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Preface
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The research reported in this book is concerned with the systematic evalua-

tion of certain short-run and long-run effects of participation in a correctional

treatment program called “group counseling,” which has been widely adopted

in California. Group counseling, as defined by the former State Coordinator,

Robert Harrison, “. . . is an effort to use the small group method to con-

structively increase the positive impact of correctional employees on inmates

and parolees. It is an effort to develop more healthy communication and

relationships within the prison. It is focused on consciousreality problems and

feelings—past, present and future. The counselors include correctional officers,

vocational teachers, shop foreman and others who have the greatest contact

with inmates.”! According to Walter Dunbar, the Director of the California

Department of Corrections during the period of this study, group counseling

“, , attempts to reduce institutional tensions and incidents, encourage partic-

ipation in correctional programs, and increase parole success.”? But it is a

truism that in the world of human affairs there are multiple versions of reality

which, in part, result from the different positions men occupy in that world.

Group counseling as viewed by some of its participants is exemplified by a

poem, discovered in a man’s cell following his escape from a California prison

in 1959.

GROUP COUNCLING

The guard brought a duckett, on it it read—group

councling tomorrow.

Be their or you are dead.

The object of this meetingis as far as I can see.

Is to squeel on each other.

1 Robert M. Harrison, “Mental Health Applications in the California Correctional
System,” a paper presented in Boston, June 1960.

2 Robert M. Harrison and Paul F. C. Mueller, Clue-Hunting About Group Counsel-
ing and Parole Outcome, Research Report No. 11, Department of Corrections, State

of California, May 1964.
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The biggestfink goesfree.

Thers one now telling his life as a boy according
to him it wasall

SOrrow no joy.

His mother was a prostute his father was a drunk. And
his brother turned his sister out when he was just a punk
Thereareall tipes hear encluding a few queer.
Thers hypo Joe, and Clipto Pete andthat two bit pimp
that I knew on thestreet

Weare all hearto gether regardless of our crime
And you can bet yourcottin picking ass were going to do
some time

So lets knock off this shit of talking to the Man, and
let him figure

It out for him self the best way he can.

Actually, many correctional staff members, including Harrison and Dun-
bar, were aware of the problems in developing and implementing an effective
correctional treatment program;the interest of these men and others in locating
deficiencies in old and new programs supplied part of the motivation for the
Department of Corrections’ cooperative attitude toward this study. Moreover,
some inmates, perhaps even the writer of the poem, do become psychologically
involved in group counseling sessions. But even taking this into account, it
appears that the Department of Corrections perceives counseling somewhat
differently—or, at least, ideally intends it to be different—than it often is
viewed by the inmates, who are its ultimate recipients. ‘The explanation of
this disparity is inevitably part of our job of evaluation. Essentially this study
reports on the extent to which the publicly expressed goals of group counsel-
ing, in fact, are achieved.

Many formidable problems are involved in conducting fair evaluation
studies, and we discuss these difficulties in several chapters of this book. One
problem is the task of putting the findings in a perspective that affords a view
of the conclusions and their supporting data; a perspective that is neither so
close to particulars that its general relevance is lost nor a perspective that
takes in so wide a scope that generalizations become rootless. This task is
particularly difficult when the programs of public institutions are being studied.
Despite the premise that in a free society the workings of government are
legitimately open to the scrutiny of citizens, the possibility always exists that
conclusionscritical of the program of a public agency will have the effect of
reducing support for that program’s goals.

Our purpose in writing this book is to describe accurately the group
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counseling program as it was carried out in California’s newest prison, and to

compare the behavior in prison and on parole of men who had counseling and

men who did not have counseling, in an effort to determine whether participa-

tion had theeffects that were expected.

Our perspective is that departments of correction are bureaucratic organiza-

tions that are charged with a number of responsibilities by the larger com-

munity. The most important of these directions relate to the contention,

held by some, that law violators should be punished; the contention of others

that law violators should be rehabilitated; and the contention of many that

lawbreakers should be rehabilitated while they are kept away from the rest of

the community in correctional institutions. The reconciliation of these man-

dates is difficult in day-to-day prison operations. Furthermore, it is difficult to

determine the normative basis for actions that are taken in a prison or parole

division. Despite public statements to the contrary, we maintain that prisons

and parole divisions operate first and foremost to achieve the goal of social

control. Peace and quiet are the first order of business in prison, and the

detection of law violations or of signs of impending law violation is the first

order of business of parole.

Webegin our study with an expanded discussion of these points and re-

turn to them throughout the book. Chapter II describes the prison where the

research was conducted and points up the social control aspects of prison

management as manifested by the disciplinary machinery. Chapter III gives

the design of the study and discusses the methodological problems encountered

in evaluative research. Chapter IV is concerned with a special training program

for prison counselors that was added to the training provided by the Depart-

ment of Corrections. Chapter V describes group counseling sessions and gives

the views of inmates who participated in the programs. Chapter VI examines

the question of whether participation in the group program modified the

attitudes of the inmates. Chapter VII applies our argument about the primacy

of social control goals to the parole experiences of our study sample. Chapter

VIII presents the research findings that are related to the effect of group

counseling participation on parole survival, that is, adhering to the many con-

ditions imposed by the parole contract and not being reported for new law

violations. Chapter IX raises the question of what factors in addition to treat-

ment status are related to parole survival. Chapter X presents a new view of

the prison community as part of larger organizational stuctures, and also

discusses the problems that evaluative research studies pose for administrators

and treatmentprofessionals in institutions.

It has not been our intention—nor did the Department of Corrections

expect us—to make an overall study of the state’s facilities or to make recom-

mendations concerning how to run prisons. We spent much timetalking to

people who run prisons, and we are so convinced of the complexity of this
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task that we suggest no simple remedies. But the results of this and several
other evaluations of correctional effectiveness have implications for both cor-
rectionsand the social sciences, which we cannot ignore.

Much of the material for this study was obtained from conversations,
planningsessions, and interviews with many men in the Department of Cor-
rections. The list—too long to enumerate—runs from administrators like
Richard McGee, and Walter Dunbar, to new correctional officers and helpful
young ladies in records archives. The Superintendent of California Men’s
Colony, John H.Klinger (now retired), gave the project his support through-
out. Those who know Klinger will understand that at California Men’s Colony
there was no question about who was running the prison, but Klinger never
interpreted his responsibilities to include the running of the study. Unavoid-
ably, the presence of outside researchers in the institution caused extra work
for many of the staff (often for reasons that may not have been clear or
agreeable), but the superintendent never attempted to ease his load by making
our load heavier. We also spent many profitable hours in the office of Deputy
Superintendent, Harold Field, who always accommodated one more change
in the original plan for the daily operation of California Men’s Colony. We
express appreciation also to the then Program Administrators, Irving Abkin,
Clement Swaggerty, and Howard McGarry for their cooperation andassistance.

Weare particularly grateful for the support of J. Douglas Grant who was,
during the early days of the study, Chief of Research, California Department
of Corrections (CDC). His successors, John Conrad and Lawrence Bennett
continued to make departmental resources available to us for our extended
parole follow-up. The staff of the CDC Research Division also gave us much
technical advice and information, particularly Paul Mueller and Miss Vida
Ryan. Robert Harrison gave his constant support to the project.

Many persons contributed to the research. Carl Hopkins of the School of
Public Health, U.C.L.A., helped to devise the initial statistical design, and in
the early months of the project we drew heavily on his talents. The tireless
service of Nancy Jorgensen during a year of often solitary work on the prison
records is responsible for a body of data crucial to the entire enterprise. Will
Kennedy was our resident sociologist at California Men’s Colony (CMC)
and, as the junior memberof the field crew, often was left with the hard work
of gathering data while others thought upstill more questions to ask. Robert
Martinson spent a year chasing both parolees and their records and set up a
workable procedure for collecting parole agent reports throughout thestate.
John Vincent bridged the gap between the authors and the digital computer
and usually was able to bring the computer more than halfway. He also is
coauthor of Chapter Nine. Renée Ward worked on the parole follow-up phase
of the study, madeeditorial contributions throughout the book andis coauthor
of Chapter Seven. William C. Schutz conducted the supplemental training
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program for groupleaders and is the author of Appendix C. Stephanie Glass

provided editorial assistance in the first draft. We also are grateful for the

help of the many secretaries whoassisted us on the project. Our appreciation

can be only collectively indicated to our anonymous respondents at the prison

and on parole.

A number of very busy people spent much time reading an earlier draft

of this manuscript. Their careful reviews and critiques were not only helpful

but constituted an essential step in presenting the findings. ‘They include our

academic colleagues, Daniel Glaser, Donald Gottfredson, Sheldon Messinger,

Jerome Rabow, Phillips Cutright, Irving Tallman, Donald MacTavish, Tony

Cline, Ulla Bondeson, and several members of the California Department of

Corrections, including Ernest Reimer, Lawrence Bennett, and Irving Abkin.

None of the ultimate responsibility for the final form of this book rests on

any of these persons. That belongs tous.

Gene G. Kassebaum

David A. Ward

Daniel M. Wilner
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Correctional agencies and social control:

prisons gownedin hospital whites
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The cells in the medium security prison where this study took place are

painted in a variety of pastel colors. Each inmate has a key to his own

“room.” Recreational activities include outdoor bowling, tennis, handball,

and shuffleboard. One inmate received a disciplinary report for breaking a

window whenhe hit a golf ball with too much vigor on the miniature golf

course. Another inmate tried to sue the superintendent for causing him to

become overweight because the prison fare included “too much fried

chicken, strawberry shortcake, and other rich food.” Major components of

the treatment program included: group counseling, “community living” (a

version of the therapeutic community approach), alcoholics anonymous,

formal education through high school, and vocational training. Limited

individual psychotherapy was available from the prison’s clinical staff. An

effort was made in one of the prison’s four separate 600-man living units

to address inmates as “Mr. —.”

These features of California Men’s Colony—East are among the most

visible indicators of the burgeoning influence of the treatment philosophy

in American penology. But multicolored roomsare still cells, inmate keys

do not work when the master cell lock switch is thrown, one cannot go

home when the bowling match is over, full participation in all aspects

of the treatment program does not guaranteerelease, and theviolation of

any of a detailed list of inmate regulations may be punished by up to 29

days in an isolation cell (not “room’”). One of the contentions of inmates

at California Men’s Colony—East and an important question for this study

s whether an elaborate treatment program and some new amenities fora
and parolees were only disguises for a correctional organization

whose real interests were in running a peacétul prison and in maintaining

]
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surveillance over_parolees. Students of penology and prison and parole
workers have emphasized for more than a decade the “dual mandate” of
corrections: treatment_and punishment. It has been furtherarguedthat
these goals are to a large extent contradictory and that the primacy of one
has negative implications for satisfying the other. Actually, arguments
about the raison d’etre for prisons also include contentions that imprison-
ment serves a deterrent function for other would-be law breakers, that
prisons, at least, remove criminals from the community, and that penal con-
finementserves a retributive function. There have been shifts in public sup-
port for these several functions. But prisons have a tendencyto continueto
operate in a fairly uniform mannerdespite these shifts and despite the inter-
est of various groups in coming up with new approaches to cope with “the
crime problem.” Prisonsare parts of bureaucratic organizations and,as such,
they cometo havelives of their own. Thus, issues of organizational survival
(enhancement if possible) and the personal careers of members of the
organization are factors that have a major bearing on the manner in which
popular mandates are discharged.

In the pages that follow we describe a prison treatment program and
report the results of a study of the effects of participation in this program
on the attitudes and behavior of men in a California prison and on their
chances for surviving parole after their release into the community. But
our study of “group counseling” cannot be presented without also describ-
ing the context within which the program was implemented. California
Men’s Colony—East, the site of the research, is a medium security prison,
which meansthat it clearly has the “dual mandate”to provide both treat-
ment and custody. Furthermore, the prison is part of a larger bureaucratic
organization and, hence, maintains exchangerelationships with other parts
of the system and is subject to policies set for the entire system.

Thus, in addition to describing the group treatment program and to
measuring its impact on inmates, we also describe the system for maintain-
ing control of the inmates and orderin the prison and the system for main-
taining control over men paroled to the community.we
finished : ve reported not only theeffects of participation in a
shallcontention
ofgrouptreatment
instead,custodial device. —

  

Deviance and social control

Given our commitment to consider control issues as well as treatment
issues In a correctional system, we appropriately begin with a discussion of
the general significance of an institutional arrangement for the control of
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behavior. In a very broad sense, the workings of societies may be viewed as
a dialectic between two sets of forces: one tending to sustain a degree of
order, continuity, and structure, and the other producing change and de-
partures from the expected.t Deviant behavior is behavior that departs from
normative ex ions to the extent that some response from thecommu-
nity is evoked. ‘That response may range from social ostracism and warnings
to legal prohibitions and formal countermeasures taken against “lawbreak-
ers.” As a result of shifts in public opinion, definitions of deviant behavior
change from time to time, and the label of “deviance” includes acts that
were once regarded as violations of the law but because of changes in the
law are no longer “illegal,” acts that some people or groups contend should
be legally prohibited, thereby making them criminal, and acts that are
presently prohibited by the substantive criminal law. It is in response to
acts that fall into this last category that formal mechanismsof social con-
tro] are activated.

Federal, state, and local governments are organizations of social power
that operate on a basis of less than 100 percent popular support and have
at their disposal a variety of mechanismsto control the incidenceofillegal
behavior.? But, as the definitions of illegal behavior have varied over time
and from place to place, so have the methodsof dealing with lawbreakers.
In addition to execution, branding, and physical torture, societies have
sought to segregate criminals or enemies of the State by meansof exile and
by confinement in penal colonies, galley ships, dungeons, asylums, work-
houses, labor camps, farms, and mines. Although contemporary penal
policy still involves the segregation of lawbreakers in special institutions,
namely prisons, much has changed. Older forms of incarceration were
explicitly harsh in theory as well as in practice, and programs to promote
the reintegration of the prisoner into society were not a matter of concern.
In most of the United States at the present time, imprisonmentstill in-
volves a variety of deprivations, but prisons also operate according to an
ideology phrased in terms of the modification of criminal behavior patterns
and the eventual reintegration of their inmates into the larger community.
Foremost among the means devised to accomplish the goal of “rehabilita-
tion” are a variety of “treatment programs.”

Theinterest in correctional treatmentis of recentorigin, having strongly

 

1See Don Martindale, The Nature and Types of Sociological Theory, Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1960, pp. 127-210; and Ralf Dahrendorf, Class and Class Conflict
in Industrial Society, Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1959.

2 See C. N. Cassanelli, The Politics of Freedom, Seattle: University of Washington
Press, 1961, where government is defined as ‘‘an organization consisting of many sub-
organizations and possessing a near monopoly of the means of violence within a society.
It determines and executes formal public policy and it maintains an implicit but con-
stant threat to make use of means ofviolence in case it is not obeyed,”p.6.
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emerged only during the past several decades, due in part to humanitarian
concerns butalso as a result of the realization that confinement in even the
harshest prison was not deterring ex-inmates from continuing their criminal
careers after release. A third factor accounting for the emergence of the
treatment philosophy has been the rapid growth and developmentof the
behavioral sciences and of the related professions of social work, clinical
psychology, and psychiatry.

Penal policy based on the notion of deterrence by punishment has
been modified to include concepts based on the premise that criminal
behavior derives from faulty personality development and from impaired

social and economic conditions which can be altered only by providing

the opportunities for correcting and improving these impairments. Con-
finement has come to be justified as providing the setting within which

rehabilitation takes place through participation in programs such as in-

dividual psychotherapy, group counseling, academic education, and vo-

cational training. But hy is changing, not_changed, and

de anguage, the new physical settings, and the new program,

jon—Is: hat extent do treatment considerations influence

. f prisons and parole agencies? Phrased_in_an-

    

  

we atients Or pr

Patients or prisoners?

When confronted with some of the published reports of treatment pro-

grams in correctionalinstitutions, it is easy to forget that one is not read-

ing about a clinic or a hospital. The old terms of “guard,” “convict,”

“cell,” and “prison” have been replaced by “correctional officer,” “resi-

dent,” “room,” and “institution” in all but the maximum security prisons

in most departments of correction. Undoubtedly, this reflects more than

a mere change in nomenclature. Even so, security fences and locks

remain, and it is only realistic to keep them in mindso that the discus-

sion of treatment does not become too rarified for the everyday world

of prison confinement.
The distinctive aspect of life at California Men’s Colony is notthe

fact that inmatesare participating in a psychologically based treatment pro-

gram. Criminal behavior has increasingly become subject to psychiatric

interpretations, and in this regard the prison inmate does not differ from

manyofhis peers in the free world.? In recent decades the rapid expansion

3 Estimates of the extent of mental and emotional disturbance in the United States

vary, and the subject is too complex to detain us here. For example, the “Midtown
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of psychologically based techniques of influence, persuasion, and manipu-
lation of behavior has occurred throughout American society. They in-
clude motivation research in advertising, the “humanrelations” movement
in industry, and a wide range of psychological and quasi-therapeutic aids
that are available for the distressed individual, the lonely crowd, and the
tarnished corporate image. Tranquilizing and energizing drugs are widely
prescribed, and some prepaid medical care plans now include psycho-
therapy.

Now,it is also the case that treatment programs are directed toward
persons who are not voluntary participants. Most important among them
are the programsin public mental hospitals and prisons.Correctional

treat:

ment is to be distinguished from treatment in medicine and_psychiatry
in terms of intake and release procedures. In medicine the patient places
himself in the conditional and limited care of the physician whose task
is to alleviate his distress. The right of the patient to initiate treatment
or to withdraw from it is rarely questioned except in the case of highly
contagious disease. Patients in a custodial psychiatric facility have been
“committed” and are not permitted to leave the grounds as an expression
of refusing or withdrawing from treatment. (They can remain “unrecep-
tive.” Unfortunately, a stance of this kind quickly encourages the diag- |
nostic label of “chronic” and mayresult in nearly permanent incarceration
or until such time as the patient becomes “receptive” to treatment and
may then be regarded as able to function in free society.) In psychiatric
treatment the patient’s felt distress, symptoms, anxieties, and feelings are
examined; if psychosis is suspected (or more accurately, in some cases if a
person's relatives are attempting to get him committed to a mental insti-
tution because of suspected psychosis) an effort is made to determine the
kind of treatmentbest suited to the disorder.

In the case of criminals, however, the offender or his family seldom
seek treatment through judicial intervention, and the primary concern
of law enforcement agencies is, in most cases, not with the state of the
offender’s psyche. The law is behavioristic: a proven illegal act can lead
to imprisonment and, hence, to “treatment” whether or not it is asso-
ciated with diagnosed personality disturbance.

Because_the ends of medicine and_laware different. their proce
   

  

are different. The initial distinction is clear, even in phraseology. Thus,

Manhattan Study,” classified 23.4 per cent of a sample of 1,660 non-institutionalized
in-residence New Yorkers as mentally impaired. See Leo Srole, Thomas S. Langner,
Stanley T. Michael, Marvin K. Opler, and Thomas A. C. Rennie, Mental Health in the
Metropolis, New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1962, p. 138.

4 See Erving Goffman’s essay, “The Medical Model and Mental Hospitalization,”
in Asylums, Garden City: Anchor Books, 1961, pp. 321-386.
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in medicine the patient is said to have a “presenting complaint”; in

criminal law the State has a complaint. In medicine the first task is to

arrive at a diagnosis; in law it is to establish that an illegal act was com-
mitted by the accused. In medicinal procedure the treatment follows
from the diagnosis and may involve confinement; in criminal procedure
the treatmentis a consequence of conviction and involves a diagnosis only

to the extent that probation departments may recommend probation in

lieu of imprisonment. In medicine the patient seeks treatment for relief
from the symptoms; in prison the inmate typically seeks release from the

treatment.

awbreakers may be sent_to prison for “treatment’’ or_to—be—xe-

habilitated,”” but there is a question as to_whether participation in any
e_prison’s treatment program for_periods of m

months or even years has any real relevance to the decisio ne

in “treatment.” Parole decisions also are based on the concerns

of the public about releasing certain types of offenders “too soon” and on
the kind of “adjustment” the inmate has made in prison. Aubert and

Messinger, in differentiating the sick role and criminal behavior, have

drawn attention to the nominal status of the notion of “recovery” of

the criminal:

  
    

 

The most convincing argumentfor the irrelevance of recovery predictions

in the criminal law is that the law so readily substitutes fines for imprison-

ment, and that some modern systems of criminal law authorize imprison-

ment for periods far in excess of the life expectancy of any human being.

In fines there is obviously no complication about the predicted time of

recovery. Further, the idea of punishing people in terms of time-serving

is a relatively new one; most systems of criminal law have done without

sanctions meted out in time periods. The criminal law draws upon the

future merely because under modern conditions time is one of the dimen-

sions along which sanctions can be ordered.°

The recent perspective adopted by correctional treatment specialists

considers as a given the nonconformity of the persons delivered into

their charge; and, under new indeterminant sentence laws, staff members

no longer have to regard the expiration of a given span of time in prison

as the signal for release of the prisoner. What is required now is the im-

position of incarceration, plus treatment, plus some “signs of change” in

the prisoner’s behavior and attitudes. To drastically oyersimplify:formerly»

5 Vilhelm Aubert and Sheldon Messinger, “The Criminal and the Sick,” Inquiry, 1

(1958), pp. 137-160. See also, Vilhelm Aubert, “Legal Justice and Mental Health,”

in The Hidden Society, Totowa, New Jersey: The Bedminster Press, 1965, pp. 55-82.
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   -a_fixed_span_ of time was subtracted_fr he_criminal’sfree life_a
price of his crime; today, treatment is imposed_on him until such time
as he is adjudged by_a releasing authority to berelatively safe for a return_
to the larger community.®

Once inside prison, treatment is available to inmates both on self-
referral basis and, in an increasing number of cases, as a mandatory obli-
gation, based on staff opinion that participation in a certain program will
benefit them. In many correctional systems, for instance, in California, the
initial period of confinement includes a review of the background char-
acteristics of each inmate, and a program is recommended for the inmate
by a diagnostic and classification committee. This recommended program,
however, is subject to influence by the availability of facilities (types of
school and vocational training programs), the length of the waiting lists
to get into various jobs and programs, the inmate’s custody classification,
and the operational needs of the prison. (For example, are inmates needed
to work in the kitchen or in the powerhouse?) Also, despite the adminis-
tration of batteries of psychological tests, there are few empirical studies
or even theoretical formuli that link a profile of scores with either per-
formance in or probable response to treatment programs.” In California,

 

6 A good example of enforced confinementspecifically for the sake of “rehabilitation”
is provided by California’s civil commitment of persons addicted to narcotics or “in
imminent danger of becoming addicted to narcotics.’ Persons convicted of felonies or
misdemeanors (not necessarily related to drug use) may have criminal proceedings sus-
pended prior to the imposition of sentence and be referred for new separate civil com-
mitment proceedings. The superior court ‘‘. . . may commit the persons to the custody
of the Director of Corrections for confinement in the California Rehabilitation Center.
Whenthe rehabilitation commitment has been complied with, or on the completion of
seven years (italics ours), the individual is returned to the committing court . . . and
the proceedings which were suspended after the conviction of a felony (misdemeanor)
are again activated.” Civil commitment proceedings mayalso beinitiated by other per-
sons including family members, and even in these cases, persons are committed for
treatment until such time as “. . . the Director of Corrections and the Narcotic Addict
Evaluation Authority believe the individual has recovered from his addiction, or at the
end of seven years. . . .” Even voluntary commitments to the California Rehabilitation
Center are “. . . for a definite period of two and one-half years even though heinitially
requested the treatment.” Civil Commitment Program for Narcotics Addicts 1961
through 1966: Summary Statistics, Administrative Statistics Section, Research Division,
Department of Corrections, Sacramento, California, December 1966, pp. 2-3.

7 For an exceptional case see Marguerite Q. Grant, “Interaction Between Kinds of
Treatments and Kinds of Delinquents, A Current Trend in Correctional Research,”
Inquiries Concerning Kinds of Treatment for Kinds of Delinquents, Monograph No. 2,
Sacramento, California: Board of Corrections, July, 1961, pp. 5-14 and Marguerite Q.
Warren, “The Community Treatment Project: History and Prospects,” in S. A. Yefsky
(ed.) Law Enforcement Science and Technology, Washington, D.C.: Thompson Book
Co., 1967, pp. 191-200.
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for example, group counseling is recommended forvirtually all offenders
of all ages and educational levels in all types of institutions.Although
there exists _a_belief among staff members that not everyone will roht

Or_assignm Troup programs. In those institutions where
participation in group counseling or community living programs is com-
pulsory, there is again no distinction between inmates who might benefit
from, or be receptive to, such treatment and those who will probably
not benefit or whoareresistant.
fr» Prison classification committees also generally recommend to all in-
nates that they enroll in vocational training, academic education, reli-
ious and recreational programs; but active participation in every program

offered in the prison does not guarantee release. foneolitheory
scems_to reflect the_lack of generalized support for an
O causation by correctional administrations and parole men

bers. Without explicit linkages between presumed causes of deviance and
countermeasures related to those causes, adherence to vague and conflict-
ng standards will continue to characterize correctional decision making.

NN, oints with respect to crime causation that are of key importance

to correctional treatment programming are: (1) whether there are theories

there(2)
whether there are treatme based these causal explanations;

fying criminal behavior. Our studythe
POMSpoints:

There are several other features of correctional treatment that must
be included in this discussion. First, the prison inmate should be viewed

as occupying a unique position in a treatmentsetting in that he is re-
quired to assist in the day-to-day maintenance and operation of the or-
ganization. Work, for example, is referred to by some staff members as
a “privilege,” but inmates who do notavail themselves of this “privilege”
may be subject to disciplinary action. Although some patients in mental
hospitals may be incapacitated in one way or another, all patients can

be excused from work because there is a paid civilian staff to operate the
institution. Prison inmates are required to work because the punitive

aspect of confinementis still a reality, because it is argued that order

and control are enhanced when inmates are busily occupied, and because

workis asser
tive function) ,

“Afinal“distinction between medical and correctional treatment is
that the post-release status of the prison inmate differs fundamentally from
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the released patient of a medical or mental institution. The post-release
status of a recovering patient is one that typically entitles him to certain
exemptions from his normal role obligations and to more dependence on
other persons; theillness can even qualify him for insurance and unemploy-
ment benefits. On the other hand, as will be discussed in Chapter VII, the
parolee not only reenters the community without exemptions from role
obligations but has, in fact, additional obligations that exceed the ones
of free citizens. The parolee, for example, has an obligation to find a job
and to keep it, and some actions that are legal for free citizens, for in-
stance, the right to leave the city or the state, to open a charge account,
and to get married, are subject to official approval. Moreover, the in-
creased surveillance to which he is subject, combined with the greater
variety of his activities that are subject to official action and the limits
of his civil rights, makes detection of any further illegal behavior more
likely for him than for free citizens.

The point here is not to debate the wisdom of these measures, but
to underscore some of the salient features of the treatment program
examined in this study. Any discussion of correctional treatment pro-
grams and techniques must take into account the legal status of the of-
fenderin prison and on parole, as well as the institutional context in which
the treatment takes place.

Treatment in the prison setting

In formulating a design for the assessment of the effects of group coun-
seling on prison inmates, we took as a point of departure the question
of how a large-scale treatment program could be implemented in an
institutional setting that is traditionally authoritarian by intention, and
deprivational in effect. It is worth repeating that the rise of the treatment
movement in penology has not been accompanied by the disappearance of
custodial interests. Treatment programs have represented _an additional
function-for prisons instead of a replacement for custodial practices. In
California, the job of the correctional officer has slowly but surely come
to include the participation in treatment activities in addition to his
traditional responsibility for the safekeeping of the prisoner, which has
been the primary business of prison guards since the first turnkey in the
first gaol. Directly relevant to this study is the fact that during the past
decade correctional officers have come Dla key role in the group
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CONTRADICTORY DIRECTIVES IN CORRECTIONS?

The part of the “dual mandate” of corrections that relates to treatment
goals is based on an assumption of continuity in behavior and personality
between therapist and patient. This philosophy has been implemented
in the California Department of Corrections by techniques that, to vary-
ing degrees, employ permissiveness, nondirection, and personal acceptance
of the inmate. For example, a departmental manual on group counseling

states:

The first requirement (of group counseling) is the development of the

group setting necessary for clients to feel free to discuss with security their

own andothers’ feelings and attitudes toward the situation in which they

find themselves. The second requirement . . . is a condition of mutual

acceptance amongthose in the group . . . not only must the group feel

free to discuss their problems, but the general atmosphere in which they

do so must be supportive.

In general, the procedures and techniques used . . . are secondary to the

warm and accepting attitudes and the freedom of the client to make

choices and respond spontaneously in the treatmentsituation.?

At the same time, another departmental directive warns that undue

familiarity is prohibited:

Employees shall not indulge in undue familiarity with inmates nor shall

they permit undue familiarity on the part of inmates toward themselves.

Wheneverthere is reason for an employee to discuss the prisoner’s prob-

lems with him, the employee shall maintain a helpful but professional

attitude toward the prisoner. The employee shall not discuss his own

personal affairs with the prisoner nor shall any employee engage in any

game, contest or sport with any inmate.?°

The rules also clearly define the subordinate status of any inmate vis-a-vis

the staff:

All inmates shall promptly and politely obey orders or instructions given

them by employees of the institution or by employees of other agencies

in charge of inmates.!!

8See Donald R. Cressey, “Contradictory Directives in Complex Organizations,”

Administrative Science Quarterly, 4 (June, 1959) pp. 1-19.

9 Norman Fenton, Group Counseling: A Preface to its Use in Correctional and

Welfare Agencies, Sacramento, California: The Institute for the Study of Crime and

Delinquency, 1961, pp. 46-50.
10 Rules of the Director of Corrections, Department of Corrections, California, 1960.

11 Tbid.
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Custodial ends require that inmates be induced to conform to a set of
regulations that maximizes the visibility, predictability, orderliness, and
docility of the institutional population. The efficiency of a given custodial
staff is assessed in terms of the extent to which it obtains inmate com-
pliance with regulations, and its ability to prevent disturbances and quell
resistance, whether this is accomplished through coercion and manipula-
tion or by persuasion and incentives. The problem of integrating these
two sets of imperatives—the custodial end of conformity and order and
he treatment end of free expression and permissiveness—has received
much attention j literature, but it remains an administrative problem
ofconsiderableproportions.!”

A second, separate problem in fulfilling the rehabilitation mandate is

to implement treatment I visualized. ‘T’he
supply of psychiatrists, clinical psychologists, and psychiatric social work-
ers is not considered adequate to the program needs of the inmate popu-
lation even in the few correctional institutions for inmates legally defined
as criminally insane or severely disturbed. Thus, a treatment program that
requires staff members with high levels of formal education and training
is available to only a select few of the inmate population.!*

  

12 A study of an experimental treatment program that emphasizes the role custodial
interests play in determining the extent to which treatment considerationsreally prevail
in the day-to-day operation of a correctional institution is Elliot Studt, Sheldon L.
Messinger, Thomas P. Wilson, C-Unit: Search for Community in Prison, New York:
Russell Sage Foundation, 1968. See also Donald R. Cressey, “Limitations on Organiza-
tion of the Prison,” in Theoretical Studies in Social Organization of the Prison, New
York: Social Science Research Council, Pamphlet No. 15, 1960, pp. 78-110; Richard
A. Cloward, “Social Control in the Prison,” ibid., pp. 20-48; Lloyd E. Ohlin, ‘“Con-
flicting Interests in Correctional Objectives,” ibid., pp. 111-129; Richard A. Korn and
Lloyd W. McCorkle, Criminology and Penology, New York: Henry Holt and Company,
1959, pp. 441-447; 495-506.

13 ‘The group counseling program maybe seen as another of the efforts to establish,
within prisons, so-called “therapeutic communities.” The California Department of Cor-
rections has been particularly interested in this approach and has been much influenced
by the work of Maxwell Jones. Dr. Jones worked as a consultant to the Department and
supervised the establishment of a therapeutic community-type program at the California
Institution for Men. For descriptions of this approach, see Maxwell Jones, The Thera-
peutic Community, New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1953. It is to be noted that the
concepts of social psychiatry are difficult to apply in prison. Jones writes:

It would . . . be fascinating to know what success a numerousstaff of psychoanalysts
would have with a selected group of prison inmates. However, it has proved impossible
to attract psychiatrists (including non-analysts) in sufficient numbers to assess in any
large-scale experiment what they have to contribute. It is doubtful if they could function
adequately in a prison setting unless the anti-therapeutic factors in the social organization
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‘The pressure on correctional personnel to rehabilitate criminals on a
mass scale, coupled with the small numbersof clinically trained personnel,
has provided a major impetus for the development of group treatment
programs that utilize all categories of prison staff members including,
most importantly, correctional officers. (Group counseling thus is to be

distinguished from group therapy in which the groupsare led byclinical

personnel.) Hence, the largest treatment program in the California De-

partment of Corrections is carried out almost entirely by persons who

are from the standpoint of clinical specialty, nonprofessional.*

THE TRADITIONAL PRISON

One aspect of prison treatment that must be considered is the argument

that prison experience in and ofitself is an inducement to further illicit

nd illegal activity.° This condition is believed to arise as a consequence

of the following circumstances:

(a) Imprisonment provides an opportunity for new or younger inmates

‘—~ to learn about criminal activities and opportunities from more so-

phisticated inmates with whom they are in close and_ sustained

contact.

(b) The psychological deprivations imposed by imprisonment provide

‘—~ inmates with retroactive justifications for their crimes.

_(c) The material deprivations imposed by imprisonment together with

—— the density of population, result in the exploitation or involvement

of many inmates in a system of subterfuge, and manipulation in the

pursuit of valued goods andservices.

~-(d) The dehumanizing element of prison life, most important, the lack

_~ of opportunity for individual decision making, does not develop the

self-confidence and the sense of responsibility that inmates will need

in the free world.16

of the prison could at the same time be modified. It is of course equally important that

psychiatrists should become fully conversant with the prison culture and particularly

with the very real difficulties of the custodialstaff. ibid., p. 86.

Also see Jones, Social Psychiatry in Practice, Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1968.

14 For a history of the development of programsutilizing nonprofessional staff mem-.

bers as treatment personnel, see Joseph W. Eaton, Stone Walls Not a Prison Make,

Springfield, Illinois: Charles C Thomas, 1962.

15 See Donald Clemmer, “Imprisonment as a Source of Criminality,” Journal of

Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science, 41 (Sept.—Oct., 1950), pp. 311-319.

An opposing view is given by Donald L. Garrity, “The Prison as a Rehabilitative

Agency,” in Donald R. Cressey (ed.), The Prison, New York: Holt, Rinehart and

Winston, 1961, pp. 358-380.

16 Two of the best descriptions of the “pains of imprisonment” in institutions for
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Many studies have reported that, given these conditions, a complex
and pervasive inmate social structure develops that fosters the evasion
of official normsandis ideologically opposed to the values held by prison
staff members—the values on which treatment programs are based.

Lhe prison community isbeviewed consisting formal
administrative structure and m t
interdependent,1?
Taking factors into account, the hallmark of thetraditional
prison can be considered as a “cadre” of strategically placed inmates who
structure communications within the prison, invoke sanctions, and pro-
mulgate norms prescribing and proscribing conduct for the inmate com-
munity. Under these conditions, the task of the incoming prisoner is to -
internalize the norms, become sophisticated with regard to the patterns
of allegiance and behavior, and learn to manipulate both guards and in-
mates in competition for material advantages and ego support in an
environment in which both are in short supply. This learning process has
been termed “prisonization,”

The traditional prison, with its inmate code and folklore, thus is orga-
nized to produce great resistance to any therapeutic program that is merely
grafted onto its social system. This resistance has been recognized, and
an attempt to deal with it can be seen in the recent efforts that view
treatment programs as modifying por formal and informal social arrange-
ments in the prison community. Jus contended that treatment_programs
such as group counseling a a which treatment_takes|

; place by broadeningtl|
  

 

  

  

  
me7relationship:S; inveigh against, thatee sty

is,weaken the endorsementof,the norms ofthe traditi mate com- ,,haereee ; :.

sromotePossitive changess ininmate behavior.“Treat:

  

which 4 hould. behavior. |reat-.
ment is thus asserted to 1 Troup coun-
‘seling experience, and indirectly by altering the prisonization process.

Whether the norms of the inmate communityare really different from
| the normsof the conventional community, whether the inmates at Califor-
nia Men’s Colony endorseda distinctive set of inmate norms, and whether
the group treatment programsaffected the degree of endorsement of inmate
norms are issues that we shall examine in detail in this book. At present
we only wish to point out that the descriptions of traditional inmate

  

    

men are to be found in Gresham M. Sykes, The Society of Captives, Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press, 1958; and Erving Goffman, Asylums, op. cit.

17 ‘Two collections of papers already cited contain most of the best knownstudies of
formal and informal prison organization. See Theoretical Studies in Social Organization
of the Prison, op. cit.; and Cressey, The Prison, op. cit.
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| communities in the sociological literature are, for the most part, studies
\ conducted in states where most of the adult felons were housed in one
\ maximum security prison and most of the younger felons were housed
‘in a reformatory. Our study, however, has been conducted in one prison of

departmentof corrections that is comprised of, at least, ten separate major
institutions. We found that the fact that the prison we studied was part
f a larger system of prisons has such important implications for the social

structure of the inmate community, and thus for treatment programming,
that a new and different view of the prison community is called for.
Chapter X of this book is devoted to a presentation of the empirical
evidence and theoretical considerations from which this revised view
emerged.

PAROLE PERFORMANCE AS THE MEASURE OF TREATMENT OUTCOME

It is necessary to extend the consideration of correctional treatment and

social control issues to the topic of postrelease behavior. We were not

able in this study to measure the impact of group counseling apart from

the context in which it operated. That is, we did not measure grouptreat-

ment applied to convicted felons in the setting of a community treatment

center or through the facilities of an outpatient clinic; we measured the

impact of prison group treatment. The prison setting necessarily clouds

the issue of whether any changes in the attitudes or behavior of Men’s

Colony—East inmates were the result of imprisonment or whether the

changes would have occurred if the men had remained in the free world.

However, we were able to examine the attitudes and the behavior, over

time, of men whoparticipated in the group treatment programs and men

who did not.
Our outcome criteria were the ones cited by Department of Cor-

rections staff members to be the consequences of group counseling par-

ticipation: lessened endorsement of the inmate code (positive attitude

change), fewer prison disciplinary reports, and a lower likelihood of

being returned to prison. Two of these measures—prison disciplinary re-

ports and recidivism—reflect social control issues. It was necessary for

us to describe prison disciplinary procedures and problems in order to

understand why prison rules violations are taken to be measures of inmate

“adjustment.” The use of recidivism as a criterion of outcome poses more

dificult problems. The comparison of the recidivism rate of parolees to

the criminal behavior of free citizens is extremely questionable when so

little is known about the implications of the status of “parolee” and about

the many specific regulations, conditions of surveillance, and possibilities

of reimprisonment by administrative rather than court action, to which

parolees are subject. In a later chapter, we raise the question of whether
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formal parole dispositions reflect parolee behavior accurately enough to
be useful in ferreting out possible changes in behavior that result from
exposure to the various treatment programs.

At the present time, however, these rates can be used if the outcome
behavior is regarded as a measure of parole conformity rather than recidi-
vism, and if this behavior is explicitly regarded, at least in part, as a
function of administrative and procedural factors in the parole division.

For the purpose of this research we define the post-release goal of
treatment as the increase of the probability of a successful parole. Data
will be presented concerning aspects of the parolee status, as well as a
discussion of the parole agent’s perception of the parolee, but the internal
organization of the parole division will not be analyzed in this study. Our
attention will be devoted mostly to the question of whether there is a
difference in parole conformity between treatment and control subjects.

SUMMARY

In setting up a study design to assess the efficacy of a prison treatment
technique—group counseling—the following have been taken into account:

1. That the distinctive feature of correctional group treatment compared
to psychotherapeutic treatment in the free world is the involuntary
nature of the recruitment of subjects.

Z. That the treatment program is operated within a setting that contains
sources of strong resistance to the program; one of these sourcesis the
inmates, another is the custody staff members, and another is the
nature of the system itself.

3. That the prison setting itself is imbedded in a complex and far-flung
organization so that changes in one part of the system have implica-
tions for the other parts.

4. That the principal measures of treatment impact are the differences in
the degree to which treatment and control subjects conform to prison
and parole regulations.

The purpose of this book is to report a study of how men convicted
of felonious conduct were dealt with by one state’s Department of Cor-
rections. ‘This study examines the effects of participation in a program that
is designed to modify criminal behavior within the context of the formal
organization of the prison and the parole division. The issue will become
self-evident in the chapters that follow: namely, is there reason to expect
that even the newest prison programs with the “richest” staffing can
counter the negative consequences of imprisonment? Can participation
in these programs provide new skills and change the personalities and
perspectives of inmates so that there is less probability of return to prison?
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Doing time in a pastel prison

Well, gee, you expect us to do handsprings here because these televisions

are here? What doesa television set mean when you’ve got a guy’s heart

whipped out? Do you expect me to be the apotheosis of joy because you

have given me a key that leads to no place, when you can lock mein at

any whim? I don’t need this key, take the key and take this television

set if you want it . . . it’s a lie anyway, the way you're using it. I’m not

knocking television, but I’m just saying, the way it’s used . . . it’s given

to you by this omnipotent, omniscient author whom you never see . . .

this guy running this whole show. He’s gonna let you watch the TV—

big deal, and you’re dying. Besides, who cares about the TV . . . and

the guys that watch it—they wouldn’t watch it if there was anything

else to do. TV is a good way to avoid whatis. If you watch the TV you

might not think.

CMCE Inmate

TEUDUTOTEE CREEPER CUPDISEDELEREEEEEEEEaPEOVELUEDDEERTEERUTENEI CEUPED PUTED EEL ED REBEL EEURIETELTETEL TUPELEOUSUPOUDOCPEDDEEEEDLUDTPCEREDCEECEUGVEFIEUECDOPDORDGLESTEREEUBPRDCOPOGEUDUOTUERELUGIOEURUIERCPECODUUEUDGOCCUOUTENUE

California Men’s Colony—East (CMCE), the site of this study, is a

medium security prison that was opened in 1961. It is part of a larger

system of correctional institutions which have been constructed over the

years and because of changes in prison architecture, have come to house

different types of offenders. The Department of Corrections maintains two

high walled maximum security prisons to hold men with extensive crimi-

nal records or with long sentences for crimes of violence, and to hold men

who represent serious escape risks or institutional “adjustment” problems.

For these reasons the men in maximum security prisons generally are

regarded as poorer prospects for treatment. The department operates

several minimum security facilities to house younger offenders (regarded

as good treatment prospects) and older inmates who are serving a first

16
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term for nonviolent crimes, and to house men with limited criminal
careers and men close to release. In all cases they must also be well be-
haved in terms of institutional adjustment. The two medium security
prisons, of which Men’s Colony—East is one, contain prisoners who are
deemed to need secure but not close confinement. Men’s Colony inmates
generally are not experiencing penal confinement for the first time: at
the time of ourstudy, seven out of eightCMCE inmates had histories of
prior commitment to jails, reformatories, minimum security prisons, or
other medium security prisons. A small number of men began their terms
in the maximum security prisons and were transferred to CMCEafter a
period of good behavior. Other men were transferred to CMCE after
a period of bad behavior in institutions lower on the security scale.
Men’s Colony—East also receives new commitments whoare facing long
prison terms for crimes such as robbery or selling narcotics. These men
are housed in a medium security setting until their “adjustment” indi-
cates whether maximum or medium facilities are appropriate. Men’s Col-
ony—East was thus designed with a particular type of inmate population
in mind, and its physical plant, staffing, and program reflects its place
midway on the treatment-potential/security-requirements ranking system
used by the California Department of Corrections.?

PHYSICAL PLANT

Men’s Colony—East is bounded by two cyclone fences 16 feet high, in-
terspaced by eight concrete gun towers 35 feet high. Four of the towers
are routinely manned. As is shown in Figure 2.1, it is divided into four
quadrangles, each housing 600 men.

1 The good and bad behavior designations here are determined almost entirely by two
measures: whether or not the inmate tried to escape, and whether or not he violated
prison rules. ‘The point is that men can work their way down to CMCE by good
behavior at maximum security prisons, or they can work their way up to CMCEby bad
behavior at minimum security prisons. A small number of inmates may be received in >
transfer from the other medium security prisons, generally, to separate the members of
cliques or enemies.

2 Men’s Colony—Eastis the larger of two institutions which are located on the same
grounds at San Luis Obispo on the California coast, midway between San Francisco and
Los Angeles. The other facility, California Men’s Colony—West, is a barracks-type
institution which houses approximately 1400 minimum custody men, 95 percent of
whom are over age 40. (At the time of this study, the medium age at CMCW was
93.1 years compared to 30.6 at CMCE.) One superintendentrules both institutions, but
he is the only person with such joint responsibilities. The transfers of staff or inmates
between West and East facilities require the same formal processing as do transfers
between CMCEandprisons located elsewhere in the state. The study reported in this
volume included only the Eastfacility.
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figure 2.1 (The ® indicates electronically controlled plaza turnstiles.)

 

Construction was based in part on the argument that smaller prisons

reduce management and control problems and provide more appropriate

settings for treatment; it also was based on a realistic appraisal of the

department’s chances for getting funds to build four new separate small

prisons from the state legislature. Men’s Colony—Kast thus represents

an interesting new type of prison architecture that incorporates the fea-

tures of small institutions (given United States standards) with the econ-

omy of building and maintaining one large physical plant. The original

plan called for each of the four 600-man units of Men’s Colony (the

 



Doing Time in a Pastel Prison 19

“quads” ) to be run, insofar as possible, as a semiautonomousinstitution.

Each of the four quads was designed to house its population in two

300-man buildings subdivided into six sections containing 50 men, with

each man having a single cell. The 50-man sections include a dayroom

where cards and other gamesare played, a television room, and a shower

room. Cells or “rooms” are of the “over-under” type of construction in

which the bunk space for onecell is built into the upper half of one wall

and the bunk space of the adjoiningcell is built into the bottom half of

the wall. A narrow floor-to-cell area is left for walking, sitting at a table

attached to the wall, and for toilet facilities. This type of construction

was designed to prevent the inevitable effort to house more inmates in

the prison than the number for which it was intended, and it permits the

construction of four cells in the space needed for three conventional

prison cells. Besides the bed, each room containsa toilet, a sink with hot

and cold running water, and three shelves for storing clothes. Earphones

for listening to the programs of two radio stations piped from a control

sound center also are provided. Ventilation is provided by a circulating

air system that also supplies heat, and by an outside window in each cell.

(Thatis, all cells are built against the outside walls; there are no interior

cell blocks.) The cells or “rooms” have fluorescent lighting and are

painted in alternating green, gray, and beige colors. Cell doors are solid

was a small window, and each inmate has a key to his own door, a

feature designed to reduce the problem of pilfering and the “planting”
of items in open cells, and to reduce the amountof time that correctional
officers must devote to locking and unlocking doors as inmates enter or

leave their cells. During night hours all cells are “deadlocked” through a
central locking device that overrides inmate keys, and men can be re-
leased from the rooms only by the use of a special staff key.

The quadrangles are the basic sleeping, eating, recreational, and social

units of the prison. In addition, each quad has its own elementary school.
The quads are arranged around a separate central core that includes the
administrative offices, the visiting areas, the central kitchen that serves

the four separate air conditioned dining rooms, the high school class-
rooms, the vocational training shops, the hobby shops, the laundry, the
maintenance shops, the chapels, and the gymnasium.

Entrance to the quadrangles can only be gained through turnstiles
from the central plaza. (These turnstiles are really large revolving doors
made of closely spaced bars, similar to subway exits in New York.) Each
inmate carries a laminated identification card with his picture and a desig-
nation of his residence in A, B, C, or D quad. ‘Traffic through the turnstiles

is controlled through a central tower that uses closed circuit televi-
sion to view inmates and their identification card before permitting the
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turnstile to turn. ‘The ease of control that was the intention of the design
of the turnstile system, however, has never actually been achieved. Daily
ebbs and flows of trafic make the control of 18 turnstiles by the tower
ofhcers impossible, and other correctional officers must go to the turnstiles
to personally control traffic during the rush hours. At other times, staff
members as well as inmates often have to stand in line waiting for the
tower officer to switch his monitor over to their turnstile.

This system provided an obvious challenge to the ingenuity of the
more seasoned inmates at Men’s Colony, and they soon found ways to
“beat the system.” For example, the men are required to have written per-
mission in order to move from one quad to another, but passesare difficult
to read on the television receivers. The tower control officer can do little
more than check to determine if the man has the right quad identification
letter on his ID card. But the inmates also have learned that thetelevision
camera cannot distinguish between a quadletter that is under a laminated
surface and onethat is temporarily pasted over another letter on the surface
of the card. Inmates have found that when a man goes into a quad other
than his own, although he is supposed to report in at the quad office,
unless an officer stops him there is nothing to keep him from getting “lost”
in the other quads. The problem of ironing out the kinks in a new system
is summed up in a wry remark of the associate superintendent: ‘This
system of a central tower using TV cameras to control inmate traffic was
designed by an idiot .. . and that idiot was me!”

Although the trafic between quads has been controlled to a consid-
erable degree through the use of the turnstile system supplemented by
prison personnel, the inmates in any quad cannotbesaid to be isolated
from the other quads. The centralization of some important staff services
and certain work assignments—coupled with some movement between
quadsfor less official purposes—has prevented the complete separation of
men in the four quadrangles. The centralization of quadrangle and insti-
tution operations also has the effect of making it difficult for the quad
administrators to achieve a high degree of autonomy for their unit.

QUADRANGLE CENTRAL STAFF ORGANIZATION

Despite the separate duties of the quad and central administrations some
important business at Men’s Colony is conducted on both the institu-
tional and quadrangle levels. Major disciplinary problems are handled, for
example, by an institutional committee made up of the heads of the quad-
rangles, called “program administrators,” and the representatives of the
central staff. Minorrule infractions are handled by quad committees com-
prised of the program administrator, the senior correctional counselor
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(caseworker), and the day-shift lieutenant. Inmate classification functions
(initial job assignment, custody classification, and the like) are organized
on the same basis, with cases first discussed by an institutional committee
and with the quad committees’ handling the business of reclassification
when it does not involve questions of transfer to another institution or
pertain to changes in institutional policies or procedures.

What these divisions of responsibilities clearly indicate is that the
most important decisions for inmates and staff are made at the institution,
not the quad, level. The formal structure that underlies these allocations
of responsibility and authority are shown in Figures 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4.

Superintendent

        
  
Deputy superintendent,

Custody and treatment

division
  

Correctional Business Medical

industries services division

Associate superintendent (See Figure 2.3.)

Program administrators (4) (See Figure 2.4.)

Classification and parole section

Assignment officer

Training officer

      

figure 2.2 The formal organization of California Men’s Colony—East.

Associate superintendent

Education: Custody Group
supervisor of captain counseling
education

 

Lieutenants
| Recreation

Sergeants

Academic Vocational |

instruction instruction Correctional Chaplins

officers (3)

 

figure 2.3 ‘The associate services.

 



22 Prison Treatment and Parole Survival

Program administrator

Correctional First watch Second watch Third watch

counselor II sergeant program lieutenant program lieutenant

Correctional Watch Watch

counselor I correctional correctional sergeant
sergeant

Yard and work Housing

two correctional four correctional

officers officers

    
   

  
Housing units

two correctional

officers

 

Yard and work Housing

two correctional four correctional

officers officers

 

figure 2.4 The quads (four).

Formally, the program administrators (PA) of each quadrangle are di-
rectly responsible to the deputy superintendent. As is the case with the
deputy superintendent position, the PA position is a combination of both
treatment and custody supervisory functions. Notice that among the cen-
tralized services under the authority of the associate superintendent, who
also reports to the deputy superintendent, are the educational, vocational,
recreational, religious, and group counseling programs. ‘The associate super-
intendent is thus in a position of control over both custodial staff mem-

bers and the heads of the treatment services throughout the institution.
This particular allocation of responsibility has made it difficult for the
program administrators to be the “junior wardens”as originally planned.

The staff members with power at Men’s Colony are the ones who have
control over institution-wide knowledge and responsibilities.

CENTRALIZED SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

Men’s Colony inmates eat, sleep, go to grade school, participate in group

counseling sessions, and have recreational activities in their quads, and

they spend most of their time there. But when they enroll in certain

programs, hold certain jobs, or need certain services, they leave the quads

and participate in centralized activities. ‘The most important of these ac-
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tivities are high school courses, vocational training, medical services, work
assignments in industry, religious services, and the meetings of Alcoholics
Anonymous. In addition, some men join the handicraft program, some use
the library and the gym, and most menattend all-institution events, for
instance, special shows and movies. Briefly described, the major activities
at Men’s Colonyare as follows:

l. Recreation. The usual team sports (baseball, basketball) are available
plus weight-lifting, boxing, outdoor bowling, bocce ball, miniature
golf, tennis, handball, croquet, horseshoes, and shuffleboard. There are

both intra- and interquad games. Inmates are permitted to listen to
the radio until 12 midnight andtelevision is available until 10 P.M.
during the week and 11 p.m. on the weekends and before holidays.

Academic and vocational education. Grades 1 to 12 are taught, with
eighth grade and high school diplomas given. The school program
runs concurrently with that of the local schools in San Luis Obispo,
and the staff is comprised of instructors from the community schools
whose time was paid for by the Department of Corrections. It is
accredited as are other public schools, and diplomas are issued by the
regular public school district in which the prison is situated. In addi-
tion, inmates who completed high school can take correspondence
courses offered by the University of California.

Vocational training is offered in the following fields: electronics, ma-
chine shop, arts and crafts, landscaping, mill and cabinet, auto shop,
sheet metal, paint shop, plumbing, welding, bakery, drafting, shoe

shop, and dry cleaning.

Medical. ‘The medical staff consists of four physicians, three dentists,
a psychiatrist, and about 20 ancillary personnel. In addition, approx-
imately 80 inmates work in the hospital as clerks, janitors, and ward
attendants. ‘The psychiatrist spends between 60 and 70 percentofhis
time wnting up reports for the parole board on special cases (for
example, the ones involving violence and sexual assaults). Most of
the remaining time is spent, as the psychiatrist phrased it, “cooling
down” inmates at the request of the staff, giving advice on men being
considered for transfer, and seeing severely disturbed inmates. The
psychiatrist and the chief medical officer are also members of the
institution disciplinary committee.

The hospital contains five rooms, three of which are soundproof —
(located next to the segregation unit) and which are referred to as
“strip cells.” These rooms are designed for psychotic inmates but can
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be used by custody for particularly violent or noisy inmates (whom the

staff call “‘acter-outers’’ ).

4. Industries. The principal industries at Men’s Colony are a shoe factory

and a knitting mill. According to the industries’ supervisor, qualifica-

tions for the several hundred inmates who work on these jobs are “a

willingness to work harder than on other inmate jobs,” and a need for

money and a need for some educational and vocational training. Thus

men employed in the factory and the mill are somewhat older than

the average in the prison population. Inmates also work throughout

the institution as clerks and typists, cooks, janitors, groundskeepers,

maintenance men, and laundry workers.

5. Religious activities and Alcoholics Anonymous. About 200 men at-

tend Mass on Sundays and about 300 attend Protestant services.

Besides conducting the usual religious services, the chaplains help

some inmates with family problems and, occasionally, with problems

in finding jobs prior to release. Both Protestant and Catholic chap-

lains report that men often come to them when they feel that their

correctional counselors are either unwilling “or unable to help them.

One of the chaplains estimated that about 25 percent of the men

attendingservices are ‘‘shucking it,” that is, going to church to impress

the Adult Authority (parole board). This does not appear to be undue

cynicism. There are sign-up sheets at church to record attendance.

Formerly the sheets were passed out at the start of services and men

would comein, sign their names, and leave before the services began.

This procedure has been revised to take attendance after services.

The prison chapter of Alcoholics Anonymous meets weekly. To join

this group, an inmate need only say that he was an alcoholic. ‘There

were two sponsors: one staff member and one man from a nearby

community. Membership averages about 100.

6. Mail and visiting. Inmates can visit and correspond with up to ten

approved persons. (A married couple living in the same household

is considered as one person.) In addition, inmates can write to former

or prospective employers. Letters cannot exceed one sheet written on

both sides, and no more than one per day can be sent. All mail is

subject to censorship.

Men’s Colony thus may be viewed as havingall of the usual institu-

tional programs in’ addition to some unique recreational features.

COMMISSARY PRIVILEGES

Compared to prisons around the country, another somewhat unusual fea-
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ture of Men’s Colony is the amount and variety of personal property that
inmates may have. A variety of privately owned items are permitted, in-
cluding the following: a sweater, sweat shirts, suspenders, house slippers,
bathrobe, shoes (black or brown only), necktie (solid color, conservative
hues), a wallet, a watch (not to exceed $10 in value), a pen-and-pencil
set (black and blue ink only), a wedding band, photographs (shall not
include any scantily clad individuals), a photograph album, a cigarette
lighter (not to exceed $1.50 in value), an athletic supporter, an electric
shaver, a typewriter, musical instruments, a chess set (value limited to
$10), a tennis racquet, and approved magazines, newspapers, and books (by
mail only, direct from publisher or vendor). ‘The majority of these items
can be obtained through the prison canteen along with soap, candies,
popcorn, cigars, greeting cards, ice cream, and the like. Even though the
availability of these amenities may seem trivial, these items assume con-
siderable importance in prison settings and may evoke notices in the
inmate newspapersuch as: “Yes, the Eastside Canteen has Sugar Daddies
and Jaw Breakers .. . Sugar Daddies . . . a new taste treat in candy .. . are
five cents each and come in assorted colors.” And “Roses are Red, the
Thorns are Green/Valentine Cards are at the Canteen.”

The nature of the request made by the Inmate Advisory Council
(IAC) is illuminating in this regard, since the requests put to the super-
intendent are modest indeed. This reflects not only the importance that
seemingly petty items may assume in an institutional environment but
also the very limited power of the inmate council at Men’s Colony.’ The
following examples are taken from the reports of inmate requests and
the superintendent’s subsequent action, which were published in the
prison newspaper.

IAC Request: Syrups and Juices: A motion was made that on pancake and
French toast days a morning fruit be served (containing juices) that
could be used to add to the meager supply of hot syrup served on these
occasions. Seconded andcarried.

3 ‘The IAC was disbanded by the superintendent after a food and work strike that
occurred shortly after the prison opened. The men stayed away from work and meals
for approximately two days. A large number of menalleged to be actively involved were
transported from CMCEto other prisons in the middle of the night. A show of armed
force from the staff and the absence of a thorough organization among inmatesled to
the collapse of the effort. The inmates in one quad did not participate but were not
criticized by the other inmates because they were viewed as “nuts” and, therefore,
could not be held accountable for their ‘deviant’ behavior. Little property damage
occurred during thestrike, but some personal assaults on inmates by other inmates were
reported. The Inmate Council was reinstated several months later but as four separate
bodies, one for each quadrangle.
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Superintendent’s Action: Request approved. Canned fruits which provide
sweet syrup will be served on mornings when there are hot cakes.

IAC Request: Regarding the possibility of providing boxes to cover the
fire extinguishers, thus to prevent them from being squirted.

Superintendent’s Action: Request approved. Weshall try out this plan in
D Quad only for the present.

IAC Request: Regarding the possibility of instituting a watch repair
service through the canteen with the work to be done by a qualified
inmate.

Superintendent’s Action: Request not approved. Such a plan has been tried
out on a numberof occasions in the past. There appears to be no way,
in the absence of an instructor in watch repair, to prevent abuse of this
type of privilege and theillicit dealings that develop in connection withit.

RECREATION AS A CUSTODIAL DEVICE

There are many deprivations in prison, and outsiders can easily minimize
or be ignorant of the distress that can revolve around seemingly trivial
features of institutional life. Nonetheless, it is not inaccurate to state that
physical hardship, fatigue, food shortages, and unsanitary and unhealthy
living condition are not among the burdens imposed on men at CMCE.
The salubrious climate encourages, and regulations permit, inmates to
sunbathe on free time. And, many inmates have a good deal of the latter.
Inmates playing bongo drums, guitars, and other musical instruments may
be heard from the yard of each quadrangle. Although the sight of several
inmates practicing chip shots with golf clubs may evoke accusations that
the prison is a country club, it should be pointed out that the recreational
program does provide, at least, a range of activities that occupy time; the
latter being a matter of serious concern to prison administrators because
of the limits of the industries program and the amount of housekeeping
work that can be assigned. For many Men’s Colony inmates the assign-
ment of a job means work for only a few hours a day, often on make-work,
cleaning, and groundskeeping assignments.

An hour-by-hour recapitulation of the activities covering the previous
24-hour period by 51 of the inmates that we interviewed provided an
indication of the amountof free time that many of the men had. ‘T'wenty-

nine percent did not work at all, 35 percent worked less than 5 hours,

and 37 percent said that they went to school (3 to 4 hours in class per

day). Recreation (television, cards, sports, and the like) was mentioned as

occupying 2 to 6 hours of the day by 51 percent of the men, and as
occupying more than 6 hours for another 20 percent.

An elaborate and varied recreation program of team and individual ac-
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tivities thus is viewed as serving the function of reducing idleness which,
in turn, is thought to be conducive to “troublemaking.”

In addition, recreational privileges can be used to enforce conformity
or docility because of the possibility of withdrawing them as a punish-
ment. Although inmatesduringourstay were written up for such minorrule
violations as the unauthorized flying of a kite and the destruction of state
property by knocking a golf ball through a window, it should be pointed
out that the wider variety of privileges means also that there are some
additional rules to break at Men’s Colony and that a wider variety of
disciplinary sanctions are available to the staff by means of removal or
denial of the privileges.

The programs and policies of Men’s Colony—East are, for the most
part, like those of other California prisons; differences between Men’s
Colony and prisons elsewhere in the United States are more a reflection
of differences between the California Department of Corrections and the
other state penal systems than they are an indication of the distinctive
features of Men’s Colony.

THE MEN’S COLONY INMATES

Before we consider the characteristics of men in this prison and how they
compare with men in other California institutions, we must bear in mind
that prison confinementis the end result of complex legal processes that
involve the police, prosecuting attorneys, and the courts. Actions taken in
the nameof the state reflect a wide variety of social factors that are not
systematically examined in this study. Here we can only point out that
criminal laws are not applied to all persons in the same way, nor is any
given law enforced with equal strength. Police interest, zeal, and efficiency
in moving against different categories of offenders varies over time and
between the communities within the samestate. Furthermore, studies of
the “mortality” rate of those cases in which persons are arrested on crim-
inal charges reveal that only about one in ten persons arrested on felony
charges are ultimately convicted and confined in prison.* It is also the
case in California and in all other jurisdictions that a disproportionate

* A report by the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra-
tion of Justice indicates that there were 2,780,140 “index crimes” (willful homicide,
forcible rape, aggravated assault, robbery, burglary, theft of $50 or over, motor vehicle
theft) reported to the FBI in 1965. 727,000 arrests were made for these crimes for
which 63,000 persons were sentenced to prison. Another 21,000 persons ultimately

of Crime in a Free Society, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967,
pp. 262-263.
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numberof the persons that are processed by the criminal justice system

are poor, young, male, and the members of minority groups. ‘The inmates

at Men’s Colony—East represent a good sample of the lawbreakers who

are in prisons; they are not a representative sample of those who break

laws.
With this general caveat in mind, it is important to indicate that

the men at CMCEwere similar to other California prisoners in terms of

a number of characteristics (see Appendix B). For example, the propor-

tions of inmates of white-Anglo, Black, and Mexican descent at CMCE

mirror the ethnic distribution of these groups in the state’s total prison

population. (The Black and Mexican share is disproportionately high in

all prisons, relative to the proportions that these groups represent in the

total population of the state.) Compared to all male prisoners in Calt-

fornia, a slightly smaller proportion ofCMCE inmates were committed

for forgery and grand theft, and a slightly larger proportion were com-

mitted for sex offenses and narcotics. ‘The CMCE population was some-

what younger than the departmental average, had fewer parole violators,

and included a smaller share of men with prior prison experience; the

proportion of men who had tried to escape from custody was close to

the proportion in the total prison population. By using these criteria,

which the Department of Corrections uses to characterize the populations

of its prisons, the Men’s Colony—East inmates are fairly typical Cali-

fornia prisoners.

A more detailed description of the Men’s Colony population depends

on data gathered by our own research staff. These data, taken from the

records of our follow-up sample of 968 inmates indicate that nearly all

CMCEinmates had some type of police record. Six percent had records

of arrests or fines; 3 percent had received probation, and most of the

remainder (87 percent) were known to have been confined in a juvenile

facility or a jail. Only 4 percent had no police record. About one half (49

percent) were serving their first prison term, 31 percent their second, and

20 percent their third, fourth, or more. Nearly two thirds of the mmates

were arrested first as juveniles: 26 percent by age fourteen, 19 percent by

age sixteen, and another 18 percent by age eighteen.

Most CMCE inmates (68 percent) came from metropolitan areas; an

additional 12 percent came from cities of 50,000 to 100,000 population.

As is true of most prisoners in most prisons, they came from lower or

working class backgrounds.> Of those who knew their father’s occupation

5 Occupational and educational background was reflected in the responses to an item

given in our 50 percent questionnaire sample: “In civilian life, if you were asked one of

these four names for your social class, in which would you say you were a member?”

Seventy-six percent said either “‘lower’’ or “working” class.
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(833 of 968), only 14 percent specified a white collar job. The men them-
selves worked (if at all) at unskilled heavy labor (18 percent), driving or
delivery work (7 percent), or some other type of unskilled or semiskilled
work (39 percent). Experience in a skilled trade was claimed by 22 per-
cent; the remainder worked at clerical or sales jobs. Only four men re-
ported managerial or professional backgrounds.

