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ABSTRACT

The present study was aimed at the investigation of conjugal visitation and family bonding
among incarcerated people. The study was conducted in Addis Ababa,Kaliti correctional center.
136participants (38 females and 98 males) were selected by using purposive sampling. A self-
reported questionnaire that consisted of questions on social background, conjugal visit and
family bonding was administered. The data obtained were analyzed using Parson Product-
Moment Correlation Coefficient and independent sample t- test. The result of correlation
coefficient(r = .275, p < .05, N =136)showed a weak, positive and statistically insignificant
relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among families who have no child;
and(r = .53, p < .05, N = 136) showed a statistically significant relationship among incar cerated
people who have a child or children. The independent sample t-test also demonstrated
statistically significant difference (-2.90, df = 134, p <. 05) between male and female prisoners
in preserving family bonding related to conjugal visitation; the result was in favor of male
incarcerations.Finally, it was concluded that conjugal visitation is significantly associated with

family bonding.
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CHAPTER ONE

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the study

For many young people, families act as a critical source of pride, strength and guidance. Family
relationships have been found to be the most valued aspect of a young person’s life, the majority
(73%) of young people nominated parents as their role models and the people they most admire.
A further 12% nominated an older brother or sister and 9% nominated a grandparent. Only 6%

picked a sport stars or pop culture identity as their main role model (Mission Australia, 2006).

As ahuman being, incarcerations arrested by whatever cases were influenced on many aspects of
their lives by their families. In addition family and parenting variables are key predictors of
crimina behavior through the life-course (Farrington 2002; Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber
1986, Cited by Murry, J., 2005). Loss of outside relationships is considered the most painful
aspect of confinement for prisoners (Flanagan, 1980). A study from North America shows that
more than half of the 1.4 million adults incarcerated in state and federal prisons are parents of
minor children. The vast mgjority of incarcerated parents are male (93%) and are held in state
prisons. Among the men held in state prison, 55 percent report having minor children. Among
the women, who account for 6 percent of the state prison population, 65 percent report that they
have minor children. Over half (58%) of the minor children of incarcerated parents are less than

10 years old (Mumola, 2000).



Family contact is associated with lower rates of self-harm while inside prison. Families are one
of the most important factors affecting prisoners’ rehabilitation after release (Social Exclusion

Unit, 2002, Cited by Murray, J., 2005).

Family is affected and involved in the prison sentence. It affects everybody close. The effects of
imprisonment on partners of prisoners are very harmful. Imprisonment of a partner can be
emotionally devastating and practically debilitating. Loss of income, social isolation, difficulties
of maintaining contact, deterioration in relationships, and extra burdens of childcare can
compound a sense of loss and hopelessness for prisoners’ partners (Morris, 1965, sited by
Murray J. 2005). Children can suffer a range of problems during their parent’s imprisonment,
such as. depression, hyperactivity, aggressive behavior, withdrawal, regression, clinging
behavior, slegping problems, eating problems, running away, truancy and poor school grades

(Murray, J., 2005).

Unfortunately, prisoners’ families have been little studied in their own right. The effects of
imprisonment on families and children of prisoners are ailmost entirely neglected in academic
research, prison statistics, public policy and media coverage. However, we can infer from
prisoners’ backgrounds that their families are a highly vulnerable group. Limited research to date
suggests that imprisonment can have devastating consequences for partners and children (Mills,

2003).

In Ethiopia, the issues regarding incarcerations, conjugal visitation and family bonding are not

studied well. By considering this gap, this study focused on unexplored research questions which



have psychological and social implications. There are a lot of variables that need to be studied

regarding incarcerations but this study focused on conjugal visitation and family bonding.

1.2. Statement of the problem

Some of the areas that need serious attention in our country are correction centers, prisoners and
their families. Paradoxically it is one of the areas which got least consideration. We can observe
these by visiting different correction centers in Addis Ababa. When we think about prisoners the
first thing that pope to our mind is conjugal visitation. Conjugal visitation is the right not only for

incarcerations but also their families.

This right is well mentioned in our constitution and different laws; but its applicability is very
limited not only in our country but also in developed countries that always preceded us in
making and implementing human rights. When the right of conjugal visitation is forbidden or
limited, spouses who had the right to meet with their lover, and children who had the right to
Spent time with their father’s or mothers’ denied the access too. There are spouses who denied
their right to have a baby with their incarcerated lover and also there are woman who remain

childless because they gone to menopause while they are in prison.

There are many social and psychological problems raised related to conjugal visit and family
bonding. But we have only few studies on the area, specialy related with psychology. So the

purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between conjugal visitation and family



bonding among incarcerations. Accordingly, the study is designed to answer the following

research questions:

How is the practice of conjugal visitation among incarcerated people?

Is there a significant relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among
couples who have child/children?

Is there a significant relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among
couples who have no child?

Is there a significant relationship between years Spent in prison and conjugal visitation
among incarcerated people?

Is there a significant relationship between years Spent in prison and family bonding
among incarcerated people?

Is there a significant difference between male and female incarcerations with respect to
conjugal visitation?

Is there a significant difference among male and female incarcerations with respect to

preserving family bonding as aresult of conjugal visitation?

1.3. Objective of the study
General objective
The am of this study was to show the relationship between conjugal visitation and family

bonding among prisoners.

Specific objectives

To study the practice of conjugal visitation among incarcerated people.



To study the relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among couples
who have child/children.

To study the relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among couples
who have no child.

To examine the relationship between years spent in prison and conjugal visitation among
incarcerated people.

To examine the relationship between years spent in prison and family bonding among
incarcerated people.

To examine if there a datisticaly significant difference among male and female
incarcerations with respect conjugal visitation.

To examine if there a satisticaly significant difference among male and female

incarcerations with respect to preserving family bonding as aresult of conjugal visitation.

1.4. Significance of the study

Some possible benefits of this study are:
It will enrich the existing literature in the field of family counseling and crimina
psychology.
It helps counselors who work with prisoners to have information about the challenges
family bonding.
The result of the study is expected to give direction or to lend to a better understanding of
the problems and prospects of prisoners.
In addition the study may serve as a ground work for further researches on studies to be

doneinthisarea



1.5. Limitations

Some of the challenges which the researcher faced are:
Absence of previously undertaken research work at the local level.
Uncomfortable and crowded environment to collect data.
Unwillingness of incarcerated peoples to give appropriate information and lack of

necessary support from officer’s /prison/.

1.6. Delimitation of the study

There are alot of psychological variables that need to be studied among incarcerations; but this
study was delimited on the relationship of conjugal visitation and family bonding. The study is

also delimited to Kality correctional center.

1.7. Operational definition of terms

Conjugal visitation: visitation of prisoners in the correction center by their wife/lhusband and

their child/children.
I ncar ceration: prisoners who are sentenced for punishment and live in correction center.

Family bonding: the relationship of prisoners with their wife/husband and their child/children.



CHAPTER TWO

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Family

The family is said to be universal because it is found in more societies than any other social
ingtitution, including the economy, the state, religious communities, and educationa
organizations. Y et this universal term conveys a variety of images. The word family may mean
something quite different to an African-American, an American Indian, Southeast Asian refugee,
a stepparent, a foster parent, a landlord, or a zoning board member. One’s image of family may
reflect one’s position in the family life cycle ranging from a childless couple to the “sandwich
generation” with both young and old dependents to the “empty nest” stage (T. Ooms & S.

Preister, 1988).

According to Webster dictionary (2014), "a family is a group of people united by certain
convictions or a common affiliation, a group of persons of common ancestry. There are aso
concepts of family that break with tradition within particular societies or those that are
transplanted and form a society or a family unit. The word “family” is often used to simply
classify groups. Today we have many types of families we have become familiar with such as

the extended family, the adopted family, blended family and foster family".

Family is two or more people who are committed to each other and who share intimacy,
resources, decision-making responsibilities, and values. Family plays a crucia role in the

wellbeing of young people, having a significant influence on the development of their identity,



beliefs and values. Because of this, families can be both a major strength in a young person’s life

and also their greatest source of concern and distress.

2.2 Prisonersand their families

Families of prisoners have traditionally been seen as the ‘forgotten victims’ of the criminal
justice system in England and Wales (R Matthews 1989). They can experience a range of
problems due to the imprisonment of arelative, such as economic hardship, socia stigmatization
and emotional difficulties, yet no one statutory or voluntary body has had responsibility for
assisting families with these issues. Furthermore, despite commentators such as Woolf (1991)
and HM Chief Inspector of Prisons (HMCIP) (1999) recognizing family and community ties as
important to the stability of prison regimes and the well-being of prisoners, families have often

been ignored in debates surrounding the nature and purpose of imprisonment.

2.3. Prisoners - Family Communication

There are small and large families, and recently many families are separated by distances. Each
year in Australia, around 11,000 young people experience family separation as a result of broken
relationships (Child Support Agency, 2009). Research has shown strong positive relationships
with parents and other family members help children to feel heard, understood, loved, important
and valued. They aso help foster a sense of belongingness, security and self-worth, and assist in
developing high self-esteem, positive self-image, better concentration and a sense of optimism.
In addition, strong family relationships assist the development of resilience and socia and

emotional competency, improving young people’s ability to deal with adversity. In contrast,



family conflict has been found to be the greatest cause of unhappiness. Although conflict is
recognized as a normal and healthy part of all family relationships, when not handled effectively
it has significant and long lasting effects. Children and young people who have experienced
more family transitions and conflicts are more likely to be troubled by a wide range of complex
emotions including sadness, anger, fear, jeadousy, isolation and insecurity. Moreover, the
emotional stress young people can experience when they lack a nurturing family environment
has been associated with higher levels of problem behaviors such as substance use, delinquency,
poor school performance, unplanned teenage pregnancies, risk-taking behavior and suicide

(Cavanagh & Huston,2008).

