’re going to come out, 

but I don’t ever believe you going to come out the same. 

First, I will cover the change outcomes followed by the maintain outcomes.   

Change 

 Another outcome that the inmates spoke about was change.  The response of 

change occurred when inmates took actions that differed from their past behaviors.  They 
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rejected their involuntary membership, and they also talked about the steps they took to 

bring about change within themselves.   UniNW, a prison teacher in Norway, told a story 

about one of her students.  He was a general in the Bosnian war.  He was tried for war 

crimes in the International Court of Justice which is located in the city The Hague in the 

Netherlands.  UniNW explained that despite his horrific crimes, to her, he was a “perfect 

man.” He had changed his behavior, was furthering himself with education, and was 

always “sweet” and “polite.”   

The inmate interviewees also discussed wanting to, or actually succeeding in 

rejecting their current situation.  Alex talked about wanting to change for himself and his 

family.  He explained that he needed to change his mentality in order to get different 

results:  

Some people think that they still have another run in them.  They think that they 

can come out and do it again.  And this time, they will get away with it if I don’t 

do this or don’t do that.  If you do the wrong thing, you are going to get wrong 

results.  There is no right way to do wrong.  If you had it in mindset, I tell them 

you know, some people just gotta switch to the cemetery, they don’t come back 

through here.  You want your last memory with your mom or your wife or your 

kid, my son was a screw up or my dad was a screw up? Do you want them to 

leave this world or go on with their life with that as a memory? I want my mom to 

rest easy in knowing her son got it right.  It didn’t take no two, three trips, it 

didn’t take him no 15, 20 years.  It didn’t take nothing like that.  He finally got it 

right. 
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Finally, some inmates talked about what motivated them to reject their current status.  In 

Clarence’s case, it was a caring teacher: 

Really an incident took place.  I was in college.  I was going for my associate’s 

degree… I was supposed to be taking an economic exam it was my final…I was 

one of those individuals who was in that subculture that I told you about 

previously—the game.  I was on G block.  I will never forget; I was G block 

drunk messing with another female officer when I fell asleep in the closet.  I woke 

up class was over with I missed my exam.  So I am like man, “I know the exam 

was like 40 percent of my grade, so by me missing that exam, I was going to have 

to retake economics.” This is what I am saying to myself, “Man, I am going to 

have to retake this class, but oh well” …Well two days later, I get a lay in [which 

is a note letting him know he has a meeting later in the day] and it say economics 

on it.  I am like I guess the dude want my book…I show up and the principle is 

like wait over there.  I thought, “Oh, was just going to turn our book.” He is like, 

“No, Mr.  M is coming up here,” that was our economic instructor.  I was like, 

“What he coming up here for?”…So I wait over there for 20 min.  Mr.  M show 

up I am like, ”Man, what’s up?” He was like, “Man, look, I know what type of 

student you is, so I know you had a damn good reason for missing class.  So I 

drove all the way up here to administer your exam to you.” And that experience 

right there really shook me up. 

Clarence went on to say that he changed that day.  In all, the interviewees talked about 

how change is possible.  The inmates’ response was to reject their involuntary 
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membership, in favor of change.  On the other hand, some incarcerated individuals 

experience different outcomes from being involuntary members.  They maintained their 

current course of action.    

Maintain 

 Many of the interviewees shared examples of ways in which they maintained 

actions, thought processes, and activities that they were involved in before coming to 

prison.  In other words, they acted in ways that were consistent with their past criminal 

behavior.  For instance, MarkNW talked about how when youth get locked up in prison, 

they actually learn more effective ways to break the law.  He said, “The worst thing 

would be the young people come out as hard criminals, that’s the worst thing that 

happens here.” Dominic could have been one of the young men MarkNW spoke of.  

Dominic did not want to give up his current course of action; rather, he wanted to remain 

in the life of crime.  He said:  

I am pretty much pretty sure I going to be out there selling dope.  Cuz when I get 

home, I got a couple of my Mexican partners here from the world.  They like, 

“Shit, my homeboy told me that you fucking out there in the world, and go fuck 

with me when you get out…I am going to front you this right here and you get on 

our feet, and just pay me back whenever you get the money so.” In here, this is 

where you get your connection in the Pen.   

Dominic was still thinking the same way that he used to think on the outside.  The 

outcome of involuntary membership for him was to maintain his current course of action.  
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One of the interviewees, Phil, talked about how he had maintained his criminal lifestyle 

even after being released from prison the first time: 

So, after I got the 6 year sentence, I did 7 ½ months and got back out on parole 

with a $200 check…I didn’t go to the halfway house, and by that night, I had a 

stolen truck, a brand new truck.  And I went and stole another one, and I stripped 

that truck down, loaded the parts into the other truck, and by morning I had $1000 

in my pocket.  So, I just got right back into the cycle, you know, stealing cars and 

trucks.  I got caught.  Coupla months later I got caught, and this time I got a 16 

year sentence.  I did a year and a half on it.  Got right back out, and what did I do? 

Got right back into the game.  So, this next time I got caught, they hit me with this 

law called the Habitual Offender, and that raised the penalty level up, way up, and 

the minimum it carried was 25 years to life.  And they got me, they had real good 

evidence on me, there was no way out of it at trial.  If I would have went to trial 

I’d have gotten life.  So I went ahead and I signed for a 25 year sentence. 

Phil talked about how he continued to maintain his criminal life style as opposed to 

making a change.  The cycle he mentioned is often referred to as recidivism.  Several of 

the inmates in the study talked about one of the outcomes of involuntary membership that 

can come from this cycle of recidivism.  They called it being “institutionalized,” or 

entrenched in the system.   
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Entrenched 

The final theme related to outcomes of involuntary membership is entrenched.  

Some inmates were caught up in the prison system and unable to break free.  Being 

incarcerated became second nature to them.  Part of being entrenched or institutionalized 

has to do with the amount of time that these individuals spent in prison.  Mo said, “I am 

56 and I spent at least 28 years in here, so I would be wrong to say that I am not 

institutionalized.  But I also be wrong to glorify it.” Ralph talked about how true 

entrenchment comes while being cut off from the outside world.  He said:  

Institutionalized means that you live within the prison, and if you get to a certain 

point, you cut yourself off from the outside world completely.  And then year 

after year after year, you don’t associate with people on the streets and you get to 

where it’s a common thing in here.    

Several of the inmates talked about how they were aware they were becoming entrenched 

in the system.  For instance, Jesse hesitated to shake my hand at the beginning of our 

interview.  He said he could not remember the last time he shook someone’s hand.  He 

went on to explain his reaction: 

Officers can’t shake your hand…So, when a civilian or anything do that to me, I 

am kind of spooked, like they got radiation or something.  Like I don’t want to 

touch them.  It’s abnormal for me right now.  It’s a transition for me.  I told my 

mom, I never would have thought that I say that I got re-adjust to society.  

Because as sad as it is, I done got comfortable with being in an institution… 

That’s probably the first time I used my first name in years.  Everybody calls you 
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by your last name because that is what they have officers call us.  It’s gonna take 

me a little time to adjust, but I got a good support system out there, kinda navigate 

things for me. 

While some incarcerated individuals struggle with the outcome of being entrenched, 

others seem to find happiness and relief.   

Warden Tex told a story of one inmate who had been in and out of the prison 

several times.  He went on to say that one day he saw the inmate get off the chain bus, 

and the inmate “was so happy because they finally gave him a life sentence.” Tex 

emphasized that some of them “couldn’t make it out there.” He goes on to say that many 

of the incarcerated individuals “won’t tell you… but they are more comfortable with the 

structure someone telling them when to go to eat when to go to bed and all this stuff.” 

Theo’s statement agreed with Warden Tex: “You get some guys who don’t know how to 

survive outside these walls.” Ralph touched on the same point.  He had been in and out of 

prison most of his life (spent 35 of his 53 years in prison).  Ralph shared some of the 

presumed benefits of entrenchment: 

The way I look at it, they think that they’re, by locking me up, they think they’re 

protecting society against me.  Actually, they’re protecting me against society 

because in here I don’t have any cigarettes, I don’t have any drugs, I don’t have 

any alcohol.  They feed me, they clothe me.  How is that not protecting me from 

the outside world? 

Clearly entrenchment is an outcome of involuntary membership.   



	  

	   138	  

Summary 

 The interviewees described the experience of involuntary membership in relation 

their outcomes in divergent ways.  Some focused on the outcome of being absent from 

your loved ones and the free world.  Other incarcerated individuals chose to speak about 

their efforts to change their criminal thinking.  In contrast, some inmates discussed 

outcomes that kept them maintaining their current way of thinking and living.  Finally, 

some interviewees referenced how one of the most prominent outcomes of involuntary 

membership was entrenchment.  In the next chapter, I will explicate the similarities and 

differences between involuntary membership in United States and Norwegian prisons in 

response to research question three.   
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CHAPTER 8: INVOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP IN THE  UNITED STATES AND 

NORWAY 

Introduction 

 The third and final research question in this study sought to explore the 

similarities and differences in relation to the experience of involuntary membership in the 

United States and Norway.   To this point, I have used examples from the United States 

and Norway to illustrate the facets, responses, and outcomes in involuntary membership.  

Typically, I noted the country of origin if there seemed to be a discrepancy between the 

two countries.  Otherwise, the country origin of the interviewees was omitted, and the 

examples blended together to create an undivided picture of involuntary membership.   

 However, it is important to clarify spaces of difference in the experience of 

involuntary membership between these two countries.  While they shared many 

similarities, there were several distinctive elements that set Norwegian prisons, and 

involuntary members, apart.  In Table 2, I provide an assessment of where the two 

countries were similar, moderately similar, or dissimilar on the involuntary membership 

facets.  If there was not enough data to make a determination, the comparative column 

will say “unclear”.  Moreover, I provide a brief description of the approach in each 

country to highlight the degree of (dis) similarity.   These similarities and differences are 

best articulate using the ten facets of involuntary membership presented in Chapter 5.   
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Table 2  

Involuntary Membership Facets: A Comparison between the United States and Norway  

Facets Comparison United States Norway 
Dissimilar More stringent.  

Limited to inside 
activities.   
Could not choose jobs. 

Less stringent.   
Were allowed to go on 
day trips.   
Could choose between 
work and school.   

Activities 
• Sanctioned 
• Unsanctioned 

Moderately 
Similar 

Fighting a consistent 
theme across all 
interviews. 

Fighting took place, 
but on a much less 
frequent basis.   
Fighting less intense.   

Belongings Moderately 
Similar 

Strict list of allowed 
items.   
Not permitted to 
deviate from the list.   

Allowed to wear street 
clothes.   
Some had computers in 
rooms.   
Posters on the walls. 
Many items prohibited. 

Similar and 
Unclear 

Stripping down was a 
daily occurrence.   
Rape was a frequent 
topic.   

Stripped, but less 
frequently, 3 times a 
week.   
Rape was not a topic 
mentioned in 
interviews.   

Moderately 
Similar, 
 
Similar, 
 
Similar 

Rules regarding when 
inmates shower. 
Food controlled by the 
prison.   
Process in place for 
reporting medical 
needs (e.g., form). 

Some had showers in 
cells.  Most had 
community showers.  
Had hours when 
allowed to shower.    
Food controlled by the 
prison.   
Process in place for 
reporting medical 
needs (e.g., morning 
meeting). 

Body 
• Exploited  
• Sustained  
• Sexuality 

Dissimilar Sex of any kind was 
not permitted.   
Polite masturbation 
was permitted. 

Conjugal visits 
permitted.    
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Facets Comparison US Norway 

Unclear Strict hierarchical 
structures.   
Sex offenders at the 
bottom.   
Gang structures.   

Sex offenders seen as 
lowest type of 
offender.   

Communication 
• Structured 
• Channels 

Similar Face to face visiting 
hours limited.   
Communication 
typically on the phone 
or via mail. 

Visiting hours longer.  
Communication 
typically on the phone 
or via mail.   

Mind Dissimilar  Spoke of mind games 
and needed to stay 
strong in the mind.   

These issues were 
never mentioned. 

Moderately 
Similar 

Typically forced entry.   
Occasionally bonded 
out before sentencing. 

There is a waiting list.   
Inmates given orders 
as to when to report to 
prison.   

Organizational 
Boundary 
Management 

• Entry 
• Exit Moderately 

Similar 
Need to be granted 
parole, or discharged 
by the prison system. 

Need to be let out by 
prison system.   
Possibility for 
extended, unsupervised 
leave.   

Moderately 
Similar 

Small space.   
Cellmates.   

Slightly larger space.   
No cellmates. 

Space 
• Confinement 
• Movement Similar Not able to leave 

common room without 
being let out by a 
correctional officer. 

Not able to leave 
common room with out 
being let out by a 
correctional officer. 

Sound Similar Noisy. Noisy. 
Relationships Dissimilar Not able to choose 

cellmates. 
Did not have 
cellmates.   