By the time they were released from CMCE, about one half (48 per-
cent) of the men hadless than an eighth-grade education. (This includes
men who had taken elementary school courses in prison.) Only 14 per-
cent of the men had finished high school and 6 percent had attended
college for, at least, one year.

These, then, are the characteristics of the prison population under
study: nearly one half are members of minority groups (Blacks and
Mexicans), they are poorly educated, have unstable employment records
and, when the men worked, they were employed at unskilled jobs. Men
in this prison population have histories of early arrest and penal confine-
ment, and they have been, in the main, convicted on forgery and bad
checks charges, burglary, and narcotics use or sale. They represent an
intermediate group of prison inmates: a sprinkling of well-behaved and
well-institutionalized old cons, a fair number of men never confined
before, and a large number of men who have already done enough jail
and prison time to move abouteasily in the prison environment, but who
have not yet done so much timeas to be thoroughly institutionalized. In
the following chapters we shall discuss the relationship of these demo-
graphic characteristics to the in-prison adjustment and to the post-release
success of our study sample.

CMCE INMATES DESCRIBE HOW IT IS

Most of the data about inmates that we report in this study were obtained
through the use of questionnaires or through the examination of prison
records. In this way large samples could be studied, and a relatively
large number of variables could be included. However, the use of survey
methods limits the feedback possible with the more direct and unstruc-
tured personal communication with subjects. We wanted freer commu-
nication with inmates in order to obtain information about life and doing
time at CMCE which would permit us to construct instruments that
would tap meaningful issues for the large survey sample population.
A second reason for conducting personal interviews with inmates was
that the quantitative data that make up the bulk of the empirical evidence
about group treatment cannot provide the reader (or the researcher) with
a sense of what life was like for CMCE inmates.
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For these reasons, we initiated a series of 76 interviews early in the

life of the project, with the selection made on a randombasis. A second

series of 40 interviews involved men who were ready to bereleased on

parole.* Using these two samples, we can offer a view of life at Men’s

Colony—East as described by those wholived there.

The first interview series was made up of nine open-end questions.

Two of the questions were concerned with eliciting complaints: “What

are the hardest things to adjust to at CMCE?” and “What is the most

annoying thing about doing time at CMCE?” Thereplies to both were

pooled and subsumed under oneset of categories. One half (50 percent)

of the men said other inmates were the most problematic aspect of

prison; of the men thus answering, one out of four mentioned homo-

sexuals, specifically, as the annovance. The next most frequently men-

tioned categories were “rules and regulations” and “loss of freedom,”

followed by “the indeterminate sentence,” “broken contact with families,”

and “petty things done by officers.” About one fourth of all men replied

“nothing—adjustmentis not particularly hard.”*

To the query, “What’s the best way to get along with other inmates?”

the traditional norm of “do your own time” accounted for 67 percent of

the responses. The rest of the replies were classified into many categories,

with none accounting for more than a few cases each.

Whenasked, “What’s the most important thing that would help you

get paroled?” One out of every four inmates said that he did not know

6 The first series of interviews were organized around nine general questions, which

were posed in the same sequence to each subject. The questions were general and open-

ended. Brief notes were made during the interview with the interviewer dictating a

summary into a tape recorderafter the session. In a few cases when English was not the

‘nmate’s most comfortable idiom, the interviews were conducted in Spanish. ‘The replies

were transcribed andclassified in subject-matter categories. Based on our experience with

these early interviews, it was decided that we should obtain verbatim transcriptions (in

preference to notes) because of the heavy use of argot by the respondents. Accordingly,

each interview was tape recorded with the permission of the respondent, who was

assured of anonymity. From these prerelease interviews, many of the attitudes expressed

in the first interview series were elaborated. Several of the extended comments reported

in this section are taken from these sessions with the prerelease group of interviewees,

but the content analysis of general inmate descriptions oflite and times at CMCE was

done with the responses of the first group of 76 men.

7 Commentis necessary here because of a disparity between the interview replies and

the responses to the same questions when they were included in a questionnaire with

structured alternative answers. In the survey, the alternatives most frequently checked

were (1) absence of home and family and (2) the indeterminate sentence. These dis-

tributions are as follows:
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because parole was based on the peculiarities of individual cases, or the
whims and caprice of parole board members. An additional 25 percent
of the interview sample said that serving “enough” time was of primary
importance and that a man’s institutional behavior or theactivities (pro-
grams )in which he participated either did not affect parole or were only
secondary considerations. However, one half of the interviewees reported
that the most important thing in getting paroled was to show improve-
ment through participation in institutional programs and to stay out of
trouble. ‘hat is, enroll in as many programs andactivities as possible to
demonstrate a positive motivation. Several inmates emphasized the need
to gain insight into one’s problems. Of particular interest to us was the
finding that was based on the interviews conducted with men in prison

Whataspect of prison life do youfind most difficult to adjust to?

   

Percent

————

_

Absence of homeand family 37
——— Absenceof social life and friends outside 17
—

_

Lackof sex with women 10
—— Other inmates 9
—— Custodial Officials 4
—

_

Lack of privacy 4
——— Rules andregulations 3
—— Nothing, adjustment easy 4
——— Other or more than one answer 12

100
Whatis the most annoying thing about doing time here?

———._ The never-knowing system of the indeterminant 52
sentencing law.

——— Beingtreated bystaff as though you were a child. 12
——— You can’t get a straight answer from a staff 9

member without buck-passing.
—_—— Staff tries to give impression they are never wrong. 8
———

_

New andinexperiencedstaff whotry to be too 2
friendly with inmates.

——— Nothingparticularly annoys me here. 5
———— Others or more than one answer. 12

100
(849 )a

4 Twenty-two “‘No response” excluded from analysis.

Wefeel that by providing answers that included phenomenaoutside of the prisonitself,
we broadened the frame of reference to this question. In the interviews, however, the
focus was on prison life, and we believe that the respondents defined the question in
terms of prison activities in most cases instead of the broader concerns with the law or
with persons left behind in the outside world.
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and on parole, that the most consistently expressed view of group counsel-

ing was that its value was chiefly in satisfying the Adult Authority at

parole hearings. Like class attendance in some universities, inmates felt

that a participation in group counseling might not be a major factor in

getting paroled, but a lack of participation was likely to be regarded

negatively by the Adult Authority.

Aside from a few mild criticisms about the food, complaints about

doing time at CMCE generally reflected the problems of getting along

with others in a crowded, overmanipulative environment. For example,

one inmate responded to the question “What’s the hardest thing about

doing time here?” in terms of the problem of having to put up with

other inmates:

The noise—the inmates themselves. For example listen to those bongos

and horns [points to the yard outside the window where various musical

instruments could be heard]. Instead of talking in conversational tones,

yelling at a guy. To put it bluntly, inmates have no respect for the other

man’s feelings. [What is the best way to get along with other inmates?|

I avoid them. There’s about three guys I associate with. This is a hell of

a thing for an inmate to say. [Why?] It shows we can’t even get along

with each other.

Another man spoke in similar terms:

You are confined in such a small area, you confront so many peopleall

the time. There’s no privacy, even in the room [cell]. [Could you give an

example of agitation and harassment?] Loaning cigarettes and coffee 1s

one thing. I only loan outor really give out what I can afford to lose.

The prison staff, particularly the younger and newer officers hired

when the new prison opened, werecriticized by many interviewees who

had done time elsewhere or who were older. One inmate, who felt that

“the officers” were the hardest thing to adjust to at CMCE, commented:

The institution is fine, but the officers! I did my first 18 months at San

Quentin; they seem to have a different kind of officer there, they don’t

badger you so much. There they let you do your own time, here you

have to help them . . . you not only have to do your own timeat CMC,

but you have to help the officers do their time too. Notall, but so many

overdo their job. It seems they think you are trying to beat them and so

you try to beat them more than you would otherwise. For example, going

into your room every week for a shakedown, or you go to the hospital—

you get shook down when you go in and when you go out again; they
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seem to think everybody is a nut. They [the staff] seem to have some kind
of narcotic fetish here because they’re always worrying about and looking
for narcotics.8

Several men talked of tough, even brutal, treatment that they had
experienced in the other prisons, but they did not necessarily endorse the
program or the institutional atmosphere at CMCE:

[Do you think there’s a convict code? . . . Rights and Wrongs, Do’s and
Don’ts?] Yeah . . . there should be, but this State’s pretty flexible. I
mean, back where I came from . . . I done eight months in a County
Jail in (a Midwestern City) and it was more a prison style—big walls,
gun towers, the guards punch you in the stomach, knock you down,kick
your brains out and put you in a hospital . . . back there they’d kill a
fink in a minute, but out here I don’t know, I think half this place is
snitches. I don’t trust nobodyinit.

Another inmate reacted to the contrast between Men’s Colony and
another California prison, San Quentin: |

[Well, what is the thing you find hardest to adjust to here?] Outside of
just loss of freedom, little petty bullshit you run into here from both
officers and inmates. The regimentation. Living by bells and so forth is
too much. [How does it compare with other prisons you’ve been in?] The
inmates here are more docile compared to San Quentin. There’s more
tension up there. A lot of killings and so forth up there.

They have nice facilities here. When they handed me mykey [to hiscell]
when I got here, I almost fell over. . . . Officers here are overly petty
about things. Of course, they [the administration] tell officers to go in the
cells [referring to periodic shakedowns of the cells to search for contra-
band]. At San Quentin,there’s so many guys [inmates], they [staff] don’t
have time to be on you. They [the staff] want to talk to you here, that’s
almost unknown in the joint. [The subject refers to San Quentin or Folsom
as a “joint’”—he does not consider CMCEa “‘joint”] A couple of [staff]
want to be buddy-buddy and all that. That ain’t right. Business is
business. Don’t be talking about no broads or cutting up touches [rem-
iniscing; comparing notes] aboutthe streets [with the staff]. But I guess

8 What this manrefers to as a “narcotics fetish” on the part of prison staff was not
completely unfounded. More than a fifth of the inmate population were sentenced for
narcotics sale or possession, an even larger proportion of inmates had a history of drug
use, and at one time during the project a large supply of drugs stored for the prison
hospital was stolen and distributed through inmate merchandising channels.
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it’s part of the program here. They’re going to carry this care and treat-

ment to extremes.

Although 25 percent of the men claimed they had no particular prob-

lems of adjustment, several exhibited a certain degree of overaccommo-

dation to life at CMCE. As one man putit:

I got my time, no complaints. They said “one to life.” Well, life [sen-

tence] is pretty hard to look at, but I got my [parole] date now so no

worry . . . Main thing, gotta do your own time. [Whatis the hardest

thing to adjust to?} Nothing. [Shrugs] I think if the people would let

me go out on weekends, I’d spend the rest of my life in here.

Another respondent stressed the difficulty of adjusting to the leisure

time available:

[What is CMCElike as a prison?] It’s a rest home, to tell you the honest

truth. Because in other penitentiaries, from what I hear and what [ve

seen is . . . at three o’clock you’re locked up, and don’t go out no more.

[At Men’s Colony] you go out, walk the yard until ten o’clock, do any-

thing you want and on weekendsyougetto stay until eleven o’clock. But

it’s just like a rest home—you get three squares a day, you go to work,

you get paid for working—most joints do anyhow—and you can lay out

here in the sun, give you a pair of shorts to wear if you want them . .

cut the levi pants . . . and it’s more of a rest home than anythingelse.

You leave here and people swear to God that you was out on a vacation

somewhere because you come back with a nice tan.

Men’s Colony inmates thus regarded the institution as a relatively easy

place to do time or, at worst, regarded it as an exasperating place because

the inmate body lacked the solidarity found in more traditionally run

prisons. There were, however, two aspects of prison life not peculiar to

CMCEthat bothered almost all inmates and most staff members: race

relations and homosexuality.

RACE PROBLEMS

For the most part, racial problems in prisons are similar to and spring

directly from racial conflict in the country at large, but the conditions of

prison life often aggravate the problems.

As we have stated the Men’s Colony population was slightly more

than one half (55 percent) white, with the rest divided between blacks

(23 percent), Mexican-Americans (18 percent), and men of American

Indian and Oriental ancestry. The first three were viewed as significant
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social groupings by our inmate respondents, the only variation being the
preference of the particular respondent. Thus the following response is
typical:

[If you had to describe the inmate community or society here, are there
any particular groups that stand out in your mind?] Two, not because I’m
white, but your Mexican group and colored groups are bad, both. [You
have the Mexican, white and colored—that’s the big thing? Now, do you
thing that’s the most important division?] Well, as far as I’m concerned
it’s not, because I’m not a prejudiced person. I have colored in here come
to me with their problems, the Mexicans come to me with their problems,
but as far as the attitudes of the two groups are concerned, I think your
most troublesome group, actually, is the Mexican group. They’re loud
and they’re looking for some sort of status or something. I don’t know
what they’re after. They holler about the spooks [Negroes] looking for
recognition. But whois after more recognition than [the] Mexican, after
screeching like a Comanche? You walk into a TV room, you'll see the
colored sitting there with their mouth shut, and in the back five or six
Mexicanscarrying on a conversation so loud you can’t hear.

Many whites remarked that they resented living with nonwhites in close
proximity. Throughout the study periods we heard, were told, or observed
that queuing up for meals and seating arrangements were subject to in-
formal understandings within and between racial groups. The institution
rule was that men were to walk to meals in a free fashion, but that once
in line, seats at the four-man tables were to befilled in sequence with no
table-hopping or seat-saving. Inmates who objected to sitting with men
of another race or ethnic group tried to counter this procedure by hang-
ing back until others of their choosing got in line, but the supervising
correctional officers were supposed to make sure that the incoming in-
mates lined up without such delays.® However, there were strong informal
pressures on the officers as well as inmates not to force integration, since
the self-selected grouping stabilized a tense situation. This “detante” was
described as follows by a white inmate:

Race here—this has astounded me, and this is the first time I’ve ever
been anywhere where there’s this majority of mixture that there’s no

* Both San Quentin and Folsom formerly maintainedracially segregated food lines,
but both had discontinued them at the time of the interview. To our knowledge there
were no officially sanctioned Jim Crow practices or facilities in the Department of
Corrections. The prisons of California were the first integrated communities in the
personal experience of most of the inmates and, for that matter, in that of most of the
staff as well.
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tension. You know, we had that food demonstration—the colored stayed

on their side of the line, we stayed on ours, if we had any beefs with any

white guys we handled our beefs, they handled theirs. Everybody got

along fine; nobody wanted to break this deal, or break over the line. And

the same with eating together. Now you'll see them—like if you see a

bunch of colored guys going up the stairs, the white guys’ll hang back,

some of them won’t eat with them—the guys from Folsom, San Quentin,

and someother places don’t have to do it there.

Another respondent also spoke of the groups whose separate but co-

ordinated activities were behind the united front of inmates during

the food strike and work stoppage that occurred during the early days of

our study. The interviewer asked whether there had been any difhculties

between the racial subdivisions of the inmates during this strike.

No, because we broke into groups. Now, I’ll tell you something funny

about that—the first time I ever saw that happen. The whites took care

of the whites, the colored took care of the colored, the Mexicans took

care of the Mexicans. They disciplined their own groups—like this one

colored guy went to work and a bunch of white guys were going to jump

him—and the colored guyssaid, well, they would take care of him—and

they took care of him.

Despite the efforts of all of the groups to stabilize relations between

racial and ethnic groupings in the prison, there were enough violations or

alleged violations of the agreements and arrangements to threaten the

status quo and keep race relations a matter of continuing concern to

everyone in the institution.

HOMOSEXUALITY

The homosexuality issue differs from race problems to the extent to which

it may be ascribed to the factors of imprisonment. ‘These factors include

prolonged, intense personal relations, the loss of ego support, the loss of

affection from family and friends, and the absence of women.

Homosexuality was alleged by some of our interviewees to be widely

prevalent in the prison. The best evidence we had on this point was

provided by a questionnaire that we administered to a random sample of

inmates (N=871). Twenty-one percent of the respondents were of the

opinion that, at least, one half of the men had or would have had a

homosexual affair at some time while they were in prison. An additional

25 percent thought that the incidence of homosexuality was more like

three out of ten.
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Conflicts and anxieties about race issues and homosexuality were often
exacerbated when they were combined into interracial homosexual rela-
tionships:

There are queens [effeminate homosexuals] in the general [inmate] pop-
ulation. You sit in the TV room—nowthis is in my quad—lIhave just
seen a man pull about a yard of dick out of her jaws and she’ll sit there
with a white boy—she’s as black as the ace of spades—drinkinghis coffee
out of his cup. And he’ll reach over and play with her and she’d kiss him
[Interviewer: Right there?]. Yes, there’s no shame in them . . . Another
thing, you walk into the dining room and you sit across the table and
you look at that and you know whatit is and you look at your cup—did
that sonofabitch have this cup this morning? And that’s notright.

Although a variety of collective and individual problems may be ob-
served in the social relations of inmates, the issues pertaining to race and
homosexual behavior seem to constitute primary foci of conflict and ten-
sion in the prison. Attention to these matters is justified at this point in
our discussion not merely because they are part of the prison experience
of Men’s Colony inmates but also because feelings and attitudes concern-
ing homosexuality and relations between different races are important
topics in the lives of citizens in the outside community, and for this
reason they are represented in the attitudes of the prison staff. Because
staff members have their own strong personal feelings about these issues,
it is difficult to keep these feelings disengaged when the issues arise in
their work. And, there were several recurring situations where staff mem-
bers had to deal with the problems posed by racial conflict and homo-
sexuality. In group counseling sessions, for example, these issues were
supposed to be discussed in general terms as well as in specific terms when
the issue pertained to a member of the group. How group leaders, who
are supposed to conduct discussions of how one might reduce feelings of
prejudice, psychosexual ambivalence, and interpersonal conflict, feel about
these issues is a matter of some importance and will be dealt with in
Chapter IV.

Another place where these issues are dealt with, at least on a surface
level, is at the meetings of the Prison Disciplinary Committee. The fact
that a disciplinary committee exists at all suggests that the serious prob-
lems inmates encounter are not resolved through discussions in group
counseling sessions. The functions of the Prison Disciplinary Committee
are sO important to all members of the prison community that they
should be described before we proceed to the business of discussing the
treatment program we studied at Men’s Colony-East.
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The control of “troublemaking” in prison

Prison life may be distinguished, in degree if not in kind, from other

communal forms by the extent to which conduct is prescribed and pro-

scribed by the authorities. Goffman has taken this feature as a com-

ponent of his definition of the total institution:

[In the total institution] all aspects of life are conducted in the same

place and under the same single authority. Second, each phase of the

mempber’s daily activity is carried on in the immediate companyof a large

batch of others, all of whom are treated alike and required to do the same

thing together. Third, all phases of the day’s activities are tightly sched-

uled with one activity leading into the next at a prearranged time, the

whole sequence of activities being imposed from above by a system of

explicit formal rulings and a bodyofofficials. Finally, the various imposed

activities are brought together into a single rational plan purportedly

designed to fulfill the official aims of the institution.’

Elsewhere in the same volume, Goffman links both punishment and

institutional privilege as part of the organization’s sanction system and

emphasizes its abnormal character in comparison with civil society.
\

Punishments and privileges are themselves modes of organization peculiar

to total institutions. Whatever their severity, punishments are largely

known in the inmate’s home world as something applied to animals and

children; this conditioning, behavioristic model is not widely applied to

adults, since failure to maintain required standards typically leads to

indirect disadvantageous consequences and not to specific immediate

punishmentat all. And privileges in the total institutions . . . are not

the same as perquisites, indulgences, or values, but merely the absence of

deprivations one ordinarily expects not to have to sustain.”

There are several sources of the canons of conduct that govern inmate

behavior. One of them is the list of departmental and prison regulations

covering actions and activities expected or forbidden in the prison. A

second set of rules consists of all the laws that normally apply to residents

of the state. (For example, anything that is a felony in the state of Cali-

fornia is also a felony in a California prison, and a person so charged

may be prosecuted by the district attorney of the county in which the

prison is located.)

10 Erving Goffman, Asylums,op. cit., p. 6.

11 Ibid., p. 51.
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But prisons are not unlike military bases, hospitals, monasteries, uni-
versities, and other organizations that have rules of their own to apply to
those who come undertheir jurisdiction. Prisons have perhaps fewer priv-
ileges (and, thus, fewer punishments due to the removal or denial of
privileges) and those who misbehave in a prison tend to be kept longer
instead of being rejected from the organization. (Transfer of trouble-
some inmates to another prison is often used, as will be shown, for
example, in case No. 4 below.) However, it is the overriding concern
about “trouble” within the organization that differentiates prisons from
other total institutions. Although it is the case that men in prison have
committed serious and often repeated violations of the laws of the larger
society, it is also the case that most of the menare not reported for violat-
ing prison rules. What happens, according to custodial administrators, is
that “five percent of the inmates continually make trouble, and they spoil
it for the rest.”!* The argument further extended is that a small propor-
tion of the inmatesin any prison are consistently involved in rule-breaking
behavior that must be punished not only to try to stop the misbehavior
of the individual involved but, more important, to prevent other inmates
from gaining the impression that they can “get away with things.” The
latter point is important because it presumes that there is a predisposition
on the part of most inmates to violate rules either because they are being
held in an unpleasant place against their will, or because they are mem-
bers of groups which, becauseof age, race, IQ test score, psychiatric diag-
nosis, or some othercriteria, are always ready to resist “legal authority.”

The argumentin short is: (1) most inmates are troublemakers—orwill
be if given an opportunity; (2) little rules violations lead to big rules viola-
tions; and (3) if an inmate is not punished for breaking the rules, others
will think that they can break the rules with impunity. The policy impli-
cations of these assumptions is that all behavior should be governed by
rules and any violations of the rules should result in punishment, swift
and sure. ‘There is a model of behavior assumed in this argument, and
the compatibility of treatment and custodial ends in prison depends in
large part on the degree to which this model also underlies the treatment

‘2 In a study of rule enforcementpolicies and practices in a medium security federal
prison, Ward reported that 45 percent of the disciplinary reports during a given period
were contributed by 5 percent of the inmate population. David A. Ward, Prison Rule
Enforcement and Changing Organizational Goals, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Uni-
versity of Illinois, 1960.



4Q Prison Treatment and Parole Survival

return to a comparison of the custodial model of behavior and the model

on which the group counseling program is based.

RECONCILING ORGANIZATIONAL INTERESTS IN

THE DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE

Outside of the duties of the parole board, there is no other decision-

making activity more difficult for prison staff members than the attempt

to find appropriate methods to deal with inmates who have violated insti-

tutional rules.12 The members of the Disciplinary Committee have to

reconcile in each case their own conflicting views and concerns about

individualized treatment and social control with the implications of their

actions for the inmate population at large, and on the morale of the

custodial staff, all within the context of established departmentalpolicy,

and the policies and traditions peculiar to the individualprison. The Disci-

plinary Committee, like the outside criminal court and the parole board,

is in the position of having to make difficult decisions about the efficacy of

certain punitive sanctions and/or treatment techniques as a means of

controlling those whoviolate laws and rules. TheDisciplinary Committee

in prison has, with the exception of fines, the same alternatives as the

criminal court in the outside community: warnings, suspended sentences

(probation), referral to psychiatric treatment, and confinement. In addi-

tion, the committee, like the parole board, must seek to determine whether

the release of an inmate from punitive confinement is warranted. In the

18 Some of the better discussions of social control mechanisms in prisons include:

Richard A. Cloward, “Social Control in the Prison,” op. cit., pp. 20-48; Gresham

Sykes, The Society of Captives, op. cit.; Richard R. Korn and Lloyd W. McCorkle,

Criminology and Penology, op. cit.; pp. 471-477; Allen Cook, Norman Fenton, Robert

Heinze, “Methods of Handling the Severely Recalcitrant Inmate,” Proceedings of the

American Correctional Association, 1955; Donald R. Cressey, “Rehabilitation ‘Theory

and Reality IJ, Organization and Freedom,” California Youth Authority Quarterly, 10,

Summer, 1957, pp. 40-47; Vernon Fox, “Analysis of Prison Disciplinary Problems,”

Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science, 49, November—December,

1958, pp. 321-326; Richard W. Nice, “The Adjustment Committee: Adversary or

Adjunct to Treatment,” American Journal of Corrections, 22, November—December,

1960, pp. 26-30; Daniel Glaser, The Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole System,

Indianapolis: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1964, pp. 172-184; see also the dis-

cussions of prison discipline in The Manual of Correctional Standards and Task Force

Report: Corrections, The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis-

tration of Justice, Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967, pp. 50-

51, 84-85; Frank J. Remington, Donald J. Newman, Edward L. Kimball, Melli Mary-

gold, Herman Goldstein, “The Objective of MaintainingOrder [In Prison],’”” Criminal

Justice Administration: Materials and Cases, Indianapolis: The Bobbs-Merrill Company,

Inc., 1969, pp. 817-851; Howard Mittman, ‘Punishment and Discipline in Prisons,”

American Journal of Corrections, 32, May-June, 1970, pp. 10-17.



Doing Time in a Pastel Prison 41

first case, the release from segregation/isolation is involved; in the second,
it is release from the prison.

Reports of rule violations and appearances before a disciplinary com-
mittee are matters of concern to inmates and matters of interest to the
staff and to the parole board. The principal reason for this is that those
reports are deemed to be measures of inmate “adjustment.” In this case,
the adjustment is always presumed to be negative. Recordsof disciplinary
infractions are taken into account bythestaff in recommending housing,
job, program, and custody changes, and the reports also are used by the
parole board in considering the prospects of parole success. In a situation
where the indicators of personality or attitude change are ambiguous, the
disciplinary report provides an indicator that is explicit and measurable."4
Disciplinary reports and appearances before the Disciplinary Committee
are then important matters to inmates—important enough to provide a
good many of the reasons that explain why inmates become frustrated
and concerned about the procedures and decisions of the committee.

In addition to its meaning for inmates, the committee represents, as
indicated earlier, a meeting ground of custodial and treatment interests.
No longer is prison discipline a matter of exclusive concern to the lieu-
tenants, captains, and associate wardens of the custody staff. At Men’s
Colony—East, the Disciplinary Committee members included a variety
of treatment specialists: senior caseworkers, a psychiatrist, and the chief
medical officer. ‘he influence of the treatment philosophy is evident not
only in the consideration of a variety of social and psychological factors
in the deliberations surrounding many cases but also in the committee
decisions. Certain rebellious or “disturbed” inmates may be referred to
the care of the psychiatrist instead of being sent to the segregation unit;
evidence of psychosis in a man appearing before the committee may be
the basis for a recommendation that he be transferred to a medical facility
better equipped to handle such cases; the committee may “recommend”
to an inmate that he participate in institutional programs such as group
counseling or that he increase the degree to which he participates in

‘4 Correctional decision-making groups also tend to rely on indicators such as the
numberor variety of programs in which an inmate has participated as measures of change
for the better or worse. In this respect, several inmates at Men’s Colony reported, not
altogether facetiously, the old prisoners nostrum for obtaining parole: a man who wishes
to show that he has been rehabilitated should, “raise hell at first, nothing serious like
assaulting an officer or anything like that, but you don’t sign up for anything and your
attitude is poor, then you makea startling change and go along with the program.”’ The
dramatic turnabout makes it possible for caseworkers, disciplinary committees, or parole
boards to see “evidence” that the inmate has changed for the better. The inmate who
is always a troublemaker or always a modelprisoner is hard pressed to present evidence
that heis a different—and improved—version of the man whostarted his sentence.
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group counseling sessions. The discussion of cases increasingly involves

an “understanding” of the inmate’s background and a knowledge of his

prior institutional behavior, including behavior other than prior breaches

of rules of conduct in the prison. The big question for the Disciplinary

Committee is: Are decisions to be madeto serve the best interests of the

inmate or to serve the best interests of the organization?

THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE IN THE PRISON COMMUNITY

Disciplinary action at Men’s Colony—East was taken on two levels:

the handling of minor infractions on the quad level, and the handling of

major infractions on the institution level. This discussion is devoted to

an analysis of the latter, since this kind of rule-breaking behavior is of

more serious consequence to both staff and inmates. Major rule infrac-

tions include fighting, attempted escape, homosexuality, disrespect and

disobedience to an officer, possessing or dealing in contraband, gambling,

the destruction of state property, the violation of rules pertaining to mail

and visiting privileges, stealing, and the misuse of stimulants or sedatives.’?

For these violations a number of dispositions were available: con-

finement (up to 29 days) in the segregation unit, the restriction of privi-

leges, warning and reprimand, a change of housing unit, job or custody

classification, suspension of any of the foregoing, referral to the psychia-

trist, or a transfer to anotherinstitution. There could be any combination

of these dispositions or no actionatall.

Action on the institution level took place at least twice each week.

The members of the committee included the associate superintendent

(and occasionally, the deputy superintendent) who served as chairman,

the program administrators, captain, psychiatrist, chief medical officer,

classification and parole representative, and a lieutenant. Uniformed cor-

rectional officers acted as court officers. Hearings generally began with

informal comments about the number of men to be seen, about the more

interesting or serious violations, and about the return of familiar names

among the cases. Formal business began with a brief review of the charges

brought against the first inmate to be seen, a procedure repeated before

each inmate entered the hearing room.

Committee members were seated behind a long conference table in

upholstered armchairs. The inmate was seated on a straight-backed

wooden chair, with a correctional officer standing close behind his right

shoulder. (Inmates on less serious charges sometimes were brought directly

15 Minor rule infractions that are handled by quadrangle staff disciplinary committees

include: being out of bounds, the violations of clothing, safety, and sanitation regulations,

poor work reports, and inconsequential altercations between inmates.
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from their regular living quarters or work assignments, but others were
brought from the segregation unit where they had been held pending the
appearance before the committee. These men were dressed in white cover-
alls and slippers.) The charges were read to the inmate at which time he
was asked whether he was “guilty” or “not guilty” or sometimes more
informally: “What have you got to say for yourself?” With this back-
ground the best way to describe the conduct of the disciplinary proceed-
ings at Men’s Colony is to use the examples of specific cases that we
observed or that were reported by our on-site research staff member from
his routine attendance at the committee meetings.1® The cases cover a
variety of prison sins and neither the cases nor the methods of dealing
with them, in our experience in other prisons, are distinctive to Men’s
Colony—East.

The facts of the following case (Case No. 1) were excerpted from a
report by the reporting correctional officer; the appearance of the inmates
before the Disciplinary Committee is recounted by our research staff
observer. (All other case descriptions were taken from the reports made
by the UCLAproject staff.)
eee

case | Inmates S and G wereleaving C Quad and returning to their respec-
tive Quads at approximately 8:55 p.m. After playing bridge on an
approved pass, they were passing through the control plaza and were
stopped for a routine search. While searching Inmate S, Officer P
found a love letter which S was carrying to an inmate in B Quad
from an inmate wholived in A Quad. Inmate stated during an inter-
view with the writer that he “was only the horse between the two.”

During a similar routine search of Inmate G, Officer C found a
love letter in G’s personaleffects addressed to another inmate; upon
secing that Officer C was going to inspect the letter, he grabbed it
from the Officer’s hands, tore it up and stated it was private property

16 Since it was our intention to study the treatment varieties within the settings in
which they were applied, the research staff devoted considerable time to activities that
were not obviously related to the group treatment program. Our extended discussions
with inmates, some of whom were not enrolled in the group counseling program, and
the routine attendance of our on-site research assistant at the meetings of the institu-
tional disciplinary committee evoked some questions and a certain amount of concern
from prison staff members. It was necessary in the case of the latter to provide prison
officials with reminders that this key aspect of institutional life might be affected by the
presence of a group treatment program, and to point out that our survey of all group
counseling leaders in the Department of Corrections had indicated that a majority felt
that group counseling participation reduced the incidence of prison rule violations. The
need to justify this research interest was dramatized by a short-lived rumor that our
researchassistant wasreally an undercover magazine reporter.
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and that the Officer had no business reading it. At this point Inmate

G became extremely emotional. He began crying and grabbing his

stomach, stating he had stomach cramps and asked that he be taken

to the hospital for medication. The MTA [medical department offi-

cial on duty] stated that [G’s] emotional state was of such a nature

that he had to administer a sedative.

During an interview with the writer, G professed everlasting love

for Inmate T and stated that his only concern was the possibility of

this relationship being broken up. Healso stated that he had con-

tacted his father and requested that his father secure employment

for T. He also stated that uponrelease he intended tolive with T and

continue this relationship. During the interview, G was crying and

at times almost hysterical. This was after the administering of the

sedative by MTA.

After the interviews with Inmates S and G, Inmate T was es-

corted to the Lieutenant’s Office and interviewed by Sergeant E .. .

and the writer; he admitted having written to and received love letters

of an immoral nature from G. Healso stated that he realized he and

G had placed themselves in a compromising position but asserted

that no sexual acts had been committed. Inmate T stated he had

strong feelings for G. Inmate T was highly disturbed during the

interview. He attempted to take all the blame for the involvement

of the other two inmates (S and G).

The fact that there was emotional instability involved to such an

extent that medical attention was required, the Officer of the Day

was contacted and permission was granted for the placement of the

aforementioned inmates on Administrative Segregation status, which

was accomplished without incident. It is the opinion of the writer

that, as all three inmates involved work in Correctional Industries,

an evaluation should be made before permitting these inmates to

work in “close proximity.”

I

The resolution of the case as reported by our observer:
a

Inmate G admitted guilt and said little before leaving. (He had a

date to appear before the Adult Authority.) He was given a warning and

reprimand, partially because of the fact that the medical officer’s recom-

mendation gave the opinion that the inmate, although an “emotional

homosexual,” could ‘adjust well” and should be released as soon as pos-

sible. It was also in G’s favor that the note was not regarded as obscene.

G has had a clean record and is considered a good inmate. Hesaid he

had had no other homosexual relationships at CMCE, and committee



Doing Time in a Pastel Prison 45
discussion indicated that the members believed this assertion to be true.
G’s program administrator had argued for leniency. (After the discussion
of this case, he left commenting, “well, the defense lawyer is leaving
now.’’ )

T was called in, and said only that he was good friends with G.Heis
not noted as an overt homosexual bythestaff, although his record con-
tained the allegation that he had had homosexual relations with his
brother and a four-year-old boy.

S then camein and in a matter-of-fact manner admitted that he and G
were homosexual, said he didn’t know about T. Hesaid little more.

Among the committee, three types of reactions could be observed.
One program administrator expressed tolerance. He raised questions per-
taining to what might be done to “help” the men. Another member of
the committee regarded homosexual affairs as inevitable in prison and
expressed the attitude that if inmates get involved they should conduct
their affairs “so they don’t bother anybody and do not get themselves
in trouble.” At one point he remarked about the note: “How are we
going to teach these guys not to put it in writing?” Another custodial
representative expressed principal concern about the need to support the
correctionalofficers (take punitive action to back up the officer’s report).
It was decided that all three inmates were to be warned against future
note passing. No further punitive action was taken.
sae

Disciplinary committees spend their time not only in handling viola-
tions of the rules but in trying to deal with rather complex instances of
bizarre behavior, as is illustrated by the following cases.

 

case 2

eee

Inmate R was charged with using offensive language and disobeying
orders. The inmate wrote a letter to a prison official saying: “Roses
are red, violets are blue, if I were a prick, I would be you.” Inmate R
entered, and the charges against him were reviewed. R pled guilty,
explaining that he was emotionally upset and that he had to “strike
out at authority,” and that he doesn’t even know the officer to whom
he sent the letter. Another charge against him, that of disobeying
orders, was lodged because he had put a piece of newspaper in his
cell window andrefused to remove it when ordered by anotherofficer.
R asserted that he was doing nothing, but that other inmates were
looking at him through the window.At the hearing he stated he was
under a strain because of “water constantly dripping in his toilet.”
He then said he had committed twoirrational acts, and he supposed
he’d “have time to think it over.” An officer said: “Aren’t you
anticipating a little about your [parole] date?” R said: “I think it
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safe to assume I’ll lose it.” Anotherstaff membersaid: “Sounds like

you wantto loseit.” R replied: “I don’t.”” The committee also re-

minded R of his previous demands for medical attention, and that

“all six liver tests were negative.” R said: ‘I’m a hypochondriac with

all the rest of my problems.” R was sentenced to 30 days’ loss of

privileges for each offense, with the sentences to run concurrently.

After he left the room, the ranking committee official turned to a

program administrator and said: “Can't the lieutenant in your quad

find something better to do than fool around with lunatics like this?”

a

case 3 Inmate C had been involved in a fight with another inmate. C was

a “protection” case and was classified as a “psychotic in partial

remission suffering from severe paranoia.” C, with tears in his eyes,

began his appearance before the committee by complaining that he

had been trying to see the superintendent “about these guys who

call me a snitch and say they’re going to kill snitches. It’s an awful

situation to have to call on the institution to protect you from these

guys. You should keep these psychopaths from jumping on me—

these extremely violent punks who are running the institution—

people who are supposed to be running it aren’t. It sickens me, and

I’m extremely incensed.” C then related a story of how he had

trouble with some inmates and was threatened by them in an area

where a correctional officer could overhear them, but the officer did

nothing about it. C went to the sergeant and told him that, “the

staff can’t have inmates forming groups and running the institution

like they do.”’ He told the sergeant that it was cowardice on the part

of the officials in denying a situation that actually exists. He com-

plained that, “all that happened was that the sergeant chewed me

out for being a coward. As far as I know, I’m living exemplarily.

What am I supposed to do? I don’t know how I could act more

intelligently. I don’t know what I could do.”

Inmate H, charged with fighting with C,said that he had been

sitting in the TV room and that C had sneezed on him. H turned

around and asked him to cover his mouth. C said, “fuck you,” and

“what are you trying to do, run things around here,” and the fight

started. During committee discussions, comments were made that

C could not be turned loose in the quad, although some of what he

said may betrue, “he brings it on himself.” Dr. P (a physician) said

that to be consistent with another case of fighting the committee

should release C as the victim of an attack. Dr. P also argued that C

should be considered on the instant offense and not on how much

trouble he makes for the staff. Another committee member said
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facetiously of C: “I’d like to execute him, execute them both, espe-
cially C. They give me too much trouble in the quad.” Dr. P asked:
“Where’s the evidence?” The chairman told the Dr. to “remember
that this is not a court, and we’re not boundto rules of evidence.”
Another membersaid he agreed with the doctor that, “we have to
have some standards to go by,” and that the committee had to have
some evidence.

The penalties suggested were a two weekend lockup and a five
weekend lockup. One committee membersaid he did not think that
there was anyalternative but to let C go because it was not a good
case. The officer had not included in his report enough of the actual
words exchanged by the inmates, and the fight actually had not
taken place in the TV room. The senior custody staff member was
asked why the officers did not quote the inmates. He replied that,
“the officers have other duties.”
H was given two weekend lockups. The chairman told H that C

was a hard person to put up with and probably had done the most
to cause the fight, but that the committee did not have much
evidence of that. C wascalled in and told that he would be released.
C declared that, “this should have been done before and when are
you guys going to start running theinstitution?” The chairman be-
came irritated and told C that he was causing his own trouble by
going aroundtelling people “where to get off,” when he should tend
to his own business, and that he was “darn lucky not to get anything”
(in the way of punitive action),

committee. In some cases transfer was desired by an inmate, as evidencedin the following instance, in which the security of the institution wasthreatened by the presence of a man with a grievance tosettle.eee
case ¢ Inmate L was charged with possession of contraband—a pair of

scissors had been found in his room. The inmate stated that it was
for the purposeofkilling three inmates who had raped him. L would
not tell where he got the shears, or who he planned to kill or who
taped him, or indeed anythingelse; he said that he, “had a score to
settle, and that wasit.”” The committee chairman asked him to tell,
“to save trouble.” L replied that he was brought up, “not to tell no
names.” He said that the attack took place in the gym and that,
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to have any killings here.” L refused and was taken from the room.

The chairman made the comment: “We'll have to transfer him.

If I let him out in the yard again after he said this, I’d be a damn

fool. We're not going to have anykillings here.” Final disposition

of the case was 29 days isolation and administrative segregation pend-

ing transfer to anotherprison.

ee

In addition to citations involving inmate behavior toward staff and

toward other inmates, many prison rule infractions involve property regu

lations. These cases are reminders of the degree to which behavior is

regulated in a prison setting.
ee

Inmate P had two cans of shoe polish that only could have come

from the shoeshine stand (for staff). P stated that he had gotten the

cans from a parolee who hadleft the institution. P was given three

weekend lockups.

a
The following case is taken verbatim from the inmate’s file.

eee

“At approximately 12:25 p.m., this date, while supervising the feed-

ing of inmates in the quad dining room, the writer observed Inmate

V approach the cookie tray from the back side of the serving table

and remove two (2) cookies from it. V surrendered the cookies and

headed for the scullery. A few minutes later, when the line backer

[man who stands behind the food line] was removing the cookietray

from the serving table, V walked over to the tray and removed

another cookie andheaded back into the scullery area. V was recep-

tive to counseling and was informed of this report.” This violation

pertained to rule D-1601, “proper use of food.” V was, “held guilty.

One weekend lockup, suspended for three months clear conduct”

[probation].

ee

Other cases are compounded by assessments of inmate behavior, in

which a trivial property offense becomes ageravated by the nature of the

inmate’s reaction to the officer making the citation.

On

An inmate had taken two apples instead of one from the dining

room food line, and when stopped by an officer, he warned the

officer not to take anything from him. There were two supplemental

reports stating that the inmate was disrespectful to the officer, using

“hand gestures and makingasides’ to bystanding inmates. A member

of the disciplinary committee (his program administrator) said that

case 5

case 6

case 7
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the inmate makes the staff nervous because of his reputation as a
dificult behavior problem and “possible psychotic.” He said part of
the problem is that the inmate, “acts and looks like a tough guy.”
In his appearance before the committee, the inmate said he had “a
control problem about my hostility.”” The chairman asked him what
he would like to do; the inmate asked if he could work in the dining
room on clean up. After talking a while, the inmate was not “‘de-
fant,” a fact which was pointed out to him. He was told that the
staff in the quad wanted the inmate transferred, but that he would
be given a second chance—after ten days isolation—and that he
would not be transferred out of the quad.

 

When the evidence regarding possession of contraband property was
lacking, occasionally a case was dropped. Usually, however, general infer-
ences were regarded as sufficient to establish that an offense had taken
place and that there was a sufficient basis for committee action.

 

case 8 Inmate M was accused of taking “stimulants or sedatives.” It was
charged that he had taken some medication bought from another
inmate. An inmate had informed one of the staff members about
the transaction. Inmate M had been found “wandering about, sick
at his stomach.” M pleaded “not guilty.” The medical officer asked
what made himsick. Inmate M said: “I don’t know, I think it was
the evening meal. I didn’t take anything.” The doctorsaid: “Did you
fake being sick?” Inmate: ‘‘No.”’ After he left, one of the committee
suggested the charges be dismissed because there was no proof that
the inmate had acquired contraband drugs. The medical evidence was
ambiguous. The doctor, however, was of the opinion that the inmate
had taken “something” and suggested five days isolation. The rest
agreed that the man was guilty, and he was given a sentence of
five days.
eee
case 9 Inmates D, K, and Y were charged with stealing typewriter ribbons

and pens for sale in the quad. Another inmate, N, said that D got
the goods from the warehouse and had given him sometosell. N had
sold two typewriter ribbons. D denied everything. K admitted buying
a ribbon and nothing else. Y, an inmate clerk, was reputed to be a
“wheeler and dealer” and a ‘3 for 1” loan shark. He complained that
his room had been robbed of ten packs of cigarettes and five jars of
coffee. His comments, with all present assuming he was a dealer,
made the committee break into laughter several times; when asked
how all the contraband got into his room, he replied: “OK, I’m a
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crook, but that doesn’t mean they should be able to rob mycell.”

N was given ten days in segregation, Y five days, and D was found

“not guilty.” N and Y were told not to be upset that D was “getting

off.” It was just that the committee had no evidence against him,

although they were sure he was involved. N was told to stay away

from inmateslike D because, “it will always wind up with you taking

the rap.” K was given five days and told it might help him to lose

weight. When D entered the room to hearthe disposition, he started

a story not realizing he was to be released because oflack of evidence.

The chairman told him that they had some doubt that he was

involved because it wasn’t his ‘“M.O.” but that, “perhaps you're

going into more petty stuff now that you are getting old.’ D was

told he was not guilty at which point he stopped talking.

ce

The meetings of the Disciplinary Committee most often brought staff

members into frequent contact with that minority of the inmate popula-

tion who gave them most of their “trouble.” In some of these cases the

committee hearings assumed a ceremonial function with both staff mem-

bers and inmate making no effort to hide the fact that the committee's

action would have no real influence on the inmate’s future behavior. The

committee members and the inmate accepted the fact that for other rea-

sons, such as “backing” officers, penalties had to be imposed.
I

case 10 Inmate O was charged with being intoxicated. O admitted that he

had been drinking ‘“Pruno” (a fermented mixture of sugar, water,

oranges or grapes). He said he was trying to shape up—he found

that he “can’t win against the system,” and even though it looked

bad to be called before the committee so soon after his arrival from

San Quentin, he was going to try. O said he had no excuse for his

actions, and only the future would show his good intentions. Some

bookie forms had been found in O’s cell, and he was asked about

them. He said he “was holding them for someone else,” and was

told, “that isn’t a good wayto stay out of trouble.” O had not been

charged with possessing the slips, and there was no further discus-

sion of this issue. However, in addition to drinking ‘“Pruno,” he had

been charged with putting a piece of broken glass on a seat. He

said in regard to this that a jar had been broken and in picking up

pieces he had “‘absent-mindedly” put a piece of glass on the seat

next to him in the gymnasium. The chairman noted that O was a

“special interest case” because he had been received at CMCE from

San Quentin. He had worked his way up to the latter through the

segregation units of other prisons. O was reported to be a “gunsel”’

(tough) when he was a young inmate, but he had grown into a
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oecon.” The chairman characterized O’s presentation as the “all-
American boy type who is putting out the line that he is going to
change.”” The committee noted, however, that O’s straightforward
story was not “his usual way of operating.” The chairman alsore-
marked that if O had wanted a weapon, “he wouldn’t have chosen
a piece of glass—he would have gotten a man-sized spike or some-
thing.” O was told that his straightforwardness was appreciated and
that the committee hoped he wasreally straightening up. Thechair-
mansaid: “You are getting ten days [in segregation|—you can doit
standing on your head—let’s see what you do when yougetout.”

 

THE INMATE VIEW OF DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE PROCEDURES

The Prison Disciplinary Committee is not bound by the rules of consti-
tutional due process, which include the right to be represented by counsel,
the right to be tried by a jury of peers, and the right to appeal decisions
to a higher court. But the committee appears to inmates to have, at least,
a quasi-judicial character, which means that it is seen as having some
commitment to the legal rules of procedure. The problem is that inmates
do not understand that the committee, like the criminal court, is
one part of a system that deals with rule breakers. The remarks made by
the Disciplinary Committee members that inmates do not hear often
indicate prejudgment of cases before the inmates are formally seen. Com-
ments such as: “How long do we want to keep him locked?” suggest
the high degree of reliance the committee has placed on the prehearing
investigations conducted by the sergeants and lieutenants as the means
of sifting the cases of clear violations from the ones involving mistakes in
judgment by correctional officers. Unlike the criminal court, when the
accused stands before the Prison Disciplinary Committee, he generally
is presumed to be guilty unless he can prove himself innocent. The deci-
sion as to an inmate’s guilt really is made when a correctional officer
decides to report the inmate’s rule violation. The only cases that are
screened out through the review of disciplinary reports by the officer’s
immediate supervisor are the ones in which the infractions involve mis-
takes in interpretation of policy by the officer, cases in which the issue
can be resolved by the officer and inmate or, in rare cases, when the off-
cer’s judgment was very bad. Thus the committee is most accurately
viewed as a body that is concerned primarily with making decisions about
what to do with guilty inmates. (Inmate complaints of “unfair” treat-
ment rarely refer to the steps by which the inmate’s rule violation was
reported or the subsequent investigation of the circumstances surround-
ing the violation. We did not hear one inmate complain that his “tights”
or even the rules of “fair play” were violated during the prehearing in-
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vestigation. The entire focus of concern was on the procedures and ac-
tivities of the Disciplinary Committee. ) 17

17 The authority of prison officials to utilize whatever disciplinary procedures and
devices they deemed necessary to maintain control over “recalcitrant’’ inmates is no
longer being taken for granted. In her review of the issues involved in the development
of a “humane standard” of prison discipline, Betty Friedlander summarizes the trend
of recent court decisions in cases that involve complaints by inmates:

Until recently, the federal courts refused to review charges which arose as
a result of state prison disciplinary procedures. The aggrieved prisoners, therefore,
could only pursue whatever remedies, if any, were available to them in state
courts. But given the virtually unanimous and marked reluctance of state and
federal courts to review the internal management of the prison system, such
directed pursuits were almost invariably doomedto futility.

A number of recent United States Supreme Court decisions, however, have
undermined the rationale which formerly supported the federal courts’ refusal
to take jurisdiction in these matters. Robinson v. California, 370 U.S. 660

(1962), established that the Eighth Amendment, which prohibits cruel and

unusual punishment, the basis of most complaints involving prison discipline,

was applicable to the states through the Fourteenth Amendment. Cooper v.

Pate, 378 U.S. 546 (1964), settled the question that persons confined in state
prisons were within the protection of the Civil Rights Act, and in Monroe v.
Pape, 365 U.S. 167 (1961) the court held that in an action under the Civil

Rights Act, federal court jurisdiction was not dependent upon a previous ex-

haustion of state court remedies. The court reafhrmed this doctrine in McNeese

v. Board of Education, 373 U.S. 668 (1963). Finally, the federal courts, while

still appearing to prefer their long-standing policy of non-interference in state

prison administration, have recently evidenced a somewhat greater willingness to

intervene, especially in cases alleging brutal and extreme excesses in prison

discipline.
A significant decision emerging from the backdrop of these cases, and the

concomitantly developing judicial stance and attitudes, is Wright v. McMann,

387 F. 2nd 519 (2nd Cir. 1967). Wright, a New York State prisoner, instituted

an action under the Civil Rights Act, 42 U.S.C. 1981, 1983, 1985 (3) against

the Warden of Clinton State Prison. Alleging that his constitutional rghts

(under the First, Fifth and Eighth Amendments) were violated by the admin-

istration of disciplinary punishment, Wright sought both money damages and

injunctive relief. The District Court dismissed the complaint without a hearing

on defendant’s motion. The court held that the complaint did not sufficiently

show the denial of plaintiff's constitutional rights and that the plaintiff’s remedy,

if any, lay in the state courts, Wright v. McMann, 257 F. Supp. 739 (N.D.N.Y.

1966). The Circuit Court reversed and remanded the case, holding that under

the circumstances presented the plaintiff was not required to exhaust his state

remedies. More importantly, the court held that the plaintiff was entitled to a

state hearing on his Eighth Amendmentclaim that the discipline imposed con-

stituted cruel and unusual punishment.

Betty Friedlander, “Wrght v. McMann and Cruel and Unusual Punishment,’ The

Prison Journal, XLVIII, Spring-Summer, 1968, pp. 40-41. The entire issue is devoted

to articles dealing with the ‘‘Rights of Prisoners in Confinement in the United States.”
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The erroneous notion that the committee is in the business of trying
accused persons to establish guilt or innocence lies behind the frequently
expressed requests of inmates that they be permitted to have counsel, call
their own witnesses, or require that the reporting ofhcer be present at
the hearing. We sought to determine the chances an inmate had to be
exonerated by the committee by relating the pleas and dispositions in
303 cases that were processed by the Disciplinary Committee during the
course of our study; as ‘Table 2.1 shows, those chances were about two
in ten.

table 2.1 Pleas and Dispositions in CMC Disciplinary Committee

Committee Inmate Plea

Disposition Guilty Not Guilty Total

Not guilty (0) 22 percent (22) 7 percent (22)

Total 68 percent (205) 32 percent (98) (303)

The fact that disciplinary committees find few inmates “not guilty”
is not surprising when one is reminded that the members of the court
consist of the senior staff members in the administrative hierarchy. The
actions these men take are highly visible to all persons in the institution.
The court can rarely afford to find inmates innocent because such a ruling
implies that the reporting staff member was wrong. For the morale of
the rank-and-file correctional officers, such inferences cannot be permitted.

Disciplinary committee decisions are made on thebasis of the written
information at hand which concerns the inmate’s background and per-
sonal history: the reports of staff members, and the verbal testimony from
other inmates that has been collected by investigating staff members.
The review of the circumstances surrounding the rule violation and the
arguments and pleas of innocenceare a ritual permitted the inmate that
satishes a feeling by the staff that justice has been served when the of-
fender has been permitted to “speak his piece” and “have his day in
court.” ‘The frustration of inmates in these hearings becomes evident in
their actions and statements as the session progresses. Slowly the inmate
becomes aware that what he says carries no weight, and that the veracity
of reporting staff members’ judgment will not be an issue. He then may
become angry and may accuse thestaff of refusing to listen to him, of
malfeasance, and of being prejudiced or unfair. Only the inmate who has
been through this experience many times before is the wiser for it. He
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does not argue, he admits guilt, and he asserts that there is not any point
to arguing, since he will not be believed anyway. He is prepared before
he comes into the room to receive the sentencing action that is the real
purpose of the whole procedure.

If it is understood that the attention of disciplinary committees is
directed to the issues of what to do with convicted rule breakers, we can
better understand the problems faced by the staff members and how they
attempt to resolve them. Is it possible to recommend psychotherapy for
one man caught fighting while giving the other combatant a sentence of
ten days in segregation? Is it possible to refer two men found in bed to-
gether to the psychiatrist and not subject them to any punitive sanc-
tions? Is it possible for the court to refer a chronic rule violator to a
group counseling program and to take away the privileges of a first of-
fender when the same rule infraction is involved? In other contexts these
decisions, which impose different sanctions for the same offense accord-
ing to characteristics of the offender, may be common,but they are not
in the context of the total institution. These decisions inevitably evoke
cries—from correctional officers and inmates—that favoritism or prejudice
was the basis of differing dispositions or that inmates were able to “con”
the committee. These complaints are generated mainly because the
basis for the Disciplinary Committee decisions are not made “public,”
thus neither officers nor inmates know what evidence and circumstances
have been considered by the court. Even the inmate appearing before the
committee does not know the factors considered in his case, since these

deliberations have taken place while he waited outside the hearing room.
The Disciplinary Committee is aware of the image it presents as the

representative of institutional policy. Its members well know that their
decisions will be criticized if they are out of line with the expectations
of the various interest groups in the prison community. For example, in
our review of inmate files, we encountered complaints made by Adult
Authority members about Disciplinary Committee dispositions. One such
report stated that the AA (Adult Authority) “wondered what the reasons
are that the committee used for such decisions.” The complaining, and
to some extent the badgering, that the committee members receive from
the Adult Authority, the custodial and treatment personnel they supervise,
and from the inmates produces strong pressures for standard penalties.
On the other hand, a standard penalties system is difficult to implement
as long as “individualized treatment” is a policy matter and the decisions
are made in executive sessions.

THE CUSTODIAL AND GROUP TREATMENT MODELS OF BEHAVIOR

Disciplinary Committee action is, quite obviously, not a typical instance

of staff-inmate interaction. But the Disciplinary Committee underscores
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(precisely because of its unusual character) the ultimate realities of the
prison situation. The senior staff holds the correctional officers responsible
for making decisions and for using discretion concerning rule enforce-
ment; but once an inmateis officially cited (accused) of misconduct, the
guilt of the inmate is not subject to further serious debate. The fact that
very few cases appearing before the Disciplinary Committee do not receive
punishment and that the committee may impose punishmentfor “policy
reasons,” even when it is in doubt about the inmate’s precise fault (for
example, to be consistent or to show firmness), drives home the point
that the activity of the committee is to impose sanctions, not to ascertain
guilt or innocence. ‘The ultimate consequence of getting caught in viola-
tions of prison regulations is to experience punishment. The punishment
is imposed by the senior staff, in the light of the definitions of the
behavior in question provided by theline staff. It is assumed that the in-
mates know the rules of the institution and that punishmenthas a deter-
rent value, at least for other inmates, if not for the man in question.

The relevance of the prison’s disciplinary machinery to its treatment
program lies in the model of behavior that is assumed by both treatment
and custodial norms, and in the nature of the means exerted to induce
desired behavior in the prison. To the extent that the assumptions con-
cerning behavior and the modes of manipulation of behavior in disci-
plinary and treatment arrangements are congruent, one may expect less
conflict between these organizational functions. On the other hand, to
the extent that these arrangements are incongruent, or are perceived by
inmates as incongruent, it is likely that the organization will experience
greater conflict. One of the difficulties that besets prison treatment pro-
grams like group counseling is the disparity between traditional custodial
practices, implemented through disciplinary committees, and the treat-
ment norms and objectives pursued in counseling sessions.

In the latter, for instance, inmates are supposed to openly express
criticism of each other—and of the institution—and conduct is under-
stood in terms of psychic and environmental determinants. Since all the
members of the Disciplinary Committee, with one exception, were leaders
of counseling groups or community living units, the disparity of these
two views of human behavior is apparent as a role difference. The partici-
pation of the group leader on the Disciplinary Committee blurs his image
as a permissive auditor of members’ problems in group counseling ses-
sions. ‘he penalties imposed by the Disciplinary Committee settle any
inmate doubts about the presumption by the staff of the value of obe-
dience and of docility for inmates. Stated another way, what would happen
if the presumed freedom of inmates to have candid discussions and dif-
ferences of opinion with their group counseling leaders was extended
beyond the time and locale of the group meeting?
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The Disciplinary Committee is charged with dealing with recurrent
problemsof social control in the prison. To accomplish this goal, it uses
routine police methods: surveillance, informers, and interrogation. After
assembling information, it imposes penalties of a punitive nature. Coun-
seling groups also attempt to deal with or, at least, to discuss recurrent
problems. Here the men are urged to talk freely with confidence that
the general content will “remain in the group.” Inmates regard candor
in counseling sessions as potentially dangerous to their self-interest. ‘They
wonder whether it is realistic to assume that the information derived
during counseling will be disregarded in future appraisals of their conduct
or in considering the circumstances surrounding the violation of prison
rules.

The staff, too, of course, experienced problems in adapting a thera-
peutie view in a job context characterized by custodial imperatives. These

problemsare graphically expressed in the lengthy and somewhat unusual

training sessions for counseling leaders discussed in Chapter IV. Now,

however, we describe the design of our study and examine, among other

things, why a special training program for group leaders was developed

for this project. Weshall return to the subject of social control in correc-

tional systems at various points in the succeeding chapters.
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A design for assessing group

treatmenteffects

Any correctional agency not using a prediction procedure to study the

effectiveness of its decisions and operations is perpetrating a crime against

the taxpayer.

J. Douglas Grant
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The statement quoted above was made by the Chief of the Research
Division of the California Department of Corrections at the time that

this project was initiated. Grant had seen a wide variety of new treatment

programs presented to the Department of Corrections, most of which

were billed as the long-sought solution to the problem of recidivism. He
also was aware that the recidivism rates tabulated each year by the Re-
search Division were unchanged. It became apparent that more was
needed than assertions about treatment effects, no matter how earnestly

made. Grant’s concerns prompted his paper, “It’s Time to Start Count-
ing,” in which he madethe following points:

1. Experience is not a sufficient basis for decision making.

2. Correctional agencies are spending too much money collecting in-

formation that has little influence on the decisions that are made.

3. Systematic study can develop prediction devices that are useful.

4. Current prison programs do not help many men whoparticipate in

them and are wasted on men whoare goodrisks to begin with.

5. Decisions made subjectively should not be excused from account-

ability.4

1]. Douglas Grant, “It’s Time to Start Counting,” Crime and Delinquency, vol. 8,
no. 3, July 1962, pp. 259-264.

57
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Although these principles elicit widespread endorsement, the actual
carrying out of such evaluative research raises a number of issues. They
are somewhat analogous to the problems of evaluating treatment effects
in psychotherapy. With respect to these problems, Hans Eysenck has
commented:

To judge by their writings, some advocates of psychotherapy appear
to take an attitude similar to that adopted by Galen, the father of modern
medicine, in his advocacy of the wondrous powers of Samian clay: “All
who drink this remedy recover in a short time, except those whom it does
not help, whoall die and have norelief from any other medicine. There-
fore it is obvious that it fails only in incurable cases.” There are three
main differences between Galen’s hypothesis and that maintained by
modern psychotherapists. In the first place, we have the question of
definition. There is no disagreement about the nature of Samian clay, but
as regards psychotherapy, quot homines, tot sententiae. In the second
place there is the question of the criterion of cure. In Galen’s case this
was survival, which is easy to observe; in the case of psychotherapy, the
criterion itself is in doubt, and its measurement fraught with difficulties.
In the third place there is the time factor. Those who partook of Galen’s
remedy “recovered in a short time,” so that the effects were easily ob-
served; psychotherapy, particularly that of the psychoanalytic type, may
go on for as manyas twenty years or more, so that considerable difficulties
arise in allocating responsibility for any recovery.?

In this section our task is to deal with these issues as they pertained
and were dealt with in this study. First, we are concerned with the
problem of defining group counseling, then with the criteria by which
its impact might be judged and, finally, with the time factor. After a
brief review of other studies of correctional group treatment, we give a
detailed description of the design used in this study.

Group counseling: its definition and aims

WHAT IS GROUP COUNSELING?

In one sense our task of evaluating group counseling is less problematic
than that of evaluating psychotherapy because in the California Depart-
ment of Corrections (CDC) it is primarily based on the precepts and
procedures articulated by one man, Dr. Norman Fenton. Fenton intro-

2 Hans J. Eysenck, “The Effects of Psychotherapy,” International Journal of Psy-
chiatry, vol. 1, no. 1, 1965, p. 102.
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duced group counseling into the department at San Quentin’s Reception-
Diagnostic Center in 1944, and his book is the department’s training
manual for group counselors.? For these reasons, conflicting definitions
and techniques have plagued our research less than they have plagued
the research efforts described by Eysenck. Nonetheless, Fenton’s descrip-
tion of the interactional processes of the sessions (what goes on between
group members and between group members and the leader) is couched
in very general terms, and the theoretical bases on which group counseling
is built are not clearly spelled out. The aims of group counseling are not
easily operationalized, nor is it described in terms that lend themselves
to the precise analysis of group structure or process.

Essentially, we are told that a therapeutic technique called group
counseling, involving periodic meetings of staff and inmates to talk over
matters of concern, has certain consequences for the participants—conse-
quences that have rehabilitative effects. But we are not sure just what it
is about the group sessions that promote changes in attitudes and be-
havior. This limitation in conceptional precision, however, does not
prevent us from studying the effects of group counseling participation
when an appropriate research design is employed.

Operationally, group counseling means that ten or twelve inmates meet
one or two hours a week under the guidance of a lay group leader. Some
leaders are administrative personnel, caseworkers, teachers, guards, or

clerical and technical staff workers; others are therapeutic specialists
(physicians, social workers, and psychologists). Nonprofessional personnel
in group leader roles, to some extent, are trained and supervised by the
group counseling supervisor in each prison. In most cases, these super-
visors hold B.A. degrees and have received graduate training in social
work. Participation in group counseling is normally voluntary for inmates.

The key proposition underlying the operation of these groups is the
assertion that a given group can affect a member’s attitudes and behavior.‘
Fenton states that if a group is to positively influence a group member's
behavior, two basic requirements must be met.

The first requirementis the development of the group setting necessary
for clients to feel free to discuss with security their own and each other’s
feelings and attitudes toward the situation in which they find themselves.
The group members must perceive the leader as someone who accepts

3The following material is abstracted from Norman Fenton, Group Counseling:
A Preface to Its Use in Correctional and Welfare Agencies, op. cit., pp. 7-12. See also,
Norman Fenton, “Mental Health Applications in the California Correctional System,”
paper presented at the conference on ‘‘Mental Health Aspects of Corrections,’ Chatham
Bars Inn, Massachusetts, June 4, 1960.

4 Ibid., p. 46.
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them as persons in whom he has a sincere interest and about whose
welfare he is genuinely concerned. Members will then “. . . feel free to
say what is on their minds or in their hearts” and the group will be able
to offer to its members “. . . a kind of sanctuary or refuge from the callous
environment of the prison yard.’

The second requirement for effective group counseling is a condition
of mutual acceptance among those in the group. The atmosphere of the
group must be supportive if members are to help each other and be helped
by the leader. “This is especially true in the treatment of those in conflict
with the law, because rejection, the poisonous opposite of acceptance, so
often seems to have played a significant role in the explanation of the
origin of the symptoms ofcriminality.”

Fenton asserts that in the early life of the criminal, rejection by other
people, notably parents or others in authority, has been a significant factor
in arousing and establishing feelings of hostility or resentment. These
feelings are expressedlater in life in theft, robbery, or assaultive behavior.®

These two requirements work to promote a “mutually trustful under-
standing between the group leader and the client.” Fenton refers to state-
ments by Carl Rogers that the procedures and techniques used in counsel-
ing are of secondary importance to warm and accepting attitudes and to
the freedom of the client to make choices and to respond spontaneously
in the treatment situation.”

When the above requirements are met, the goals of group counseling
may be successfully pursued.’ They are:

1. To help prisoners adjust to the frustrations that are an unalterable
part of life in an institution and in society.

2. To enable the clients to recognize the significance of emotional con-
flicts as underlying criminality.

3. To provide the opportunity for the client to learn from his peers about

the social aspects of his personality.

4. To make possible a better understanding of make-believe, of phantasy,

and of how costly may be behavioral responses to the antisocial con-

tent of daydreams.

5. [To improve] the emotional climate of the institution.