Communication between prisoners and their families provides the most concrete and visible
strategy that families and prisoners use to manage separation and maintain connections. Families
visit their imprisoned relatives at the institutions where they are held, talk with them by phone,

and exchange cards and | etters as a means of staying connected.

These contacts alow adults and parents and children to share family experiences and participate
in family rituas, e.g., birthday celebrations, religious observances, etc. and help them to remain
emotionally attached. They help assure incarcerated parents that their children have not forgotten
them and children that their parents love and care about them. They allow prisoners to see
themselves, and to function, in socialy acceptable roles rather than as prison numbers and

institutionalized dependents (C. Finney Hairston. 1991).
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Departments of corrections permit different type of communications between prisoners and their
kin and encourage the maintenance of family ties, in theory, as desirable correctional practices.
In actual situation, the support for prisoners’ families very considerably from one jurisdiction to
another and, within jurisdictions from one facility to another is different. As arule, prisons allow
families and children to visit though prisoners in administrative segregation or super maximum
prisons may be restricted to televideo and other types of noncontact visits. For many families and
friends of prisoners, the visit to aprison is alesson in humility, intimidation and frustration and a
highly charged and anxiety producing event (Fishman, 1990; Girshick, 1996. Cited by Creasie

Finney Hairston 2001)..

2.4 Conjugal visitation

A conjugal visit is a private meeting between an inmate and his or her spouse or significant
other, during which the couple is permitted to engage in whatever activity they desire. Conjugal
visitation is most often a synonym for sex this is not altogether true. This is clearly states by

Kevin Wright as follows:

“Married couples in society are understood to have rights inherent to marriage and these are
called conjugal rights. Sex is but one component of these rights. Conjugal rights are those which
enable married persons to enjoy associating with one another, sympathizing together, confiding

together...... ” [Kevin Wright, 1977/.
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The origins of the conjugal visit had more to do with encouraging work than preserving marital
relationships. The earliest program dates back to 1918 when James Parchmann, the warden at
Mississippi state penitentiary, introduced conjugal visits as an incentive for inmates to work
harder. Although conjugal programs are still used as an incentive for good behavior, they are no
longer applied as a means to increase work productivity. Today, the conjugal visit program is

designed primarily to preserve family bonds (Patrick Rodgers, 2008).

It is obvious that there is strong natural linkage between husband and wife. Both religious
commandments and secular laws support the cohabitation and oneness of spouses. On the revised
family code, spouses shall have with one another the sexual relations normal in marriage unless
these relations involve arisk of seriously prejudicing their health /Article 53(2) of revised family
code, proclamation of 2000/. More surprisingly, the law stipulates that any agreement to the

contrary shall be of no effect / Ibid Article 53(3)/.

In other words, relations between married couples are not just a form of entertainment-but a
duty. Hence, even the legidatures themselves do not include incarceration as an exception for
thisright. Thisis mainly because of the fact that the supreme law of the land considers the family
as the natural and fundamental unit of society and is entitled to protection by society and state /
Article 34(3) of the constitution of the federal democratic republic of Ethiopial. This protection
will be meaningless if conjugal visit is not allowed at the time when one of the spouses
incarcerated. This type of visit promotes healthy relationship and preserve the family bond since

it creates trust between themselves though one of them is behind bar. Magdalena S. et a on their
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book of human rights reference handbook states that, ‘marriage and family are ancient
institutions, recognized for centuries as the foundation of society. The state has an obligation to
establish marriage and family as institutions under law, but at the same time to respect a person’s
freedom to enter into marriage and the equal rights of both partners. Even prisoners cannot be

prohibited to marry /Supra note 11 pp. 252, Cited by GirmaH. 2013/.

In addition to maintain the family bond, conjugal visit has more to do with the concept of
rehabilitation. One of the main aims of incarceration is to limit freedom with the aim of
rehabilitation. Punishment is inflicted on an offender just to reform them or rehabilitate them so
as to make their re-integration into society easier because of the fact that, prisoners are not
permanently criminal and could contribute something for them as well as for the society after
release from prison. But some may argue that isolation is a way of rehabilitation. But, some
researchers believe that, there is nothing rehabilitative on restricting prisoners from having
intimacy with their spouses. Because treating peoples like animal is not natural. Hence depriving
prisoners’ intimacy with their spouses will not meet the objective of incarceration /Girma H.

2013/.

Moreover, alowing conjugal visit for prisoners may decrease the tendency of prisoners to have
relationship with similar sex i.e. homosexuality. Since homosexuality is forbidden by all
religions as well as national laws, alowing conjugal visit could decrease homosexuality in

prisons because prisoners still have intimacy with their spouses /Article 629 of the crimina code
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of the federal democratic republic of Ethiopia, May 2005/. The reason for conjugal visit could

also be extend to protecting the right of the spouses of prisoners.

Great distances typically separate children from their incarcerated parents. WWomen are housed in
prisons and average of 160 miles from their children, while men are an average distance of 100
miles away. These distances serve as abarrier to prison visits by family members. More than half
of incarcerated parents report never receiving a personal visit from their children. Contact in the
form of phone calls and letters often proves problematic as well. The number of calls or letters
per prisoner is typically limited by corrections policy which could disrupt familia relationships.
Both children and parents might have to deal with issues of abandonment and loss, weakened
attachment caused by separation, and the possibility of inadequate ongoing care resulting from

changes in care giving arrangements (Hagan & Petty, 2002).

Most Prisons present opportunities to improve prisoners’ abilities to serve as productive
members of their families once they are released. For example, prison-based programs can
enhance parenting skills, treat addictions, increase literacy, raise educationa levels, and
generally prepare inmates for life outside prison. Many of these programs have been shown to
reduce recidivism rates and improve the chances of successful reintegration. Some research
suggests that these programs also benefit a prisoner’s family networks and community. However,
for a variety of reasons, these programs are not widely available in al prisons. In fact, in recent

years, the share of prisoners participating in these programs has declined. Reasons for reduced
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availability include fiscal constraints as well as a shift in corrections departments’ policies, with

greater emphasis now on punishment rather than rehabilitation (Mumola, 2000).

2.5 Family Bonding

Family is a primary socia group consisting of parents and their offspring, the principal function
of which is a provision for its members (dictionary.reverso.net, 2014). Family bonding time is
time that family Spent together meaningfully. This isa designated time your family plans to
interact with each other over a group of activities or a mgor fun project

(houston.cbslocal.com/2011).

Family relationships are an important part of the glue that holds society together and they have
traditionally been regarded as one of the key determinants of social cohesion. But important
social developments such as the increasingly ‘fragile’ nature of relationships, dwindling family
size, social and spatial mobility, and individualization have had a major impact on the position of

the family within society (P.A. Dykstra, 2006).

2.6 Impact of imprisonment on family bonding

When a parent is sent to prison, many dimensions of family functioning undergo significant
changes. The family structure, financial relationships, income levels, emotional support systems,

and living arrangements may be affected. Intimate relationships are substantially burdened by
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incarceration. The forced separation of spouses and other intimate partners creates enormous
strains on those relationships, frequently ending them. Few prisons alow conjuga visits or
extended contact, which might ameliorate those strains. The artificial nature of same-sex
institutions inhibits the cycles of dating, friendships, and courtship experienced in free society.
The parent in prison is removed in a psychological sense, not just physically absent. Most
aspects of family life are outside their sphere of influence and control the role of conjugal visitin
preserving family bond while a spouse or partner is in prison; life for the loved one left behind
also undergoes significant changes. With al this struggles strong families are deeply committed
to the family unit and to promoting the happiness and welfare of each other (Clemson Extension,

1998. Cited by Begun, A. (2011)).

Imprisonment of afamily member imposes significant burdens on families. There is considerable
consistency between the few studies which have examined the social, financial, as well as
personal (physical and psychological wellbeing) effects. These include financial burdens such as
the loss of income and housing stress as well as costs of contact such as travel, telephone and
childcare (Codd, 2004). There are also emotional and social impacts such as hostility, loneliness

and social isolation (Braman, 2002).

The literature suggests that wives and girlfriends of inmates experience significant personal
change, often gaining independence and self-sufficiency (Furstenberg, 1995). Such changes can
alter the spouse’s expectations of the familial role the prisoner will play upon his or her return. In

addition, changes in family composition during an inmate’s absence can preclude the prisoner
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from resuming his or her role upon return. For example, the introduction of anew father figurein
the lives of a prisoner’s children may forever alter the father’s relationship to his children. The
social stigma of incarceration may prompt adult family members to avoid complicated or
difficult discussions with children to explain the absence of an incarcerated family member.
Being kept in the dark about a family member’s incarceration can influence the child emotionally
and psychologically, and this in turn impacts the restoration of parent-child relationships

(Macdermont & King, 1992. Cited by Murray, J. 2005).

Incarceration can also damage the financial situations of the families left behind. Most parents
(71%) in state prison were employed either full- or part-time in the month preceding their arrest.
Among incarcerated fathers, 60 percent held a full-time job prior to imprisonment, compared
with 39 percent of mothers. For fathers, these wages were the primary source of income for their
families (68%). Other sources of income included public assistance (13%), family and friends
(18%), and illegal sources (27%).More than half (53%) of fathers had a personal income below
$1,000 and another quarter (25%) had a personal income below $2,000 in the month prior to
their arrest. Mothers relied primarily on wages (44%) and public assistance (42%) as primary
sources of income. They aso relied on family and friends (26%) as well asillegal sources (28%)
for income. Child support only accounted for about 6 percent of mothers’ income. More than
half (51%) of incarcerated mothers had a persona income below $600 and another third (35%)
had a personal income below $2,000 in the month prior to their arrest. For incarcerated parents,
these sources of income are terminated when they go to prison. Sharing income with one’s

family isal but eliminated as most prisoners, even those with prison jobs, earn as little as $350 a
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year. This financial loss disproportionately burdens families already living in poverty (Johnston

& Carlin, 1996).