Similar Most waking hours are 
highly scheduled.   
Recreation, meals, 
work, showers, and 
class are at designated 
times.   

Morning meetings, 
meals were at the same 
time every day.   

Similar Monotonous. Monotonous.   

Time 
• Scheduled 
• Monotonous 
• Pace 

Similar Slow. Slow. 
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Activities 

Sanctioned 

MattNW was one of the Norwegian interviewees.  The translator explained that he 

was anxious to come to prison in northern Norway, and a little curious.  But on his first 

day, he was asked to pack his bag and get ready for a mountain hike.  In Norway, the 

inmates take day trips with correctional officers.  MattNW and others talked about cross-

country skiing, mountain climbing, and running.  MattNW noted that it was wonderful to 

be at the top of the mountain, but that it was kind of tough going back into prison 

afterward.  However, because of that experience, he kept thinking that eventually he 

would be done with prison and then other moments like that would be likely.   

 Unsanctioned  

IssacNW also answered the interviewee questions in Norwegian.  As such, his 

answer is paraphrased.  IssacNW said that in his current prison, Branson, there was not a 

lot of fighting.  However, in the bigger prisons he had been in, there had been fights 

every day.  He went on to say that at one time he had broken another man’s arm in a 

fight.  None of the other inmates spoke much about fighting, or forced fighting in prison.  

AdamNW, a correctional officer, said that in his four years in Branson, he had only seen 

four or five fights.   

Incarcerated individuals in Norway had more options in sanctioned activities than 

U.S. inmates.  While inmates in both countries spoke of fighting, the topic was much 

more prevalent in U.S. prisons.  In the following sections I offer examples from to 
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illustrate the similarities and differences facets of involuntary membership in U.S. and 

Norwegian prisons.   

Belongings 

Norwegian inmates were allowed to bring in more items and possess more items 

than U.S. inmates.   However, there were still items that were prohibited as EricNW found 

out in the following example: “I was on the Internet before I arrived, and I called the 

prison then I asked different questions…if I could take Playstation and X Box.” EricNW 

discovered that while he was not allowed to bring those game stations, he was allowed to 

bring in clothes, toiletries, pictures, books, and magazines, all of which are prohibited in 

U.S. prisons.  Both countries limited the items allowed in the prison; however, 

Norwegians had a little more latitude with their belongings.   

Body 

Exploited 

Inmates in Norway had to strip naked just like U.S. inmates.  However, it seemed 

to occur on a less frequent basis.  In the following example, Norwegian Inmate MarkNW 

shared why he did not frequently socialize with the guards.  He said, 

I don’t want to sit and talk with the same person that two hours later come and 

strip me down.  Most people don’t like that.  It’s not normal.  I guess you don’t 

want to drink coffee with a person who strip search you three times a week. 

The word rape never came up in any of the 14 of Norwegian interviews.   
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Sustained 

In terms of hygiene, the two countries shared moderate similarities.  Correctional 

Officer CoryNW talked about how inmates were only allowed to shower at certain times of 

the day and most had community showers.  However, on my tour of the prison, I was able 

to see Chris’sNW cell.  He was the only inmate to have his own shower right in the cell.  

The cells looked very much like college dorm rooms.  ChrisNW and others noted that the 

food was just “okay” in Branson.  They were able to make small meals in their common 

area, much like U.S. inmates commissary dinners.  Finally, inmates have to go through a 

formal process to request medical assistance.  Correctional Officer AdamNW explained 

that the inmates and the correctional officers have a meeting every morning.  During that 

meeting, inmates need to speak up if they want to talk to a doctor for any reason.  This 

process seemed similar to the form request that U.S. inmates were required to fill out.    

Sexuality 

Warden GrantNW spent a lot of time during his interview talking about conjugal 

visits.  Inmates who were well behaved and at a low threat level were allowed to have 

conjugal visits.  I was able to see their visiting rooms.  Currently, they do not have any 

type of bed in the rooms.  Instead, there is just a table and chairs.  Warden GrantNW said 

that one of his priorities was to ultimately provide beds, condoms, and a more welcoming 

space for both the inmates and their guests.   

The main difference between United States and Norwegian prison membership 

seemed to be linked to inmate sexuality, or conjugal visits.  Norwegian inmates were less 

constrained in this area.   
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Communication 

Structured 

 Similar to the United States, MarkNW and MattNW talked about how sex offenders 

were at the bottom of the hierarchy in Norwegian prisons.  However, Norwegian 

interviewees did not mention any other structural or hierarchical limitations on their 

communication.  In fact, they had fairly open communication with the correctional 

officers as well.  Each inmate was assigned a personal officer.  That individual was 

responsible for checking in on the inmate weekly and seeing how they were doing.    

Channels 

 Channels of communication were very similar to those in the United States.  

Inmates in Norway primarily communicated on the phone or via mail.  The main 

difference between the two countries was in the amount of face-to-face contact time that 

the inmates in Norway received.  EricNW said that when his family came to visit, they 

were allowed to stay for six hours.  Typical visitations in the United States last for one to 

three hours.  EricNW went on to explain some of the benefits of visits in Norway:   

The visitor room is very small room…so 6 hours in that room is, with two kids.  

You get tired after, but it’s okay.  They try to [let us] in the gym if that’s 

available.  We can go there and play ball.  And sometimes we have gone outside 

as well with a guard, bowling, shopping, like that. 

U.S. and Norwegian inmates seem to share similarities in relation to the communication 

facet of involuntary membership.   
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Mind 

 Inmates in the United States talked about prison as being a whole different world.  

While incarcerated individuals in Norway occasionally noted this fact, it was far less 

common in the interviews.  Only one inmate, EricNW, specifically addressed the idea that 

prison was a “separate world”.  Additionally, inmates in the United States talked about 

being involuntary in their mental state and thinking.  Those comments and ways of 

thinking were not present in Norwegian interviews.   

Organizational Boundary Management 

Entry 

 AdamNW explained that in Norway, “The inmates come here to prison, show us 

the letter from the police that they should arrive here.”  They have much more control 

over their physical move into the prison than typical U.S. inmates.  Incarcerated 

individuals in the United States typically detailed their entry process as being picked up 

by the police, taken to jail, taken to court, sentenced/plea out, and taken to prison.   

Exit 

 The process of exit in Norway appears similar to the United States.  According to 

Warden GrantNW, inmates are typically moved from traditional (closed) prisons into open 

prisons, which are similar to U.S. halfway houses.  However, inmates are allowed to exit 

and return to the prison through a process they call “leave.” All of the inmates talked 

about taking leave, except ChrisNW.  ChrisNW was not allowed to have leave because of 

his past history of escapes.   
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Warden Tex explained that in the United States, we used to have a similar 

program where inmates were allowed to take a furlough.  They could leave the prison for 

a week or so without escort and without any kind of monitoring device.  They no longer 

allow furloughs.  One of the U.S. inmates, Mo, said, “I was one of them that broke them 

up.  I relapsed on a furlough.” During his temporary release, Mo stole $4,300 from his 

wife and then spent it all on drugs.  He finally returned to prison voluntarily, but 

explained that he showed up after his mandated return date.  In Mo’s words, “I came back 

late; I came back, but I came later, after I smoked up all the money.” As a result, Mo had 

to serve every single day he had been sentenced, and he could not be considered for early 

parole.  Overall, the exit process is similar in the United States and Norway, save the 

special circumstances of leave.     

Space 

 The space, both in terms of confinement and movement, in U.S. and Norwegian 

prisons were fairly similar.  In both countries, the inmates stayed in cells and were not 

allowed to move about the prison facility freely.  They had to be let out of the locked 

doors, and correctional officers often escorted them.   However, in Norway, the prison 

cells were a little less constraining.  An excerpt from my field notes demonstrates the 

differences between U.S. and Norwegian cells.  Norwegian cells:  

We were able to get a view of the C block.  It was impressive.  I felt more like I 

was in a college dorm than a prison cell.  Chris’sNW room was pretty decent sized.  

He had pictures (and calendars with semi nude women) on the walls, school 
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books, a nice flat screen TV & DVD player, and a computer.  He also had his own 

shower and toilet.  Honestly, I could probably live in that space.  That was my 

first thought… wow.  It was a lot nicer than I expected.   

The U.S. cells on the other hand were a bit different.  Some of the new units did have 

cells that were more similar in appearance to those in Norway.  In the United States there 

were two types of living spaces in the prison, one was a large dorm-like (almost camp 

like) room.  The other style is traditional cell style.  An excerpt from my field notes 

paints a picture of cell space in the United States:  

The cell was incredibly small, no bigger than the inside of a large SUV.  I could 

probably get the specs… but it was small--especially if there were two guys in it! 

On the right there were two bunk beds.  Steel, bolted to the wall.  Then right at the 

very back wall on the left, was the toilet.  What surprised me about this toilet was 

that it wasn’t like the ones I’d seen in other facilities (steel, no parts) but rather, it 

was a “normal” looking toilet with a seat and all… looked like it could be broken 

off and used as a weapon.  There were drawers, two of them, underneath the 

lower bunk.  It’s all they get to store their personal belongings in.  Notably, there 

was NOT a ladder to get up to the top bunk.  I’m not sure how they go about 

hoisting themselves up there… OH and there was a TV, small television in the top 

left corner of the cell.  I later learned that the reason they have TVs (which are 

provided by the prison) was because there isn’t any day room type space in the 

prison for them to go into. 

The dorm rooms, on the other hand, were a bit different:   
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They have the large rooms with single beds… almost like cots with dividers in 

between.  So it would look like [divider, bed space bed, divider, bed space bed.] 

The dividers were really small and short.  Probably only like a foot above the bed.  

They may just make the space semi-private when people sleep. 

In sum, there were slight differences in terms of space confinement between the United 

States and Norway.  However, the movement limitations were quite similar.   

Sound 

 Inmates in both the United States and Norway had similar experience with sound 

in prison.  They typically referred to prison as being very loud.  For example, ChrisNW 

said, “It was a lot of noise, people banging on the doors and things like this.  You hear it 

in the morning, you hear it when they start opening doors on the first floor.” His 

experience was comparable to many of the U.S. stories.    

Relationships 

 Incarcerated individuals in the United States and Norway differed in the 

involuntariness of their relationships.  In Branson prison, the inmates did not have 

cellmates.  They lived in their own rooms.  This experience was different from the U.S. 

policy.  It is possible that other prison facilities in Norway have different policies, but I 

was only able to visit Branson facility.   

Time 

 The facet and experience of time in U.S. and Norwegian prisons seemed similar.  

In the United States, time is highly scheduled.  Many of the incarcerated individuals 
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relayed their schedules to me verbatim.  Benji, for example, relayed his entire day to me 

starting with breakfast at 3:00am.  In Norway, the inmates were also able to relay their 

schedules.  All of the interviewees mentioned the morning meeting.  Correctional Officer 

AdamNW talked about the morning meeting: 

About 7 o’clock it’s a meeting where the inmates tell us what they want to do that 

day, if they want to talk with a doctor, if they want to take a telephone.  If they 

want to do something specific at 9:30, we have a meeting officers where I will 

take my wing and say inmate A wants to talk to a doctor, inmate 2 want to talk to 

the officers, and do like that.    

Each day the inmates and officers in Branson met and talked about their plan for the day.   

 Correctional officers and inmates in Norway talked about routines, which could 

be seen as similar to monotony.  As AdamNW said “so pretty much routines all the day, 

the same everyday, the routines.”  Otherwise, issues of monotony and pace were not 

directly raised, though they were implied.  The situation felt much like a typical U.S. 

prison.  Additionally, there is one other time element worth noting in this section.  

Norwegian prison systems do not have life sentences.  However, as MarkNW explained, 

there is a law in Norway called 60a.  The law applies to individuals who are charged with 

organized crime.  MarkNW said, “They call it 21 year plus.  You don’t automatically could 

get out…you have to be tried every fifth year.” Under special circumstances, Norwegians 

can spend more than twenty-one years in prison. 
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Summary  

In this chapter, I explored the similarities and differences between involuntary 

membership in U.S. and Norwegian prisons.  Norwegian and U.S. inmates shared a many 

similarities in regards to the facets of involuntary membership.  However, Norwegian 

inmates reported distinct differences on four of the facets: sanctioned activities, sexuality, 

mind, and relationships.  Next, I offer an explanation for this finding and many others in 

the final chapter of this study.   
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CHAPTER 9: DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

 I begin this chapter by providing and explicating a process model of involuntary 

membership to represent the compilation of results in this study.  Next, I elucidate this 

mid-range theory of involuntary membership using a structurational ontology (see Banks 

& Riley, 1993; Kirby & Krone, 2002) or worldview (Kilminster, 1991).  Subsequently, I 

explain several limitations presented in this study.  Finally, I conclude the chapter by 

suggesting five avenues for future research and summarizing broad contributions made in 

this original work.       

