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Problem and Purpose

Inmates in the United States are guaranteed the right to practice a religion of their own choosing, a right that is protected by three Constitutional safeguards: the First Amendment’s free exercise of religion, the Fourteenth Amendment’s equal protection clause, and the Eighth Amendment’s prohibition of cruel and unusual punishment (Acker et al. 1999; Solove 1996). Chaplains shoulder the primary responsibility for identifying and serving the various religious needs of the incarcerated population by virtue of their official staff position within the correctional institution. Virtually every prison in the United States has at least one full time chaplain, and approximately 30 percent of the imprisoned population participates in religious programming at some point during their incarceration. (Religious Programs 1983; Sundt and Cullen 2002). Those few states that do not employ full time chaplains rely upon volunteers to provide religious services to inmates. 

Prisons communicate few positive messages either to those confined within them or to society in general. Though prison employees are frequently cast as dehumanizing elements of the correctional setting, some scholars have suggested that working in prison may also have a harmful effect on employees. Thus it has been argued that employees, like inmates, experience a process of prisonization (Clemmer 1940) which shapes them into custodians and keepers and corrupts their impulse to “do good.” Rothman (1980:10) questioned the capacity of individuals to simultaneously “guard and help, protect and rehabilitate, maintain custody, and deliver treatment,” concluding that custody becomes the primary, if not only, concern of correctional employees. Consistent with this conclusion, research has suggested that correctional employees adopt a custody orientation to avoid the complexities associated with the rehabilitative role (Hepburn and Albonetti 1980; Poole and Regoli 1980), or are transformed into dehumanizing keepers through identification with a custody role (Haney, Banks and Zimabardo 1973). Very little research, however, has examined whether this same conclusion holds for prison chaplains. 


I explore a topic that is relatively undeveloped in the sociological literature. Research on prisons occasionally examines corrections from an occupational perspective but in those cases focuses on officers and wardens. By examining the experiences of prison chaplains I will be drawing conclusions relevant within several substantive areas: religion, occupation, and criminal justice, among others. This will likely provide important clues into the experiences of other groups who work within the criminal justice system or in other “dangerous” occupations, as well as shed further light on the processes underlying religious experience. Theoretically, I will be contributing to discussions of the relationship between structure and agency and role-identity processes.
PERSONAL EXPERIENCE

There are several underlying factors that have influenced my research interests generally and my research topic on prison chaplains specifically. Below I briefly introduce two of these personal contexts that have had, and will continue to have, an impact upon my research. 


My father works as a Seattle police officer, and has done so my entire life. I grew up around criminal justice system employees and have witnessed the behind the scenes interactions that take place in their work environments. I have been privy to many of the bureaucratic policy changes within the system and the effect it has on its employees, as well as the ways employees mitigate these effects. 


I did not grow up in a religious household. My family never attended church or celebrated religious holidays other than those considered mainstream or traditional. However, as my sister and I grew older, my mother decided that a religious upbringing would be beneficial for the family. Therefore, my sister and I were sent to religious camps and my family began to attend church on Sundays. Ultimately, this social experiment failed, and my family returned to its original agnostic leanings. However, during that brief time I glimpsed the lives of individuals whose experiences and perspectives differed greatly from my own. I had a hard time assimilating these differences, and I have continued to be greatly interested in religious experiences as evidenced by my preference for a religious (undergraduate) university despite my lack of religious identity. 


These two personal contexts greatly influenced my choice of a research topic, and bring with them potential benefits and liabilities. Given my experience with the criminal justice system, I have extensive contacts that I can draw upon for participants. Furthermore, I am conversant in many aspects of the criminal justice system that are not based on research but personal experience, both my own and my father’s. At the same time, religion is a sensitive topic for many individuals, and for religious leaders, this sensitivity may increase. As a result, participants may be hesitant to trust me to accurately understand and report their experiences [but see Horowitz 1986, on the benefits of being an “outsider” in establishing rapport]. To manage this obstacle I emphasize to chaplains my sincere interest in their experience from both a personal and intellectual standpoint. In addition I emphasize my dedication to the project and chaplains [vocally] appreciate this—so much so that I won an impromptu game of “who traveled the furthest on their own dime to attend?” at one professional conference. I am also able to draw on the similarity between earning my Ph.D. and the clinical pastoral education (C.P.E.) certification obtained by most chaplains. Having gone through a similar process, chaplains seem eager to help in whatever way they can and express regret when they are too overwhelmed by work to participate. 
RESEARCH GOALS

The goals of a study are an important element to research design because they help researchers avoid losing their way and spending fruitless time or effort; they guide design decisions as well as justify the purpose of research studies. Given the importance of goals in guiding research design, it is necessary for individuals to become aware of how these may both shape research and influence the world. 