Social scientists and program providers define the significance of families and family ties to
prisoners and to the achievement of socia goals in numerous ways. The impact of incarceration
on families has been conceptualized as a form of family crises (Fishman, 1990), loss and
demoralization (Schneller, 1976) and victimization of children (Bloom and Steinhart, 1993).
More recent work has focused on socia capital and the impact of social disinvestment in
prisoners’ families and communities (Hagan and Coleman, 2001) and on the unintended and

intended consequences of social policy (Hairston, 1998), Cited by Murray, J. (2005).

2.7 The Role of Conjugal Visitation in Preserving Family Bonding

Conjugal visit is a scheduled extended visit during which an inmate is permitted to Spent several
hours or days in private, usually with legal spouse, and the parties are allowed to engage in
sexual intercourse. The widest recognized basis for permitting such a visit in modern times is to
preserve family bonds and increase the chances of success for a prisoner’s eventual return to life
outside prison. Additionally, the incentives of conjugal visits mean that inmates are strongly
motivated to comply with the various day to day rules and regulations of the prison.
Interestingly, the origins of the conjugal visit had more to do with encouraging work than
preserving marital relationships. The earliest program dates back to 1918 when James

Parchmann, the warden at Mississippi State Penitentiary, introduced conjuga visits as an
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incentive for inmates to work harder. Sex was used as the proverbia dangling carrot for

increasing inmate productivity (Patric, 2008).

It isimportant to support families with a member in prison to maintain contact and to re-establish
family relationships upon release. Research shows as early as Hirschi (1969) that family
attributes such as inadequate parental care, childhood experiences of criminal activity and
dysfunctional family structures have an impact on crimina behavior, whereas positive family
environments and attributes serve as protective factors against criminal behavior (Hirschi, 1969;
Farrington 2000). Studies have shown that prisoners who have greater contact with family during
their incarceration have consistently more positive post-release outcomes than those who have
little or no contact Over time, the system proved quite effective. So over the next 40 years, new
prisons included specia buildings specifically designed for Sunday "visits." Today, conjugal
visitation programs, also known as the Extended Family Visit (Naser and Vigne, 2006. Cited by

Urban institute justice policy center. January 2006).

Although conjugal programs are still used as an incentive for good behavior, they are no longer
applied as a means to increase work productivity. Today, the conjugal visit program is designed
primarily to preserve family bonds. The idea is that supporting these bonds will strengthen the
inmate's chances for rehabilitation and lessen rates of recidivism. Thus, most Extended Family
Visit programs are limited to inmates and spouses who were legally married prior to

incarceration (Patric, 2008).
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Typicaly, countries that offer extended family programs are extremely selective when it comes
to choosing who can participate. Not every convict wearing a wedding ring is automatically
eligible. Each state's Department of Corrections has its own highly specific set of eligibility rules
and requirements. For example, inmates must be serving in a medium security prison or less.
They cannot have any recent behavior or rule violations. And once they have jumped through all

the necessary hoops, the prisoner must go through a mandatory health screening (Patric, 2008).

On the other side, those wishing to visit the prisoner must also qualify for eligibility. A spouse
must (1.) be on the prisoner's approved visitor list (2.) provide proof of relation (3.) pass a
background check (4.) submit to a search and (5.) dress appropriately. In North America, the list
of banned clothing is extensive but common sense. Transparent clothing, bare midriffs, strapless
attire, and anything with obscene or offensive language or drawings won't make it past security /

Supranote 29. Cited by GirmaH. 2013/.

As the name implies, Extended Family Visits are not limited ssmply to spouses. In most states,
up to three family members can be present at a visit. The time in the apartment allows the family
unit to act as a whole. Internationally, the conjugal visit is seen as an important part of the
prisoner's interaction with the outside world - a vivid reminder of life on the other side of the
prison walls. In Russia, visitors can bring food and civilian clothing for the prisoner. In Canada,
the apartments are designed to look like homes. Some even have gardens and barbecues. In the
US, extended family visit programs are justified by 5 of the 6 participating states on the grounds

that it helps preserve the family. The hope is that maintaining familial relationships during
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incarceration will motivate prisoners to improve their behavior both behind bars and upon

release (Patric, 2008).

2.8 Gender differencesin Conjugal visit and preserving family bonding

Among prisoners who were allowed to have visits, most did not see their families and friends on
a regular basis. A study by Creasie, James & Han-jin Jo, reported that men fared worse than
women and whites were better off than other racial groups. When asked how many visits other
than with attorneys they had in the past month, about two-thirds indicated that no one had visited
them. Sixty-five percent of males and 62% of females did not have avisit in the past month. The
study further show that, more than half of parents with minor children (54%) had never seen any
of their children since they had been incarcerated. Females reported slightly higher contact with
their minor children via visits than males. Fifty-five percent of females, compared with 58% of
males, indicated they had not seen their children since admission to prison. In contrast with no

visits, 25% of females and 22% of males had visits at |east monthly.

One of the most fundamental and noticeable differences between incarcerated mothers and
fathers appears to be their level of contact with their children prior to parental incarceration.
Arditti, Smock and Parkman (2005) conducted an extensive qualitative study which examined
how incarceration affected inmates' roles as fathers. Many of the inmates stated the importance
of maintaining a relationship with the mother of their children in order to maintain contact with

their child during incarceration. One of the most significant findings from this study was that
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fathers cited tension with their child's mothers as being one of the greatest obstacles they faced

while parenting from behind bars.

Both incarcerated mothers and fathers are significantly impacted by their inability to have
continued contact with their children, particularly if they served as the primary caretaker prior to
incarceration. It is important to note that 90% of incarcerated fathers have children who remain
in the mother’s care during the father’s prison term. In contrast, only 28% percent of incarcerated

mothers have children who are cared for by the father. (Turek & Loper, 2006).

As mandatory sentencing lengthens, fathers are on average incarcerated for 80 months in state
prison and serve just over 100 months in federa prisons. Mothers are incarcerated for shorter
sentences, averaging nearly 50 months in state prisons and 66 months in federal institutions
(Kennedy, 2012. Cited by Braga, Anthony A., and David L. Weisburg. (2012). Some estimates
suggest that 75% of children who have an incarcerated mother also have a father who is
criminally involved, has been or is currently incarcerated (Cecil et al., 2008. Cited by Braga,

Anthony A., and David L. Weisburg. (2012).

Men are more likely to be repeat offenders, serve longer sentences than women and see their
children less often prior to incarceration, thus, it may be more challenging for the children of
incarcerated fathers to maintain strong bonds with them. Children are also more likely to live
with their mothers during the incarceration of their fathers. “This fundamental difference may
explain why the role of the child's mother appears to be more crucia in facilitating and

maintaining a relationship between children and their incarcerated fathers” (Berg, 2011. Cited by
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Evans, P., Turner, S. and Trotter, C. 2012). Shanhe and Winfree (2005) conducted research that
focused on the similarities and difference between male and female prisoners in correctional
facilities in Ohio and New Mexico. “Among the many ways women in prison differ from their
male counterparts, the most significant may be the most overlooked. When a mother enters
prison sheis seen as a convict. In her own mind she shares the dual status of inmate and mother,
two obviously incompatible roles that she struggles to reconcile” (Cunningham & Baker, pg. 3,
2005). Interestingly, incarcerated mothers ask for family therapy, support groups and post visit
counseling at a higher rate than incarcerated fathers (Turek & Loper, 2006). Notably,
incarcerated mothers do not reflect the “normal” concept of the American mother, thought to be

middle class, married, educated and in possession of financial resources.

2.9. Conjugal vigitation in Ethiopia

Both the FDRE constitution and federal prisoners commission establishment proclamation
clearly states that prisoners shall have the right to communicate with their spouses, close
relatives, friends, medical doctors, legal counselors and religious leaders /Article 21(2) of federal
democratic republic of Ethiopia constitution and Article 29 of federa prisons commission
establishment proclamation/. Article 13 of regulation 138/2007 /Treatment of Federal prisons
council of Ministers Regulations No. 138/2007/ (here in after called the regulation) states the
right of prisoners to communicate with visitors in the same manner with the constitution and the
proclamation by giving an indication that details shall be determined by a directive to be issued
by the administration. However, the federal prison administration commission directive No.

1/2004 (here in after called the directive) isissued 3 years before the enactment of the regulation
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and not yet repealed /Federal prisons administration directive on treatment of prisoners No.

01/2004/.

The directive states that, prisoners have the right to be visited by their spouses, close relatives,
friends and others only on Saturday and Sunday from 9:00 AM-12:30 AM in the morning and
from 1:30 PM-4 PM in the afternoon. At the same time, for religious and national holidays,
prisoners could be visited by their visitors from 9:00 AM-12:00 AM in the morning. Further, the
directive states that, visitors, who come from place other than the country in which the prison is
located, could visit prisoners at any time of the week. The same is true for Ambassadors and

representative of consuls when their citizen isin the prison /From prison brochure: 2010/.

Furthermore, prisoners can go out from prisons when their spouse, daughter or son, mother or
father, or one of their family members become serioudly ill and when one of those mentioned
persons are died. But medical report or Kebele certificate that state about the illness or death of
the specified person should be submitted for the prison. The regulation on treatment of prisoners
sets the minimum age to visit prisoners in which it states that a child below the age of 9 may not

be allowed to visit prisoners unless he is accompanied by an adult (Article 16).

Isconjugal visitation aright or privilege?

Typicaly, the states that allows conjugal visit are extremely selective when it comes to choosing
who can participate. Not every convict wearing a wedding ring is automatically eligible. Each

state’s department of correction has its own highly specific set of €ligibility rules and
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requirements. For example, inmates must be serving in a medium security prison or less. They
cannot have any recent behavior or rule violations. And once they have jumped through all the

necessary hoops, the prisoner must go through a mandatory health screening.