Process Model of Involuntary Membership 

 One of the central aims of this study was to offer a thorough understanding of the 

construct of involuntary membership.  I argue that the findings come together to represent 

a substantive, mid-range theory of involuntary membership in prisons (Glaser & Strauss, 

1967; Merton, 1968; Weick, 1974).  Bryant and Charmaz (2007) suggest that diagrams 

are “a possibly helpful way of generating concepts from what might otherwise be a chaos 

of data” (p.  24).  Accordingly, I offer a Process Model of Involuntary Membership (see 

Figure 7) to explicate this mid-range theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).  In broad terms, 

individual’s perceptions of the adopted and ascribed facets of involuntary membership 

influence, and are influenced by, their responses to and outcome of that membership.  

The interplay between these facets, responses, and outcomes produces the basis for 
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understanding involuntary membership.  Next, I explain each aspect and relationship in 

the model.   

Figure 7.  Process Model of Involuntary Membership 

 

Perceived Facets of Involuntary Membership 

 The facets of membership gleaned from the data can be represented by two 

interrelated facets: adopted and ascribed.  Each category is described from an 

incarcerated individual’s perspective, hence why they are referred to in the model as 

“perceived facets.” Adopted facets were most fundamentally managed by the individual.  

In other words, incarcerated individuals recognized adopted characteristics believed to be 

within their latitude of control.  They had some perception of agency over these facets.  
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Members have agency when they are “able to act otherwise” in order to “make a 

difference” (Giddens, 1984, p.  14). 

Ascribed facets, on the other hand, were those that were predominately controlled 

by the prison or outsiders.  In`mates described these as being more external, and they 

perceived less jurisdiction over these facets.  Notably, individual’s perceptions of their 

ascribed facets affect their perceptions of their adopted facets and vice versa.  This 

duality will be discussed at length in subsequent sections of this chapter.  First, I draw on 

data-based examples to clarify the distinct between adopted and ascribed facets (See 

Appendix F for Definitions of Terms in the Process Model of Involuntary Membership). 

Adopted.  Adopted facets include the inmates’ 1) mind, as well as their 2) body in 

terms of sexuality.   Adopted facets are agentic, in that the individuals have more 

authority over these facets than outsiders.  That is, inmates in this study have a greater 

ability to discern and a higher latitude of control over these adopted facets.  For instance, 

Clarence explained that incarcerated individuals have divergent ways of viewing or 

thinking about their involuntary membership status (mind facet).  Some individuals “fake 

it to make it” or resist the mental structures being imposed upon them prisons.  Other 

individuals mentally accept their status as involuntary.  Clarence went on to articulate 

why some inmates decide to embrace prison membership: 

They don’t have nothing in outside society.  Everybody died on them or no 

money.  They don’t have nothing to go out there to...  Like, I just talked to a dude 

right before they called me in here for this interview, I was sitting there talked to 

this dude.  He been locked up 30 years, and he don’t have no family out there.  
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There is nothing.  You get three square meals in here.  You get plenty of rest … a 

dude like that [is] well-respected.  He is not bothered.  He comes and goes as he 

please[s].  “Hey Mr.  such and such,” even from officers.  “How you doing?” So 

he feel like he ain’t got nothing out in society; why would he want to go?   

In this example, Clarence illustrated the mental tension inherent in involuntary 

membership.   However, he also pointed to the fact that incarcerated individuals have a 

significant amount of authority over this facet.  Cullen seemed to concur.  He said he did 

believe himself to be a member of the prison organization.  Cullen went on to say that if 

he went out into the free world, sold drugs, and then came back again, he would just have 

had a “vacation” from prison.  He said, “That would mean that I resigned to my fate and 

never be able to get out of that cycle” (emphasis added).  Cullen’s statement implies that 

he mentally resigned to his “fate” as an incarcerated individual.  Thus, Clarence and 

Cullen’s examples illustrate, mind can be seen as an adopted facet of membership as 

inmates have a latitude of authority over it.   

 Similarly, an inmate’s body in terms of his sexuality can also be viewed as an 

adopted facet.  While some facets of an inmate’s body are more ascribed (e.g., being 

instructed to strip naked), his sexuality, in terms of sex choices and masturbation, is more 

under his authority.   For instance, Theo explained that inmate-inmate relations are 

“mostly consensual” because of the safe prison laws.  William said that, “A lot of men in 

the system talk about their wives and children out there, but while they’re in here, they’re 

messing around with homosexuals;” they were making that choice.  Terrell expanded on 

the idea of choice to engage in sex acts.  He said that he had authority over his sexual 
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actions; “In the world, I don’t engaged in homosexual activity.  I am not going to start 

doing it because I am in here; certain things are not going to change.” He continued by 

saying that when his friends are assigned cellmates who are self-professed homosexuals 

or “punks,” they tell each other “man, stay strong.” This phrase, stay strong, also points 

to the choice, or control, inmates perceive over their sexual choices.  In contrast, there are 

at least nine facets of involuntary membership that fall under the ascribed category.  

These facets are perceived by incarcerated individuals primarily as impositions, rather 

than facets they can control.   

 Ascribed.  Inmates perceived ascribed facets were more plentiful than the adopted 

facets and included: activities (sanctioned and unsanctioned), belongings, body (exploited 

and sustained), organizational boundary management (entry and exit), space, sound, 

relationships, and time.  Incarcerated individuals examples situated these facets as being 

mostly other-controlled.  Let us take two examples, unsanctioned activities and space.  

First, inmates discussed the fact that their unsanctioned activities are often forced upon 

them or under the control of others in the organization.  Several inmates talked about how 

they had no choice but to fight.  It was not an option.  Jimmy offered a clear example: 

This dude started arguing with this other [guy].  They started arguing, and then 

when they started fighting…and everybody just boom, fighting.  So I’m like 

whoa, and the next thing you know, I see somebody running at me, so I’m just 

like man, I got no choice.  It was just no stopping it. 

Jimmy illustrated that he felt as if he had no choice but to fight in this situation.  He 

explained that this unsanctioned activity was forced upon him.   Other inmates used 
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similar language in describing their fighting experiences.  Derek said, “I had to fight,” 

Terrell explained that he had a buddy that “had to fight every day,” and George explained 

that, “You have to go through the process.” Jesse told a story of riot between Hispanics 

and Blacks that he had no choice but to participate in.  Jesse detailed that experience in 

the following narrative:  

But they [the Hispanics] came to me, and said this is gonna go down on 

Thanksgiving Day.  We’re all gonna fight…I just don’t see myself hurting 

somebody, even though he was black…I knew what was gonna happen so, I had 

been praying that I didn’t want this to happen…was thinking… I didn’t want to 

hurt nobody.  I just wanted to do my time and go home.  But sometimes situations 

arose and you don’t really wanna tell nobody cuz people don’t do that in prison.  

“Hey guard, they’re gonna fight.” You can’t.  It goes back to you… I’d probably 

have been killed.   

Jesse and others like him used language that suggested inmates perceived fighting to be 

something outside of their control.  They described it as an ascribed, or externally 

controlled, facet of involuntary membership.  While incarcerated individuals typically 

cited other inmates as controlling their unsanctioned activities, they typically cited the 

organization for controlling the facet of space. 

 The incarcerated individuals spoke freely about the organizational constraints on 

their space.  The articulated examples of space that positioned it as an ascribed facet of 

involuntary membership.  For instance, many inmates talked about being in “lockdown” 

or “seg.” Lockdown is a situation where all of the inmates in the entire facility are locked 
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in their cells indefinitely.  Depending on the duration of the lockdown, inmates are 

generally confined to their cells nearly 24 hours a day (save showering opportunities).  It 

typically occurs in response to some emergency event like a riot.  Jacob said that, “After 

the riot, I stayed in lockdown for 4 months.  They were letting like one block a month or 

every couple of weeks or whatever.”  

 Incarcerated individuals also talked about how prison officials confined them to 

administrative segregation (ad seg) cells 23 hours a day for several years.  In each 

instance, inmates talked about how they were locked up; they did not choose to be 

isolated, nor did they express any degree of control over this facet of involuntary 

membership.  Jacob and Phil both talked about the time they spent in administrative 

segregation after being classified as gang members.  Jacob was in ad seg for four years: 

They told me they were confirming me as a gang member and put me in ad 

seg….23 hours a day… They got high securities.  They got high security where 

the showers inside the cell and everything.  They feed you in the cell and all that.  

You don’t come out for anything other than you’re 1 hour rec or whatever every 

day. 

Phil also spent time under extremely confined conditions.  He stated “When I got re-

classified as a member of that prison gang, they put me in ad seg.  I stayed in there 11 ½ 

years.” Phil and Jacob’s examples demonstrate the perception of space as an ascribed 

facet of involuntary membership.  They discussed their stays in ad seg as being outside 

their control.   
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 In sum, ascribed facets of involuntary membership are those facets that inmates 

perceived as being outside their immediate control.  They typically explained these facets 

as being under the command of other incarcerated individuals or prison officials.      

 Caveats.  Notably, incarcerated individuals have some degree of power, control, 

or agency over each of the facets of involuntary membership.  Resistance was always 

possible and often articulated.  However, the sub categories, adopted and ascribed, are in 

place to demonstrate how typical inmates in this study conceived of their membership 

facets: As predominately self-controlled or other-imposed.  For example, while exit is 

typically seen as an adopted, or organizationally controlled facet, several of the inmates 

relayed escape narratives.  These stories included successful escape efforts (and failed 

efforts) as incarcerated individuals attempted take authority over their organizational exit 

process.   

Finally, it is noteworthy to mention that not all of the subcategories discussed in 

the results are included in the present model (e.g., time facets originally included 

scheduled, pace, and monotonous).  I omitted some sub-themes (or sub-facets) from the 

present model as they were less transferable to other involuntary contexts and more 

representative of prison situations.  This decision was in line with Stern’s (2007) 

prescriptions for developing a theoretical framework.  She explained that while the theory 

“must fit the social scene studied, it needs to be of sufficient abstraction that it can apply 

to the larger world of social psychological and social structural situations” (Stern, 2007, 

p.  114).  Take, for example, monotony.  Other involuntary contexts could be classified as 

anything but monotonous (e.g., mandatory military service in foreign countries).  
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Accordingly, only the broad constructions of involuntary membership that are more 

widely transferable are included in the current model (the sub-categories of rape and 

masturbation were also omitted).   

Interplay between ascribed and adopted facets.  As seen in the model, an 

involuntary members’ perception of the adopted facets influences his perceptions of the 

ascribed facets and vice versa.  An example will help illustrate this claim.  Starting with 

the ascribed facet of space, Gill talked about how being in a cell “plays with your mind a 

lot.” He said, “One time I was in county jail, and from being locked up so much, I had a 

cellie and he was bigger than me and I thought about raping him.” In this situation, the 

confining nature of the cell space (ascribed) led him to reshape the way he thought about 

his involuntary membership (adopted: mind) and the way he viewed his sexuality 

(adopted: body).   

Gill’s perceptions of his sexuality (adopted), then, also influence the way that he 

views belongings (ascribed) in prison.  While other inmates note that nothing in prison 

belongs to them (e.g., George, Ralph), Gill views belongings in a different way.  He 

explains that when people come into the day room with their “cellie’s shower shoes on… 

you gotta respect that…if he comes to the day room wearing his [cellie’s] shower shoes, 

they’ll know that’s his punk…his property.” Gill’s perceptions of sexuality (adopted 

facet) seem to play into his views about being able to possess or own something in prison 

(ascribed: belongings).  It is a recursive process in that perceptions of ascribed facets 

influence perceptions of adopted facets and so forth and so on.        
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With a thorough understanding of the perceived facets of involuntary 

membership, both ascribed and adopted, I turn next to the responses and outcomes 

section of the model.   

Responses and Outcomes 

 The data in this study pointed to a relationship of mutual influence between 

involuntary member responses and outcomes.  Inmates chose certain responses to manage 

the circumstances of their involuntary membership and, accordingly, various outcomes 

resulted.  Those outcomes then reshaped the way that individuals acted or responded to 

their involuntary membership.  To clarify through an example, consider Clarence who 

told a story about his responses to involuntary membership in prison.  When he was first 

in the system, he spent most of his time “running game” (response: act, running game).  

Then one day he got drunk and missed his exam (outcome: maintain behavior consistent 

with criminality).  But the teacher gave him another chance to take the test stating that, “I 

know you had a damn good reason for missing class.” That teacher drove three hours to 

re-administer the exam.  Clarence went on to explain: “That right there just really woke 

me up.”  Accordingly, the outcome in this situation reshaped his responses to involuntary 

membership.  He got out of the game and started going to college (invoke: education).  

This illustration points to the interactional nature of the responses to and outcomes of 

involuntary membership.   

 As Kearney (2007) suggests, a well-constructed grounded theory explicates the 

relationship between various elements and/or components in the theory.   Accordingly, 

there is still one part of the model left to discuss: the interplay between the perceived 
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facets of involuntary membership on one hand and the responses and outcomes on the 

other.   