Group counseling, as defined by Fenton, thus involves the use of
techniques with which the leader can counsel a group of individuals and

5 Ibid., p. 46.
8 Ibid., p. 49.
7 Ibid., pp. 49-50.
8 Ibid., pp. 51-55.
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can direct or facilitate constructive interpersonal relationships. The leader

seeks to promote a situation in which the interaction of the group mem-

bers themselves have favorable effects on those in attendance.®

This group program seems to be based essentially on certain tenets

of Freudian psychology, Roger’s nondirective counseling, group psycho-

therapy, social casework practice, and sociological studies of the social

organization of the inmate community.!° Group counseling is viewed as

a therapeutic device that attempts to provide the warm, supportive rela-

tionship with authority figures that inmates were denied as youngsters

and that underlies their criminality. The group leader is to regard out-

bursts against the prison, its officials, or himself as evidence of the

immaturity of clients who are really reacting to father figures. An atmo-

sphere of interest and support by the leader and other group members

will help the inmate mature (resolve his emotional problems). His rela-
tionships with others will improve, and the likelihood of his returning

to patterns of criminal behavior will be reduced. Although the group

leader should be as nondirective as possible, it should be remembered

that the techniques for conducting the session are of lesser importance
than the general atmosphere that prevails in the group.

Fenton’s perspective can be observed in the descriptions of the pur-

poses of the group counseling program that were expressed to us in

numerous interviews and conversations with CDC employees. A general

9 Ibid., p. 101.
10 A comparison of Fenton’s group counseling with Eysenck’s “‘middle-of-the-road”’

definition of psychotherapy indicates considerable similarity:

1. There is an interpersonal relationship of a prolonged kind between two or more
people.

2. One of the participants has had special experience and/or has received special

training in the handling of humanrelationships.

3. One or more of the participants have entered the relationship because of a felt
dissatisfaction with their emotional and/or interpersonal adjustment.

4. The methods used are of a psychological nature, that is, involve such mechanisms
as explanation, suggestion, persuasion and so forth.

5. The procedure of the therapist is based upon some formal theory regarding mental
disorder in general, and the specific disorder of the patient in particular.

6. The aim of the process is the amelioration of the difficulties which cause the
patient to seek the help of the therapist.

Eysenck, op. cit., p. 103. The major differences between individual psychotherapy and
group counseling are: (1) the lesser degree to which “felt dissatisfaction’? motivates
some inmates to join groups, (2) the lesser degree to which group leaders have received
professional training in the theory and method of treatment, and (3) the degree of
importance attached to the group as a factor in modifying attitudes and behavior. Group
therapy combines the elements of both approaches.
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agreement existed that group counseling was supposed to provide an
opportunity for the following.

1. The psychological ventilation through the expression of feelings toward
society, the judicial system, the prison, and prison personnel.

Z. A self-understanding on the part of inmates, derived from guided
group discussion, from witnessing the expression of feelings by other
inmates, and from the interpretation of these feelings by other in-
mates, and by the group leader.

3. A ventilation andself-understanding on the part of the group leaders.

The latter point is an extension of Fenton’s approach and is based on the
feeling of many group leaders that they have developed a better under-
standing of individual inmates, of inmate perspectives, and of inmatelife
through their group sessions. In fact, when discussing group counseling,
the most frequently used word by staff and inmates is “understanding.”

One other program development should be mentioned at this point
because it has evolved out of group counseling and embodies many of
its features. ‘That program is called “communityliving”; it combines group
counseling with some of the features of the therapeutic community pro-
grams developed by Maxwell Jones and Harry Wilmer.1! The California
Department of Corrections carries out this somewhat more complex form
of treatment by housing inmates in organized groups of 50 to 100 men.
with many routine prison activities centered on the housing unit. The
community living unit holds daily general assemblies of all its members
under the leadership of the treatment, custodial, and administrative per-
sonnel who are responsible for the men in the unit. At Men’s Colony
these units consisted of 50 inmates and three staff members, generally,
including a caseworker, a correctional ofhcer, and a treatment or custodial
staff administrator.

It is not really accurate to call community living the CDC’s version
of the therapeutic community because the theory and practices of Jones
and Wilmer are not employed. Instead, community living is to be re-
garded as an extension of group counseling, but with bigger groups and
more frequent meetings. ‘The leaders of community living groups receive
the same training and instructional materials as the ones given to the
regular group counseling leaders.!* ‘The content and character of the dis-

11 Maxwell Jones, The Therapeutic Community, op cit.; Harry A. Wilmer, Social
Psychiatry in Action, op. cit. See also, Fenton’s paper, op. cit.

12 Group counseling and community living units throughout the California Depart-
ment of Corrections are directed by a ‘Group Counseling Supervisor,’ whose head-
quarters are at Sacramento. During the course of our study this position was held by
Robert M. Harrison, a psychiatric social worker.
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cussions in the community living sessions are identical to those of the

smaller groups.
In this study we do not attempt to discuss the validity of all of

Fenton’s contentions about the etiology of criminal behavior nor do we

discuss some of his specific statements, for instance, the assertion that

group counseling sessions are “a haven” for the inmate. Whether this is

true, or whether, as some inmates have implied, the yard is the only haven

from nosy and interfering treatment staff members, is not a major issue.

Other issues—such as whether an inmate’s group discussions with a

staff member and other inmates, in fact, can be free and unlimited;

whether staff members will regard inmate criticism of them as childish

outbursts; whether the probability of future criminal behavior can be

modified by a warm relationship with an authority figure once or twice

a week; whether, in fact, warm supportive relationships prevail in prison

group sessions; whether inmate attitudes and behavior change for the

better as a result of group treatment—are closely related to the purpose

of this study and are discussed in subsequent chapters. But our main

purpose is to evaluate the effects of the counseling program.
In the pages that follow, it thus should be kept in mind that this

program was not developed by the writers or by the administrators of

the prison studied. It is one application of a program used throughout

the California Department of Corrections.

THE MEASUREMENT OF TREATMENT OUTCOME

The intended effects of the group counseling program are not explicit in

the writings of Fenton though they may be implied. These may include

fewer disciplinary reports, perhaps, certain shifts in personality test

scores, less hostile views of inmates expressed by other inmates and by

staff members, and fewer inmates returning to prison after treatment.

During the early phases of our study, these aims were the ones most often
suggested by staff members.

Opinions on the degree to which these aims were realized varied

throughout the Department of Corrections, as evidenced by a survey we

conducted in 1961.1° The table below indicates the views of 4062 correc-
tions employees who were divided into two groups—those involved in
doing group counseling activities and noncounselors.

Counselors expressed the most favorable views, but even within this
group only 4 out of 10 thought group counseling induced personality

13 Gene G. Kassebaum, David A. Ward, and Daniel M. Wilner, Group Treatment

by Correctional Personnel: A Survey of the California Department of Corrections,
Monograph no. 3, Sacramento: Board of Corrections, January 1963, p. 18.
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table 3.1 Percent of Group Counselors and Noncounselors Expressing Op-
timism and Pessimism About Effects of Group Counseling on

  

Inmates?

Questionnaire
Statement True Uncertain ‘False

“Inmates from group Group Counselors 64 22 12
counseling break Noncounselors 45 35 17
fewer rules.”

“Group counseling in- Group Counselors 40 36 22
duces personality Noncounselors 40 38 20
change.”

“Inmates from group Group Counselors 30 49 19
counseling violate Noncounselors 28 45 24
parole less.”

 

4 Total number of staff engaged in group counseling, 827; total number of non-
counseling staff, 3235; and percentage of nonresponse never exceeded 3 percent.

change, and only 3 out of 10 thought it would definitely reduce parole
violation rates (see Table 3.1).

Clearly, there is less optimism about the reduction of recidivism
through group treatment participation than thereis for the reduction of
tule violations. We did not know, for example, whether group members
should be expected to receive no disciplinary reports, one or two reports,
one or two instead offouror five, or fewer violations of the most important
prison rules. It was also unclear whether improved inmate-staff relations
meant that staff and inmates should come to enjoy each other’s company
or whether it meant that they more often spoke to each other in a civil
manner. It was not clear whether reduced recidivism should be taken to
imply that none of the participants came back or that “one man wassaved,”
or whether reduced recidivism meant that participants were returned to
prison in the same frequency but committed fewer or less serious crimes.

The vagueness of the organizational aims of the group counseling
program thus posed a problem for evaluative research in another area that
Jahoda and Barnitz illustrate as follows: [the investigator] “. . . will want
to know whetherraising the level of literacy means teaching the people
to read the classics or sign their names.”+4 Our task, then, was to try to

14 Marie Jahoda, and E. Barnitz, “The Nature of Evaluation,” International Social
Sciences Bulletin, 7, 1955, p. 353. Watson identified “upwards of a hundred criteria
used singly or in combination” to evaluate psychotherapy. Robert I. Watson, ‘“Measur-
ing the Effectiveness of Psychotherapy: Problems for Investigation,’ Journal of Clinical
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delimit the effects of treatment outcome to certain expressed goals and
to specify criteria to accomplish this task. In the following pages it will

be observed that we have used four of the five measures that Eysenck says
can be applied in studies of treatment outcome: (1) introspective reports

by participants obtained through interviews and questionnaires, (2) per-

sonality test results; (3) social action effects defined as certain actions
taken by society in regard to the persons under treatment, for example,
arrests, parole revocation, and prison disciplinary reports; and (4) expert-

mental investigations designed to test specific hypotheses.’
These measurement techniques, however, did not satisfy the concerns

of some treatment staff members who believed that the tools of be-
havioral science research were not sophisticated enough to measure “what

really goes on in a group.” It was argued, for example, that “numbers
mean nothing”; that it would be impossible to measure “what happens in

here” (pointing to the heart) or to measure the “feelings” that inmates

and leaders experience in the group sessions. From this perspective, then,

this evaluation was doomed to failure from the start, since we could not

investigate every possible consequence of group counseling.
These comments should be kept in mind becausecritical responses to

the evaluations of treatment generally involve the post facto specification
of outcomecriteria or the degree of change to be expected in the pro-
gram. It was only in the light of negative findings that staff who originally

had contended that participants in counseling were less likely to break

prison rules and return to prison began to specify the degree of change

or improvement expected or the other criteria that should have been
used. Examples of these post facto outcomecriteria include the follow-
ing statements: “The program was a success because the behavior of one
man had changed for the better” or “Maybe they come back to prison,

but they get along better with their families.” A somewhat different
criterion involved the morale of correctional officers, which it was asserted

had improved because of participation in the counseling program. We

shall have more to say in Chapter X about the use by treatment staff
members of shifting criteria of treatment outcome.

Psychology, 8, 1952, pp. 60-64. At least one investigator argues that there is so much

disagreement over what constitutes organizational effectiveness and he makes “noat-

tempt to say what ‘effectiveness’ is, except to describe the precise procedure by which

we divide the groups for study.” Andrew L. Comrey, “A Research Plan for the Study

of Organizational Effectiveness” in Albert H. Rubenstein and Chadwick J. Haberstroh
(eds.), Some Theories of Organization, Homewood, Illinois: The Dorsey Press, Inc.,

1960, p. 362.
15 Eysenck, op. cit., pp. 104-106.
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TIME AS A METHODOLOGICAL ISSUE

How much exposure to group treatment is required before changes in
attitude and behavior should be observable? The answer usually given is
that it takes different times for different people. It is difficult to establish
minimal periods of exposure to treatment and follow-up thatsatisfy all
staff members. Our decisions about the length of exposure and follow-up
were based on these factors: (1) the average term served at Men’s Colony
and the average parole term had to be considered; (2) other studies
that involved parole follow-up provided guidelines; (3) the prison and
the Department of Corrections would not consent to the indefinite dis-
turbance of institutional routine posed by the project. Our data indicate
quite clearly that the periods of exposure to treatment and follow-up
were sufficiently long to permit a fair test of the group program at Men’s
Colony.

Assessments of group treatment in California

Early in the life of the Men’s Colony project, we examined what had
been published on the outcomeof correctional treatment programs.!¢ This
task was facilitated by the materials gathered by Walter Bailey in his
evaluation of 100 studies of correctional treatment, published between
1940 and 1960.17 Bailey concluded that almost all of the reports em-

16 In addition to the sources mentioned below, we found the following valuable:
Edward A. Suchman, “A Model for Research and Evaluation on Rehabilitation” in
Marvin B. Sussman (ed.), Sociology and Rehabilitation, American Sociological Asso-
ciation, 1966, pp. 52-70; Donald R. Cressey, “The Nature and Effectiveness of Cor-
rectional Techniques,” Law and Contemporary Problems, School of Law, Duke Uni-
versity, vol. 23, no. 4, 1958, pp. 754-771; Daniel Glaser, ‘‘Correctional Research: An
Elusive Paradise,” The Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, vol. 2, no. 1,
January 1965, pp. 1-11; Leslie T. Wilkins, Social Deviance: Social Policy, Action and
Research, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964; Paul E. Meehl,
Clinical Versus Statistical Prediction, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1954;
Theodore Volsky, Jr., Thomas M. Magoon, Warren T. Norman, Donald P. Hoyt, The
Outcomes of Counseling and Psychotherapy, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 1965; Herbert H. Hyman, Charles R. Wright and Terence K. Hopkins, Applica-
tions of Methods of Evaluation, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1962, espe-
cially Part I; Elizabeth Herzog, Some Guidelines for Evaluative Research: Assessing
Psychosocial Change in Individuals, United States Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, Social Security Administration, Children’s Bureau, publication no. 375,
Washington, D.C., 1959, pp. 64-71; International Social Science Bulletin, VII, 1955,
whole issue devoted to problems of evaluative research.

17 Walter C. Bailey, “Correctional Outcome: An Evaluation of 100 Reports,”
School of Social Welfare, University of California, Los Angeles, 1961 (mimeographed).
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ployed questionable research designs and that, in most of the cases,

where positive results were attributed to a treatment program, poor

methodology compromised the findings.1® We paid careful attention to

the methodological problems encountered in the projects reviewed by

Bailey and in several later reports that had become available in prelim-

inary or published form.1® We nowbriefly describe three projects involv-

ing group treatment in California. The first two, conducted by the

Department of Corrections, focus on aspects of the group counseling

experience, whereas the third, not a departmental project, varies the char-

acteristics of the participants.
Fowler compared the parole experiences of 1968 adult male felons

who had been in Intensive Treatment Units in two prisons with 1433
inmates who were randomly selected from a pool of treatmenteligibles.

Treatment consisted of one individual and one group treatment session

per week for each subject for a period of 12 months. Parole failure was

defined as a return to a California prison, or a suspension of parole for

90 days or more. Discharge from parole constituted success. If at the end

of 2 years a man was neither returned to prison nor discharged from

parole, he was put into the success category; a man under suspension was

considered a failure. The treatment cases did better on parole than the
controls—39 percent successfully discharged compared to 34 percent—a

difference significant at the .05 level. The explanation of greater success

because of participation in Intensive Treatment Units is suspect when

a careful multivariate analysis reveals that the treatment subjects have a

significantly higher pretreatment probability of success as measured by

parole prediction scores. |
Paul Mueller of the CDC’s Research Division conducted a series of

retrospective studies that compared participation in “stable” and “un-

stable” counseling groups.2! (The former was defined as, at least, one

year with one leader.) For men released from three minimum security

prisons, participation in “stable” groups was significantly associated with

18 Tbid., p. 11.
19 See also Eric K. Clarke, “Group Therapy in Rehabilitation,’ Federal Probation,

16, December 1952, pp. 28—33; Robert D. Wirt and J. L. Jacobson, Experimental
Studies in Group Psychotherapy with Prisoners, Minnesota Department of Social Wel-
fare, Minnesota State Prison, 1958 (mimeographed); H. Ashley Weeks, Youthful
Offenders at Highfields, Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1958; Robert

B. Levinson and Howard L. Kitchener, Demonstration Counseling Project, Parts I and
II, undated (mimeographed).

20R. E. Fowler, ‘Multivariate Analysis of the Intensive ‘Treatment Program,”

California Department of Corrections, 1963 (mimeographed).
21 Paul F. Mueller, Summary of Parole Outcome Findings in Stable Group Coun-

seling, California Department of Corrections, Research Division, 1964.
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more favorable parole outcome. Trends were similar for men released
from the state’s maximum security prison, Folsom, but differences
were notstatistically significant. An overall conclusion was hard to draw
because the findings varied between institutions. For example: Folsom
Prison releasees who had been members of any type of counseling group
did significantly better on parole than did Folsom men who had had no
group counseling; however, there were no significant differences in parole
outcome between those who had and those who had no group counseling
among Deuel Vocational Institution releasees (young men) from 1958
to 1961. In spite of an inconsistency over time or institution, these clue-
hunting investigations indicated that parolees who had had more stable
group experiences in prison tended to fare better on parole than did men
with less stable, or no group counseling experiences. These inquiries dealt
only with inmates who voluntarily enrolled in group counseling; they did
not attempt to examine the impact of the group program on men who
were required to participate in it either by parole board “recommendation”
or by order of the institutional staff. Whether the volunteers were more
likely to succeed on parole, even without the program, is not known.

The differentiation of subjects according to variables other than treat-
ment exposure was the explicit focus of a study by Grant and Grant?
The theory underlying the program, called “Living Groups,” is that most
delinquents are “acting-out personalities” whose behavior can best be
changed byplacing them in confined settings where they must continually
face their own problems. These problems are manifested in their inter-
personal relationships with other group members. Groups were small
closed communities of 20 men each, established for 6 or 9-week periods.
A sample of 511 men volunteered from a United States Navy prison lo-
cated in California.

The twenty men, with three supervisors, lived together in the same bar-
racks, ate together, worked on a farm as a unit, held classes together,
participated as a team in recreational activities. The group was “closed”
not only in the sense that no new members were admitted nor old mem-
bers dismissed,but also in the sense that great effort was made to eliminate
interpersonal dealings with anyone outside the group. The attempt was
made to establish close continuing interpersonal relationships within the
group—with no way out.23

There were 27 Living Groups, each run by three Marine noncommissioned

“2 J. Douglas Grant, and Marguerite Q. Grant, “A Group Dynamics Approach to
the ‘Treatment of Nonconformists in the Navy,” Annals of American Academy of Social
Sciences, 322, March 1959, pp. 126-135.

23 Ibid., p. 130.

 



A Design for Assessing Group Treatment Effects 69

officers and a psychologist consultant. ‘The latter’s main assignment was

to conduct daily 90-minute, group therapy sessions attended by the 20

men and the supervisors. The groups varied in: the predicted success of
supervisory teams in reducing delinquency-prone attitude; the level of

interpersonal social maturity of group members; and the duration at the

supervisor-group relationship. Measures of treatment impact included an

evaluation by subjects, peers, supervisors, and the psychologist. ‘There was

a 6-month follow-up after a return to duty. All subjects participated in

some type of program—thatis, there was no control group. ‘The findings

were that “high maturity” subjects did significantly better when returned

to duty than did low maturity subjects. Success was not affected by the
maturity characteristics of the subject’s group, by the duration of the

supervisor-group relationships, or by the predicted supervisory effective-
ness of the leaders. The relationships between the maturity of the sub-

ject and the predicted supervisory effectiveness, however, was significant.
The Grants concluded: high maturity inmates have a high potential for
improved restoration behavior if they are subjected to an attitude-change
program undereffective supervision. The study does not support a closed
Living Group program for low maturity inmates and, in fact, suggests
that at least some aspects of an effective program for high maturity in-
mates can be detrimental to low maturity inmates.*

Because of the Grants’ experiment we considered the need to obtain
data on participant potential for group treatment. Reluctantly, we decided
that it would not be feasible to set up groups on the basis of classification
of “psychological maturity,” given the realities of the prison situation.
A design using a series of tests or ratings that involved the individual
clinical assessment of participants (necessary in order to classify and re-
classify subjects) would have required a large clinical staff. Since there

were only twoclinical psychologists at Men’s Colony, it would have been
impossible to have more than twoliving groups at any one time. In addi-
tion, the architecture of the prison did not permit the establishment of
closed groups. We were able to approximate a maturity classification by
using scores from the California Psychological Inventory. These data are
presented in Appendix D.

Formulating the study design

Early studies of treatment outcome andthe general literature on method-
ological problems of evaluation provided us with guidelines for making

24 Ibid, p. 134.
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research decisions. A fundamental decision was to impose an experimental
design on the existing program. That is, not to set up a specially staffed
and temporarily, heavily subsidized program that could reach only a small
number of inmates and would be unrealistic in terms of departmental and
prison budgets. Underlying this decision was one assumption of the group
counseling program, namely that nonprofessional group leaders could
elicit attitude and behavioral changes in inmates.

A longitudinal design was selected in preference to a cross-sectional
one. The principle issues here concerned the initial comparability of in-
mates who did and did not have counseling experience, the precision of
the description of the counseling experience, and the identification of
factors that accounted for individual differences in response to treat-
ment. Although the techniques ofpartial correlation used in cross-sectional
analyses might clarify the comparability problem, we believed that more
conclusive evaluation could be obtained by a longitudinal experiment in
which initially comparable groups of men were assigned to treatment or
to control conditions (with other aspects of imprisonment kept as con-
stant as possible) and in which subjects were studied over time.

At least six characteristics of longitudinal experimental designs are re-
quired to accomplish the aims of an evaluation study like this one:

I. An adequate control group.

2. The controlled selection and assignment of subjects to the treatment
and control conditions to ensure initial comparability.

3. The spatial separation of subjects in the different treatment settings
to minimize contamination of the independentvariable.

4. A range of types of persons to permit the generalization of findings.

>. A uniform follow-up of all experimental and control subjects after
release.

6. The instruments for observation and measurement of independent
and dependentvariables.

Our efforts to meet these requirements follow the specification of
hypotheses to betested.

THE FORMAL STRUCTURE OF THEORY TO BE TESTED

Ourreview of the literature dealing with group treatment and our discus-
sions with prison staff members led us to establish several hypotheses
based on the assumed importance of group counseling in facilitating
communications between inmates and staff. Communication should be,
according to the theoretical basis of the program, subject to fewer con-
ventional restrictions and should encourage confrontations and disclosures
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between leaders and group members which are tabooed by those tenets of

the inmate code that value, the withholding of information. The virtue
of inmate solidarity should be called into question by inviting inmates’

criticism of other inmates in the counseling session. In these terms, what

was anticipated was not depth psychology, but the lessened endorsement

of values that sanction further antisocial behavior. We thus were led to

suppose that if adherence to the inmate code were weakened, there would

be less resistance to the acceptance of conventional alternatives to post-

release crime.
The twofold notion that treatment might effect inmate values, and

that this in turn might result in the lessened sanction of illegal behavior,

was phrased as testable hypotheses.
First, it is argued that participation in group counseling changes atti-

tudes, specifically that it alters allegiance to inmate norms.

hypothesis 1 Participation in treatment results in lessened endorsement of

the inmate code.

But it is said that more occurs than just a shift in inmate values. (For

example, staff-inmate communication is facilitated, and there is more of

it.) And, hence, participation and all that it implies results in lowered
resistance to accepting conventional alternatives to illegal or antisocial be-
havior (which, in turn, affects the incidence of the behavior itself).
Treatment, then, affects not only attitudes but also affects acts. Although

the link between them might seem causal (attitude changes make a change
in behavior possible) apparently one is not a necessary antecedent of the
other according to Fenton. He merely suggests that they are two conse-
quences of group counseling.

Proponents assert that behavioral changes are both short- and long-
term, and thus we have separated immediate from postrelease effects.
Both are operationalized in negative terms, that is, positive impact 1s
defined as the absence of certain behaviors (trouble with authorities) not
the presence of certain acts. More specifically:

hypothesis 2. Inmates who participated in the group counseling program

will receive fewer prison disciplinary reports.

hypothesis 3 Parolees who participated in the prison group counseling pro-

gram will have lower recidivism rates than controls.

The independent variable is differential exposure to the treatment
program (group counseling); dependent variables are attitudinal and be-
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havioral and reflect short- and long-term effects. Measures of in-prison
response to treatment are the endorsement of inmate normsandthe break-
ing prison rules. End result measures are postrelease behavior—conformity
to parole regulations and recidivism. These criteria were selected to empir-
ically support one of the following eight outcome possibilities:

Outcome Accept Reject

I 1, 2, 3
II 1, 2, 3
Il] I, 2 3
IV 1, 3 2
V ] 2, 3
VI 2, 3 ]
VII 3 1, 2
VIII 2 1, 3?

THE SELECTION OF A SITE

It was apparent from the earliest discussions of this project that the re-
search operation could not be statewide. The ten prisons, which comprised
the Departmentof Corrections in 1961, differed too greatly in terms of the
architectural design, the size and makeup of inmate population, thesize
and makeup ofstaff, and the industrial, work, and treatment programs to
allow the simple summing of information from all facilities. Also, because
of the size of the state, repeated visits to monitor widely dispersed study
operations were prohibitively costly.

Even the selection of several institutions from the department posed
problems. ‘Iwo of the ten prisons were classified as maximum security,
two as medium security, two as minimum security, one housed aged in-
mates, another contained only youth offenders, another was for men with
medical and psychiatric problems, and the tenth prison was for women.
Eliminating the last four as special purpose institutions, we were left with
six possibilities. The difficulty with four of these prisons was in the ability
to generalize from findings based on the extreme populations of inmates
in the maximum and minimum security settings. Custodial and security
considerations dominated institutional life at the maximum security pris-
ons, whereas the most elaborate treatment programs in the Department of
Corrections characterized the minimum security institutions.

Wethus decided to focus our study on the impact of group treatment
on men in a medium security prison setting. Studies focused on this
population permitted a greater power of generalization because of the
more equal distribution of custodial and treatment concerns in institu-
tional operations. Second, although it is true that only about 30 percent
of the men in California prisons are housed in medium security prisons
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at any one time, a figure of upward of 40 percent represents the real pro-

portion of California prisoners who have been confined in medium se-
curity prisons during their terms. Some of the inmates who end up at

San Quentin and Folsom were management problems at medium security

prisons. Many inmates who end up at medium and minimum security fa-
cilities earned their transfers after a period of testing their institutional
adjustment at a prison higher in the security ratings. Other men, orig-

inally committed to minimum security institutions, are transferred to
medium security prisons after demonstrating their inability to “go along

with the program.”
A third reason for selecting a medium security prison population 1s

that a better representation of offenders is found in these institutions.
A disproportionate number of men convicted of crimes of violence are

housed in maximum security prisons, but men who have committed
property offenses (nonsufficient funds checks, larceny, fraud, embezzle-
ment, and the like) are overrepresented in minimum security facilities.
Inmates of maximum security prisons have the most extensive criminal
careers; inmates of minimum security institutions have the least extensive.
A mixture of all types of offenders and careers is found in the medium
security prison population.

At the time our study was to be initiated, there was one medium
security prison in operation and another underconstruction. ‘The selection
was madefollowing the inspection of the prison site at San Luis Obispo.
(Inspection is, perhaps, too serious a term. Superintendent John Klinger
and Dr. Kassebaum floundered through the mud and looked into thestill
bare concrete and steel shell of the partially completed California Men’s
Colony—East Facility.) Most of the initial information about the new
prison came from Mr. Klinger, who was to administer both the East
Facility and California Men’s Colony—West (known throughout the
department as “the old men’s home’). The new prison was to house
2400 men in a medium security setting containing the most recent innova-
tions in architectural design and institutional operation. Housing, recre-
ation, and dining facilities were organized on a quadrangle basis, with
each quad being a semiautonomous unit of 600 men. It was apparent
that the total numberof inmates andstaff would be sufficient for adequate
statistical analysis; furthermore, the structure of the physical plant would
permit the operation of several different treatment conditions. ‘The ran-
dom assignment of inmates to the four quads would result in four samples
more comparable in both population characteristics and prison environ-
ment than would be possible if the samples were drawn from separate
prisons in the state. Finally, because at the time of planning, the institu-
tion had not yet been opened, the introduction of special assignment
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procedures and treatment and research operations would pose fewer prob-
lems than at long established institutions.

PROBLEMS POSED FOR INSTITUTIONAL OPERATIONS

A research design was drawn up that capitalized on the flexibility inherent
in the fact that CMCE was a new prison. Initially it called for a control
group and three varieties of group counseling, to be distributed among
the four quads. To achieve comparable subsamples, the random assign-
ment of inmates to each was necessary. In addition, large samples of the
prison population would take questionnaires and tests and would be
interviewed. Background data would have to be gathered from inmate
records, and the access to group sessions and important institutional com-
mittee meetings would be required.

All of this implied extensive interference in the programming of the
institution, and strongly suggested the advisability of joint planning with
the staff prior to the openingofthe prison toits first inmates. Accordingly,
several planningsessions were held at the prison before a final design was
decided on. |

The first formal meeting on the design took place in February 1961 at
the prison with representatives of the Department of Corrections, includ-
ing J. Douglas Grant, Chief of the Research Division and the Men’s
Colony—East administration. After hearing about the preliminary plans,
the institution staff raised these questions:

I. Would the research plan be adversely affected by constant and even
rapid turnover if Men’s Colony inmates were sent out to a new
minimum security facility at Susanville, which also was nearing
completion?

2. Would it be possible to maintain a completely undifferentiated type
of population distribution in the four quadrangles, inasmuch as a
recent departmental decision had been made to place in one of the
quadrangles a number of psychotic inmates in the stage of “partial
remission,’ some aged inmates with arson histories (which prevented
their being housed in the wooden barracks of Men’s Colony—West),
some young “management problems,” and some particularly trouble-
some homosexuals?

3. Would the integrity of the design be compromised by the prison
administration’s need to transfer men from one quadrangle to another
for security and control reasons?

The first question was resolved by the department’s agreement to our
request that transfers to fill the new Susanville facility be temporarily
suspended at Men’s Colony until data collection at the prison was com-
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pleted. We might note that the Men’s Colony staff found the research
project to be an advantage to them in,at least, this regard, because “good”
inmates would be kept at the institution instead of continually being
transferred. The department did not draw on the study population to fill
fire camp or conservation assignments during the first year of the study
and only to a minimal degree during the second year, selecting only those
men whose date of entry into the program or parole eligibility obviated
their being included in the follow-up sample.

Second, in the light of the institution’s need to house “special’’ cate-
gories of inmates in one quad, we decided to restrict our study population
to three of the four quadrangles (A, B, and C) rather than sacrifice
random assignment. (Notice that designations of “special” were made in
departmental headquarters, not at CMCE.) This was the most important
modification of the research design made for the benefit of institutional
needs. It should be noted that not all “problem” inmates were assigned
to D Quad. For example, inmates transferred to Men’s Colony because they
were management problems elsewhere became part of the regular prison
population and, thus, were eligible for participation in the study.

The third question was not easily answered. ‘To persuade the Adult
Authority that it was warranted to deny group counseling to sizable
number of inmates was not a simple task. At that time, about 12,000

inmates and hundreds of staff members were involved in group counseling
programs, and the Adult Authority, and to some extent the department,
had become convinced during the preceding years of the soundness of
the program. This, despite the fact that there was no systematically col-
lected evidence that such participation, in fact, had changed in-prison or
post-prison behavior. Our argument was that only through maintaining a
control group for a specified period of time would it be possible to assess
the impact of group counseling on inmate attitudes and parolee behavior.
We pointed out that there was only one prison in California where all
inmates were enrolled in counseling, and, after some discussion, the ad-
vantages of the control group feature of the design were seen to outweigh
the disadvantages of the denial on a random basis of any program that
might benefit an inmate. Finally, it was noted that if group counseling
was found to make for positive changes in inmates, then, perhaps, all
inmates should be enrolled in the program.

In regard to the problem that was posed by the transfers within
the institution, it was agreed that the administrator of each of the quad-
rangles could, at his discretion, reassign to a different program group or
housing assignment up to five men out of one hundred. Thus, if the
initial assignment procedure resulted in the placement of an uncooper-
ative person in mandatory group counseling, the administrator could
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transfer the inmate to the voluntary program assignmentif, in his judg-
ment, this would clearly be more beneficial to the inmate and to the
other members of the group to which he originally was assigned. ‘Those
transfers could be made only from compulsory group treatment programs
and only to voluntary programs. The superintendent could make transfers
at his discretion without limitation orrestrictions. In view of the implica-
tions of transfers for the research effort, however, the superintendent
agreed to try to limit transfers between the quadrangles or out of prison
to cases in which the transfer necessity clearly overrode the implications
of the move for the research design.

In May 1961, a second meeting was held. Its purpose was to set forth
a reasonably detailed statement of the inmate assignment plan, the defi-
nition of the varieties of treatment, and the staffing required. This plan
was designed to meet research requirements within the limits of prison
stafhng and program capabilities.

VARIETIES OF TREATMENT AND CONTROL

It was agreed that the group treatment varieties would constitute addi-
tions to the usual programs of religion, recreation, academic schooling,
and vocational training. Three conditions of group counseling and two
control groups were established as follows:

 

condition 1 Voluntary Small Group Counseling. This condition consisted
of small groups of men (10 to 12) who met weekly for an hour.
Inmate participation was voluntary. Group leaders represented
all segments of the staff and had the usual training provided by
the department for all group counselors. This option created
a second self-selected control group (see Condition 5).

condition 2 Mandatory Small Group Counseling. In Condition 2, group
counseling was required for all inmates in one building of one
quadrangle. As in Condition 1, groups were small and not
necessarily based on common housing units. Groups met more
often than in Condition 1—twice weekly, each meeting was
one hour. Group leaders were correctional counselors (case-
workers), lieutenants, and correctional officers. One other ele-

ment that distinguished this variety from Condition 1 was that
all group leaders received supplementary training in group coun-
seling techniques (provided by research funds). This training
was supplementary to the training someleaders hadreceived in
their formal education in social work and to the training that
all leaders had received from the Department of Corrections.
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The reasons for the provision of this extra training is discussed

later in this chapter and is described in detail in Chapter IV.

Mandatory Large Group Counseling. This variety of group

treatment, which centered around men from a commonliving

unit, such as a hall or wing of a cell house, was referred to as

Community Living. At Men’s Colony the physical layout of the

prison divided the men into groups of 50—each quadrangle had

two buildings each housing 300 men, with each building com-

prised of three floors of 100 men, divided again into two groups

of 50 by means of a central control area. Each 50-man section

had its own dayroom, and it was in these rooms that the entire

group was required to meet four times each week for one-hour

sessions. The three leaders were members of the custodial and

treatment staff attached to that unit, at least one of whom was

required to be a senior administrative ofhcial, such as the

quadrangle’s administrator, or a senior custodial officer or a

treatment specialist, such as the senior caseworker with group

counseling experience. In addition to daily meetings, on the

fifth day the large group split into three smaller groups, each

with one group leader. Each of these group leaders received the

supplementary training in group counseling methods described

above for the leaders of mandatory small group counseling.

Mandatory Controls. The only difference between the manda-

tory controls (men in C Quad) and the other treatment con-
ditions was that participation in any type of organized group
counseling was not part of the total quad program. All other

elements of the institutional program were available.

Voluntary Controls. By implication, the units of A and B Quads,
in which group counseling was voluntary, also had self-selected
(voluntary) contro! sample.

Implementing the design

STAFFING OF THE GROUP TREATMENT PROGRAM

The Men’s Colony staff believed that they could cope with the require-
ments of time, effort, and manpower involved in the operation ofall of
the programs except the one in the community living units. The extra
burden imposed on institution resources by mandatory counseling was
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Quad A Quad B

  
  

 

  

  
     

     

Voluntary Mandatory small Voluntary
group counseling group counseling group counseling

(No. 1) (No. 2) (No. 1)
and

Voluntary control Voluntary controls
(No. 5) (No. 5)  450 Men 300 men

Mandatory large
group counseling

(No. 3)
150 men 

Quad C Quad D

Mandatory controls Special inmate
(No. 4) categories

Not in

study

600 men

 
figure 3.1]

 

met through the addition to the prison staff of two additional counseling
specialists (caseworkers who had had graduate training in social work and
counseling experience) paid for from UCLAproject funds. In addition
to leading a counseling group in a community living unit, both of these
extra staff members were: (1) to substitute for leaders who might be
unable to meet with their groups because of illness, vacations, or other
reasons, (2) to be available to assist any group leader who was having
problems in conducting his group, (3) to assist other caseworkers in their
normal duties and (4) to keep daily logs of events and issues that oc-
curred in their counseling sessions. ‘The men selected to fill these positions
were recruited for work at CMCE through the usual selection procedures.
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Here we also must point out another important decision in regard to

stafing that had been madeearlier as a result of discussions with repre-
sentatives of the National Institute of Mental Health, who posed the

question of whether a project that evaluated group counseling as it was
operated in the department wasreally a fair test of this counseling. If the
outcome was negative, it might be argued that the group programs would
have shown positive results “if only they had been run the way they
should be run,” that is, with more highly trained leaders. Hence, we
revised an earlier decision to only evaluate an ongoing program by estab-

lishing variations of the group counseling program whose leaders partici-
pated in an intensive training program. Thus, we raised the level of
training for some group leaders above the limits of departmental funding.

Briefly, leaders were selected from the mandatory group counseling
conditions and met in two groups of 16 each for a three-day workshop at
a site away from the prison. Nine follow-up sessions were held biweekly
in a recreation center on the grounds of CMC—West Facility. ‘This
supplementary training was directed by William C. Schutz, a psychologist
with considerable experience in similar training efforts. The details of
these training sessions are given in Chapter IV.

INMATE ASSIGNMENT PROCEDURE

With the cooperation of the superintendent and his staff, an inmate
assignment procedure was developed that was unambiguousto the officers
making assignment decisions, and that assured unbiased election to the
treatment and control conditions. Because the quadrangles were sequen-
tially activated—first A Quad, then B, then C—housing was assigned to
incoming inmates as the quads were readied for occupancy. ‘The procedure
is described and diagramed below (see Figure 3.2).

T'wo categories of inmates had to be identified and then assigned to
housing units on a somewhat different basis than the study eligibles. ‘These
were “special” category cases and men who were ineligible for the
parole follow-up study. ‘The research team had agreed to the institu-
tion’s request that men sent to CMCE who were designated “special”
would be assigned directly to D Quad. This designation was made by
departmental headquarters not by CMCEstaff and included postpsy-
chotic cases, aged, arsonists, transients, and the so-called management

cases. This does not mean thatall “troublemakers” were sent to D Quad.
The other category (men who were noteligible for parole follow-up)

were assigned to voluntary counseling units. Ineligibility was defined as
not being in the prison long enough to meet the minimum criterion for
treatment exposure (six months), or having no chance of parole prior to
the cutoff date for institutional data collection, or being over the age of 65
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at admission. In other words, men whose terms had been set by the parole

board and had less than six months remaining to be served in the prison

and men who would not be eligible for parole for at least three years

were part of all phases of the study, except the parole follow-up. Housing

assignment was based on the last digit of their departmental serial num-

ber: if it was even, they went to A Quad, if odd, to B Quad.
All incoming inmates who did not fall into one or the other of the

two above categories were assigned to one of the treatment conditions on

a random basis without further consideration of individual charac-

teristics. Since new inmates arrive in groups, it first was necessary to spec-

ify a systematic wayto list them for the assignment procedure. ‘This was

done by ranking the men in each group in order of the last two digits of

their departmental serial number—men then were assigned to the first va-

cancy in accord with the following plan.

1. The first assignment was to B Quad.If the last digit of the inmate’s

serial number was even, he was assigned to one of the units where

counseling was mandatory (Condition No. 2). If his number was

odd he went to housing units in which counseling was voluntary.

That is, he becamepart of either condition No. 1 or No. 5, whichever

he elected.

2. Next came the assignment to the Community Living Units of A

Quad, where he became part of Condition No. 3 (mandatory large

group counseling).

3. Then came assignment to the units with voluntary counseling in

A Quad. Depending upon the inmate’s choice he became part of

Condition No. 1 or No. 5.

4. Next was the assignment to Condition No. 4—Mandatory Controls
in C Quad.

As was observed earlier in this chapter, treatment effect often has been
obscured by either the lack of, or biased assignment to, a control group.
At this point it is useful to consider data on how well the assignment
system worked in producing comparable treatment and control groups.

An examination of five variables—type of primary offense, prior com-
mitment, race, base expectancy, and intelligence quotient—shows no sig-
nificant differences between our treatment and control groups. The first
four were selected because they were known to be related to parole suc-
cess, and we believed that IO might effect the desire or ability to partici-
pate in the treatment program. ‘These data are presented in Appendix A.

Base Expectancy (discussed at length in Chapter IX) is of special in-
terest because it represents the sum of the best indicators of parole viola-
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tion, weighted to maximize the correlation between a set of presentence
variables and relative weights are listed as Table 6 in Appendix A. This
index was developed via multiple regression analysis by Don M. Gottfred-
son, formerly of the Department of Corrections. Its use provides strong
evidence that the randomization procedure did result in exposing to treat-
ment andin releasing to parole groups of men who do not differ from one
anotheron variables established to be related to parole success.

DATA COLLECTION AT MEN’S COLONY

Project funds provided for a full-time sociologist and a half-time research
assistant to reside at the study site. In addition, we and other project staff
from UCLA made biweekly trips of several days each. During the 18
monthsof the institutional phase, many kinds of data were collected from
hundreds of inmates using a number of different techniques. These in-
struments are summarized below, they include: an abstract of prison
records prepared for every inmate released to parole supervision; question-
naires dealing with inmate values, the first of which was given to a 50 per-
cent random sample of inmates and the second of which was administered
six monthslater to all men who had taken the first; a questionnaire dealing
with group counseling that was given to participants in the program; and
a psychological inventory that was given to a sample of men who were
about to be paroled. In addition, interviews were conducted with 75 in-
mates selected on a random basis.

Since at the time that these instruments were administered we were
not able to identify which inmates would be released to parole, that is,
who would become part of the parole follow-up cohort, we therefore do
not have all data possible on every parolee. For example: some men who
ultimately became part of the parole cohort had not taken the inmate
attitude questionnaire, or the group counseling questionnaire. In the sum-
mary that follows the extent of the overlap for the parole cohort will be
detailed descriptions of instruments, and their analyses make up the bulk
of the remaining chapters.

I. Prison Record Abstract. An abstract from official records of 59 items
was prepared for 968 inmates who metstudy requirements for inclu-
sion in the follow-up study. Coded information was gathered about
treatment exposure, criminal career, personal and family background,
psychiatric diagnosis, prison activities, prison rule violations, and re-
lease plans. Additional written commentaries supplied illustrative and
anecdotal materials. ‘The bulk of these data are presented in Chapter
IX.

In connection with an analysis of inmate types, presented in Chapter
VI, a shortened version was completed for an additional 217 inmates.
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2. Inmate Values Questionnaire. This questionnaire contained measures

of inmate code endorsement, several standardized scales, and many

items related to group counseling. It was administered to a 50 percent

random sample of all inmates (1800) in the three study quadrangles.

This resulted in a total of 871 usable forms. To assess change over

time, there was a second administration six months later to all men

remaining from the original sample. Five hundred and sixty-seven

usable forms were obtained. These data are discussed in Chapter VI.

Two hundred and eighty-seven men in the parole cohort took the first

questionnaire, and 150 werestill in the prison for the second.

3. The Group Counseling Questionnaire. This questionnaire, referred to

as the ““Group Opinion Inventory’’ (GOI), was administered only to

participants in group counseling. Data derived from the 490 usable

forms appears in Chapter V. (The same inventory also was admin-

istered to all group leaders.) .

Because of the fact that this inventory was given late in the institu-

tional phase of the study, only 96 men in the parole cohort had

taken it.

4. California Psychological Inventory. A 40 percent sample of men ready

for release were given the CPI. These data are discussed in Ap-

pendix D.

5. Interviews. Seventy-five interviews were conducted with a randomly

selected sample of inmates on a variety of topics that ranged from

inmate adjustment to feelings about the treatment program. Excerpts

appear in ChapterII.

PAROLE FOLLOW-UP

Following a large number of subjects for several years is a difficult, time-

consuming, and costly proposition. Our decision to have a_ three-year

follow-up for nearly 1000 subjects was possible only because of California

law and departmental operations. Attrition is a major issue in any longi

tudinal design, but in our study this problem was minimized because

the penal code provides indeterminate sentences for all offenders and

because the policy of the State Board of Corrections is to release all in-

mates to parole supervision. That is, the flexibility of the sentencing law

gives the paroling body (the Adult Authority) the opportunity to impose

fairly long periods of parole, during which regular reporting of where-

abouts, job, and the like, is required.

In addition, we were able to obtain arrest data and Adult Authority

actions for all subjects from two correctional data collection operations:

the California Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investigations runs

an efficient centralized arrest reporting system and the Research Division
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of the Department of Corrections conducts a well-organized follow-up
system.

CONCLUSION

A delayin final funding arrangements was responsible for a corresponding
delay in the full implementation of the design until June 1962. During
the interim period, however, the prison assigned incoming inmates to
housing and treatment programs in accordance with the research formula.
It was an indication of the strength of commitment of Superintendent
Klinger and the Sacramento Central Office that, during a period of several
months of uncertainty about ultimate funding, the prison maintained the
scheduled program. After funding was definite, a final meeting was held
with the members of the prison staff, the Department headquartersstaff,
and the Adult Authority. The principal issues were again concerns about
“the denial of treatment” ( group counseling) to men in C Quad and the

preferential treatment in parole decisions to men participating in the
group treatment programs. At the conclusion of this meeting, the Adult
Authority, the department, and theinstitution reaffirmed their support of
the study asoriginally planned. The Adult Authority also agreed to omit
discussion of group treatment participation with prospective parolees and,
in the granting of paroles, to try not to discriminate against men in con-

January to August 1962. The regular group counseling program began,
as did the regular institutional training program for group leaders. Al-
though one community living unit and the mandatory group counseling
programs had begun, the supplemental training for group leaders was
not yet in operation. (During this period, funds were not in hand to
enable either supplemental training for group leaders or for an increment
of staff.) Operation of C Quad was the same as the other quadrangles,
with the exception of a group counseling program. ‘The institution staff
maintained the procedures for the random assignment of incoming men
to housing and treatment and control varieties.

September 1962. Enabling funds permitted the start of the supple-
mental training program, the establishment of two additional community
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living units, the incrementin prison staff, and the assignment of research

project personnel to resident status on thesite.

July 1962 to December 31, 1963. ‘The release of study subjects on

parole.
October 1962 to December 1963. Institutional data collection phase

(including data on men released since July), and the operation of the

experimental programs as designed.

March 1963 to December 1965. Data collection from parolees and

parole agent records.
December 31, 1966 to June 1967. Last date for the inclusion of arrest

and disposition data on men in follow-up, providing a minimum of 36

months follow-up on all cases. Approximately five months additional time

was required for the CDC Research Division to receive parole agents’

reports and to gather arrest data from the Bureau of Criminal Identif-

cation.
July 1967 to August 1969. The analysis of masses of data collected

over the precedingfive years, the critique of analysis and manuscript drafts

by the California Department of Corrections personnel, the staff mem-

bers at Men’s Colony—East, and our colleagues in sociology and

psychology.

Despite a delay in getting the research design underway and the loss

of one quadrangle fromtheoriginal study plan, the Men’s Colony project

approximates more closely the requisite conditions for an experimental

longitudinal study of correctional treatment outcome than do most of the

earlier studies that came to our attention.
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Two training programs for group counselors were conducted at Men’s
Colony—East. During the first year and one half of the institution’s
operation the in-service training of group counselors was provided through
a series of one-hour monthly lectures by the supervisor of group counsel-
ing. In addition, sessions were scheduled in which group leaders raised
specific questions that arose from problems in conducting their groups.
These meetings were poorly attended, and it was our impression that
many of the men who did come seemed to be apathetic and disinterested.

A new program was initiated in early 1963 by the counseling super-
visor. It became mandatory that each group leader attend a one-half day
training session every three months. No in-service training credit was
given for attending these sessions, but credit was given toward a senior
or an advanced counselor rating in the Department of Corrections.

The first compulsory training program consisted of a lecture on
Norman Fenton’s book on group counseling by the counseling supervisor,
a talk by the prison psychiatrist about the principles of clinical group
counseling on a professional level, and a movie on counseling produced
by the Menninger Clinic.

The second training session was conducted by the Department of
Corrections coordinator of group counseling, who divided the assembly
into small groups, each of which discussed problems the leaders were ex-
periencing in conducting their inmate groups. These problems then were
referred to the coordinator who proceeded to conduct a “model” demon-
stration group composed of inmates who had been selected for their
verbal skills, and who had been instructed to be very active participants
in the coordinator’s group.

The third group meeting was conducted by the Men’s Colony counsel-
ing supervisor and by a clinical psychologist also on the staff. They re-
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viewed 55 questions submitted by the counselors and asked the assembly

to commentoneach.

In addition to participation in the quarterly meetings, new group

leaders (except correctional counselors) were given a copy of the depart-

mental manual on group counseling. ‘The new men received instruction

on what the Department of Corrections was attempting to do in its

counseling program and were assigned to observe several sessions of on-

going inmate groups. ‘The group counseling coordinator accompanied the

new counselor to the first meeting of his group andacted as co-leader for

the first session.

Correctional Counselors (CC’s) did not go through this initial train-

ing, either because they had had group counseling training elsewhere in the

Department of Corrections or because they had university training as

social workers. The CC’s did attend the quarterly sessions, however.

During the study period the counseling coordinator was seldom con-

sulted by the new group leaders. Although a small library of books on

counseling and therapy was housed in the coordinator’s office, it was little

used at the time of the study. No list of available titles had been distrib-

uted to group leaders.

It was our view that at the time the study began the instruction given

to correctional personnel in counseling techniques was limited and was

generally not regarded as very helpful to the leaders. It should be kept

in mind that CMCE had just opened, and many ofits staff were men

entirely new to corrections. In-service training time was in short supply

and heavily committed to the more immediate tasks of operating a new

prison.
Nevertheless, the training situation elsewhere in the Department of

Corrections did not appear markedly different. A study by Alfred Katz

based on interviews of 58 group counselors at two California prisons (San

Quentin and CIM at Chino) in 1959 to 1960 concluded that in-service

training received by the respondents was minimal:

Despite the strong emphasis of the department’s manual, and Dr.

Fenton’s own stress upon it, we found that only a small minority of the

counselors reported they had received any specific in-service preparation

or training as group leaders. Furthermore, [although] 33% reported

receiving supervision in groups and 17% received individual supervision

half of the counselors reported that they received neither. When super-

vision was received it was reported to vary greatly in intensity, regularity

and effectiveness. These facts are undoubtedly related to the rapid growth

and the scale of the California program. The California Corrections insti-
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tutions have a large number of functioning groups and group counselors
but only one or two counseling co-ordinators in each facility.1

To provide a stronger test of group treatment we decided to providesupplementary training for staff leaders which would exceed the depart-

a psychologist with extensive experience in group leader training, Dr. Wil-ham Schutz of the University of California Berkeley A training program?

was planned to extend for approximately nine months, to be attended by
the leaders of all large and small mandatory groups. A total of 31 men com-prised this special training group: one third were correctional ofhcers, one
third were correctional counselors, and one third were custody staff adminis-

The menalso differed widely on the amountof previous group counseling
experience they had had prior to the training seminar. About one third
had more than 100hours of this experience, another one third had from
a few hours to 99 hours in groups, and the rest had no previous experience.,

THE SUPPLEMENTARY GROUP LEADERS TRAINING PROGRAM

For the training program the 3] group counselors were divided into two
groups. Each group was given an intensive three-day training period at a
local hotel (the “Inn’’), followed by nine one-half day sessions spaced ap-
proximately two weeks apart. These sessions were held in a recreation
building, outside the main complex of prison buildings but still on the
prison grounds.

It was reported to us that the common experience of in-service training
programs was that attendance was often irregular unless either sanctions
or inducements accompanied the program. It thus was decided to give
participants in our three-day workshop overtime pay and, for the majority
of participants who did not hold administrative positions, the overtime
pay continued through the follow-up sessions. These costs were absorbed
by the research project and, perhaps, the provision of these funds helps to
explain the very low rate of tardiness or absence that prevailed during our
training program.

The first three-day period was designed to give the counselors the

* Katz, Alfred, “Lay Group Counseling,” Crime and Delinquency, July 1963, pp.
282-289.

2 Dr. Schutz is now at the Esalen Institute, Big Sur, California.
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personal experience of being in a counseling group. The trainer (Schutz)

acted as the group leader for the group of counselors during the three-day

period. In addition to trying to make the experience a personally inten-

sive one, attention was given to the theory of counseling, and there was

considerable focus on behavior of the group leader, since he served as

one model of a counselor.

The subsequent meetings continued in the format of a counseling

group, but they also emphasized specific problems that the counselors

encountered in their own groups. Occasionally, the meetings involved

role-playing an inmate group with various people acting as counselors.

The research-sponsored training program thus differed from the in-

service training in frequency and in mode of operation; it met more often

and it focused on group dynamics instead of more didactic instruction.

The latter point should be stressed. In the supplemental, research-

sponsored training program, the group experience itself was the means

of instruction. The trainees learned about group process from their own

experience as group members, and they learned about leadership style

from their observation of the trainer-leader. Perhaps, it 1s more accurate

to say that training consisted of the interaction between the trainees’

experience as group members andthetrainer's role as leader both directly

perceived and explicitly commented on by the trainer.

The three-day sessions at the Inn served in several ways to set the

UCLA funded training apart from that provided by the Department of

Corrections. First, the decor and accommodations of the suite of rooms

engaged were relatively luxurious and were a considerable departure from

the usual institution setting for meetings. Members sat in easy chairs and

sofas arounda large fireplace; there was a cocktail hour at the end of each

day. Participants wore casual clothing, a fact particularly significant for

uniformed personnel, who were notclearly labeled as to status. ‘The use

of titles was discouraged within the group, and the use of first names was

encouraged. (Although a considerable increase in informality was thus

gained, the members never entirely abandoned titles of address, continu-

ing throughout the sessions to refer to the trainer as “Doc” or “Dr.

Schutz” rather than “Bill.”) Scheduled meetings on evenings and Sun-

days, and after-dinner discussions likewise reinforced the general concep-

tion that the program was one that was connected with the UCLAproject

instead of with the Department of Corrections.

At some of the training meetings that followed the three-day work-

shop, one of the senior research staff? was present as a nonparticipating

member. After these sessions, discussions were held with the trainer to

3 Kassebaum.
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compare impressions and conclusions about the character of the meeting.
During two meetings, with the approval of the participants, complete
sound recordings were made of the discussions. The tape recorder did
not appear to alter the content or style of the discussion in the Opinion
of both observers.

The transcripts of these discussions provide many illustrations of the
techniques employed by the trainer and of the reactions of the trainees.
The following excerpts from notes made by the trainer immediately after
the Inn meetings indicate the range of topics discussed by this particular
group:

[The training meetings at the Inn] were very good overall. . . . The
beginning was difficult as usual, with a demand for structure but defer-
ence to authority. The group was somewhat too large. . . General topics
discussed were as follows:

1. Power and Authority. This was a discussion of differences be-
tween quads and quad leaders (Program Administrators). The PA’s were
confronted directly and they were able to express their feelings directly
to each other in front of the groups. This seemed extremely valuable to
them. The reaction of their subordinates was mixed, with some members
feeling very uneasy. However, the next day the feeling was expressed that
some men—to their surprise—now had more respect for the PA’s after
seeing them informally. It also gave the subordinates more confidence
since they realized that even the higher-ups had problems and feelings
of insecurity similar to their own.

2. Homosexuality. This was a discussion of the problemin prison
and the feelings of the group counselors themselves about this issue.
This seemed very valuable because it permitted a more realistic and less
moralistic view of the issue, including the notion that these tendencies
exist in virtually all men to some degree.

3. Custody versus Treatment. This issue seemed to underlie philos-
ophies of prison behavior. Discussion seemed to evolve into the need to
cxamine the situations in which treatment was appropriate, and in which
custody was necessary. It seemed agreed that treatment was the preferable
approach at all times, but there were situations in which custodial mea-
sures were required.

4. Group Counseling. The view was presented that the group
leader does only what is necessary for the group to function effectively,
leaving as much as possible to the group. The point was stressed that
his job is to create an atmosphere in which the group members can be
open and honest in expressing their feelings. This involves a variety of
leader behaviors, as appropriate, including “uncorking” people, challeng-
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ing and supporting them, expressing his own feelings, serving as a model,

handling problem members that the group cannot manage, and being

quiet. This theory was presented behaviorally as well as by lecture. The

meeting was run from the beginning as a counseling session so that the

trainer exhibited the behavior he felt most effective.

In the sessions that followed, these topics recurred as well as a variety of

other issues. For example, the members frequently expressed impatience

with the group-centered approach of the training, and they asserted that

a lecture approach would besuperior, or that they failed to learn anything

from the group. The following is an exchange between the trainer and

Green, the most outspoken, aggressive, and popular man in one of the

groups:

scHutz. Did anyone read any of those books we talked about last time?

FARMER. I read one, but I didn’t recall any of the particular points.

(Great laughter.)

scHutz. Did you read it?

GREEN. No, I didn’t. I read that homosexuality thing about four months

ago. I found out today, though, that it was on men, so [ figure |

missed the point. But there are so many that I haven’t gotten to...

but as long as nobodyelse read their’s. . . .

scHutz. Yes, you see I have a funny feeling about this group, and about

what I’m doing because I think of all the people in the group, the

one person that seems to have picked up a number of things that

I’ve said from time to time, and seems to have incorporated it into

his own approach, most obviously to me, I think, is Green.

GREEN. Doctor, you're sick! (General laughter.) I deliberately avoid

doing all these things, because it wouldn’t be comfortable.

scHutz. Let’s take Taylor’s point, for example (referring to a previous

discussion). When you talked about the importance of confronting a

man with his own problem, that is, not letting him just blow off

in the groups but talk directly to him—that’s something that |

would certainly agree with, and I think I’ve said a number of times

in the past here.

GREEN. Yeah, you may have, but this is something I’ve always felt. |

don’t think it’s anything I’ve gained here. I’ve always had this

feeling. This thing is serving no purpose.

scHuTz. Well, you know, I might be wrong, but—

FARMER. Oh, you are! (Laughter.) Shattering! Ego shattering!
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scHuTzZ. Well, this has been myimpression. I am caught up short every
once in a while when I hear coming out of your mouths the things
that I have said. And I wouldn’t say, well, that it’s impossible that
you have been saying this for a long time andit just so happens
that our approaches are really the same, but I don’t think so. Just
like now. You say when you came here you expected to get some-
thing out of it, but as I recall that’s not what you said when you
came here. (Laughter.)

GREEN. No... I don’t knowreally what I was looking for, except that I guess
more from a lecturer, or a, you know, a classroom-type of approach.
And I didn’t feel that being a member of a group was going to help
me any when I came into this, and I still don’t think it has. But
some of the things said I have to agree with. But my feelings on
this group, or what I participate in it, never gave me anydifferent
view on group counseling. But some of the things you’ve said or
other people have said, have soaked in. And some of them I’ve
rejected.

scHuTzZ. Well, just another feeling along this line I’ve had is that when
I've said something and tried to make a point, that I’ve had the
feeling that you’ve grasped the point as well as anybodyelse in the
group. And you're with it, and understand what’s happening.

GREEN. Now in the Community Living group they tell me they’ve
helped me, and now youtell me you’ve helped me, and . . . I hope
my superiors recognize it. (Laughter.)

ScHUTZ. What?

GREEN. ‘hat I’ve improved.

THOMAS. Where else could you go? (Laughter.)
scHuTz. I guess it’s really hard to say to somebody you've helped him.
GREEN. Well, I don’t think I’ve grown alone.I’ve been helped bya lot

of people. But I would have gotten more, and would have expected
more if this had beena lecture type, and I’ve long planned for some
type of lecture to train new counseling leaders, if they’re going to
force everybody to get into this kind of stuff. Park is an example.
These people come to work for the department and they’re here for
six months and they go into group counseling. These people aren’t
trained. ‘They blunder through for two or three years, and after
two or three years you’ve learned something—you’ve got to...
about the people you're dealing with. You say there are no clear-
cut answers, and I agree with this, but there sure as hell should
be something presented in lecture form.
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One of the aims of the training program was to prompt the leaders
to frankly express their own feelings about topics that are of serious con-
cern in prison. The assumption was that if the group leaders were am-
bivalent about controversial matters in the institution, they would not
be comfortable in expressing their feelings and would be unable to lead
effectively the inmate groups in considering these topics.

In all prisons, no more troublesome problems exist than the ones
involving homosexuality and race relations. In several training sessions
both of these topics were discussed. A considerable amount of prejudice,
especially toward Negroes, was revealed and discussed along with its
possible effect on the correctional officers’ treatment of inmates. It seemed
very valuable, although quite disturbing, to some members to have these
attitudes aired. ‘he purpose of the following lengthy excerpt is to give
an idea of the manner in which the training sessions were conducted and,
specifically, to demonstrate the manner in which the trainer attempted
to continually focus the group members’ attention on their own feelings
about sensitive matters like homosexuality and race prejudice. These
issues, it will be shown, were difficult topics for the counselors to handle:

BALLIN. (Start of the training seminar.) I had an interesting experience
in my group about a week ago. There’s been little bit of a problem
in our quad regarding these homosexuals, and just to start this
group of mine—it’s been running, oh, relatively normal let’s say
for about a year and a half that I’ve had it—I asked them pointedly
if they wanted to discuss homosexuality and just sat there and
listened, and we had one of the best in terms of participation, best
groups we've had yet. It was interesting, we had onelittle youngster
—well, not youngster—but one young member of the group who
got physically ill about three-quarters of the way through it, because
of the general topic and his feelings about this type of thing. I’m
quite anxious to get back this week and see if they, by themselves,
have carried this on. There’s been comment that this group has a
tendency to steer clear of the topic of homosexuality that most
groups will eventually get into.

scHuTz. Howfar did they get?

BALLIN. ‘Ihe group displayed their feelings about eating with the homo-
sexuals, which is what our problem is centered on at the time in
the quad. They were pretty outspoken in the initial phases of the
group. They were very outspoken about the fact that they had to
sit with these people, and that the vocabulary that was used, and
the expressions at the dinner table were such that it made them ill
to sit there and listen to these homosexuals talk about making love
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and, “honey, I’ll see you at the shower,” or “I’ll see you over at
the gym,” and this and that. So they were really pretty outspoken
about it. We had a new member who wasjust visiting my group.
I'd invited him to visit; if he wants to enter, this will be up to him.
The first half hour or so of this hour and fifteen minutes that we’ve
used, they were really outspoken and this man didn’t say anything.
As a matter of fact, he came in late after my initial question, and
listened to this and then madethe statement, “Well, I am a homo-
sexual and have been fighting this problem for a long time, and I
wonder if you have guts enough to help me with it.” Which threw
it nght back in the lap of the rest of the group. They’d been making
some pretty wild statements about how their personal feelings were
against homosexuals per se, and here was one challenging them to
help him. We didn’t get that problem resolved, but we sure gotit
out on the table. It'll be an interesting group.

opaka. I had the opposite reaction. When they found out that one of
the new fellows that was going to come in was homosexual, they
let out such a big whoop that I asked (the group counseling co-
ordinator) not to let him in because these guys threatened not to
come to class.

BALLIN. ‘hey threatened not to cometo class because a homosexual was
involved in it?

ODAKA. Was going to comein.

BALLIN. Was going to comein. It’s a rather difficult topic to handle in
any group, either as a leader or as a participant, because we all have
such feelings about this subject. But it was rather fortunate the
way the group just happened to fall in place that time. I’ve been
accused of setting up the whole thing prematurely, which I did not
do. But this again, I’m not worried about, as far as my leadership
of the group. Might even be a comfortable feeling for them to
believe I can do this kind of manipulation.

scHuTZ. What was your participation in it? Did you say how youfelt
about homosexuals as well?

BALLIN. No, it never got around to my own feelings aboutit.

scHutz. Do you think you’d be willing to, if it was appropriate?

BALLIN. If it were appropriate. I have no—I know of no qualms on my
part regarding this topic. But I was sitting here thinking, I believe
that you yourself made this comment about how this group has
managed to avoid reference to that topic altogether, and this other
—my own group worked out so beautifully in terms of participation.
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Now there are going to be some problems on the part of these

people. They went out with problems, they went out with some real

anxieties. I wonder what’s happened in the past week, either to

allay these fears or enhance their interest so theyll come out and

talk aboutit.

scHuTz. How did they react to this homosexual when he made his state-

ment?

BALLIN. Their initial impression was to direct it toward me, but not

directly to me. From this angle—they were looking to me as “Do

we have to talk about this?” I didn’t react. So then he challenged

them directly. He took the ball back and challenged them. Said,

“Well, do you really want to help me, orif I’m out of place you

go ahead and tell me and I'll leave.” Then, of course, this was a

challenge that they couldn’t very well back away from, so they took

it. I had a very nice time, just sitting back and every once in awhile

just prompting one of the members to try to get him back into

the discussion. About 15 minutes before the session ended, one

youngster in the group expressed the fact that all of this was mak-

ing himill, and he asked to be excused. The group themselves

challenged him about his own feelings, and maybe his anxieties

about homosexuality. The reason that he couldn’t take this is

probably that he has a problem in thearea.

MERTON. I know we have a pretty active homosexual in a community

living group. He’s quite effeminate in his behavior, isn’t he? Has

anything ever come up in the group in connection with him?

LITTLE. He’s admitted that he’s homosexual. We never seem to stay on

the subject very long.

HERMANN. What is his approach to them? “I am, so what?”

tirtte. Yeah. I think that’s where the large group is at a disadvantage

with the small group. We could keep this going more when he

broughtit up.

tracy. You can’t keep it going in a large group, is that what you think?

LittLE. Yes, because of those that don’t want to participate. Oh, by

snickers and other impressions that he gets, make him reluctant to

talk about it. In other words, with a volunteer group smaller, where

they’re already interested in it, it would be easier to keep the sub-

ject going.

scHuTZ. Well, what do yousee as your role in trying to keep it going?

LITTLE. Well, that’s our role, it’s true, but I think it’s a very difficult

role in such large groups.
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scHuTz. Whatkind of things do you do? Totry to keep it going?
LITTLE. Well, questions, and asking the other members of the group

how they feel about it. Get a pretty negative reaction from the
other group members.

scHuTz. What else do you think can be done? Anyone have any ideas?
(Long pause.)