That having eligibility criteria for the visit by itself does not make the right a privilege. It is
simply alegally prescribed restriction for the exercise of such right. However, having eligibility
criteria which have no connection with protecting the right of others or the peace of the prison
administration make the right a privilege given to specific persons. But it does not hold water for
the researcher. Conjugal visit isaright not a privilege. Article 2(2) of FDRE criminal code; state

the principle of legality in avery clear manner /Supra note 23, Cited by Girma H. 2013/.

Though the law does not explicitly state the meaning and extent of the visit, we could understand
the intention of the legislatures by analyzing the relation that exists between the prisoner and
those people who are listed above just before and after prison. For instance, before prison, the
prison may have fun with his friends and share both joy and sorrow. This right also continues
though he/she is behind bars. On the same fashion, the prisoner relation with his religious
councilors continue after prison that is mainly focus on rehabilitating spiritual makeup of the
prisoner. But when we see the prior relation of the prisoner and hig’her spouse, it is far from
having fun and sharing ideas. There is physical oneness between them. That relation should also
continue though one of them is behind bars as the other person’s relation with who are close to

the prisoner continues just like what happens before prison /GirmaH, 2013/.
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For what type of relationship should conjugal visit be allowed?

Article 21(2) of FDRE constitution simply use the term “spouses’ which refers to people who
become husband and wife by lawful marriage. According to the revised family code /Article 1 of
revised family code/, marriage may be concluded in there ways i.e. before an officer of civil
status, in accordance with the religion or custom of the future spouses. So couples who become
husband and wife in one of the above mentioned ways could automatically be beneficiary of
conjugal visit. However, an argument may be raised on the applicability of such kind of visit for
persons who are in irregular union and just boyfriend and girlfriend relationship /Girma H,

2013/.

The revised family code /Article 98-107 of the revised family code/ gives protection for couples
who are in irregular union by considering the reality. According to Article 98 of the family, an
irregular union is the state of fact which is created when a man and woman live together as
husband and wife without having concluded a valid marriage. In this scenario, the law gives
protection for such kind of couples because of the fact that, in practice, most people live together
as husband and wife, and even the society consider them as husband and wife without
concluding lawful marriage in one of the above mentioned ways. The researcher believes that, it
would be logical to include prisoners who are in irregular union under the ambit of conjugal visit
program by considering the practice in which most couples tends to live together as husband and

wife without observing forms of marriage prescribed by law.
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On the other hand, the prisoner may be someone who is not in valid marriage or irregular union
but just in boyfriend and girlfriend relationship. Allowing conjugal visit, for such kind of couples
is out of the intention of the legislatures who wants to include only *spouses’ under the program.
Besides that, in every religion having sex before marriage is not allowed and mostly this is not

traditionally supported in Ethiopia (Article 629 of the criminal code of the FDRE, May 2005).

For what kind of prisoners should conjugal visit be allowed?

There may be an argument that, conjugal visit should not allow for specific prisoners, for
instance, who are convicted on rape and other forms of sexual abuse. But the researcher believes
that, conjugal visit should be allowed alow for al prisoners irrespective of the crime they
commit since it is aright given to all naturally. Even prisoners who are convicted on rape and
murder should have an access to such visit. Firstly, thisis aright given to all people irrespective
of his/her status. Secondly, there is no rehabilitation that could be achieved by precluding him
/her from having intimacy with his/her spouse. Rehabilitation could be achieved only by treating

people like people. /GirmaH, 2013/.

What arethedigibility criteriafor conjugal visit?

Since conjugal visit in Ethiopia does not extend to building separate room for couples and
leaving them to have time together, it would be wise to refer the eligibility criteria from other
states which allowed conjugal visitation. In Connecticut those who wish to visit the prisoner

must: be on the prisoner’s approved visitor list, provide proof of relation, pass a background
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check, and submit to a search address appropriately(visitors are not allowed to wear revealing,
seductive, or offensive clothing or attire that draws undue attention), there is a prohibition bans
on weapons, escape, alcohol and drugs. There are strict bans on giving or receiving written

documents and ex-felons.

A problem which must now be dealt with in the conjugal visitation program is the spread of HIV.

Kevin wright (1977) states the practice of Mississippi department of corrections as follows:-

“In mates who are known to have the virus are denied the conjugal privilege if
their partner is not infected. If both the inmate and the spouse are HIV positive,
they may continue the visits if the commissioner of corrections grants a written
petition. If spouse of an inmate is a non-infected person but still desires to
participate in the program, then upon petitioning the commissioner, may state in
writing that the couple will practice safe sex. This type of visit will be at the

discretion of the commissioner or his authorized staff.”

2.10. Long term prison, conjugal visit and family bonding

According to Drenkhahn (2011) long-term imprisonment is a sort of withdrawal from freedom
and from complicated free society. This withdrawa makes it hard to keep in contact with family
and friends outside and to keep track of how life outside works. Friends and family are thus
crucia during the execution of the sentence for not getting lost in prison life and for support after
release. Therefore, devel oping contact contacts with the outside world are important element of a

strategy to counteract the damaging effects of long term imprisonment. As stated on European
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prison rule (2006), in order to maintain and develop family relationship arrangement for visits

with family shall allow for contacts in a manner as normal as possible.

European prison rule (2006) also stated that prisoners should be granted prison leave to visit a
sick relative, attend a funeral or for other humanitarian reasons such as the birth of a child.
Prisoners shall also be allowed to inform the families immediately about their imprisonment or
transfer to another institution in order to keep and maintain the family relationship. EPR aso
states that long-term prisoners shall contact with their families to prevent or counteract the
damaging effects of long term detention. The recommendation puts special emphasis on the
prevention of the breakdown of family ties. Therefore, prisoners should be alocated as closely as
possible to their families or close relatives and letters, telephone calls and visit should be alowed

with the maximum possible frequency and privacy.

In a study of long term inmates in Missouri, Sabbath and Cowles (1992) found that the most
serious problems for long term prisoners included lack of adequate visitation due to travel
distance for loved ones, privacy during visitation, privacy in cells and crowding. These problems
are indicative of inadequate visitation of long-term prisoners. An earlier study, carried out by
Flanagan (1980) to examine the attitudes and perspectives of long term inmates, asked inmates
serving sentences of 10 years or more to prioritize what they saw as the most serious
deprivations of imprisonment. The 5 problems they listed, from most to least serious, were
missing somebody, missing social life, worrying about how they will cope when released, feeling

that their lives are being wasted and feeling sexually frustrated.
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When asked to describe the single most important or serious problem that they had encountered
since being incarcerated, loss of relationships with family and friends outside the prison was
consistently mentioned as the most serious deprivation. Some long term inmates cut themselves
off from these relationships as a means of avoiding the anxiety and despair that accompany
separation. However, for the majority of inmates who do not use this strategy, family ties
become a two-edged sword over the years, providing encouragement and support and at the same

time, making it more difficult to serve time (Flanagan, 1980).

Another research by Begun (2011) which was designed to see how inmate visitation patterns,
relate to phases of the incarceration period (i.e., the beginning, middle, and pre-release) and the
variable of time demonstrated that there is negative relationship between phase of incarceration

period and inmate visitation.
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CHAPTER THREE

3. METHODSOF THE STUDY

3.1. Area of the study

The area of this study was Kality correction center. It islocated in Akiki-Kality sub-city, Woreda
07, Kebele 10/11. This prison administration is the largest correction center in Ethiopia which
was established in 1991c.c. In this correction center there are approximately three thousand five
hundred males and, six hundred and fifty females for correction. There are a'so more than five

hundred military and civil workers.

3.2. Participants of the Study

The participants of this study were incarcerations in Kality correctional center. These
participants were prisoners who Spent a year and more in the correction center, who are married
and have children or have no children.

Table 1: Study population

Sex of respondents Incar cerations; Numbers (%)
Female 38(27.94)
Male 98(72.05)

Total 136(100)
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3.3.Sampling procedure

The area for this investigation was selected purposefully because; it is the most suitable site for
this study. Using criterion sampling technique, one hundred and thirty six (136) participants of
this study were selected from two groups. Ninety eight (98) were males and thirty eight (38)
females. The criteria to select these participants were there marital status and years they Spent in
prison. Incarcerated people who got married (with or without children), and Spent one year and
above in prison are the only participants of this research. The rationale for selecting participants
who Spent more than a year in prison is, prisoners who Spent less than a year have a greater
possibility of visitation and get attention from their relatives and spouses since they are new for
the prison environment. Because of frequently fluctuating number of incarcerated population,
and uncertain information about the exact number of who spent a year and above, made it

mandatory to use non-probability sampling technique which is criterion/ purposive sampling.

3.4. Data Coallecting I nstruments

The tool used to collect data from study participants was questionnaire. The questionnaire had
three sections. The first is introductory section that contains questions to collect background
information or demographic data about the subjects, the second section contained questions to
assess practice of conjugal visitation and the third contains family bonding questions which is

divided in two parts, for those who have children and don’t have children.

The questionnaire was first prepared in English and then translated to Amharic and back to

English. Tranglation was done by language experts. Before embarkation on correction of data for
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the final study, the instrument was tried out on 40 incarcerations (20each) from two groups
(female and male). After piloting, the instrument was refined and the necessary adjustments were

made.

To measure the extent of family bonding among incarcerations and their families, family
bonding scale called Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales (FACES I11), developed by
David H. Olson, Joyce Portner, and Yoavn Laveein in 1986 was used. This scale has 40
guestions and it seemed to measure the extent of family bonding among a study population in its

face value.

The scale needed modification and adaptation to fit the purpose of the present study. Statements
have been substituted, reconstructed, modified, simplified and items which were insignificant for
the area of the study eliminated to facilitate their comprehensibility for the study population. The
scale for this study has twenty questions and yields a total possible score ranging from 20 to 45,
with higher scores representing strong family bonding and lower scores representing the

opposite.

The questions on conjugal visitation were prepared by the researcher referring different books
like H.Olson and Defrain (2010). After the preparation of these questions proper content

validation were done by subject advisor and reliability check were done. The questions regarding
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conjuga viditation are five with possible total score ranging from 5 to 17. Higher scores

represent frequent conjugal visitation and lower scores represent rare frequency.