Involuntary Membership as Interactional 

 The final element in the Process Model of Membership is the interaction between 

the facets and responses/outcomes of involuntary membership.  In essence, an 

involuntary member’s perceptions of the facets influence their responses and outcomes.  

Moreover, those outcomes and responses then play back into reshaping the way that 

inmates perceive the facets of involuntary membership.    

 Jacob’s story provides an illustration of how this process works.  Jacob was deep 

into “running game” in one of the units that he was on (response: act, running game).  He 

said, “We were smoking weed for the holidays and the world series and NFL playoffs 

and all that stuff.” He got in trouble so often that the unit decided that they needed to 

transfer him to another facility (ascribed facet: space).  Jacob later explained that, 

“Sending me to the new unit was probably the best thing these people did for me…them 

sending me somewhere I could start new was really helpful.” His changed view of the 

facets of involuntary membership then led him to enroll in the GRAD program, or Gang 

Renunciation and Disassociation (response: invoke education).  I met him at the Klayton 

unit which has a drug, alcohol, and behavior modification program.  He was due to be 

released in two months.  As I write this, he is likely back on the streets, hopefully 

continuing on along the same path he started on while in prison, with the changed 

mentality he claimed to have developed (outcome: change).   
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 In sum, incarnated individual’s perceptions of the facets of involuntary 

membership as well as the responses to and outcomes of involuntary membership work 

together to form a mid-range, grounded theory.  This theory of involuntary membership 

can be situated within the broader grouping of theories that fall under Structuration 

(Giddens, 1884) or as Conrad and Haynes term, the “action-structure dialectic” in 

organizational communication (2001, p.  56).      

A Structurational Ontology 

Structuration can act as a useful heuristic in illustrating the interrelationship 

between facets, responses, and outcomes of involuntary membership.  As Giddens 

explains, structurational concepts can be “useful for thinking about research problems 

and the interpretation of research results” (1984, p.  326-327).  Accordingly, I elucidate 

the grounded theory involuntary membership using structuration as overarching lens (see 

for examples Banks & Riley, 1993; Kilminster, 1991; Kirby & Krone, 2002; Scott, 

Corman, & Cheney, 1998).  

Structuration is the recursive process through which social systems are produced 

and reproduced through the application of rules and resources (Giddens, 1979).  That is, 

people use structures in interaction (rules and resources), which in turn create 

generalizable procedures (systems) that individuals and groups follow (Giddens, 1987; 

Poole, Seibold, & McPhee, 1985).  The cyclical process begins again when these systems 

reshape and reproduce the structures of the organization.  As Poole et al.  (1985) explain, 

“structures are both the medium and outcome of action” (p.  76).   
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Next, I draw on two concepts of structuration that are of particular relevance to 

the present study: 1) duality of structure and 2) reflexive monitoring.   

The Duality of Structure and Perceived Facets 

The core concept of structuration is the duality of structure.  In Giddens’ (1976) 

own words, “By the duality of structure I mean that social structures are both constituted 

by human agency, and yet at the same time are the very medium of this constitution” (p.  

121-122, emphasis in the original).  This duality of structure becomes a useful component 

for elucidating the interplay between adopted and ascribed facets of involuntary 

membership.   

As previously mentioned, structure is comprised of rules and resources (see 

Giddens, 1981).  A rule can be understood as “any principle or routine that guides 

people’s actions” (Poole & McPhee, 2005, p.  174).  Rules are typically viewed as 

elements that constrain individuals’ behavior.  On the other hand, a resource can be 

“anything people are able to use in action, whether material (money, tools) or 

nonmaterial (knowledge, skill)” (Poole & McPhee, 2005, p.  174).  Resources, then, are 

perceived as elements that enable individuals’ behavior (actions).  Where rules limit 

agency, resources enable it.   

In the current model, ascribed facets of involuntary membership function much 

like rules, as they typically serve as structural limitations that the prison organization 

imposes upon the involuntary members (e.g., spatial confinement).  The adopted facets, 

then, have a similar utility to resources.  They enable members to “act otherwise” (e.g., 

mind) (Giddens, 1984, p.  14).  For instance, in the following example, Alex used his 
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mind (adopted facet) as a resource to deal with the structural limitations of spatial 

confinement: 

If I act happy and I greet people in a happy way or whatever.  And I change my 

mood, so these are things that work for me.  So I play tricks on myself for getting 

me to be in a good mood because it’s like 50 people in a dorm setting a bunch of 

personalities and mixed emotions. 

While this illustration is useful, it is also important to note that inmates have some degree 

of agency over both the ascribed and adopted facets of involuntary membership.  

Incarcerated individuals can resist the ascribed facet of relationships; in other words, the 

inmates find ways to get new cellmates regardless of organizational policies.  Terrell 

explained how an inmate he knew responded to the “rule” that inmates cannot control 

who their cellmates are:  

I knew a white dude, he caught two murders while he was locked up and he had a 

gay dude for a cellie.  Now keep in mind, he already caught two murders in 

prison.  So he went told the rank, “Look man, you just moved a punk to my cell.  

Move him out.” They were like, “No we ain’t moving him out” He said, “Alright 

y’all can come back and get the body” And they moved the punk out because they 

respected this old white dude is a killer.   

In this example, the inmate used his resources to influence the rules in the prison and 

ultimately reshaped the system.   

The structure (or facets of involuntary membership) in place are both created by 

the inmates’ actions and agency as well as reshaped through that action.  It is as this 
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crucial point where the other elements of involuntary membership come into play: 

responses and outcomes.    

Reflexive Monitoring and Responses/Outcomes 

Giddens (1979) describes how we account for and monitor our actions.  

Individuals experience reflexive monitoring when they take historical or past experiences 

into account when determining the proper actions to take.   Considerations might include: 

previous plans, goals, and environmental contexts (Giddens, 1979).   Looking backward, 

at where we have been and forward toward our goals, can help illustrate the intentionality 

associated with action.   

The process of reflexivity can be a useful tool in understanding the interplay 

between inmate responses to involuntary membership and subsequent outcomes.  

Reflexivity suggests that inmates could look at past outcomes to determine their future 

responses.  Additionally, they could look at their past responses to determine their future 

outcomes.  The following example illustrates this claim.   

Inmates look at past outcomes to inform their future responses.  Clarence 

described a situation where he got into a fight with another inmate and got “bloodied up” 

pretty badly.  He continued:  

So I go to clean myself up, but I got a terrible headache at this time.  So I laid 

down and go to sleep.  In the middle in the night, my cellie was wakin’ me up: 

“Cellie, Cellie, get up, get up” So I woke up, my pillow was covered in blood.  

They had to rush me to the infirmary.  I had to be life flighted to the hospital 

because I had blood clots all in my nose, and they said I could have suffocated if 
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my cellie hadn’t woke me up in my sleep.  I probably would have suffocated in 

my sleep and died.  And that was just an experience that I learned that is one of 

the stories that I tell dudes in trying to not get caught up in the peer pressure.   

Clarence goes on later to share that he is now a peer educator, speaking to new inmates 

when they come into the prison.  Clarence took the outcome (nearly dying) of his past 

actions (fighting) and engaged in the reflexive monitoring process to determine proper 

future actions and responses (becoming a peer educator).  Together, these examples 

demonstrate that structuration is a useful heuristic for exploring the mid-range theory of 

involuntary membership.   

Continuum of Membership Revisited 

At the beginning of this study, I argued that scholars should consider membership 

along a continuum of involuntary ↔ voluntary.  I explicated five central, or defining, 

facets of membership.  Additionally, I noted several peripheral facets that were likely to 

be more or less salient to membership depending on the type of membership and the 

context.  I revisit these facets below and speak to their presence, absence, and/or 

relevance to the present study.   

Central Facets 

 I posited that there were five central facets of membership that ostensibly work 

together to position individuals along the membership continuum: 1) tangible, external 

incentives, 2) intrinsic, internal incentives, 3) boundary management entrance, 4) 

boundary management exit, and 5) participation.  Lower incentives, less control over 
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organizational boundaries, and lower levels of participation are all tentative indicators 

that individuals likely fall more toward the involuntary end of the membership 

continuum.  The current study embodied each of these central facets to some extent, and 

each can be linked to one or more of the unique facets of involuntary membership 

described in this study.   

First, tangible external incentives can be tied to the involuntary facet of 

sanctioned activities.  Many individuals in the study worked, mostly without pay; 

however, some inmates at Lawton and Branson were paid a small salary for their work.  

Second, the intrinsic internal incentives facet could be best understood through the 

examination of the mind facet.  In relation to mentality, incarcerated individuals 

overwhelmingly talked about the negative effects of being involuntary in their mental 

state and thinking processes.  Rarely did they refer to any positive intrinsic benefits 

associated with the membership; rather, intrinsic internal incentives were mostly absent.   

The third and fourth central facets of membership address organizational 

boundary management at entry and exit.  These same categories became part of the mid-

range theory of involuntary membership.  The incarcerated individuals mostly discussed 

not being able to control their entrance into or exit out of the prison.  The final central 

facet proposed in this study was participation.  Participation could subsume several facets 

of involuntary membership including sanctioned activities and communication.  

Incarcerated individuals differed in the extent to which they participated in sanctioned 

activities (e.g., work or education) and in their communication with others, though most 

claimed to have some degree of participation in the prison.  Only a few individuals took 
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an extreme position stating that they try to isolate themselves as much as possible from 

organizational interactions. 

Overall, inmate responses in regards to the five central facets of membership 

seem to suggest that they would fall somewhere toward the involuntary membership side 

of the involuntary ↔ voluntary membership continuum.  This continuum proved to be a 

useful heuristic for understanding the membership positionality of incarcerated 

individuals in prison organizations.  Future studies should consider these five facets of 

membership to expand their understanding of membership beyond traditional employee-

employer constructions.       

Peripheral Facets 

In addition to the central facets of membership, I also delineated six peripheral 

facets of membership: organization type, job status, spatial presence, temporal presence, 

identification, and assimilation/socialization.  I argued that these facets were not directly 

essential to all types of membership; however, they likely influence or are influenced by 

an individual’s membership.  The peripheral facets of time and space proved to be 

particularly salient in the context of prison organizations.  The importance of these two 

peripheral facets in prisons is logical given the aims of prisons to confine “offenders” for 

a set period of time as assigned by the judicial system (Federal BOP, Homepage, 2010).   

Time.  Time is fundamental to inmate involuntary membership in regards to the 

length incarceration.  In this study, time served had important implications for 

involuntary membership outcomes.  In fact, one of the outcomes of involuntary 
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membership, entrenched, is inextricably linked to the notion of time.   According to 

Hayne (2001), “The longer someone is incarcerated[,] the more significant the 

institutional transformation.” He goes on to explain that incarcerated individuals are 

rarely aware of their institutionalization, or entrenchment in the prison system.  In the 

present study, many individuals spoke about institutionalization and three believed 

themselves to be institutionalized.  Mo said “I am 56 and I spent at least 28 years in here, 

so I would be wrong to say that I am not institutionalized, but I also be wrong to glorify 

it.” Jesse commented that: “I done got comfortable with being in an institution” and 

Martin said “I been doing this all my life, so it became a lifestyle, and it became 

comfortable in here.” Clearly, the peripheral facet of time has important implications for 

involuntary membership in prisons.   

Space.  Space is also has important implications for involuntary membership.  

More specifically, incarcerated individuals in this study spoke frequently about the strains 

of extreme co-presence with their cellmates and other individuals in their dorms or on 

their cell blocks.  Clarence relayed the intensity of togetherness that comes along with the 

close quarters in prisons:  

If we are on lock down, you can’t tell him to go nowhere.  Well, if it’s rec time 

you can tell him, “Settle I am fit’n to use the restroom alright.” Then he climb up 

in this bunk and lay there while you using the restroom…You not just to use to 

nobody being there right there with you while you trying to do number two or 

something.  It’s hard to get used to, but once you’re used to it, you’re like, “Ah, I 

am fixin’ to use the restroom.”  
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Jimmy went one step further than Clarence and suggested that incarcerated individuals 

cannot form friendships with their cellmates.  He offered the following analogy to 

support his claim:  

Have you ever had a friend so tight that you end up like arguing a lot? Well when 

you argue a lot, you all go your own ways, and then you all get some time.  Then 

you come back and you’re friends again.  Well you can’t do that, you’re gonna be 

in a cell all day nonstop, so when there’s tension, tensions ain’t gonna go 

nowhere.  Tensions just gonna stay there, and it just builds up to more and more 

and more.   

This quote demonstrates how the constraining nature of space important when 

considering the experience of involuntary members in prison.  While research has 

explored the varied outcomes of virtual and co-located groups and teams (e.g., Evans, 

2003; Webster & Wong, 2008), it has yet to investigate the outcomes of extreme co-

presence.   Preliminary data from this study offers a rationale for why space 

considerations are important for involuntary membership research.   

Unmistakably, both temporal and peripheral facets are important to understanding 

the experience of involuntary members in this study.  However, there is potentially an 

additional peripheral facet that deserves attention.  The differences between involuntary 

membership in the United States and Norway could perhaps be explained by a new 

peripheral facet, social distance.   