MERTON. I had a fellow that we transferred to another quad that kept
painting his eyebrows and stuff like that, and I was trying to use a
real nice approach to him. You know, okay, we'll let you grow your
eyebrows out, we'll give you a week or something. And I formed
such a nice relationship with this guy that the next time he came
into the office, he sort of tickled me in the ribs as he walked
through the doorway (embarrassed laugh). I thought, “oh boy!” you
know? “I got this guy involved.” And immediately after that,
though, when wehad to discipline him on some other things, he
became extremely belligerent and hysterical, and then he wound up
in another quad. One of the thoughts I had is that if you get too
chummy with one of these guys, you see, and you're too nice to
them, and then they get some feelings, you know, that this is a
real friendly relationship, and then it’s like a woman scorned sort’
of thing. Then when you have to be strict with them about some-
thing, they’ll react like hell.

scHuTz. ‘This problem of homosexuality is such an important‘ topic,
as it obviously is for the inmate group, maybe it would be worth-
while trying to talk about it right here and now, among ourselves.

STRONG. Probably good timing as far as my quad is concerned. We've
got a growing problem of homosexuals in our quad. .. .

(Here a 15-minute digression followed on the growing problem of the
control of homosexuality in the prison. After about 15 minutes, Schutz
tried to refocus the group on members’ feelings instead of on institution
policy.)

scHuTzZ. Well, how do you feel about homosexuals, say a Negro and
a white. What feeling do you have about it? Not as officers, just
your own personal feelings aboutit.

GRoccIN. Well, just seeing them together, I don’t think much aboutit.
But I had the . . . misfortune, or whatever you wantto call it, of
walking in on two of them in bed, and this . . . really shook me up.

4 Leader encourages topic of homosexuality, but urges the focus on members’feelings.
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SCHUTZ. How do you mean, shook you up?

GROGGIN. Well, it just seemed kind of revolting, two grown menin bed.
I key-locked the door and called for help. Then I talked to Officer
Jones, and he said this occasion had happened to him, he did the
same thing, so that’s probably the way most of the officers feel
about it.

ScHUTZ. Is that the way most of the officers feel aboutit?
FIRTH. It’s a very revolting situation. I have never found myself, as he

was saying he did, or Mr. . | was on duty with Mr.
the night he was there, not in the building at the time, but I’m
afraid I would findit very revolting if I ever walked in on anything
like that. I couldn’t sanction it at all. I can’t see how we could go
any easier on them or be as easy as we are on them, as far as I’m
concerned.

 

 

opakA. Would it make any difference to you if one was white and one
was Negro?

FIRTH. How do you mean?

ODAKA. I mean, worse?

FIRTH. (Long pause.) Oh, I don’t know if it would be any worse. It’s
just as bad any way you wantto lookatit.

MERTON. I think if I were honest in my feelings, it would seem I think
even though I profess no prejudice and that sort of thing, I think
if I would see a white with a Negro, a white woman with a Negro
man, or vice versa, I think I would have to admit some emotional
reaction. I think I would also have somewhat additional reaction
to this in a homosexual relationship. Even though rationally I think
myself that it shouldn’t matter, emotionally, I think I feel . . .
well, that this is a little extra, you know?

FIRTH. That’s a disgusting situation, but what are you personally going
to do about it? I'll go along with you there, you see a white man
with a colored woman orvice versa. .

MERTON. I didn’t say it was disgusting.
FIRTH. Qh.

MERTON. No, I don’t ...I didn’t say that. I said I have to admit that
I get some kind of a reaction, but I—

FIRTH. What was your reaction when the queen tickled you and all
that? Did you have any feeling?

MERTON. Well, I was a little surprised, and then I think amusement,
in order to, of course, cope with it, but... .
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FIRTH. Did you say anything?

MERTON. I don’t remembersaying anything.

FIRTH. Wasn't a colored inmate was it?

MERTON. No.

FIRTH. Oh.

MERTON. You are disgusted with it?

FIRTH. With homosexuality?

MERTON. No, with whites and Negroes . . . woman and man.

FIRTH. I would be, yes. In other words, you’re saying that I’m prejudiced.

MERTON. (Laughs) Well, this would lead to it, I think. If you were dis-

gusted this would show some prejudice.

scHutz. Well, I’m not quite so interested in labeling you as in finding

out what people feel about it. You don’t think it should be... .

FIRTH. This is the way I—whether I’m prejudiced or not, I don’t believe

there should be any interrace relationship that way.

scHuTz. Whyis that?

FIRTH. I don’t know.

scHuTZ. Well, suppose you had to give two answers, and the first was,

“T don’t know.” What would the second one be?°

FIRTH. I got to think about it a minute.

opaka. Where would you draw the line? Would the line be just Negro

and white, or would the line be farther down, maybe Mexican,

Or....

FirTH. As you started to ask the question, I guess maybe that is where

I arrived at this . . ..is that I know of a case of a white person |

marrying a Spanish or Mexican and the children weren’t Spanish

color, or white . . . they were blotchy. And they grew up that way.

I know the boys are full-grown men, and I don’t think that this is

right for the children. Something like that, and I think that this

is where I hadarrived at this feeling.

opaka. So you don’t draw the line just on Negroes?

FIRTH. No.

oOpAKA. Whatpart of the country do you come from?

FIRTH. California.

5 This is a technique for not allowing the participant to withdraw whena discussion

is becoming focused uncomfortably for him.
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scHuTz. What if they don’t have children, then it’s okay?
FIRTH. No, it isn’t.

SCcHUTZ. ‘Then there must be other. . .

FIRTH. I can’t think of any.

SCHUTZ. See, I’m using you, but actually I’m sure that everybody has
some kind offeeling. . . .

FIRTH. Oh,I realize that. But no, I can’t think of any other reason. The
sergeant brought that out, and as he was asking it, I was thinking
of this one example, and you said possibly there would be two rea-
sons and this came to mind and I thought it was very unfair. For
the man and woman themselves, it may be all right, but I guess
living close to the school I know how the children were treated as
they were growing up. |

scHuTz. Well, let me ask you this. How do you feel about Negroes?
FIRTH. How do I feel about them? They got as much right to live as

anybody else. There’s just as smart Negroes as there is white people.
scHUTZ. You mean there’s no difference between Negroes and whites?
FIRTH. Other than color, no.

SCHUTZ. Everybody agree with that?

swopes. I’m from Texas. (General laughter.)
opaka. You cut one, they bleed red just the same as anybody else.
swores. I can’t accept the .. . theory he was saying that Negroes are

equal to whites. I’m from the South and I understand that I’ve got
to accept that, and I’ve tried, but I just can’t do it.

SCHUTZ. How do you feel about it?
swores. Oh, I don’t dislike them, I just can’t accept them as equals.
ScHUTZ. What are they like?é
swopes. Oh, they all seem sort of dull to me.
SCHUTZ. You meanstupid?
swoprs. Uh... less intelligent than white people.
scHuTz. Is there anything else about them that’s different?
SwopPEs. Pattern of social life. (Pause.) Well, they ... I’m not talking

about them all, but . . . the race doesn’t seem to have as high moral
standards as the Caucasian and other races have.

ScHUTZ. Could you be morespecific?

6 This intervention and the ones immediately following are an attempttoelicit and
to examine stereotypes held by the members.
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swoprs. Well, in the army I’ve seen them argue over their own food,

and ... they seem to do morestealing than their share. For in-

stance, in Washington, D.C., 54% Negro population, they commit

84% of the crimes.

scHutTz. And what does this show?

swopes. It shows that their moral standards aren’t as high as the white

people.

scHuTz. By moral standards, you mean stealing and things like that?

swopes. Stealing and . . . just their overall standards. Even cleanliness.

scHuTz. ‘They're dirty?

swopEs. Notall of them, but I think they tend to live a little dirtier

than most white people . . . the ones I’ve come in contact with.

scHutTz. Is there anything else?

swoprs. In ’54 I attended a college that had been Negro up to that year,

and about 100 of us white people there and about 1500 Negroes—

West Virginia State College . . . and most of the Negroes there

were what you would call the cream of the crops for Negroes, most

of them were from the North, New York and other northern states,

well-to-do families, and they didn’t impress me too much. I think

they had the same opportunities as the whites to learn, I believe

their education was as good as the whites, but the majority of

them didn’t seem to be able to catch on in more technical subjects.

They were very good at art, music and the Arts, but takeROTC

for instance, most of them were outin left field they couldn't seem

to progress.

scHuTz. How do you feel? How does this affect you?

NEVINS. I didn’t say how I felt.

scHutTz. ‘That’s why I asked you.

Nevins. No, I don’t really think that I feel that they’re below us. I ac-

cept them as individuals. Some of them are below us, and some of

them are possibly above us. I treat them as individuals.

scHuTzZ. So you have no prejudice?

NEVINS. Oh, to some degree I would say that I do have, but I wouldn't

say that I’m prejudiced. I do take a little care to judge them as

individuals. I evaluate them and then make my decisions. Like I

said, I feel that some of them are quite low in their standards and

what not, and I think that in my dealings with them I am aware

of the possibility that I am prejudiced to a degree, and I go a step
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farther to be a little more lenient with a colored person than I
normally would be, because I am aware that I am possibly prejudiced
to some degree, and I don’t want this to influence myactions.

sTRONG. I think that Swopes’ statements brought up a very interesting
point in that he says that Negroes don’t seem to catch on as fast
as white people in lot of things. . .. Do you think that white people
have anything to do with this?

swoPEs. No.

STRONG. You don’t think it has to do with environment or social life

or...

swopes. I can’t see where white people can affect the Negro ability to
learn. You're born with that.

STRONG. Well, isn’t it true that the colored people have been kept out
of schools in the South for generations?

SWOPES. Keeping them out wouldn’t affect their I1.Q. They still have
ability to learn.

NEVINS. Well, I don’t think they’ve been kept out of school, they’ve just
been segregated and had to attend their own schools, which were
just as high level schools as the white schools.

scHuTZ. Well, Swopes wasalso talking about a group who had obviously
had more equal opportunity than the Southern group, because they
were in a school . . . he classed them I think, as a higher group of
colored people than you would normally find down there. (Turning
to a member who has just muttered something unintelligible.) Did
you say how you feel about Negroes?

TANNER. Yes, I could. I have some prejudiced feelings about the general
population of Negroes, and again, I think it’s a culturally related
thing.

scHuTz. What are they like, and how are they different from whites?

TANNER. As a group, I think they’ve had less opportunity, and I think
that the ones we run into particularly are ones who are using their
minority group status to a disadvantage both to themselves and to
us. And I react to this very strongly. I don’t care for a colored man
who will use, say, the NAACP for personal gain, and I think that
too many of them do. It’s like a labor union who will use their
lobbyists for particular aims against the general good.

scHuTZ. How do you feel about Negroes?

TANNER. Prejudiced to a degree.
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scHuTZ. Well, now that’s sort of a general word.? What are they like?
TANNER. It’s a difficult subject, as everyone in here knows, and to pin-

point it as you're asking us to do, is a pretty difficult thing. I’m
going to tend to clarify my answers and give them categories. I don’t
want to live closely with Negroes, again, because I think that it
breeds a lower class of people than I want to place myself in, or see
myself in, and for that reason I feel resentful to them. And I think
that probably describes my prejudice.

scHuUTZ. Could you describe lower class? What do they do that’s lower
than whites?

TANNER. Let’s put it the other way. Let’s say that I would like to place
myself above them, rather than degrading them I would like to see
myself as upper-middle or whatever. . .

scHuTZ. ‘This often means you have certain stereotypes about them.

TANNER. Right. Do you want me to describe my stereotypes? Generally
as has been expressed, a feeling that as a group, they are less edu-
cated, more prone to act in an aggressive manner, than with the
finesse that we would like to think that we act with, and little bit
more aggressive and obnoxious. I would tend to use either word in
discussing my dealings with them. It seems that they would take
advantage with less concern for the consequences in any particular
situation, than say, a Caucasian or Oriental, or even for that matter,
a Mexican.

MERTON. Wouldn’t that make the Negro that we get ... we get a higher
percentage of the young years .. . a more healthy person than the
check writers?

scHuTz. In what respect, Merton?

MERTON. Well, his aggressionsare still pretty healthy, his drives... .

MILLER. I can’t know exactly how you meanthis.

MERTON. Well, to me, I see the check-writer as rather a more pathetic,

sicker guy, but... .

MILLER. Are there any things you admire about Negroes?

MERTON. Well, they got real good sexual equipment (laughs) . . . better
than whites.

MILLER. I noticed that nobody had mentioned this here.

7 Again, an attempt to encourage specific expressions of feeling, avoiding generalities

such as “prejudice.”
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MERTON.

I

believe it. Well, I have not made a detailed study of it, but,
from casual observation it’s pretty obvious to me.

scHuTz. Is that true? You all verify this?

witson. After two years in the medics, I'll verify it.

MERTON. I feel well-disposed toward the Negroes. I like them. But I like
Mexicans, too... .

scHuTz. Well now, you didn’t avoid the question. That’s one important
area, but how do you feel about their sexual equipment?

MERTON. I’m jealous, myself . . . sometimes.

SHERMAN. When see a white girl with a colored man, I always want to
go over and punch him in the nose, but . . . I saw several colored
girls that I might have gone out with, but I figured I’d get caught,
you know, somebody might see me, and Id feel awful guilty aboutit.

scHuTZ. Why would you punch him in the nose?

SHERMAN. I don’t know. I just see red. I mean, who does the sonofabitch
think he is? |

MERTON. But you've been attracted to a colored girl?

SHERMAN. Yeah. Very light ones.

sTRONG. Well, when you see this colored guy with this white girl, do
you think of his big black dick going in there, is that part of the
thing involved?

SHERMAN. No, I just thought he was getting out of his place. I believe
these people just do it, just to show the white people they can.

WILLIAMS. What were your feelings toward the white girl?

SHERMAN. I wouldn’t go out with her. I mean, after all, she’s been out
with Negroes, so I wouldn’t. . . (all laugh)

MERTON. I’d suffer by comparison.

wittiams. I don’t think so .. . just the idea....

STRONG. You could never satisfy her after. . . Seems he’s stepping out of
his place or something. We don’t like the niggers to go out with
a white girl, and here he is with one.

scHuTzZ. What’s that got to do with your not going out with her?

SHERMAN. Well, I just don’t think I would.

STRONG. She’s tainted after that.

SHERMAN. Well, you know, I think we’re overlooking one important
point in discussing the Negro race and their place in this country.
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I wonder what would happen if they had’ve shipped 10,000 whites
over to Africa 400 years ago....

scHuTZ. Well, pardon me, before we get sociological, but I wonder if we

could continue this, because the feelings about sexual problems and
so forth might be very basic feelings towards Negroes. ‘There’s

probably a need for it in here.®

SHERMAN. A Negro told me one time—said the reason that the white
people hated them was because they were jealous of their sexual
powers. I didn’t go along with the idea, the theory. I don’t think
that’s why most Southerners don’t like them.

scHuTz. Well, I wonder if we could try to be honest, and find out how
many people in here believe this. ‘That they have some superiority
in this area.

SHERMAN. (After a long silence) I doubt it. I think they probably lack
finesse. They probably don’t have the technique, it’s more like .. .
more like a couple of dogs. You know, they just go after it.

BALLIN. I still have strong feelings about this. I think the one thing that
I resent as a group, is again, it boils down to the aggressivenessthey
show in their dealings with the whites and among themselves. You
see, they don’t keep their hostilities and their inhibitions bottled
up. They release them regardless of what the consequences are. And
they make no bones about it. Whereas our—at least my own up-
bringing has been to avoid any type of arrest or aggression or fighting
or screwing aroundif I thought I’d be caught. And I don’t doit if I
thought I’d be caught. Whereas I figure, I have a general feeling
that the colored aren’t going to be this restrictive. Now I may be
wrong, but this is one of the things that I think make me react
to them as a group. Not as individuals.

STRONG. Well, this is part of the problem. Wefeel that they are freer

with sex, or promiscuous, and it just doesn’t bother them. While

we are the other way, with a puritanical background, and maybe

we're jealous of this.

WILSON. Well, we're talking about bringing up. I still maintain that you

have to ask yourself what the hell would your bringing up be if your
parents had been slaves? You can’t overlook this point, whether

you want to or not.

SHERMAN. I think they were probably better off as slaves than they were

as savages in the jungle.

8 This is another forceful attempt to keep the discussion focused on their basic

attitudes, a difficult area to discuss, instead of retreating to intellectualism.



The Training of Group Counselors 105

MERTON. ‘There’s a lot of evidence that indicates that their social struc-
ture and their way of life in native areas was not necessarily savage.
They had their system of behavior, their customs and mores and so
forth, which in some ways might have been healthier.

BALLIN. When you speak of health, and you have a couple of times,
youre talking about the mental health of the individual. You’re
talking about his own feelings about himself. Is that right?

MERTON. Qh,I suppose so.

scHuTz. We seem to again be off on a sociological kick.

MERTON. Yeah ... Although it’s an interesting bit of incidental intel-
ligence that the percentage of Negroes in the old man’s institu-
tion . . . whereas in the young Negroes it’s about the average in
the state, in the older man’s institution, the percentage of Negroes
to the percentage in the state drops way below in contrast to the
Caucasian.

ADLER. Is this related to the sexual problem?

MERTON. Yes. Well, I think that it’s related in that we have very few
sexual offenders among older Negroes, whereas you have a lot of
sexual offenders among the Caucasian. And I think it has some-
thing to do with the fact that their system of moral values, whatever
they are, permit them more expression of their basic needs.

DEXTER. Why, as a general rule, do the whites as we brought out here,
place themselves above the Negro, yet on your homosexualrelations,
where there’s mixed races, Negro-white the white about 90 to 95%
of the time plays the feminine role, and the Negro the male role?
Whyis this, I wonder?

MERTON. It might be related to the same thing.

scHuTz. I wonder if you became homosexuals, let’s say, would you rather
have a Negro or a white partner? It’s hard to imagine the prob-
lem... .°

opaka. If you get bad off, you take anything.

STRONG. I think probably most of us would take a white partner.
MERTON. Yeah, I don’t feel especially that it would be a Negro partner.

stroNG. Depends on your feeling about it, I think. I think the same

° This is an attempt to take a step further in their examinationof their feelings about
both homosexuality and race. It is a strong step because the imagery aroused makes the
issue very real.
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prejudice would enter into that as our normal thinking. If we were

homosexual, this wouldn’t change our prejudice.

(Long pause)

FRANK. I’ve seen some pretty bad incidents caused from this homosexual

relationship, association between races like that. Guy got knifed,

cut, because you don’t have an affair with Negroes .. . that’s a white

homosexual I’m quoting . . . so some of the white boys did him in.

MERTON. I had onelittle feminine Negro—a swisher, you know—who

said he was in trouble, under pressure from the whites because he

said that he was prejudiced, and they said he should share with the

whites as well as with the Negroes. Some time these things take

some peculiar forms.

scHuTz. See, it looks like two of the most emotionally powerful topics
that come up among the inmates are homosexuality and racial ques-

tions. And I think the more we can get into our own feelings about
this and understand them, probably the better able we'll be to cope

with them when they come up. That is, we can stay talking about
and try to avoid sociology and abstractions . . . I think it will be
more valuable. (Silence.) I suppose it is very important to fill out
those slips.?°

FRANK. I’m still worried about what you did, Merton, when this guy
tickled you in the ribs. I mean, this bothered me because I was ap-
proached once myself and... .

MERTON. I don’t think I had too much of a reaction. I really believe I

handled it casually, with a little bit of amusement. I must have had

a little touch of concern, because I mentioned it to some of mystaff,

you know, I think this guy must like me, you know. And then he

winked at me one time. But I think I have enough concern .. .
that I had to mention it to somebody .. . talk about it.

SCHUTZ. ‘l'wice.

MERTON. Who?

scHUTZ. ‘Twice. You’ve mentioned it twice. You mentioned it before.

MERTON. Well, does that satisfy you?

FRANK. You didn’t say anything to the man, then?

MERTON. No,he went byreal fast. I don’t think I said anything.

FRANK. You didn’t talk to him later?

10 The trainer was reacting to the overtime pay slips that were being passed around

among the members on this day.
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MERTON. Well, yes I did, but I didn’t mention it, no. I think I accepted
his... my not talking to him aboutit .. . I mean I can understand
him having somefeeling like this, so why should I discuss it with
him especially.

FRANK. I had a queen in Soledad, and maybeit’s something wrong with
me, but they had to boot him out of the institution almost. It
almost got out of hand.

ScHuUTZ. How did it make you feel?
FRANK. Uh... Sick.

SCHuTZ. Is thatall?

FRANK. Uh... almost nauseated.

scHuTz. Was there any good part of the feeling?
FRANK. No. Noneatall.

scHuTZ. How would you feel about another guard who had this happen
to him fairly often?

FRANK. How would I feel about another guard?

scHutTz. If this happened fairly often, if he had queens falling in love
with him?

FRANK. Well, I don’t know. This only happened to me once. I was work-
ing in the house where this queen lived, and well, it started, the
queen lived down toward the end of the building, and at night there
was quite a group of men congregated around the queen’s room,
watching her in there shaving her legs and various other things. So
I moved her upto the cell right next to my desk. Well, she kind of
accepted this as maybe an act on my part to move her up where
she’d be mine (giggle), you know, and it got pretty open. She
thought I was moving her up to keep her away from the boys be-
cause I wanted her for myself.

SCHUTZ. Well, what about that?

FRANK. Well, actually I didn’t. (All laugh.)

STRONG. As a result of this experience, did you feel differently when you
operated with queens?

FRANK. DoI feel any different?

stroNG. Did you change your way of operating with queensafter this?
FRANK. Well, I couldn’t accept them before and I can’t now. So there’s

been no changethere.

sTRONG. What do you mean, you can’t accept them?
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FRANK. Well, they're pretty sickening to me. Disgusting.

MERTON. Are you fearful?

FRANK. No, I’m notfearful. I know what you’re probing at, and I’m not

going to let you get me in that corner.

MERTON. No, I mean would it make you fearful that you’d get involved

in a relationship... .

FRANK. No, no... it’s just that....

MERTON. You know, something strange, foreign, something you really

don’t want. Does it make you fearful in that sense?

FRANK. No, it’s just that .. . well, I don’t know how to explainit. It’s

disgusting. A man, a human....

sTRONG. At some point in yourlife, if you had a homosexual experience

that was distasteful to you, or someoneapproached you... .

FRANK. No, you see, I was pretty young when I started with the depart-

ment and I haven’t been in the army or anything. Well, I started

Soledad when I was twenty. Well, I didn’t know anything about

homosexuals, you see, I was just as green as could be. Course, |

went to a small school there in Nogales and was not too exposed to

it in any way in school or anything, so my first idea was when I went

to work at Soledad and I didn’t know what to think. It was some-

thing else. I walked down the corridor and here’s some man with

his eyebrows painted up and hair fixed real fancy, swishing his ass

down the corridor, and I just had to stand... and I mean I just

didn’t know what to think. I mean, this was my first experience.

Completely. I was just a kid.

scHutz. Charles, both you and Tom use the word “disgusted,” or “re-

volted,” or something of this type. I wonder if you could say what

other things in life disgust you or revolt you.

(The discussion continued with comments relating to how “disgusting”

or “revolting” homosexuality was to the group members and then turned

back to the reaction of members to homosexual “queens.”)

PLUNKET. We got a couple of queens over there in my building that

disgust me in that same way. Now the rest of them, no trouble

whatsoever. Have no feelings one way or the other. ‘These two, they

seem to go out of their way to be obnoxious about it. When I see

those two, I . . . disgusting!

FRANK. Well, it was difficult for me at first, but after a while, I learned

to more or less accept them because I learned that I had to, and I
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do now. I don’t accept them but I mean, I can work with them.
I can sit a queen down right in front of me and talk to him all
afternoon, see. I have no feelings one way or another, but this is
something I had to adjust to. I wasn’t in the army, I didn’t have
them to contend with.

JACKSON. ‘The case of these queens that kind of flaunt it .. . Does this
disgust you anymore than say, some gal sitting up on a bar stool with
her legs up?

FRANK. Well, that would depend on whatshe looked like. Somegirls yes,
some girls, no. (General laughter.)

Jackson. This wouldn’t disgust you, where a queen flaunting her sex-
uality would.

WILLIAMS. It isn’t the person exactly then that disgusts you, as it is the
act itself. This is the way I found it. Like the example of the man
taking his shoes off and putting his feet on the table. It isn’t the
person himself, it’s the act that disgusts you.

stRoNG. Are you saying that when you see a queen, you think about what
this queen does, such as sucking dicks, or taking it in the rear end,
when you see queens, you think of this and . . . this disgusts you?

FRANK. I think this is the way I feel aboutit.

PLUNKET. Well, I don’t feel that way. Because there’s one queen, she
serves in the dining hall, said one time, “Oh, how I wish I could
have a great big old peter pushed up my butt,” and something like
that. And now that is disgusting to me. Whereas the rest of them,
well, I don’t care if they get caught in the act .. . as long as they
don’t. ...

scHutTz. I don’t know if other people feel this way, but when you say I
don’t like to think aboutit, partly for me, there’s a little fascination,
I think, in this possibility. I don’t know whether others of you feel
this way too, but it’s not a completely unconflicted reaction.

PLUNKET. You think I’m fascinated with these queens, is that what you’re
saying?

scHuTz. Well, when Strong mentioned the long, black dick for example,
I must admit that, you know, there wasa little. .

.

.

FRANK. Well, I think that was a little exaggeration. The only time we’ve
actually seen these long, black dicks is in the showers where there’s
white butts around. I think that’s the reason we think of them being
as large as they are, because of these white butts around . . . The
(unclear) Negroes have been screwing them for years. (Laughter)
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MERTON. ‘There’s an erotic element in there.

scuurz. Like I like to look at it or see or something, but I can feel the

fascination part as well as the negative. I don’t want to do that, I

just want to watch it. I wonder if this is just umique to me, or if

some of the rest of you feel it too.

strronc. No, I don’t think it’s unique with you, I think I feel some of

the same thing. I think we probably all do. I think it’s a reaction to

this, how we react to our own feelings about this thing, this fascina-

tion.

opaka. I notice some of the conversation is about queens. But there's

the aggressive type too, you know. How about that?

stronG. How do you feel about it?

opaka. I can understand the reason for the homosexuality, but I don’t

want any aggressiveness on myshift. Like I say, if you do it in

Hollywood, it’s okay with me, but you do it around here, youTe

going to eventually end up with a knifing.

scHuTz. What were you going to say?

MERTON. Well, I was wondering about this fascination. . . .

(Loss of about one minute of discussion due to changing tape reels. )

scHutz. You think of it in terms of how it would be gratifying to a

woman?

MERTON. Yeah. How it... sort of feminine, and the receptive process,

you know.

sworrs. Then there might be something to it (unintelligible) . . . 1s

that what you're saying?

scHutz. Yeah. Well, the rest of you aren’t saying. Is this just a charac-

teristic of program directors, this feeling? Do the rest of you have

these feelings, or are you not willing to talk about them, or what?

(Long pause.)

swoprs. Well, I know myself, I’ve never given it any thought, sol...

don’t know how you can bring any subject into it unless youve

given it some thought . . . special thought. Wonder thought. Pve

never even wondered aboutit.

stronc. Have you ever thought of a homosexual grabbing you by the

prick and maybe sucking on it a little bit for you?

swoprs. Well, I go along with Steve and say that when I was in the

service I had one approach me, and I never did (laugh) let it get any

farther than that, let me tell you that. So, | mean....
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MERTON. No, I wouldn’t either. Let it get any farther in actual practice.
But I wasn’t referring to that with regard to me.

swoprs. What do you mean,actual practice?
MERTON. Well, I wouldn’t let any one approach me. If they tickled my

ribs that’s as far as they would get.
swopEs. ‘That’s getting pretty far.
scHuTz. ‘That’s different from part of the feeling I might have about it.

I mean,it doesn’t mean that you’re going to do anything aboutit,
but what I’m trying to explore is whether part of your feeling is
this fascination, or however else it’s said, because. . . .

FIRTH. Getting back to this word, “disgust.” This is the thing that...
it disgusted me at the time anditstill does.

FRANK. Whythis disgust? What’s so disgusting about it?
FIRTH. Well, it just isn’t socially accepted.
FRANK. ‘T’here’s a lot of things that aren’t socially accepted that aren’t

disgusting.

FIRTH. You've never seen two grown men in bed together in your life.
Whatthe hell’s going on here . . . get outta here.

SCHUTZ. You want to run away?

FIRTH. Well, I suppose I didn’t actually run away, but I... .
MERTON. What did you want to run away from—your thoughts?
FIRTH. ‘The surprise, I suppose.

MERTON. Well, when someonegives you a surprise birthday party, is the
first thing you want to do is run away?

FIRTH. Well, if it was that type, I probably would run away!(Laughter.)
MERTON. Okay, that’s not what I had in mind, but I... .
FIRTH. Well, a birthday party and this is two different things... .
MERTON. Yeah, but I’m just trying to say that maybeit’s more than sur-

prise. Because I don’t think you’d react to any surprise by trying to
get away from it.

FIRTH. Well, I think that any officer who works in a unit has, like he
says, conditioned himself to a certain extent to expect this. But
then,all of a sudden,there it is. Shocks you. Actually the two people
involved, I never even suspected of being homosexuals. And one of
them I knew pretty well, I mean we were speaking acquaintances.

Jackson. Okay. In other words, this makes you feel that maybeall peo-
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ple are capable of this, even you, and maybe this is something to

run away from.

FIRTH. Possibly. Actually, I didn’t run away. I key-locked the door then

ran and got help.

jackson. But you didn’t stand and watch them.

FIRTH. ‘That’s right.

scHuTz. You didn’t look at all? You didn’t take any quick glance?

FirTH. I did, yes. They had a sheet up in front of the bed. And the one

boy raised it up. I could see the other one in back. Maybe there was

some element of safety, too, in leaving the room—after all, you

don’t know what they were going to do. They were surprised, too.

But as actually an act going on, I don’t know what they were

doing. ...

scHuTz. Were you curious, or would you be curious? Would you like

to take a look and see how they do it? (Pause.) No interest?

FIRTH. Well, I was a bit surprised, and I was revolted. It made me...

uh ... think a little against the human race a little bit. In other

words, myself.

jackson. This thing on the standpoint of fascination. I was thinking

back to the navy, all the joking and so forth done about this thing,

but actually, I never observed a homosexual act taking place aboard

ship. And yet you have this constant . . . thing in, you know,in the

shower.It’s your turn in the barrel, and I'll take you down and show

you the goldenrivet and all this sort of stuff. If it indicates a preoc-

cupation or a kind of fascination necessarily . . . I never thought of

it before.

PLUNKET. You should have been on that transport I was on. Had colored

troops on there, and one night this old colored boy, he was taking

them all on. And all the crew on board that ship was lined up

about . . . He was saying, “Oh, I love you sailors—next! Oh, you

sailors is so good!”

JACKSON. This is a different thing that I’m talking about, though. ‘This

is a thing that seemed to involve about everybody, but yet there

was no carry-through. There was something kind of a preoccupation,

but no carry-through. Everybody talked.

NELSON. You sound disappointed.

jackson. DoI really? Well, I never .. . they all carried on, but I never

had any feeling, any homosexual feeling, any desire to fuck anybody
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in the ass that I remember. Never had any inclination to suck any-
body’s peter.

NELSON. Soundslike you were part of an in-group. You could joke about
this, but never let (unintelligible).

PLUNKET. Well, I know of cases .. . I’ve heard of cases of this taking
place on the ship, but I never observed it. But every place I went,
like I said, they always joke about it. But up until the time you see
it happen, the way I seen it happen, you are quite surprised to see
how manyof these guys that were joking about it wouldactually fall
in line. I mean, there was a long line.

Jackson. Where were you? Where were you in the line? (General good-
humoured uproar.) You had to be someplace where you could ob-
serve.

WILLIAMS. Yeah, you knew the length of the line, and what they were
saying and everything.

STRONG. He walked it once.

PLUNKET. Well, in my work as an officer, I’ve looked up. a lot of asses,
and I haven’t seen one that fascinated me yet. (Note: Memberis
referring to skin searches of inmates, which include rectal exam-
ination to detect hidden contraband. )

stroNG. Probably say the samethingif you’d looked up a lot of snatches,
too.

PLUNKET. Qh, I don’t know aboutthat.

(Long Pause.)

SCHUTZ. Shall we take a break?

(Cut. After a coffee break, the session resumes)
JACKSON. I wasjust thinking about this homosexuality, and this thing in

the service where you had this constant preoccupation with it. It’s
probably some of the same elements that causes it in prison. Prob-
ably some of the people in the prison who participate in homo-
sexuality there wouldn’t participate in it on the street. And I wonder
if it also doesn’t have some connection with the person who is
homosexual in the street. In other words, in the service, why un-
doubtedly it’s got something to do with them being starved for
sexual relationships. You know there’s nothing there, nothingelse,
so you tryto fill the gap somehow. And maybe with the homosexual,



114. Prison Treatment and Parole Survival

because of the inability to relate with the female, they find their

outlet where they can . . . find another outlet.

scHuTz.1 I had a few feelings about what we just started, and one 1s, as

I mentioned, I think contact with what we talked about is very 1m-

portant, and the more we can get into it and explore how each of

us feels about it I think the more effectively you can deal with it

when you run into it in the inmates. And the second thing, as I

think of it, we didn’t really go enough into . . . the racial problem.

Wehit at it, but then we got off of it a little bit. I think it would

probably be useful to talk more aboutit. And another thing1s that,

initially, how you get a group to talk about it, and maybe part of

what I was trying to do was demonstrate how you do doit. It’s a

tough topic, and that means that as the group leader, you have to

take a lot of initiative because people aren’t going to do it otherwise,

and I think what you have to do is ask specific people particular

questions. Questions that might be a little shocking,like, “Imagine

yourself a homosexual—which would you choose?” and so forth.

Which is, on the whole, pretty strong medicine to give a group be-

cause these are very emotionally loaded kinds of things. But in an

area like this, I think often you have to do this. And finally, if

people aren’t really coming clean, then to express your own feel-

ings about it, as I did with the fascination and so forth, which |

might have even doneearlier, can be helpful. Because if you doit

yourself, it usually makes it easier for other people to do it. Espe-

cially if it is something not easy to acknowledge—that you may have

feelings that are positive about this kind of an act. Even though you

don’t really do it, maybe there are some feelings. This almost has

to be true with virtually everybody, if you let yourself in on it. So

these are some methods that I think you can use. Another point

that occurred to meis that in understanding, if the immediate reac-

tion you have is one of revulsion or disgust and no desire to explore

what happens, then I think that this might indicate that you have a

hard time understanding what’s going on. If the initial reaction you

have had to a homosexual act is to withdraw from it, then you might

not ever understand how they are feeling and why they are doingit,

and thereby get a more effective way of handling the problem. In

other words, your own reluctance to explore the area of homosex-

uality might mean that the only way you can deal with it 1s strong-

arm methods. And you know they're not working. The thing goes

11 This is an example of introducing more didactic material on group counseling

methods by using experiences that occurred in the group.



Lhe Training of Group Counselors 115

on and on. Andthis really isn’t too effective. So that maybe the more
open you can be to understanding and acknowledging your own
feelings, the more able you areto really begin to understand what
they are doing and why they are doing it. Then perhaps you'll be
able to deal more effectively with the whole situation. These are
some of the problems that occurred to me.

MERTON. You mean to direct the group in that direction and then.

.

. .
scHurz. Yeah. I think the one thing we saw here is that there is a tre-

mendous tendency to get away from the subject. It’s almost like a
bucking bronco. You start out, but all of a sudden you get flung in
a direction that’s way away from it. Remember the sociological talk,
the psychological explanations and speculations about it? And you
really have to almost hold a tight rein on the group and notlet
them dothat, orelse very quickly you’ll be off in someother direc-
tion. I think on any topic that’s very emotionally loaded like that
you really have to pretty much step in and become moreactive than
you'd have to in a different kind of a problem. Otherwise, you'll
just never get anywhere. Because as soon as somebody gets uncom-
fortable, they'll take it somewhere else and everybody will get all
involved in this other topic. Not becauseit’s so interesting, but be-
cause that allows them to stay away from the topic that’s really
dificult. (Pause.) You know, like the history topic. We could have
gone on for hours on the history of the American Negro and it
would have been interesting, but also, you know, diversionary.

The impact of the training sessions may be gauged in part by the in-
creasing level of candor and emotional intensity that characterized each
successive session, culminating in the final meeting. This final session of
one group, by common agreement, was the most expressive of the series.

The meeting began with a presentation by the trainer of the results
of a battery of psychological tests that had been taken during the previous
two weeks by the members. This was accompanied by some guessing by
members about how the various members scored on the tests. The men
guessed fairly accurately about how others filled out the tests.

A pause occurred, and then followed a prolonged discussion of the
child-rearing practices of several of the members. To the observer, the
striking feature of the discussion was the extent to which many of the men
admitted employing severe techniques of punishment. In the early sessions
it is unlikely that anyone would have admitted to anything but very per-
missive, nonpunitive behavior with children, in line with their conceptions
of the nondirective ideals of counseling. In this session, however, Farmer
led off by saying that he expects from his two children unquestioning
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obedience, which he had produced by means of periodic beatings when

he felt that they were necessary. Another member asked how Farmer

himself was raised. Farmer replied that his father had beaten him with

plow reins regularly. The first membersaid that although plowreins were

pretty tough, his own father had beaten him with a four-foot quirt studded

with rosettes. He recalled the whip would wrap around a couple of times,

each rosette leaving a raised welt. Farmer stated that even with plowreins

you could raise welts “big as wienies,” and again boasted that with his

marine belt he could reduce his children “to hamburger, if need be.” ‘The

men appeared to be exaggerating the severity of their parents’ child rear-

ing as if some kind of manhood were involved. Several disagreed, other

persons spoke ruefully, and some spoke enthusiastically in agreement with

the need for corporal punishment in the socialization of children and

accepted the use of straps, whips, and boards as implements for admin-

istering beatings. It was clearly implied that preschool children received

whippings. There was a difference of opinion expressed about whether an

adolescent child should continue to receive beatings.

It seemed from the discussion that the men were, perhaps, talking
much tougher than they actually behaved, and their remarks were, per-
haps, not to be taken as an indication of the real severity of their child
rearing. It was evident, however, that some disposition toward corporal

punishment existed. At no time was any suggestion made that physical

punishment was or should be employed on prison inmates.

The use of collective punishment was discussed. Several men agreed
that when the guilt of one child could not be established, their fathers

would have usually beaten all children. Schutz asked if this meant that it

was better to punish some innocent persons in order to get a guilty one.

The members who endorsed corporal punishment of children agreed, al-

though somesaid that an investigation to determine guilt should be made.

Schutz asked if this held true for inmates too, and several said “yes,” but

others disagreed.

In the final phase of the meeting, Wills, who had beensilent at the

start of these meetings and rather hostile to the group, began to speak

concerning his own upbringing, which he credited with causing him

rather serious personal problems in the expression of affection. His recent
marriage was evidently not going well, and he stated that his wife peri-

odically left him until they could both “feel up to getting together again.”

He stated that he felt his own difficulties stemmed from never having

experienced real continuous affection in his childhood. He described

himself as defensive, intellectual, and brittle. Jackson, who had earlier

opposed the notion of child beating by saying that his own children were

not being raised in this manner, spoke about a group psychotherapy service
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(in a nearby mental health center), to which he and his wife were going.
Wills said he would look into it. Merton offered to put him in touch with
therapists there. Several members spoke supportingly of Wills and said
they could like him much better now that he had disclosed these facts
about himself. Interaction was exceedingly emotional and affect laden at
this point, and a usually silent man spoke about a woman in sometrouble
whom he had met, comforted, and with whom he had had sexual inter-
course the previous night. He said he probably enjoyed the comforting as
much as the sex and de-emphasized the element of conquest typically
embroidering such accounts. There was no jesting from the others during
this account.

Somewhere, interleafed in the disclosures of the final phase, were the
remarks of an officer who was leaving the prison to resume his previous
civilian work. Several other staff men sighed enviously. One asked him if
he would give him a job. Another said he envied him because he wanted
to go back to graduate school but did not have the guts to quit his secure
job and face the grind of school studies. Another officer said he had had
many years experience at a skilled trade in the military and would like to
quit prison work to open up a similar business, but he was afraid to
give up the securityof a state job. About one half of the group were deeply
moved at the thought of someone leaving and striking off on his own.
The last few moments were very emotional, with several people saying
unfavorable or self-critical things about themselves and with others ex-
pressing solidarity with the group. The observer had never seen the group
so emotional. Schutz expressed his gratitude to the group for having pro-
vided many stimulating hours and bade them farewell. The group dis-
banded with expressions of solidarity and camaraderie.

The content of the last session illustrates one of the main features of
this training philosophy. Very little of the discussion dealt explicitly
with leading counseling groups. Almost everything that was said referred
to the personalities and behavior of the members. The emotional tone
and the extent of the frank disclosure of feelings such as the confessing
of marital problems were on a level of emotional candor not expressed at
the beginning of the seminar. On the other hand, the open admission of
authoritarian modesof child rearing appear to be difficult to reconcile with
the role of nondirective counselor.
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Inmate views of group counseling
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At the time our study was set for full operation at Men’s Colony—E.ast,

76 counseling groups had been established in the three quads understudy.

Twenty-three of the groups involved mandatory participation in small

groups and 53 involved groups made up of voluntary participants. In addi

tion, there were three communityliving groups made up of 50 men each,

in which participation was mandatory. In this chapter we describe the

character and intent of the counseling groups at Men’s Colony, relying

mainly on our own observations and those of inmates, the logs of com-

munity living group leaders, and questionnaire data.

The task of description is not an easy one because of the considerable

diversity in leadership and member behavior. There were differing levels

of formal education, prison job assignments, years of prison service, and

formal training of the group leaders; some groups were run by experienced

counselors and social workers with graduate degrees, although other groups

were run by guards who had worked at the prison for less than one year

and who had had high school educations. The composition of the inmate

groups also varied. A few included inmates with several years experience

at doing time together at San Quentin or some other prison; other groups

were composed entirely of men who were strangers to each other and who

were serving their first term in prison. Most groups were mixtures of these

extremes.

At the beginning of the study, plans were made for the systematic

observation of the counseling groups, but several features of the field

situation made it unfeasible. Most important were the problems en-

countered when members of the research team attended group meetings.

The presence of one or more of the senior research staff was generally a

stimulus to the group to ask questions about the project, the prison in

general, and parole. We were appealed to as authorities on correctional

treatment issues, and frequently inmates tried to use a researcher’s status
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as a Ph.D. to set up invidious comparisons with the prison staff member
who was the group leader. Inmates would often ask what we thought of
the intent or the method of group counseling. Since we disclaimed any
athliation with the Department of Corrections or any interest other than
in evaluation, we were frequently asked what we thought of the program.
Occasionally, our presence prompted inmates to ask us questions that
were, in fact, deprecating remarks, ostensibly directed to the researcher
but intended for the leader, such as “Don’t you think a group leader
should be qualified or have special training?” “Can a bullshit group like
this do anything for anybody?” and “What good is a program that makes
you sit in silence for an hour every day?” Nonresponse was interpreted as
unwillingness by us to makecritical remarks before a staff member.

On other occasions, however, our presence was welcomed by leaders
who were hard pressed to explain the need for groups with compulsory
attendance, control groups, and the random assignment of inmates to the
various quads. Inmates frustrated with the conduct of some counseling
and community living groups expressed considerable resentment and _hos-
tility toward the mandatory attendance aspect of the program, and the
presence of a researchstaff member provided an opportunity for the group
members to displace hostility onto that aspect of the research project.

Sometimes specific questions about the research were directed to the
visitor. In these instances, the leader generally tried to answer inmate
questions about the research design, questions about which he was either
improperly or incompletely informed. On some of these occasions, the
leader's replies were so erroneous or misleading as to require immediate
rectification (that is, participation in the group discussion) by the re-
searcher.

Intervention was most frequently occasioned by mistaken or inappro-
priate references to the feature of the project that involved a “follow-up”
of the inmates on release from prison. We found it necessary to explain
that our follow-up was largely a statistical procedure utilizing Department
of Corrections records and not a program involving a special surveillance
or restrictive supervision of parolees. These commentaries tended to take
the role of discussion leader from the hands of the prison staff member
and place it on the researcher.

In addition, when senior research staff members sat in on the groups,
it then was impossible to remain nonparticipating visitors in most of the
groups.

Remote observation also had to be ruled out for several reasons. Group
meetings were held in rooms not equipped with one-way glass. Nor could
filming and recording equipment be set up on any permanent basis be-
cause the rooms were in use before and after the meetings. The use of a
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tape recorder without visual observation posed the problems of distin-

guishing voices and of disentangling one comment from another when

many group members talked at one time and of missing the nonverbal

and inaudible communication that occurred during the long periods of

silence (snickers, grunts, laughs, facial expressions, whispers, and hand

and body movements).
The task of tape recording or notating group activity was further con-

founded when, during the project, several other prisons in California

began keeping records on the degree and quality of inmate participation

in counseling sessions and then began including this information in in-

mate files for review by institution officials and the parole board. Rumors
that Men’s Colony would follow suit made note-taking and tape recording
by us so threatening to inmates that it affected their conduct in the group
meetings.

For these reasons an extensive schedule of group observation, however
valuable, could not be undertaken. In order to get a feel for the range of
group activities, we made a number of unannounced visits to groups in
addition to visiting some groups for consecutive meetings. ‘he following
cases illustrate what we observed to be the nature of group sessions.

GROUP NO. | (MANDATORY SMALL GROUP )

When the observer arrived, the members of the group were seated in
chairs arranged around three walls of a classroom. After a short time, the
group gradually fell silent. The officer said nothing for a few minutes and
then asked whether there was some residual feeling from the previous
week’s discussion. ‘There was no direct reply to this, but one of the in-
mates asked what the counseling leaders had done at the UCLA sponsored
training workshop held at a nearby inn. The leader said that this was not
relevant to the group and declined further comment.

The leader then asked the group what they thought of him. Several
inmates answered that if they did think something bad of the leader they
would not say so since, as one put it, “even if you were the greatest guy
alive, I think it would still be human nature that if I got in trouble you
might be prone to be more hard on me because [I criticized you].”

Another inmate stated that, although he thought the leader was a good
guy as a person, the inmate did not like him because of his badge, and that
there would always be an “‘ill feeling” because the officer is a symbol of
the authority keeping him there. Still another member countered by
making a comment defending the officer’s fairness in dealing with the
inmates.

A memberthen mentioned that men in the quad were surprised to find
that the leader was “OK” because his reputation at another California
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prison had been that of “a bastard.” There then followed a discussion of
whether the leader had changed, or whether the situation was different
between the two prisons. The leader said little except to ask “do you
think it is possible for a person to change that much?”

In the final minutes an inmate made a short speech, directed to the
group as a whole, in which he stated that he thought that the leader was
a nice guy but that he “had his doubts” about anyone who would take
a job locking people up and being a “zoo-keeper.” The inmate said he
just couldn't do that to people and he wondered about the personality
and motivations of anyone who could. The leader said he had not thought
of it in that way, but declined further comment.

After the meeting, the leader commented that allowing the men to
talk critically about the staff, “blows off steam and makes the Quad easier
to handle.”

GROUP NO. 2 (VOLUNTARY SMALL GROUP)

The observer attended several successive sessions of a group conducted by
a sergeant. On the second occasion the group leader was not able to meet
the group and had not notified the members nor arranged for an alternate
leader. For the previous several weeks, a correctional officer also had been
attending the group as part of his training. The new man was apparently
unclear about his role as substitute leader in the absence of the regular
leader, and this feeling was reflected by the members as well.

The group began with several small, low-voiced conversations that
continued for nearly 25 minutes. The officer looked mildly embarrassed
and stared out the door. Finally, he took the role of leader without ex-
plicitly announcing that he was doing so. He asked a very vocal inmate
who had been the center of attention the previous week why he “felt
the way he did.”

This was a stimulus to the inmate to start a type of monologue that
had characterized his behavior in previous sessions. It seemed likely that
the officer was counting on an articulate, amusing, and lengthy story to
get the group going on its discussion.

The monologue took the form of the inmate representing all the world
as a collection of purely selfish hedonists; the thesis was that nobody
cares for anybody, and least of all did the inmate care for anybody. He
spoke at great length, warmingto his subject, and eliciting laughter, agree-
ment, and other responses that indicated attention from the other men.
The inmate sketched a series of paradoxes, continually posing puzzles and
contradictions to the group, all on the theme that events and people are
not what they seem. For example, the inmate attacked the police and
the courts as an unreasoning and intemperate force unequally applied to
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the disadvantaged and the minorities. But when another member agreed

and cited harsh laws against narcotics, the inmate demonstrated that the

evils resulting from narcotics usage madeit very plausible that an extremely

restrictive set of laws would pass, or argued against persons who supported

him in the discussion. The acting leader did not further intervene, and

the meeting closed at the end of the inmate’s long recitation.

GROUP NO. 3 (MANDATORY SMALL GROUP)

This group was supervised by a correctional officer who was an unusually

skillful group leader. Like No. 2, the group discussion was usually orga-

nized around one inmate, although not necessarily the same inmate at

each session. In one session of this group the observer wassitting in the

room before the counseling hour. Several inmates were seated aroundthe

room. One was reading a comic book, and another had a mason jar of

coffee and wore a white cap, identifying him as a kitchen worker. An

inmate entered the room and stepped quickly to the blackboard. ‘Taking

a piece of chalk, he drew a cartoon showing a man flying a kite while be-

ing observed by another cartoon figure representing a furious guard. After

this quick sketch he sat down.
The group leader arrived and said “Buenos dias’’ to several Mexican

inmates who answered in Spanish. (Such verbal familiarity was rare in
our experience in the prison.) After a few moments when the individual
conversations gradually subsided, the inmate who had made the drawing

began to speak. He asked directly if it had been the leader who had

written him up on a disciplinary infraction on the previous day. ‘The

leader answered equally directly that, yes, it had been. In the quick ex-

change that followed the meaning of the cartoon became clear: the in-

mate had constructed a kite out of paper and thin wood strips from the

hobby shop. He had flown it from the quad where it attracted much

attention. Whenit was noticed, an officer in the yard (the group leader)

called to him and ordered him to pull the kite in. The inmate did not

comply, and he was given a citation to appear before the Disciplinary

Committee. The charge was the misuse of state property, since the string

had been purloined from an industrial shop (also because the prison

had no formal regulation outlawing kite-flying). The leader defended

his action without apology stating that the inmate, by his refusal to pull

the kite in, had given him no choice.

At this point another inmate intervened and subjected the first inmate

to a critical examination. “Of course, the write-up was chicken,” hesaid,

“and the state can afford the string, but the important thing here is how

vou looked when [the group leader] told you to pull the kite in. You was

running around all wild and excited, and I could see you looking at the
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other guys and you couldn’t stand pulling the kite down in front of the
other cons. They egged you on and youfell right in. That’s what’s going
to happen to you on the street [on parole]. You have to look big in
front of the others.”

The ensuing discussion, not of the kite and not of the write-up but
about the alleged effect of the pressures exerted by the other inmates in
the yard, seemed to illustrate the possibilities of something other than
mere conversation taking place in group counseling. The criticism of
the first inmate led the second to discuss details of his own arrest, and
some of his own dependence on an image as a tough guy from the Youth
Authority institutions in which he had spent many years.

These three sessions are typical of many that were informally observed.
Our observations and discussions with staff and inmates led us to con-
clude that the small groups frequently were beset with the following
problems.

I. A tendency for superficiality, a lack of emotional involvement, and
evidence of insincerity.

2. A tendency for talkative members to monopolize the discussion to the
exclusion and boredom of others.

3. A feeling of frustration and a lack of confidence in the leaders’ or
members’ ability to “do the job” without professional supervision.

4. A tendency to focus on stories and personal accounts that were not
further analyzed or used for discussion but were used to provide
competition for another inmate’s account of his preprison experiences
or exploits.

5. A tendency for staff members to permit periods of silence up to the
length of the entire session because of their misinterpretation of “‘non-
directive counseling” or their own inability to elicit discussion instead
of personal narratives and storytelling. In some cases this may reflect
inadequate training, in other cases it reflects inadequate counselors.

However, as in the case of Group No. 3, some groups exhibited be-
havior which was, in the opinion of the observers, similar to therapy
groups in noncorrectional settings where the leader is unobstrusive but
in command of the situation, and his manner suggested relaxed self-
confidence. The members spoke critically and spontaneously and gave
evidence of trusting the leader and one another. Based on feedback from
inmate interviews (which we consider later in this chapter), conversa-
tions with staff members, and the reports of the on-site research staff,
there were some, but not many, groups (like No. 3) in which the conduct
of the sessions approximated the goals of counseling set forth in the
departmental training manual.
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THE COMMUNITY LIVING UNIT GROUP MEETINGS

To describe the daily 50-man group counseling sessions in the Commu-
nity Living Units, we have combined material taken from special daily
logs kept by the two staff members whose positions were supported by
our project, with our own observations and those of inmate participants.

From the outset, silence and nonparticipation of a majority of the
group members plagued the Mandatory Large Group sessions. Its larger
size made silence more useful as a mode of resistance than was the case
in the small groups. Entries in the staff logs record examples:

Thirty-seven group members present. The meeting quieted down around

8:10 a.m. From 8:10 to 9:00 a.m. there remained complete silence. As
(inmate) B. was walking out of the room he said, “‘there isn’t a man in

here,” or something to that effect.

The group settled down quickly but long period of silence followed;
however, some nonverbal exchange in the way of smiles and other facial

gestures were noted by staff during the silence. Silence was broken by

Mr. B. (staff member) who commented on the silence which was fol-
lowed by another period of silence. Mr. B. then asked the group if the
silence was part of a conspiracy by the group or just a consequence ofit
being Monday morning. This led to some defensive commentto the effect
that the group did not know what was appropriate to discuss since they
had been left with the impression that only a discussion of personal
feelings was meaningful. Mr. B. pointed out that this was not the case

that anything could be discussed but the group should be mindful of the
feeling behind the discussion, or lack of it, since it was revealing of the

personalities and problems of the people involved.

The silence appeared at times to represent a general lack of coopera-
tion and an expression of resentment concerning the compulsory pro-
gram. At other times, it appeared motivated by a distrust in the purpose
of the meetings.

About a ten minute’s silence was broken by Mr. B. who asked Inmate D.

why he was smiling. Inmate D. said that he thought it was a very

ridiculous situation. ‘There was some more silence. Someone asked Inmate

D. why he thought it was ridiculous. This led to some discussion about

what the group could talk about. Inmate M. stated that maybe every

man in committing his crime had done the best he could under the

circumstances. This led to a round of discussion. There was another

episode in which Inmate R. again asked what did Mr. B. mean by asking

what were the feelings behind a news item (discussed at a previous

session). Mr. B. was quite active . . . explaining that what was impor-
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tant were feelings that a person had in connection with a thing that he
read or saw or heard that mightrelate to feelings that were involved in his
getting into difficulty. Towards the end of the hour the group did shift
into some pretty serious levels about what they could talk about and how
intimate they could get. When a group of three were challenged by
Mr. B..in the corner for talking on the side, one of them cameout with
somereal feelings with regard to the group being “a lot of asinine shit.”
This was a real manifestation of feelings and some effect was made to
demonstrate that such feelings were not unacceptable and in fact they
were the meat of good productive sessions. But again the group dwelt a
great deal on whetheror not they were safe in expressing real feelings.

A year later, entries such as the following were still being made:

And

The entire hour was spent in silence with the exception of a side con-
versation between (inmate) R. and M.

still later:

Staff members present were Mr. N., Mr. E., and relief officer. The group
formed slowly and 11 members were absent (of the 50 inmates who were
supposed to attend). They were silent for the first several minutes, then
Mr. N. began a discussion with Inmate A. The discussion had to do with
the fact that Inmate A. read a book during the meetings and generally
did not participate. After a brief interchange, Inmate M. commented that
Inmate A. was merely sparring with Mr. N. and was not interested in
opening up or revealing anything about himself. Inmate A. was asking
what the group wanted to know about him. This discussion ended be-
tween Inmates M. and A., and Mr. N. again broughtit back to Inmate A.,
beginning another discussion. Other members of the group joined in the
discussion and began talking about the group—thesilent members of the
group, and the fact that some of the members were reading books and
coming in late or not attending at all. The late-comers, the book-readers,
the nonattenders all having a hampering effect on the group, as well as
the people who do not express their opinions at any time. (Right in-
mates) wereall active in the discussion as to whether the group meetings
were a bunch of small talk, or whether they were useful and meaningful
to the members. There was considerable indication from several members
that they wanted to create good conditions for an active, meaningful
group.

In the post-meeting staff discussion, it was felt that this was a useful
meeting in which considerable group feeling was expressed and that there
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was considerable evidence of group cohesiveness. Several of the usually

nonspeakers were drawn out in this group, particularly Inmate A.

Various procedures were suggested by inmates for coping with the

problem of silence. One session produced the plan of designating one

member as the target for attention at each session . . . the so-called “hot

seat.”

Inmate B took lead in the discussion, thinking about how they might

better use the group. He suggested the “hot seat” technique and indicated

that he would prefer going down the roster so that everyone had an

opportunity to take the hot seat. The group responded well to this idea,

and the general feeling seemed to be that each one of them would be

willing to take the hot seat if they were sure that others would do the

same. There was a great deal of interest generated in this particular dis-

cussion, wide participation and a serious air among the whole group.

These efforts failed to materialize into a formal technique, but fre-

quently when topics arose that were of immediate rather than remote or

academic concern, the group not only discussed the issues throughout a

session, but continued the discussion for several sessions.

An example of this sustained interest is to be found in the log of one

of the Community Living Units for four meetings. Inmate B. voiced a com-

plaint that an officer who was attending the group discussion had unfairly

written him up for taking food from the dining room. After a discussion

of several minutes, a second inmate, Inmate L., commented that he

thought Inmate B.’s principal concern was that he felt the officer was

prejudiced against him on racial grounds. Inmate B. agreed. (Both In-

mates B. and L. were Negro; the officer was white.) The officer denied

prejudice. The correctional counselor’s notes state:

With staff encouragement, there was some recognition by several mem-

bers in the group that most people have some feelings of prejudice and

that this might be on racial, religious, or other grounds. The discussion

was continuing actively at the end of the meeting in this vein and the

group did not break up readily. (Afterward) the discussion continued out

in the hall.

The discussion continued the following day, as the same counselor's

notes describe:

After initial pause, Mr. N.recalled the discussion of the previous day

and observed that the discussion had not been finished and suggested that

there were still some more things to discuss. Inmate B. made the state-

ment that he felt it is preferable to bring out the feelings of one’s own
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prejudice toward other minority groups andalso to bring out the feelings
of prejudice that one has from others. Inmate B. still does not believe
that there was no prejudice involved in the officer’s “beefing” him, but
he did experience some reduction in his irritation about the fact of the
ofhcer’s prejudice. Inmate G. expressed some prejudice that he feels has
reduced in intensity in recent years, and gave an example of such feeling
by stating if a Mexican or Negro forces himself into the line ahead of him
at Mess Hall he feels differently than if it’s a white person. Later he got
some criticism about the expression of this feeling from three inmates.
He got pretty heated about the criticism and tended to withdraw from
the discussion. Another inmate came to his support saying that the rest
of the group should be more inclined to recognize their feelings of prej-
udice and he doubted that they were being perfectly honest when they
said that they had no prejudiced feelings at all. Following this there were
some attempts to distinguish between “acted out’ prejudice and “felt”
prejudice. Somehow the feeling of prejudice was reasonably acceptable,
whereas any prejudiced action against another person was not acceptable.

The discussion was completed with a Mexican inmate’s becoming
impatient at the (white) staff’s refusal to agree that ethnic or racial dis-
crimination was at times an adequate explanation oflife difficulties.

Inmate L. made comments about the article which was about a 19-year-
old Mexican boy who had become involved in considerable criminal
activity in the Los Angeles area. It reported the boy’s history of YA
(Youth Authority) and other institutions. Inmate L. spoke very heatedly
about the prejudice that Mexicans experience in Los Angeles, from the
police and other authorities, and from citizens generally. There was the
idea presented, and supported by Inmate H., that prejudice and racial
bias against an individual can cause him to becomeinvolved in criminal
behavior. The frustrations are so great for the minority person and the
situation is so hopeless for him that he has no readyalternative to advance
himself. Inmate H. became quite irritated with Mr. N. when Mr. N.
attempted to point out the importance of how the individual responds
to pressure, such as racial prejudice, and that the individualstill remains
responsible for his own behavior.

Besides such personally relevant problems as race, the Community
Living Units sometimes aired problemsof institutional living. A lengthy
eecount, again in the words of the correctional counselor, shows how he
was effective in confronting an inmate in an argument in the presence
o: the group.

[I] asked [an inmate who had recently been given a parole date] if the
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favorable Board appearance hadn’t affected him, to which [the inmate]

answered that he wasn’t thinking about that, that he was thinking about

many other things. Then, after a few moments ofsilence, [I] inquired

as to what things he might be thinking about the low blow he had

received at the Board. He then very emotionally explained that he had

received word that his mother was dying, and that the Board hada letter

to this effect from other people and the doctor and when he mentioned

this to the Board that he would like to get out and help her while he

could, [a Board member] said to him that it might be better if they kept

him in prison until she died. This was followed by a long discourse about

the lack of feeling or understanding that the Board had for the “convicts”

they dealt with, that they obviously just couldn’t understand how a man

could be close to and love his mother as he did, etc., and during this

discourse it became obvious that he was quite angry with the Board for

giving him a release date four months off, and ignoring his and other

relatives’ appeals for his earlier release on the basis of the mother’s illness.

[I] inquired if anyone might have differently interpreted the message that

[the Board member] was endeavoring to convey to Inmate G. Inmate P.

respondedto the effect that [Board member] probably recognized Inmate

G. as being a mama’s boy and that maybe he meant that if mama was

no longer there, that Inmate G. could act like a man. Inmate G. was quite

defensive in his retort, giving a quite different interpretation to what the

Board member had said. Inmate G. had madereference to a letter from

a doctor to the effect that his mother was dying, and since [I] inquired

of Inmate G. as to whether or not he had seen such a letter or if the

Board had read such a letter to him. At this point, he became very

evasive, stating that any such letter wouldn’t be read to him,since it was

considered confidential, etc., but that he had in fact a letter from a friend

of his mother, who had stated that she was very ill, that he had wanted

to take it in and present it to the Board but the officer wouldn’t allow

him to do this; however, he had told the Board of her condition, etc., and

they had ignored this by giving him a parole date four months off, and

that in his mother’s extremely weakened condition, she would in all

probability die while he was in prison.

At this point, [I] said that to the best of [my] knowledge, no letter had

been received from a doctor giving a professional terminal prognosis. At

this point, Inmate G. became very defensive again and pointed out to me

that he had mentioned a letter from the doctor that was received prior

to his August appearance. [I] stated that a letter had been received fron

a physician at that time stating that his mother suffered from a chronic

illness, however, that both he and [I] knew that she had been suffering

from this illness for many years. At this point, Inmate G. became very

i

i

ef
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emotional and advised [me] that he would bring

a

letter in, got up and
left the room, shortly returning with a letter from a relative who stated
that she had been to see his mother—that theyhad tried to talk her into
going to the hospital where she would get proper care but that she had
refused, preferring to remain alone in her apartment. Apparently that
visit had taken place on the preceding day and she stated she planned
to again visit his mother on the date of the letter and would add a post-
script after she had seen her. In the postscript she stated the mother
appeared to be feeling considerably better. [I] inquired as to whether
or not he wanted this letter read to the group, and he said, “Yes, read it
to the group.” After reading the letter, [I] commented that this woman
had stated his mother was feeling better on the day it had been mailed,
to which Inmate G. responded that she had taken a considerable turn
for the worse, and that he had received word that for the last three or
four days she had been in a coma and she was alone in her apartment,
with none of her elderly neighbors able to take care of her. This was a
terrible situation to have exist and again reflected on the Adult Authority
preventing him from going out to help her. The letter had been returned
to Inmate G. advising it had been written on the eighteenth. [I] then
pointed out the inconsistency of what he was saying: that she had been
in a comafor three or four days when the letter had been sent to him
only three days previously, and that surely she couldn’t remain in a coma
for three or four days without adequate medical care, that she would
require intravenous feeding etc. This brought some laughter from the
group to which Inmate G. became very defensive and commented on the
group snickering, etc., on something that was so serious and unfunny that
he didn’t see how people could laugh about a situation like this, that it
could only come from men who had absolutely no regard for their
mothers, etc.

The group’s reaction to Inmate G.’s chastisement was cither disinterest
or possible chagrin, as there was no verbal response. Inmate A. then
spoke up expressing that the Board had, in fact, given Inmate G. a pretty
cold shot in not allowing him to go on parole immediately in view of
the mother’s condition, etc.; however, Inmate B. expressed the fecling
that the Board was trying to act in Inmate G.’s best interest in view
of the fact that he hadn’t really tried to help his mother when he had
the opportunity to do so (while) on parole. To [me] it was apparent that
Inmate G. was utilizing the same defenses he always used whichconsists
of rationalization and projection, skillfully avoiding acceptance of any of
the responsibility for things that happen to him. It is [my] impression
that the group is becoming more and more aware of Inmate G.’s defenses
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and the extremes he will go to, to project blame away from himself, even

to the point of complete distortion of the facts.

Although resistance and reticence are normal properties of discussion

of therapy groups in all settings, prison inmates seem to be particularly

suspicious of the motives of the staff in encouraging them to participate

in the counseling program. As was the case in the training sessions, in the

inmate counseling groups, the staff and inmates were concerned with

whether a given situation or action was to be interpreted as an effort to

control and to maintain surveillance or as an effort to rehabilitate and to

treat. Moreover, the utility of group discussion to inmates and to the

organization was sometimes regarded differently by the staff and the

inmates.