3.5. Pilot study

The pilot study was conducted on 40 selected incarcerated participants using criterion sampling
technique. The criteria to select these participants were their marital status (incarcerated people
who got married (with or without children)) and years they Spent (a year and above) in prison.
From these participants half of them (20) were males and half of them (20) were females. Data
were collected using questionnaire and analyzed using Pearson product-moment correlation-
Coefficient and independent sample t-test. All data were analyzed using Statistical Package for

Social Science (SPSS) version 20.

By analyzing collected data, efforts were done to make sure if the instrument or the scale is
reliable enough to measure conjugal visitation and family bonding in the study population. Then
reliability index of Cronbach alpha 0.78 was obtained for the family bonding scale and reliability

index of Cronbach alpha 0.71 was obtained for conjugal visitation questions.

3.6. Methods of data analysis

Different statistical techniques were employed to analyze the data that was obtained from

participants. These were included descriptive statistical values such as mean, median and
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standard deviations. The data collected about the practice of conjugal visitation was analyzed

using frequency and percentage.

The main statistical analysis was done by using Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient
to see whether there is a statistically significant relationship between conjugal visitation and
family bonding among couples who have child and who have no child, between years Spent in
prison and family bonding and, between years Spent in prison and conjugal visitation.

Independent sample t-test was also used to see if there is statistically significant difference
among male and female incarcerations with respect to conjugal visitation and preserving family
bonding. All analysis was done using Statistical Package for Social Science software (SPSS)

version 20 and test of significance were performed using o = 5% level of significance.

3.7. Ethical considerations

This research focused on the relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among
incarcerations and it involved sensitive and personal information. For this purpose the researcher
obtained the formal written permission from the Federal Prison Administration to conduct the
research. Another way of addressing ethical issues was by obtaining written informed consent
from participants. Explanations were given for all participants that they have the right to agree or
disagree to participate in the study, and they were informed in detail about the purpose of the

study before signing the consent forms attached with the questionnaire.
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The researcher has taken utmost care to insure privacy, confidentiality and anonymity of
participants. They were warned not to write their names on any part of the questionnaire. The
information gained from participants was kept confidential. Hence, anonymity was guaranteed
by not using any information that might identify participants and expose their information to a
third party, especialy for prison administration staffs and the family members of participants

without their permission. The data encoded in the computer was also protected using passwords.
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CHAPTER FOUR

4. RESULTS

This chapter presents the main findings of the investigation under four sections. In the first
section the background characteristics of the study participants have been summarized using
descriptive statistics (mean, median, standard deviation, frequencies and percentages). In section
two, the practice of conjugal visitation among incarcerations has been summarized. The third
section deals with correlation between conjugal visitation and family bonding. In section four,
the difference between male and female incarcerations with respect to conjugal visitation and

family bonding has been examined using independent sample t-test.

4.1 Background Characteristics of the Study Population

The background characteristics of the study participants which is obtained from the instrument

used to assess conjugal visitation are summarized in Table 2 asfollows:
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Characteristics Number %
1. Sex:
Made 98 72.10
Female 38 27.90
Total 136 100.0
2. Age
Mean 38.00 -
Median 35.00 -
Standard deviation 13.586 -
3. Marital Status
Married and have children
Married and no children 114 83.80
Divorced after conviction 12 8.80
Tota 10 7.40
136 100
4. Educational Status
Illiterate 10 7.4
Elementary 51 37.5
High school 38 27.94
College 37 27.20
Total 136 100

Table 2 shows the demographic characteristics or social backgrounds of the study participants.

The mean age of participants is 38.00 years, standard deviation of 13.58, and the median being

35.0. The sex composition reads 98 (72.1%) and 38 (29.9%)for male and female respectively.

According to the data, 92 (67.6%)of respondents are Orthodox Christians, 22 (16.2%) Muslims,

19 (14.0%) Protestants, 1 (0.7%) Catholics and the rest2 (1.5%) are followers of other religions.
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Regarding marital status, majority of the respondents 114 (83.8%) reported that they are married
and have children, only10 (7.4%) respondents of the total population reported that they are
divorced with their spouses after conviction. The respondents are also requested to point out their
educational status. Accordingly, 10 (7.4%)of the respondents reported that they areilliterates. 51
(37.5%) attended elementary school and38 (27.94%) attended high school. Only 37 (27.2%) of
the respondents attended college.

Table 3: Imprisonment status of the study population

Characteristics Number %

1. Sentence of prisoners

2-5 56 41.20
6-10 35 25.70
11-15 13 9.60

16-20 32 23.50
Tota 136 100
2. Years spent in prison
1-2 68 50.0
2-5 46 33.80
6-10 18 13.20
>10 4 2.90
Tota 136 100

Table 3 depicts the conviction of the prisoners and the years they spent in the prison.
Accordingly, amost haf of the prisoners (41.20%) sentenced from 2-5 years, 35 (25.70%)
sentenced from 6 to 10, and 13 (9.60%) of the prisoners sentenced from 11-16 years and the rest

32 (23.50%) of the prisoners sentenced from 16-20 years.
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Regarding the years the incarcerations Spent in the prison, 68 (50.0%) of the prisoners Spent
from one to two years in the prison, 46 (33.80%) of the prisoners Spent 2-5 years in the prison,
18 (13.20%) of the prisoners Spent 6-10 years in prison. The rest (4) 2.90% Spent more than 10

yearsin the prison.

4.2. Thepractice of conjugal visitation among incar cerated people

According to the data that collected from 138 participants (38 females and 98 males) regarding
the practice of conjuga visitation among incarcerated people 35 (92.1%) females and 96
(97.95%) males reported that, the practice of conjugal visitation in the correction center they had
been rehabilitating is not good enough or helpful to preserve their family ties (relation) and

interaction.

As participants explained, the practice was held with limited privacy, with no separate visiting
spots that guards were in control of the environment and sometimes they interfere with their
conversation. Because of the wire fences that prisoners and visitors are separated, sharing private
conversation was very difficult. Since the number of visitors allowed at atimeisvery high, their
nearness to one another and the shortness of the time they stayed together made it very difficult
for a prisoner and his visitor (family) to hear each other and mostly they should go back without

saying what they wanted to say.

As 114 (83.8%) of participants reported, losing intimate contact with their children and romantic
and sexual relationship with their spouse made very significant psychological influence on them

such as, fear that their children will 1oss sense on their parenthood and their spouses may cheat
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on them to satisfy their sexual need or to get more children. The rest 12 (8.8%) participants who
were married and bear no child reported that they felt very uncomfortable that their spouses lost
their right to be fathers or mothers. They also scared that their spouses get frustrated and engaged

in another affair.

All 138 (100%) of participants agreed that the practice of conjugal visitation in their correctional
center need to get serious attention from government and socia workers to rehabilitate
incarcerated people, to made them productive citizens in the prison center and after they get

released and especially, to save their marital and familial relationships from break down.

4.3. Correlations between conjugal visitation and family

The relationship between the predictor and criterion variables was examined using Pearson
product-moment correlation analysis and presented in this section. Computing correlation
between dependent and independent variables facilitate a way to see the magnitude, significance

and direction of the relationship between the variables.

According to Ratner (2014), correlation Vaues between 0 and 0.3 (0 and -0.3) indicate a weak
positive (negative) linear relationship via a shaky linear rule, values between 0.3 and 0.7 (-0.3
and -0.7) indicate a moderate positive (negative) linear relationship and values between 0.7 and
1.0 (-0.7 and -1.0) indicates a strong positive (negative) linear relationship viaafirm linear rule.

Therefore, in this study all correlation results are interpreted in light of thisrule.
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Table: 4 Correlations between conjugal visitation and family bonding in families who have no

child.
Conjugal visit Family bonding
Conjugal visit Pearson Correlation 1 275
Sig. (2-tailed) 241
N 20 20
*P<0.05 **P< 0.01

As mentioned in chapter one, examining the relationship between conjugal visitation and family
bonding among families who have no child was one of the objectives of this study. Accordingly
the following result is found regarding the relationship of these two variables. The correlation
matrix displayed in table 3 shows correlation coefficient r = .275 (p < .05, N =20) which implies
weak and positive relationship between family bonding and conjuga visitation for those who
have no child. The relationship of these two variables was not found to be statistically significant

at the 0.05 level of significance.
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Table: 5 Correlation between conjugal visitation and family bonding in families who have a child

or children
Conjugal visit Family bonding
Conjugal visit Pearson 1 532"
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 116 116
*P<0.05 **pP<0.01

As can be seen in the above table correlation-coefficient calculated for conjugal visitation and
family bonding among families who have one child or more than one child using Pearson
product-moment correlation isr = .53 (p < .05, N = 116). This result implies that there is
statistically significant positive and moderate relationship between conjugal visitation and
family bonding. This indicates that whenever prisoners who have a child get conjugal visitation

their family bonding will increase and vice versa.

Table 6: Correlation between years Spent in prison and conjugal visitation

Y ears Spent in prison Conjugal visit
Y ears Spent in prison
Pearson correlation 1 -.240"
Sig (2-tailed)
N 136 .005

*P<0.05 **P<0.01
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One of the basic objectives of the study was to check whether their exist relationship between
years Spent in prison and conjugal visit. For that reason, this section deals with the association
between conjugal visit and years Spent in prison. As can be seen in the above table, correlation-
coefficient calculated for years Spent in prison and conjugal visit using Pearson product-

moment correlationisr = -.240 (p < .01, N =136).

Thisresult implies that there is statistically significant negative (opposite) and weak relationship
between prisoner’s stay in prison and visitations they receive from their spouses and children.
Even if the relationship appears to be very weak, there is statistically significant relationship at
the 0.01 level of significance. This indicates that when the prisoners Spent more time in prison

the conjugal visitation they receive from their spouses will be decreased and vice versa.