Social distance.  In chapter 8 I reviewed the similarities and differences between 

involuntary membership in U.S. and Norwegian prisons.  While Norwegian inmates were 
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involuntary across a majority of the facets, they were often involuntary to a lesser degree.  

Arguably, incarcerated individuals in Norway fall a little further toward the middle of the 

involuntary ↔ voluntary membership continuum than U.S. inmates.   Specifically, 

Norwegian inmates reported marked differences on four of the facets of involuntary 

membership: sanctioned activities, sexuality, mind, and relationships.  These differences 

can be easily explained with the addition of a new peripheral facet, social distance.   

Social distance is typically understood as the amount of stratification or “space” 

that divides different groups or classifications of individuals.  For instance, Pratt (2008a) 

explains that social distance in Scandinavian prison is extremely low.  Officers and 

inmates often share meals at the same table.  Moreover, the social distance between 

inmates and individuals in the “free world” is also noticeably smaller than in western 

countries (Christie, 2004; Pratt, 2008a).  As Christie (2000) explains, the smaller degree 

of social distance in Norway has lead to: 

The establish[ment of] some kind of informal minimum standard for what is 

considered decent in the name of punishment, and valid for all human beings…let 

me suggest here…that it has something to do with imaginative power, the 

capacity to see oneself in the other person’s situation.  In the contrasting situation, 

with the offender seen as another breed, a non-person, a thing, there are no limits 

to possible atrocities.  (p.  43)    

Current research has already demonstrated the effects of social distance in correctional 

institutions.  Freeman (2003) discovered that correctional officers who preferred higher 
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social distance between themselves and the inmates “filed a higher number of minor 

misconduct reports than officers who preferred low social distance” (p.  191).  The 

differences in social distance could account for the distinctions between involuntary 

membership in the United States and Norway.  If Branson prison correctional officers and 

wardens did as Christie (2000) suggested and imagined themselves in the incarcerated 

individual’s situation, then it follows that there would be less constraints placed on 

inmate activities, sexuality, mind, and relationships.  CoryNW, a Norwegian correctional 

officer, illustrated this point beautifully:  

I can meet the people (inmates) and find out that he is a real nice guy, and we 

work together good.  And I can go back later and find out that he has been a 

murder--one or two persons… I think it’s quite hard to actually put a word on it 

because it’s a real thing.  Because when we are sitting in the outside world, if me 

and my friends are together, I can hear my friends saying that he shouldn’t be 

alive or he's a bastard.  And it’s awful that he had murdered two people and 

everything, and I can sit beside them I can actually agree with them no 

problem…But when I come in here, I am at work, and this is my job, and I have 

to be professional.  I am not entitled to judge them because they have already 

been judged by the sentence.  They are already put in here, so it’s not mine to like 

go in and punish them further because that’s already been done.  But I can maybe 

prevent I say maybe this from happening again or maybe I can just give him a 

little bit sense to prevent him from doing it again. 
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When juxtaposing this quote with one from a U.S. correctional officer, the perceptions of 

social distance differences are quite clear.  Nilsa explained the differences between the 

correctional officers and the inmates:  

It’s like, you’re in gray and we’re in white, and that’s how they’re gonna put it.  

You’re in gray and we’re in white...Like say there was a policy change, you as an 

officer can’t possibly see the effects on them because you don’t live as an 

offender.  And they tell you that, “Well at least you get to go home…Well you 

forfeited that right.” You don’t sit there and argue with them, but they forfeited 

that right when they did what they did. 

The social distance between correctional officers in U.S. and Norwegian prisons is 

strikingly different.  This difference likely accounts for the dissimilarities in the facets of 

involuntary membership.   Thus, a peripheral facet of social distance might be 

particularly salient in studies that span multiple cultures, especially under conditions of 

involuntary membership.      

Limitations 

 Overall this study was successful in providing an understanding of involuntary 

membership in prisons, and developing a process model of involuntary membership.  

However, as with any original research study, there are several limitations that deserve 

attention.   

 First, there could be instances of social desirability and deception in the interview 

responses.  Social desirability occurs when study participants answer questions in such a 
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way that makes them look best, regardless of truth (Crowne & Marlow, 1960; see also 

King & Bruner, 1999).  This social desirability bias might have come into play in the 

interviews I conducted with the correctional officers.  During several of the interviews, 

the body language of the correctional officers seemed to suggest that they were 

uncomfortable.  A few asked what I was planning to do with the results of this study.  I 

assured them that their responses were entirely confidential.  However, it is possible that 

those interviewees provided organizationally preferred answers out of fear that they 

would lose their jobs.   

Past research has also explored inmate deception in prison contexts (Bond & Lee, 

2005a, 2005b; Bond, Thompson, & Malloy, 2005).   It is possible that some of the 

incarcerated individuals deceived me during the interviews for shock value.  However, 

many of the stories that the inmates told recurred across prisons and contained consistent 

details.  For example, three separate inmates (at different prisons) told me that when 

newbie’s enter, they have to “fuck, fight, or bust a fifty.” Moreover, I interviewed several 

inmates at Lawton prison that had spent time at Renton prison.  They confirmed some of 

the same stories that Renton inmates shared.  Finally, my co-collaborator in Norway 

confirmed one of the inmate’s tales of escape with the warden and in an online 

newspaper.  They were indeed true.  The consistency across interviewees and prisons 

leads me to believe that most of the information relayed was truthful.   

 The second limitation in this study addresses gender constraints.  While I 

interviewed both male and female prison teachers and correctional officers, I was only 

able to interview male inmates.   This was a qualitative study, and as such the results are 
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not widely generalizable.  Yet, it is important to recognize that there may be elements 

that are unique to the female incarceration and that particular involuntary membership 

experience.   The statistics regarding female incarceration are striking.  A study 

conducted in 2008 noted, “Men are still roughly 10 times more likely to be in jail or 

prison, but the female population is burgeoning at a far brisker pace” (PEW, 2008).   

Accordingly, future research should include female inmates to gain a clearer 

understanding of their involuntary membership experience. 

 Third, while the data in this study was collected over a period of several months, 

longitudinal data was not available.  Once I had conducted all of the interviews at one 

prison, I would move on to conduct new interviews at different prisons.  This process 

worked well as the central aim of this study was to gain a broad understanding of 

involuntary membership in prisons.  However, a longitudinally based study could 

highlight potential differences between what the prison officials refer to as “first time 

offenders” and “habitual offenders” (or those who have high rates of recidivism).   

Structuration theory would suggest that inmates’ actions, or their responses and outcomes 

to involuntary membership, have historical precedents (Giddens, 1979; Poole, et al., 

1985).  According to Poole et al.  (1985), actors must cope with historical precedents, 

“including…structure created earlier by the agent or others” (p.  78).  As such, inmates 

who have spent time in prison likely act in different ways than newly incarcerated 

individuals.   Moreover, the length and number of times an individual has been 

incarcerated could also play a role in the inmates’ perception of involuntary membership 

and their resultant actions.  I asked interviewees whether or not this was their first time in 



	  

	   177	  

prison.  I also inquired as to how many years they had “been down for” thus far.  

However, I did not attempt to divide or represent this data in the results of the study.  

This limitation could be addressed by using longitudinal methods in the future, or 

comparing the experiences of first time and repeat inmates. 

 The third limitation of this study is also one of its greatest strengths.  I was able to 

interview individuals in both U.S. and Norwegian prisons.  Unfortunately, I was only 

able to talk to inmates in one prison in Norway while I interviewed individuals in three 

separate facilities in the United States.  It is possible that Branson Prison was not 

representative of a typical Norwegian prison.  As such, the results of this study could 

have less transferability in the Norwegian context than in U.S. prisons.  ChrisNW, one of 

the Norwegian inmates confirmed that prisons across Norway and other parts of the 

world differed.  He had been incarcerated in Holland, China, Costa Rica, Gambia, Spain, 

England, and Sweden.  ChrisNW explained that Costa Rica and Gambia were the worst; 

“You have to buy your own cell...or else you have no place to sleep.”  He went on to talk 

about how much he preferred Branson to other prisons because the warden and 

correctional officers “know your name.” ChrisNW confirmed it was, “the best prison I 

have been through in Norway.” He had spent time in 27 other Norwegian prisons, a large 

sample on which he gauged the comparison.   In sum, while this was a qualitative 

analysis, it would have been preferable to talk with inmates from various prison facilities 

in Norway to increase the transferability of the results.   

 The final limitation in this study is related to the outcomes investigated.   

Currently, the model of involuntary membership only speaks to the outcomes for the 
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members and omits organizational outcomes.  One of the central reasons for conducting 

this study was to demonstrate the uniqueness and importance of recognizing involuntary 

members in organizations.  However, these members also likely affect organizational 

functioning.  The current study as well as past research have supported the notion of 

inmate agency (e.g., Bosworth, 1999; Bosworth & Carrabine, 2001; Godderis, 2006, see 

also Tracy, 2004).  Inmates as agents shape and are reshaped by organizational structures.  

Future research should also seek to investigate the structurational nature of the 

relationship between organizational responses and outcomes and inmates actions.   

Future Research Directions 

 The findings of this study worked together to create a mid-range theory of 

involuntary membership in prison organizations.  Based on the current study, I can 

propose that when compared to voluntary members, involuntary members are a) less 

likely to have control over their activities, b) less likely to have a large variety and 

quantity of belongings in their possession, and c) less likely to have control over their 

own bodies.  Additionally, I propose that involuntary members’ d) communication is 

more limited in scope and channel than other types of members. Organizations are more 

likely to make overt attempts to e) control involuntary members thought processes. 

Moreover, I suggest that involuntary members have f) less control over their ability to 

enter and exit the organization than voluntary members; that is, it is difficult for 

involuntary members to navigate their own entrance and exit decisions. When compared 

to other types of members, involuntary members likely have g) less personal space and 
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less control over their own space, h) less control over the degree of loudness/quietness of 

their surroundings, and i) less control over who they are situated with in organizational 

context. Finally, involuntary members’ time is typically j) highly scheduled by the 

organization. Future research conducted in involuntary and other organizational contexts 

can explore and expound upon these propositions and many others that could be drawn 

from the current study.  More specifically, this theory and the process model of 

involuntary membership provide five distinct opportunities for future research.   

 First, future studies should explore other types of involuntary members.  The 

process model of involuntary membership would be a useful tool in other contexts, as 

grounded theorists often develop substantive theory “that is applicable far beyond the 

setting in which it was developed” (Hood, 2007, p.  162).  Scholars could use the 

continuum of membership to consider other types of individuals who might fall near the 

involuntary side.  Some examples of potential involuntary members include: 1) 

individuals who reside in mental institutions (e.g., Goffman, 1961), 2) unwilling 

participants in prostitution rings or human trafficking (e.g., Zhang, 2007), 3) unwilling 

mail order brides (e.g., Narayan, 1995), 4) cult (Robbins & Anthony, 1979; Tabor & 

Gallagher, 1997) or gang members who want to disassociate (Decker, 1996; Decker & 

Lauritsen, 2002; Hill, 2001), 4) military personal (stop-loss orders or former draftees), 5) 

court ordered memberships (e.g., Alcoholics Anonymous, Speiglman, 2006; Voas & 

Fisher, 2001), 6) students under 18 in the education system (boarding school) (e.g., Reid, 

2003).  Future research could investigate any of these types of involuntary members to 

determine if their experiences are similar to and/or different from the experience of 
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inmates.  As Glaser and Strauss (1967) suggest, theory is “an ever-developing entity, 

not…a perfected product” (p.  32).   Accordingly, investigating other similar contexts and 

participants could lead scholars toward developing various related substantive theories.  

These substantive theories, taken together, could ultimately help construct a grounded 

formal theory of involuntary membership (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; see also Glaser, 

2007).     

Second, preliminary data in this study point to novel interpretations of the 

anticipatory socialization process for involuntary members.   The incarcerated individuals 

in this study typically offered one of two stories regarding their experience pre-prison.  

The first set of inmates explained that they never considered that they would end up in 

prison, so many had no expectations.  Several of these individuals explained that they 

thought prison would be like “what it’s like in the movies” (George), which they later 

found out was highly inaccurate.  The second set of inmates had very well-developed 

anticipatory organizational socialization.  Much of this information came from their time 

spent in the county jail.  Several inmates discussed how the county jail provided them 

with some accurate, but mostly inaccurate information regarding what the prison 

experience would be like.  Future research should seek to (retrospectively) explore the 

anticipatory socialization process of involuntary members, and inmates in particular.  

This research could challenge our typical constructions of the phase models of 

socialization.   