Group counseling sessions frequently were efforts of the leader and

the members to get each other to accept one of two contrasting defini-

tions of the situation. The leaders regarded the defensive reactions of

the inmates as resistance, and the inmates regarded staff leadership difh-

culties (nondirection) as evidence of insincerity and covert custodialism.

Inmate resistance frequently took the form of denying that the sessions

had even the intent of treatment. The fact that the power of the prison

administration stood behind the program and that sanctions could be

employed to deal with noncompliance was cited by inmates as an indi-

cation that counseling was concerned not with helping them work through

interpersonal problems, but with legitimizing their incarceration.

Many inmates felt that group counseling was a device of the prison

staff that gave the appearance of a treatment program while it actually

gathered information from the inmates for the purposes of surveillance

and control. This distrust, which applied to other aspects of the treatment

program as well as to group counseling, was articulated as follows when

an inmate was asked, “What do you think the word rehabilitation means

as the word is used bycorrectional authorities?”

This is the wrong word. It means reform. A better word for what they

[Adult Authority] mean is retribution. We are paying now for commit-

ting crime. If we commit more crime, then we will have to pay more.

Everyone knows the Authorities use fancy words like “‘rehabilitation” to

fool the public into thinking that the old system is no longer in effect.

In reality, punishment and retribution is still the only method of

handling felons. If there were such a program as “rehabilitation,” we

would never hear [from the parole board], “you just haven’t brought

us enough time.”

Finally, inmates frequently were constrained from speaking by fears of

disapproval, ridicule, or because of other inmates. Previously we men-
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tioned the problems of confidentiality of reports, here the issue of con-fidentiality was that of revealing to nongroup members what goes onin the group. The men worried about whether what was said in the coun-seling group would be discussed outside the group. ‘The matter was of

inmates wanted to maintain this structure they could not interact freely
and openly in large groups. By so doing, they would reshuffle the balance
of the hierarchy, and this would be too threatening. Nobody wants to
develop the namefor being a sniveler or a snitch, and they fear this may
very well happen if they discuss freely in the group.

INMATE INTERVIEWS

Interviews conveyed the strong impression that relatively few inmates
entered group counseling with the conviction that they were participating
In a meaningful treatment program. The usual advice new inmates re-
ceived from others was to the effect that counseling was not adequately
nor honestly run, but that participation looked good to the Adult Au-
thority, and, in fact, counseling was one of the measurable items of an
inmate’s experience in prison (like school attendance, trade training, and
disciplinary reports) that could be considered. Although participation may
not help inmates to make parole, its absence, generally noticed by the
Adult Authority, is often interpreted as a lack of interest in helping one-
self and getting involved in the treatment program. For the Adult Au-
thority, the record of length of participation in group counseling is a useful
index of prisoner experience because it joins that relatively small list of
activities that can be quantified and used in plus-or-minus fashion in deter-
mining parole eligibility.

Regardless of what they may have been told prior to their experience
with the counseling program, some inmates did accept the official state-ment of the aim and theeffect of group counseling. They felt that coun-
seling could help a man to understand himself and others. Other inmates

intended positive effects. Many inmates rejected the official aim, but
they participated because it would look good on their records at parole
hearing time. Finally, others rejected the program and would not par-
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ticipate; they regarded counseling as another tool of custody to obtain

information from unwary inmates.

Fach of these four views are illustrated by excerpts from interviews."

First, a favorably disposed prisoner:

I will very seldom see my ownfaults, whereas you could see them a lot

clearer than I could. And in a group where you have 12 or 13 people

sitting around in a circle talking, usually you would hit on something

which has an effect on other persons. Maybe a problem which he has

had and which he has been able to solve and that he might be able to

pass this information on to you. I’ve seen people sitting in group and

I knew they were bullshitting, 1 knew that they were shucking |in-

sincere]. And maybe I wouldn't say anything for three or four weeks,

but eventually they would hit me on the wrong day and I would say

something. Then . . . sometimes they get pretty hot... the groups

at the joint [prison] . . . I know that this has happened to me...

some people would hit on some of my shortcomings and I’d get extremely

indignant, but the moment I'd go back to my cell and I’d sit there—

you can’t help but think aboutit when somebody’s insulted you or some-

thing like that—and the majority of times the individual is right in what

he said. So I might not go back and tell him that he’s right, but if I

have any kind of forethought at all Pl try and correct it, or Pll start

working on it.

There was frequent criticism of the capabilities of most group leaders,

either because of personality, formal training, or status in the prison’s

organizational hierarchy. (Of course, some staff members were regarded

as effective leaders on precisely the same grounds.) _

Most leaders are rank-and-file custodial officers who have neither pro-

fessional standing nor high organizational status. The lack of both of

these means oflegitimizing leadership was believed to be a serious limita-

tion by many group leaders, and it constituted a major criticism of coun-

seling as viewed by the inmates. That 1s, it is dificult to separate the

effect of the leader’s behavior in the group from his out-of-groupstatus.

An importantauthority figure in the institution, such as associate warden,

captain, program administrator, or lieutenant, brings to the group an at

tribute that provides assistance in maintaining control over the direction

of group discussion and in minimizing overt inmate resistance to the

program. High organizational status is a factor in legitimizing group

leader status. Group counselors who are treatment professionals, for

1 Ourinterview procedure is described in Chapter II.

o
y
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instance, psychologists or psychiatrists, can legitimate their leader status
by an appeal to their formal training and technical competence.

Despite limited leader authority, several correctional officers were able
to use leadership styles or techniques that were helpful in gaining the
interest of the group members. In the following quotation, an inmate
describes one device used to make the sessions more meaningful.

anyone. At first it was just getting acquainted. It was one ofthose typical
things where everybody . . . bullshitted, told a few lies, avoided the
truth pretty well. The [sessions] I liked was where we identified a lot of
problems previous to the one before we fell [were arrested], things that
turned us into crooks, problems we’re gonna face when we get out. . .
they'll be similar situations . . . and how we're gonna handle them .. .
this has been good. Oh, and another thing that’s new with me anyhow,
the officers have been bringing a few jackets [records] to the group...
central files, summaries of a fellow, evaluations of them by correctional
counselors, their rap sheets, etc. How they’re evaluating them and how
the fellows in the group see them—that was really good. Theyjust pulled
the covers off a lot of guys, the truth came out—it was pretty good.

Although inmate record files can be a useful aid, it should be notedthat the use of this file material poses problems in terms of maintaining
the confidentiality of staff reports, evaluations, and personal history in-formation. A correctional officer must exercise great care that he doesnot divulge materials from inmate files that will violate confidences toclinical or to custodial staff members or that will incense an inmateagainst a caseworker for writing an unfavorable report to the parole board.

by the staff as a measure of their (inmates) receptivity to treatment andas evidence of their willingness to change. Some of them participated;others did not. One of the former put it this way: “I don’t particularlycare for counseling. I moreor less took it for appearance sake—you know,take it to the Board [parole board]; it looks good.” Often those who didnot participate thought the disadvantages for parole eligibility outweighedthe advantages. The following remarks reflect the fourth viewpoint.
If you say anything [in group counseling] that isn’t too good,it will get
in your jacket and go to the parole board. And that’s what got a lot of
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guys in here where they don’t trust them group counseling classes. Because

you want to be honest . . . but you're worried about what the parole

board is gonna hear too, you know. So that scares them.

In the interviews we asked about problems that had been particularly

troublesome during the present prison term. After the problem was men-

tioned, the interviewer asked whether “group counseling had been help-

ful in regard to this problem?” The question was not relevant for C quad

men or for men in A or B who were not in counseling groups (N=22);

of the remaining 54 men (those with counseling experience), 31 (57 per-

cent) said they would not or had not brought up a personal problem in

their group. Only 7 of the 20 who had introduced their problem in groups

found this helpful. Three gave replies that were difficult to classify.

If counseling was not regarded as much of anaid to problemsolving,

it also was low on the list of “most valuable” prison programs and was

high among the ones regarded as being “least valuable.” Academic edu-

cation was felt to be most valuable by 42 percent of the respondents,

closely followed in popularity by vocational training (34 percent). The

recreation program, chapel, and prison jobs together accounted for an-

other 12 percent. Group counseling was mentioned by only 9 percent of

the respondents. When asked for the least valuable, almost two thirds

(63 percent) had nothing to say, but 18 percent said “group counseling,”

15 percent named vocational training, and 4 percent mentioned Alcoholics

Anonymous and religious programs.

Client reactions through survey data

The first survey, called the Inmate Questionnaire, contained items re-

lated to inmate values, prison experience, and preprison background. A

50 percent random sample of the inmate population was selected. (D

Quad was excluded.) Another questionnaire, called the Group Opinion

Inventory, was comprised of a set of items that were intended to measure

the extent of inmate participation in group activity as well as the sources

of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the group experience. Unlike

respondents for the Inmate Questionnaire, some of whom were partici-

pants in counseling, some of whom were not, respondents for the Group

Opinion Inventory were only participants.

In this section, selected data from both these questionnaires will be
.

offered to describe the inmates’ reactions to participation in the counsel-

ing program. The next chapter discusses the normative orientation of

Men’s Colony inmates and whether that orientation was influenced by

participation in group treatment.
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THE INMATE QUESTIONNAIRE: TIME ]

_ Respondents for the Inmate Questionnaire were selected by taking everyother name on an alphabetical roster, each quad starting with the firstor second nameaccording to a coin toss. Groups of 85 men were re-
quested to come to one of three questionnaire sessions that were con-
ducted simultaneously. The survey was completed in two days, ninesessions per day, all within the normal working hours of the inmate (thatis, we were able to avoid asking men to fill out questionnaires during the“prime” evening hours when many recreational activities competed). All
administration sessions were held either in the classroom or in the chapel
area of the associated services section of the institution. News announce-ments of the time and purpose of the survey appeared in the prison news-paper prior to its administration. |

The sessions were conducted only by UCLA project personnel who
prefaced each administration with a statement of the purpose of the
survey. We reminded the respondents that we had been in the prison
for several months during which many of them had been interviewed,
and that if our assurances of confidentiality in these earlier cases had notbeen good, they would have heard about it. The inmates also were re-minded that the institutional personnel had no knowledge of the specific

that was not genuine. To match the responses obtained on this question-
naire with other study data, we asked the men to sign their names to
the forms, place them in an envelope, seal it, and place the envelope in a
carton with many other forms in the front of the room. After each day,
the cartons of completed questionnaires were carried out of the institu-
tion only by UCLA project personnel and were placed in a University
of California station wagon, a fact observed and commented on by many
inmates. (For example, we found that in turning down the friendly offer
of a staff membertoassist us in carrying the cartons out of the prison, wemade a wise decision, since many of the inmates might have seen what
would have appeared to have been the prison staff “taking the question-
naires away.”) It is our impression that these evidences of efforts to insure
confidentiality of answers, as well as our affiliation with an outside agencywith a reputation for neutrality, were useful in our effort to promotecandor.

Out of a maximum of 900 cases (50 percent of the 3 quads’ potentialpopulation ) 871 usable forms were obtained from the men in this sample.
Approximately one third of the completed questionnaires were drawnfrom each of three quads: 32 percent from A Quad, 35 percent from B
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Quad, and 33 percent from C quad. Fifteen percent of the respondents

had been at CMCE 6 months; 32 percent had been there between 6 and

12 months; and the remainder (53 percent) had been there more than

one year. Of the 70 items, there were one dozen structured questions per-

taining to counseling and one open-end question. Data presented here will

deal only with reactions to these items.

The forced-choice questions dealt with specific issues raised in inter-

views such as whether or not men could speak frankly during counseling

sessions, whether disputes should be brought to the group for discussion,

whether the leaders were competent, and so forth. Respondents were

asked to agree or disagree, usually on a 4-point scale. In addition, inmates

were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the outcomes of coun-

seling that we were using as measures of effectiveness, namely the viola-

tions of prison and parole rules. Last, they were asked to complete in

their own words the following statement: “My main criticism of the

group counseling program 1s ”

Answers to the structured items give an indication of the range of

support and rejection of the group counseling program. Four out of five

of the men disagreed with the statement that asserted counseling was a

waste of time for the inmate. Two thirds agreed that correctional officers

were not competent to run groups.

Perhaps, the most significant issue for the effectiveness of the program

would be the extent to which men are candid and feel secure about dis-

cussing themselves (their problems, conflicts, or feelings). We asked

four related questions that distinguished between the fact of candor (or

lack of it), the desirability of candor, andits effects. There was agreement

that men did not talk frankly (four out of five), and one half of the

respondents agreed thatif too much was revealed it would be used against

them. Apparently it was felt that men did not involve themselves for rea-

sons that were in addition to a sense of distrust of the staff—perhaps, a dis-

trust of the inmates or the belief that “men” do not talk about feelings

or discomfort or the inability to do so. However, three out of four dis-

agreed that counseling in fact provided information for the staff to use

against the inmates. In the light of the other items we would interpret

this response to suggest that, since the inmates did not provide much

personal information, the staff did not have much to use against them—

but that if information was given, it might very well be used by staff in

a way that was detrimental to the men.

Opinions about the propriety of using the counseling group to alr

interpersonal difficulties were tapped by this item:

 

Inmates Anderson and Baker, members of the same counseling group,

have a serious dispute outside the group. Other group members notice

the bad feeling between them and during a session ask Anderson whatis
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wrong. Anderson says there is nothing wrong because he believes thatif he tells the reason for the trouble at a group counseling session, itwould be ratting on Baker.

y had of the counselingprogram, one half of the sample (433) did not respond at all, or gavean unintelligible or uncodable or incomplete answer. The fact that theno response category tor the structured questions discussed above wasnever more than five percent (generally three or four percent) suggeststhat (1) a low level of education may have been a handicap for many;(2) that there was limited motivation to think about, and then to express| their thoughts about a counseling program in which some mayno interest and/or did not participate; and (3) that in thehands of prison staff criticism could be taken as evidence of “poor adjust-ment” and, thus, they were reluctant to respond. Of the 438 completedanswers, eighteen percent gave no criticism and, instead, volunteered apositive or acceptin
dealt with the lack of qualified group leaders (27 percent)

sessions (“they are bull sessions”). The remaining 14 percent expressedthe view that the intent of the program wascontrol
data are presented in Table 5.1.)

Here are some of their complaints in their own words:

or out of prison.
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table 5.1 Coding Open-End Item on “Main Criticism of Counseling”’

     Enough information to code?

N = 438

      
   

Not enough

information

N = 433
No

Yes

Opinion favorable?

18 percent

Blame institution or

General acceptance
Yes

 

Adult Authority?

Inmates lie to

enhance image

 

    
   

 

   
   

 

     

  

     

Information used against

you bystaff

5 percent

Yes

     
     

    
   

        

Inmate must accommodate

Adult Authority

3 percent
5 percent

Members not candid

or receptive Incompetent staff leadership

10 percent
27 percent

No problem focus to

the discussion; bull

session

18 percent

  
Disbelieve in honesty

of program; fear control

14 percent

Responses that combined questions of leader competence with the criti

cism that the sessions had no problem focus, but seemed to stress group

session focus were coded in the “‘bull session” category.

Availability of leaders (adequate) for such widespread activity is limited.

More professional personnel 1s necessary. Groupsas they stand don’t have

leadership to prod inmates towardareas requiring attention. Consequently

many hours are spent just bitching about this bull [correctional officer]

or that bull, and nothing concrete is really established.

They are not run as they should be. They help keep pressures down with-

in the institution, but deal very little with outside problems. They are

mostly bull sessions on the latest prison gossip, ball games, etc.



Sometimesjust sit in room with no one talking, makes the hour very long.
Too much crying over spilt milk.

In 18 monthsof group counseling, I only learned more ways to commitcrimes—Heard all about other inmates’ crimes and all they had—new

In summary, this questionnaire contained a variety of items that spe-
cifically posed the issues which were raised in the interviews and which
were manifest in the response to the open-end item. The answers to these
structured items give an indication of the range of support and rejection
of the program. About one fourth of the men agreed that group counsel-
ing was mostly a waste of time for the inmate and that group counseling
provideda lot of information to the staff that was used against the inmate.
About one half of the men agreed that if a man revealed too much about
himself to any staff member, the information would probably be used
against him. Sixty-five percent of the respondents agreed that, generally
speaking, correctional officers were not competent to lead group counsel-
Ing sessions; four fifths of the sample agreed with the statement, “Most
men I know do not talk frankly and openly of their personal problems
in group counseling.”

Slightly more inmates thought that the program had a positive impact
on prison behavior than on parole. Fifty-five percent agreed that, “Of-
fenders in group counseling tend to break fewer prison rules than those
who do not participate.” Forty-seven percent of the sample agreed that,
“Inmates in group counseling are less likely to violate parole than those
who do notparticipate.”

THE INMATE QUESTIONNAIRE: TIME 2

In order to determine the consistency with which these views were
held, we gave a second administration of the Inmate Questionnaire six
months later to all men who took the first and were still in the prison.
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table 5.2. Inmate Opinions Regarding Group Counseling (as Expressed at

Two Points in Time)

maPercent Agree
a

Significance

Time | Time 2 Levels
ee

ne

Group counseling a waste of time 21 17 p< 02

Correctional officers not competent

to run groups 65 60 p< .0l

Most men do nottalk frankly

in counseling 81 75 p<.0l

If you reveal too much the informa-

tion is used against you 51 40 p<.0l

Counseling provides information to statt

which is used against inmate 23 22 nS.

Anderson and Baker should not bring

their dispute to group discussion:

Respondents opinion 49 52 n.s.

Guess “most inmates’ 62 64 D.S.

Men in counseling break fewer

prison rules 55 49 p<.0l

Menfrom counseling violate parole less 47 49 nS.

Five hundred and sixty-seven usable forms were obtained. Table 5.2

presents data for both administrations. Note. A significantly small pro-

portion of time 2 respondents held critical views at the second admuinis-

tration. However, our discussion of whether this shift is a function of

treatment exposure or something else must wait until Chapter VI.



chapter

VI

a_iHAMM

The inmate code andattitude change

Nheecununsiamusaimnnmnisesannusnaiasssnininnannininsiunimnninininiissammnnnmnmens

INMATE. Now you must understand a convict society is very demand-
ing. . . A convict society lives by two sets of laws. A convict code
means In essence, in convict terminology, that you will “do your
own number.” You will not see anything that doesn’t concern you,
you will have consideration for your fellows, and they will have
consideration for you. In this institution, they have the people who
have a habit of attempting to live more than one number, finaglers,
people who will give information to the point of false information
and false imputation for personal gain, which is really more reminis-
cent of the free world.

INTERVIEWER. What happens to those people?
INMATE. In this institution not much happens, except they get paroled

earlier.

INTERVIEWER. ‘The snitch, you mean, gets advantages... .
INMATE. Yes, he does.

INTERVIEWER. Well, let me ask you this question: About two weeks ago,
there was a fellow who got leaned on pretty heavily right in the
middle of the quad. He ended upin the hospital. I’m not interested
in the names... .

INMATE: ‘This young manis unfortunate. [He] would be arrested with
the type of life he leads in the free world, merely because it’s an
irresponsible way of living, and he was harmed here and probably
in any prison that he happens to go to will be harmed further. Be-
cause he violates the basic precepts of good living. The basic pre-
cepts, I might say, since we’re in a crowdedlittle civilization here,
are consideration for your fellow man, do not borrow that which
you can’t repay, don’t play with homosexuals. If you do, join their

14]
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society and leave the others alone. Don’t attempt to do another

man’s number and concentrate on forming for yourself a better

tomorrow than were your yesterdays.

INTERVIEWER. And he broke . . . one or all of these?

inmate. He broke possibly three of the rules without going too far. This

is unfortunate, I don’t mean to condone what was done to him—it

was wrong. I think that in a way, or one way OF another, that the

man who did this, or the men who were responsible for this, will

pay. But this 1s not my domain. I am, by circumstances, a convict

under the convict code. It’s unfortunate, but that’s what happened.

(Conversation with CMCinmate)

INTRODUCTION

Treatment programs, whether in prisons or elsewhere, operate within a

social context. In this study, that context is the formal and informal social

social organization may have implications for his participation in, and

reaction to, many aspects of institutional programs, including the treat-

ment program. In particular, the possibility that reactions to treatment

might vary according to inmate type has such potential importance to

the evaluation of outcome that we must take it into account.

In previous chapters we showed that inmates’ apprehensions concern-

ing custodial surveillance and the kind of appearance they make to the

parole board exert an influence on the way group counseling 1s perceived

and evaluated. In the present chapter, we examine the degree to which

differences exist in roles in inmate society, and the extent to which endorse-

ment of norms may change as a result of treatment exposure.

STUDIES OF INMATE TYPES

The problem of assessing a given inmate’s position in the prison requires

first that a conception of the structure (set of positions or roles) be

adopted and, second, that a means of measurement is available. In the

criminological literature there are many studies that deal, in one way OT

another, with this problem. A very brief review of some of them will be

useful in discussing our own procedure.

It might be said that the principal preoccupation of sociologists in

studying prisons has been with distinguishing the culture of the so-

called prison “community” and with the configuration of roles which

constitute the structure of that community. Someefforts have been made

to relate inmate types to receptivity to treatment programs and to treat-



; there is the rat who betrays his fellowprisoners; there is the tough who “quarrels easily and fights withoutcause’; the merchant exploits his fellow inmates not by force or violencebut by manipulation and trickery; the weakling is unable to stand therigors of penal confinement; the wolf or fag is either unable to endure

: “The actual behavior of pris-
rms of the inmate world to

These behavioral patterns, recognized and
.. form a collection of social roles, which with their
stitute the inmate social system,””4

Another view that emphasizes the efforts of inmates to come to terms

deviance of various types.
labeled by prisoners .
interrelationships, con

1 Donald Clemmer, The Prison Community,
* Sykes and Messinger, “The Inmate Social S

Organization of the Prison, op. cit., pp. 5-19.
3 Ibid., pp. 9-15.
4 Ibid., p. 11.

New York: Rinehart & Co., Inc., 1940.
ystem,” in Theoretical Studies in Social]
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with the material, social, and psychological pains of imprisonment1s set

forth by Richard Cloward.° The inmate social system is seen as a response

to the experience of “status degradation”—as an effort by some inmates

to restore status to those dispossessed of roles and identities held in the

free world:

Although the bulk of inmate behavior is characterized by passivity and

docility, by defeatism and resignation, there are some prisoners who

refuse or are unable to lower their aspirations and to accept their de-

graded position. Disillusioned and frustrated, they seek meansof escaping

degradation.®

These prisoners whoresist the encroachment of penal confinement on

their self-definition represent a potential threat to the official (that 1s,

custodial) system that is countered by permitting inmates access to higher

status by illegitimate means. That 1s, «the official system accom-

modates to the inmate system in ways that have the consequence of creat-

ing illegitimate opportunity structures.’ The staff, because their formal

means of control are limited (for example, reporting every violation of

prison rules would embroil the staff in unending efforts at adjudication),

permit certain kinds of informal accommodation. Some inmates—mer-

chants or peddlers—are permitted differential access by deviant means to

material goods and services, the politician or fixer has differential access

by deviant means to ‘nformation and custodial personnel, and the real

man or right guy has differential access by deviant means to status (for

example, permitting an inmate to evade prison rules). ‘The merchants,

politicians, and nght guys act as the bridge that binds the inmate system

and the formal system together.

Cloward (as well as Sykes and Messinger, Goffman,® Korn and

McCorkle,!® and others) views the social structure of the inmate com-

l different kinds of adjustments,

accommodations, or adaptations to the pains of imprisonment. ‘This theo-

Irwin and Cressey
retical perspective of the prison has been criticized by

who have contended “. . . that the functional’ or ‘indigenous origin’

5 Richard Cloward, “Social Control in the Prison,” 1

Organization of the Prison, op. cit., pp. 20-48.

6 Ibid., p. 32. For further discussion of this concept,

ditions of Successful Degradation Ceremonies,” American Journa

(March 1960), pp. 421-422.

7 Ibid., p. 33.

8 Ibid., pp. 36-41.

9 Erving Goffman, Asylums, Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1961.

10 Richard Korn and Lloyd McCorkle, Criminology and Penology, op. cit., pp. 515-

530.



world.!? The set includes fou
the prison labels “square
law.”

r major configurations, to which are attached
John,” “right guy,” “con politician,” and out-

rison community.13 Taking into account distin-guishing factors such as criminal record, family and community experi-ences, and attitudes toward crime and society, the following social types

Major Argot Role Configurations Social Types
Square John Prosocial
Right guy Antisocial
Con-politician Pseudosocial
Outlaw Asocial

Using Schrag’s social types as a basis, a number of investigations haveused further attention on issues such as the relationship between in-mate types and prison program participation,” socialization or prisoniza-tion,'® and parole performance.!7 Ourinitial thinking about the possible

foc

11 John Irwin, and Donald R. Cressey, ““Ihieves, Convicts and the Inmate Culture,”Social Problems 10 (Fall 1962), pp. 145-155.
12 Clarence Schrag, “A Preliminary Criminal Typology,” Pacific Sociological Review4 (Spring 1961).
‘8 Ibid., pp. 11-12. See also Clarence Schrag, “Some Foundations for a TCorrections,” in Donald R. Cressey (ed.), The Prison, op. cit., pp. 346-356.14 Ibid., pp. 348-350.
15 See Peter Garabedian, “Western Penitentiary: A Study in Social Organization,”unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Washington, 1959.
16 See Peter Garabedian, “Socialization in the Prison Comm11 (Fall 1963), pp. 139-152; and Stanton Wheeler, “Socialization in CorrectionalCommunities,” American Sociological Review, 26 (October 1961), pp. 706-711.' Donald L. Garrity, “The Effects of Length of Incarceration Upon Parole Adjust-

heory of

unity,’’ Social Problems,



treatment exposure weakened t

community. Thus our effort to measure in

specific interest in the impact of prison culture on inmate attitude change

(prisonization) and the parole performance of various types of inmates.

The first problem we encountered in investigating these questions was

the difficulty of defining the inmate types in operational terms. Since we

were attempting first to empirically establish the existence of inmate types

as described by Schrag and his colleagues, we used as a beginning guide

the operational definitions of Schrag’s types as they were developed by

Donald Garrity. Garrity’s definitions of the role types, and the attributes

required to comprise each, are indicated in Figure 6.1.

Employing inmate record data from the Washington Reformatory

and Washington State Penitentuary, Garrity first classified the square

Johns, then he classified, following in order, the nght guys and outlaws,

and finally the politicians and dings. Although Garrity sought to estimate

the optimum sentence for each type, it is our purpose here to discover

how successfully he was able to isolate and identify the categories.

An adjustment was indicated for the three categories of square John,

tight guy, and politician to embrace those individuals who lacked but one

of the defining characteristics. A resulting set of three quasi categories

was established which, in the case of the quasi-right guy in the reformatory,

resulted in a 40 percent increase in identification when it was coupled

with the category right guy. Further adaptation was made in expanding

the ding category to specify the mentally deficient, the psychotic, the

homosexual, and the rapo. In the reformatory, Garrity failed to classify

approximately 27 percent of the inmates; in the pentitentiary, approxi

mately 36 percent could not be classified.

Wegathered prison file data for 1180 Men’s Colony inmates which

‘ncluded mostof the role attributes used by Garrity. These items included

psychiatric diagnosis, prison rules violations, the involvement in prison pro-

grains, the type of offense, criminality in family, education, the age at first

arrest, the prior penal commitments (type and number), community

background, mental status (IQ), and marital history. By using a few key

variables, we attempted a classification which 1s outlined in Figure 6.2.

Optimum Sentence: Washington State Correctional Institu-

tions,” unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Washington, 1956. See also

Donald L. Garrity, “The Prison as a Rehabilitative Agency,” in Donald R. Cressey

(ed.), The Prison, op. cit., pp. 375-378.

ment and Estimation of



. One or more disciplinary reports.
2. Record of a commitmentoffense of an assaultive nature (assault, Tape,attempted murder, etc.)

2. No commitmentfor narcotics use, possession, orsale.3. Noarrest before the age of 24.

Politician-Merchant should have:
I. Average or above average intelligence (IQ).

Right Guy should have:
I. Reported criminality in family,
Z. First arrest at an early age.

square Johns, 27 politician-mercha
tional 118 men were clinically di
and could be categorized as dings. Thus
out of 1180 (34 percent)
inmate types.

The difficulty of applying this scheme to the Men’s Colony populationis fourfold. First, there is a major offcnse category that is neglected. In the

great leap is required to go from the descrip-tion of the roles as behavior and outlook to the defining indicators in
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Is there a psychiatric diagnosis of psychopath

(including antisocial, emotionally unstable,

low frustration tolerance, and weak superego )?

Are there disciplinary infractions?

Il oN

ant <—_____————-__ No Yes

b

Is there a prior commitmentto

youth or adult penal institutions?

 

Is the offense grand theft

(excluding auto), forgery,

or property offense?

Ill

Politician-
Yy

Merchant
“s

Cc

  

150



, it is very difficult
quate indicators of theoretical attributes.
be running contraband rackets, but, like the
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‘sufficient number of cases yielded by this classification discouragedits

further use.

Politician- Outlaw

Right Guy ~ Merchant Assaultive Drug Square John

Criteria Cases Criteria Cases Criteria Cases
Criteria Cases

    

Psychiatric
diagnosis — 521 — 521 + 447 — 521

oo Lo 1 Lo. L
Criminality

in family + 82 — 439 -+- 74 — 439

| 4 L 1 1
Prior penal

commitment + 35 + 215 + 40 — 224

on 1 J 1 L
Disciplinary

reports + 18 — 108 + 23 — 109

1 Y L . L
Offense: Robbery, 9 Grand theft, 45 Assault 2 Homicide, 13

burglary, forgery, abortion,

narcotics embezzle- sex other

ment than rape

ee

figure 6.3 Attrition in successive application of criteria in No. 2.

ne

Otherclassification schemes that divided these and similar background

variables into different types were tried and found unworkable. The chief

difficulty continued to be the number of unclassifiable men. We then

shifted our thinking to the consideration not of a set of types but of a set

of value continuae or dimensions, on Ww

degree of endorsement or indifference.

THE VALUE ORIENTATION BASIS OF INMATE TYPES

The four inmate types suggested by previous writers—right guy, square

John, politician-merchant, and outlaw—seem to be theresult of logically

permuting two components of the inmates code: solidarity among in-

mates, and opposition to thestaff. Thus, the norm-bearer right guy is de-

fined as one who maintains opposition to guards and other staff and who

maintains loyalty to the other inmates; the politician or merchant who

peddles information or goods must minimize opposition to staff (to obtain

these goods) but retains ties to other inmates; the outlaw stands against

both staff and other inmates; and the square John is defined as the person

who is more opposed to inmates than to staff. (The ding is on a different



High Solidarity
with Inmates

High Opposition
to Staff
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t with another inmate. Dooley

ttee. The committee asks him

es to name the other

(b) Inmate Dooley gets cut in a knife figh

‘5 called before the disciplinary commi

to tell them who he was fighting with. He refus

inmate.

How do youpersonally feel about Dooley’s action?

(c) When the snmates stick together it is a lot easier to do time.

(d) If an inmate gets some importantinside snformation, the right thing

to do is to share it with his friends.

prison, a good rule to follow is to share any extra goods with your

(e) In

friends.

the code is functiona

that many aspects of his civilian $s

time of reception at prison, many

and a corresponding need for ego support.

the features of a protective ¢ ling a collective stance that 1s
thos, counse

fnctional amid the deprivations of institutional living, and drawing on

elements of solidarity that also are valued in the playgrounds, neighbor-

hoods, and gangs of preprison life as well. However, certain contradictions

in the code andits actual implementation often serve to further frustrate

the inmate. In his need for a substitute anchorage in the prison environ-

ment, the inmate seeks to apply the tenets of the code but 1s confronted

with dual injunctions to “throw in his lot with his fellow inmates” yet

“look out for himself” in an exploitative atmosphere. A full appreciation of

the informal code of -nstitutional living requires that this internal conflict

be recognized. ‘To some extent the myth of solidarity 1s espoused at the

same time thatthe realities of prison life exhibit the character of “competi

tion” for the good things the life affords. To the extent that it is endorsed,

the inmate code may be thoughtof as acting like a brake on the unfettered

exercise of force and cunning in the interaction of men in prison.

Thus, it has often been observed that, although inmate solidarity and a

united front against the prison administration is a stated ideal of the in-

mate code, many inmates individually are wary and distrustful of other

inmates, and they express a consi

ness in social relations in general.
s about isolation and

Accordingly, a number of items posing question

alienation were included in the questionnaire.

18 See Goffman,op.cit., and Garfinkel, op. cit.



(a) In prison J keep pretty much to myself,
(b) There are very few inmates | really trust.
(c) Thereis really no group of men in this institution I am close with.(d) There are basically just two kinds of people in the world, those in theknow and those who are suckers.
(e) In general, police, judges, and prosecutors are about as crooked asthe people they send to prison.
(f) These days a person doesn’

the first questionnaire, the id.
matrix and factored. The



because he believes t

a group counseling session 1

How do youpersonally feel about Anderson’s action?

h another inmate. Dooley

Var. 2 Inmate Dooley gets cut in a knife fight wit
The committee asks him

‘5 called before the disciplinary committee.

to tell them who he was fighting with. He refuses to name the

other inmate.

How do you personally feel about

bout yourself to any sta

be used against you.

good friends. Smith has contra-

n by a visitor. Smith

and asks Long to

Long takes it and

Dooley’s action?

ff member, the

Var. 4 Inmates Smith and Long are very

Jed into the institutio
band that was smugg

tells Long he thinks the officers are suspicious,

hide the contraband for him for a few days.

hides it.
personally feel about Long’s action?

its a minor rule infraction. He

1 Officer who saw the violation.

How do you

Var. 5 An inmate, without thinking, comm

is given a ‘write-up’ by a Correctiona

Later, three other inmates are talking to each other about it. Two

of them criticize the officer.The third inmate, Sykes, defends the

officer saying the officer was only doing his duty.

How do you personally feel about Sykes’ action?

grin and bear it and not let the staff

Var. 6 The best way to do time is to
down.

know that anything is getting you

If I have personal difficulties, the best people to talk them over with

express their feelings towa

to explain or defend himself.
feel about Jones’ suggestion?

How do you personally
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table 6.1 (continued )

morals for himVar. 11 In prison I keep pretty much to myselfVar. 12 There are very few inmates | teally trustVar. 13 There is Teally no group of menin this Institution I am close withVar. 14 I don’t feel I have very much in common with other inmates hereVar. 15 Mostof the other inmates here are not loyal to each other when thechips are down
Var. 16

Var. 18 Offenders in stoup counseling tend to break fewer prison rules thanthose who do not participate
Var. 19 ‘The group counseling program helps the inmate to better under-stand himself,
Var. 20 Group counseling brings about basic Personality change in manyoffenders,
Var. 21 An officer wholeads a Counseling groupis better able to understandan inmate’s problems
Var. 22 It’s hardly fair to bring children into the world with the way thingslook for the future
Var. 23

Var. 25 There are basically just two kinds of people in the world, those inthe know andthose whoare suckersVar. 26 In general, police, Judges, and prosecutors are about as crooked asthe people they send to prison.
Var. 27 These days a person doesn’t really know whom he can count onVar. 28 Being with understandingfellow inmates gives a man

a

sense of not
being totally alone

Var. 29 [| enjoy taking part in a g00d bull session with other inmatesVar. 30
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table 6.1 (continued)

t is a lot easier to do time.

Var. 31. When the inmates stick together 1

acide information, the right thing

Var. 32 If an inmate gets som

talk your personal

Var. 33 ‘In prison, generally,

problems over with a

The staff has madeclear how they expect you to behave if you are

Var. 34

Var. 35 Generally s

group counseling sessions.

Var. 36 Most men I know do not talk frankly

problems in group counseling.

Var. 37. ‘There's a little larceny in everybody.

hat is substantively irrelevant ),

2 (a feature of the rotation procedure t

the makeup of the factors was nearly identical. In each case the first five

factors can be measured and interpreted with considerable clarity (see

Table 6.2). he experience OF desir-

Factor A is determ

ability of solidarity among inmates, an

Factor B is formed by high loadings on ‘tems which state that the respon-

dent feels separated, isolated, and distrustful of other inmates; it will be

C consists of items that express the therapeutic

d is termed Value of Counseling. Factor D seems a

‘t has been labeled

lue of opposition
ts of items that express the va

to Staff. The last
t has been named Opposition

oo vague to interpret.

and Factor & (Oppost-

by a cross check with

Alienation. Factor E. consis

to staff, and keepingsilent; i

Factor (F) is, in both matrices, t

me and arrest and time in prison, and that it serves to sanc-

illegal behavior. Scores on Opposition were significantly

+ Persons arrested early in their lives are more

hose first arrest was late in their career (see

exposure to crl

tion continued

related to age at first arres

The number of disciplinary reports recorded for an inmate is related

———
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to endorsement of opposition to staff. Men with no disciplinary reports
are less apt to endorse that component of the inmate code, as is shown
in Table 6.4.

This interpretation of the opposition factor is further strengthened by
the correlation of differences in the endorsement of “opposition” and re-
sponses to open-end questions. When asked “what is the lowest form of
inmate?” men gave a variety of answers, among which was “informer.”
Men high on opposition more often nominate the “informer” than men
who reject this value (see Table 6.5). Similarly, when asked to state in
their own words the “best kind of inmate,” men endorsing the inmate
code more often said the best kind of inmate is the man who does his own
time (see Table 6.6).

The attitudes measured by the structured items are consistent with the
replies expressed on the open-end question about the “main criticism of
counseling.” A tendency to perceive little value in counseling wassignifi-
cantly correlated with scores on the factor labeled “value of counseling”as
well as related to scores on scales interpreted as Isolation from the Inmate
Community (more isolated respondents more often expressing nocriticism
of counseling, less isolated seeing little value in counseling); Alienation
(persons low onalienation being mostcritical of counseling leadership);
and Opposition (men opposed to giving information to staff and who dis-
trusted staff were more critical of the counseling program). All of these
relationships were significantly above chance as measured by chi-square
(p < .01).

TREATMENT RELATED DIFFERENCES IN ENDORSEMENT OF NORMS

One of the aims of the study design was to determine whether group
counseling sessions lowered the endorsement of the norms of the inmate
community. T’o the extent that counseling is successful, it should increase
communication, should increase the candid disclosure of feeling states, and
should call defenses and rationalizations into question. Thus it was hy-
pothesized that in comparison with men in the control sample, (1) by
broadening the basis of communication, counseling weakens adherence to
the norm prescribing opposition to staff; (2) by increasing informal (sta-
tus-suppressing) communication with the staff, and the discussion of
individual weaknesses, counseling decreases collective solidarity among in-
mates; (3) because of the interaction in discussion of common personal
problems, group counseling will result in the increased trust (reduced
isolation) of the other inmates; and (4) by implication, espousing “legiti-
mate values,” counseling should result in lower alienation as measured by
S role items. Finally, (5) to the extent that it is successful, counseling
should result in more favorable attitudes toward the value of counseling.
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table 6.3 Opposition to Staff and Inmate Solidarity by Age at First Arrest

(in Percent)

 

Age at First Arrest

  

17 and younger 18-21 22-25 26+

Factor Themes (N= 447) (N=174) (N=118) (N= 124)

Opposition®

Strongly reject 19 23 32 23

Reject 26 30 29 3]

Endorse 32 30 22 33

Strongly endorse 23 17 17 13

Total 100 100 100 100

Solidarity”

Strongly reject 14 23 24 26

Reject 26 24 22 20

Endorse 32 31 31 3]

Strongly endorse 28 22 23 23

Total 100 100 100 100

a y2 = 18.56, degrees of freedom = 9, p < .05, gamma = — .143.

b y2 = 15.91, degrees of freedom = 9, notsignificant.

table 6.4 Numberof Recorded Disciplinary Actions for Infractions of Prison

Regulations (“Pink Slips’) by Degree of Opposition to Staff (in

   

Percent)

Disciplinary Actions?

Opposition | None One Two or More

Strongly reject 23 21 21

Reject 31 26 14
Endorse 3] 29 31

Strongly endorse 15 24 34

Total 100 100 100

N (536) (224) (88)

Table N = 848 (incomplete information = 23)
y? = 26.70
Degrees of freedom = 6

p< .001
Gamma = .174

 

a During current sentence only while at CMCE.
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ARE VALUE ORIENTATIONS MODIFIED BY TREATMENT?

To test the effect of counseling on norms in the most direct way possi-
ble with data available, comparisons were made on a panel of inmates
surveyed at a six-month interval. (A total of 554 respondents at time 1
were still in prison at time 2.) This period was one of peak activity at
the prison, with all programs in full operation. Respondents were drawn
from all categories of treatment and controls. The questions posed were:
“Is there change in endorsement of norms in treatment groups, and is
this change greater for treatment than for controls?”

Table 6.7 displays means and distributions of 20 items, grouped by
the factor on which they are located. A comparison of each item, first at
time | and then at time 2, reveals no overall significant changes. On
items measuring solidarity, there is a slight shift in the direction of greater
rejection of the items. This is also somewhat true of items in factor C
(value of group counseling), with somewhat more optimism expressed at
time | as compared with six months later. But the shifts are slight.

Table 6.8 shows the items summedinto factor scores and cross tabu-
lated in 2 X 2 tables. Dichotomized score means and standard deviations
are shown, as well as chi square for change as suggested by Siegal.1® There
is no change greater than chance in any table; the one table showing a
significant coefficient (alienation) seems due to the very skewed table,
where most cases fall in one of the fourcells.

Of course, it is possible that the effect of counseling groups is to
reduce the endorsement of inmate norms for men in treatment. To deter-
mine if there is a differential shift in endorsement or a differential turn-
over for individuals in treatment and control categories, distributions,
means, and turnover tables were computed within each treatmentcategory.
They are displayed in Tables 6.9 and 6.10. No main effects may be seen
for treatment. There is a significant tendency for men in the mandatory
controls category to become less isolated from other inmates, and for
declared opposition to staff to be slightly lower at time 2 for the men
in the large groups. But there is no evidence that treatment reduces the
endorsement of inmate norms and beliefs as measured by these items.2°

19 Chi square for change is computed as (A — D)2/A + D.It takes into account any
change in either direction. See S. Siegal, Non Parametric Statistics for the Behavioral
Sciences, pp. 63-67.

*° Wilson and Snodgrass studied therelationship between a “therapeutic community”
established in a maximum security institution and endorsement of the prison code, con-
cluding that “the social organization of the therapeutic community is advantageous in
opposing the prison code.” The study did not, however, compare code endorsement by
inmate types and did not involve comparisons of endorsement of the code by randomly
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SUMMARY

Our efforts to demonstrate clear, differentiated types of inmates (nght

guy, outlaw, and the like) were unsuccessful. Our observations at CMCE,

have led us to question the extent to which such inmate types describe

the bulk of the population of any institution in a departmental system

of prison. However, we did adopt a dimensional mode ot representing

inmate values, derived from the factor analysis of questionnaire responses.

Wedid not find that men in group counseling altered their endorsement

of inmate values in a conformative (law-abiding) direction. Instead we

found shifts toward greater dissatisfaction with treatment and much

shifting and changing of views in both directions over a six-month period.

Onthe basis of these data, then, we must conclude that group counsel-

ing did not alter the endorsement of inmate norms, and correspondingly

that to the extent that postrelease criminality is supported by continued

endorsement of these values, group counseling in prison does not affect

this soutce of parole violation.

selected experimental and control groups. See John M. Wilson and Jon D. Snodgrass,

“The Prison Code in a Therapeutic Community,” The Journal of Criminal Law,

Criminology and Police Science, 60 (December 1969), pp. 472-478. Other reports of

the relationship between inmate social organization and treatment programs include‘

Howard W.Polsky, Cottage Six: The Social System of Delinquent Boys in Residential

Treatment, New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1962; Elliot Studt, Sheldon L.

Messinger, Thomas P. Wilson, C-Umit: Search for Community in Prison, op. cit.; David

Street, Robert D. Vinter, and Charles Perrow, Organization for Treatment, New York:

The Free Press, 1966; Charles R. Tittle and Drollene P. Tittle, “Structural Handicaps to

Therapeutic Participation: A Case Study,” Social Problems, 13 (Summer 1965), pp.

75-82.



chapter
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ECA

Parole: release from prison under
conditions of minimum custody

(with Reneé E. Ward)
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If the men from treatment and control varieties in the study design were
discharged directly to a free civilian status, the follow-up phase of our
research would be analogous to a clinical trial. That is, differences in
survival rates would be cross tabulated with predischarge treatment ex-
posure. However, almost all California prisoners are released from prison
on parole, that is, they are released from prison before the completion
of the maximum termof their prison sentence, subject to the rules govern-
ing parolee behavior laid down by the Department of Corrections. As
the complete control of physical confinement gives way to the minimum
custody conditions that are implied by parole to the community, the
department transfers supervision responsibility to the Parole Division.

The purpose of this chapteris not to discuss parole per se but, instead,
to examine the requirements, conditions, and restrictions imposed by the
parole contract on the men in our study sample. Included are brief de-
scriptions of the paroling procedure, the contractual relationship between
the parolee and the state, the types of parole supervision, the factors
affecting parole revocation, and the implications of the parole status for
the civil rights of the ex-inmate.

The belief that the concept of parole is the best of any currently
available alternative is asserted on a variety of grounds that include reduc-
ing the expense of penal confinement, helping to reestablish the offender
in the community, and protecting society by a surveillance of recently
released prisoners in the community.? Although most inmates prefer

1 According to Sutherland and Cressey, there is “no well-known student of penology
who is not wholeheartedly in favor of the principle of parole.” Edwin H. Sutherland,

177



178 Prison Treatment and Parole Survival

straight or “flat” discharge from prison to a release under any kind of

supervision,parole is preferred to continued confinementin prison in order

to complete long maximum terms which are a part of their indeterminate

sentences. Parole in California is thus intended to be regarded as a routine

procedure by both inmates and staff. More than 90 percent of Men’s Col-

ony—East inmates were released on parole in California, the other men

being paroled to detainers in other states or in a few cases being deported

to Canada or Mexico.

FORMAL ORGANIZATION OF THE PAROLE DIVISION”

The Chief of the Division of Adult Parole is directly responsible to the

Director of the Department of Corrections. The five regional offices are

geographically divided into more than 40 district offices, each of which

constitutes a supervising unit (1 supervisor, 1 assistant supervisor, and

6 parole agents). Out-of-state parolees are the responsibility of an inter-

state unit located in departmental headquarters.

The Parole Agent series consists of four positions ranked I to IV,

with IV representing the highest level. The regional director (Parole

Agent IV) supervises the region and presents cases for review to the

Adult Authority. The Parole Agent HI administers the supervising unit

or district office. The major responsibility for actual parole supervision is

assigned to Parole Agents I and I.* The responsibilities of the latter are

described in the departmental manual as follows:

Responsible for parole supervision and treatment of a group of adult

male felons, counseling them, their families, friends, employers as to their

responsibilities and part in the parole program, arranging employment and

homeprograms for prospective releases on parole; conferring with local

and Donald R. Cressey, Principles of Criminology, New York: J. B. Lippincott Co.,

1960, p. 586.
2The descriptive material given in this chapter obviously applies to the Parole

Division during the period of our follow-up, that is, up to 1966. Several Officials of the

Parole Division who read a preliminary draft of this chapter have contended that certain

policies and practices are no longer followed. We would only refer the reader to the

study of the parole division by Paul Takagi “Fyaluation Systems and Deviations in a

Parole Agency” unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford University, 1967, and to

“Correctional Supervision: Some Persistent Problems” by Takagi, mimeographed paper,

School of Criminology, University of California, Berkeley, 1967.

3 Blau and Scott have pointed out that clients with relatively little power are served

by the lowest echelon in an organization—the persons with least tenure, experience, and

authority. Correctional agencies are excellent examples of this phenomenon. More than

90 percent of our parole sample were supervised by Parole Agent I’s. See Peter M. Blau

and W.Richard Scott, Formal Organizations (San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Co.,

1962), p. 60.
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community agencies regarding parole programs andresources available to
parolees and their families; recommending revocation or continuance on
parole to Adult Authority.4

However, the first and last word concerningparole release and revoca-
tion does not rest with the Parole Division but, instead, with an inde-
pendent administrative body known as the Adult Authority. This board
consisted of eight full-time gubernatorial appointees employed for four-year
terms. The Adult Authority was assisted by nine hearing representatives
whose authority was limited to hearing cases and to making recommenda-
tions to be approved by the Adult Authority. In practice, the duties of an
Adult Authority member and a hearing representative differed only in
that the latter could not sign their names to the dispositions. Cases usually
were reviewed by one memberof the Adult Authority and by one represen-
tative.’ (This constituted a quorum.) To validate an order, the represen-
tative’s recommendations must be initialed by a second Adult Authority
member.

According to the state penal code, Adult Authority appointees are to
be persons with “. . . a broad background and ability for appraisal of law
offenders and the circumstances of the offense for which convicted . . .
a varied and sympathetic interest in corrections, sociology, law, law en-
forcement and education.”® Most of the Adult Authority members had law
enforcement or correctional work backgrounds. During the period of our
study the board was composed of two police officials, one probation super-
visor, and one parole supervisor (both with social welfare backgrounds), a
prison warden, a union official, and a former member of the parole board
for female offenders.

Operating under the state’s indeterminate sentencing structure, the
Adult Authority sets the length of prison term, determines parole eligi-
bility, and fixes the discharge date for each inmate. (The board has the
right to fix and refix terms for men both incarcerated and on parole.)
Adult Authority panels and hearing representatives met monthly at each
prison to review theeligible cases—inmates who had served the minimum
time required by the sentence,’ parole violators, and inmates whose
parole had been previously denied. The outcome of a board appearance
is based on factors such as criminal background, the type of offense, and

* California Department of Corrections, Parole Agent’s Manual, Section 2-02.
* For certain offenders, for example, violence potential cases, the entire board will

review the recommendations.

offense, for example, 90 days is the minimum for crimes whose maximum sentence is
less than 5 years, whereas a life termer may not have a hearing for 7 years.
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prison behavior. Generally, parole decisions are influenced by negative

factors such as numberof prison terms, prior failure on parole, the public

concern about certain types of offenses (for instance, narcotics sales, sex

offenses, and homicide), by failure to participate in prison programs,

and by the numberof disciplinary reports received in prison.°

It is questionable how much participation in various treatment pro-

grams, such as vocational training, education, and group counseling, helps

one to gain parole, but the absence of participation (an absence of visible

criteria by which to measure changes in the “attitude” and behavior of

an inmate) in these programs often is given as a reason for parole denial.

A second- or third-term check writer, for example, is more likely to

receive an earlier parole date relative to his minimum-maximumterms than

a first-term offender who has been convicted of homicide, even though

the check writer is a poor parole risk. A reputation as a prison trouble-

maker may be an obstacle to obtaining parole, but a record of no disci-

plinary difficulty does not necessarily mean preferential consideration.”

8 Whatevercriteria that the Adult Authority use have been found unsatisfactory by

the Select Committee on the Administration of Justice of the California legislature.

The median time served by male prisoners in California was 24 months in 1960, in

1967 it increased to 30 months, and in 1968 to 36 months. According to the Select

Committee investigation, the contentions of the Adult Authority that inmates were

«more hostile, immature, prone to act out, and less motivated .. .”” than those sent

earlier or that there was an “. . . increasing number of felons in need of psychiatric

care .. . (or) that a longer exposure to the prison treatment program would improve

the response of paroled inmates,” could not be supported. Parole Board Reform in

California, Report of the Select Committee on the Administration of Justice, Assembly

of the State of California, 1970, p. 13.

In 1968, the Assembly Committee concluded:

The timing of parole release for lesser offenders is determined by arbitrary and unscien-

tific criteria that do not further the ends of justice, economy, or public safety.

Deterrent Effects of Criminal Sanctions, May 1968, p. 25. In 1970, the Select Com-

mittee on Administration of Justice recommended changes in the parole board structure

which included the suggestion that the board “Developclearly defined policy and opera-

tional procedures (including a Parole Readiness Index) for the parole of felon prisoners.”

Parole Board Reform in California, Op. cit., p. 15.

9 Prisoners find parole board decisions inconsistent as evidenced by responses to our

question: What is the most important thing to do to help you get parole as soon as

possible?

—“Go along with the program. Might do one in one-hundred some good. I can’t find

a way out. Some go in 8 months, others not. I’m afraid to say anything.”

—‘Taking enough time. Someactivities, but the board will ask if you have enough time.

They think of some excuse other than time, but that’s what they mean.”

—‘“Keep your nose clean, and no beefs, at least, no serious ones. Just do your time,

that’s all.”
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An additional responsibility of the Adult Authority is to review Parole
Division recommendations pertaining to parolee requests and actions.
These matters may be as routine as the right to marry, or to sign a con-
tract; or they may be as serious as the continuation, reinstatement, or
termination of parole. In order to have the right to vote restored and the
subsequent right to hold public office, it is necessary to receive a pardon,
and the Adult Authority advises the governor in this matter of clemency.

When parole is granted, the Adult Authority usually specifies a
release date. However, in some cases a man is released as soon as his
parole program is approved.!° If other special parole conditions are re-
quired, they are set at the time of the inmate’s hearing in prison.

Once the inmate has received a definite date of release, he begins the
transition from inmate to parolee status. Formally, he is given instruction
about parole in pre-parole classes and by a parole agent. Attendance of at
least one pre-parole class is officially required, but one third of the men
in our sample never attended and one half attended only once. Almost
every inmate met with a parole agent, although notusually his own agent,
to discuss his release program (job, residence, child support, anticipated
problems, and the like). Our interview material indicated that parole was
not a frequent topic at group counseling sessions in prison.

Informally there are discussions with staff, and more significantly,
“yard talk” with other inmates, many of whom are parole violators. It
also should be borne in mind that many of the men in our sample were
themselves recidivists whose correctional experiences included prior parole
and probation experience (51 percent were serving, at least, their second
term). Thus, the parolee’s perception of parole reflects in the main his
Own experience and the experiences of his fellow inmates, experience
which is negative by virtue of being once again in prison.1!

—“T’ve got to show them I’m sincere in my actions as far as rehabilitation goes.”
—"They don’t give you any indication of what they want. You should bring them some

church, I guess, cause they asked me if I went to church.”
—"It depends—Quite a lot of counseling. Theytell you to bring it to them. It doesn’t

seem right. It’s supposed to be voluntary and theygive you the juice.”
—"It’s really not known.”
—"I don’t know. Some guys do well and get nothing. I think the most important thing

is what you did before you gotin.”
—“Nothing. I honestly feel that none of these programs have anything to do with

getting out.”
70 In our parole sub-file sample of 650, 24 percent were released on approved parole

plan (RUAPP). More than two thirds either received early release or were released on
time. Only 3 percent were held more than 30 days over their parole date, and none were
held over for more than 3 months.

11 Skolnick has emphasized the importance of ascertaining the level of parole expecta-
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THE PAROLE CONTRACT

Following release, the initial interview with the parole agent is designed

to acquaint the parolee with his supervisor, to answer any questions he

may have about parole, to provide him with any funds owed him by the

state,!2 and to review the conditions of parole. In this section we review

those conditions in terms of their practical implications for the parolee.

In brief, parole in California includes the following conditions: the parolee

must report to an approved program; must obtain approval before leaving

the county or changing residence; must maintain steady employment; must

submit monthly reports; must not consume alcohol in excess nor use

narcotics nor carry, own, or sell any firearms nor associate with “disrepu-

table” persons; must obtain approval to drive; must cooperate with the

agent; must not commit unlawful acts; must obtain approval to marry

and to conduct financial affairs; and must repay any Parole Division loans.

Most aspects of daily living, including all the important ones, are

covered in the parole conditions.'* Most free citizens would find it difficult

to avoid violations of parole regulations if all were rigorously enforced.

Nevertheless, the legality of conditions of the parole contract has been

upheld in the courts:

With parole defined as a conditional release, it follows that a parole

authority may attach conditions to its grant of release. The only restric-

tion placed upon it by the courts is that the condition must not be illegal,

immoral, or impossible of performance. This restriction is based on the

premise that a parole release creates a quasi-contract between the parolee

and the state via its authorized agents. Therefore it has been held that

because of this contractual quality of parole, a prisoner must accept the

parole before it becomes operative. Once having accepted it, he is bound

by all its terms, subject to the aforementioned restriction or limitation.

tion as a major factor in understanding parole outcome. Jerome Skolnick, “A ‘Theory

of Parole,” American Sociological Review, 25, August 1960,p. 542-550.

12In the Release Program Study, a budget is decided on. The maximum ($60) is

usually recommended.If the inmate has a trust fund, $60 is deducted from it. It is

estimated that only about 1 in 7 have any additional money, and it is held in trust by

the Department of Corrections. On appropriate petition specified amounts can be ob-

tained. The inmateis given a portion of the release budget when heleaves the institu-

tion; the remainder is to be picked up at the initial interview with his agent. “This way

it insures at least one visit to the parole office. It also insures that there will be enough

money for room and board for a few days.” If a man requires tools for his job, the agent

can loan him the purchase price, if there are loan funds available.

13 The conditions of parole which California uses are to be found in nearly every

state’s parole contract. Somestates have additional requirements, such as child support,

while others omit some California conditions. For a comparison of parole conditions

state by state, see Nat R. Arluke, “Summary of Parole Rules,” National Probation and
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. . . It is upon this theory that courts have consistently upheld parole
revocations for breach of conditions attached to the parole.!4

Theoretically, a man may be returned to prison for failure to abide
by any one of the obligations of the parole contract; in fact, this is not
done. The conditions are regarded as a means to an end—supervision and
control—enforcement is not an end in and of itself. Parole rules are
enforced and violations are actionable depending on the features of in-
dividual cases and the degree of significance which seems to be attached
to the various conditions by the California Parole Division.1®
OT

condition 1 Uponrelease from theinstitution you are to go directly to the
program approved by the Division of Adult Paroles and shall
report to the parole agent.
eee

This condition attempts to structure the parolee’s activities beginning
with the first day of his release from the prison by requiring that he
proceed directly to a specified parole office and by giving him only a por-
tion of the fundsallotted in his release budget. Inmates, generally, are not
released on weekends in order to prevent problems that could arise from
immediate contact with “undesirable persons” or from making mistakes
connected with immediate financial problems, with the finding of work
or housing without prior counseling by the parole agent who does not work
on weekends. Finally, an immediate contact with the agent is designed
to help establish “the influence” of the Parole Division in the mind of
the parolee.

A designation of “Parolee at Large” is assigned to those who do not
teport in accordance with this condition. Although there are instances in
which parolees abscond at the first moment of freedom, less than one
percent of our sample failed to make this initial contact. In one such
case, the bus on which the man was riding (from the prison) required
repairs midway between the institution and the point of destination. Our
parolee took this opportunity to go to a tavern where he proceeded to
get drunk and was subsequently arrested.
eee

condition 2 Only with approval of your parole agent may you change your
residence or leave the county of your residence.
eee

Parole Association Journal, 2, January 1956, pp. 6-13. See also in the same issue Edward
J. Hendrick, “Basic Concepts of Conditions and Violations.”

14 George Edwards, “Parole” in Sol Rubin (ed.), The Law of Criminal Correction,
St. Paul: West Publishing Co., 1963, p. 556.

* Data for this analysis derive partly from interviews with parole agents but, mainly,
from the review of several hundred parole files.
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Failing to abide by this condition is cited in many violation reports

submitted to the Adult Authority. It is one of those infractions that serves

to buttress other violations rather than stand as a cause for revocation

itself. According to the Parole Agent’s Manual, “Failure to conscientiously

adhere to this condition would probably not justify asking the Adult

Authority to return the parolee to prison.”?® As a surveillance measure,

it is, however, quite important.

 

condition 3 It is necessary for you to maintain gainful employment. Any

change of employment must be reported to, and approved by,

your parole agent.

 

The values underlying the philosophy of the Department of Correc-

tions are especially evidentin this condition. The Parole Division Manual

notes that “Steady employmentis a prerequisite for any satisfactory adjust-

mentin’ life.”!7 The importance placed on job stability (synonymous here

with self-reliance) is revealed in this initial interview prognosis by the

parole agent: “He seemssincere, but due to the fact that he has no mean-

ingful ties with anyone in the area, prognosis for success on parole will

depend onhis ability to obtain and hold a job paying a reasonable wage.-

The fact that a man is not supposed to be released on parole unless

he has a job often results in job offers that fail to materialize or a job

that takes advantage of the difficulty experienced by ex-inmates in finding

employment.!® The jobs that are available often offer the parolee sub-

standard wages, poor working conditions, night and weekend work shifts,

and the like. Consequently, many parolees are encouraged by the parole

agent to get better jobs on their own. Only 20 percent of our sample were

released to a job that lasted for longer than two months. Policy requires

that the parolee inform his employer that he is on parole, but there are

some differences among agents when it comes to how long a man 1S

permitted to withhold this information. In such cases, it is felt that a

16 California Department of Corrections, Parole Agent’s Manual, Section 10-03.

17 Ibid., Section 10-04.

18 With respect to private employment, there are no antidiscriminatory measures

that apply to persons with a criminal history. Public employment is usually denied a

person with a criminal conviction, more often than not based on administrative discre-

tion instead of statutory provision. In California, a man is eligible to apply for a civil

service position after discharge from parole. Under the Landrum-Grifith Act, trade

unions deny office to persons with a felony conviction. For further discussion of thelegal

foundations of job discrimination for the exconvict, see Sol Rubin (ed.), op. cit., Chapter

17, Sections 7-12, 21-23. For one discussion of the relationship between parole failure

and unemployment, see Daniel Glaser, The Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole System,

Indianapolis, Indiana: Bobbs-Merrill, 1964, pp. 311-361.
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delay may help the parolee hold the job if he has becomeestablished init.
The parole division places some restrictions on the type of employ-

ment a parolee may take. Tending bar and driving a taxi were two types
of work most often rejected. There are, however, some exceptions. Em-
ployment in a “disreputable bar” was unsuitable for one man; instead
the district supervisor suggested employmentas a bartender in a “Ist class
bar.” Another parole agent denied permission to a parolee who would
have worked as a special deputy for a sheriff’s office assisting in the trans-
fer of prisoners; andstill another agent felt that a particular homosexual
parolee “should not be placed in a physical therapy position.”

In addition to the implications of social stigma and the restrictions
on type of work, there is for most parolees the fundamental question of
job qualifications. A California Department of Corrections pamphlet
describes the typical state prisoner as having “no trade skills.”1® Two-
thirds of our sample wereclassified as being unskilled or having only semi-
skilled employment before their prison sentence. Consequently, their
employment tended to be sporadic, low paying, and uninteresting. (In
addition, parolees include a disproportionately large number of Negroes
and Mexican-Americans whoare among the last to be hired and the first
to be laid off.) A man’s job history is an important factor in considering
revocation or continuance on parole, and if technical revocation is at
stake, job stability may be the strongest factor working in his favor. Steady
employment, whatever the job, seems to be an advantage in contrast to
those cases where vigorous but unsuccessful job-seeking efforts have been
made or where the parolee has had more than one job with periods of
unemployment.
eee

condition 4 You must submit a written monthly report of your activities on
forms supplied by the Division. .

.

. (It) shall be true, correct
and complete in all respects.
eee

A one-page monthly report of present residence and employment is
required from all parolees. The manifest purpose of the monthly report is
that it enables the parole division to know where to contact a parolee;
that is, if a report does not come in or the parolee cannot be contacted
at his reported residence orplace of employment, it is necessary to deter-
mine whether he has left the area. In addition, failure to file a monthly
report can be used as a second violation in cases where a man is returned
to prison for committing a new crime. Failure to abide by this condition,

19 A California Department of Corrections brochure, “Public Protection,” 1963,
cites employment problems for parolees.
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as with others we have discussed, is used more often as a substantiating

rather than a primary charge to revoke parole.

i

_SCI

condition 5 The unwise use of alcoholic beverages and liquors causes more

failures on parole thanall other reasons combined. You shall not

use alcoholic beverages or liquors to excess.

a

After stating that parolees are not a representative sample of citizens,

the parole manual points out with regard to alcohol, that “these emo-

tionally disturbed personalities (parolees) will probably not respond (to

alcohol) in the same manneras the average citizenry.””° Since it is recog-

nized that alcohol will be consumed,it is excessive use that is prohibited

for all parolees except those whose parole contract includes the special

condition of total abstinence, in which case, no alcoholic beverage 1s to

be consumed.2! One type of offender for whom total abstinence was

required was the sex offender (lewd andlascivious behavior, child moles-

tation, rape). The presumption in these cases is that these crimes are

more likely to occur under the influence of liquor. In other words, the

question is the relative importance of the potential social consequences

that may be associated with drinking. One parole official put it this way:

“When a check writer gets drunk, he writes checks (a minor threat to

society), but when a sex offender drinks, a child’s safety is endangered.”

The following case is a specific example of this point. The subject was

arrested for being drunk in a parked vehicle. He was detained in custody

by the parole division because 17 years earlier he had been convicted of

assault with intent to commit rape. (“S’s drinking to excess indicates a

potential hazard to society.”) When he was arrested for drunkenness a

second time, the Parole Agent recommended revocation of parole. The

Regional Administrator disagreed that the parolee in question was a

“oreat potential threat” because the intent to commit rape had been the

only entry of aggressive behavior on his record. According to thesuper-

visor: “The resulting sentence (probation and some jail time) casts some

doubt as to the viciousness of the assault.” The Adult Authority in this

case upheld the Regional Administrator.