As discussed, my interest in prison chaplains stems, in part, from my religious, familial, and occupational background. My curiosity will help maintain my drive to uncover new topics of interest in my research setting and to help me complete my research. While Goffman (1961) discussed the characteristics of “total institutions,” I am interested in going beyond looking at prisons as just locations for imprisonment and punishment to recasting them as work and religious environments. I want to better understand the impact of these environments on the individuals who work in them, examining the link between structure and agency. 
QUALITATIVE VERSUS QUANTITATIVE


There are certain epistemological assumptions underlying qualitative methods that distinguish them from quantitative methods. Quantitative methods assume that non-numbered objects can be given numerical assignments for tabulation and regression purposes. Qualitative research is skeptical of this link between response categories and social life, arguing that to gain an understanding of some social phenomena researchers must get into actors’ worlds (Blumer 1969). Research using qualitative methods derives strength from focusing on situations or people and emphasizing words rather than numbers; these methods are best suited for pursuing meaning, context, and process (Lofland et al. 2006). The real interest for qualitative researchers lies in how participants make sense of what has happened and how this understanding informs their actions, rather than in determining precisely what happened or what they did. Past research on prison chaplains focused solely on the daily activities reported by participants (Sundt and Cullen 1998, 2002; Sundt et al. 2002). These studies lack a discussion of the significance of these activities for participants — how they interpret these activities and the meaning accorded to them.


My research on prison chaplains will not be simply an accounting of the events and actions that occur during the period of time I collect data. I am interested in how participants make sense of these events and actions and how their understandings then affect their behavior. Furthermore, I am interested in how the context of the prison work environment influences chaplains and their understandings of their experiences. Finally, I will focus on the processes underlying and tying these experiences together, not just the outcomes of prison ministry. For these reasons qualitative methodology is best suited for this project. 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS


Research questions relate to those ideas that social scientists specifically want to understand, standing at the heart of a study’s design and linking all other components together. I examine prison ministry, a social space where secular and religious life intermingle. My primary goal is to learn about the work experiences of prison chaplains — their daily activities, interactions and relationships — and how these experiences affect identity processes. 
It is difficult to concretely articulate research questions because oftentimes these questions do not fully develop until a significant amount of data collection has occurred. Questions should balance the line between being too general and too specific. A design in which the questions are too general creates difficulties both in conducting the study and in clearly connecting to research goals and conceptual framework; you have no clear guide. On the other hand, questions that are too focused may create tunnel vision, leaving out data significant for meeting research goals. 
 In thinking about my own research, I chose to begin by casting a wider, general net. I entered the setting without concrete research questions, choosing instead to pursue an inductive strategy.  I did, however, identify topical areas of interest: socialization to chaplaincy work; the experience of religion; interactions with inmates and other (CJS
) employees; and chaplaincy as a profession.  In the earliest stages of data collection I needed to ask participants basic questions about their day-to-day activities and interactions to orient myself within the social environment. Now that I am knowledgeable about the basics my questioning has evolved and I am able to focus on more theoretically interesting and abstract questions. As I have narrowed my focus, my questions have emerged in ways I was unable to anticipate at the beginning of my research (See Appendix A).  
Research Setting

SAMPLING

I was fortunate to have two contacts who introduced me to several chaplains, acting as gatekeepers.  While I will be using snowball sampling (Berg 2001; Biernacki and Waldorf 1981) to recruit participants, I will also actively select and recruit participants (using published DOC
 directories and networking at professional conferences) to gain information that can not be obtained from other sources. Using a theoretical sampling (Glaser and Strauss 1967) strategy, I will select participants to gain substantively diverse information. I will focus on three theoretically important variables: individuals’ employment status (whether they are a full time, contract, or supervisory chaplain), facility type (low, medium, maximum security), and religious denominations (the four main prison religions, Catholic, Protestant, Muslim, or Jewish).
 I originally intended to include a fourth variable, gender, in my sampling strategy. I believe that men and women experience correctional work differently, and that these differences are even more significant when examining the gender of inmates in relation to the gender of chaplains; in other words, there are likely to be important distinctions in the relationships established by male chaplains working with male inmates versus female inmates and female chaplains working with male inmates versus female inmates. However, the small size of this population coupled with their diffuse geographical locations restricts my ability to sample participants on this variable and is therefore beyond the scope of this research. 
I will be drawing my comparative sample from several different states in the Northwest and Central regions of the United States. I selected these states because I have connections and referrals from people living and working there (See Riemer 1977, for a discussion of such “opportunistic” ways to gain entrée to research settings). These sites have the added bonus of being geographically diverse, offering me the possibility of talking to chaplains with very different experiences. I am restricting my research sample to state prison facilities for adult men and women. This excludes federal or privately run institutions, institutions for juveniles, and jail or community facilities. 

While my research goal is to interview approximately 40 participants, my sampling strategy will be an ongoing process; as interviews reveal new ideas and concepts I will solicit information from an expanded array of people. This will allow me to continue researching until I reach theoretical saturation (Lofland et al. 2006). 

NEGOTIATING ACCESS

I anticipate that gaining access to participants will be the hardest aspect of my research project, since prison chaplains are a small population who work embedded within government-run institutions. Research settings vary considerably in the extent to which they are open or closed to public scrutiny and these differences, in turn, impact the nature and degree of negotiation necessary to secure access. In closed settings, negotiating access can be time consuming and uncertain, not least because of the sensitivity of many criminological research projects. I have heard horror stories about researchers’ difficulty in gaining access to individuals within such institutions (Burgess 1991). In order to begin access negotiations key individuals often known as gatekeepers need to be identified. Gatekeepers can be defined as those individuals who have the power to grant or withhold access to people or situations for the purpose of research. Fortunately I have several contacts who will act as gatekeepers, putting me in touch with prison chaplains or mediating between the institutions and me. Thus far negotiating access has been relatively painless, though I have run in to some problems accessing chaplains’ training programs in one state as a result of changes in personnel. Hopefully my gatekeepers will continue to minimize bureaucratic red tape and facilitate my access to chaplains. 
My sponsors are of two varieties. First, I have contacts who have worked with prison chaplains directly in a number of penological projects. These people put me in direct contact with prison chaplains with whom they have previously worked and vouch for me as legitimate. My second group of sponsors is composed of individuals who work for the criminal justice system in the states of interest; these include both state coordinators and other employees. 