Traditionally, anticipatory socialization is comprised to two interrelated elements: 

vocational and occupational.  Vocational anticipatory socialization describes the process 
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whereby individuals learn about certain occupations throughout their life span in both 

direct and indirect ways.  Jablin (1985a, 1985b, 1987, 2001) cites various sources of 

vocational anticipatory socialization including: family members, educational institutions, 

part-time job experiences, peers and friends (including non-familial adults), and the 

media.  However, what would happen if the information received was inaccurate.  This 

was the case for several individuals in this study.  Smith, for instance, explained that he:  

Heard so many stories on the street.  There’s a lot of this and a lot of 

that…Fighting.  What you got to be with.  Who you got to be with.  Things like 

that kind of nature.  Till I actually got seeing what was going on, it was nothing 

like that.  That’s the way they was going at it.  Join the gangs, and something I 

wouldn’t ever want to be a part of. 

Smith makes an important point: The experience of one individual can be vastly different 

from other individuals.  This point is particularly salient in a prison context where you 

have some people trying to just do time “join the gangs” and others who are “try[ing] to 

get home” (Smith).   

Individuals also experience organizational anticipatory socialization as they 

gather information about particular organizations through: organizational 

material/literature (e.g.  job postings, train pamphlets etc.) and interpersonal interactions 

(e.g.  with interviewers, other applicants, current employers etc.) (Jablin, 1987, 2001).  

Involuntary members, however, may not be able to engaged in any form of anticipatory 

organizational socialization prior to entry.  For example, Terrell’s first time in jail came 

by way of the hospital wing.  He was stabbed, arrested, treated, and taken to jail.  Terrell 
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sat there for 45 days until he was transferred to a prison facility.  Thus, he did not have 

any time to gather information about his new organization before entry.  Future research 

should seek to explore the divergent anticipatory socialization processes of inmates to 

determine how socialization models might need to be updated and modified to 

accommodate this new type of member.   

Third, future research should investigate the construct of organizational 

identification in prison contexts and with involuntary members.  Organizational 

identification is “the perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization, 

where the individual defines him or herself in terms of the organization(s) in which he or 

she is a member” (Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p.  104, emphasis added).  Historically 

research on organizational identification presumes that individuals want to be identified 

with their organization.  While recent scholarship has effectively challenged this 

assumption (e.g., Gossett, 2002, 2006), even more work could be done.  Prison contexts 

provide an ideal locale for this research.  For example, I asked Warden Tex if they 

wanted inmates to be “identified” and “buy in to what you’re doing here.” He responded 

that an ideal inmate “is the one that just wants to do his time and get out of the 

penitentiary, and then stay out of the penitentiary.” Clearly, Warden Tex did not want the 

inmates to have a “perception of oneness with or belongingness to” the prison 

organization (Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p.  104).    

What then, is the relationship that organizations desire for their involuntary 

members?  Bourg and Segal (1999) conducted a study with military families to explore 

the relationship between family support policies and affective organizational 
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commitment.  They found that military familial support positively affects male soldiers’ 

commitment to the organization.  That is, soldiers were willing to “work towards 

organizational goals and values” (Bourg & Segal, 1999, p.  637).  Granted, the 

participants in this study may not have been involuntary members; however, the study 

lends support to the notion that the Army wants their members to be highly identified, 

regardless of their membership type (e.g., involuntary).  Future research should examine 

prisons and other involuntary membership contexts in order to deconstruct the 

assumption that members typically desire to be identified with their host organization.   

It would also be valuable to investigate the organizational identification of 

involuntary members.  For example, in federal U.S. prisons, the goal of the organization 

is to “protect society by confining offenders in the controlled environments of prisons… 

and… to assist offenders in becoming law-abiding citizens” (Federal BOP, 2010, 

Homepage).  While the central aim of the organization appears to strive for the transition 

of individuals out of the system, in many cases inmates may not share that aim.  As 

Terrell points out, some incarcerated individuals are institutionalized; “if it’s cool to you 

to be in prison and be a part of everything that consist of prison, you’re institutionalized.” 

The organizational identification of these individuals may differ from those who want to 

do their time and get out.  Accordingly, future research should investigate the 

organizational identification aims of organizations that house involuntary members, and 

the organizational identification of involuntary members in order to expand our 

understanding of the construct.   
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Fourth, future studies should explore the movement of involuntary members 

along the membership continuum.  While the purpose of the present study was to gain a 

broad understanding of involuntary membership for incarcerated individuals, a 

longitudinal perspective would also be valuable.  For instance, scholars could study 

individuals in county jails, then follow their process through the system from pre-

incarceration, to prison membership, through the exit and reentry phase.  This type of a 

study could serve several purposes.  To begin, it could allow researchers to compare the 

experience of involuntary membership across different, punctuated points in time.  

Moreover, it could also investigate change narratives to see under what circumstances 

real change occurs.  This type of study could have profound implications for the way we 

do prison in the United States.  As recently as ten years ago “about half of parolees 

fail[ed] to complete parole successfully, and their returns to prison represent[ed] about a 

third of incoming prisoners” (Petersilia, 1999).  Getting the root of real change 

experiences could help decrease this number.   

Further, research should explore the life span of membership to investigate the 

presence/absence of specific turning points where members move along the continuum 

away from voluntary membership toward involuntary membership and vice versa.  This 

type of study would be particularly pertinent in contexts where members voluntarily join 

(e.g., perhaps religious cults or gangs) and later decide they no longer want to be a 

member and attempt to leave the organization.  In this study, several inmates talked about 

this shift.  ChrisNW had been in and out of prison since he was 14 years old.  He had 

served 15 years and had 4 years left on his sentence at the time we talked.  ChrisNW said 
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that this time was different because he had a girlfriend and two children.  He went on to 

say that when he gets out, he will have spent more than half of his life in prison; it was 

“about time to go outside and do something else.” Following individuals like ChrisNW 

through the reentry process could shed light on the changing scope of involuntary 

membership.     

 A fifth and final avenue for future research involves exploring the construct of 

membership to challenge our current conceptualizations and assumptions.  In this study, I 

proposed a continuum of membership (involuntary ↔ voluntary) on which to situate 

organizational, group, or other system members.  I argued for the presence of five central 

facets and several peripheral facets of membership that become more or less salient based 

on the contextual experiences and constraints.   Future research should use this 

continuum to challenge their understanding of traditional constructions of who counts as 

a member.  Just as Clair (1996) challenged what counts as a “real job,” I posit that this 

continuum can shed light on who counts as a “real member.” Moreover, future work 

should explore the communicative interactions across individuals on various places on 

this continuum.  For example, it would be useful to explore the communicative 

relationship between individuals who consider themselves (or are classified as) 

involuntary members and volunteers in one context (e.g, inmates and prison volunteers).   

Also, scholars should seek out other peripheral facets to contribute to the conversation of 

membership definition formation and deepen our understanding of the construct.        
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Alternative Approaches to the Data 

While this dissertation explored the construct of involuntary membership, the data 

herein could also be analyzed using other theoretical lenses or human communication 

frameworks (e.g., sensemaking, coping, etc.).  This process is known as a “degrees of 

freedom approach” because other theories and interpretations of the data are explored for 

fit (Campbell, 1975, p.  178).  Campbell (1975) suggested, “We need a tradition of 

deliberately fostering an adversary process in which other experts are encouraged to look 

for other implications of the theory and other facets to contradict or support it” (p.  186).  

Eisenhart (1989) concurred and said that scholars should employ “cross-case pattern 

search[s] using divergent techniques” when analyzing data (p.  533).  Campbell (1975) 

went on to explain that “To represent the degrees of freedom from multiple implications, 

one should also keep a record of the implications against which each was tested…Case 

studies can be improved in their theory-testing value in this regard” (p.  188).  Thus, 

exploring the data using multiple lenses and looking for other interpretations of the data 

is a logical future step in light of Campbell and Eisenhart’s suggestions.  During the data 

collection and analysis, I kept a record of various constructs and theories that were 

present in the data.  Two prevalent constructs included members’ sensemaking processes 

and coping strategies.  Arguably, the data from this dissertation could be explored from 

these alternative perspectives.    

First, interviewees talked about the sensemaking process that they experienced 

upon entry where “the basic idea of sensemaking is that reality is an ongoing 

accomplishment that emerges from efforts to create order and make retrospective sense of 



	  

	   187	  

what occurs” (Weick, 1993; p.  635).  This theoretical perspective could be useful if 

applied to the current data, as many involuntary members were unaware that their 

circumstances were about to change until they had already changed.  That is, prior to 

incarceration most individuals did not have the time (or chose not) to think about their 

future involuntary membership.  EricNW said he did not know what to expect.  Bernie 

explained that, he “couldn’t believe it because [he] didn’t ever think [he] would have to 

go” to prison.  Bernie went on to talk about the first night he was incarcerated, “my first 

night, I was like, ‘what did I do?’ ‘why did I do this?’ You start thinking about it…just 

trying to do my time, figuring out a way.”  

Prison entry constitutes a crisis situation for many incarcerated individuals as the 

probability of entry is low while the consequences of entry are high (see Weick, 1988).  

Weick (1988) has discussed how sensemaking during crisis situations can be more 

challenging “because action that is instrumental to understanding the crisis often 

intensifies the crisis” (p.  305).  Inmates are often constrained in their ability to act or take 

action in crisis situations.  One way to explain this constraint is through the framework of  

“sensemaking” and “sensegiving”  (see Peirano-Vejo & Stablein, 2009 for an example).  

“Sensemaking” occurs when the members, or in this case, incarcerated individuals figure 

out the meanings of their new environment and situations (Peirano-Vejo & Stablein, 

2009; Weick, 1993).  “Sensegiving” on the other hand, is a condition under which an 

organizational representative provides the vision, values, and interpretation of a “new 

reality” for members or outsiders (e.g., President of a university see Peirano-Vejo & 

Stablein, 2009, p.  443).  Using the present data set, future research could explore the 
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sensemaking of incarcerated individuals and sensegiving of correctional officers and 

wardens.   In addition to contributing to our understanding of the sensemaking process, 

the current data set could also be examined from a coping process perspective.    

Second, many of the interviewees talked about coping strategies.  Alex, for 

instance, said that he manipulated himself to think positively, and Duncan rationalized 

that his stay in prison was just temporary.  Smith counted down the days until his release.  

Current research on coping typically comes from an interpersonal/relational or health 

communication perspective (Booth-Butterfield, M., Booth-Butterfield, S., & Wanzer, 

2007).   For instance, Wright (1999) explored the coping strategies of individuals in an 

online social support network.  He found they employed various strategies including:  

[1] thought about problem, gathered information about it, and actually did 

something to solve it…[2] sought emotional support from others…[3] sought 

spiritual comfort…[4] diverted attention away from the problem…[5] expressed 

emotion in response to the problem…[6] tried to see problem in a different 

light…[7] accepted that nothing could be done about the problem.  (p.  408-409)  

Some of the aforementioned strategies are likely similar to those employed in the current 

context (e.g., sought spiritual comfort aligns well with the invoke religion subcategory).  

However, other coping strategies may deviate significantly from our current 

conceptualizations of coping.  For instance, Wright (1999) suggested that the most 

frequently used coping strategy employed in his study was to think about the problem 

and do something about it.  This strategy is probably a less available option for many 

involuntary members, or incarcerated individuals, as they are constrained in terms of their 
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behaviors and activities.  For instance, Duncan, Alex, and Smith’s examples all 

highlighted the internal coping strategies they used to change their thought processes It is 

probable that they turned to internal coping because they could not change their 

environment; or as Wright suggests, they could not do something about their situation.  

As such, exploring the present data from this alternate perspective could offer a fresh 

understanding of the ways in which we conceptualize coping strategies in organizations.   

In sum, future research could explore the present data set using two alternative 

frameworks: sensemaking and coping.  Exploring this data from from a “cross-case” 

(Eisenhart, 1989, p.  533) or “degrees of freedom” perspective (Campbell, 1975, p.  186) 

could encourage researchers to push outside of their initial inclinations and use “multiple 

lenses” in order to “improve the likelihood of accurate and reliable theory” (Eisenhart, 

1989, p.  533, p.  541).   

Conclusion 

 To conclude, this study contributes to communication research and theorizing by 

illuminating and addressing the limitations of previous scholarship.  It offers a new way 

to examine the construct of membership using a continuum conceptualization 

(involuntary ↔ voluntary) and elucidates both central and peripheral facets of 

membership for future consideration.  This study was also successful in helping us to 

understand the experience of involuntary membership in prison organizations in the 

United States and Norway.  It provided a two nation comparison, which shed preliminary 
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light on how social distance plays an important role in the experience of involuntary 

membership here and abroad.   

Most fundamentally, however, the data from this study were used to construct a 

grounded, mid-range theory of involuntary membership.   That is, individual’s 

perceptions of the adopted and ascribed facets of involuntary membership influence, and 

are influenced by, their responses to and outcomes of that membership.  The interplay 

between these facets, responses, and outcomes produced the basis for understanding of 

involuntary membership.   