Excessive drinking and/or frequent drunk arrests were the cause for

technical violations for some men in our sample. One such revocation was

explained by a district supervisor: “Although the subject has not been in-

20 California Department of Corrections, Parole Agent’s Manual, Section 10-06.

21 It should be noted that a history of excessive drinking is not a justification per se

for an absoluterestriction because “many alcoholics are primarily a menace to themselves

and do notrepresent a grave problem to the public.” Ibid., Section 7-11.
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volved in criminal activity while on parole, his completely uncontrolled
drinking, and its suicidal overtones, constitutes a serious threat to him-
self, and it is felt that he is in need of a type of supervision andtreat-
ment [prison] that cannot be afforded on parole.” In another case, the
agent defined drinking as a negative but preferred behavior. “Relapse to
alcohol is indicative of his weak nature, but it is an improvement over the
past predilection for narcotics.”
eee

condition 6 You may not possess, use or traffic in, any narcotic drug in
violation of the law. If you have ever been convicted of posses-
sion or use of narcotic drugs or become suspect of being a user
of narcotic drugs and are paroled to a section of California
where an Anti-Narcotic Program is, or becomes available, you
hereby agree to participate in such programs, ...
eee

Francisco. The condition was waived for narcotic offenders paroled to areas
without nalline offices. - | .

An unexcused absence from a nalline test was interpreted as a resump-
tion of narcotics use, and parolee status could be suspended. Evidence of
narcotics use (positive nalline test and/or needle marks) called for imme-
diate incarceration. The type and duration of confinement that followed
a violation report (required in all cases involving resumption of narcotics
use) depended on the type of parole supervision to which the prisoner
was released. Narcotic Treatment Control Program parolees were assigned
to special “treatment” units for 90 days. Parole could be reinstated on
release without a loss in parole time. Men on regular parole generally were
returned to prison for another year or more before becomingeligible again
for parole. At the time of our study, parolees were not eligible for com-
mitment to the civil commitment drug treatment center (California Re-
habilitation Center), and they were not permitted to live at Synanon.
eee

condition 7 Youshall not own, possess, use, sell, nor have under your con-
trol any deadly weaponsor firearms.
re

State law prohibits possession of weapons that can be concealed on
the person by anycitizen, but the parole condition extends to any fire-
arm, including deactivated souvenirs. Hunting privileges can be granted.
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Violation of this condition is quite serious in the light of the state's

concern with the violence potential of any parolee. One parolee, for

example, arrested on charges of robbery that were later dismissed, was

held on a parole detainer while an investigation was made of the “gun”

used in that offense—a “wooden toy rifle with no trigger arrangement,

no chamberand nobarrel.”

 

condition 8 You must avoid association with former inmates of penal insti-

tutions unless specifically approved by your Parole Agent; and

you must avoid association with individuals of bad reputation.

 

The parole division recognizes that contact does occur between pa-

rolees, but this condition is designed to prohibit establishing a relation-

ship “which would cause the average individual to have just cause to

suspect the motivating reasons.”?? The question naturally arises as to what

the average man would consider suspect. The provision is manifestly

aimed at persons with prison records, criminal backgrounds, or who are

themselves the object of police attention. Sometimes, however, the inter-

pretation can be broadened to include social distinctions of a noncriminal

nature. The following examples indicate the problems which arise in

the implementation of this ambiguouscriterion.

Due to a distance of travel from former residence to place of employment

and being without transportation, subject moved to ... This

residence was with a Negro family where subject had a room. He was

questioned regarding this type of residence which seemed to be satisfac-

tory. It was clean. Subject had a room to himself. But a question of doubt

still lingered in the agent’s mind respective to this living with a family

of Negroes. They seemed to be congenial and interested in him so no

further action was taken regarding a request for subject to move.

 

There were no indications that the Negro family was involved in, or had

a past record of illegal activities. The subject left this residence and

shortly thereafter was charged with burglary in association with three

Negroes (none were members of the family with whom he had lived).

In the Adult Authority report that recommended the suspension of

subject’s parole, the parole agent reiterated his doubts: “The agent ques-

tioned the reason that subject, a Caucasian, would be residing with a

Negro family.”
Another instance where ethnicity seemed to enter into the evalua-

22 Ibid., Section 10-09.
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tion of the “association” clause involved a parolee who had American
Indian friends.

Subject is running around with Indian girls again and is getting himself
very dirty. He has a very low regard for himself and cannot feel com-
fortable in the company with anyone but Indians. . . . His dissolute
action continued unabated with the keeping of late and unusual hours,
association with drunk Indians, promiscuoussex activities with Indian
girls. . . . He does not take advantage of or avail himself of the many
fine opportunities for wholesome recreation in this area, nor of the
religious or socially uplifting events. . . . His habits have become less
acceptable socially. . . . He seldom bathes and has sex relations with
girls of low status.

The significant element in the enforcement of this condition was the
parole agent’s judgment of the intent of the relationship. If an association
was deemed a “healthy and helpful” one, it was approved. The kinds of
relationships cited in violation reports included ex-crime partners, pros-
titutes, men currently in trouble with the police, and homosexuals.

During the course of the parole follow-up phase of this study, no
parolees lived at Synanon, the private antidrug addiction organization
which had received widespread acclaim from university criminologists and
a number of correctional departments outside of California. Synanon
units, for example, were introduced into the Nevada State Prison and the
Federal Correctional Institution at Terminal Island, California during
the course of our study. The California Department of Corrections, how-
ever, continued to maintain its opposition to Synanon, despite the dis-
appointing results of its own drug treatment programs as well as thecivil
commitment program (to be discussed in greater detail in Chapter X).
Men in our study sample were told that residence at Synanon would
result in revocation based on the “association” clause of the parole con-
tract. (Apparently, association with other parolees with drug use histories
was not regarded as a problem for parolees attending group counseling
sessions.) Shortly after our parole follow-up was completed, Synanon
found a parolee who was willing to undergo revocation in order to get a
court test of the Department of Correction ruling. In his book, Synanon,
Guy Endore describes this case:

In accordance with the rules of the parole system, Gil Faucette sent
his parole officer a letter informing him that he had moved to new quar-
ters. And that his address from now on would be the Synanon Housein
Santa Monica.

In return he received a letter from his parole officer. The letter said:
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“Pack your things. Bring all your personal belongings and report to your

parole officer.”

This was the turning point. Synanon’s lawyer advised Gil not to reply.

Instead Synanonfiled a restraining order to prevent the department from

forcibly removing Gil Faucette. .. .

. . . The basic argumentoffered by the parole officer against Faucette

staying in Synanon was that it was four miles outside of this officer’s

officially assigned territory... . Two weeks after the hearing Judge

Landis ruled in favor of Synanon. With the following comment charged

with irony: “The suggested reason for requiring the petitioner to remove

himself from Synanon House in favor of a hotel because it is closer to the

office of his parole officer, does not appear of equal importance so far as

the future welfare of the petitioner is concerned. . . .”*

The association clause also applied to illegal cohabitation. Common-

law marriage is not legally recognized in California, therefore, the parole

division could not condone the living together of unmarried persons.

Homosexual relationships were similarly prohibited under this condition.

However, there was considerable variation in the enforcement of these

two kinds of association. One supervisor pointed out that, although these

relationships may often be “constructive,” casework services must “give

way to departmental policy.” The casework theory might give tacit ap-

proval by ignoring the situation, whereas the departmental policy, strictly

interpreted, must move in the direction of either legalizing a union or of

terminating it.
It is very difficult for men who have served a considerable portion

of their lives in penal institutions to strictly abide by the prohibitions

against association. Nearly one half of our sample came fromfamilies

whose members had either committed a misdemeanor (16 percent) or a

felony (25 percent). Approximately one half of the men were released to

living situations with parents or siblings. In addition, a paradox exists

between the general prohibition against “association” and the required

interaction with former inmates at nalline centers, halfway houses, out-

patient clinics, or group counseling sessions, which were approved and

supervised by the Parole Division. In short, association is an ambiguous

condition, useful in justifying a technical violation or in supporting a new

felony conviction, but one that 1s frequently overlooked if parole adjust-

mentis relatively trouble-free.°*

23 Guy Endore, Synanon, Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc.,

1967, pp. 303-304. Other books about Synanon are Synanon: The Tunnel Back by

Lewis Yablonsky, Penguin Books, 1967, and So Fair a House by Daniel Casriel, Engle-

wood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963.

24 For further discussion of the problems encountered by probationers (parolees)
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eee

condition 9 Before operating any motor vehicle you must have permission
from your Parole Agent and you must possess a valid operator’s
license.

eee
If a parolee operates a car in violation of this condition, it generally

becomes known to the agent only after the parolee has gotten into some
difficulty associated with the vehicle such as a traffic violation or a drunk
driving arrest. In most of California, and particularly in the Los Angeles
area where public transportation is inadequate and great distances are
covered in the course of normal activities, parolees have difhculty in coping
with the restrictions imposed by this condition. Specifically, problems
arose because parolees could not afford the mandatory liability insurance
(required by California law), since often a history of alcohol, drugs, or
motorvehicle violations placed them in a high premium category. Second,
many parolees had great difficulty in obtaining a driver’s license. For ex-
ample, persons with a history of narcotics use who were assigned to regular
parole could not get a driver’s license until they had successfully com-
pleted six months of parole. (Parolees in the Narcotic Treatment Control
Program,to be discussed, could get a license as soon as they werereleased.)
Finally, the parolee had to have his parole agent’s approval when purchas-
ing a car if it required credit obligations.

The Parole Agent’s Manual suggested that a “liberal interpretation”’
be made in connection with the failure to abide by this condition and,
as 1s the case with some other charges, the absence of a driver’s license
occasionally was used as a supporting charge, but it was insufficient justi-
fication in itself to warrant revocation.
ieee

condition 10 At all times your cooperation with your agent, and your good
behavior and attitude mustjustify the opportunity granted you
by this parole.
eee

In essence, any instruction with which the parolee does not comply
could be regarded as a lack of cooperation. According to the manual:

On rare occasions, it may be necessary to resort to an authoritarian ap-
proach. . . . When such devices are resorted to the parolee has the

while living under the conditions imposed by probation (parole) departments, see Joel
Bassett, “Discretionary Power and Procedural Rights in the Granting and Revoking of
Probation,” Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science, 60, December
1969, pp. 479-493.
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responsibility of adhering to such conditions, and for failure to doso,

the individual may be considered for return as a violator.*°

The important phrase here is “may be considered for return.” ‘This 1s

the blanket condition that can cover any behavior not specified in other

conditions. Obviously, it could be used by agents desiring to remove

obstreperous or nuisance cases from the community. Thus these recom-

mendations were carefully reviewed by parole division supervisors and

Adult Authority members and, in most cases, agents cited other technical

violations in addition to a refusal to cooperate.

 

condition 11 You are to obey all municipal, county, state, and federal laws,

ordinances, and orders, and you are to conduct yourself as a

good citizen.

 

Violation of Condition 11 can be a sufficient reason for a return to

prison, but the seriousness of any offense, the disposition of the case, and

the circumstances surrounding the violation are all relevant. In the

case of a felony conviction, the parolee is returned to prison. (However, he

may not be returned to the prison from which he was paroled; his status

would have changedto at least a second termer, and California prisonsare

graded according to the criminal history of the offender.) ‘The new term

may run concurrently with the term for which he was originally sentenced,

or the court may specify a consecutive term, that is, one that can only be

served after the completion of the former term. Revocation of parole on

the basis of a new conviction is known as “return to prison with new

term” (WNT).
Although parolees may bearrested for a felony, charges sometimesare

dismissed, or if the case is tried, the parolee may be found not guilty.

The Adult Authority, however, may return a man to prison as a technical

violator despite these dispositions and precisely because of alleged involve-

ment in the crime. Insufficient evidence for a court of law does not mean

that the parole division necessarily accepts the man’s claim of inno-

cence. One parolee, a suspect in a burglary case, could not be located

and his status became Parole Violator At Large. He turned himself in to

the police, and the case was dismissed for lack of sufficient evidence. The

parole agent, however, recommended that his parole be revoked because:

“Tt is felt that sufficient information exists to establish that subject com-

mitted this offense beyond a reasonable doubt.” The Adult Authority

concurred and parole was revoked.

25 California Department of Corrections, Parole Agent’s Manual, Section 10-11.
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A parolee also can be returned to finish term (TFT) for a number of
other reasons. One of these is “returned to prison in lieu of prosecution.”
The manual requires that in order to justify revocation without a trial,
the evidence must be “overwhelming” or an admission of guilt must
have been obtained.Initiative for these dispositions must be taken by the
district attorney. The manual cautions against this type of revocation in
cases where the only evidence of involvementis the arrest and the charge.
“The Parole Agent will explain to the local authorities the untenable
position in which the Adult Authority is placed and encourage local
prosecution.’’*6 [t is always questionable outside of a court of law whether
“overwhelming evidence”exists, but the revocation of parole for some men
in our sample was accomplished in this manner.

Parolees also may be returned to prison (TFT) in lieu of serving
a county jail term but only on request of the county officials. Our review
of approximately 600 parolee files suggests that a felonyarrest that is not
followed by conviction seldom results in revocation. In one case, for
example, no violation report was submitted on a man arrested on sus-
picion of robbery, forgery, and “possession of a gun by an ex-convict.”
He was found not guilty of the latter charge; the first two charges
were dismissed. It does appear that, in most cases, after the second or
third felony arrest, regardless of disposition, action is taken to revoke
parole.

With respect to misdemeanorarrests or felony arrests reduced to mis-
demeanor charges (often if the defendant agrees to plead guilty), the
response of the Parole Division seemed to depend primarily on the kind
of adjustment that the parolee had made up to that point. Drunk arrests
or trafhe violations had little significance unless they occurred frequently.
Confinement for petty theft and other short jail terms was usually fol-
lowed by a continuation of parole. This is not to suggest that any law
violations were regarded lightly by the Parole Division. All parolee be-
havior, including misdemeanorarrests, made up “parole adjustment” and
could be cited at any timeas justification for a return to prison for tech-
nical violation (see Figure 7.1).

Even when the parolee has been convicted of a new felony, that is,
violation of Condition IJ, parole revocation recommendations specify
additional violations of the parole contract. One reason for this is that if
the conviction is successfully appealed (court’s decision is overturned ),
the Adult Authority wants to be protected from the charge of returning
the parolee to confinement without cause.

26 Ibid., Section 8-02.
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figure 7.1 Parole behavior and the probability of return to prison

   

Parole Behavior Retain on Parole Return to Prison

Violations of Conditions | Usually Rarely

to 5, 7 to 10, 12 to 14 Parolee at large, once lo-

cated often returned
TFT

Violation of Condition 6 Rarely for NTCP parolees

First detection of nar- NTCP parolees placed in Often for regular parolees

cotics use special confinement cate-

gory

Second detection NTCP parolees seldom Usually for NTCP

reconfined at special Certainly for regulars

NTC Units
a
Miscellaneous misbehavior Usually, though may be Seldom

though no crime is detained in jail on parole Suspicion of violence poten-

charged arrest tial or “bizarre’’ actions
may result in return TFT

The need for medicalor

psychiatric treatment may

also result in technical

violation
a
Misdemeanorarrest or fel-

ony arrest reduced to mis-

demeanor charge:
No conviction Usually Seldom

Conviction Maybe Seldom on first conviction

but not infrequent after

second or third misde-

meanor arrest or convic-

tion

In lieu of county jail time
tS
Felony arrest:
No conviction Especially if other parole Sometimes, especially if sec-

behavior has been stable ond time, if division is

convinced of his guilt, or

deal with prosecution was

made, or if parolee had

been violator at large

(PVAL)

Conviction Never Automatic return with new

term (WNT)
ne
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eee
condition 12 Your Civil Rights have been suspended by law. You may not

marry, engage in business nor sign contracts unless the Parole
Agent recommends, and the Adult Authority approves, restor-
ing such Civil Rights to you. . . . The following Civil Rights
only are hereby restored to you at this time: You may make
such purchases of clothing, food, transportation, household
furnishings, tools, and rent such habitation as are necessary to
maintain yourself and keep your employment. You shall not
make any purchases relative to the above on credit except with
the written approval of your Parole Agent. You are hereby
restored all rights under any law, relating to employees such
as rights under workmen’s compensation, Unemployment In-
surance laws, Social Security laws, etc.
eee

In Condition 12 the Parole Division is primarily concerned with
placing limitations on certain property rights, namely the ability to buy
on credit.*7 The right to file a civil suit is not restored. This condition
is designed to control the parolee’s expenditures and indebtedness by plac-
ing an obstacle between him and credit buying. The parole agent must
authorize any credit purchase, and Adult Authority approval must be sought
for any purchase in excess of $1000. Some agents prohibited certain of-
fenders—forgers, not sufficient-funds check writers, and embezzlers—from
having a checking account. However, there is a question about whether
the agent actually had the legal authority to support this prohibition.

Parolees must request restoration of the civil right to marry before
the ceremony can take place. Permission, when granted, applies only to
the woman in question. (These requests were regarded by many women
as “engagementrings,” this is, symbolic of a commitment on the part of
the parolee; however, only the right to marry is involved, not necessarily
the intention.)
eee

condition 13 In time of actual need, as determined by your Parole Agent,
you may be loaned cash assistance in the form of meal and
hotel tickets. You hereby agree to repay this assistance. . . .
eee

The usual loan consisted of chits redeemable at a local hotel or res-
taurant, though small amounts of cash (three to five dollars) were also

of the Adult Authority or the parole agent, such as applications for patent or copyright,
insurance forms, United States. Defense Department papers, and the like, see ibid., Sec-
tion 10-13.
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given. Meal tickets were issued for each meal ($.78); hotel rooms were

valued at approximately $10 a week. One agent informed us that “the

institutions tell the men there is a parole (loan) fund. But frankly, it

isn’t so. The fund is whatever the agent has on him. The division allots

each district office so much and our share is gone in no time.” Refusal

to repay these small loans could be considered an indication of “unsatis-

factory adjustment.”?8

 

condition 14 Special Conditions. Registration with local police and _par-

ticipation in the Parole Outpatient Clinic (POC) represented

the most frequently imposed special condition. Registration

pertained to certain sex offenders, arsonists, and narcotic of-

fenders. The parolee was required to report his registration

number to his agent; departmental headquarters notified the

agent if they did not receive notification of the parolee’s

registration. Failure to attend the Parole Outpatient Clinic

could result in confinement in the county jail as a warning.

Special conditions could be imposed by the Adult Authority

during the parole period as well as prior to it.

 

Parole survival without due process rights

Parole is designed as a continuation of the overall custodial and correc-

tional process. Actually, it is a special type of minimum custody. ‘The

parolee continues to serve the sentence imposed on him by the Adult

Authority; even though he may reside outside of the prison setting, he 1s

still subject to their surveillance and control. It should be emphasized

that parole is legally regarded as an act of grace that can be withdrawn at

any time the parole board believes that this action will serve the interests

of the public or of the parolee.*® The decision to revoke parole is adminis-

trative, not judicial. The legality of this principle has been upheld on two

grounds: (1) the failure to comply with parole conditions is a violation

of a legally binding contract, and (2) the granting of parole does not

change the legal status of the prisoner who is subject to the supervision

28 Ibid., Section 10-14.
29 The parole agent is required to submit a violation report to the Adult Authority

in the event of any arrest that involves criminal prosecution, parolee at large, serious

parole violations, aggressive behavior, narcotics involvement, commercial or fraudulent

schemes, and the like, ibid., Section 8-03. The agent recommends a course of action;

his superiors concur or disagree; but the final decision is in the hands of the Adult

Authority.
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of the state. The legality of the parole contract combines with the of.
fender’s lack of civil rights to produce a status in which the question
for the parolee is survival under conditions that are more severe than those
of any civilian.

REMOVAL OF CIVIL RIGHTS

When a manis convicted of a crime he can be deprived of his life; more
often heis deprived of his liberty. These deprivations are legally imposed
according to due process of law. However, there are other rights of the
offender, which are rarely specified in the sentence and often unspecified
in the statute, that are automatically suspended.

Rubin notes that

. . . despite considerable case law on the subject, the particular rights
lost, the point at which they are lost, and the problems of restoring them
are obscure both to convicted persons and to officials. Frequently the
statutes refer generally to suspension of “civil rights” without specifying
whichrights are involved. As a result, “‘it is impossible,” says one author-
ity, “to state with certainty just what civil rights are lost by convicts
generally. ‘The statutes in the various states do not undertake to define
in any inclusive manner the effect of criminal conviction upon civil and
political status. . . .’’30

There are three stages in the removal and restoration of rights for
the California prisoner. First, on conviction he automatically loses certain
property rights, and political and civil rights. Additional rights—mainly
aspects of due process—are suspended when the manis paroled. Finally,
at discharge from parole, there is a partial restoration of these rights.

On criminal conviction*! an inmate’s property rights are redefined,
grounds for divorce are established, and his children may become adopt-
able. In cases where the penalty is death orlife imprisonment, the prisoner
can be deemedcivilly dead.*? His right to sue in court is suspended; busi-

30 Rubin, op. cit., p. 623.
31 A distinction should be made between conviction and execution of a sentence.

In somestates if the sentence is suspended, the man’s rights are retained. Also, it is well
to recall that what is not specifically removed by virtue of statute provision is retained.

32 Civil death implies measures accorded in the case of natural death—nullification
of the marriage, distribution of property, and the like—without the severing of duties,
obligations, and liabilities (for example, responsibility for child support remains).
Tappan describes civil death as consistent with the period of justice that included
branding, mutilation, and the stocks and pillory, but as out of step with modern concepts
of rehabilitation. Paul Tappan, “Loss and Restoration of Civil Rights of Offenders,”
National Probation and Parole Assn. Journal, 2, January 1956, pp. 86-104. In addition
to the death penalty andlife imprisonment, the California prisoner becomes civilly dead
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ness or professional licenses may be revoked;*° and his rights to vote,**

to hold public office and to act as trustee, are not merely suspended, but

permanently forfeited.*°

Men onparole in California are subject to search and seizure by parole

agents who do not need a warrant; they can be arrested and held without

a formal charge; they cannot be released on bail once a “hold” is placed

by the Parole Division; in the event of a hearing revocation, they typically

do not make a personal appearance and plea before the Adult Authority.*°

These measures have not been deemed a denial of due process but, in-

stead, reflect the special status of the parolee, which does not entitle him

to ordinary constitutional guarantees.*”

during the period in which the death penalty is pending. See James Bentson, “Civil

Death,” Southern California Law Review, 26, July 1953, pp. 425-434. See California

Penal Code 2600.2601.
33 California Penal Code 4853.

34 California Constitution Amendment No. 2. “. . . no persons convicted of an

infamous crime (a felony) may thereafter exercise the privilege of an elector.” It 1s

difficult to understand how such a prohibition protects society and rehabilitates the

prisoner. This is not to suggest indignation on the part of those disenfranchised. Parole

agents indicated that they rarely heard complaints about this issue. In 1960, the Califor-

nia electorate was given the opportunity to restore the franchise to ex-felons. The

proposition to amend the State Constitution (Amendment 5) read as follows:

Change the prohibition of eligibility to vote from those convicted of infamous crime

to those convicted of a felony during punishment and those convicted of treason or

misappropriation of public funds (emphasis ours).

In other words, at discharge from parole, all but the specified offenders would auto-

matically regain the franchise. The proposition was defeated: 2.3 million for, 2.9 million

against. California Secretary of State, Proposed Amendments to the Constitution and

Statement of the Vote, November 8, 1960.

35 In other states, the right to serve on a jury or to act as a witness is denied to a

parolee, but restored at discharge. Testimony generally is discredited on the basis of

felony conviction. In California, only a pardon precludes impeachment as a witness. It

should be noted that these forfeitures of civil rights do not derive from federal criminal

statutes but, instead, are based on state or jurisdictional decisions. The right to vote 1s

forfeited in three fourths of the states. For a general discussion, see Sol Rubin, op. cit.,

Chapter 17.
36 California Department of Corrections, Parole Agent’s Manual, Section 10-00.

37 Although it cannot be assessed here, the stigma associated with a definition of

exconvict must be acknowledged in terms of real and specific effects. It is a source of

genuine strain to subsequent adjustment. “When he has paid his debt to society he

neither receives a receipt noris he free of his account.” Tappan,op. cit., p. 86. Parolees

find work difficult to obtain (licenses may be denied, they cannot be bonded,etc.), a

parolee is regarded as an assigned risk for auto insurance purposes, and so forth. See

Joseph Goldstein, ““A Note on Stigma, Status Degradation and Status Elevation Cere-

monies in the Criminal Process,” The Yale Law Journal, 69, 1960, pp. 590-592. Also

see Harold Garfinkel, “(Conditions of Successful Degradation Ceremonies,” American

Journal of Sociology, 61, March 1956.
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THE PAROLE OFFICER AS A CONSTITUTIONAL PEACE OFFICER

In California, a parole agent’s police authority is limited in two major

police authority exceeds that of the usual police officer. (This power de-
rives from the status of parolee; it does not represent a condition of
parole.) For example, the agent is given blanket permission to search a
man’s premises without his consent and without probable cause.?8 An
additional aspect of this same topic involves the efforts of some police
officers to use the parole agent’s power to search a person or place when
they themselves are either unable or unwilling to get a warrant. The
Parole Agent’s Manual does caution against search “without real cause”
and suggests that if a search is necessary, it be done in the presence of
the parolee, accompanied by an explanation for the action.2® Agents whom
we interviewed indicated that this practice was rare, and they said that
the police seldom asked for such “cooperation.” When requests of this
kind were made, they were, generally, in regard to narcotics cases.

Notice, significantly, that the power to arrest and to detain a civilian
must involve, at least, a charge of probable cause that the civilian com-
mitted the violation of law. This is usually the case for a parolee, but
it need notbe. A parolee maybe kept in jail without either a formal charge
or the opportunity for bail. If the agent makes the arrest, a parole hold
is automatically placed on the parolee which prohibits release without
parole division approval. However, when the police make the arrest (pre-
sumably in connection with an alleged offense), the agent, generally, is
notified that his parolee is being held. Often the parolee admits to the
police that he is on parole, or he may already be known to the police.
In addition, a special parole agent acts as liaison between the division
and thelocal police. It is his job to place parole detainers on every parolee
arrested.

On occasion, a parolee was released on bail (agents, in discussion with
us, estimated “1 in 100”) but only because he was financially able to post

°8 In the following case, the parolee contested the search of his apartment by agentswho thought he was selling narcotics. The court denied the petitioner: “Granting ofparole does not change the legal status of a prisoner; in serving time outside of theprison he is constructively a prisoner of the state, in the legal custody and under thecontrol of the Adult Authority”(italics ours). People v. Danne, 141 Cal. App. 2d 499,297 P. 2d 451 (1956).
*9 California Department of Corrections, Parole Agents Manual, Section 7-02.
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bond immediately and because he knew or had an attorney who knew how

release could be secured before a parole hold was placed. (Poor coordina-

tion between police and the Parole Division makes the quick release pos-

sible. Once a paroleeis released on bail under these circumstances, he can-

not be rearrested unless additional evidence 1s submitted. However, if it

is felt that the parolee is either a “threat to society” or is likely to abscond,

rearrest is possible under the general “good behavior” conditions of the

parole contract.

The Parole Division seemed to be quite sensitive to prolonged deten-

tion, especially, when no prosecution was pending. Supervisors said that

they encouraged their agents not to allow a man to remain in jail unneces-

sarily simply because they might not have had the time to investigate the

case. However, large caseloads sometimes precluded immediate attention,

and ‘temporary restraint,” regarded as “a therapeutic device,” involved

confinementfor several days or several weeks in some cases.” Some men

also remained in jail for extended periods awaitingtrial (because of parole

detention and its implication for bail) even in instances where the maxi-

mum penalty for the crimeis less time than they had already served.™

Parole may be contrasted with probation in this regard. When pro-

bation is revoked the probationer is present at the hearing; the parolee

does not appear before the Adult Authority at the time that his viola-

tion report is being considered.*? ‘The question of whether the parolee

has a constitutional right to a hearing has been consistently denied on

40 One parolee’s residence for one week was unknown. Even though no criminal

activity was suspected, the agent arrested the man and by means of a parolee hold kept

him in jail for seven weeks—a combination of temporary restraint and inadvertent

detention.
41 Time served generally applies to the sentence handed down by the court. In many

cases the parolee is advised to enter a guilty plea to a lesser charge (or to plead guilty

to the original charge) in order to obtain an earlier release.

42 When asked whether this distinction between probation and parole was accurate,

one district supervisor demurred. The interviewer restated the question: Does the parolee

appear before the Adult Authority at a revocation hearing?

pA ur. Yes, the parolee is present but not in person. ‘The agent submits a violation report

with his recommendations and the regional director [PA IV] takes this report to the

board [Adult Authority]. The parolee has a chance to plead guilty or not guilty to the

evidence presented in the report at the institutional hearing.

INTERVIEWER. You mean that after parole has been revoked and the parolee is re-institu-

tionalized he appears before the Adult Authority to present his side of the case?

pa un. Yes, the Adult Authority may refix his term then [give him a new discharge date].

INTERVIEWER. Has there been an incident that you can recall where this hearing has

made any difference to the parolee in terms of the consequences of the hearing?

PA tu. Well, no, the board has already made up its mind.



in this section.

These features of parole should be kept in mind in trying to under-stand accurately the experiences of our study subjects after their releasefrom prison to the various programs of parole supervision.

Types of parole supervision

The variety of parole programs to which our study subjects were assignedwas designed to take into account the special supervision needs andproblems posed by a wide range of offender types. Frequency of contactwith parole agents ranged from daily (as in the case of Halfway House
residents) to a minimumof onevisit every three months. Since the fre-quency and intensity of parolee-parole agent contact is positively related
to the extent of misbehavior that can be detected, particularly technical
violations, the frequency of contact is an important distinguishing feature
of parole programs in California.44

REGULAR PAROLE

Most parolees were assigned to regular parole supervision. Regular case-
loads averaged 72 parolees. A monthly report was required, and the agent
was supposed to have, at least, one personal and one collateral contact

, process does not apply to the hearingitself.
Alexander Holtzoff, “Duties and Rights of Probationers,” Federal Probation, 21, July
1957; Helen MacGregor, “Adult Probation, Parole, and Pardon in California,’ Texas
Law Review, 38, 1960, pp. 887-915. For further discussions of the due process rightsof probationers and parolees, particularly in regard to revocation, see Basset, op. cit., and
Sanford H. Kadish, “The Advocate and the Expert-Counsel in the Peno-Correctional
Process,” 45, 1961, pp. 803-841.

44 In a comparison of the regular supervision of narcotic offenders with a special,more intensive type of supervision, drug use was detected more often amin the latter parole program. California Department of Corrections, Narcotics TreatmentControl Program, Report No. 19, 1963. See also Robert M. Martinson, Gene K. Kasse-baum, David A. Ward, “A Critique of Research in Parole,” Federal Probation, 28,September 1964, pp. 34-38, for an elaboration of this point. Ohlin also has stated,“Improved parole supervision will increase the number of parolees returned for minorviolations.” Lloyd Ohlin, “The Routinizations of Correctional Change,” Journal ofCriminal Law, Criminology, and Police Science, 45, November—December 1954, p. 403.

ong parolees
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(conversation with a relative or employer) with the parolee every three

months. Personal contact with the parolee, in most cases, Came with an

unscheduled visit to the parolee’s residence. These visits generally lasted

about 15 minutes. Although these short contacts may appcat “meaning-

less” to the parolee (in terms of treatment), they actually are significant

surveillance efforts.

A parolee serving a trouble-free parole may not see his agent more

often than the required four times a year unless he initiates the contact.

A man whohas been in trouble with the local police, is unemployed, or

is encountering somesort of personal problem will see more of his agent.

In other words, on a regular parole basis, contacts with the agent increase

with the amountof difficulty a parolee encounters.

INCREASED CORRECTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS (ICE)

During the 1960’s the major research effort in the Adult Parole Division

was the Special Intensive Parole Unit (SIPU) study which was designed to

ascertain the effect of reduced caseloads compared with the average case-

load.4 In an operational outgrowthof this program, known as Increased

Correctional Effectiveness (ICE), selected parole agents were assigned case-

loads that numbered 30 men. Minimum contact in ICE units was a

monthly, personal, unscheduled visit. Weekly group counseling sessions

were mandatory.

The criterion for eligibility for the ICE program relied on the prob-

ability of successful parole as measured by the Base Expectancy Score—

only the middle and upper one third were considered. The highly selec-

tive nature of this type of parole supervision 1s indicated by the exclusions.

No inmate with a history of opiate addiction, extreme violence or “bizarre

behavior,” psychosis, or major sex deviance, was eligible. Also excluded

were men whoreceived a parole of more than 20 months and men whose

vocational and academic deficiencies would make job placement difficult.

In keeping with the research design, no units that prepared men for

the ICE program were operated at CMCE. during the study. However,

subsequent to their release, three men in our sample were assigned to

small caseload ICE parole.

PAROLE SUPERVISION FOR NARCOTIC OFFENDERS

Regular. All offenders with a history of opiate use were given a five-

vear parole and, where location permitted, weekly nalline tests were also

45 The best review of the SIPU program, the research conducted on SIPU and the

consequences of the research findings (that reduced caseloads did not reduce recidivism )

is to be found in Takagi, op. cit., 1967.
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mandatory (see Condition 6). These men were assigned to agents with
regular caseloads.

Nalline (N-allylInormorphine) is a synthetic opiate antinarcotic drug
whose effects counteract the physiological responses to morphine deriva-
tions and thus permit the detection of drug use by a comparison of the
size of pupil before and after subcutaneous injection. A decrease in pupil
size indicates no use of an opiate drug in the last 48 hours. This is
referred to as a negative test. Dilation of the pupil, on the other hand,
is cause for immediate incarceration. There are situations less clearly de-
fined than the positive or negative test. An intermediate reading referred
to as “no change,” evidence of needle marks even with a negative test,
or an unexcused absence mayresult in a parolee being taken into custody
and a board report being submitted. The agent is notified when a
parolee is absent from testing. The parolee then has to be located and
tested within 72 hours (later changed to 15 days) or his parole could be
suspended and thestatus of Parolee at Large assigned to him. The con-
sequences of a Nalline arrest (or suspension of parole) depended on the
type of supervision involved. Return to prison was usually recommended
for a parolee on regular parole.

NARCOTIC TREATMENT CONTROL PROGRAM (NTCP)

Compared with regular narcotics parole, the NTCP program featured
“small caseload supervision, anti-narcotic testing (weekly) to detect re-
turn to drug use, and short-term confinement in treatment units for
parolees returning to drug use.”* Special agents were assigned 30 narcotics
cases (other caseloads were 15 with counseling, or 45 without counseling),
whereas regular agents, whose caseloads averaged 72, were given no more
than five parolees with a narcotics history. Personal contacts were to be
monthly instead of every three months. Parolees supervised by NTCP
agents thus were subject to much closer control, consequently it was more
likely that there would be more immediate investigation of an unexcused
absence from testing. (Drug use was greater, that is, detected more often,
among NTCP parolees.)

During the first year of NTCP operation, the agent was permitted
considerable latitude in deciding what to do with the parolees whose
resumption of narcotics was detected. After that year, however, discretion
came to be mainly restricted in favor of uniform treatment—immediate
arrest and short-term confinement. NTCP. violators usually were trans-
ferred from the county jail to either of two Narcotic Treatment Control
Units, located at the California Institution for Men at Chino or San

46 Narcotics Treatment Control Program, Report No. 19, op. cit.
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Quentin prison. This type of involuntary confinement for violating Con-

dition 6 of the parole contract (narcotics use) replaced the more tradt-

tional approaches that were applied to addicts on regular parole—short-

termjail, “dry out” or return to prison on technical grounds.*?

Regardedas in-patient clinics, these units were completely separate from

the main institutions and housed only parolees who had suffered a “re-

lapse” or appeared to be in “imminent danger” of such a relapse, and

who had not been involved in other criminal activities. Administrators

sought a therapeutic community atmosphere by employing daily group

counseling sessions. A first term at the “in-patient” clinic ranged from

70 to 90 days; a second admission required 180 days. Readmission was not

automatic and was restricted to only the more promising cases.

HALFWAY HOUSE

A very special type of narcotics parole was the East Los Angeles Halfway

House.48 (This area had the highest incidence of narcotics arrests in the

state and was the location of the only nalline testing center in Southern

California.) Men scheduled for release to this area were randomly assigned

to the project (2 percent of our parole sample were Halfway House pa-

rolees). They were expected to remain in residence for a minimum of 30

days, were encouraged to obtain employment, and were permitted to

spend weekends with their families. Nalline test requirements and short-

term confinement were the same as the ones described for other NTCP

parolees. Being absent without official leave from the Halfway House

resulted in a suspension of parole.

THE PAROLE OUTPATIENT CLINIC (POC)

There were three routes by which parolees could be involved in the Out-

patient Clinic: the Adult Authority could require it, the parole agent

could recommendit, or the parolee could volunteerforit. Attendanceat

the clinic was a special condition of parole for most sex offenders. Parole

agents could recommend attendanceat the POC because they were con-

cerned about a man’s behavior since his release from prison. If the recom-

mendation was approved by the Adult Authority, the parolee was required

47 Parole may be revoked andreturnto prison ordered for the resumption of narcotic

use, but these actions do not usually occur in NTCPcases until the second detection.

The prisoner in either case—a regular parolee returned for the first detection or an

NTCPparolee returned for a second detection—is eligible for parole again in approxt-

mately 18 months.

48 See Sethard Fisher, ““A Community Correctional Residence for Rehabilitating

Narcotics Offenders,” paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Socio-

logical Association, Los Angeles, California, August 1963, and Gilbert Geis, The East

Los Angeles Halfway House for Narcotic Addicts, op. cit.
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to attend. ‘Termination of treatment was decided by the clinic psychiatrist.Weekly attendance was recorded, and an unexcused absence generallywas interpreted as a lack of sincere cooperation and a forerunner to therenewal of criminal activities. Consequently, the parole agent was notifiedimmediately and was expected to take the appropriate action. Depart-mental regulations called for the clinic staff to inform the man’s paroleagent when information regarding the commission of a “serious” crimewas revealed during therapy sessions. In other words, the relationship be-tween the psychiatrist and his patient (the parolee) was not regarded as
privileged in the way that ordinary therapeutic communication is defined.
The power of the Department of Corrections to compel a therapist to
divulge incriminating information has not actually been tested in a court
of law, however. It seems a safe assumption that if therapeutic communi-
cation can be self-incriminating, then inmate confidence in treatment
programs and personnelcouldbe seriously inhibited (not to mention the
difficulty of securing clinicians to work under “nonprofessional” condi-
tions). Thus, apart from any rehabilitative function served, it would ap-
pear that the Parole Outpatient Clinic was intended to function as a
mechanism to increase the control of the parolee. In the case of our study
population, however, only 4 percent were involved in this program.

CONCLUSIONS

Despite the variety of parole programs, the great majority of Men’s
Colony—East inmates were released on regular parole. Those small groups
of men who did go to the Halfway House or were assigned to the Out-
patient Clinic, ICE, or the NTCP program were drawn from all treat-
ment and control varieties, and our follow-up analysis was not con-
founded by having any one of our study groups assigned to a special
parole program. Our purpose in providing these brief descriptions is
mainly to point out the implications for parole survival that go with the
assignment to some parole programs with special chemical testing for drug
use or intense contact (surveillance) by parole agents. ‘he incidence of
parole violating behavior is in large part a function of the frequency with
which the behavior is detected. Increase in grounds for parole violation
thus may reflect nothing more than the initiation (termination) of new
program, such as Increased Correctional Effectiveness and nalline testing.
In Chapter X, weshall devote considerable attention to the problemsthat
arise for correctional agencies when new treatment programs turn up
higher recidivism rates.

Webelieve that the business of living as a parolee in the community
should be viewed within the context of the legal bounds of the parole
contract and the administration and bureaucratic decisions of the Parole
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self? This was the major research question of our study. Issues about theimpact of imprisonment per se or about group counseling in a noninstitu-tional setting were not central to our purposes. Our data only incidentallyshow the extent to which being in prison changes the likelihood of com-mitting anothercrime. For this, we would have needed a control group of

the relative merits of a “soft line” (group counseling) versus a “hard line”(no group counseling). There were no indications whatever that the pro-gram in C quad wasany “harder” than the programs in the other quadran-gles in which counseling took place.
It is important at the outset to describe clearly the research decisionsmade in connection with ourefforts to conceptualize and to operationalizeoutcome.” The two main criteria used in evaluation studies are level offunctioning—in the community, in one’s personal hfe, on the job, and thelike—and recidivism—whether the offender (patient) repeats the behaviorwhich brought him to the “treatment”in the first place. It was conceivable



nity than persons who have not participated im group counseling? This,

however, is not what we have done, and our data should not be con-

strued as an answer to this question. Because it is in this area that we

perceive the greatest likelihood for the misunderstanding or the misinter-

pretation of our findings, some further comments are necessary to specify

reasons for not evaluating this program in terms of a level of general

functioning.

The problems in evaluating level of functioning in the life situation

are not peculiar to the study of crime. They pose similarly difficult issues

for researchers in the field of medical care. Although (as we have stressed

in Chapter 1) there are manycrucial distinctions between parolees and re-

leased medical or psychiatric patients, the problems encountered in the

assessment of disability in medicine and psychiatry are instructive and

applicable in penology. ‘The term “disability” may be taken to refer to a

person’s incapacity to conduct his life in a manner that meets demands

placed on him byhis needs, aspirations, environment, and the expectations

of others in relevant reference groups. Thus, the term may be very general

in scope. In a post-hospitalization follow-up of patients, this incapacity

might be a consequence of heart disease; in an exmental patient, it might

be a consequence of unresolved psychoses, in a follow-up of prison in--

mates, it might be the consequence of continued criminal practices, of

addiction to illegal drug use, of the stigma of being an exconvict, of unre-

solved aggressive tendencies, and the like.

In all of these populations, however, it 1s difficult to stipulate what 1s

an adequate or optimal level of performance for most activities. There

are few clear standards by which to compare incapacities and compensa-

tory mechanisms, or by which to assess the relative degree of disability

produced by various impairments. In short, although there are ways to mea-

sure organic or psychological impairment in laboratory, clinical, or test

situations, there are few unambiguous, objective criteria for judging when

a person is functionally disabled in conducting normal activities. For this

reason, medical researchers cannot simply select a number of likely vari

ables and construct an index from them thatpredicts an external criterion

of disability. Instead, researchers must map out the components of func-

tional impairment and level of performance and, then, must state the

empirical relationship between the two. This requirement applies equally

to sociological research.

It also is problematic to estimate the level of performance in normal

life from measures of impairment per se. For example, Srole and his

colleagues define mental health as, “freedom from psychiatric symptom-

atology and optimal functioning of the individual in his social setting.”
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The authors then remark that, “. . . some patients with (merely) a depres-sion or an obsessive-compulsive reaction could be more functionally im-paired than many ambulatory schizophrenics.”! A given degree of organicor psychological impairment may result in different levels of performancedepending on many factors, including the organization of a particularpatient’s personality, his previous level of functioning, his aspirations, andthe amountof interpersonal support and social and economic resources athis command.2

* The Midtown Study outlines a number of criteria of positive mental health:
I. Ease of social interaction.
2. Capacity for pursuit of realistic goals.
3. Fulfillmentof biological needs, such as childbearing and rearing.4. Satisfying sense of social belonging: sensitivity to needs of others.>. Feeling of adequacyin socialroles, particularly sexual.6. Optimal balance between independency-dependency,7. Capacity for utilization of creative activity.
8. Capacity to accept deprivations and individual differences.9. Conservative handling of hostilities and aggressions.10. Identification with moral and ethical values.
1. Adaptability to stress (homeostasis).
12. Healthy acceptance ofself (for exa

rigidity-plasticity needs.

mple, body image and ego image).
Strole, Langner, Michael, Opler, and R

* Even the definitions of impaj
A well-known study of chronic
this useful research was a famil
asked to report disability “requiring either confinement to bed or hleast, interruption of one’s usual activities for seven days or more.interpreted as “working chores or household duties Or
cedure (lay interviewers)

ouse or at the very
” Usual activities were

1 to determine
appreciably affect the patient’s well be
environmental activities. Using this crite
free of current or potentially

ing or interfere with his social, economic or
rion, only one person in seven was found to bedisabling disease. With such great disparity betweenrespondents’ reports of their performance and clinical estimates of their health, it wouldbe difficult to estimate level of performance for most of the population from the re-corded diagnosable medica] problem. Roy E. Trussell and Jack Elinson, Chronic IInessin Rural Area, Boston: Harvard University Press, 1959, pp. 77, 151.A survey of disability and chronic illness in Kan |

roles are enacted an
Peterson, “Metropolitan Area Health
Kansas City, Missouri, June 1959,

The work of A]
direction clinical ass

a report of Community Studies, Inc.,

lenstein on cardiac work capacity IS promising in indicating theessment might take. Measurements in social situations outside the
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Withregard to correctional treatment outcomestudies, it also is dif-

Geult to discern clearly any but gross differences in the manner in which

‘ndividuals live after they leave prison. Unfortunately, base line studies of

expectations, consumption standards, aspirations, strategies that utilize

various levels of personal living resources, and skills and modes of coping

with collective and individual stigma remain undone. Until these base line

studies are available, it is risky to infer much about the adequacy of func-

tioning for parolees from police and parole records.

In addition to this general difficulty of assessing the adequacy of post-

release adjustment, for studies evaluating correctional treatment, these as-

sessments may be made from more than one perspective. ‘The level of

functioning may be viewed relative to local life space or relative to the

dominant norms of society. Some ex-inmates May function “adequately”

within a delinquent group or subculture. This type of adjustment, how-

ever, is regarded as unsatisfactory by the parole division.”

But aside from these empirical problems, it 1s a moot question whether

level of functioning is really germane to the mission of correctional sys-

tems. As we stated earlier, we do not believe that men are imprisoned in

order to improve their work skills, marital happiness, or emotional stabil-

It is true that within limitations set by budget, staffing, and custodial

responsibilities, the California Department of Corrections makes an effort

to influence the internal emotional states and the patterns of interpersonal

relations of the inmates, with the hope that the prisoners will be discour-

aged from committing future illegal acts. However, the fact remains that

this interest is incidental to the primary task of the department, which 1s

to contain and to control convicted felons.*

ity.

examining room provide data on

in a steel mill. Allenstein’s articles, however,

beyond the scope of his work. See Amafa B. Ford, Herman K. Allenstein, and David

J. Turell, “Work and Heart Disease,”” Circulation, 20, October 1959, pp. 537-548.

3 “To the extent that crime is the byproduct of con

is proper conduct by different segments of a population,

ogies of the ‘ndividuals involved, but to conditions pec 1

To that extent, crime is an aspect of political behavior, and those who

vior or find it regarded as criminal

Problems in Criminological

organizations.

hold the minority view must either change their beha

by the dominant majority.” George Vold, “Some Basic

Research,” Federal Probation, 17, 1953, p. 40.

4 Quinney generalizes this point to include the entire apparatus of the law: “Crim-

inal law may be regarded as an instrument of formal social control whereby an organized

effort is made to regulate certain areas of behavior. As an instrument of social control,

criminal law is most importantly characterized byits politicality. That is, (1) specific

rules of conduct are created by a recognized legitimate authority, (2) designated officials

interpret and enforce the rules, and (3) the code is binding onall persons within a given

political unit.”” Richard Quinney, “Crime in Political Perspective,” American Behavioral

Scientist, December 1964, pp. 19-22.
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The situation,

counseling.

reasons just stated, it seems to be
have concentrated on criteria of

of group counseling
OF In our original study
“real” impact of the pro-
ght be so subtle that they
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which exhausted the patience or resources of

A oneor even two-year follow-up is an inadequate time

ecause treatment effects are so

hat to gather evidence,
the parole agent.

period to measure trea

subtle, but because it simply takes longer than t

judge, process, and record misbehavior.

Several published studies report the recidivism rate reaches a point of

diminishing returns after 36 months. Glaser states: “Apparently a three-

year follow-up provides 90 percent of the probable future returns to prison

data”? (italics author). In 1965, Gottfredson and Ballard published results

of an eight-year follow-up of 1810 California parolees which found that

recidivism rates were a function of length of follow-up. “Difficulties oc-

curred, though with decreasing rates, up to the end of the eight-year study

period.” However, 75 percentof all returns to prison did occur within 36

months from release. They concluded that a two-year follow-up is not

adequate for program evaluation studies.

Based on these results, we decided to extend the CMCE follow-up to

three years. The decision has meant a considerable delay between the

operation of the program and the publication of the results of its evalua-

tion. However, our confidence in the accuracy of the study's conclusions

hypotheses used 36-
has been greatly strengthened. Analyses testing major

month outcome data; some of the more specialized analyses, however,

used 24-month data.

N PAROLE OUTCOME

his longitudinal study 1s that

possible combined with the

long period of

SOURCES OF FOLLOW-UP DATA O

As indicated earlier, an important feature of t

departmental policy to parole men as soon as

indeterminant sentencing structure makes for an unusually

Glaser cites a follow-up study of California immates

At that time, 75 percent of male prisoners were released on

half percent had been returned to prison within three

36.5 percent, and at the end of the

£ the cohort. Number of

lative Percentage of Parolees Returned to Prison Each Year After

Parole, 1950-61, Research Division, California Department of Corrections, September

6, 1962. From Glaser, op. cit., p. 22.
und no appreciable increase in

A report of Federal releases followed for nine years fo
arolees. Statistical Report,

violations after the third year for either mandatory releases or p
D.C., pp. 82-83.

n order to determine the1966, Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons, Washington,

Don M. Gottfredson and6 In fact, they recommend a four- or five-year follow-up 1

le Prediction Scales: An Eight Yearmost accurate estimate of ‘unfavorable performance” (Pp. 35).

Kelley B. Ballard, Jr., The Validity of Two Paro

Follow Up Study, Institute for the Study of Crime and Delinquency, Vacaville, Califor-

nia, 1965, p. 72. For a detailed discussion of this study, see footnote 26.

5To reach this conclusion,



Authority. Hence, by providing the Re

Minor Disposition
Returned to Narcotic Treatment Control Unitnot suspended )

2. Arrest on technical chargesonly,

l.
(both suspended or

3. Paroleeat Large with no known violation (PAL).
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4. Arrest and release.

5. Trial and release.

6. Conviction with misdemeanor probation, with fine or bail forfeited,

or with jail under 90 days.

Major Disposition

(PVAL).
7. Parolce at large with a felony warrant

Arrest on felony charge and release (guilt admitted and restitution

provided) or arrest on felony charge and dismissed (guilt admitted

‘1 written statement and would be released if Adult Authority did

not revoke parole in cooperation with District Attorney’s wishes).

Awaiting trial or sentence on felony charge.

Death in commission of a crime or from drug overdose.

8, Ninety days to six monthsin jail.

9. Six months to nine monthsin jail.

10. Nine months or more in jail. Federal probation and/or suspended

prison sentence.

11. Return to prison in lieu of new commitment, that is, arrest on

felony charge more serious than in No. 7 above and would be pros-

ecuted if Adult Authority did not revoke parole.

12. Return to prison anywhere with new commitment (WNT).

Since this category coded revocations, based only on new felony convic-

tions (that is, it excluded technical revocations ), it was necessary for us to

check the second item—return to prison—to locate parolees recommitted

for reasons other than a new crime. For example, a subject whose most

serious disposition was drunkenness would be coded by the CDC (Califor

nia Department of Corrections) as having received a minor disposition,

| | or excessive drinking.

h a new commitment were placed in the

and MINOR PROBLEM subjects

mM cases and men RETURNED TO

prison either to finish term or wit

RETURN TO PRISON CATEGORY. NO PROBLEM

were regarded as “successes”; MAJOR PROBLE
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  Parole Outcome

NO PROBLEMS

   

CDC Codes

  

  

No disposition recorded

NTCU return (narcotic treatment)
Technical arrest (hold)
Parolee at large (PAL)
Arrest and release

Trial and release

Conviction with misdemeanor

probation, fine, or bail

forfeited

Jail less than 90 days

  

     
  
  
    

 

MINOR PROBLEMS

 

Parolee at large 6 months

or more, Awaiting trial or sentence
or as technical violator on felony charge
(PVAL) Jail 90 days or more

Felony arrest with admitted Felony probation and/or

guilt but released 1) after suspended prison sentence
restitution made or 2) if Died in course of committing
AA did not revoke parole a crime
at district attorney’s
request 

 

  

  

Return to prison to finish

term (TFT), that is,
technical violation

Return to prison with new
term (WNT)

     

RETURN TO

PRISON

figure 8.1 Parole outcomeclassification, based on California Department of Correc-
tions parole follow-up data.

   

  

PRISON were considered “failures.” Figure 8.1 diagrams this classification
scheme.

Wefeel reasonably confident that our measure of parole outcome is
a valid summary of the parolee’s legal status with police and parole
authorities at various times during his parole. There is very little chance
that a return to prison would go unrecorded, since that determination is
made by the Department of Corrections. There were 273 men who
successfully completed their paroles in periods of less than 36 monthsafter
release and, hence, they were discharged from parole supervision. Our data
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reflects the best information available to the Criminal Investigation Divi-
sion concerning any involvement with California law enforcement agencies
for these 273 men subsequent to their discharge, up to the 36-month cut
off point for our sample. It was possible, therefore, to specify a 36-month
outcome for every man in the sample regardless of whether he was in
custody, still on parole, or discharged from parole.’

Two points concerning our outcome categories must be kept in mind.
First, discrimination between adjacent categories—minor, major, and re-
turn to prison—is difficult, since placement may be, in part, a vagary of
time and thus not entirely a characteristic of the inmate’s behavior. That
is, minor arrests, in sufficient numbers, can lead to parole revocation, and

major arrests often are the prelude to court conviction or parole revocation.
During one interval a parolee maybeclassified in the latest parole records
as a major arrest, but his recommitment may be, in fact, already decided.

If the return takes place after that interval, it will appear as a return to
prison in the next interval; recommitments occurring more than 36
monthsafter release were not reflected in our figures.

Second, the Research Division’s method of recording parole status
categorizes the parolee according to the most serious disposition that
applies to him in the time period covered. In most cases this represents
a realistic indication of his legal status, but for some men it undoubtedly
masks improvementover time. For example, if a parolee was arrested on a
drunk-and-disorderly charge in the first week of parole, but thereafter con-
ducted his drinking with more prudence and discretion for thirty-five and
three-quarter months, he would be carried in the MINOR PROBLEMS cate-
gory. The same outcome designation would apply to the man who after
manyarrest-free months was arrested several times on drunk-and-disorderly

conduct charges. The difficulties and expense of creating a separate record-

keeping operation of our own to get independent monthly or quarterly

ratings for each parolee outweighed the advantage of such profiles; hence,

we have used the CDCclassification system. The best we have been able

to do in taking the time factor into account in recording parole experience

is to note the length of time served on parole prior to revocation. Since the

status of each parolee is recorded during the first, second, and third years of

release, it is possible to make comparisons between study subjects who

7 The State Criminal Identification and Investigation Division notifies the FBI of

California parolees who are “‘at large” and receives information from them as toarrests

and dispositions, which have been reported to the FBI, of California parolees in other

states. Hence, arrests made outside of California for parolees in our study are included in

the determination of parole status.
Data on post-parole criminal behavior that occurred outside of California may be

lacking.



free citizens, that is, those members of the community enjoying full civilrights. Often legal dispositions did not accurately reflect the nature of thebehavior that led to revocation. In fact, revocation is the end-result of alengthy decision-making process that involves reviews of the parolee’s be-havior, his personality and past history, his agent’s views, his agent’ssupervisor’s views, and the views of the parole board, prosecutors, and thepolice. In other words, Parole Division policies, judgments, and adminis-trative decisionsplay a critical role in determining the success orfailure on

cited were taken from parolee files and include parole agent narratives(transcriptions of interviews with the parolee), police reports, and AdultAuthority dispositions. The materials were obtained from the ParoleDivision through the following procedure: precoded forms requestingcopies of the above reports were sent to records officers in each parole
district in the state for every man in our sample under supervision in that
area. We madesimilar requests of records officers in California prisons
to which some of the men had already been recommitted. (Both photo-
copy materials and records officers’ time were paid for with project funds.)
Wewere able to get photoduplicated copies of parolee records for 647
members of our follow-up sample who had been on parole for, at least, six

of the parolee’s behavior, but also on the response of the parole agent or the parolingauthority provide . . . [a situation in which] an increase in ‘parole violations’ mayreflect increased offending behavior by parolees, increased surveillance by parole agents,or changes in policy of the paroling authority.” Don Gottfredson, “Assessment andPrediction Methods in Crime and Delinquency,” Task Force Report: Juvenile Delin-quency and Youth Crime, President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Admin-istration of Justice, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967, p. 173. In California, weknow, for example, that at the time this study was conducted, the chances for remaining
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months. The time from release ranged up to 24 months. These forms

were returned to UCLA for coding and statistical analysis; they repre-

sent the parole subsample.

PAROLEE BEHAVIOR: INTERPRETATIONS FROM PAROLE AGEN

Because he has both counseling and law enforcem |

parole agent is the best source of officially recorded information about

the experiences of ex-inmates in the community. Regulations and prac-

tices may vary over time and with jurisdiction, but during our study, at

le of months if the

ambiguous situations with the aim of forestalling trouble. On the other

hand, the Departments of Corrections do not expect revocation recom-

mendations for every technical violation, and overly cautious parole super-

vision may result in reversals of agent recommendations by the paroling

body. Nevertheless, considerable discretion is left to the agent and

_

his

supervisor. It is with these factors in mind that we give examples of how

this discretion was exercised in cases of some of the CMCEparolees.

First, there are instances in which the Parole Division seemed to act

in a lenient manner in applying the letter of the law. Extenuating circum-

stances seem to have led the Adult Authority to continue parole in the

following two cases, even though parole conditions had been violated or

a new crime had been committed.

ee

G.W.was arrested for stealing two jars of instant coffee and sentenced to six

months in jail. The parole agent recommended that the usual suspension of

parole time while confined in jail not be invoked so that this man might be

able to complete his parole while in the jail.

BR. tried to commit suicide when he learned his mother was placed in a

mental hospital. He had been listed as Parolee at Large (PAL) for failure to

attend nalline tests and the outpatient clinic; he had also been arrested once

on a drunk charge. The parole agent recommended continuance on parole after

a psychiatrist’s report indicated that B.R.’s suicide potential was “questionable.”

When released from police custody the parolee learned that his mother had

dicd: he drank excessively, disappeared, and waslisted again as PAL. Two weeks

later, he turned himself in to the parole agent, who once again recommended

reinstatement of parole and release to the Sheltered Live-In program of the

Salvation Army and continue attending the outpatient clinic.



  

R.J. was arrested and charged with assault with a dead]
the victim (a young woman), subject forced his way into her hotel roomthreatened her male friend with
the girl’s forearm, cut the bedspread to pieces and stated he “had to leave fora minute to go to the rest room and warned her that if she attempted to leave,he would kill her.” While he was in the rest room the girl hid the knife. Whenhe came back she then excused herself to go to the bathroom but insteadcalled the police. However, after arrest, the charge was reduced from assaultwith a deadly weapon to “maliciously destroying a bedspread.”eee
Although there was no mention that R.J. was drunk, his behavior was notregarded as dangerous enough to create the view of him as having “vio-lence potential”—a matter of great concern to the Parole Division.Criteria other than criminal violations are sometimes the primarycharges in revocation decisions, Some examples additional to those citedin Chapter IX include the following:
ee
S.J. was involved in “completely unacceptable behavior” which was not, how-ever, illegal. He was cited in the official record file as:

Tardy, inattentive and lazy, exhibiting no ambition. Keeping companywith married women; irresponsible job performance; unwilling to remaingainfully employed; clothes dirty; unkempt with several days growth ofbeard . . . his body emitted a very offensive odor noticeable from a dis-
tance. . . . He does not seem to be in the least interested in church,social organizations or community affairs. In view of the fact that subjectshows no inclination whatever to accept responsibilities and obligationsit is felt a violation report is in order.
I
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One continuous and difficult area of parole decision making involves

ked up or booked on several minor
the question of what to do with menpic

charges or in cases where the evidence of felony violation is not clear.

Here are two such cases, each of which were ultimately resolved by

revocation:

Seine

The parole agent was telephoned by G.C.’s estranged wife who charged that

when “subject had assisted her in the transfer of their household goods, he had

assaulted her and stolen her welfare money.” Later, G.C. was arrested on a

robbery charge and gave the following account. Subject asked a friend to make

good on a NSF (nonsufficient funds) check he had signed to subject. When

friend refused, G.C. proposed, as compensation, that the friend accompany him

to a town in central California and beat up subject’s estranged wife’s current

boyfriend. On the way the friend decided to rob a market and, in so doing,

was shot and killed. G.C. was found asleep in the car in the parking lot, was

arrested, denied knowledge of the robbery, but pled guilty. He was returned to

prison with a new commitment because he had been found at the wheel of a

get-away vehicle, as the agent put it, “even though asleep at the time the

robbery occurred.”

Subject G.H.was arrested for burglary, charge reduced to petty theft, and given

ten days in jail. The agent noted: local police department reports they feel

that the subject was not involved in petty theft till after the merchandise was

stolen and he was in the car. At this time, he was informed of the theft. The

police feel he was extremely uncooperative and at the time of arrest had much

more information than he would give them. “It was because of this uncoop-

erativeness that charges were filed. According to the sergeant, if subject had

been cooperative, they would have dropped all charges.”

ee

In other cases, although the evidence of felony violation is unam-

biguous and guilt is admitted, revocation “to finish term”1s recommended

in lieu of prosecution. ‘This may be done for parolees who “cooperate”

with a district attorney.? For example, one parolee admitted to 19 bur-

glaries but was not broughtto trial for any of them. He was returned to

prison as a parole violator to Gnish his current term because he was “co-

operative.”

9 This type of accommodation to the legal system also occurs where civilians are

involved. “Cooperation” with law enforcement agencies often results in dropping

some charges or reducing the seriousness of the charge. See Donald J. Newman,

“Pleading Guilty for Considerations: A Study of Bargain Justice,” Journal of Criminal

Law, Criminology and Police Science, 46, March-April, 1956, pp. 780-790, and by the

same author, Conviction: The Determination of Guilt or Innocence Without Trial,

Boston: Little Brown and Company, 1966, Part III.



actions that constitute the maj]
study. In the following section we present data thatcast light on the ques-tion of which parolee actions are related to decisions to revoke or tocontinue parole.

By the end of 36 months, reports of some kind of disposition had beenrecorded by the Parole Division for all but 247 men (26 percent) in ourstudy sample. Dispositions were divided between felonies (426 men) andmisdemeanors or “technical” violations of parole (266 men). A few menreceived dispositions whose nature was unspecified (18) (see Table 8.1).The next step was to determine how closely outcome was related toseriousness of violations reported. Table 8.2 shows that if a parolee had
itment were sub-
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Most Serious Disposition on Parole in Thirty-Six Months
table 8.1

Cases Percent of Total

32 3.3

Robbery and grand theft

Burglary
60 6.2

Forgery
41 4.2

Theft
105 10.9

Petty theft with prior shoplift 46

Operate vehicle without owner’s consent

Fraud 4

Receive stolen property 3

Nonsufficient funds—checks 18

34

Assaultive and sex related

52 5.4
Narcotics

Sale 14

Possession 38

27 2.8
Marijuana and dangerous drugs

Marijuana sale 7

Marijuana possess 8

Pills, acid 12

Other felonies
84 8.7

Fail to provide 13

Drunk drive 24

Drive with license suspended 24

Hit and run 3

Possess gun ll

Extortion |

Escape jail 1

All other 7

Misdemeanors
116 12.0

Battery, fighting, wife beating 18

Contribute to delinquency of minor 2

Reckless driving 6

Disturbing the peace 11



Differences in Parole Survival of Treatment and Control Groups
table 8.1 (continued )

Cases Percent of Total
Malicious mischief]
Drunk 49
Vagrancy 7
Tamper with auto |]
All other 2]

223

Technical parole violations 170 17.6
Parolee at large only 77
Technical violation 75
Disposition not specified 18

No recorded disposition 25] 26.1

965 100i

table 8.2 Most Serious Disposition by Outcome at Thitty-Six Months (in

   

Percent)

Misdemeanor
Technical Parole

No Violation or
Outcome Measure Disposition Unspecified Felony
No problems 85 — —Minor problem 1] 32 10Major problem 2 14 11Return to prison 2 54 79
Total 100 100 100

(247) (284) (426)



munity in which he has a criminal

record, specifying special conditions or types of supervision (for example,

nalline testing), and releasing a man who must assume child support

obligations, are also thought to affect chances for successful “adjustment”

in the outside world. Finally, factors such as levels of formal education

and vocational training and inmate social type are reputed to be related

to chances for parole success. We have made an effort to compare treat-

ment and control categories (as we did in Chapter II with regard to pre-

prison characteristics) to be certain that these extraneous factors would

not bias outcome in favor of any one of the five groups. These data may

be seen in Appendix G. In most cases we Can also report on the empirical

relationship between these variables and outcome.

instance, releasing a man to a com

OUTCOME PREDICTIONS

To be certain that differences between treatment and control sub

could not be attributed to differential parole prognosis, we compared them

on a measure used by the California Department of Corrections—the

Base Expectancy Score (BES). This is a weighted linear combination

of 12 items taken from the inmate file, and it consists of the following

arrest-free period
components (in descending order of predictive weight) :

of five years or more, no history of opiate use, few jail commitments (two

or less), present commitment based on offense other than checks or bur-

glary, no family crime record, no alcohol involvement, first arrest for offense

other than auto theft, one job held at least six months, no alias, present

sentence on original commitment, favorable living arrangement (not

transient), and two or fewer prior arrests.

On the basis of chi-square tests, there were no significant differences

in BES between treatment categories.1° ‘The comparison presented in

Table 8.3—a one-way analysis of variance—shows that though mean BES

favors the control subjects, differences were not statistically significant.”

Notice that BES includes only information about the inmate’s life

prior to his commitment. In other words, neither in-prison experience nor

the expectations aboutlife on parole figure in the calculation of the score.