State coordinators are the central hub for all the state’s prison chaplains and organize workshops, send out communications, and generally keep track of all the religious advisors for the state. These coordinators are immensely important for my research, providing me with contextualizing information and lists of potential participants. I also rely on state coordinators to facilitate people accepting my invitation to participate in the research; since the state coordinators implicitly endorse the project by sending me names and contact information, participants are not likely to view me as a random market researcher or telemarketer.
RESEARCHER ROLE AND RELATIONSHIPS

Researchers’ roles and relationships are of specific importance in qualitative methods because they, as individuals, are the instrument during data collection. As Adler and Adler (1987) have noted, one of the characteristics of human relationships is their reciprocal character. Accordingly, research relationships are characterized by give-and-take between individuals. These norms of reciprocity influence both researchers and participants over the course of a study. Because researchers are attempting to obtain information from their participants, they commonly seek ways of evening the exchange by contributing something to the individuals involved. This is a difficult issue for me, as I am unable to provide much in the way of “favors” to my participants (Adler and Adler 1987). I can, however, offer my participants a chance to tell their story to someone who is genuinely interested in their experiences. In interactions with both with officers and inmates chaplains report spending most of their time in the “listener” role. Being given the chance to tell their own stories to an interested and engaged audience is a unique opportunity, and one that may be very beneficial. For chaplains, this process may alleviate frustration or stress (venting), help make sense of their experiences, and/or encourage them to relive successes, all of which may reduce the likelihood of burnout. 

In the early stages of my research I presented myself as a student interested in learning about prison chaplains, emphasizing my lack of knowledge on this subject. As Lofland et al. (2006: 67-68) note, 

The role of watcher and asker of questions is the quintessential student role. Now it happens that the idea of the ignorant student who has to be taught is a commonsensical and widespread notion. People almost everywhere feel they know and understand that role. Thus, the investigator who assumes the role of socially acceptable incompetent is likely to be accepted. That is, such persons are in a good position to keep the flow of information coming smoothly (emphasis in original).  

My naïve student role cast participants as the experts in the interactions. This benefited me because they were willing to go in-depth about their answers and explain things in ways that captured minute details. For example, chaplains often use acronyms in their everyday talk, but participants were sure to give me a definition of these before proceeding to use them regularly in the interview. Participants could not assume that I shared their work language and knowledge, and therefore tended to explain in ever greater detail. Because of this tendency, the unspoken, taken for granted aspects of chaplaincy work were more readily accessible to me. My student role gave participants some satisfaction because many of them spend their time as listeners and do not very often get to tell their story, except perhaps to family members. Of course, being seen as a student did have disadvantages. Prison chaplains are extremely busy, as prison populations and chaplain requirements expand. In the essence of prioritizing, my student research did at times fall by the wayside — more so than if I were viewed as an expert in my field. 
As I have progressed with my research, I draw less and less on the naïve student role. Instead I have moved into the role of someone with a considerable base of comparative knowledge in the field, becoming more of a peer than a protégé. This is extremely beneficial in collecting data because I do not have to stop and unpack each vocabulary term or concept as it is used; I am conversant in the language of the setting, from kites to RLUIPA.
 Echoing this, Lofland et al. (2006: 68) continue,

It may be beneficial to reveal a degree of insider knowledge, skill, or understanding in order to make participants feel comfortable and more connected with you. The general point here is that while the researcher is best advised to assume a novice role and perhaps enact strategic incompetence in the field, sometimes it may be advantageous to highlight particular personal attributes that are valued in the setting.
An insider role allows me the opportunity to probe deeper in qualitative interviews, asking a larger variety of theoretically abstract questions. It also benefits me by assigning my research a higher priority than it was previously accorded; chaplains email me updates and continuously check back in, as a way to stay connected. While I do still draw on the student role at times — primarily when meeting new chaplains — it is more common for chaplains to refer to me as a researcher, academic, or scholar, rather than as “just a student.”
Data Collection and Analysis
It is worth keeping in mind that researchers can only lay out a tentative plan for a proposed study, leaving open the possibility of substantial revision as necessary. When first formulating my research proposal, I had difficulty determining the most suitable strategies for data collection. I was restricted from using participant observation as my primary method since I am not an ordained religious advisor. I will be able to attend meetings and conferences put on by prison chaplain associations and receive tours of prison facilities, but I will not be able to get an observational look at the day-to-day workings of this occupation. I considered doing narrative, content, or textual analysis of documents, but the few documents that exist, such as theological arguments and training manuals, are unsuitable for my purposes. I plan to examine administrative state regulations to help supplement my data and provide them with a structural context, but this source of data was not enough to provide me with the answers appropriate to my research interests. I decided to eschew any use of quantitative methods because of my focus upon meaning, process, and context. Qualitative interviewing emerged as the most appropriate primary method, although I intend to supplement this technique with observations and textual analysis.
INTERVIEWING


I will conduct my research on prison chaplains using qualitative interviews as the primary method of data collection. According to Kvale (1996), qualitative interviewing empowers researchers to understand the world from the subjects’ points of view, which suits my research questions very well. Unstructured, in-depth, active interviews (Fontana and Frey 1994) are guided conversations between two or more individuals that evolve around a specific purpose and involve both asking questions and listening. I will be following a loosely organized, unstructured interview guide that has built-in flexibility, enabling me to modify my focus, depending on the individuals interviewed and the institutions where they work (see Appendix B). 