Moreover, this study was also successful in answering Ashcraft and Kedrowicz’s 

(2002) call to consider “integrating diverse membership contracts and contexts” into our 

research in order to “unravel extant assumptions and revise theory accordingly” (Ashcraft 

& Kedrowicz, 2002, p.  105).  The implications of the present study suggest a re-

evaluation of assumptions that underlie socialization and identification research.  They 

also encourage scholars to move out of their comfort zones when considering potential 

research participants.  One of the inmates in this study, Frankie, asked me if I ever got 

nervous talking to them.  I answered without even thinking, “no I don’t”.  My rationale is 

best explained through Mikey’s words:  

One thing I find about being in prison, man, is you don’t meet a whole lot of 

people who are dangerously scary.  You really don’t.  You meet people who have 

made mistakes… You do meet people who are bad intentioned.  I’m not saying 

there isn’t any of that.  I don’t know, there’s a little bit of good in the worst of us.  

You know what I mean? There really is.   
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Considering this, I would encourage scholars to rethink their own reservations, as well as 

traditional employee-employer conceptualizations, to expand our understanding of what 

it means to “be a member.”  

In the spirit of this perspective, let us put ourselves in the shoes of one involuntary 

member, Cuba, as he reminisces on what it means to be a “member of the free world”:  

You take for granted, waking up free in the morning, having somebody to wake 

up and say I love you to, just going to the park, sitting on the grass, enjoying a 

beautiful sunny day, going out to eat, taking a vacation, just waking up telling 

your husband or wife “I love you, I love you honey”, just watching TV, just doing 

nothing.  That’s fun right there, just doing nothing, just enjoying life and not 

taking it so serious, just taking it for what it’s worth…  
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APPENDIX A 

Texas Department of Criminal Justice Disclaimer 

 

The research contained in this document was coordinated in part by the Texas 

Department of Criminal Justice (Research Agreement #586-AR09).  The contents of this 

report reflect the views of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views or policies 

of the Texas Department Criminal Justice.   
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APPENDIX B 

Overview of Interviews: Type and Country Affiliation 

Norway Prisons   

Interview Type U.S. Prison 1  
Branson 

U.S. Prison 2  
Kaston 

Total Norway 

Inmates 5 0 5 
Correctional 
Officers 

4 0 4 

Warden 1 0 1 
Prison Teachers 0 4 4 
Total  10 4 14 
 
 
U.S. Prisons 
Interview 
Type 

U.S. Prison 1  
Renton 

U.S. Prison 2  
Lawton 

U.S. Prison 3  
Klayton 

Total US 

Inmates 7 10 19 36 
Correctional 
Officers 

5 1 0 6 

Warden 1 0 1 2 
Prison 
Teachers 

0 4 0 4 

Total  13 15 20 48 
 
All Prisons 
Interview 
Type 

U.S. 
Renton 

U.S. 
Lawton 

U.S. 
Klayton 

Norway 
Kaston 

Norway 
Branson  

Total 

Inmates 7 10 19 0 5 41 
Correctional 
Officers 

5 1 0 0 4 10 

Warden 1 0 1 0 1 3 
Prison 
Teachers 

0 4 0 4 0 8 

Total 13 15 20 4 10 62 
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APPENDIX C 

Interview Log and Pseudonyms 

Key Membership Type 
PT: Prison Teacher 
CO: Correctional Officer 
IM: Inmate 
*The number that follows the abbreviation denotes the interview number that 
corresponds with each interview category (e.g., CO1 = correctional officer 1, first 
interviewed) 
 
Norway Prisons 
 
Interviewee 
Pseudonym 

Country Prison 
Pseudonym 

Membership 
Type 

Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Total 

Krister Norway Kaston PT1 1:02 62  
Uni Norway Kaston PT2 2:02 122  
Iris Norway Kaston PT3 1:33 93  
Sondre Norway Kaston PT4 1:50 110 Norway 

PT = 4 
 
Interviewee 
Pseudonym 

Country Prison 
Pseudonym 

Membership 
Type 

Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Total 

Adam Norway Branson CO1 1:11 71  
Cory Norway Branson CO2 1:35 95  
Sue Norway Branson CO3 1:19 79  
Rich Norway Branson CO4 1:03 63  
Grant 
Warden 

Norway Branson Warden1 1:29 89 Norway 
CO = 4 
Warden=5 

 
Interviewee 
Pseudonym 

Country Prison 
Pseudonym 

Membership 
Type 

Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Total 

Matt Norway Branson IM1 1:21 81  
Eric Norway Branson IM2 1:01 61  
Chris Norway Branson IM3 1:33 93  
Issac Norway Branson IM4 1:04 64  
Mark Norway Branson IM5 1:42 102 Norway 

IM = 5 
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US Prisons 
Interviewee 
Pseudonym 

Country Prison 
Pseudonym 

Membership 
Type 

Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Total 

Nilsa US Renton CO5 1:03 63  
Brandy US Renton CO6 1:00 60  
Tamara US Renton CO7 0:49 49  
Wanda US Renton CO8 0:18 18  
Clarabell US Renton CO9 0:34 34  
Warden Tex 
1 

US Renton Warden2 0:59 59  

Warden Tex 
2 

US Renton Warden2 0:50 50 United 
States  
CO = 5 
Warden=1 

 
 
Interviewee 
Pseudonym 

Country Prison 
Pseudonym 

Membership 
Type 

Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Total 

Clarence US Renton IM6 1:56 116  
Benji US Renton IM7 1:16 76  
Jimmy US Renton IM8 1:31 91  
Duncan US Renton IM9 1:21 81  
Derek US Renton IM10 1:49 104  
Terrell US Renton IM11 1:34 94  
Jordon US Renton IM12 2:11 131 United 

States 
IM = 7 

 
 
 
Interviewee 
Pseudonym 

Country Prison 
Pseudonym 

Membership 
Type 

Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Total 

Ellen US Lawton CO10 0:51 51  
Norbert  US Lawton PT5 1:30 90  
Liz US Lawton PT6 1:44 104  
Summer US Lawton PT7 1:19 79  
Katy US Lawton PT8 2:02 121 United 

States 
CO = 1 
PT = 4 
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Interviewee 
Pseudonym 

Country Prison 
Pseudonym 

Membership 
Type 

Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Total 

Bernie US Lawton IM13 1:20 80  
Cuba US Lawton IM14 1:05 65  
Reggie US Lawton IM15 1:37 97  
Bobby US Lawton IM16 1:15 75  
Frankie US Lawton IM17 1:10 70  
Dominic US Lawton IM18 1:20 80  
George US Lawton IM19 1:12 72  
Alan US Lawton IM20 1:30 90  
David US Lawton IM21 1:09 69 
Ralph US Lawton IM22 0:45 45 

United 
States 
IM = 10 

 
Interviewee 
Pseudonym 

Country Prison 
Pseudonym 

Membership 
Type 

Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Total 

Warden 
Jones 

U.S. Klayton Warden3 1:01 61  

Charles US Klayton IM23 0:41 41  
Martin US Klayton IM24 0:32 32  
Mo US Klayton IM25 0:58 58  
Peter US Klayton IM26 0:48 48  
Smith US Klayton IM27 0:31 31  
Gill US Klayton IM28 0:24 24  
Jacob US Klayton IM29 0:48 48  
Mikey US Klayton IM30 0:30 30  
Phil US Klayton IM31 0:33 33  
Ray US Klayton IM32 0:33 33  
Vern US Klayton IM33 0:54 54  
Jamal US Klayton IM34 0:29 29  
Jesse US Klayton IM35 0:48 48  
William US Klayton IM36 0:36 36  
Theo US Klayton IM37 0:44 44  
Cullen US Klayton IM38 0:43 43 
Alex US Klayton IM39 0:34 34 
Vince US  Klayton IM40 0:50 50 
Evan US Klayton IM41 0:45 45 

United 
States 
Warden=1 
IM = 19 

TOTAL 70.35 
Hours 

4221 
Minutes 

62 
Interviews 
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APPENDIX D 

Interview Guides 

Interview Guide Prisoners 

General Overview  

1. Tell me about what a typical day looks like for you.  

2. What were your first thoughts when you discovered you were going to prison? 

3. What did you think prison was going to be like before you got here? 

4. Before you were incarcerated, where did you turn to find out what it was going to 

be like in prison? Friends? Family? The Internet? Etc. 

5. Was it the way you expected it would be?  

a. Tell me about a time when it was what you expected  

b. Tell me about a time when it wasn’t what you expected  

c. What has surprised you about being in here? 

6. Tell me about your first day here.  

Communicating in Prison 

7. Who did you talked to in order to make sense of (understand) your new 

surroundings?  

8. What kinds of things did they tell you?  

9. Tell me about your interactions with the other prisoners 

a. What kinds of things do prisoners talk about with each other?  

b. What kinds of stories do other prisoners share with one another? 
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c. What topics do prisoners avoid?  

d. What is the most interesting thing someone has ever said to you in prison? 

e. What is the most shocking thing someone has ever said to you in prison? 

10. What kinds of things (if any) make you unhappy about being in prison?  

a. What kinds of things (if any) make you feel good about being in prison? 

11. Tell me about your interactions with the guard.  

a. What kinds of things do you talk about with them? 

b. What makes a good/bad correctional officer? 

c. How do they interact with you?  

d. What’s the most interesting interaction you’ve ever had with a guard? 

Closing Questions 

12. Advice you’d give to other inmates? 

13. What does it mean to be a member of a prison?  

a. Do you think you are a member?  

b. Why or Why Not? 

14. What is the most memorable experience you have had here?   

15. What will/would you always remember when/if you finish your sentence?  

16. Is there anything else you feel is important that I haven’t already asked you?  
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Interview Schedule Prison Employees and Prison Teachers 

General Overview: 

1. Tell me about what a typical day looks like for you. (Entering the prison? 

Security? /Feeling safe etc?) 

2. How long have you worked for the prison?  

3. How did you decide (why did you/what motivated you to start working in the 

prison? OR What brought you to this position?) 

4. Before starting this job, did you go through any training?  

a. If so, what was the training/education like? 

b. If not, how did you learn what you were expected to do?  

5. Tell me about the prison, what is it like?  

Working at a Prison: 

6. Tell me about your first day on the job. 

7. Expectations 

a. What things did you expect before you started? 

b. Was the job what you expect? Were there any surprises?  

8. Is there anything unique or special working for a prison? 

9. What do your family & friends think about you working in a prison?  

Communicating with Prisoners:  

10. What is the processing of a new inmate look like? How does it work? Any 

interesting stories you can share?  
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11. What is your label for the “prisoners”? Inmates? Etc. How do you “view” the 

prisoners…  

12. What kinds of things do the prisoners talk about with each other?  

13. Do you think the prisoners feel like they have any influence (or ability to change 

things in the prison)? Small things?  

14. Give me an example of a typical conversation you might have with an inmate. 

15. What kinds of stories do prisoners tell you?  

16. What is the most interesting thing a prisoner has ever said to you?  

17. What is the most shocking thing a prisoner has ever said to you?  

18. What kinds of things to prisoners complain about? Like?  

 

Communication Correctional Officers:  

19. What kinds of things do you talk about with the correctional officers?  

20. Give me an example of a typical conversation you might have with another 

correctional officer. OR What’s the most interesting conversation you can 

remember having with another correctional officer?  

21. What do the correctional officers say to you about the prisoners?  

22. What kinds of things do you talk about with the warden?  

23. Give me an example of a typical conversation you’ve had with the warden.  

24. Are you satisfied with your communication with the warden? Why/Why not?  
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Closing Questions 

25. What does it mean to be a member of a prison? What role do you play? 

26. What is the most memorable experience you have had here?   

27. What will you always remember when you no longer work here? 

28. What’s the most interesting encounter you’ve ever had with an inmate? 

29. Is there anything else you feel is important that I haven’t already asked you?  
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APPENDIX E 

Observational Hours 

Prison Type Description Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Branson Tour of Prison 
Common Areas 

I took a tour of the prison facility 
including the administrative offices, 
prison segregation cells, laundry 
area, drug testing facilities, kitchen, 
gym, visiting room, library and 
classrooms. 

1:00 60 

 Tour of Prison 
Cells 

I able to spend some time in the 
actual prison "dorm" area during my 
time at Branson. I use the word 
"dorm" instead of "cell blocks" to 
indicate the feel of the space. I was 
also able to look in inmate cells and 
see the common areas and shower 
space. 

0:20 20 

 Meals in 
Officer Dining 
Room 

One of the interesting elements 
about this particular prison was their 
desire to cater to the needs of the 
researchers (Jan and myself). We 
were treated to 3 lunches & 2 
dinners in the officer's dining area. 
All of the food was prepared by the 
inmates. Jan and I generally ate the 
meals with one of the prison staff 
(correctional officers, warden etc.). I 
was able to observe officer patterns 
of behavior as well as the inmate 
actions during this time. 

2:30 150 
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Prison Type Description Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Renton Tour of Prison I was able to take a tour of the 
Renton facility on the first day at the 
prison. The sergeant that showed me 
around took me through several 
areas of the facility including: 
committee processing room, 
dormitory cells, and individual cell 
blocks. This particular facility was 
built in the 1800s. Accordingly, the 
dividers between the sections were 
bars, which enabled me to see into 
all of the areas of the prison. 