Table 7: Correlation between years spent in prison and family bonding

Y ears Spent in prison Family bonding

Y ears Spent in prison
Pearson correlation 1 -217*

Sig (2-tailed)
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N 136 011

136

*P<0.05 **P<0.01

As mentioned in chapter one, examining the relationship between years Spent in prison and
family bonding as aresult of conjugal visit was another objectives of this study. Accordingly the
following result is found regarding the relationship of these two variables. The inter-correlation
matrix displayed in table 7 shows a significant association (P<0.05) among the predictor and
outcome variables. In brief, the two variables have weak, negative and significant relationship.
This implies that when prisoners Spent more time in prison their family bonding will decreases.

This could be associated with the decrease in conjugal visit they receive from their spouses.

4.4 Results of mean differencetests (t-tests)

Investigating gender differences in conjugal visitation and family bonding were one of the
objectives of this study. The obtained result is presented as follows:
4.4.1. Gender differencein conjugal visit

Table 8: Gender differencein conjugal visitation

Sex N Mean Standard t df Sig (2 tailed)
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deviation

Female 37 7.8108 3.65025
-.695 134 488

Male 99 8.2525 3.15693

Mean difference tests (t-tests) were carried out to find out whether there were significant
differences in conjugal visit between male and female incarcerations. The observed t-value for
female and male incarcerations regarding conjugal visitation was found to be -.695 (df = 134).
Thus the t-test revealed that there is gender difference regarding conjugal visit among male and
female incarcerations; indicating that male incarcerations receive more conjugal visit from their
female spouses than female incarcerations. The mean scores for female and male incarcerations
in conjugal visit were, 7.81 with standard deviation of 3.65 and 8.15 with standard deviation of

3.15 respectively.

4.4.2. Gender differencesin family bonding

Mean difference tests (t-tests) were carried out to find out whether there were significant

differences in family bonding between male and femal e incarcerations.

Table 9: Gender differencesin family bonding
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Sex N Mean Standard t df Sig (2 tailed)
deviation
Female 37 24.4595 5.76674
-2.909 134 .004*
Mae 99 27.3838 4.99940

* t- Vaueissignificant at the 0.05 level

The observed t-value for female and male incarcerations regarding family bonding was found to
be -2.90 (df = 134, p<.05). Thus the t-test revealed that there is statistically significant gender
difference in preserving family bonding among female and male incarcerations. As the result
shows, male incarcerations have strong family bond and attachment with their families than
female incarcerations. The mean score for male and female incarcerations in preserving family
bonding was 27.38 with standard deviation of 4.99 and 24.45 with standard deviation of 5.76

respectively.

CHAPTER FIVE

5. DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the results of the present study are discussed in line with the basic questions

raised in chapter one. The theme of the research questions centered around the practice of
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conjuga visitation in Kality correctional center and the importance of conjugal visitation in
preserving family bonding among incarcerated people and their families. In addition to this,
difference between female and male incarcerated people in preserving family bonding is
discussed in this section. It also provides possible explanations for the results presented in

chapter four.

5.1. The practice of conjugal visitation among incar cer ated people

As it is explained in chapter four of this study, regarding the practice of conjugal visitation
among incarcerated people, 35 (92.1%) females and 96 (97.95%) males reported that, the
practice of conjuga visitation in the correction center they were rehabilitating is not good
enough or helpful to preserve their family communication and interaction. As they explained, the
practice was held with limited privacy, no separate visiting spots, interference of guards, with in

short time and totally very uncomfortable and non-private environment.

As 114 (83.8%) of participants reported, losing intimate contact with their children and romantic
and sexual relationship with their spouse made very significant psychological influence on them
such as, fear that their children will 1oss sense on their parenthood and their spouses may cheat
on them to satisfy their sexual need or to get more children. The rest 12 (8.8%) participants who
were married and bear no child reported that they felt very uncomfortable that their spouses lost
their right to be fathers or mothers. They also scared that their spouses get frustrated and engaged

in another affair.
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All 138 (100%) of participants agreed that the practice of conjugal visitation in their correctional
center need to get serious attention from government and socia workers to rehabilitate
incarcerated people, to made them productive citizens in the prison center and after they get

released and especially, to save their marital and familia relationships from break down.

According to the FDRE constitution and federal prisoners commission establishment every
prisoner has the right to communicate with their close relatives, friends, medical doctors, legal
counselors, religious leaders and especialy with their spouses. However, as the researcher of
this study recognized from collected data and observation at the time of data collecting process,
the government and the society leave aside the need of adequate conjugal visitation towards
incarcerated people. As a researcher R. Jeffery (1971) said a prison without sufficient conjugal
visit will be school of crime. This is because it will be foolishness to think that criminas in the
prison will not talk the crimes they committed, their failure in their motive of commission and
generally their crimina experience. It was due to this reason that 95 % of those sent to prison are
eventually returned to a life of crime unless they have been rehabilitated while in prison. In
addition, it will not be difficult to imagine the prisoner who had antisocial attitude and who was
living for long period of time with those criminals who have anti-socia attitude in the prison will
be a great threat for the social harmony when he/ she comes out of prison unless he / she is

rehabilitated while in prison.

5.2. The Relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among

incar cerated people who have no child
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Investigating the relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among
incarcerated people that have no child was one of the objectives of this study. As mentioned
earlier (in chapter four), no significant relationship (r = .275, p < .05, N =20) between conjugal

visitation and family bonding among families who have no child.

According to Miranda, 2011. (Cited by Begun 2011) Children improve relationships and bond to

their family members. Making a habit of displaying interest in the wellbeing of your spouse
and children will make them more likely to consult family members when there are personal
problems occurring. In effect, the opportunity of getting consult from family members increases

their trust and family bonding between them.

In line with this finding, Larson (2011. Cited by Drenkhahn. K, Dudeck.M, Dunkel .F. 2011)
reported that children are the glue that holds a marriage together. Childfree couples have less
emotional attachment and get divorced more often than couples who have at least one child.
According to Jacobson’s finding (as cited on Larson, 2011) the divorce rate in 1948 for couples
without children, was 15.3 per 1,000. Where one child was present, the estimate rate was 11.6
per 1,000. The figure thus continues to decrease, and in families with four or more children, it
was 4.6. Altogether, the rate for couples with children was 8.8 per 1,000. In other words, the rate
for childless couples was amost double the rate for families with children. This clearly shows
that families without a child are more vulnerable to face attachment problem with their spouses

since children are major sources of love and happiness between married couples.
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Another study by Rufus (as cited on Larson, 2011) discovered that divorced couples in the
United States, 66 percent are childless compared with 40 percent who have kids. This is because
Absence of children in marriage weakens emotional ties between married couples and leads to

loneliness and divorce.

5.3. The relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among

familieswho have child/children

One of the basic questions raised in this study was the relationship between conjugal visitation
and family bonding among families who have one child or more than one child. Therefore, the
present study indicated a statistically significant, positive and moderate relationship (r = 0.53,
p < .05, N = 116) between conjugal visitation and family bonding among incarcerated people

who have one or more than one child.

As the result shows that incarcerated people with child/children have better family bonding than
those who have no child. The present findings with respect to incarcerated people that have one

or more than one child are in agreement with previous research outcomes.

As both the above and this result demonstrated that, conjugal visitation plays an important role in

preserving incarcerated people’s family bonding and serve as rehabilitation strategies for the
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incarcerations. In relation to this, Patric (2008) reported that conjugal visit is important in
preserving family bonds and increase the chances of success for a prisoner’s eventual return to
life outside prison, Further, underscoring the importance of positive family environments in

serving as protective factor against criminal behaviour and divorce.

Similarly, a study by Holt and Miller (1972) on incarcerated people reported that, prisoners who
have greater contact with family during their incarceration, have consistently, more positive
family relation and post-rel ease outcomes than those who have little or no contact. In agreement
with this study, a study by Robinson et al., (2010) showed that conjugal visits assist with the
preservation of family bonds and increase the chances of success for a prisoner’s reintegration

into their families after release.

Among the possible explanations that can be given to the relationship between conjuga
visitation and family bonding, communication barrier may be one possible factor.
Communication between prisoners and their families provides the most concrete and visible
strategy that families and prisoners use to manage separation and maintain connections. When
family members are sent to prison they failed to communicate with other family members
frequently due to different reasons. As a result, their family bond undergoes significant change
and become weak and inconsistent. According to Mumola (2000), great distance typically
separates children from their incarcerated parents. These distances serve as barriers to prison

visits by family members and disrupt familial relationships.
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5.4. Correlation between years Spent in prison and conjugal visitation

One of the basic objectives of the study was to check whether their exist relationship between
years Spent in prison and conjugal visit. As stated in the previous chapter, correlation-
coefficient calculated for years Spent in prison and conjugal visit using Pearson product-
moment correlation isr = -.240 (p < .01, N =136). This result implies that there is statistically
significant negative (opposite) and weak relationship between prisoner’s stay in prison and
visitations they receive from their spouses and children. Even if the relationship appears to be
very weak, there is statistically significant relationship at the 0.01 level of significance. This
indicates that when the prisoners Spent more time in prison the conjugal visitation they receive

from their spouses will be decreased and vice versa.

In line with this finding Begun (2011) reported that, there is negative relationship between
inmate visitation and phase of incarceration period further indicating that inmate visitation is
greater during early incarceration and immediately prior to release. In addition, Sabbath and
Cowles (1992) indicated that lack of adequate visitation was the most serious problem of long
term prisoners. Thisis due to travel distance for loved ones, privacy during visitation, privacy in
cells and crowding. These problems are indicative of inadequate visitation of long-term

prisoners.

5.5. Correlation between years Spent in prison and family bonding
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The following result is found regarding the relationship between years Spent in prison and family
bonding variables. As the result shows, there is a significant association (P<0.05) among the
predictor and outcome variables. In brief, the two variables have weak, negative and significant
relationship. This implies that when prisoners Spent more time in prison their family bonding
will decreases. This may be associated with the decrease in conjugal visitation they receive from

their spouses.