Framing the interview is something that I approach very cautiously, since I want to provide a guide for my participants but I do not want that guide to become overly restrictive and lead participants to censor themselves. According to Holstein and Gubrium (1995), the introduction to an interview is a signpost for directing respondents through the interview interaction. The framing of the interview helps to create a definition of the situation and explain the study and consent procedures for participants. I communicate with participants primarily via email and use this as a way to frame interviews. I provide a brief summary of my research, explaining my purpose as well as a rough outline of topics to be covered. This helps orient participants since most are more comfortable with the listener role and also facilitates reflection on their experiences before the start of the interview. I also attach my consent forms to the email and explain them briefly. Participants are required to sign the consent forms and send them back to me before we schedule an interview. This process is greatly streamlined with the use of electronic signatures
, in which case participants can easily email me their forms rather than faxing or mailing them to my department office. 
Once I receive a signed consent form, I schedule a two hour interview with the participant. Interviews take place primarily over the telephone, because participants and I come from diverse geographical areas, and are digitally recorded. I begin interviews with a short introduction in which I explain the focus and goals of the interview. I also use this time to establish rapport with individuals.
 During the introduction, I test the digital recorder and clarify any consent procedures that are unclear to participants. 

The image of the participant-as-storyteller (Holstein and Gubrium 1995; Gubrium and Holstein 2002) guides my interview technique. This perspective rejects the view of participants as repositories of opinions and experiences to be extracted. Rather, the interview is a project for producing meaning — meaning that emerges as part of the project and not before. By engaging with participants as storytellers I am part of the audience, forced to listen more acutely than I would in day-to-day conversation. These stories draw upon the audience and are assembled responsively and continuously throughout research conversations. 

Following the epistemological guidance of classic field research texts (Douglas 1985; Herman-Kinney and Verschaeve 2003; Holstein and Gubrium 1995; Kvale 1996; Lofland et al. 2006; Warren 2002), I begin these conversations by eliciting individuals’ natural histories, tracing their lives from their earliest inclination towards religion through to their present involvement with prison chaplaincy (either as a full- or part-time practice). I then ask them about specific aspects of their work, systematically working my way, with probes, through topics such as institutional socialization, control and supervision, spiritual and church connections, and their evolving and diverse relationships with different types of inmate clients (among other topics). During this stage of the interview I discuss with them how they fit into the prison setting and any other experiences that have characterized their particular role and placements. The third stage of the interviews is more analytical. Having taken them through their life histories and range of empirical experiences, I conclude by focusing on a more theoretical approach to their lives and work. Although this stage is the most likely to develop as I acquire more information and my ideas evolve, I intend to bring up and let them help me work on concepts relating to power, role, identity, and social control (among other issues). I finish these interviews by discussing future policies and scenarios that seem desirable and likely, balancing the idealistic with the feasible.


In addition to recording the interviews, I take notes on printed copies of my interview topical guide. As a map for the interview, I check off topics as they are covered to refrain from asking redundant questions. I also use interview markers extensively. As questions arise, I write these as markers to ask at the end of the interview. I do not want to cut off participants prematurely, a risk enhanced by the lack of visual cues and body language provided in telephone communications, but I also want to ensure that I return to those topics of interest before I forget them. 

PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION
In addition to my primary data source, I will continue to gather data at professional chaplain conferences. The American Correctional Chaplains Association (ACCA) annually sponsors several regional conferences and one national conference with the goal of addressing issues of concern to those in prison ministry. Volunteers, chaplains, and DOC administrators are invited to attend guest lectures and participate in discussion. Conference lecture topics vary from statewide policy changes to briefings on legal decisions that affect the provision of religion in prison. This is an opportunity to observe the hierarchy of chaplaincy, interactions between chaplains, volunteers, and administrators, as well as to listen for dominant ideologies and discourses around punishment, religion, and the workplace. I am also able to network with chaplains and recruit participants, conduct informal interviews, as well as meet with participants before formally interviewing them, thereby increasing the productivity of those formal interviews (Rubin and Rubin 1997). 

I take detailed field notes (Bodgan 1972; Burgess 1991; Lofland et al. 2006) of what I see and hear. As written representations of these professional conferences, my field notes are thickly descriptive, taking into account the social context and setting. In a few settings writing notes might be seen as normative behavior, however, even where taking full field notes in a setting is possible it is not necessarily desirable; it is virtually impossible to take notes while looking downward and to continue to observe closely (Holstein and Gubrium 1995). Furthermore, as a known observer, the observed are already well aware of being watched. There is no need to increase any anxiety they may feel by continuously and openly writing. In light of this I take brief, jotted notes in the setting of phrases, key words, quotes and interactions. 
All of these jotted notes are not field notes until I convert them into a log of observations. They function to jog my memory while writing out full field notes. Given the level of thick description I aim for, it is ideal to write these as soon as possible because relying solely on memory can result in large gaps in description. Generally, I write out as much as possible during the breaks between conference activities and supplement these with full field notes written at the end of the day. I also bring my recorder with me for use when I am unable to fully write out my observations or have very little time between conference activities. My basic goal in observing and writing up field notes is to create a running description of the events, people, things heard and overheard, and interactions. I focus on providing concrete details and descriptions rather than brief summary overviews or abstract adjectives as described by Lofland et al. (2006).
TEXTUAL SOURCES