0:20 20 

 Warden’s 
Office 

I spent a lot of time in the warden's 
office waiting. During that time, 
many COs came in and out of the 
office and chatted with the office 
staff. 

2:00 120 

 Transitional 
Observations 

During my time in Renton, I 
conducted interviews in the 
administrative segregation visiting 
area. The area was housed in the 
hallway between the administrative 
offices and the prison dorms or 
"blocks." This particular facility left 
me in there alone often between 
interviews. I had a lot of time listen 
in on conversations and watch the 
coming and going of various 
correctional officers. 
 

2:00 120 

 Entry Way On my second day at Renton, I spent 
some time waiting in the entry way. I 
was waiting for the warden to come 
out of the "blocks." During that time 
I was able to observe the entry way 
of the administrative offices, trustees 
at work, and various correctional 
officers/inmates conversing, 
entering, and exiting the facility. 
 

0:30 30 
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Renton 
Cont. 

Committee 
Meeting 

At Renton, when a new inmate 
comes in to the facility they are 
processed and then take part in 
"committee." Committee is a 
meeting that takes place where the 
assistant warden, a ranking officer, 
and an administrative worker 
interview the inmate to figure out 
where he will be placed and work in 
the prison. I sat in on the pre-
meeting, meeting, and post-meeting 
activities and discussion. 
 

0:30 30 

 
Prison Type Description Length 

Hours 
Length 
Minutes 

Lawton Tour of Prison My first day at Lawton I toured the 
facility. Some of the locations 
included: "dorm" areas, inmate cells, 
common areas, kitchen, officer's 
main station, various staff offices, 
medical unit, segregation cells, and 
the education center. This prison had 
both men's and women's wings. I 
was able to spend time in the "doggy 
dorm" where the female inmates 
each had dogs that there were 
assigned to train. 
 

1:30 90 

 Gang/Tattoo 
Meeting 

My second day at Lawton began 
with this gang/tattoo meeting. 
During this time, I was able to talk 
with the correctional officer about 
the inmate's "cards" that travel with 
them to each prison facility. The 
cards provide crime and background 
information on each individual. 
Additionally, I sat in while she 
interviewed 2 different (newly 
admitted) inmates about their 
various tattoos and gang affiliations. 
 

1;00 60 



	  

	   205	  

Lawton  
Cont. 

Lunch in 
Officers’ 
Dining Room 

I was fortunate enough to have lunch 
at Lawton in the officer's dinning 
room (or the ODR as they called it). 
The inmates cooked & served the 
food to the officers and were present 
during the entire meal. I was able to 
observe both inmate interactions 
(between the two servers) and 
officer communications. 
 

0:45 45 

 Christmas 
Lunch 

I conducted interviews and 
observations at Lawton just before 
the Christmas holiday. On day 2 of 
my visit, the warden was throwing 
his "annual" employee 
appreciation/Christmas lunch. I was 
able to participate and observe the 
interactions at this event. 

1:30 90 

 Tour of Factory Just before lunch on the first day at 
Lawton, Ellen took me on a tour of 
the factory. The COs often refer to 
this place as "industry." We had to 
put on safety glasses as we walked 
around because of the flames and 
metal shards in the work 
environment. We stopped 
occasionally to talk with inmates 
and staff. 

0:30 30 

 Transitional 
Observation 

Between interviews, I stayed in a 
classroom that was right outside of 
the officers’ station. It was a very 
high traffic area so I was able to 
observe the inmates as they moved 
throughout the prison. 

1:00 60 
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Prison Type Description Length 
Hours 

Length 
Minutes 

Kaston Tour of 
Prison 

At Klayton I just had a quick tour/walk 
through of the main prison hallway areas. 

0:15 15 

 Transitional 
Observation 

Between interviews, I walked out of the 
classroom and spent time observing and 
talking to the prison staff. This particular 
unit had me conducting interviews in the 
"education wing." There were several 
inmates that worked in the wing and I was 
able to observe/chat with other prison 
workers (and prison teachers). 

1:00 60 

 
Total 16:40 

Hours 
1000 
Minutes 
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APPENDIX F 

Definitions of Terms in Process Model of Involuntary Membership 

IVM = Involuntary Members  
Facets of 
Involuntary 
Membership 

Facet Definition of Term & Supporting 
Literature or Relevant Example 

Adopted Body: Sexuality IVM can have limits on their ability to 
experience and express their sexuality in a 
typical or preferred way under various 
membership contexts (see Foucault, 1977, 
p.16, sexual deprivation of imprisonment). In 
spite of this, IVM typically control choices 
regarding their sexual acts (or inaction).  
 
This facet recognizes agency of the individual 
and focused on IVM attempts to resist any 
physical interactions being imposed by the 
organization/system or other members.  

Adopted facets are 
managed by the 
individual. They 
are within the 
IVM’s latitude of 
control. IVM have 
some perception of 
agency over these 
facets. Members 
have agency when 
they are “able to 
act otherwise” in 
order to “make a 
difference” 
(Giddens, 1984, p. 
14). 

Mind The involuntary facet of mind can be 
comprised of an organization’s attempts to 
“bite into [a] bodiless reality” and control the 
IVM thoughts (Foucault, 1977, p. 17).  
 
This facet recognizes agency of the individual 
and focused on IVM attempts to resist the 
mental structures being imposed by the 
organization/system. 

Ascribed 
 

Ascribed facets are 
those that are 
predominately 
controlled by the 
organization, 
system or other 
members. These 
facets are these 
more external to 

Activities: 
Sanctioned & 
Unsanctioned 

Sanctioned activities are organizationally 
approved, and they are authorized and 
constrained by the prison organization (see 
Giddens, 1984, p. 23).  
 
Unsanctioned activities, on the other hand, are 
executed without organizational approval and 
were often considered “illegal” (see Gordon, 
1962, p. 12). 
 
Both types of activities can be enabled or 
constrained by the organization and 
influenced by the IVM.  
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Belongings IVM are constrained in terms of the type and 
number of items or belongings that they are 
allowed to bring in, purchase, or possess 
during their membership. 
 
Example: “None of this here belongs to me. 
My cell, the TV, nothing. Nothing. This don’t 
even belong to me (points to his shirt). I know 
my shoes, they belong to me cause I bought 
‘em. The uniform they can tell you to take it 
off any time cause they have a right to say it. 
It’s their stuff. It’s not yours. What you buy is 
yours, but sometimes they can take it away 
from you.” (George) 

Communication: 
Structured & 
Channels 

IVM can experience constraint in relation to 
the hierarchical structure of communication 
and availability of communication channels 
(e.g., Jacobs, 1973; Windzio, 2006).  

Body: Exploited & 
Sustained 

IVM bodies can be exploited (or taken 
advantage of) in many ways (see Britton, 
2003, p. 46 for an example). Exploited bodies 
are subject to be “manipulated, shaped, [and] 
trained” (Foucault, 1977, p. 136). 
 
IVM can also be constrained in relation to the 
various ways that humans sustain their bodies. 
The category, sustained, can be understood as 
all of the ways in which IVM’s bodies are 
maintained, nourished, or “imposed” upon 
while in prison (see Foucault, 1977, p. 136). 

IVM, and they 
perceive less 
jurisdiction over 
these facets. 

Organizational 
Boundary 
Management: 
Entry & Exit 

Organizational entry occurs when the IVM 
cross the threshold into the organization or 
system (Jablin, 1987, 2001; Van Maanen & 
Schein, 1979). Organizational exit was the 
process by which IVM disengage and 
physically leave (or try to leave) the 
organization (see Jablin, 1987; 2001). 
 
Both of these processes can be enabled or 
constrained by the organization and 
influenced by the IVM. 
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Space: 
Confinement & 
Movement 

Accordingly, space is the physical 
environment that can confine the IVM or 
allows the IVM to move around (see Halford, 
2004 for a discussion of organizational space).  
 

Sound IVM may not have control or influence over 
the sound level in their environments. Sound 
constraints can be loud or soft.   
 
Example: In a dorm you’re with 64 other men, 
and it’s always loud and crazy. The only time 
you’ll be able to sleep is from 3am to 7am. 
And everyone starts waking up, it just gets 
loud, people playing around and things 
slamming. Lockers slamming. 

Relationships IVM can be put in situations where their 
circumstances dictate their relationships. IVM 
might have less choice in, or control over their 
relationships than other types of members.  
 
Example: IVM might not chose those 
individuals who they have to live with. “No I 
don’t get along with my cellie. I just don’t like 
him, you know, I don’t like him…he’s just 
crazy.” (Jimmy) 
 

 

Time: Scheduled 
& Pace 

IVM can have time constraints placed upon 
their schedule. Their time can be structured 
for them and imposed on them.  
 
IVM pace, or the tempo/speed of activity, can 
be both fast and slow (see Ballard & Seibold, 
2003 for a full overview of organizational 
temporality). 
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Responses to 
Involuntary 
Membership 

Definition of 
Term 

Example and/or Supporting Literature 

Act To take action or 
do something 
positive or 
negative in 
response to IVM. 

Response is to do something about the 
problem (Wright, 1999).  
 
Example: “I build a monster in me man that’s 
gonna fight and fight hard, I don’t care how 
big or little, whatever. …I’ll get something to 
make it, to equalize the situation.” (Vince) 
 
 
 

Invoke To call upon 
something outside 
themselves in 
order to 
management their 
IVM situation. 

IVM can invoke, or called upon, alternative 
areas of their life in response to their 
involuntary membership (see McNamee, 
Peterson, & Peña, 2010 for a discussion of 
invoking) 
 
Example: “So I start doing it now. I 
start…bettering myself. I am getting all the 
education.” (Duncan) 
 
 
 

Avoid To escape, evade, 
or back away from 
their IVM situation 

IVM can choose to avoid the situation to the 
greatest extent possible.  
 
Response is to “divert attention away from the 
problem” (Wright, 1999, p. 409). 
  
Example: “If you just sit back and observe, 
you’ll see people that do things that are not 
supposed to be done in a certain way versus 
the people that are doing it the right way.” 
(Ray) 
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Plan To spend their 
time 
contemplating and 
strategizing about 
what life will be 
like after they are 
no longer IVM.  

One of the main responses to IVM is to plan 
for the future. 
 
Example: “You can’t let the situation dictate 
who you are, you know what I’m sayin? You 
gotta see yourself outside these walls, you 
gotta see yourself in big house, you gotta see 
yourself with your kids, in a car with a wife 
and a family, you know? …You can do if you 
believe, and you can have faith and you can 
believe than you can achieve.” (Cuba) 
 
 

Accept To acknowledge 
their IVM 
situation.  

Some IVM acknowledge or recognize or their 
current situation and the involuntary nature of 
it. 
 
Response is to “accept that nothing can be 
done” (Wright, 1999, p. 409). 
 
Example: “Once you start accepting your life, 
and not blaming others, and learning, you 
blame yourself, and forgive yourself, and 
move on. You know, just don’t be bitter about 
nothing. Just try to be better.” (Cuba) 
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Outcomes of 
Involuntary 
Membership 

Definition of 
Term 

Example and/or Supporting Literature 

Absent To be removed 
from the regular 
happenings of life. 

IVM can be physical, mental, and emotional 
absent or removed from society.  
 
Example: “You think about if you have to do 
time like that you are losing your parents. You 
are losing your lived ones down the road and 
probably not going to their funeral and stuff 
like that.” (Alex) 
 

Change To become a 
different person 
than you were 
when you entered 
the IVM situation.  

Change occurs when IVM take actions that 
differ from past behaviors. Includes the steps 
they take to bring about change within 
themselves. 
 
Example: “I try to stay with my books, a lot of 
guys in here like to talk about old dope 
stories…I don’t like talking about 
that…[because] it ruined who I was and I am 
now getting back to who I should be. I don’t 
want to sit there and regress back to that 
point.” (Benji) 
 

Maintain To stay the same 
person that you 
were when you 
entered the IVM 
situation.  

 Some IVM stay in a maintenance phase. 
They continue to engage in the same actions, 
thought processes, and activities that they 
were involved in before becoming IVM.  
 
Example: “These [are] revolving doors 
because they are always going to be open to 
you if you choose to go out there and do 
wrong and put yourself back in here.” 
(Duncan) 
 
“I am pretty much sure I [am] going to be out 
there selling dope…when I get home…In 
here, this is where you get your connections, 
in the pen.” (Dominic) 
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Entrenched To get ingrained 
and established in 
the IVM context.  

IVM who are caught up in the current context 
or situation and unable to get out mentally or 
emotionally.  
 
Example: “I hate to say it, but I feel like I’m 
home now. And it’s sad to say that but I been 
locked up so long it just feels like it’s nothing 
to me, you know…One thing I notice about 
people being locked up is that if you come in 
young, your mind usually stays young, 
because you don’t grow.” (Cuba) 
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