In agreement with the above finding, EPR manual suggested that arrangement for visits with
family shall allow for contacts in a manner as normal as possible in order to maintain and
develop family relationship further, underscoring the absence of good family bonding among
long term prisoners. Most of the time long term prisoners lost their family contact and visitation
than short term prisoners. This could be because of the decrease in conjugal visit. Astime passes
spouses fail to pay attention for their incarcerated inmates and fade up with them and this will
create a big gap and distance between the incarcerated inmates and their families outside the
prison. When the gap between the incarcerated inmates and their families become extensive their

family bonding becomes weak.

Another study by Flanagan (1980) which is conducted to examine the attitudes and perspectives
of long term inmates demonstrated that 1oss of relationships with family and friends outside the
prison was the single most important or serious problem that prisoners had encountered since
being incarcerated. That is why the EPR manual suggests that long term prisoners shall contact

with their families to prevent the breakdown of family ties.
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5.6. Gender differencein conjugal visitation

The observed t-value for female and male incarcerations regarding conjugal visitation was found
to be -.695 (df = 134). Thus the t-test revealed that there is gender difference regarding conjugal
visitation among male and female incarcerations; indicating that male incarcerations receive
more conjugal visit from their female spouses than female incarcerations. The mean scores for
female and male incarcerations in conjugal visit were, 7.81 with standard deviation of 3.65 and

8.15 with standard deviation of 3.15 respectively.

One explanation for this difference could be that, in our country, females are more responsible
and concerned about their family. Most of the time wives are economically and emotionally
dependent on their husbands and they can’t tolerate the separation from their husbands. They
frequently visit their husbands to get emotional support. The other factor that is related with the
difference between male and female in conjugal visit can be that most women are not employed
and have more time to family matters. Women have more time to visit their husbands since they
are not fully employed. In our context, men are breadwinner in their respective families and have
fulltime job. Therefore they have no enough time to family matters and to visit their incarcerated

wives.

In contrast with this finding, a study by Creasie, James & Han-jin Jo, (2004) indicated that
female incarcerations receive more visit than their male counterparts. Further, the study indicated

that, Females have dlightly higher contact with their minor children via visits than males. Fifty-
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five percent of males, compared with 58% of females, indicated they had not seen their children

since admission to prison.

5.7. Gender differencein preserving family bonding

The independent t-test analysis revealed that there is statistically significant gender difference
between female and male incarcerated people in maintaining family ties. Further the result
indicated that male incarceration scored significantly higher mean value (Mean =27.38) on
family bonding than female incarcerations (Mean =24.45), which implies that male

incarcerations preserve their family bonding than female incarcerations.

There can be some possible explanations for that. Most of the times, in Ethiopian culture women
are frequently subjected to the responsibility of their marriage and families than men. Therefore,
when women get into prison their husbands do not give much attention like wives do and do not
visit them frequently. As a result incarcerated women face a problem of preserving their family
bonding while they are in prison. In contrast when male incarcerations stay in prison their wives
visit them frequently and help them to keep their attachment to their families stay strong. In our
culture, wives are expected to handle their family matters and work for their family unity than

husbands.

Another explanation that can be given to the difference between male and female incarceration in
preserving family bonding is mother’s ability to keep the family together despite of structural

changes. Most of the times, when wives sent to prison many dimensions of family functioning
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undergo significant changes. With the absence of mothers, fathers are expected to handle and
adjust changes that occurred in the family as a result of imprisonment of their spouses.
Specificaly, they are expected to deal with things that are related with their children’s physical,
academic and emotiona needs. As a matter of fact, it is difficult to fathers to effectively deal
with their children’s need while working a full time job. Therefore, the above situations forced
them to give their children to their mother’s relatives or their own relatives and the children may
be looked after by their grandparents, friends of the family or other relatives. This departure from
their biological parents creates a significant gap in their union as a family and affects the family

attachment as a whole during imprisonment and following her release.

Even though, many dimensions of family functioning undergo significant changes when
husbands sent to prison women are capable of dealing with many problems. Practically mothers
are more nurturing and caring in nature so they keep their children close to them despite of the
economic hardship they face as a result of imprisonment of their spouse. In supporting this
statement, Turek & Loper (2006) reported that only 28% of incarcerated mothers have children
who remain in the father’s care during the mother’s prison term. In contrast, 90% percent of
incarcerated fathers have children who are cared for by the mother. Therefore, the role of the
child's mother appears to be more crucia in facilitating and maintaining a relationship between

children and their incarcerated fathers.

On the contrary, Turek & Loper (2006) indicated that it is more chalenging for the children of

incarcerated fathers to maintain strong bonds with them than the children of incarcerated mother.
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They reported men incarceration’s problem in keeping their attachment with their children
without denying the role of mother’s in facilitating and maintaining a relationship between

children and their incarcerated fathers.

CHAPTER SIX

6. SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION



58

6.1. Summary

The main purpose of this study was to find out the relationship between conjugal visitation and
family bonding among incarcerated people in Kality correctional center. In addition, the study

was aimed at investigate the gender difference among incarcerations in terms of family bonding.

To this effect, the following basic questions were formulated for investigation:

1. How isthe practice of conjugal visitation among incarcerations?

2. Isthere asignificant relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among

couples who have children?

3. Isthere asignificant relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among

couples who have no children?

4. Isthere a significant relationship between years Spent in prison and conjugal visitation
among incarcerated people?

5. Is there a significant relationship between years Spent in prison and family bonding
among incarcerated people?

6. Is there a significant difference between male and female incarcerations with respect to
conjugal visitation?

7. Is there a significant difference among male and female incarcerations with respect to

preserving family bonding?
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The following procedure was done in order to answer these vital questions. The participants of
the study were selected from Kaliti correctional centre. The correctional centre was selected
purposely for the availability of incarcerations. From this study site 136 married incarcerations
were selected in order to fill the questionnaire, which is prepared to measure their family

bonding.

In seeking answer to the aforementioned questions, the study used a self-reported questionnaire
as data collection instrument. This scale was adopted and reconstructed from the existing

measure of David Olson (1986).

The data collected were analyzed using Pearson product-moment correlation and independent

sample t-test analysis. Accordingly, the following results were obtained:

1. The finding of this study indicated that almost all incarcerated people are not satisfied

with the process of conjugal visitation held in the prison center.

2. Conjugal visitation was significantly related with family bonding among families who
have one child or more than one child. The present finding further suggests that thereis a

strong and positive family bond among families who have one or more than one child.
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. Conjugal visitation not found to be dlightly related with family boning among families
who have no child. The result of correlation analysis clearly showed that there was a

weak, positive correlation between the criterion and outcome variables.

. There is statistically significant negative and weak relationship between years Spent in
prison and conjuga visit. In brief, when the prisoners Spent more time in prison the

conjugal visitation they receive from their spouses will be decreased and vice versa.

. Family bonding was found to be dlightly related with years Spent in prison among
incarcerations. The result of correlation anaysis clearly showed, weak, negative and

statistically significant relationship, between years Spent in prison and family bonding.

. Regarding the gender difference in conjugal visit, the result of independent sample t-test
showed statistically significant difference between male and female incarcerations. The
result demonstrated that there is difference between male and female incarcerations in
receiving conjugal visitation from their spouses. The mean value of male incarcerations

found to be higher than female incarcerations.

. The difference between male and female incarcerations with respect to preserving family
bonding was found to be statistically significant. The result of the study indicated a
statistically significant difference between male and female incarcerations in preserving
family ties. Male incarcerations scored the highest mean value on family bonding scale

than female incarcerations.
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6.2. Conclusion

From the preceding findings, therefore, we arrive at the following conclusions:

1. The practice of conjugal visitation in central prison administration is at its minimal level

and should get attention from concerned bodies.

2. Having achild in afamily have a positive impact on the relationship of the family when
it is followed by conjugal visitation. In line with this, the present study depicts that,
families who have one child or more than one child showed a positive, moderate and
statistically significant relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding. Thus
it can be fairly stated, on the basis of the findings that families who have one child or

more than one child tend to have strong family bond.

3. Regarding the relationship between conjugal visitation and family bonding among
families who have no child, the association found to be positive, weak and not
statistically significant. Based on this findings one can conclude that families who have

no child tend to have weak family bond.

4. Based on the result of Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, one can conclude
that the time prisoners Spent in prison is significantly associated with conjugal visit they
receive from their spouses. Even if the relationship is very week, when prisoners Spent
more time in prison the conjugal visit they receive from their spouses tend to become

less.
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5. Therelationship between years Spent in prison and family bonding between the prisoners
and their families was found weak, negative and statically significant. Based on this
result one can conclude that family bonding of prisoners can be influenced by the time
they Spent in prison. This could be because of the decrease in conjugal visitation. When
prisoners Spent more time in prison they receive less conjugal visit from their spouses. In

effect, thiswill lead to weak family bonding between the prisoners and their families.

6. This research reveded that being male or female incarceration has an influence on
conjugal visit behaviour. In the present study, there existed difference between male and
female incarcerations with respect to conjugal visit. Male incarcerations receive more

conjugal visit from their spouses than their female counterparts.

7. Regarding gender differences in preserving family bond, this study revealed that there
existed difference between male and female incarcerations. Thus, male incarcerations
included in this study seem to have strong family bond compared to their femae

counterparts.

6.3. Recommendations

At last, though this research cannot be considered perfect, and final, the findings seem to have

some practical implication to intervention programs and future research. Specifically:
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1. Studies have shown that prisoners who have greater contact with family during their
incarceration have consistently more positive post-rel ease outcomes and good family ties
than those who have little or no contact, in agreement with this findings. So the prison
administrations need to give enough time and space for incarcerations during conjugal

visitations.

2. Thefindings of this study have suggested that family bonds of married incarcerations are
strongly associated with conjugal visitation. Therefore the prison administrations need to

prepare suitable environment for married incarcerations in order to have coitus.