We then compared subjects on several items of information collected from

prison or parole records which reflect both prison life and conditions of

release.

jects

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

men in voluntary controls had attended
At release significantly fewer

compared with men in other
CMCEschool (academic, not vocational)

10 See Appendix A, Table A.5 for weighing of components and BES By Treatment

Status in tabular form.

11 For BES By Outcomesee Tables 9.1, 9.2, and 9.3.
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table 8.3 Analysis of Variance of Base Expectancy Differences by TreatmentStatus

|

Treatment Categoryneal

ee

Mandatory Mandatory Voluntary
Large Small SmallMandatory Voluntary Group Group GroupControls Controls Counseling Counseling CounselingNumber

of cases 270 176 69 173 278

Means
of BES 40.34 40.8] 32.94 37.13 36.68

Standard
deviation 30.93 31.64 29.05 28.07 30.30

Degreesof
Sum of Squares Freedom Mean-Square F RatioBetween 5183.05 4 1295.76 1.42Within 879706.45 961 915.41

Total 884889.50 965 Notsignificanteee

SHC

treatment-control categories.12, However, there were no differences incategories in terms of years of school completed at release? (see AppendixG4).

uates who had taken additional work (
same proportion of men with one or
only a grammarschool education. [
was small (65) .]

but less than one year of college), about the
more years of college “failed”? as men who had

Note. The number of men who attended any college

Classified Major Problems or Returned to Prison within Twenty-Four MonthsEES
Number of Cases inLast Grade Completed Percent Each Group

Fourth or less
69 48Fifth and sixth
55 151
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INMATE TYPES

In Chapter VI we described a typology of inmates based on attitude data.

ften asserted to be related

release, we sought to determine whether any one type was OV

(or conversely, underrepresented) in one or more of these five groups.

Treatment and controls contained about the same proportion of Square

Johns, Politicians, Right Guys and Outlaws (Appendix G.>).

PREPAROLE CLASSES

Preparole class attendance

parole dates had beenset. These sessi

the Parole Division, were designed to

tract, that is, to answer any questions

occupational, personal, and social co

of the men in our sample (approximately

one session, significantly fewer nonparticipant

tended than participants (Appendix G.2).

attendance was not related to parole success.

was encouraged for all CMCE inmates whose

ons, conducted by representatives of

discuss the terms of the parole con-

inmates might have about the legal,

nditions of parole. Although most

two thirds) attended at least

s in group counseling at

However, preparole class

CRIMINAL RECORD IN RELEASE COMMUNITY

Another matter that concerns paroling authorities in regard to postrelease

outcome is whether the inmate has a criminal record in the community

to which he will be paroled.1® Seventy percent of our sample were released

Seventh and eighth 54 257

Ninth
51 149

Tenth and eleventh 48 186

Twelfth
49 112

Less than one year college

or post-high school courses 26 35

One year or moreofcollege 57 30

N (502) (968)

14 Although Square Johns were both less likely to have been returned to prison and

more likely to have remained on parole without trouble than Right Guys, these differ-

ences did not attain an acceptable level of significance. In other words, men who ex-

pressed a low degree of inmate solidarity and were low in opposition to staff did not do

significantly better on parole than men who were high in staff opposition and high in

inmate solidarity (Table 9.7).

15 Our data indicated that criminal recor

related to parole outcome.

d in the release community was significantly



been convicted, so that finding criminal records in the release communityfor two thirds of the parolees was not surprising. This was true for each

clarify their living situation or to provide some other “assurance” of asafer prognosis. Or, perhaps, that controls might have been assigned moreoften to special programs of parole supervision that entailed more inten-sive surveillance.
Approximately two thirds of men in each treatment category were

released within three days of the parole date specified by the Adult Au-thority. One type of parole did not specify a release date; instead, the
inmate’s release was based “upon approval on a parole plan” (RUAPP).

well, if not better, than men with prearranged jobs in terms of the kind (that is,quality) of employment, the ability to hold the job, and salary. William McRae, BruceMcManus, Roy Evans, and Nathan Mandel, “‘A Study in Community Parole Orienta-tion,” Departmentof Corrections, St. Paul, Minnesota (unpublished), 1968.



228 Prison Treatment and Parole Survival

Again, nonparticipants were no more likely to have been given this kind of

conditional release than the participants*’ (Appendix G.l). |

During the years our study sample was paroled, the special parole

situations to which assignment was possible included Increased Correc-

tional Effectiveness (ICE), Special Intensive Parole Units (SIPU),

Out-Patient Clinic (OPC), and Narcotic Parole (nalline testing). Ap-

proximately one in 20 men in our parole subsample were in one of these

programs; nalline tests were required of an additional one in four. Men in

control groups were assigned to these programs in the same ratio as the

ones who had participated in group counseling.

We can now approachtheissue of postrelease effects with greater con-

fidence that the treatment groups were not significantly different from

controls on parole prognosis, aspects of prison experience, Or conditions

of parole release.

TREATMENT EXPOSURE AND BEHAVIOR IN PRISON

We may begin our analysis of differences between men in treatment

groups and in prison without treatment by examining data, such as there

are, on the frequency of unwanted or disallowed behavior in prison. The

only direct prison behavioral measure we have is the record of citations

for infractions of inmate regulations which are routinely issued by the

correctional officers. These written citations result in the inmate's appear-

ance before the Disciplinary Committee. Thus it represents a conserva:

tive estimate of violations, since officers could not be presumed to note

more than a fraction of this behavior. Thecitation (termed a Form115)

gave certain minimal description of the allegation as viewed by thestaff.

They wereclassified into four types of violations:

1. The actions involving rules pertaining to persons (chiefly fighting with

other inmates).

2. The actions involving inmate property (theft and possession of con-

traband).

3. The actions involving prison staff—disrespect, disobedience.

4. The actions involving the administration, state property, being out of

bounds, and thelike.

Only about one half of the men in the evaluation study showed no viola-

17 Menreleased prior to their specified parole date did significantly better on parole

based on 12-month outcome than inmates released on time, after their date, or whose

parole plan had been “approved” before date could be set. However, those released

early accounted for less than 10 percent of the sample.
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tion of a rule during their stay at CMC. The remainder were cited for aviolation of one or more types of rules on one or more occasions. Table 8.4shows that the differences on any given type—person, inmate property,staff, or administration—from one treatment category to another, amountto only a few percentage points. The frequency of citations varied bylittle more than 4 to 5 percent, with a difference of 10 percent being the

ness ofarrests, the length of confinement, and the type of parole offense—as
well as parole outcome. These data are primarily based on analyses of parole_ file records representing a subsample (N = 647). The analyses of parole
offenses and outcome make use of parole disposition data and thus involve
the entire study sample.

EMPLOYMENT AND FINANCIAL DEPENDENCE

some unskilled or semiskilled job; and between 10 and 20 percent had
skilled white collar jobs. By eight months, about one in four men from
each treatment and contro] group was in jail or prison. Mandatory con-

each group had one job only (see Table 8.5).
Again, based on subsample data, men from treatment groups wereneither more nor less likely to have money available to them on releaseother than the funds provided by the Department of Corrections. Theydid not depend on others for financial support anymore than did the con-trols. Support tended to come from families instead of from official sources
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table 8.5b Employment History on Parole for Men from Each Treatment

Category (in Percent)

Parole Employment

n
e

ee

Employed

All of the Employed Unemployed

Treatment Time Since Some of All or Most

Category Release the Time of the ‘Time Total (N)

Mandatory controls 40 51 9 100 (151)

Voluntary controls 38 45 17 100 (127)

Mandatory large

group counseling 46 34 20 100 (41)

Mandatory small

group counseling 46 41 13 100 (112)

Voluntary small ;

group counseling 44 44 12 100 (170)

Parole Subsample

Table N = 601
No information = 46

y?2 = 8.64

Degrees of freedom = 8

Not significant
nee

for about two thirds of the parolees considered “partially dependent’’’*

(see Table 8.6).

DRUGS AND ALCOHOL

A history of the use of drugs or the excessive use of alcohol had several

implications for postrelease behavior.’? As we have stated, a drug history

that included the use of heroin required periodic nalline tests to prove

18 Sources of support were familial rather than official for about two thirds of the

“partially dependent” men. Financial independence wassignificantly related to 12-month

outcome. Twice as many menreceiving aid from nonfamilial (that is, official) sources

as men considered self-reliant were returned to prison within 12 months (36 percent

versus 18 percent). Twenty-six percent of the men aided by their families were returned

to prison within a year. p < .01.

19 A preprison history of excessive use of alcohol was not related to outcome at 24

months; preprison history of drug use was significant at the .001 level.



of Fach Treatment Category (in Percent )cain
Financial Experienceoe

Self-
Treatment Category Supporting Dependent Total (N)

Mandatorycontrols 66 34 100 (149)Voluntary controls 59 4] 100 (126)Mandatorylarge group counseling 73 27 100 (44)Mandatory small group counseling 65 35 100 (111)Voluntary small group counseling 72 28 100 (169)

Parole Subsample
Table N = 599
No information = 49
y* = 6.28
Degrees of freedom = 4
Notsignificant
eee

nonuse; this had the effect of intensifying supervision. Rather than impose
a special condition of abstinence for inmates who had had drinking prob-
lems (a condition whose violation could result in revocation ), more com-
monly the agent was alerted that closer supervision might be required in
these instances. Prison files revealed that about one out of three of our
sample wasclassified as either a problem drinker or as an alcoholic, and
a like proportion had a history of narcotics use. Parole subsample data

Apparently, participation in group counseling did not reduce the
likelihood of being cited for these problems. Differences between cate-
gories were notstatistically significant (see Table 8.7)

ARRESTS AND JAIL CONFINEMENT

There were also no treatment or control group differences on the number
of misdemeanoror felony arrests recorded in the parole records, no dif-
ferences in total number of weeks spent in jail, and no differences in the
most serious disposition received within three years after release. Notice
that although differences were not significant, mandatory controls were
less frequently arrested, especially for felony offenses, and less often con-
fined in jail than men from any treatment category.
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eee
reatment Categoryenn

Mandatory Mandatory Voluntary
Large Small SmallNumberof Mandatory Voluntary Group Group GroupArrests Controls

—

Controls Counseling Counseling CounselingMisdemeanorsNone — 62 57 60 62 62One 28 28 26 22 27Two or more 1] 15 15 17 12
Total 100 100 100 100 100N (163) (138) (47) (120) (179)
eee

Felony»

None 8] 72 79 75 77Oneor more 19 28 21 25 24
Total 100 100 100 100 100
N (163) (138) (47) (120) (179)

* Parole Subsample >» Parole SubsampleTable N = 647 Table N = 647
x7 = 4.63 4" = 3.84
Degrees of freedom = 8 Degrees of freedom = 4Notsignificant Notsignificanteee

PAROLE OUTCOME AT 36 MONTHS

The outcome index described earlier is a more systematic measure ofparole outcome for the Men’s Colony—East study sample. It distinguishesbetween menreturned to prison, jailed for majortrouble, jailed for minortrouble and, finally, those with no recorded arrests. Several versions ofthis measure of outcome at 36 months for treatment
are presented in Tables 8.11 to 8.14. Data on the year of return to prisonand on the seriousness of revocation also are given. All versions tellessentially the same story: treatment and controls do not have significantlydifferent outcomes. That is, mandatory and voluntary control groups do

heir treatment counterparts. The exception was man-datory large group counseling that had the smallest proportion of no

and control groups
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table 8.9 ‘Time Spent in Jail During Parole Period by

(in Percent)

Mandatory Mandatory Voluntary

Time Spent
Large Small Small

in Jail During Mandatory Voluntary Group Group Group

Counseling Counseling Counseling
Parole Controls Controls

2 45 43 47
Not confined 53 4

Treatment Status

 

Confined

less than 1 week 6 10 9 8 9

1 to 2 weeks 5 10 2 5 9

3 to 4 weeks 6 5 13 15 9

5 to 8 weeks 8 12 13 13 6

9 to 16 weeks 17 18 18 16 17

17 to 52 weeks 4 3 — 1 3

Total 100 100 100 100 100

N (157) (136) (45) (120) (177)

Parole Subsample

Table N = 635

No information = 12

y2 = 28.28

Degrees of freedom = 24

Not significant

NOE

Siem

problem cases and the largest proportion of men returned to prison

(15 percent and 59 percent, respectively).

This conclusion was unchanged when we used the dichotomy em-

ployed by the California Department of Corrections, in which success

equals no dispositions and only arrests or jail terms of less than 90 days,

and failure refers to jail terms exceeding 90 days, federal probation or

return to prison. A one-wayanalysis of variance (also using a dichotomized

outcome) shows nearly identical means for the five categories of treat-

ment status, F ratio of between group variance versus within group varl-

ance is not significant. (Notice the homogeneity between categories.)

Tables 8.13a and 8.13b compare treatment status on expanded _ver-

‘ons of the outcome variable. One version distinguishes between repeats

wing discharge; the other version

‘ndicates when revocation occurred. First, regarding successful comple-

tion of parole, although differences were not significant, mandatory con-
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Parole Mandatory Voluntary Group Group GroupDisposition’

—
_

Controls Controls Counseling Counseling CounselingRobbery 3 5 7 2 3Burglary 6 7 10 5 6Forgery 3 5 9 5 4Theft 10 13 7 12 10Assaultive
and sex 4 4 2 3 2Narcotic 5 5 9 5 6Marijuana 2 4 2 4 3Otherfelonies 1] 7 12 5 9Misdemeanor or
technical 29 24 25 33 3]Nodisposition 27 26 17 26 25

Total 100 100 100 100 100
N (270) (175) (69) (173) (276)

Table N = 963
No information = 5
x7 = 35.07
Degrees of freedom = 36
Notsignificant
eee

@ Unlike the regular outcome data, this source of disposition has not been updated toinclude actions taken against a man after discharge from parole, that is, completion ofsentence.

b CDC classifications.

trols had the highest percentage of men discharged by the end of thethree-year follow-up period: mandatory large group counseling had thelowest percentage. With the exception ofthis latter category, nearly 1 in> of the men in each of the other treatment categories had had norecorded arrests while on parole, had been discharged from parole super-vision, and had had no subsequent contact with law enforcement agen-cies up to 36 monthsfollowing their release from CMC—E.
Table 8.13a distinguishes between technical revocations and those that
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utcome and Treatment Status

Treatment Categoryen

Category

Mandatory Mandatory Voluntary
Large Small] SmallMandatory Voluntary Group Group GroupControls Controls Counseling Counseling CounselingNumber of

cases 269 173 68 17] 274Meansof
outcome 1.4] 1.33 1.29 1.42 1.40Standard
deviation 49 47 46 50 49

Sum Degrees of Mean
Squares Freedom Squares F Ratio

Between
groups 1.53 4 382 1.44

Within
groups 225.79 950 238
Total 227.32 954 NotsignificantCAE

group counseling had a higher
es than other groups, but the
evocations to finish term (tech-nical violations) accounted for about two thirds of all returns within36 months, and insofar as we could ascertain, once discharged from paroleSupervision, a man was rarel

“0 Theoretically, a return with a new term (WNT
tion than recommitment to finish term (TFT
performance but, as noted in Chapter VII, ‘
agencies makes this distinction, in practice, an
behavior leading to revocation.

) refers to a more serious viola-
), which implies unsatisfactory parole
cooperation” with police and judicial
unreliable indicator of the severity of
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Postrelease Status at Thirty-Six Months by Treatment Status

table 8.13a
(in Percent)

Treatment Category

Mandatory Mandatory Voluntary

Large Small Small

Mandatory Voluntary

|

Group Group Group

Controls Counseling Counseling Counseling
Controls

Returned to Prison

With new term 16 18 27 19 15

To finish term 31 37 29 31 35

After discharge

from parole 1 l 3 — —

Major Problems

During parole 5 3 10 5 6

After discharge

from parole 4 7 1 ] 4

Minor Problems

During parole 7 3 7 8 9

After discharge

from parole 1] 8 7 13 10

No Problems

Still on parole 4 5 3 4 4

Discharged

gompavole SRT
Total 100 100 100 100 100

N (269) (173) (68 ) (171) (274)

Table N = 955
Dead = 8, incomplete information = 5

y2 = 36.19
Degrees of freedom = 32

Not significant

NOE

SIGMA

GROUP TREATMENT AND PAROLE SUCCESS: THE NULL HYPOTHESIS IS SUPPORTED

Before proceeding further, the findings and analyses presented thus far

should be summarized. The total sample of men released from prison dur-

ing our study included some who were randomly assigned to living units

where counseling was mandatory (one group was large, the others small)
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gle in which group counseling was not available (manda-

tory controls). The remainder of the sample contained men who wer

assigned to living units in which group counseling was available but where

the inmates had the option to join (voluntary small groups) or not to

join (voluntary controls).

The comparison on a variety of preparole items indicated that no one

treatment-control category was favored in terms of having attended pre-

parole classes, whether release was as scheduled or whether employment

had been arranged prior to release. Each of the five catgories were equally

likely to be comprised of men paroled with special conditions, and men

with criminal records in the communities to which they were released.

Fach category contained, to about the same degree, the four inmate types.

An analysis of variance established no significant difference in parole prog-

nosis between treatment and control groups.

In addition to parole outcome at 36 months, experience of the study

groups were compared for a subsample of parolees in terms of several

additional indicators of problematic parole performance—unemployment,

drug and alcohol use, jail terms, financial dependence, and the like. Al-

though some small percentage differences were found (usually in favor

of the voluntary control group), they were not of sufficient magnitude

to allow us to reject the null hypothesis.

In short, parole performance, as measured by the specific criteria

described above, was no different for the participants in group counseling

than it was for nonparticipants. These findings were consistent at each

follow-up interval. That is, there were no differences in parole outcome

by treatment status measured at 6, 12, 24, and 36 months after release.

Although the main hypothesis under test in this study was stated in

terms of some treatment versus none, we also can examine the impact on

outcome of other facets of the counseling experience.*! In the following

section we consider some of these additional issues: Is the level of train-

ing of the group counseling leaders related to parole outcome? What

is the significance of requiring a man to attend group counseling? Do

men with attitudes favorable to group counseling fare better on parole?

Do men who attend many counseling sessions differ on parole outcome

from men whoattended only a few? Do changes in group leader relate

to parole success? Although none of these questions can be answered

conclusively in this study because they were side issues to the primary

hypothesis, available data does permit comparisons on postrelease out-

21'To determine exactly how much of the variance could be explained by any aspect

of treatment, using multivariate techniques, refer to the last section of this chapter.



The implications for parole outcome of other aspectsot the counseling experience

lyzed separately here. There were no significant difference
at 36 months between volunteer groups; nor were there
tween the mandatory conditions. A comparison of volunteers with assignedmen indicates somewhat poorer parole performance for men who weregiven the option,irrespective of which option they chose; but again, dif-ferences were not significant.

S in outcome

differences be-

percent for mandatory small group counseling. The typical leader for men in bothmandatory and voluntary small group counseling, however, was a memberof the custodystaff (61 percent in voluntary, 68 percent in mandatory). The remaining men had groupleaders from more than one of these job categories. These differences were statisticallysignificant.
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table 8.14 Outcome at Thirty-Six Months for Optional Group Counseling

Versus Optional Controls and Mandatory Counseling Versus

Mandatory Controls (in Percent)

Outcome
ES

Return

Optional No Minor Major to

Categories Problem Problem Problem Prison Total Number

aVoluntary small

group counseling 21 19 10 50 100 (274)

Voluntary controls 23 11 10 56 100 (173)

OF

Mandatory Categories

bMandatorylarge

group counseling 15 15 1] 59 100 (68)

Mandatory controls 23 18 10 49 100 (269 )

¢Mandatory small

group counseling 22 21 7 50 100 (171)

Mandatory controls 23 18 10 49 100 (269)

eater
y

ee
e

a Table N — 447, x2 — 5.19, degrees of freedom — 3, not significant.

b Table N — 337, x2 = 3.49, degrees of freedom = 3, not significant.

¢ Table N — 440, x2 — 1.85, degrees of freedom — 3, not significant.

ATTITUDES TOWARD COUNSELING

Systematic data concerning inmate values and attitudes were obtained

by means of a questionnaire given to nearly 900 CMCE inmates of whom

one third were included in the follow-up.” Of particular interest here

are two factors derived from these data: opposition to staff and perceived

value of group counseling. We dichotomized scores of these factors into

wicH and Low and cross tabulated them separately with parole outcome

at 36 months (see Table 8.15). These two factors then were combined

with whether participation in counseling was voluntary or mandatory to

make an index of “amenability to treatment” (see Table 8.16).

In this way we were trying to determine how inmates whose views

were especially compatible with group counseling did on parole com-

pared with men whose attitudes were less compatible. (Participation in

group treatment was held constant.)

23 See Chapter VIfor details of this analysis and the sample used.
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table 8.16 Amenability to Treatment by Thirty-Six-Month Outcome (in

Outcome
High Not Known Low

No problems 21 21 25

Minor problems 17 19 20

Major problems 9 6 5

Return to prison 53 54 50

Total 100 100 100

N (34) (228) (20)

Table N = 282

y2 = .77

Findings did not support significant differences on outcome between

treatment and controls on the factors “Opposition to Staff” and “Value

of Counseling.” On the one hand, Table 8.15 shows that whether or not

respondents were in groups, men who scored low in opposition to statt

had experienced less trouble on parole than men who scored high in

opposition to staff. Yet, men whose view of counseling was low, regard-

involvement in the program,also did better after release.

In addition, these data suggest that controls consistently had higher rates

of success on both ends of the scales: more men with no reported prob-

lems and fewer returned to prison.

The “amenability” index goes one step further in that it compares

outcome for group members whose views are not only conducive to parole

success (according to the theory underlying group treatment) but whose

behavior reflects these views, namely voluntary participation in the pro-

we can see in Table 8.16, most respondents fall into the “mixed” |

of whom were undoubtedly in the mandatory contrci

condition. Nonetheless, only 54 men out of 282 satisfied all three criteria:

34 of whom represented men who could be thought of as “ideal” candi-

dates for success, 20 as “ideal” candidates for failure. Again, no significant

differences on outcome.In fact, men classified as being the least amenable

tended to have slightly higher success rates.

STABILITY OF COUNSELING GROUPS

n to the authors at the termination of the data gathering
In a letter writte

p counseling for the California
phase of our project, the supervisor of grou
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ing, unstable group counseling and stable
differences will not favor those with no grou
group counseling.

group counseling, these
Pp counseling of unstable

Myguess is that subjects with stable
somewhathigher percent of favorable
ment than subjects with no group counseling or unstable group coun-seling. If there is a large stable group counseling sample, my guess isthat these differences will be significant.

group counseling will show a
parole and institutional adjust-

These estimates were derived from the earlier “clue hunting” studies ofgroup counseling conducted by Harrison and Mueller.24 Based on_ thisearlier research, significant differences in outcome were noted between“stable” groups (groups averaging no more than one member change per

y. (The CMCEgroup counseling coordinator in regard
“We have a stable group if there’s lessthan one leader change during a month.”) Men moved in and out ofgroups frequently as their jobs or institutional activities required, as theystopped attending counseling sessions, as the leaders changed, and thelike. No group had the sameleader for an entire year because of changesin work shifts, job assignments, vacation and other absences, meetings,etc. Despite the fact that counseling groups at CMCE could not meetHarrison’s criteria, we decided to undertake further analyses as a step

24 See Paul F. Mueller, “Summary of Parole Outcome Findings in Stable GroupCounseling,” Research Division, California Department of Corrections, 1964.
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‘ng stable and unstable groups with controls.

llected about the number of group meet-
This effort utilized data we co |

|

d the rate of leader change during their
ings that the men attended an

participation in the program.

To be included in the study samples a subject had to be at CMCE

ld have attended at
for at least six months, thus, theoretically, a man cou

least 25 sessions in the voluntary small group condition, as many as 50

if meetings were biweekly, as they were with mandatory small groups, and

more than one hundred for the sessions in the community living units.

No man who attended fewer than five group sessions was considered a

counseling “participant.” The me

35, the mean was 40, the range 5 to 129.

at the mean in uicu and Low. Onehalf of the group members had the

same leader for the duration of group counseling at CMCE; one in three

hadtwo leaders; the remainder had three or more leaders. Leader stability

became NO CHANGE (1 leader) or CHANGE (2 or more leaders).

Since attendance was not always taken in large counseling groups,

measures of central tendency did not include the 69 inmates in this treat-

ment variety. However, their exposure was classified as HIGH because mect-

ings were held daily for most of the study period and attendance was

required.2* Also participants in mandatory large groups were classified as

25 As was the case for counseling sessions in mandatory large group counseling units,

the original plan that mandatory small groups require attendance twice weekly had to be

revised to require meetings once per week, again because of problems with leaders meet-

ing their groups and the poor participation by group members. Still, attendance was

significantly higher for men in mandatory small groups than in voluntary small groups

(p =.01).

Meetings Attended Mandatory Small Group Voluntary Small Group

5 to 20 17 percent 28 percent

21 to 40 33 percent 33 percent

41 to 60 21 percent 23 percent

61+ 29 percent 16 percent

eee

eee

oooooo

N (173) (278)

und that daily counseling sessions demanded

too much of their time and that inmate participation was poor. Consequently, during

the second year of the study, the sessions were reduced to twice weekly meetings. Data

on satisfaction with counseling cited in Chapters V and VIindicated that participants in

mandatory large group counseling were more dissatisfied than other group participants.

Men who were tardy or refused to attend mandatory groups were eligible to receive

“pink slips” (disciplinary actions) but, in fact, this infraction was reported only once to

the prison Disciplinary Committee, which refused to take action.

26 The mandatory large group leaders fo



High attendance (more
than 40 sessions) 43 7 100 (255)Low attendance (5 to 40
sessions) 37 63 100 (258)Controls 38 62 100 (442)

(955)
Leader Stability»

Stable (no leader change) 39 61] 100 (273)
Unstable (at least one change) 4] 59 100 (240)
Controls 38 62 100 (442

4 x° = 2.12, degrees of freedom — 2, not significant.
> x2 = .449, degrees of freedom — 2, not significant.

having had stable leadershi
at least, one of whom rem

Table 8.17 presents the
or stable leadership affect o
whose attendance was HICH

p because of the presence of multiple leaders,
ained with the group throughout.
first steps of this analysis: does high exposure
utcome for all participants and controls? Men
or whose group leader was the same through-out did not do significantly better on parole than the men whoattendedless than 40 sessions or who had had several group leaders. But, moreimportant, they did nobetter than the controls.

When the two variables are
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and who had the “benefit” of fewer leader chwas not significantly different irrespective of exposure to any type of groupcounseling program or stability of leadership.
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Measurement of outcome: an exploration

of factors related to parole survival
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Variables related to parole success

We have described our measure of postrelease performance on parole

and have argued that the parole violation rate reflects a complex of factors

that involve much more thanclear-cut violations of the criminal law. In

the following section we present data that relate the chances of success-

ful survival on parole to certain preprison experiences, demographic fac-

tors, personality characteristics, and attitudes and values of our study

sample.

BASE EXPECTANCY SCORE

The best parole predictor variables available to us were contained in the

Department of Corrections’ Base Expectancy Score (BES) formula, a

weighted linear combination of twelve items taken from the inmate’s

prison record. The BES was originally developed by the Department of

Corrections to maximize the correlation of precommitment information

with parole performance, and it was chosen as the measure of prognosis

because it was more accurate as a predictor of parole behavior than the

other means of predicting success.’ The fact that all but one of the items

1In a 1961 study, Gottfredson tested the utility of this index against predictions

of parole success or failure through the use of interviews conducted with inmates by an

associate superintendent of a prison and byclinical ratings. ‘The superintendent states:

every man who was paroled from here for a period of
I personally interviewed

g the last 30 days of the man’s stay at the institution.
a year some time durin

252



Of those with the highest BES (most favorable prognosis), 38 per-cent had no recorded problems; only 11 percent of those with the lowestBES (poorest Prognosis) had no record of arrest. Conversely, rates forreturn to prison were 37 percent (high BES) and 64 percent (low BES)A stepwise multiple regression of 29 variabl

IZ (having fewer months ofprison time served and being released to regular parole supervision beingthe exception). However, number of months served is related to offense,and a history of narcotics use was the determining factor in whetherspecial narcotics parole was imposed; hence, both these variables werestrongly related to preprison factors.

The clinical council report was a s
psychiatrists and psychologists before the inmate’s release.The definition of “favorable parole adjustment”

a multiple index did not raise theaccuracy of Base Expectancy further above .48. Don M. Gottfredson, “Comparing andCombining Subjective and Objective Parole Predictions,” Research Newsletter, 3Vacaville, California Medical Facility, September—December, 196].*See Table 6, Appendix A for a list of components and exact weights applied toeach variable.

?
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table 9.1 Base Expectancy Scores by Outcome at Thirty-Six Months (in

Percent)

Base Expectancy Scorea

ne
e

on
e

ee
e

Medium Medium

Very Low Low High Very High

(Oto 23) (24 to 38) (39to 53) (54 to 98) Total
Outcome

16 19 38 (209)

No problems \]

Minorproblems 17 19 23 14 (164)

Major problems 8 13 8 1] (94)

Return to prison 64 52 50 37 (490)

Total 100 100 100 100

N (384) (138) (124) (311)

Table N = 957

y2 = 93.27
Degrees of freedom = 9

p < .001

Gamma = .334

dependence.* On this basis, we feel

bles in multivariate analysis of out-

a summary measure of parole prog-

there remains a substantial area of in

justified in including these other varia

come, despite the usefulness of BESas

nosis.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS AND COMMITMENT OFFENSE AS RELATED TO

PAROLE SUCCESS

The younger a CMCE man was at th

of his first commitmentto prison, the

failure. For example, men arrested prior to t

turned to prison twice as often as men whosefirst arre

e time of first arrest and at the time

greater were his chances of parole

heir 19th birthday were re-

st occurred after age

22 percent of Mexican and 21 percent of

ble, and conversely 39 percent, 45

ad been returned to prison. After

d had narrowed for Mexican-

release, 34 percent of white,

black parolees had experienced no trou

percent, and 51 percent, respectively, h

three years, the gap had widened for blacks an

on this equation exceeds .62; hence, more

is unexplained. Thus there is, at

survival and that these predictors,
4 The coefficient of alienation (1 — 1?)

than 60 percent of the variance among the predictors

least, the possibility that treatment may effect parole

including treatment, may be related to outcome.



Variable Entered Means Deviation] Base Expectancy Score ;(00 to 99; 99 = good prognosis)
2 Criminalrecord in release community 1.66 47(1 to 2; 2 = Yes)

Release job arranged in prison 1.50
(lto2;2 = Yes )

4 Sentence
(1 to 2; 2 = long, minimum of 2 years)
Age at most recent prison admission 3.95 1.68(0 to 9; 9 = 50+)
Numberof prison commitments 1.84 1.07(1 to 8; 8 = 8)

7 Monthsofprison time served 4.89(0 to 9; 9 = 121 months +)
§ Ageatfirst arrest 2.18

(0 to 8; 8 = 45 to 60)
9 Age at first commitment 3.86(0 to 8;8 = 45 to 60)

10 Measured grade achievement 5.85 1.99(I to 9;9 = 11.54)
1] Family members with felony record 1.16 37(1 to 2; 2 = felony)
12 History excessive alcohol use 1.46

(I to 2; 2 = Yes)
13 History of drug use 1.43

(1 to 2; 2 = Yes)
14 Psychiatric diagnosis 1.47(1 to 2; 2 = Yes)
15 CMCEprison school 1.39 49(1 to 2;2= attended)
16 Last grade school completed 2.95(0 to9;9 = college )
17 CMCEtule violations 83 1.07(0 to4;4= 7+)

Expect support minorchild 1.37(1 to 2; 2 = Yes)
19 Regular parole supervision 1.87 33(1 to 2;2 = Yes)
20 Voluntary small group participant 1.29 45(1 to 2; 2 = Yes)
2] Mandatory small group participant 1.18 .38(1 to 2; 2 = Yes)a

2.18

1.94

2.07

50

49

50

1.73

18
48
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able 9.2. (continued)

Standard

Variable
Number Variable Entered Means Deviation

22 Mandatory large group participant 1.07 26

(lto2;2= Yes )

23 Attendance at group meetings 1.28 45

(1 to 2; 2 = high EXPOSUIE)

24 Stability of group leadership 1.29 45

(1 to 2; 2 = stable)

25 Violent offense
1.17 37

(1 to 2; 2 = violent crime)

26 Burglary offense
1.22 42

(lto2;2= burglary)

27 Theft offense 1.28 45

(1 to 2; 2 =' theft)

28 Drug offense
1.21 41

(1 to 2; 2 = drug crime )

29 Black
1.20 40

(1 to 2; 2= Black)

30 Mexican-American
1.2] Al

1 to 2; 2 = Mexican-American)

(1to252=

Mexican-Amerioa
n)

Americans. The percentage of white parolees

more than twice that of the black parolees a

that of the Mexican parolees. By three years, about 6 out of 10 parolees in

both minority groups were back in prison® (see Table 9.5). Wecannot

say to what extent these differences reflect actual crimes committed or,

perhaps, differential application (that 1s, enforcement) of parole rules and

regulations. Nonetheless, 88 percent of the black parolees received some

type of disposition other than no problems within 36 months following

release, compared to 73 percentof the whites. These differences werestatisti

cally significant at the .001 level.

Table 9.6 correlates commitment offense with parole outcome. The

5 Glaser and O’Leary conclude: “Negro p

those of white parolees.” The fact that they di

as “puzzling.” They suggest that differential paroling policy in prison may be responsible,

but that, “evidence of its occurrence in prison is conflicting.” Postrelease violation rates

for one California group of parolees—3046 youth offenders—revealed higher rates for

+. Glaser and O’Leary,op. cit., p.19.

In his own stu utcome Glaser found, once again, mo

differences between white and Negro parolees;

tively. Glaser, op. cit., Pp. 51.
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table 9.4 Age at First Arrest by Thirty-Six-Month Outcome (in Percent)

Oe

mwa

aoe

 

18 years

Outcome orunder 19to20 21to23 24to 27 28 to 60

No problem 16 24 22 36 55

Minor problems 19 18 14 12 6

Major problems 10 10 8 8 13

Return to prison 55 48 56 44 26

Total 100 100 100 100 100

N (592) (122) (101) (73) (66)

Total N = 954
y2 = 69.32

Degrees of freedom = 12

p< .001
Gamma = .2156

table 9.5. Parole Outcome at Thirty-Six Months for White, Mexican, and

Black Parolees (in Percent)

n
e

Race
2Black

Outcome White Mexican

No problems 27 18 12

Minor problems 15 19 20

Major problems 12 6 9

Return to prison 46 57 59
Oe

Total@ 100 100 100

(544) (200) (189)

Oc
a Table N = 933 (excludes Indian and other minorities) .

x2 = 29.46.

Degrees of freedom = 6.

p> .001.



Exploration of Factors Related to Parole Survival 26]
CMCEreleasees originally committed for robbery,fared better than the releasees for other categories of offenders. (‘Theywere also less likely to repeat their offense on parole.) Narcotics offenders(not including marijuana cases), forgers, and burglars did poorest. (‘Theywere also morelikely to have been cited on parole for their commitoffense, )7

assault, and sex offenses

ment

» 456 (47 percent) had received
sis Or notation. These men included all
rimes. (There are also a large numberofepithets phrased in psychiatric or psychoanalytic terms made by policeofficers, district attorneys, and judges; they were disregarded in our analy-sis.) Of those receiving ratings by qualified diagnosticireferred to as “psychopathic,” “antisocial,” having “¢

° 2? “oe °
2?

character disorders,” or emotionally unstable;

some kind of psychiatric diagno
those committed for assaultive c

also see Glaser and O'Leary, ibid., pp. 12-17.
7 Regardless of the offe
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Psychological Inventory (CPI), taken by a subsample of inmates® to deter.mine whether the postrelease outcome was higher for men whosescores onthe CPI were “unusual.” Wecross tabulated parolestatus at six months withcach of the CPI’s 18 scales. |

institutional data collection
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darity among ‘amates—tresulted in the four inmate types: Square John,

Right Guy, Outlaw, and Politician1° These data permitted us to classify

those men released, according to inmate type, and to compare them in

terms of prognosis or parole success and actual outcome (see Table 9.7).

Notice that the prognosis was highest for prosocial and pseudosocial types

and was lowest for the antisocial and asocial types. (The four-way classi-

fication of Base Expectancy Scores used in Table 9.1 would place scores

of 40 and 42 at the medium high level and a score of 34 at the medium

low level.)
Although there was a tendency for Square Johns to return to prison

less often than Right Guys and, conversely, to have fewer reports of prob-

lems, these differences were not statistically significant.

Multivariate approaches to the assessment of treatment

effects on parole outcome

In the light of the consistent findings presented thus far—no significant

differences between treatment and control groups and outcome—we

decided to extend the analysis one step further. A series of multivariate

analyses was used to determine whether it was possible that a relationship

between treatment and outcome was being obscured by the action of other

variables that affected either one or the other or both simultaneously.**

One such variable was parole prognosis as measured by the Base Ex-

pectancy Score’? Earlier in this chapter we showed that BES means

10 See Chapter VI, p. 152.

11 Multivariate techniques involve assumptions about the model of the relationship

underinvestigation, the sampling distribution, and the quality of the data at hand. Most

standard books on multivariate methods describe assumptions implied in most of the

techniques used. Principally, each technique tests a slightly different statistical model.

Consequently, results obtained from one form of analysis are not directly comparable with

those obtained from a different technique. Each analysis tells us something different

about our data. See P. J. Rulon, “Distinctions Between Discriminant and Regression

Analysis and a Geometric Interpretation of the Discriminant Function,” Harvard Educa-

tional Review, 21, pp. 80-90 (1951); T. W. Anderson, Introduction to Multivariate

Statistical Analysis, John Wiley and Sons, New York (1958); William Cooley and Paul

Lohnes, Multivariate Procedures for Behavioral Sciences, John Wiley and Sons, New

York (1962); Raymond Cattell (ed.), Handbook of Multivariate Experimental Psychol-

ogy, Rand McNally and Co., Chicago (1966); and Allen L. Edwards, Experimental

Design in Psychological Research, Holt, Rinehart and Winston,7Inc., New York (1968).

12 BES was itself developed by means of multiple regression techniques using pre-

prison and previous ‘ncarceration information; the criterion of parole success was nearly

identical to the one used in this study.
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for the treatment and control groups were not significantly different. As a

final step in establishing the argument that treatment-control differences

in parole prognosis did not play a role in outcome, Wwe computed an

analysis of covariance for treatment and outcome, adjusting for initial

differences in BES. Essentially this technique tests differences in group

means that have been adjusted to discount the influence of a third va-

rable. These data are shown in ‘Table 9.8. Equalizing predisposition to

succeed on parole across all treatment varieties did not result in any

significant linear mean gain for treatment. In fact, the treatment category

mean success scores (proportion succeeding on parole) were nearly

identical.

Next we sought to determine

ones involved in the computation 0
whether or not variables other than the

£ BES might be related to either treat-

ment and/or outcome, thereby obscuring the relationship between group

counseling and parole performance. Wehave reported that the first

twelve items in a stepwise linear regression of 29 items, from the prison

record abstract, on BES produced a multiple of R of .60 (see Tables 9.2

and 9.3). In other words, we could not rule out the possibility that other

variables were obscuring the relationship between treatment and outcome

because 64 percent of the variance could not be explained by the twelve

items in combination with BES.

These 30 preprison within prison and parole prognosis measures (in-

cluding BES) were then run against a dichotomized parole outcome at

36 months. The results indicated that we could improve only slightly on

the ability of the Base Expectancy Score, that is, we increased the multiple

R from .24 to .34. The first five variables entered with sufficiently high

f significance. ‘Their contribution raised

next eight variables raised the multiple r to .34.

Only two variables associated with group counseling appeared among

the first thirteen: “high attendance” was step 9, and increased R? by .002.

“Nonparticipant in mandatory large group counseling” was step 10. It

enters after “high attendance” because all mandatory large group subjects

were coded as high exposure, since men in this category met daily in 50-

man groups. The order of entry of both items in the list of predictors de-

veloped in the computer analysis, however, 1s sufficiently far down the

order to be accorded relatively low predictive power. Other treatment

variables were even weaker. ‘The variable “leader change” was step 21.

The treatment variety “voluntary small group counseling” was step 25,

and the variable “mandatory small group counseling” never met the
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criteria for inclusion in the prediction equation. In other words, although

we could improve on the ability of BES to predict parole outcome, group

treatment, defined along several dimensions—type, change of leader—did

not enter the prediction equation until late in the analysis, or entered not at

all adding no significant increase in predictive power.1® There is some in-

dication that those men who attended most frequently did slightly better.

Notice that although none of the variables that were predictive of

parole outcome in the bivariate case were associated with treatment

status, there was still the possibility that some simultaneous combination

of them would clarify the relationship. To use standard multiple regres-

sion, we had to dichotomize the outcome variable and, in so doing, we

may have lost too much information. To make use of the four-group

categorization of parole status, which was the best description that we

could make with our data, we turned to discriminate analysis.

Multiple regression demands that all variables be interval, and we

reasoned that the four outcome categories were, at best, ordinal in na-

ture.!4 (Although mutually exclusive, it clearly was not sensible to assume

that having minor problems was only half as bad as returning to prison,

or that having major problems was as comparable to returning to prison

as three is to four.) Discriminant analysis, on the other hand, demands

that all but the criterion variable be interval. Thus, because it makes no

assumptions about the criterion variable’s numeric (scale) qualities, we

were able to use our four-group measure of outcome.

Discriminant analysis aids in determining the contribution of prison

group counseling to parole success or failure by computing the extent to

13 As an exercise, we considered using the four-way classification of outcome (No

Problems, Minor Problems, Major Problems, Return to Prison) as a continuous increasing

variable, and computed the regression of variables on this measure of outcome. Here the

value of R was .37. Although there is some alteration in the order of entry’ of predictor

variables, it is evident that making the more powerful assumption regarding the outcome

measure does notalter our conclusion aboutthe role that treatmentplays in its prediction.

14 Oneof the primaryvirtues of analysis of variance (for the social scientist, at least)

is that this type of multivariate technique does not make the assumption that all variables

involved have the properties of intervalscales. It does demand, however, that the criterion

variable be interval. Parole outcome, as it is usually defined, is clearly not interval data;

hence, the value of this feature of discriminant analysis for our study purposes.

We dichotomized outcome for multiple regression analysis since this technique

demands that all variables, including the criterion variable, be interval. ‘The interval

character of a dichotomyis easier to rationalize. With reference to binomial distributions,

it can be shown that repeated samples drawn from a population of successes and failures

soon approximate a normal curve. The point to be made here is that the problem of

interval scale data did not arise when a dichotomized outcome was used for the one-way

analysis of variance and multiple regression. See William L. Hays, Statistics for Psy-

chologists, New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1963, p. 131, ff.
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which treatment exposure emerges as a useful item of information in
distinguishing success and failure cases. Unlike multiple regression, cases
are designated as belonging to one of two or more groups. Here the ques-
tion 1s approached in terms of the contribution of the treatment exposure
variable to an index which assigns cases to one of the four outcomecate-
gories. That is, our interest in constructing an index whichwill distinguish
betweenvarious categories of outcome is not primarily that of maximizing
accuracy with a minimum of predictors; it is rather to determine if
treatment status is among the variables that are useful in distinguishing
cases in terms of outcome.!®

Before presenting the findings of this approach, it is important to
specify features of the discriminant analysis program used.'® First is the
virtue of ease of interpretability (extent of predictability) by providing a
classification matrix, “U”, and canonical correlation. Second is the step-
wise feature of the program which indicates therelative influence of each
variable to the overall assignmentof cases to groups.

Theclassification matrix compares the group assignment made by the
program to the actual assignment made bythe researcher. In the case of
two groups labeled A and B, the matrix consists of four cells that might
be labeled true A, false A, true B, and false B. False A and B contain
cases misclassified by the program. When these cells are compared to the
marginals via percentages, it is readily apparent how effective a set of
predictorvariables was in assigning cases to groups.

“U"ranges from .9999 to .0000, where .9999 can be interpreted as no
meaningful assignment. In the case of two groups, “U” is equivalent to
| — R* in a standard multiple regression analysis of the same predictor
variables with a dichotomizedcriterion corresponding to the two “groups”
in the discriminant analysis. Canonical correlations between the groups

1° The stepwise analysis sought to locate the one variable that had the highest partial
correlation with the dependentvariable partialed on the variables already added (that is,
the variable with the highest F value is added). It does not seek out combinations of
variables, X,X,X, ... X,, that might have had a greater predictive effect, thereby
utilizing a variable in an earlier step than it would have been had it been taken singly.
Since our primary interest was not to produce an index for parole prediction, this was
not a crucial analytic omission. We wanted to show exactly how significant aspects of
treatment were, independent of other variables, in distinguishing parole groups.

Of course, it is possible that treatment might only operate in combination with other
variables, such as age atfirst arrest and type of offense. This tvpe of analysis—a nonlinear
model involving a boolian combination of variables—is discussed in the technical note at
the close of this chapter.

6 For a complete description of this program (BMDO7M) and other discriminant
analysis programs, see W. J. Dixon (ed.), Biomedical Computer Programs, University of
California Press, 1967, pp. 147-148; 214a-214u. (We used BMDO7M,version 9-1-65.)
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and the predictor variables also are provided; there will be one less

canonical correlation than there are groups. A correlation of 1.000 would

indicate perfect assignment to groups. With two groups, the canonical

correlation is identical with the multiple correlation coefhcient “R” in

a similar regression analysis.

The 30 variables, used in the multiple correlation, form the input to

the discriminant analysis. Their “U” values and the order in which they

were added appear in Table 9.10. The accuracy of the classification result-

ing from the index thus constructed is shown in Table 9.11. The fist

variable to be selected was Base Expectancy. [By itself it separates the

extremes (no problems and returns to prison) fairly well, but on all four

groups it can explain less than 10 percent of the variance.] ‘The second

variable added was drug offense, and the third variable added was regular

parole—both indicators of parole vulnerability of narcotics users. ‘The first

treatment variable to enter the equation was high attendance (step 8).

Like the univariate analyses presented earlier, it shows a weak tendency

for men who attended 40 or more group counseling sessions to do better

on parole than the men whoattended fewer than 40 sessions or who were

nonparticipants in the program. ‘The absolute contribution of this item

was very small. In fact, none of the variables specified, even BES, did a

very effective job of independently predicting parole outcome.

Taken together, the 30 variables were able to successfully assign only

52 percent of the No PROBLEMS, 47 percent of the MINOR PROBLEMS, 38 per-

cent of the MAJOR PROBLEMS, and 41 percent of RETURN TO PRISON. Most

of the explained variance is accounted for by BES plus a few additional

items. Conversely, a very large amount of the variance of parole outcome

is unaccounted for by prerelease information.

It should be reiterated that in these analyses we were less concerned

with the total efficacy of prerelease variables in outcome prediction than

we were concerned with assessing the specific contribution madebyseveral

treatment variables. And in this regard, we found that the weight of any

item reflecting distinctions between participants in group counseling and

nonparticipants was very slight. Even in combination with many other

prisoner characteristics, treatment did not aid appreciably in accounting

for parole success or failure."

To conclude the empirical portion of this section and to further high-

light the paucity of differences between treatment groups and their be-

havior on parole, we present an additional analysis: multivariate analysis

17 Perhaps treatment would add to the prediction of parole outcome, but only in

terms of an interaction with other variables, that is, in a nonlinear regression. For a

detailed discussion of this issue, see the technical note in this chapter.
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table 9.10 Stepwise Discriminate Analysis: Thirty Variables on Four Group
Thirty-Six-Month Parole Outcome

Step ‘Variable

=

F_- Value F Value at
Number Number on Entrance Step No. 30

U

Statistic

|

U DecreaseEEE

OOeee

] ] 37.9063 11.6934 89 34 .1066
2 28 8.1864 1.9223 8709 0225
3 29 5.4340 3.8085 8562 0147
4 8 6.2745 7.0447 8396 .0166
5a 9 4.9233 2.7498 8267 0129

6 15 3.3572 2.0026 8181 0086
7 16 2.9976 8079 8104 0077
§ 13 2.9196 7.0447 8029 0075
9 2 2.5350 2.0333 7965 0064

10 7 1.8890 8079 1918 0047
1] 10 1.7639 0228 1873 0045
12 25 1.9733 4833 1824 0049
13 23 1.5084 2.0730 1787 0037
14 22 2.0852 1.5995 1735 0052
15 6 1.3968 1.4947 7701 0034
16 18 1.2157 1.2332 .7671 0030
17 19 1.0989 1.0341 ./644 0027
18 17 9816 8646 7620 0024
19 30 897] 8074 1598 0022
20 27 1578 3304 1580 0018
21 3 6259 5758 7565 0015
22 4 3942 1.5995 7555 0010
23 20 3322 3623 1547 0008
24 24 2738 279] 7540 0007
25 5 2975 2959 1533 0007
26 14 2088 .1869 1528 0005
27 26 0989 .1077 7526 0002
28 21 0315 .0307 7525 0001
29 1] 0222 0228 7524 0001
30 12 0144 0144 1524 0000eee
a Variables below do not reach .05 at entrance.

of variance. In this analysis the eight strongest predictors of parole out-
come that were detected in the multiple regression results were included
as covariates.

Inspection of the differences between the adjusted and unadjusted parole
success means for each treatmentclassification (Table 9.12) reveals only
slight changes. Mandatory controls and voluntary controls are decreased
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table 9.11. Predicted Outcome Classification Using Thirty Variables in a

Stepwise Discriminate Analysis Compared with Actual Four-

Group Outcome at Thirty-Six Months

i
Predicted Assignment

     

No
Recorded Minor Major Return

Actual Designation Problems Problems Problems to Prison Total

eeeSNS

SS
No recorded problems 108 29 43 29 209

Minor problems 23 77 33 31 164

Major Problems 25 15 36 18 94

Return to prison 80 104 109 197 490

Total N 236 225 221 275 957

Predicted Assignment

No
Recorded Minor Major Return

Row Percentages Problems Problems Problems to Prison Total
Eee
No recorded problems 52 14 20 14 100

Minor problems 14 47 20 19 100

Major problems 27 16 38 19 100

Return to prison 16 2) 22 41 100

Predicted Assignment

No
Recorded Minor Major Return

Column Percentages Problems Problems Problems

__

to Prison
sss
No recorded problems 46 13 20 1]

Minorproblems 9 34 15 1]

Major problems 1] 6 16 6

Return to prison 34 47 49 72
a

Total 100 100 100 100

Oo

slightly, and mandatorysmall group and mandatorylarge group participants

are increased slightly.

Contrasting each treatment variety with the mandatory control classi-

fication (Table 9.13) yields impressive results. None of the p values

achieve .05, with the exception of those due to the regression (covariates)

or the Grand Mean. This is perhaps the strongest and most straightforward

linear test, and the results are consistent with preceding analyses.
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In both univariate analysis and multivariate analysis we have evaluated
the possibility that group counseling in the prison experience of inmates
might induce fewer parole revocations. But we were unable to demonstrate
any statistically reliable indications that group counseling had any direct
impact on parole outcome for inmates who, voluntarily or involuntarily,
participated in the treatment. All in all, the California Men’s Colony
study provides scant support for a program that represents a major com-
ponent of the Department of Corrections’ treatment effort. In the con-
cluding chapter of this book, we examine the political implications that
a study lke ours has for the administrators and treatment program
specialists of a public agency.

Technical note: Chapter IX

TECHNICAL NOTE ON METHODS OF ANALYSIS

To be reasonably confident that our failure to demonstrate the predicted
association between treatment and parole outcome did not result from
an oversimplified scheme of analysis, we extended the analysis to consider
the linear assumptions that underlie standard multivariate analysis, non-
linear multiple regression analysis, alternative multivariate solutions, and
multivariate outliers.

- ‘THE ASSUMPTION OF LINEARITY

Up to this point in the analysis of the data, no significant “main effect”
of treatment on parole outcome has been demonstrated. It is still possible
for some inmates to have gained from exposure to the types of group
counseling conducted during the course of this study. Who might these
inmates be, and how is it possible to detect them?

Since the implied general analytical model posits the possible operation
of many variables (only some of which were or could have been mea-
sured), the number of logical combinations of just those variables mea-
sured becomes awesome. The classical solution to this problem would
require a series of fully crossed factorial designs. It was simply not prac-
tical to implement such a design, let alone a series of these designs, in
the prison under study. Indeed, it is unlikely that an elaborate and defini-
tive research design of this kind will ever be implemented in any prison
setting.

Given the design as it stands, classical statistical techniques could
rigorously test only the main effects of treatment. To this end, the “main
effects” contingency tables involved few assumptions about the “form”
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of the relationship under investigation.18 All the multivariate analysis
presented in this and the preceding chapters (one-way analysis of variance,
stepwise multiple regression analysis, discriminate function analysis, and
multivariate analysis of variance) involve the assumption of linearity to
some degree.1®

However, perhaps treatment is effective only if a set of nonadditive
features are simultaneously considered.2° This implies interaction or
boolian qualification in the prediction of outcome. In other words, it is
possible that more than just the addition of another variable is needed.
Instead, the consideration of levels of variables and various combinations
of levels of variables might be required.

For example, it may be possible for treatment to be effective with
those men whohave:

no history of drug usage,
but who have a drug-related commitmentoffense,
and whoare over 30 at timeoffirst commitment,
and who have a record of attending somecollege.

or, men who have:

a violence-related first offense,

and whoare over 35 at ageoffirst arrest,
and who do not have a criminal record in the community to which they

are released,

but who do have a history of excessive alcohol usage.

These qualifications would be decidedly nonlinear, involving boolian com-
binations of variables and levels of variables. Hopefully, they might (just
might) also represent large enough portions of institutionalized popula-
tions to make these qualifications programatically important. Or, they
also may indicate that some select groups are amenable to treatment and
that, when exposed to this treatment, do indeed fare better on parole but,
for the most part, the treatment employed simply haslittle effect on the
great mass of inmates thus exposed.

18 ‘To this end, chi square as a measure of the existence of a “departure from
expectation”’ is presented. Where appropriate, the statistical measure of ‘ordinal agree-
ment,’ gamma, also is presented throughout the text.

19 For a comparison of the underlying similarities between analysis of variance,
regression analysis and analysis of covariance, see James Fennessey, “The General Linear
Model: A New Perspective on Some Familiar Topics,” The American Journal of
Sociology, 74, No. 1 (July 1968).

20 The assumption of additivity basically implies that 4 constant given increment in
any one of the predictor variables will be demonstrated by a given constant increment
in the dependent variable. This means, for example, that the presence or level of one
element has no enhancing or diminishing effect on the impact of another.



Exploration of Factors Related to Parole Survival 261

Nevertheless, given the design as it stands and the current state of

statistical development, few other reconceptualizations of the problem

or types of standard analyses were readily available, with one notable

exception: nonlinear regression. As this technique seems to be relatively

unknown,a discussion of it is appropriate.**

NONLINEAR MULTIPLE REGRESSION

One method of analyzing the effect of a number of predictor variables

on a criterion variable is to plot the criterion values in hyperspace via

coordinates given by the predictor variables. The resulting “swarm” of

data points is dificult to conceptualize when there are more than three

variables involved. Standard linear regression analysis attempts to develop

a prediction equation that describes the criterion variable as a linear

function of the predictor variables. A successful linear regression equation

essentially describes a plane that floats through the data swarm in N-space.

A multiple correlation coefficient of .999 indicates that nearly all the

values of the criterion variable fall along a plane. Linear regression pre-

diction equations typically involve a constant and coefhcients (defining

slope) times each predictor variable (Y’ = c+ B,X, .. . ByX;). Further-

more, simple algebra indicates that any polynomial having more than two

terms can be represented as a sum of factored polynomials (equations).

For example, Y’ = X?, — X?. + c can be represented as Y” = (X, — X2)

(X, -+ Xe) +c.
In the computer program used here, two or more prediction equations

are incremented simultaneously. These equations then are multiplied to-
gether to describe a surface. Notice that each equation is itself linear; but,

when two or more are multiplied together, nonlinear surfaces are de-
scribed. In the simplest case, the criterion variable is approximated not by
the value of a single expression but by the product of, at least, two linear
expressions.

Three “orders” of solutionsare illustrated here. On computer-generated
problems where the form of the multivariate relationship is truly linear,
the program generates a constant and coefhcients in the first expression that

21 Specific references to this technique are not readily available; however, the basic

algorithms of this technique were presented by its developer, K. R. Wood, to the
Western North American Region of the Biometric Society, at the University of

California, Riverside, on June 22 and 23, 1965. An abstract of this presentation 1s

available in Biometrics, Volume 21, No. 3, September 1965, p. 775, entitled “Nonlinear

Discriminant and Principal Components Analysis.”” The program itself was developed
by Mr. Wood and James Waddingham of the Health Sciences Computing Facility,

financed by National Institute of Health, Grant FR3. Information about this program,
Least-Squares Approximation by Products of Linear Forms, may be obtained by writing

to the Health Sciences Computing Facility, University of California, Los Angeles,
California.
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meet the least-squares criterion. The second expression contains an ex-
tremely small but nonzero constant and coefficients that are very near
unity. When the two expressions are multiplied together, the results are
numerically identical to the values in a standard linearsolution (there will
be differences in nonsignificant digits due to the multiplication).

On computer-generated problems where the form of the multivariate
relationship is truly parabolic, the program will generate a constant and
coefhcients in the first expression, as above, and will generate the same
constant and coefficients in the second expression. When the two expres-
sions are multiplied, the squared terms (and product terms) describe a
plane that floats through N-space, the edges of which curve to form a
trough.

Onperfect third-degree computer-generated problems the program will
generate constants and coefficients in three expressions. The N-space plane
is not only brought up at the edges but bent in the middle (the so-called
saddle shape or flying diaper).

SEQUENCE OF OPERATIONS

In practice the program starts with one form, in one expression, in one
polynomial, partialing out the effects of all other variables and producing a
table of stored increments for each variable and the resulting increase in
r”. It then searches this table for the one increment for the one variable
that will maximally increase 1r?, and it makes that increment. Then it
holds all other variables constant and starts anew. It continues in this
iterative manneruntil no single change in a single variable in a single form
will markedly change the r?. At the same time it makes a comparison with
changes in increments of variables in a second or third linear form. Even-
tually, the program generates a fully general polynomial expression that is
the sumof manyfactored polynomials.

LINEARIZED NONLINEAR SOLUTIONS

If a simple nonlinear relationship between treatment and outcome was
posited, it would be possible to linearize either the treatment or the out-
come measure and to compute a standardlinearregression on thetransformed
variables. Since the argument includes the notion that other variables be-
sides treatment are operative, it would be necessary to transform many
variables. If a simple second-degree model were posited, it would be neces-
sary to input the original variables, their squares, and the resultant product
terms. Since the linear multivariate analyses presented in the text involved
30 variables and the numberof possible product terms is N (N — 1) /2,
close to 500 variables would have been needed just to test the second-
degree model.
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If a general third-degree model was posited and tested via the transfor-
mation process outlined above, several thousand variables would be in-
volved. Even if the 500 variables were successfully generated and inputed,
interpreting the results would have been nearly impossible. If the third-
degree solution were attempted, the number of variables would have ex-
ceeded the numberof cases, even in the relatively large sample employed
in this study. When the numberof variables exceeds the numberofcases,
matrix singularity occurs, invalidating the analysis. The output tends to
consist of pages of solid numeric characters; the volume is dependent
solely on the leniency of the monitoring system. In short, although the
second-degree solution would have been nearly uninterpretable, the third-
degree solution would have been unintelligible.

Three different “orders” of solutions have been illustrated. The pro-
gram is currently written with the capability for seventh-degree solutions.
As an aid to interpretation, the program is constrained to economize on
both the number of variables per form and the numberof forms. In es-
sence, the program attempts to build a model that best characterizes the
data, nonlinear if it must be, linear if possible, and efficient.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

The second major consideration introduced by this note was that of alter-
native solutions. One of the sacred cowsof classical statistical analysis is
that any regression algorithm worth its salt must be “unique.” A tradi-
tional criterion for uniqueness is that the equation be a “least-squares
solution.” In theory, solutions that are even slightly less than “least
Squares’ are not unique; although in practice there are often several differ-
ent “solutions,” involving different variables or different weightings of the
same variables, that may be much more interpretable to the researcher.

The nonlinear regression program used had the additional feature of
attempting alternative solutions, using different variables, or the same vari-
ables, with different weights in either linear, nonlinear, or a combination
of both. The program was constrained so that each “polynomial” was
essentially orthogonal to the previous forms. Consequently, it was possible
to explore the notion that treatment might be a prominent variable in
predicting outcome in an alternative or slightly less than least-squares
regression equation.

THE PROBLEM OF MULTIVARIATE OUTLIERS

Another problematic feature of linear regression analyses, which has re-
ceived little attention, is the detection of outliers or cases with atypical
values. When this problem is raised, it is acknowledged that the presence
of outliers will distort a solution; the value of the resulting r? may be
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either artificially increased or decreased. Solutions to this problem usually
entail diligent cleaning of the data prior to submission.

But “cleaning” usually implies that a researcher has examined the data,
variable by variable, making a determination that suspiciously high or low
values are legitimate (not categories for missing information, no response,
inapplicable codes, and the like). Routine coding checks and coder reli-
ability tests are supposed to eliminate errors within the range of legitimate
values. However, it is possible for cases to be coded correctly, to be free of
extreme values, and still be extremely atypical of the rest of the sample.

Some standard multiple regression programs have the option of preening
out “residuals” on a case-by-case basis. If the researcher scans this list and
notices those cases with suspiciously large residual values, errant cases may
be spotted. But they would be errant within the context of linear solutions.
The program used here prints out residuals, but they reflect nonlinear
abnormalities if the solution was of a higher degree.

In addition, during the course of analysis, the nonlinear program alter-
nately excludes and returns cases that dramatically increase or decrease the
value of 1°. The results of the two iterations can be compared. If during
subsequentiterations the same cases appear andif at the end of the analy-
sis these same cases have large residual values, it is fairly certain that these
cases are typical of the rest.

SUMMARY

The attempt to show that treatment in a prison setting affected behavior
on parole from a linear model was notsuccessful. An attempt was made to
determineif, in fact, the linear model applied. A nonlinear form of multi-
ple regression that is capable of fitting more complex surfaces was em-
ployed. Fortunately, for interpretation purposes?? the analysis indicated
that going to relatively more sophisticated attempts to approximate or to
build up a model that would allow treatment to operate in higher-degree
forms did not appreciably aid in the prediction of parole outcome. Conse-
quently, only the linear results are presented.

In summation, the nonlinear statistical analysis found no significant
multivariate outliers in the data (either linearly or nonlinearly defined), no
significant nonlinear relationships directly or indirectly involving treat-
ment as a variable, nor any alternative linear or nonlinear solutions in-

volving treatment.

22 There is a limit to the interpretability of very complex surfaces, since it is possible

to describe an extremely contorted surface if there are enough variables, enough coeffi-

cients, and enough freedom in the model.
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The data that we have just presented do not confirm the expectations ex-

pressed by many persons at the outset of this study. Recall that members

of the Adult Authority initially objected to our requirement of a control

sample of men who would be “denied” the opportunity to participate in

group counseling. These officials believed enough of the rhetoric of group

treatment to raise serious question before they reluctantly consented to

this condition for 600 inmates. There was also some concern about the
possible political repercussions attendant to “denying” treatment to in-

mates wholater violated parole, another assumption of treatment effective-
ness. Now, having given data on the relationship between parole survival

and treatment exposure, we shall discuss what we consider to be the main
reasons that group counseling did not show the effects predicted by de-
partmental personnel, and we shall examine some of the implications of
our study for correctional administrators, treatment professionals, and the
prospects of continuing evaluative research in public agencies.

In considering these matters, we shall address ourselves to several re-
lated issues. First, the rates of return to prison are relatively high, with
over one half of the men back in prison at the end of three years. How
does this compare with otherstatistics on parole failure?

Second, if group counseling has no demonstrable effects on inmate
attitudes or subsequent behavior, is it because the influence of the inmate
“community” negated the influence of the group experience? In other
words, is the “failure” of group counseling to be found in thesolidarity
of the inmate social system?

A third area of concern pertains to the implications of the findings of
this study for the agency administrators and the treatment professionals.

285
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And finally, did this evaluative study have any impact on the program or
the agency after the preliminary report was delivered?

Recidivism: national figures compared with California data

First, it is appropriate to commenton theoverall parole violation rate ob-
served in the three-year follow-up.

Figure 10.1 shows the flow of cases from one year to the next for a

  

968 Men leave prison  

          

  

 

   

 

     
     

  
  

NO MINOR MAJOR RETURN
PROBLEMS PROBLEMS PROBLEMS TO PRISON

Twelve months 41 percent 24 percent 7 percent 28 percent 1N = 957' 391 SE 264 O00 percent

  

Twenty four
months 28 percent

N = 957 272

Thirty six
months 22 percent. percent f=

209 164
N = 957

1 At the 36-month outcome, eight men had died and theclassification of three
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2 Nine menreclassified to minor problems.
figure 10.1 The movementofclass through three years of post-release experience
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36-month period. Recall that in the nature of record keeping, cases can
move only from a lesser to a greater difficulty; they do not move the other
way. That is, the record at any given point in time shows the mostserious
disposition since release from prison. The tendency is for about one half
of those men who had noreported trouble during the first year to con-
tinue to avoid trouble to the end of the 36-month period. For the rest of
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the initially troublefree men, there was a tendency to move to minor

arrests or short jail stays. For men who experienced minor problems dur-

ing the first year, there was a greater chance of continuing in that outcome
category than there was of moving to the “failure” categories. For men

who were arrested on serious charges or who received long jail sentences
during the first year, there was a high probability of their subsequentre-
turn to prison.