Finally, I will analyze several textual sources: training manuals, state DOC guidelines, chaplain newsletters, and professional association pamphlets. I will sample from state-, regional-, and national-level sources since participants are embedded within the chaplaincy culture at each of these levels. Documents are a valuable informational resource, providing detailed information about the structure of organizations and their activities (Noaks and Wincup 2004). They are particularly useful in accessing organizational culture and providing perspective on how a group chooses to manage its public representation. 


Gaining access to sources of textual data is relatively simple when compared with negotiating access with interview participants. Vast amounts of information are available to the public without requesting permission, and access may be immediate and free. Such public domain documents I might use include DOC mission statements, definitional statements, and rules and policies. These are all documents accessible via the Internet. There are also restricted access documents I plan on reviewing, including training materials, chaplain newsletters, and professional association pamphlets. These documents are not readily available to the public (they are not posted on the Internet) but they are accessible through DOC employees and supervisors or distributed at professional conferences. They are more difficult to obtain than public domain documents but they are not tremendously burdensome to procure.

While the Internet has increased accessibility to documentary sources it is vital that researchers examine such evidence with a critical eye. In assessing documentary evidence, Noaks and Wincup (2004) suggest using the following dimensions: authenticity, credibility, representativeness, and clarity. Authenticity refers to the judgment that documents are attributable to the organization or individual to whom they are ascribed. Credibility refers to the content of the materials and an assessment of the extent to which the evidence is undistorted and free from error. Representativeness refers to the extent to which materials are typical. However, I will also examine atypical documents to define and understand these “typical” documents. Finally, clarity relates to the comprehensibility of documents and examines intended and received meanings. I will use these four dimensions in determining from which textual sources I should collect data as well as in the assessment of that collected data. 

FIELD NOTES, A GENERAL WORD
Throughout the research process I will be writing out extensive field notes. These will be of three varieties: empirical, analytical, and methodological. I will write out empirical field notes primarily during participant observation, but also during and after interviews. I will analyze these field notes as sources of data. I will utilize analytical field notes for conceptual development. Finally, methodological field notes will help me capture how I have changed during the research process and my role in the setting. These notes will provide information for the method and setting chapters of the dissertation. 
CODING

The analysis of data is not an exact science (Berg 2001). I will restrict my discussion here to a general overview of the different processes of coding I have used in identifying themes and patterns in my data. When I first began analysis of my data, I relied upon a more formal approach to coding espoused by Ritchie, Spencer, and O’Connor (2003) and Coffey and Atkinson (1996). I sifted through data, pulling out significant words, phrases, and ideas and attaching to them both in vivo (Coffey and Atkinson 1996) and abstract codes. I then began a process of focused coding (Lofland et al. 2006), making connections between various codes based on the patterns and groupings that emerged from my reading of the data. I organized these into a framework, at times collapsing codes while expanding others. While I found the use of a framework to be beneficial in organizing my thinking about the data, I also felt its inflexible nature to be limiting. I worried that my framework glossed over significant distinctions within the data and restricted me to a superficial analysis. 

In response to this worry, I sought out an alternative coding strategy which would allow a more holistic view of my data. Rather than isolating data and reducing these to fit a rigid coding framework, I attempted to move between data and my analysis in a fluid way. Adler and Adler (forthcoming) call this top-down mode gestalt analysis. I modify and refine my analysis to reflect new data and insights, in turn guiding further data collection. I prefer this mode of data analysis to my earlier strategy, which provides room for my ideas to evolve. Whereas previously my coding was restricted to a set beginning and end time, this new manner of analysis is continuous and ongoing. To facilitate such a gestalt analysis of my data, I write memos. As Miles and Huberman (1994: 72) state,

Memos are primarily conceptual in intent. They don’t just report data; they tie together different pieces of data into a recognizable cluster, often to show that those data are instances of a general concept. Memos can also go well beyond codes and their relationships to any aspect of the study — personal, methodological, substantive. They are one of the most useful and powerful sense-making tools at hand.

Memos are an essential technique for qualitative analysis. I use them to facilitate thinking about, and stimulating analytic insights into my data. I will continue to memo throughout collection, analysis, and writing. 

Methodological Issues and Challenges

ETHICAL ISSUES

In this research project, I have adopted the contextual ethical position described by Kvale (1996). This position views ethical behavior less as an application of general principles than as researchers’ internalized moral values. Rather than adhering to abstract strictures the emphasis rests on the feelings of the researcher and subjects as well as on ethical negotiations between all actors in these interactions. This position is important because it facilitates making ethical decisions on a case-by-case basis, in the best interest of each participant. 

Although all participants of social research incur some cost, participants in research involving sensitive topics incur costs that may extend beyond mere inconvenience or hassle. This includes research that deals with things defined as sacred by participants (Lee and Renzetti 1993), as in my research on chaplains in prisons. In order to maintain an ethical standard in my research, I must anticipate the perceived risk factors from the perspective of the prison chaplains while keeping in mind that not all chaplains will perceive risk the same way as each other or as I do. This is crucial because chaplains come from diverse religious backgrounds, have different motivations for choosing this line of work, and experience different reactions to their experiences. Given the sensitive nature of a person’s religious identity, it is important to respect each participant’s beliefs and values, which may entail something unique in each case. 