3. Since this study cannot claim to be perfect and lasting answer to incarcerations problem,
more in-depth research should be conducted on the area of conjugal visitation and family

bonding from psychologica perspective.

4. Nongovernmental organizations, sociologists, social workers and psychologists need to
give more support to prison administration to crate comfortable conjugation area for

incarcerations and their families.
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Addis Ababa University
School of Graduate Studies

Department of Counseling Psychology

The objective of this questionnaire is to get some relevant information about the relationship
between conjugal visit and family bonding. The information obtained from the responses of the
items will help me to show the relationship between conjuga visitation and family bonding
among prisoners, and the different between male and female Incarcerations with respect to

conjugal visit and family bonding.

The study can be successfully accomplished only when you complete all the items honestly and
frankly. Please feel free and be genuine. Your response will be kept confidential. You are not

expected to write your name at any place of the questionnaire.

Thank you for your cooperation!

PART 1: Socio-demographic information

Direction: Below are given items supposed to describe your socio demographic status, your
relationship with your spouse and children. After reading each question carefully, indicate your

response by circling the alternatives that you think refersto your status.



1. How old are you

Mention:

2..Sex?

A.mae B. female

3. What is your marital status?

a. married and have children b. married but haven’t children

c. married but divorced after the charge d. other

4. What is your level of education?

Mention:

5. What is your Ethnicity?

Mention:

6. What was your job before you entered the prison?

a. Government employee d. Merchant
b. Private employee e. Farmer
c. NGO employee f. Student

7. How long is your prison term?

Mention:

g. Daily laborer

h. House wife

i. Others (Mention)



8. How long did you stayed here?

Mention:

Part 2: Conjugal visitation

9. How many times does your spouse visits you?

a daly d. oncein 15 days.
b. oncein aweek e. oncein amonth

¢. more than once in aweek f. never

10. How much time do you spend with your spouse during the visitation?

a. 15-25 Minutes c. 45-60 Minutes e. others

b. 25-45 Minutes d. more than one hour

11. Do you think that the conjugal visit should get much attention in order to preserve family

bonding?

a yes b. no

12. Do you feel that you are visited by your spouse more than your relatives and friends?

a. yes b. no

13. Are you satisfied by the visit you get from your spouse?

a. yes b. no



PART 3: Questions about the relationship between the prisoner and his/ her spouse

14. How was your relationship with your spouse before you entered the prison?

a. very good b. good

c. medium d. bad e. very bad

15. Do you feel that you are visited by your spouse more than your relatives and friends?

a yes b. no

16. Do you see any change on your spouse regarding the visitation, if so?

a. thevigtationisincreasing C. it the same as before

b. thevisitation is decreasing d. it isterminated

17. Do you think that having no sexual relationship with your spouse decreases your love for

your spouse?

a yes b. no

18. Does your spouse gives you the chance to take part in every decision he /she made?

aYes b. no

19. Do you get information about your children and your spouse frequently?

aYes b. no

20. Do you have a need of getting a child from your spouse at this time?

a.yes b. no



21. After being imprisoned, have you ever feared about breaking up with your spouse?

a. yes b. no

22. Have you ever feared that your spouse will date another person because you failed to

have sexual intercourse with him/her?

a. yes b. no

23. when your spouse visits you, do you show her/ him love and deep passion as you used to

show before?

a. yes b. no

24. After you entered the prison, is there any problem which you noticed in your family in

visiting you?

a yes b. no

25. If your answer for g12 is yes what kind of problem have you noticed?

a my spouse’s love for me is decreasing d. my spouse is no longer interested in visiting me

b. my children are ashamed of me €. my spouse leave early while visiting me

c. I didn’t get enough information regarding family affairs f. my families isamost stop visiting me

26. Do you feel that your spouse and children still love you?

a. yes b. no



27. When you complete the charge, do you think that your marriage will continue and

survive again?

a yes b. no

28. Do you think that the administrator of the prison should give more freedom and space for
prisoners who are visited by their children and spouse in order to promote family

relationship?

a. yes b. no

PART 4: Relationship between the prisoner and hig’her children

29. Is your need for being visited frequently by your children increasing?

a. yes b. no

30. If your children were intimate with you before you entered the prison, do you feel that

they are closeto you till now?

a. yes b. no

31. When your children visit you, is there a tendency of sharing secrets, hugging and a need

of staying longer with you?

a. yes b. no

32. Do they long for the time that you will be freed?

a. yes b. no



33. Do they come alone (without your spouse ) to visit you?

a yes b. no

34. Do they ask you for advice as a parent while they make decision?

a. yes b. no

35. If you have any other idea regarding conjugal visit you can write here?

Thank you again, for your cooperation!



Scoring schemes of the scales for data collection

1. Conjugal visitation

[tem Options and the corresponding weights
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2. Family bonding scale
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30 2 1 B B B - 0
31 1 B B B -
32 2 1 B B B -
33 2 1 _ _ _ - 0
34 2 1 B B B - 0

1. Reliability for conjugal visitation questions and family bonding scale

Reliability for conjugal visitation questions

Cronbach’'s Alpha Number of Items

71 5

Reliability for family bonding scale

Cronbach's Alpha Number of Items

.78 22




| nformed Consent Form

| hereby confirm that | understand the purpose of this document and the nature of the research
project, and | consent to participate voluntarily in the research project. | understand that | am at

autonomy to withdraw from the project at any time.

I’m voluntary to participate in this study:

Signature of participant Date
Name and Signature of supervisor Date
Name and Signature of Data Collector Date

Thank you for your cooperation!



Family Bonding Scale

Validation Form

This scale is designed to measure family bonding among incarcerations in Kality correctional
centre. It is adapted from measures of David Olson. As part of the effort to design a reliable
family bonding scale you are kindly requested to judge the adequacy of each item in measuring

the variable under consideration. Y our evaluation will be based on the following two gquestions

1. Do you think the item measure the variable mentioned?

2. How strong is the item in measuring the variable?

For question 1, above, if you think an item measures the variable under question check “Yes”: if
you are uncertain check “?” and if you believe the item does not measure the variable check

“No”.

For question 2, check, “3” if an item is very strong “2” if it is average and “1” if it is weak in

measuring the variable under question.

Description

Family bonding is emotiona attachment, intimacy and connectivity between family members.
The conceptual clustering of concepts from family theory and family therapy literature reveaed

three central dimension of family behavior: cohesion, adaptability (change), and communication.

Family cohesion assesses the degree to which family members are separated from or connected
to their family. It is defined as. the emotional bonding that family members have toward one
another. Specific concepts used to diagnose and measure the cohesion dimension are: emotional

bonding, boundaries, coalition, time, space, friends, decision-making, interests and recreation.



Family adaptability (change) has to do with the extent to which the family system is flexible
and able to change. It is defined as: the ability of a marital or family system to change its power
structure. role relationships, and relationship rules in response to situational and developmental
stress. Specific concepts used to diagnose and measure the adaptability dimension are: family
power (assertiveness, control, discipline), negotiation style, role relationships and relationship

rules.

Family communication is the third dimension and it facilitates movement on the other two
dimensions. A separate scale for assessing Parent-Adolescent Communication is available from
the authors (Barnes and Olson, 1982). Also a separate 10-item scale on Marital Communication
is included in the ENRICH inventory and is available from the authors (Olson, Fournier, and

Druckman, 1980). Both of these scales are included in the Family Inventories Manual.



Doestheitem How strong istheitem in
measure Family measuring the variable
Items and Choices Bonding
Yes No “?”” | Very | Average | Very
2 1 0 high 2 low
3 1

1. How was your relationship with your spouse
before you entered the prison
a Good b very good
. medium d. bad e. very bad

2. How was your relationship with your
spouse before you entered the prison

a. Good b. very good
. medium d. bad e. very bad

3. How was your relationship with your
spouse before you entered the prison
a. Good b. very good
c. medium d. bad e. very bad

4, Do you fedl that you are visited by your spouse
more than your relatives and friends
a. yes b. no

5. Do you see any change on your spouse regarding

the vigitation, if so
a thevigtationisincreasing
b. it the same as before
c. thevisitationisdecreasing
d. itisterminated

6. Do you think that having no sexua relationship
with your spouse decreases your love for your
spouse?

a. yes b. no

7.

Does your spouse gives you the chance to take part
in every decision he /she made

aYes b. no




8. Do you get information about your children and
your spouse frequently?
aYes b. no

9. Do you have a need of getting a child from your
spouse at thistime?
a. yes b. no

10. After being imprisoned, have you ever feared
about breaking up with your spouse
a. yes b. no

11. Have you ever feared that your spouse will date
another person because you failed to have sexua
intercourse with him/her

a. yes b. no

12. when your spouse visits you, do you show her/
him love and deep passion as you used to show before
a. yes b. no

13. After you entered the prison, is there any problem
which you noticed in your family in visiting you?
a. yes b. no

14. If your answer for g1 2 is yes what kind of

problem have you noticed?

a. my spouse’s love for me is decreasing

b. my children are ashamed of me

c. | didn’t get enough information regarding family
affairs

d. my spouse is no longer interested in visiting me

e. my spouse leave early while visiting me

f. my families isamost stop visiting me

14. When you complete the charge, do you think that
your marriage will continue and survive again?
a. yes b. no




15. Do you think that the administrator of the prison
should give more freedom and space for prisoners
who are visited by their children and spouse in order
to promote family relationship?

a. yes b. no

16. Is your need for being visited frequently by your
children increasing?
a. yes b. no

17. If your children were intimate with you before
you entered the prison, do you feel that they are
close to you till now?

a. yes b. no

18. When your children visit you, is there atendency
of sharing secrets, hugging and a need of staying
longer with you?

a. yes b. no

19. Do they long for the time that you will be freed?
a yes b. no

20. Do they come alone (without your spouse ) to
visit you?
a. yes b. no

21. Do they ask you for advice as a parent while
they make decision?
a. yes b. no
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