One sensitive issue of particular concern for this population involves asking about topics that have the potential to breach inmate-chaplain confidentiality. Because of my desire to avoid placing participants in professionally compromising situations, I am leaving it up to the chaplains to guide me in the best ways of specifically dealing with this problem. I have to be sensitive to this issue when asking probing questions, if only because I do not want chaplains to think I am asking for protected information. 

VALIDITY

Although constructs such as internal validity and external reliability are more strongly associated with positivist epistemology (Denzin and Lincoln 1994), there are steps that qualitative researchers can take to help enhance the sensitivity, accuracy and generalizability of their research. Altheide and Johnson (1994: 489) suggest that researchers pursue validity–as–reflexive accounting as a means of enhancing their accuracy, where “the researcher, the topic, and the sense–making process [are] in interaction.” 
I employed two strategies to increase the accuracy of my research. First, to assess my interpretations and their goodness of fit to the data, I searched for discrepant evidence and negative cases. By examining both supporting and discrepant data in relation to my analysis, I was able to assess whether to retain or modify my conclusions, making them more robust. This helped cut down on researcher subjectivity stemming from data that either stand out or fit existing theory, by pointing out deficiencies in my interpretations that could not be explained. Second, I used triangulation (Denzin 1970) and cross checking (Douglas 1976) to reduce the risk of systematic biases associated with one method. Collecting data using a variety of sources and methods gave me a broader and more secure understanding of the issues. 
External generalizability is often not a crucial issue for qualitative studies. Indeed, according to Maxwell (2005), the value of a qualitative study may depend on its lack of being representative of a larger population; it may provide an account of a setting or population that is illuminating as an extreme case. In contrast, internal generalizability is a key issue for qualitative studies, referring to the generalizability of a conclusion within the setting or group studied. To attend to the internal generalizability of my research I rely on theoretical sampling (discussed earlier) and thick description. The factors I have identified as significant for sampling should allow me to capture the wide range and variability of chaplain experiences, thereby increasing the generalizability of my conclusions to the setting. 
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Ch. 1: Introduction: 

Prisons and Punishment in America

History of Prison Chaplaincy

Legal Foundations of Prison Religion

Ch. 2: Method and Setting


Negotiating Access and Relationships

Data Collection and Analysis


Issues and Challenges


Models of Prison Chaplaincy


Typology of Religious Workers


Work Duties and Responsibilities

Ch. 3: Socialization and Role Fusion

Ch. 4: The Spiritual Marketplace

Ch. 5: Emotion Work

Ch. 6: The Danger of Work 

Ch. 7: Conclusion

SOCIALIZATION AND ROLE FUSION

1.) Introduction

a. Prison and Prison Employee Literature

b. Socialization Literature

2.) Becoming a Prison Chaplain

a. The Daily Grind

i. Average Duties

ii. Typical Interactions

b. Expectations 

c. Challenges

i. Experiences with Inmates

ii. Experiences with Officers

d. Adjustment

i. Adapting to the Institution

ii. Redefining Rehabilitation

iii. Expanding Clientele

3.) Conclusion

a. Role Strain and Role Fusion

Previous research on prison chaplaincy examined the influence of custodial objectives on chaplains’ support for the rehabilitation of incarcerated individuals. Most chaplains identified the purpose of incarceration to be the protection of society, indicating that chaplains are not immune to the influences of the prison in which they work. These empirical data have led scholars to conclude that chaplains, as prison employees, diminish their personal orientations and goals in favor of identification with custodial objectives. In this chapter, I closely examine this conclusion, offering a more nuanced analysis of the socialization process chaplains experience as correctional employees. 

I begin with the expectations held by chaplains as they entered the work setting: what they expected to accomplish and why. I describe the challenges of working in the correctional environment, and note the adjustments chaplains made in reaction to these challenges. Similar to medical students, chaplains’ original expectations did not align with their daily work. Unlike medical students, however, chaplains retained some of their original idealism, helping to sustain them in their work. This was accomplished through a series of adjustments in their work. I conclude with a theoretical examination of the role and identity processes that framed the experiences of prison chaplains, paying particular attention to the effect of evaluation and commitment on role processes. I focus my theoretical analysis on two dimensions embedded within the prison chaplain role and the felt strain that accompanied this configuration of role dimensions.

THE SPIRITUAL MARKETPLACE

I.) A buffet of religious choices; the ability (inmates) to “try out” a religion

a. Employees lack the ability to check out who is real or authentic and who is not

II.) Fear of “generic” religion (the undersell)
a. Watering or dumbing it down?

III.) Fear of proselytizing religion (the oversell)

a. Do they sell religion or hawk their wares? Do they offer incentives or toys?

IV.) The spirit of capitalism

Previous analyses of religion in America have, at times, focused on a marketplace theme; a buffet of spiritual and religious choices allowing individuals to pick and choose which beliefs they like best. Wade Clark Roof claims that religious choice adheres to a free market; in contrast, I offer an analysis that considers whether the prison environment curtails some of this freedom and, if so, in what ways. 

In this chapter I would like to examine religion as a “product” and the meanings that are tied to this product. I believe that there is significant tension around selling this product to inmates. Chaplains identify two fears when it comes to providing religious guidance to inmates: proselytizing (the over sell) and generic religion (the under sell). In the over sell, chaplains lose the ability to cater to a diverse religious population and focus on bringing inmates to one particular religion—the telemarketers of prison chaplaincy. In the under sell, chaplains lose the religious distinction between themselves and other social services provided to inmates. In these cases, chaplains are predominantly concerned with managing religious programming and ensuring that all the proper forms have been filled out and DOC procedures followed accordingly. There seems to exist a line between an appropriate level of selling and either under- or over-selling it. 

EMOTION WORK

I.) Introduction
II.) People Work

III.) Managing the Emotions of Others

IV.) Managing Own Emotions

V.) Conclusion

In this chapter I would like to examine the emotion work that characterizes prison chaplaincy. Prison chaplaincy is considered service work since it has uniquely to do with people. However unlike personnel work or the work of those involved in other types of service work, chaplains have objects and products to work upon, rather than services — these being people rather than inanimate objects.
People work differs from other kinds of work because human objects can hinder or help workers more effectively than inanimate objects. Strong emotional displays by inmates are considered part of an impulsive self and a work hindrance and, therefore, to be discouraged. In addition, inmates can become the objects of chaplains’ feelings. This emotional involvement threatens the distant stand from inmates taken by fellow staff members and, therefore, also discouraged. To facilitate this type of specialized work, chaplains find it necessary to manage both their own emotions, and the emotions of others. 
THE DANGER OF WORK
I.) Introduction

a. Prison Worker Danger literature

b. Danger at Work literature

II.) Forms and Types of Danger

a. Occupational/Professional

b. Physical/Violence

c. Emotional/Mental/Psychological

d. Legal

e. Religious

III.) The Threat of Danger

a. Uncertainty: Never knowing when 

b. Pervasiveness: Every interaction is possibly dangerous

c. Transmission: Folk stories

IV.) Constant Vigilance

a. The Panopticon

b. Ideology of Control

c. Internalization and surveillance of behavior

V.) Conclusions

a. The contradiction between “soft” and “hard”

In this chapter I will discuss what it means to work in a setting considered to be dangerous. I will begin with a review of the literature on dangerous occupations: firefighters, construction workers and others. I will also review the literature on the danger of prison work. I will then outline five different forms that danger takes in the work of prison chaplains.  The threat of danger has three characteristics: it is uncertain, it is pervasive, and it is socially transmitted. I will discuss each of these characteristics in turn before examining what the threat of danger means for religious employees. I will draw on the panopticon structure to contextualize this discussion, focusing on the way chaplains actively construct the prison setting as a dangerous one. This active construction of danger permeates life outside the prison walls and therefore has significant consequences for chaplains, as well as other prison employees. I will conclude with a discussion of the tension between the “hard” and “soft” of prison chaplaincy; does the “soft” of chaplaincy (acceptance of others, forgiveness, provision of a model for inmates of the relationship with God) succumb to the hardness of the prison environment?
CONCLUSION
Philosophies of Corrections 


Retribution, Rehabilitation, Management Orientations

Marginality 


Occupying both insider and outsider status


Liminal Status
Impression Management


Distinction between subordinate and superior audiences
The Self

Institutional and Impulsive Selves
My conclusion will be themed around “conflict” and will encompass four subsections: correctional philosophies such as retribution or management; marginal or liminal status; impression management; and the self. I hope to tie these together in illustration of the relationship between structure and the individual. 

My argument is that changing correctional philosophies will align, to varying degrees of success, with the expectations and assumptions attached to prison chaplaincy work (held both by chaplains, inmates, and staff). When the alignment is relatively poor, chaplains are negatively evaluated by other staff as strangers and intruders; despite their insider status as employees, chaplains are perceived to be outsiders. On the other hand the primary clients, the inmates, may view chaplains negatively, as a result of their employee status. As such, chaplains might be considered marginal insiders/outsiders, depending on how strong their alliance is to the institution or to inmates. 

I will also mention the importance of managing impressions in correctional institutions, and draw similarities and distinctions between subordinate audiences (inmates) and superior audiences (staff and administration). I will draw in material from both the emotion chapter and role fusion chapter to discuss in detail the importance of impression management.

Finally, I would like to explore the self. I will focus primarily on the distinction between institutional and impulsive selves (Turner, 1976) in this discussion. I believe there is tension between the chaplains’ perceptions of their selves and the selves of inmates. On one hand, the inmates’ selves are perceived to be impulsive and negatively evaluated for this. On the other hand, chaplains refer to their selves as something a part from the correctional institution—they regard prison rules and policies only provisionally necessary and when conforming to these many rules, they experience a conflict with their true or authentic selves. 
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Appendix A: Research Questions
1. The Danger of Work

a. What is danger? Why is chaplaincy considered dangerous?
b. In what way(s) is chaplaincy work dangerous? In what way(s) is it not dangerous? In what way(s) is it safe?
c. How do chaplains learn what or who is dangerous? How do they teach others?

d. What happens when danger is disregarded?

e. Is danger constant? Intermittent? 

f. How are chaplains affected by danger?

g. How do chaplains cope with danger?

h. Does danger transcend the workplace? How?

2. The Spiritual Marketplace

a. How do chaplains experience the serving of many different religious needs while adhering to one faith background personally? 
b. In what way(s) are religions commodified? How are they standardized into uniform products? What meanings are tied to religion (as a product)?

c. How do chaplains “sell” inmates on religion? How do they sell them on a particular type of religion? Do they offer perks or rewards for buying?
d. How do chaplains inspire “buyer confidence” in their product? Are they sellers of themselves (as products) and/or their religion?

e. How do chaplains deal with buyers’ remorse (inmates are not committed to one religion or another)? What do they do with this?
f. Is there a line between appropriate selling and too much of a hard sell (ie: proselytizing)? How is this line enforced? What sanctions are there for crossing it?

g. Is there a line between appropriate selling and not selling enough (ie: generic religion or not religious enough)? How is this line enforced? What sanctions are there for crossing it?
3. Emotion Work

a. What emotions are appropriate for inmates to express? What emotions are inappropriate? 

b. Are inmate emotions authentic? How do chaplains determine authentic emotional displays?

c. How do chaplains help manage inauthentic or inappropriate inmate emotional displays?

d. What emotions are appropriate for chaplains to express? What emotions are inappropriate?

e. How do chaplains manage their own emotions? 
4. The Prison Chaplain Role and Identity

a. How do participants understand their role as prison chaplain? How do they understand any conflicts that are associated with that role?

b. How does the context of imprisonment affect/shape the roles and conflicts experienced by prison chaplains?

c. How do prison chaplains negotiate their roles and mitigate any conflict they encounter?

d. How does the context of imprisonment affect/shape the prison chaplain identity?

e. What processes underlie the formation of a prison chaplain identity?

f. What is the relationship between structure and agency in the prison chaplain experience?
Appendix B: Interview Topical Guide
1. General

a. Facility demographics

b. Personal demographics

2. Religious Background 
3. Employment Background 
4. Learning the Job 
5. The Day to Day Stuff 
6. Relationships and Interactions 
7. Danger of Work

a. How is it? How is it not?

b. Learning danger

c. Consequences for disregarding

d. Coping 

e. Long term effects
f. Emotion
8. Religion

a. Importance

b. Where does it fit?

c. When it doesn’t work

d. When it does work
e. Emotion
9. Spiritual Marketplace

a. Religious choices in prison

b. Generic religion

c. Conversion and selling inmates on religion

d. Authentic versus Inauthentic commitments

e. Proselytizing 
f. Emotion
10. Macro Level Topics

a. RLUIPA

b. State policies (intra- and inter-state comparison)

Appendix C: Dissertation Timeline
Spring 2008

1. Prospectus and Defense

2. Data Collection

a. Participant Observation

b. Interviewing

3. Transcription and Coding

4. Send out Socialization and Role Fusion article (Symbolic Interaction)

5. MSS Conference

6. Compile data and begin analysis for Danger of Work paper

Summer 2008

1. Data Collection 

a. Participant Observation

b. Interviewing

c. Professional Chaplain Conferences (4)

2. Transcription and Coding

3. ASA Conference

4. First/Second draft of Danger of Work paper

Fall 2008

1. Data Collection

a. Participant Observation

b. Interviewing

2. Finish Danger of Work paper and send out for publication (crim journal)

3. Compile data and begin analysis for Spiritual Marketplace paper

4. ASC Conference


Spring 2009

1. Continue Participant Observation

2. Write Spiritual Marketplace paper

3. Prep for job search (identify schools, C.V., teaching portfolio)
Summer 2009

1. ASA conference

2. Begin job search

3. Start Methods and Setting chapter

Fall 2009

1. ASC conference

2. Finish Methods and Setting chapter

3. Start Conclusion chapter

Spring 2010

1. Finish Conclusion chapter

2. Write Introduction chapter

3. Defense

Appendix D: HRC Materials

I have received approval by the HRC to collect data for this project. My protocol number is 0605.07 and expires September 06, 2008. 
� Criminal justice system


� Department of corrections


� Throughout most of the history of the penitentiary, Christian (Puritan) principles have molded the structure of the institution. However, as the racial demography of prison changed during the 20th century, so too did the religious makeup of the incarcerated population. As a result of the diversification of religious needs within prisons, there has been an attempt to neutralize the religious sphere, making it more acceptable to a wide range of religious groups and programming. Despite these efforts, the prison staff remains predominantly Christian. As research by Sundt and Cullen (2002: 375) illustrates, well over half (69.4%) of prison chaplains are from a Protestant background, with the second largest chaplain affiliation being Catholic (under 26%). 


� Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (2000)


� In an electronic signature, participants type their names on to consent documents, rather than printing the document and signing their names in ink. I have received HRC approval for this practice in my research. 


� Based on my previous interviews with participants, my academic role and career were most often discussed. Participants seemed extremely interested in my role as a graduate student and the dissertation process. I have often felt some camaraderie between myself and participants based on this, because almost all had gone through clinical pastoral education (CPE) and many were thinking about, or were currently engaged in, obtaining a second degree. The second most highly discussed topic was Colorado weather, especially as it pertained to the outdoors and winter sports. 


�I will discuss approaches to criminal justice and prison chaplaincy at a statewide level. Although legally mandated, the provision of religion in correctional facilities varies widely state to state. The structural provisions in each state, the policies and regulations, have led to different approaches with regard to religious programming. These differences are enormously important in determining the social landscape of prison chaplaincy. 
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