By the end of 36 months, 51 percent of the original cohort of releases

were back in prison: two thirds had been returned to-finish-term, and the
remainder had been recommitted on new convictions.! Another 10 percent
were serving long jail sentences or were awaiting trial or sentencing on
felony charges. Seventeen percent had served short jail sentences, had been
returned for short-term reconfinement in the narcotic program or had been
arrested and, in some cases, convicted for a misdemeanor, or had been

arrested on felony charges but released. ‘Twenty-two percent (209) of the
original cohort had no reported arrests during the 36-month period. (No-
tice that this figure excludes 38 men who did not receive a disposition
while on parole but who were arrested subsequent to discharge from
parole up to the end of the 36 months.)

In all, 272 men were discharged from parole within the three-year
follow-up period: four out of five no problems cases, over one half of the
men classified as minor problems, and slightly over one third of the major
problems cases. The majority of these men remained in the community
without being arrested, but 104 (40 percent) did encounter some trouble
with law enforcement agencies, including seven men who were convicted
of felony crimes.

The figures from our study do not agree with the recidivism figures
reported for the United States Bureau of Prisons. Based on his review of
several studies of federal recidivism, one parole official concludes in a re-
port to the United States Attorney General that the “outlook is optimistic.”
The most “optimistic” of the studies cited, and the one on which this
positive conclusion rests, was a three-year projection of adults released
and adults receiving “warrants” (revocation dispositions) in any one year
from 1955 to 1963. These failure rates ranged from 13 to 18 percent.?
Another study involving three-year follow-up periods for all federal re-
leases (including some youth cases) in the period 1955 to 1963 reported

1 Another California study had a reverse distribution of TFT and WNT revocations
after 36 months: one third as technical violators and two thirds for major new offenses.
Gottfredson and Ballard, op. cit., p. 27.

2 Zeigel W. Neff, “Report of the Acting Chairman of the Board of Parole,” in An-
nual Report to the Attorney General, United States Department of Justice, 1966,
p. 489.
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failure rates between 22 to 29 percent.
In a study widely quoted by prison administrators, Daniel Glaser

reports:

. of 1015 cases constituting a random sample of adult male pris-
oners released from federal prisons in 1956, a total of about 31 percent
were found to be reimprisoned:

26.6 percent on new felony sentences;
I.7 percent as parole or conditional release violators, when suspected

of new felonies;

2.8 percent as parole violators with no felonies alleged.

An additional 3.9 percent received non-prison sentences for felony-
like offenses (e.g., petty larceny, carrying concealed weapons). Including
the latter, we arrived at what wecall a total “failure rate” of 35 percent.4

Glaser supports his estimate of a 35 percent failure rate with data on
California parolees released between 1950 and 1961: thirty-six and one-half
percent had been returnedto prison within six years.5 These rates obviously
represent a marked contrast to our figure (51 percent returned to prison
within three years). They also are lower than recidivism data from two
other recent studies.6 One of these studies, conducted by Gottfredson’
and Ballard, involved an eight-year follow-up of 1810 men released to
California parole in 1956. Their analyses showed an overall return rate of
46 percent by the third year: thirty percent were returned with “major
new offenses” and 16 percent were returned as technical violators. (By
the end of the study, 57 percent had been returned to prison—two thirds
for new felony convictions.) With time adjusted, their three-year data
were nearly identical with ours (see Table 10.1).

The second study reporting recidivism at 24 months after release for
California parolees compared more closely with our 24-month outcome
(43 percent) than with the outcome for federal releasees at 60 months
(31 percent return to prison): for men paroled in each of four years,
1961 to 1964, return to prison rates within 24 months were 44 percent,
47 percent, 45 percent, and 41 percent, respectively.

Although Glaser contends that only about one third of all men re-

3 Ibid., p. 488.

4 See Daniel Glaser, The Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole System, Indianapolis:
Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1964, p. 20.

5 Glaser, op. cit., pp. 21-22.
6 Gottfredson and Ballard, op. cit., data adopted from Table VI, p. 27; and “Parole

Outcome for 6 Years of Felon Releases to California Parole, 1961-66,” Research Divi-

sion, Department of Corrections, Sacramento, California. These data excluded men su-

pervised on parole outside of California but included outside prison commitments.
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table 10.1 Comparison of Recidivism Rates of Two California Parole Follow-

up Studies

California Men’s Gottfredson-Ballard

Colony Sample 1965 Parolees

Percent Returned to Prison (N = 968) (N = 1810)

During first year 28 22

During secondyear 15 15
During third year 8 9

THIRTY-SIX MONTH TOTAL 51 Percent 46 Percent

leased from an entire prison system are returned to prison, he recognizes
that differences between systems do occur, and he accounts for these dif-
ferences primarily in terms of organizational policies. Presumably he would
account for the higher rate of recidivism in California, when compared
to the federal system, with the following arguments.

The proportion of releasees returned to prison tends to be higher

(a) where probation is used extensively so that only the worst risks

go to prison;

(b) where parole is used extensively so that many poor-risk parolees

are released on a trial basis;

(c) where a large proportion of parolees are returned to prison when

they have violated parole but have not been charged with or

convicted of new felonies;

(d) where there is a high over-all crime rate in the communities to
which prisoners are released, so that there is high prospect of
the releasee coming from and going to highly criminogeniccir-

cumstances.?

We cannot compare California and federal figures on all of these
points, but some commentsare in order because of the publicity given to
Glaser’s recidivism figures by correctional officials. More California felons
are placed on probation than was the case in the federal system in 1964,
1965, and 1966: 51 percent, 51 percent, and 52 percent compared with 44
percent, 37 percent, and 38 percent, respectively.® It seems relevant, how-

7 Glaser, op. cit., pp. 24-27.
8 For these years, number of cases convicted felons were as follows:

 

California Federal

1964 27830 26773

1965 30840 28757

1966 32000 27314



290

=

Prison Treatment and Parole Survival

ever, to raise questions about the nature of “poor risks”—not only about
poor risks who are denied probation but about poor risks who are denied
parole.

It is the case that more California prisoners than federal prisoners are
conditionally released. That does not mean, however, that all other federal
prisoners, including the presumably poorerparole risks, leave prison with-
out supervision at the expiration of their terms. The federal system em-
ploys an intermediate procedure between parole and expiration of sentence
called “mandatory release” (formerly called “conditional” release).

Where the applicant is denied parole on his original hearing and thereis
no subsequent change in the Parole Board’s order of denial, he is re-
leased by operation of law. Such mandatory release will occur at the end
of the sentence . . . less such good time . . . as he may have earned
through his behavior at the institution. He is released as though on
parole, with supervision until the expiration of the maximum term or
terms for which he is sentenced less one hundred and eighty days. Insofar
as possible release plans are completed before the release of such prisoner
and he is continued under supervision for any period longer than one
hundred and eighty days remaining on his term, under the conditions
established by the Board... .

If a parolee or mandatory releasee does not demonstrate capacity and
willingness to fulfill the obligations of a law abiding citizen or if con-
tinuance in the community becomes detrimental to the integrity of the
parole system or incompatible with the welfare of society, he may be
reimprisoned. .. .°

Mandatory releasees, unlike parolees, may have but are not required to
have jobs and housing arrangedas a conditionofrelease, but they are under
the supervision of federal parole officers and are subject to the conditions
of the parole agreement. Parolee and mandatory releasee categories, then,
can be combined in the sense that return to prison for both groups can
be for technical parole violations, and in the sense that parole supervision
means the routine collections of data on postrelease experience. Thus,
California and federal prison recidivism studies do not involve such dis-
parate “risk’’ populations as might appear—if one compares California
parolees with federal parole and mandatory release populations. It seems

Crime and Delinquency in California, 1966, Department of Justice, Sacramento, Califor-
nia, p. 37; Statistical Abstracts of the United States, 1964, 1965, 1966, p. 152, 155, and
158, respectively.

® Rules of the United States Board of Parole, Department of Justice, Washington,
D.C., 1958, p. 15.
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to us that this feature of Glaser’s argument for explaining the higher

recidivism rates of California over federal releasees is not as viable an ex-

planation as the following two factors.

The first point to be made is that, in 1951, parole was not used for

all California prisoner releasees, presumably least in the case of “poor

risks.” During the time of our study, 90 percent or more of California’s

releasees went out on parole.!° Is the higher failure rate for Men’s Colony

—Fast in recent years the result of this change in paroling practice? To

answer this question we must first try to determine the “poor risks” who

in earlier days would not have been as frequently paroled or would have

been paroled only after serving more of their sentences. Here a distinction

must be drawn between empirically established parole risks and ones that

are established for reasons related to the tactics of organizational survival.

For example, most parole boards regard men convicted of homicide, as-

sault, and sex offenses as poor risks. These cases in California call for

special diagnostic examinations by the prison psychiatrist so that the Adult
Authority may assess “violence potential” in making their decisions about

parole. These offenders are regarded as poor risks because their crimes are
the kinds that arouse the greatest public concern and that are mostlikely
to bring forth public condemnation of parole and prison officials if the
men commit offenses after they are paroled. The risk factor here, then,

is not to be measured in termsof statistics which indicate that men who
commit crimes of violence will repeat their offenses. In fact, the opposite
is the case. Studies of criminal careers indicate that burglars, forgers, and

thieves are most likely to repeat their offenses and to violate parole, yet
they are paroled more readily than men convicted of assaultive crimes for
which there is greater public aversion. These general points apply to the
Men’s Colony study sample.

Table 10.2 shows the extent of felony involvement on parole by each

CMCE commitment offense category. Narcotics and burglary offenders
showed the greatest persistence in criminal activity: more than one half

10 There has been a steady increase in the use of parole in California for the last 20

years. Seventy-five percent of male felons released from all California institutions were

released to parole supervision in 1950; in 1960, the figure was 85 percent; and in 1965,

89 percent. Presently the figure exceeds 90 percent.
Federal use of parole has not been as extensive. For example, in 1965, of all male

federal releasees (conditional and unconditional), parole accounted for 34 percent, man-

datory release 24 percent, and the remainder (42 percent) were released unconditionally.
This figure—56 percent conditional release—is somewhat less than in 1950, when 62
percent were released under some type of supervision. California Prisoners, 1960, Depart-
ment of Corrections, Sacramento, California, p. 49, and National Prisoner Statistics, De-

partment of Justice, Bureau of Prisons, Washington, D.C., Bulletin No. 40, November,

1966, pp. 12, 15, and 27.
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of the men in each category received dispositions for some type of felony
while on parole. Narcotic offenders on parole were more often cited for
the same violation than were other categories of offenders. “Violent”
offenders were less likely than all other offender types to have been as-
sociated with any type of felony activity or to have been cited for a
“violent” offense.!!

The point of this argument is that a morerestrictive parole policy in
California in the early 1950’s does not necessarily mean that the men
most likely to violate parole were the “poor risks” who were kept in
prison. It is more likely that the men whoserved longer terms and were
less readily paroled included the empirically established “good risks.” The
actual risks for offender categories should be kept in mind in looking at
the recidivism rates of CMCEinmates. It is worth noting that only about
8 percent of our parolee cohort was comprised of men committed for
homicide (12), assault (18), and sex offenses (47)—offender types that
represent, from a statistical perspective, “good risks” but who, from a
policy perspective, represent “poor risks.”

A second, and very significant, difference between California and fed-

11 Our data on repeated crime are fairly consistent with a Pennsylvania report of
recidivism for 29,000 parolees released between 1946 to 1961.

Repeated Crimes
(in Percent)

Burglary 11.1
Forgery 10.2
Narcotics (includes

marijuana) 10.1
Sex offenders, Homicide

and Assault 6.9
Larceny (Theft) 6.4
Robbery 5.1
Other 10.2

Similarities between these data and ours as presented in Table 10.2 should be noted, as
must the disparate findings; narcotics 10 percent versus 30 percent; theft 6 percent
versus 18 percent; and the “violent’”’ crimes 7 percent versus 11 percent. Although the
categories undoubtedly include a somewhat different grouping of offenses than ours, and
while they represent “crimes committed” rather than ‘dispositions received” (which do
not necessarily involve conviction), there is yet another factor that more adequately
might explain these differences, especially in regard to the narcotic and sex offenders.
That factor is increased surveillance implied by the required visits to nalline centers for
men with a narcotics history and required out-patient clinic attendance for the sex offen-
ders. Pennsylvania Board of Parole, “‘A Comparison of Releases and Recidivists from
June 1, 1946 to May 31, 1961,” December 20, 1961, cited by Daniel Glaser and Vin-
cent O’Leary in Personal Characteristics and Parole Outcome, United States Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare, 1966, p. 17.
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table 10.2 Felony Offenses Cited on Parole within 36 Months of Release by

the Offense for which Committed
(in percent)

 

Parole Offense

 

Same as
Commit-
ment Some Other Cited for any Type

Commitment Offense Offense Felony Offense of Felony Offense

Narcotics (N = 117) 2] 34 55

Burglary (N = 221) 15 36 51

Forgery (N = 108) 10 37 47
Theft (N = 138) 18 27 45
Marijuana and

dangerous drugs (N = 99) 9 32 41

Robbery (N = 145) 6 32 38

Homicide, assault

and sex related (N = 77) I] 10 21

Others? (N = 60) 10 32 42
i

a This is a CDCclassification and, among other offenses, includes escape, kidnap-

ping, arson, possession of weapons in prison, and conspiracy.

eral correctional systems (not mentioned by Glaser), is the indeterminate

sentencing structure used by manystates, including California. The use

of this policy has two important consequences: first, maximum terms are

longer and second, the proportion of term served on parole is greater.”

Since parole supervision means the collection of information about

parolees, including activities that prompt returns to prison in lieu of

prosecution, and activities that constitute technical violations of parole,

the longer the parole period (and more intensive the supervision), the

greater the chances for a man to be returned to prison. Federal prisoners

are released sooner from the correctional apparatus and this decreases

their chances of being returned for technical reasons. Differences in re-

cidivism rates may be artifacts of organizational policy such as increased

use of parole rather than a pure measure of criminalactivity.
In regard to returning men to prison for technical violations of parole

12 More specifically, (1) the indeterminate “. . . maximum [length of sentence] was

twice the length of the definite term” (emphasis ours) and (2) “releasees with definite
sentences served about 40 percent of their term, while releasees with indeterminate sen-

tences served about 27 percent of the maximum.” National Prisoner Statistics: Charac-

teristics of State Prisoners, 1960, Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons,
Washington, D.C., pp. 18, 29.
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and the revocation of parole because of new felony convictions—Glaser’s
third qualification—there seem to be substantial differences between fed-
eral and California policies. This comparison, however, is made difficult
because Glaser’s figures reflect return to federal prison for all releasees, and
California figures reflect return to prison for parolees only. In the federal
system, men released at expiration of sentence obviously cannot be re-
turned for violating conditional release agreements. Most of Glaser’s
35 percent “failure rate” consisted of new felony commitments (26.6
percent). Only four and one half percent were returned as technical
parole violators, including suspicion of felonies. Eighteen percent of our
study sample were returned with new convictions and 33 percent were
returnedas parole violators to finish their original term. A better contrast
here would be drawn between recidivism rates for federal and California
parolees,

Finally, with respect to Glaser’s fourth qualification of his general prop-
ositions concerning recidivism rates, we have no way of estimating the
“criminogenic potential” for the communities to which CMCE men were
released. Glaser’s study, however, also lacks this information, we presume,
since we are not aware of any tests or measures of “criminogenic potential”
that have been established for American cities.

Glaser’s argument, it should be noted, applies to prison systems, not
to individual prisons. Logically, one would expect differences in recidivism
figures between maximum and minimum security prisons, with medium
security prisons about in the middle. Although our data pertain to one
prison, CMCE is a medium security institution with its population an
almost perfect representation of modal departmental prisoner character-
istics; its recidivism rate is slightly more than 50 percent within three years
after release. Furthermore, another 10 percent of the study population was
in serious trouble for felony violations not yet completely processed by the
criminal justice system. (In some of these cases the men were returned to

13 We are also not optimistic about Glaser’s suggestion of tabulating whether a
parolee was returned to prison on a “new” felony commitment. The administrative re-
turn of parolees in lieu of new prosecution according to due process of law is a common-
place occurrence in any parole system. Without inspection of the particular case, one
cannot reliably conclude whether in a given instance a parole is revoked because the
parolee did not adhere to the contract requirements or because the police are of the
opinion he is “noncooperative” when they wish to use him as an informer (often the
case with narcotics users), or because the district attorney accepts a plea of guilty to a
misdemeanor instead of trying for a felony conviction, or because the police or prosecu-
tor prevails on the parole division to revoke parole in lieu of a criminal prosecution in
court.
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prison but were not included in ourstatistics because the actions taken

against them cameafter the 36-month follow-up period.)

Because we are reporting recidivism figures for a medium security prison

population in one of the nation’s best correctional systems, and becauseit

seems to us that correctional systems will make even greater use of proba-

tion, parole, and indeterminate sentencing practices in the future, we are

not inclined to agree with Glaser’s general estimate that only about one-

third of the men released from prison are returned—particularly if this 1s

intended as a prediction.

Because Gottfredson and Ballard’s “difficulty rate” was nearly identical

year by year for three years with our outcomefindings, it seems reasonable

to estimate that a like proportion (70 percent) of our cohort would have

absconded, been in jail at least 60 days, or have been returned to prison by

the eighth year if we were able to extend the CMCE follow-up for that

period. This is twice the “failure rate” of the federal correctional study.

14 Our study and Glaser’s study measured recidivism in terms of the proportion of

a group of men returned to prison during a specified period (1, 2, 3, 4, 5 years, etc.)

from an original cohort of releasees. (Technical and felony recommitments were con-

sidered separately.) Gottfredson and Ballard’s study of 1810 California parolees used this

method and another for measuring recidivism.

First, employing the more commonly used measure (percent in trouble of a cohort),

they found 1272 men (70 percent) had been confined for at least 60 days in jail, had

absconded, or were back in prison within 8 years from release (p. 24). “Difficulties”

break down as follows:
Percent

Minor Convictions (one or more convictions
of at least 60 days confinement but
not more than one year) 12

Absconding ]

Return to Prison
Violator no convictions 12
Violator minor convictions 4
Major offense (California) felony 35
Major offense (Elsewhere) felony 6

TOTAL 70
The other way of considering recidivism involves the percentage of men revocated

(TFT or WNT) as a proportion of “surviving parolees,’”’ that is, men still exposed to
the risk of difficulty. Gottfredson and Ballard used this technique to test two common
assumptions: (1) that “parole violation occurs soon after parole” and its corollary, “‘the
longer a man goes without difficulty after parole, the greater is the likelihood that he
will not be in further difficulty,” and (2) a two-year follow-up is adequate for program
evaluation studies.
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As far as the state of California is concerned, a more accurate estimate
would seem to be that at least 50 percent of parolees will return within a
three-year period with minor increases likely as the follow-up period is ex-
tended.15

Men with Various Types of Difficulty and No Difficulty as Percents of Parolees
Remaining with No Difficulty and Exposed to Risk of Difficulty (p. 31)
eS

 

Number of No Difficulty Parole Parole
Year Men with No (includes up Minor Violators Violators
after Difficulty in to 60 days Conviction No Major Major New
Parole Prior Year in jail ) or Absconding Offense Offense

] 1810 75.08 2.43 7.29 15.19
2 1359 76.16 3.53 8.02 12.29
3 1035 82.51 3.67 4.35 9.47
4 854 87.82 3.16 82 8.20
5 750 90.40 2.80 40 6.40
6 678 91.30 3.24 — 5.46
7 619 92.08 3.23 — 4.68
8 570 94.39 4.74 — 88

TOTAL 1810 29.72 13.65 16.35 40.28

 

Gottfredson and Ballard conclude that these data support the first assumption but
not the second.

If a parolee has survived the first year after parole without difficulty [i.e., with
less than 60 days jail sentences] is he less likely to be in difficulty during the
next year? The data [above] give little support to this contention, since the per-
cent with no difficulty in the second year (among those exposed to therisk of
difficulty) is little different from the percent with no difficulty during the first
year |7> percent and 76 percent respectively]. Thereafter, however, the propor-
tions with no difficulty tend to increase, so that there is less likelihood of diffi-
culty the longer the man has been in the community without difficulty (minor
convictions expected) (emphasis ours) (p. 30).

Although it is true that most parole violation occurred early, it is worth noting that
“difficulties” continued to occur up to the end of the study. There was a fairly con-
stant increment of men in the minor conviction column. (Bear in mind that minor
convictions are defined as one or more convictions with sentences of at least 60 days
confinement but not more than one year.) There was also a steady accumulation of
men convicted of felony offenses. (The average felony offense and prison return oc-
curred more than two years after release from prison) (p. 35). The possibilities for
technical violation naturally decrease as men are discharged fromparole supervision.

15 The conclusion is not consistent with recent statements of California correctional
ofhcials. One popular magazine article states that “The ‘repeater’ rate among released
convicts, which to run close to 50 percent as it does in mest states, has been reduced
to 32 percent.” “The California Plan—How OneState is Salvaging its Convicts,” U.S.
News and World Report, August 24, 1970, p. 44.

/
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A revised view of the prison community

After a review of the substantial literature dealing with the social organiza-

tion of inmatesocial systems, we approached the problem of evaluating the

effect of group counseling on parole behavior by asking whether a wide-

spread counseling program in prison would constitute a communication

alternative to the restricted channels of information exchange maintained

by the informal inmate social system. The norms androles of such a sys-

tem were viewed as being, at least in part, a reaction to the pains of im-

prisonment. Some of these norms sanctioned continued criminal activity

and supported criminal self-conceptions, and thereby represented forces

that resist the intended reformative effects of the various prison programs.

If it were possible to get inmates and staff members to come together in

small groups where there would be a frank confrontation of both the inst1-

tutional and personal problems of the participants, perhaps the effect

would be to reduce the social distance between the two groups and to in-

crease the understanding of each for the other’s needs and interests. ‘This,

in turn, would challenge important tenets of the inmate code, such as the

categorical injunctions to avoid information exchange with staff and to

maintain solidarity among inmates.|

As indicated previously, we thus hypothesized that exposure to group

counseling would result in the decreased endorsement of the inmate code,

would undermine traditional inmate role types and would be associated

with increased success on parole. In our effort to empirically validate this

hypothesis, we soon encountered problems. The conception of the inmate

community as composed of certain groups of identifiable inmate types ap-

peared to have severe limitations. We found that we could assign very few

men to inmate “types” either through theclassification schemes of others

or through our own efforts. The best that we were able to do was toassign

inmates to “factor types.” Even this procedure, however, did not increase

our predictive power in terms of parole performance. Furthermore, we do

not feel that the values held by inmates are adequately understood by con-

sidering them simply as organized compensatory reactions to the pains of

imprisonment. At the time of our study, the inmates did not seem to be a

well-organized communitysolidified in their resistance to an oppressive

prison regime. They seemed to be a collection of men who defined them-

selves as being faced with a combination of surveillance, control, and

manipulation in which they viewed the counseling program as either a

benign ora sinister part. Being in a counseling group and not being in a

counseling group did not appear to affect the way inmates evaluated their

relations with staff members. These difficulties, which are reported in
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Chapter VI, prompted usto turn to considerationsof theory and then to a
modification of the view of the prison community reported in previous
prison studies.

The prison has been viewed as a “closed” social system in which there
are a variety of severe deprivations which generate a code that helps in-
mates adjust to these deprivations. It seems to us that these aspects of the
current theory are analytic rather than strictly empirical distinctions, and
we suggest that it may be more useful to examine prisons from a different
point of view. The principal features of this proposed view are:

1. Many prisons are not self-contained and isolated systems but are
relatively permeable units in larger systems called departments of cor-
rection.

2. Because of differences in the conditions of imprisonment between
departments of correction and between prisons of higher or lower
security ratings within the same department, inmates in_ prisons
throughout the United States are reacting to very different combina-
tions of material, social, and psychological deprivations.

3. The preprison backgrounds of inmates influence the kinds of adap-
tations that are made to combat the pains of imprisonment.

THE PRISON AS A CLOSED SOCIAL SYSTEM

The study of the prison as a closed system, like the study of the mental
hospital as a small society, or the factory as a social system, adopts a
theoretical view that focuses on interaction within the organization and
minimizes attention to interaction with the world surrounding the orga-
nization.’® It is altogether proper to do this, since for many purposes the
behavior of the members of the organization is conditioned by the fact of
membership and the constraints directly imposed by that system. However,
with this frame of reference it becomes difficult to see external factors
that influence behavior within the system. For example, to analyze the
hospital as a small social system provides valuable data, but it is unlikely
to shed much light on other problemssuch as, say, the role of a Municipal
Commission of Charities, the efforts of the Teamsters to organize the
nonprofessional personnel, the significance of the Outpatient Clinic bud-

16 See William Caudill, The Psychiatric Hospital as a Small Society, Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1958; Ivan Belknap, Human Problems of a State Mental Hos-
pital, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956; Alfred H. Stanton and Morris S. Schwartz, The
Mental Hospital, New York: Basic Books, 1954; W. Lloyd Warner, and J. O. Low,
The Social System of the Modern Factory, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1947; and
F. J. Roethlisberger and W. J. Dickson, Management and the Worker, Cambridge: Har-
vard University Press, 1939.
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get to the city councilmen, and the pattern of patient recruitment which
distinguishes it from another hospital on the other side of town. In this
connection, Etzioni has observed that the hospitalis, strictly speaking, not
a small society at all—because societies have functional autonomy and
hospitals do not.!7 Similarly, the study of the prison as a closed community
can lead to ignoring a myriad of relations between the prison and the
larger society. Whether one or the other of these perspectives is more
fundamental will not be debated here; it is enough to regard both aslegiti-
mate so long as the level of system reference is made explicit in the analy-
sis.18 ‘The historical facts indicate, however, that the study of the prison as
a unit of a larger social organization has been neglected.

Most studies of prison communities have stressed that the prison con-
stitutes a closed social system with definite organizational and physical
boundaries within which inmates are confined, under close surveillance,
and regulated by a set of rules that restrict their contact with the outside
world. Prisons have been shown to exhibit many features characteristic of
isolated communities, including distinctive forms of slang and argot, social
conventions, statuses, roles, and a stratification system.1® However, we sub-
mit that these features are also characteristic of other more open collec-
tivities such as universities, factories, hospitals, and military establishments.
These features are also characteristic of social movements, such asreli-
gious sects, and occupational aggregates, such as carnivals and circuses.

THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS AS AN INCLUSIVE SYSTEM

The relative isolation of prison inmates should not obscure the many im-
portant connections between the prison and the surrounding society in
general and the statewide Department of Corrections in particular. There
are many ways in which the prison is not an insulated community.

Directives and policies flow from departmental headquarters to the
prison. ‘The prison must provide daily or monthly reports on various aspects
of its operations to headquarters. The most important matters involved
in this exchange are the allocations of funds for state programs, physical
plant, job quotas, and inmate population.

Personnel are transferred from oneprison to another and from various
divisions of the Department of Corrections. In addition to transfers of

17 Amitai Etzioni, “Interpersonal and Structural Factors in the Study of Mental Hos-
pitals,”” Psychiatry, 23 (February 1960), p. 17.

18See the cautionary remarks in Talcott Parsons and Edward Shils, Toward a
General Theory of Action, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1954.

19 See, for example, Erving Goffman, Asylums, Garden City: Anchor Books, 1961,
p. 4; Lloyd E. Ohlin, Sociology and the Field of Corrections, New York: Russell Sage
Foundation, 1956.
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personnel, training programs and meetings bring some personnel from all
institutions to central trainingsites.

Manyspecific decisions that affect prison operation are made outside
its walls. Inmates are received in reception-guidance centers where decisions
are made regarding the type of institution in which to confine the offender,
and about the type of program recommendedfor him within the limits of
institutional facilities and custodial considerations. At the other end, since
the use of indeterminate sentencing and parole has replaced “flat” terms,
the Adult Authority conducts hearings and sets release dates for inmates.
This body also indirectly affects inmate programs by making known its
concern that certain inmates participate in certain treatment programs.

Inmates are transferred from one prison to another during a given
sentence. One of the more regularly observed attributes of large organiza-
tions or departments is that problems are often met locally by physically
moving the troublemaker from oneplace (prison, cell block, hospital ward,
dormitory, school) to another (so-called “bus therapy”). There are also
institutions for well-behaved prisoners. In addition, parole violators are
often returned to a prison other than the releasing institution because the
fact of parole violation has changed their status in terms of “rehabilitation
potential.” ‘The size of the California Department of Corrections makes for
a greater variety of institutions and programs and, hence, a potentially
larger number of places to which inmates can be recommitted or trans-
ferred. In addition to having 10 prisons that differ in architecture, custody
classification, and type of inmate populations, the department includes a
myriad of otherinstallations such as conservation and forestry camps, nar-
cotic treatment units, halfway houses, and parole offices.
We obtained a rough indication of the extent of the transfer process

by tabulating the proportions of a random sample of San Quentin inmates
whoserved their current sentence in more than oneprison. All California
prisoners start their terms in a reception center and then move on to a
prison, but approximately 40 percent of San Quentin inmates had served
time in two or more prisons in addition to the reception center on one sen-
tence.

The frequency of intra-departmental transfer of inmates and the large
number of prisons in a Department of Corrections, which makes possible
numerous transfers and differentiated types of prisons, is a feature of con-
temporary penology that must be presumed to have implications for in-
mate normsandrole types.

The transfer of inmates from one kind offacility to another means that
the prison population is constantly changing and that friendship ties and
the informal organization required to encourage support of the tenets of
the inmate codeare continually being disrupted. Although the reaction of
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makeforaprocessofdeculturationintermsofabilitytofunctionaccord-
ingtotheexpectationsofthefreecommunity,andtheypromotetheinter-
nalizationofnormsandvaluesthatareapartoftheinmatecultureofthe
prisoncommunity.Thecharacterofthesenormsandvaluesoftheinmate
culture—theInmateCode—issaidtoderivefromthequalitiesofinstitu-
tionallifeandthetotalcontrolofbehaviorattemptedthere.Inmatecon-
duct,aswehaveindicatedearlier,isguidedbytheinmatecode,anda
deviancefromitissupposedtobepunishedbyostracismand,insomein-
stances,byphysicalabuse.

Theactualextentofsupportoftheinmatecodeintheprisonsstudied
earliermustremainmattersofinformalimpressionandconjecture,since
noquantitativesurveydataonthisquestionwereobtained.Itshouldbe
noted,however,thatthestudiesweciteasbeginningthetrendofanalyses
oftheprisonasacommunityincludedClemmer’sefforttoempirically
validatetheassertionsaboutinmateloyaltythathadbeenmadebyearlier
observersofprisonlife.Clemmerfoundthatamajorityoftheinmatesin
theprisonhestudiedwerenotengagedinprimarygrouprelationships
withotherinmates,andthatalmost40percentofthepopulationcouldbe
classifiedassolitaryorsemisolitarypersons.”Sykesalsofoundinastudy
oftheextentofloyaltyamonginmatesinamaximumsecurityprisonthat
41percentofthesampleinformedontheirfellowinmates.??AtCMCE,

wefoundthatthedegreeofendorsementofthebasictenetsoftheinmate
codewasconsiderablylowerthanweoriginallyexpected.

Ourfindingshavepromptedustoquestiontheextenttowhichinmates

internalizecriminalnormsasaresultofprisonconfinement,andtheextent

towhichthisisafactorinrecidivism.IthasbeenarguedbyClemmer

thattheprocessof“prisonization”increasesfromthebeginningtotheend

ofthesentence.?¢InthestudyoffederalprisonsbyGlaser,”andofthe

WashingtonprisonbyWheeler,”¢acurvilinearrelationshipwasfoundwith

thehighestendorsementofconventionalnormsatthebeginningandend

oftheprisonterm.Wemighthavefoundacurvilinearrelationshipbe-

tweenlengthoftimeinprisonandsupportofinmatenormshadwe
attemptedtomeasurethematearly,middle,andlateperiodsofcurrent

22Clemmer,op.cit.,p.119.
23GreshamM.Sykes,“Men,Merchants,andToughs:AStudyofReactiontoIm-

prisonment,”SocialProblems,4(October1956),p.134.

24SeeDonaldClemmer,“ImprisonmentasaSourceofCriminality,”Journalof

CriminalLaw,Criminology,andPoliceScience,41(September—October,1950),pp.

311-319.
25DanielGlaserandJohnR.Stratton,“MeasuringInmateChangeinPrison,”in

DonaldR.Cressey(ed.),ThePrison,op.cit.,pp.388-390.

26StantonWheeler,“SocializationinCorrectionalCommunities,”op.cit.,American

SociologicalReview,26(October1961),pp.697-712.



 

WhyGroupCounselingDoesNotReduceParoleViolation301

anyinmateistooneprisonatatime,regardlessofthetotalnumberin

whichthesentenceisserved,hismodeofadjustmenthasimplicationsfor

thelikelihoodthathewillservepartofhistermelsewhere.Ifhebecomes

atoughguyoranoperatororamodelprisoner,hemaybetransferredac-

cordingly.Inlargeprisonsystems,suchasinCalifornia,NewYork,Illinois

andthefederalgovernment,inmatebehaviorisrarelyareactiontocon-

finementinoneinstitution.MostoftheearlierstudiesbyClemmer,

Sykes,Schrag,McCleery,Cloward,McCorkleandKorn,Wheeler,Gara-
bedian,andothers2®concerninmatereactiontoconfinementinasingle

prison—inmostcasesamaximumsecurityprison.Inaddition,mostof
thesestudieswereconductedinstateswithdepartmentsofcorrectionsthat
hadonlyoneortwoinstitutionsforadultmalefelons.‘Thisisnottosug-
gestthatotherinvestigatorshavenotobservedthepossibilityoreventhe
likelihoodthatinmaterolesmayvaryaccordingtotypeofprison,?!but
studiesofprisonsaspartsofasystemarenotpartofthecurrentsociologi-
calliterature.

Tosummarizethispartofourargument,manyoftheprisonsinthe
UnitedStatesaremostappropriatelystudiedasfunctioningsubsystems
withinalargerbureaucraticorganization,incorporatingelementsfromthis
largerdepartment.Significanteventswithintheprisonwallscannotbe
understoodwithoutanexaminationoftheirrelevancetothechainofcom-
mandinthedepartmentorbureau,andoftheirimplicationsforother
institutionsandagencieswithwhichtheprisonmaintainsexchangerela-
tions.

THEINMATECODEASAREACTIONTOTHEPAINSOFIMPRISONMENT

Asecondfeaturestressedbytheconceptionoftheprisonasacommunity
istherelativedeprivationofsatisfactionsandresourcesandthelossof
statusthatinmatesheldintheoutsidecommunity.Thesedeprivations

20Clemmer,op.cit.;GreshamM.Sykes,SocietyofCaptives,Princeton:Princeton

UniversityPress,1958;ClarenceSchrag,op.cit.,pp.342-356;RichardH.McCleery,
PolicyChangeinPrisonManagement,EastLansing:MichiganStateUniversity,1957;
RichardA.Cloward,“SocialControlinthePrison,”inTheoreticalStudiesinSocial

OrganizationofthePrison,op.cit.,pp.20-48;LloydW.McCorkleandRichardKorn,
“ResocializationWithinWalls,”TheAnnals,293(May1954),pp.88-98;Stanton
Wheeler,“RoleConflictinCorrectionalCommunities,”inDonaldR.Cressey(ed.),
ThePrison,op.cit.,pp.229-259;andPeterG.Garabedian,“SocializationinthePrison
Community,”op.cit.

1Garrity,forexample,hasassertedthatthedescriptionofthecultureandsocial
structurebecomeslessrelevantasthenumberofinstitutionsincreasesandasinmates
areselectivelycommittedtoinstitutionsorganizedaroundspecializedconcepts.Donald
L.Garrity,“ThePrisonasaRehabilitativeAgency,”inDonaldR.Cressey(ed.),The
Prison,op.cit.,p.361.
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sentence on each prisoner. Aggregate data from our own study, however,

turned up no evidence of a curvilinear relationship in the endorsement of

inmate norms andthe timeserved in prison, nor did we find a correlation

between the endorsement of inmate norms and the number of terms of

confinement.
Wewould expect to find more solidarity among inmates and moretra-

ditional prison inmate types in a correctional system with only one institu-

tion for adult felons and where that institution is characterized by more

severe material and social-psychological deprivations. Endorsementof pris-
oner norms and role configurations at a maximum security prison in Cali-

fornia, for example, should reflect the criminal history of the population,
the severity and range of deprivations, and the fact of being an “end of the

road” institution where it is possible for troublemakers and recidivists to
accumulate, and where mean length of sentence is longer because of these
same factors.

In conclusion, the difficulties in measuring inmate types in the prisoner
community that we encountered forced us to reconsider our conception of
the bases for prisoner types and behavior.?* We were led to speculate that
some prisons might have a lower probability of housing certain inmate
types than other prisons. ‘The possible differences between prison com-
munities in small and large departments of correction can be highlighted
in two conceptual models. The first model assumes one prison for the con-
finementof all or most of the adult felons in a state, a low-level of material

satisfactions, the frequent use of physical punishment and restraint, a mini-
mum of free expression of inmates, and a strong prohibition of interaction
between staff and inmates except in highly structured contexts. ‘The second
model assumes many prisons in a department of corrections, inmate popu-
lations to some degree selected according to different criteria for various
institutions, a high proportion of inmates serving their sentence in two,
three, or more institutions, a minimal amount of material deprivation, and
a more open communication network among inmates and betweenstaff
and inmates.

We would expect that strong endorsement of the inmate code would
be found to a lesser degree in the second situation. Cliques and cabals,
which reinforce the code, and long years of association, out of which dif-
ferentiated roles emerge, are likely to be disrupted by transfers of inmates,
particularly inmates whoare identified as troublesome. The effect of trans-
fers is twofold: it increases both the homogeneity and the turnover of

“7 Sheldon Messinger has also noted the need for an updated view of the inmate
community in his article “Issues in the Study of the Social System of Prison Inmates,”
Issues in Criminology, 4 (Fall, 1969), pp. 133-141.
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separate prison populations, thus reducing both the raw material and the
time required for highly differentiated roles in the inmate social structure.

Whenstrong endorsement of the code does occur, however, it would
have greater significance in minimum and medium security prisons in
which there is more emphasis on treatment goals. The inmate code can
be accommodated to by a staff that is primarily oriented along traditional
custody lines. ‘The old cons, politicians, and stool pigeons could be used
to help maintain an orderly and relatively calm inmate population. To
oversimplify, given the objectives of custody, utilization of the con boss
and inmate organization to achieve those ends would seem to fall in the
category of the calculated risk for the traditional prison. On the other
hand,if the goal is inducing change in behavior or attitude, such collusion
is inimical to those ends in the treatment-oriented prison.?®

Evaluations of correctional treatment: some implications
of negative findings

It is not difficult to make a strong case for the systematic assessment of
organizational activities with a view toward increased efficiency, lowercosts,
and the more effective utilization of personnel and facilities. Nor is ft
difficult to find departments of correction or prison officials who endorse
the principle of evaluation. It is difficult, however, to find many prison
systems where the principle has been implemented in terms of the estab-
lishment of research divisions that do more than actuarial data collection
or so-called “human bookkeeping.” Even smaller is the number of pub-
lished studies of correctional program evaluations reported either by re-
search divisions or by independent investigators. In fact, the majority of
these studies have been conducted in just two prison systems: the Federal
Bureau of Prisons and the California Department of Corrections.?® In addhi-
tion to developing most of the innovations in correctional treatment, most

28 A psychiatrist, well-known for his innovative work in the therapeutic community
concept in mental hospitals and corrections, comments: “‘. . . in correctional systems,
one is dealing with the norms of the prison system on the one hand, and of the inmate
system on the other. The goals of the two systems are incompatible.” Maxwell Jones,
Social Psychiatry: In the Community, in Hospitals, and in Prisons, Springfield, linois:
Charles C. Thomas, 1962, pp. 90-91.

29 Robert H. Fosen and Jay Campbell, Jr., “Common Sense and Correctional Sci-

ence,’ The Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 2, 1966. Fosen and Camp-
bell report that a survey of 48 correctional systems in the United States indicated that
only 19 reported some kind of research operation. Of the total annual budget for adult
correction in the United States, one third of one percent is devoted to self-study. Two
systems, California and New York, account for more than one half of the total in-

vestment in research, p. 75.
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of what we now knowof programs that do not work has come from studies

undertaken in these two systems. But the very fact that a public agency

has cooperated in an evaluation study implies that the data are not in-

nocuous,especially if they indicate that programs are not achieving publicly

stated goals. For organizations supported by public funds, arguments for

budgets are often linked to plans for program development or expansion,

and in the scrutiny of budget committees, research findings may acquire a

political import.
Only in recent years has the evaluation of action programs occupied the

attention of social scientists. A look back over the past several decades indi-
cates that research in the field of penology has proceeded in three phases.

The first phase consisted of early empirical studies of prisons as social
organizations. Stemming from these investigations, and carried forward by
the burgeoning influence of psychological theories of criminal behavior,
the next phase consisted of the formulation and developmentof new treat-
ment and approaches. During the third—and current—phase, a major por-
tion of research funds and effort have been devoted to the evaluation of
the programs developed in phase two.

The starting point for a brief history of systematic research in correc-

tions is difficult to establish, but beginning with Donald Clemmer’sstudy,

published in 1940, sociologists began to pay attention to prisons as social

organizations. ‘These studies were analyses of inmate roles and types, guard-
inmate interaction, the culture of the prison community, and the patterns

of inmate behavior. Although prison treatment programs were also de-
scribed, these descriptions were peripheral to the examination of inmate

social systems. Aside from the usual references to the limitations of edu-
cational and vocational programs, and casework and psychiatric services,

little effort was made to measure their impact on institutional or postre-
lease behavior. These early studies explored issues of interest to sociolo-

gists, and from the viewpoint of prison officials, these inquiries did not
disturb the inmates or staff members nor did they disrupt the daily opera-

tions of the prison. Furthermore, the studies often suggested new and

interesting ways of looking at the prison experience, and they focused

on problemsrelated to the “adjustment” of inmates to the prison lite—

a topic of considerable relevance to those charged with maintaining peace

and quiet behind the walls.
By the mid-1950’s, however, juvenile delinquency and crime rates be-

came a matter of public concern. Corrections departments found that ~
legislators, the press, and the public expected their organizations to “do
something” about the rising crime rate not only by punishing the guilty,
deterring the criminally-inclined, and bysecurely confining those convicted,
but also by “rehabilitating” criminals before they were returned to the com-
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munity. Thus a period of intensive interest in correctional treatment pro-
grams began with an enlargement of prison staffs to include men with
training in a variety of special fields that were related to changing the
personality (and presumably the behavior) of the criminal. The influence
of psychodynamic (Freudian) psychology and of psychiatric explanations
of criminal behavior was evident in the criminological literature as well as
in the increased recruitment of social workers, psychologists, and psychi-
atrists for work in prisons and probation and parole departments; in the re-
formulation of prison “treatment” conceptsto include theefforts to change
inmates in addition to providing them with educational and vocational
skills; and in the change of nomenclature surrounding every aspect of im-
prisonment. Prisons came to be termed correctional institutions; inmates
were called residents; isolation and segregation units became “adjustment
centers.” New programs such as group counseling, group therapy, the
therapeutic community, community living, and guided group interaction
based on the earlier studies of the social structure of inmate communities
were initiated. ‘This phase in the recent history of corrections might be
called the period of the promise of treatment.

But promises, particularly promises made about problems of public
concern, can be taken on faith or hope for only a limited time. When the
postrelease behavior of prisoners toward whomthese treatment efforts were
directed seemed to show few changes for the better, legislators, as repre-
sentatives of the public interest, began to ask for evidence of the actual
impact of expensive treatment programs. Thus, another phase in correc-
tional research was begun—the period of treatment program evaluation.
The reverberations of this shift are being felt today in all quarters. The
evaluation of treatment programs has implications not only for agency and
institute heads but also for treatment staff and, ultimately, for the theories
underlying the programs. Although the theories of behavior and programs
for treatment by social workers and clinicians characterized the second
phase, this third phase has been engineered in the main bysociologists who
learned that government funds and the computer made possible bigger and
better evaluative studies, and that some important persons in the correc-
tional establishment were interested (in fact anxious) to have sociologists
do studies of something beside inmate types and the role of the prison
guard. In addition, because sociology is a research discipline and is not
principally concerned with the clinical treatment of clients or patients, the
evaluations of treatment efforts could be undertaken, in most cases, by re-
searchers who did not have theoretical or ideological investments in the
programs.

Not everywhere, but in a sufficient number of places so that the trend
is clear, professionally conducted evaluation research has becomea part of
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correctional and parole departments. The increased sophistication of scien-

tific research methods and data analysis techniques, and the increased

availability of both public and private sources of funds to finance research

projects have enabled correctional administrators to chart the problems

and progress and the failure and success of treatment programs bycalling

on departmental research divisions in somecases and, in others, by seeking

the services of university researchers.

However, sociologists, clinicians, custody staffs, and prison administra-

tors have discovered that, although the incorporation of treatment pro-

grams and research projects into the day-to-day business of running a

prison can be justified, in practice it poses some problemsof “adjustment”

for the prison staff. Correctional officers and nonclinical treatment staff

members no sooner became accustomed to the theories, techniques, and

jargon of the clinician than they were confronted with the additional task

of adapting to the theories, techniques, and jargon of the sociologist.

Reconciling these two perspectives poses problems for all, but particularly

for prison administrators who often feel themselves in the middle between

the clinicians and social workers on the one hand (regarded as tender-

minded, impractical people who see in every inmate a patient) and, on the

other hand, the sociologists and statisticians (regarded as tough-minded,

impractical people who see in every inmate an IBM card). Corrections
department officials thus find themselves facing not only the problem of

how to resolve competing philosophies which assert that punishment or
treatment will “protect society” but also the problem of carrying out the
mandate to evaluate their own programs in a manner that is satisfactory
to legislators, to the treatment specialists, and to the researchers. Heads of
departments of corrections and wardens have had several decades, experi-

ence in trying to deal with the custody-treatment dilemma, but only during
the past few years have the problems associated with evaluative research
become prominent.

IMPLICATIONS OF NEGATIVE FINDINGS FOR CORRECTIONAL ADMINISTRATORS

Several correctional programs thought to be “rehabilitative” were evaluated
in Daniel Glaser’s study of the federal prison and parole system, in which
matched samples of “successes” and “returned violators” were compared to
determine the impact of prison education and prison work experience on
recidivism. Correlational analysis indicated that, although approximately

twice as many successes as violators reported the use of prison training on
postrelease jobs, the proportion of either successes or failures using train-
ing was never more than one fifth. Academic education was no moreeffec-
tive than vocational training. In fact, inmates who had enrolled in the
prison school had higherfailure rates than those who did notparticipate in
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the educational program. Glaser qualified this finding by pointing out that,
among other things, a disproportionate number of inmates with less than
an eighth grade education were enrolled in prison classes; these men may
have represented poorer risks for postrelease success. However, he goes on
to make the interesting observation that prison education may, in some
cases, actually be dysfunctional for postrelease adjustment by inspiring un-
realistic aspirations or by substituting education for other prison programs
that might have provided a more useful preparation for the postrelease
period.

The correctional version of therapeutic community and group coun-
seling approaches in a “halfway house” for narcotics parolees in California
was studied by Geis.3° Again, there were no significant differences in the
numberof new criminal convictions between the experimental and control
groups. Other studies reporting no differences between treatment and
control groups include the careful evaluation of social casework and group
therapy applied to delinquent girls by Meyer, Borgatta, and Jones,31 the ex-
perimental Guided Group Interaction program at Boys Republic in Calli-
fornia reported by Empey, Newland, and Lubeck,3? the Special Intensive
Parole Unit projects in California reported by Havel®* and the California
Civil Commitment Program for Drug Addicts.34 Even the Community
Treatment Project, held out by the California Youth Authority as the one
successful correctional program, has now had the validity of its findings
seriously challenged.?> Robert Martinson, a former memberof our project

30 Gilbert Geis, The East Los Angeles Halfway House for Narcotic Addicts, Insti-
tute for the Study of Crime and Delinquency, Sacramento, California, 1966.

31 Henry Meyer, Edgar Borgatta, and Wyatt Jones, Girls at Vocational High, Rus-
sell Sage Foundation, New York, 1965.

32 LaMar Empey, G. E. Newland, and Steven Lubeck, The Silverlake Experiment:
A Community Study in Delinquency Rehabilitation, University of Southern California,
1965. (Mimeo)

33 Special Intensive Parole Unit Reports, Phases I, II, III, and IV, Research Division,
California Department of Corrections.

34 Report on Civil Commitment Program for Narcotics Users, Research Division,
California Department of Corrections, 1967.

3° For a description of the Community Treatment Project see Marguerite Q. War-
ren, Virginia V. Neto, Theodore B. Palmer, and James K. Turner, Community Treat-
ment Project: An Evaluation of Community Treatment for Delinquents, Research
Report No. 7, California Youth Authority, August 1966; and Marguerite Q. Warren,
“The Community Treatment Project: History and Prospects,” in S. A. Yefsky (ed.),
Law Enforcement Science and Technology, Washington, D.C.: Thompson Book Co.,
1967, pp. 191-200. Paul Lerman’s reanalysis of C.T.P. reports led him to conclude
that the positive results in favor of the experimental group over the control group re-
flected not differences in the delinquent behavior of the boys, but differences in the
parole-revoking behavior of the parole agents. See Paul Lerman, “Evaluative Studies of
Institutions for Delinquents: Implications for Research and Social Policy,” Social Work,
13 (July 1968), pp. 55-64.
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staff, recently completed an exhaustive study of the entire literature on

correctional treatment. In a personal communique to the authors he re-

ports:

The Treatment Evaluation Survey (tentative title) has been almost four

years in the making and should be published in 1971 under the auspices

of the Office of Crime Control Planning of the State of New York. ‘This

work was designed to be a critical summary of all studies published since

1945 evaluating the effect of any type of treatment applied to convicted

offenders. A six month search uncovered 231 studies which met the

criteria for inclusion. The studies were individually annotated, arranged

into convenient sub-categories, and critically analyzed.

Although the overall conclusions of a work of this magnitude and com-

plexity are difficult to convey in a few words, I think it is fair to say that

there is very little evidence in these studies that any prevailing mode of

correctional treatment has a decisive effect in reducing the recidivism of

convicted offenders.

The generally disappointing outcomes of correctional treatment pro-

gram evaluations are not atypical or unusual. Negative findings on treat-

ment outcome have been the rule rather than the exception since the

Cambridge-Somerville youth study published in 1955.36 They have, how-

ever, been appearing in increasing numbersin the last five years, reflecting

the increased pressure put on correctional administrators by legislators to

provide “evidence” of the effect of treatment programs. Now, so many

studies have reported nosignificant differences between experimental and

control samples that the very departments which have submitted their

treatment programsto evaluation find themselves running a greater risk of

public criticism than do the less innovative departments. In manycases,

treatment innovation has represented change that had been pushed through

by progressive forces against theinertia of tradition, and evaluation has been

undertaken with the expectation that programs will be proven to be suc-

cessful. Peter Rossi has described this situation, which is becoming a com-
mon experience for social science researchers.

Although as social scientists we can expect the new social programs to

show marginal effects, the practitioner does not ordinarily share our

pessimism—at least, not when he faces the Congressional Appropriating

Committee. Hence, the claims made in public for the programs are

ordinarily pitched much higher, in terms of expectation of benefits, than

we could realistically expect with the worst of research and muchbetter

than we could expect with the best of research. Thus it turns out that

36 Edwin Powers and Helen Witmer, An Experiment in the Prevention of Delin-
quency, New York: Columbia University Press, 1951.
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one of the major obstacles to evaluation research is the interests in the
maintenance of a program held by its administrators. Their ambivalence
is born of a two horned dilemma: On the one hand, research is needed
to demonstrate that the program has an effect; on the other hand, re-
search might find that effects are negligible or nonexistent. . . .

The will to believe that their programs are effective is understandably
strong among the practitioners who administer them. After all, they are
committing their energies, careers and ideologies to programs of action
and it is difficult, under such circumstances, to take a tentative position
concerning outcomes. Hence, most evaluation researches which are un-
dertaken at the behest of the administrators of the programs involved are
expected to come out with results indicating that the program is effective.
As long as theresults are positive (or at least not negative) relationships
between practitioners and researchers are cordial and sometimes even
effusively friendly. But, what happens when it comes out the other way?37

In more and more instances it appears that correctional agencies have
begun to feel that perhaps the liberal, forward-looking, modern, scientific,
and experimental stance so applauded a few years ago is ultimately repaid
bysour faces and blue pencilings from legislative committees and budget
analysts when negative findings are the result of program assessments.
Prison administrators who oncesaid, “Come on in and do yourresearch,
we have nothing to hide,” may nowbestarting to feel that, after all, they
do have something to hide. Because the most innovative departments have
often argued their case for “treatment” funds by appealing to the pragmatic
criteria of recidivism reduction, they find it difficult to continue ‘such urg-
ing in the light of negative results. For an organization whose outputis not
a tangible product, the use of systematic evaluation is a more acceptable
basis on which to judge the success or failure of a program or policy than
are impressions. In other words, scientific investigations are increasingly
being used to justify next year’s budget. This subjects the organization to
cross-pressures. On the one hand; there is an intellectual commitment to
the rules of science, objectivity, reliability, and comprehensiveness—but,
on the other, there is a realistic need to use statistical material as a ratio-
nale for action and as a technique of persuasion when seeking legislative
support on fiscal matters. In sum, an inherent conflict exists between the
norm that evaluation is a necessary corrective to the tendencies of orga-
nizations to proceed uncritically—especially where the public’s moneyis
concerned—andthe organization’s need to present an efficient face to those

37 Peter H. Rossi, “Boobytraps and Pitfalls in the Evaluation of Social Action Pro-
grams,’ N.O.R.C. Reprint from the 1966 Social Statistics Section, Proceedings of the
American Statistical Association, p. 128.
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who look uponit. It is thus only an apparent paradox that the strong pro-

ponents of modern correctional methods have become sensitive to the

fiscal implications latent in every research proposal that bears on the ques-

tion of treatment evaluation. The indications are that the open-door policy

may one day give way to a moreselective hospitality toward outside re-

searchers, or to a more selective presentation of the findings of program

evaluations since, as the research reports come in, there is a dearth of

good tidings for both the treatment specialists and for the program admin-

istrators.
Paul Takagi has provided an excellent example of what happened in

the Parole Division of the California Department of Corrections when the

results of the evaluation of the Work-Unit Program were presented to the

agency. This report compared the performances of parolees under parole

agents who had 35-man caseloads with parolees under parole agents who

had 70-man caseloads.

The report was issued on December 22, 1965, and had a devastating

effect on the parole agency. In short, there was no difference in parolee

recidivism rates between the two types of supervision. The findings were

devastating because: The 1964 legislature appropriated funds to initiate

“|. a small-caseload program, so that: (1) sufficient time be avail-

able to the agents to accomplish tasks required of them; (2) the problem

of violence be attacked .. . ; (3) the needs of society be protected; and

(4) there be differentiated treatmentof all parolees” (Agency Document,

“Work Unit Evaluation,” Dec. 22, 1965, p. 1). The expectations were

that the parolees under small caseloads would have favorable outcomes.

In response to these discouraging findings, the chief of the parole

agency brought together the regional administrators and the district super-

visors responsible for the small-caseload program. (The 35-man-caseload

agents constituted homogeneousdistrict units.) The meeting began with

the observation that the small caseloads were not producing favorable

results. Charts and tables were presented comparing relative performances

at the regional and district office levels. I interviewed one of the members

who attended the meeting.

The logic they (headquarters) presented was that agents supervising
small caseloads have more time and should therefore get more mileage

out of these cases. The small-caseload agent is supposed to develop
community resources so he can continue to handle these marginal
parolee cases in the community.

The chief of the agency stated that henceforth the units in the agency

will compete against one another to see who can produce the lowest

technical violation rate. In order to reduce the technical violation rates
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among the small-caseload agents, the supervisors will be required to hold
a detailed case conference with the agent recommending

a

technicalviola-
tion and explore what alternatives are available in the community so a
parolee need notbe returned to prison. If the supervisor agrees with the
agent’s recommendations to return the client to prison, then the super-
visor must state in writing a justification for the recommendation. Such a
case, however, will then be reviewed by the regional administrator with
the view toward disagreeing with the field recommendations. If the te-
gional administrator should agree with the return recommendations, then
he, too, must state why he agrees.

The further requirement was made that copies of such reports will be
forwarded to headquarters for review and training purposes and that the
material will be utilized to evaluate the performances in the field. The
chief of the agency added onefinal note. All future promotions will be
considered in terms of how well the district supervisors and the regional
administrators have provided leadership in reducing the technical viola-
tion rates. At this juncture in the meeting, my informant indicated one
of the participants at the meeting responded to these unwritten policy
requirements with an exclamatory: “Bullshit!” The chief of the agency
turned to the man and said: ‘Mr. C , you hold a responsible posi-
tion in this organization; and, if that is the way you feel, perhaps you
should not be in that position.”

 

Headquarters’ pressures upon the regional administrators and the small-
caseload supervisors served effectively to reduce the technical violation
rates in the subsequent months.It is noteworthy that on December 30,
1966, one yearlater, a report on the small-caseload program was prepared
for the members of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. The cover-
letter to the report reads as follows:

The (small-caseload program) originally funded by the 1964 Legis-
lature and placed into effect in early 1965, represents a major
breakthrough in its having provided parole service for community
protection ....

As can be seen from the results described in the summary, program
outcome has been decidedly positive, with a significant impact having
been made on reduction of felons returned to prison. During 1965,
this program also made possible major savings in institution costs
previous to release on parole, accompanied by a higher parole success
rate.

In economic terms, the approximate 144 million dollars annual cost
has virtually been offset by more than one million dollars in savings.
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In addition, there are a number of hidden savings represented in fewer

crimes, reduced law enforcement and court costs which are attrib-

utable to the program . . . (Memorandum to Members of the Joint

Legislative Budget Committee, Dec. 30, 1966).

Favorable outcome suddenly became an issue in the parole agency, not

because of interest in promoting professionalism, nor in effecting admin-

istrative efficiency. Rather, the agency’s interest in reducing the technical

violation rate was in response to pressures from thestate legislature to

show results in a field where results are difficult to demonstrate. This

pressure was the 144 million dollars allocated to the parole agency to

place one-half of the parolee population in small caseloads, and the legis-

lature wanted to know what services and results were produced for this

amount of money. The arguments for small caseload have an intuitive

logic similar to the arguments for reducing classroom size, that the

professional will have more time to devote to individual client needs and,

in this way, be able to achieve the objectives of rehabilitation or educa-

tional achievement. When favorable results—in this case, lower technical

violation rates—could not be demonstrated, the objectives of the emer-

gency task were re-defined by administrative fiat.38

Takagi’s report is useful not only in illustrating the problems evaluative

research poses for administrators but it also illustrates how fluctuations

in recidivism rates, “failure” or “difficulty” rates, or any measures of parolee

survival may reflect changes in agency policy, not changes in parolee be-

havior.

SOME IMPLICATIONS OF NEGATIVE OUTCOME FOR TREATMENT PROFESSIONALS

It is not only the administrators of departments of corrections whoare be-

coming concerned about the findings of studies of correctional effective-

ness; the same studies are beginning to cause uncomfortable pressures for
many treatment professionals. In some institutions, resistance to research

on programeffectiveness is expressed, not by the custodystaff, but by the

treatment staff. This resistance is openly expressed by some treatment

specialists, usually social workers, who contend that “we are dealing with
people, not statistics here.”” But most treatment professionals are aware that
they must appear ready to accept “hard” or “objective” evaluations of
their efforts and that more subtle means of dealing with the negative find-
ings of outcome studies must be found. Some of the defenses they have

38 Paul Takagi, “Evaluation Systems and Adaptations in a Formal Organization,”

unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Stanford University, 1967, pp. 158-161. Reprinted
with permission.
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raised have been described by Donald Cressey as a “vocabulary of adjust-
ment” by which staff members can justify whatever they are doing as
“corrective.” Cressey’s illustration of this point is so good and the argu-
ments so likely to be heard by evaluators of social action programsthat it
warrants reproducing.

. . + let us assume that a state has passed a law requiring all its parole
agents to be registered psychiatrists who will use professional psychiatric
techniques for rehabilitating parolees. Let us assume further that the re-
quired numberof psychiatrists is found and that after ten years, a research
study indicates that introduction of psychiatric techniques has had no sta-
tistically significant effect on recidivism rates—therates are essentially the
same as they were ten years earlier. The following are ten kinds of
overlapping themes which are likely to be popular among the personnel
with personal interests in continuing the program.

1. “You can’t use rates as a basis of comparison—if only one man was
saved from a life of crime the money spent on the program is
justified.”

2. “Even the New York Yankees don’t expect to win all their ball
games; the program certainly contributed to the rehabilitation of
some of the clients.”

3. “Recidivism is not a good criterion of efficiency; ‘clinical observa-
tion’ indicates that the criminals handled psychiatrically are ‘better
adjusted’ than were the criminals going out of the system ten years
ago and that even the repeatersare ‘less serious’ repeaters than were
those of a decade ago.”

4. “Psychiatric techniques for rehabilitation never were tried; the de-
plorable working conditions made success impossible—there was
not enough time, case loads were too big, and salaries were so low
that only the poorest psychiatrists could be recruited.”

5. “You can’t expect any system in which the criminal is seen for only
a few hours a week to significantly change personalities which
have been in the making for the whole period of the individual’s life
and whichare characterized by deeply-hidden, unconscious problems;
we can only keep chipping away.”

6. “For administrative reasons, the programwas changed in mid-stream;
good progress was being made at first, but the program was sabo-
taged by the new administrator (governor, legislature) .”

7. “The technique was effective enough, but the kind of criminals
placed on parole changed; ten years ago the proportion of criminals
amenable to change was muchgreater than at present.”



Why Group Counseling Does Not Reduce Parole Violation 315

8. “Had the technique not been introduced, the recidivism rates

would be much higher than at present; the fact that there is no

difference really indicates that the technique has been very effective.”

9. “There are too many complex variables which were not controlled
in the study; a depression (prosperity) came along and affected the

recidivism rate; the newspapers gave so much publicity to a few
cases of recidivism that parole was revoked even in many cases where
genuine progress toward rehabilitation was being made.”

10. “The study is invalid because it used no control group, but it has

pointed up the need for really scientific research on psychiatric

techniques; we must continue the program and set up a ten-year

experimental study which will reassess our potential, locate some of
the transactional variables in the patient-therapist relationship, de-
termine whether some therapists have what we may term ‘treatment-
potent personalities’ and others have what weare tentatively calling
‘recidivistic creativity,’ identify whether the catalystically-oriented
therapeutic climate is self-defeating when occupied by reagent-react-
ing patients, and measure the adverse effects of post-therapeutic
family-warmth variables on favorably-prognosticated and emotionally-
mature dischargees. . . .”’89

In addition to several of the above arguments, we add others that were
raised by treatment professionals in their efforts to cast doubt on the valid-
ity of the findings of our study:

I. “What goes on between the group leader and the group members
(the ‘therapeutic’ relationship) cannot be measuredbystatistics.”

2. ““The impact of the group experience may not be felt for, perhaps,
10 years after the man leaves prison.”

3. “The presence of outsiders (the research staff) disturbs the normal
conduct of the program or the group orthesession.”

4. “Even though they may come back to prison, the inmates are better
adjusted (or happier or more emotionally stable) people for having
participated in the program.”

Perhaps the most popular defense, outside of arguing that since the pro-
gram failed its resources should be doubled, is the advancementof post hoc
goals that are the ends for which the researchers should have been testing
in the first place.t° This particular practice, in fact, has been identified by

39 Donald R. Cressey, “The Nature and Effectiveness of Correctional Techniques,”
Law and Contemporary Problems, Duke University School of Law, 23 (August 1958),
pp. 761-762. Reprinted with permission.

40 See Rossi, op. cit., p. 129.
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Joseph Eaton andcalled “scientific newism.’’#! Scientific newism calls for
a succession of programs each of which is evaluated, found wanting, but
then is reported to be replaced by an “improved model.”

This vocabulary reflects an area of real difference between correctional
treatment workers and researchers. The criterion by which some social
workers and clinicians judge their efforts reflects, in turn, professional
training in schools that eschew “the numbers game” in favor of “clinical”
assessments of treatment outcome. Despite the fact that evaluative studies
based on caseworkers or clinician’s “feelings” and/or “experience” have
been found to beless reliable than statistical prediction based on compari-
sons of matched treatment and control groups, there are some staff mem-
bers who continue to deny that statistical assessments have any “real”
meaning.*?

In his discussion of the conflict between researchers and treatment per-
sonnel in regard to evaluative research, Rabow has pointed to several under-
lying issues such as the emphasis of the treatment staff on “here and now”
problems of organizing and implementing programs, while researchers are
primarily concerned with trying to establish research designs that ultimately
expedite some kind of empirical assessment of the programs. Furthermore,
treatment personnel are part of the correctional system, while researchers,
as members of university faculties or independent research organizations,
have little or no commitment to the organizations they study. Rabow char-
acterizes the positions of the treatment staff and the researchers with
respect to program evaluation as similar to the positions taken by debaters
and scientists:

... clinicians, administrators and board members concentrate more upon

lending credence to already accepted methods than to an objective, un-

biased appraisal of the techniques used. This approach is analogous to the

debater who seeks mainly for evidence to support his previously accepted

proposition rather than to the scientist who refrains from making a con-

clusion until he examines both sides of a question. The debater presents

only those data which support his viewpoint and discards the remainder.

The scientist must draw his conclusion from the total mass of data.4?

The problem for treatment personnel, as noted previously, is that a
“nonscientific” stance in regard to program evaluation is impolitic at the
present time. Since the arguments that the treatment “saved one man” or

41 Joseph W. Eaton, Stone Walls Not a Prison Make, Springfield, Illinois: Charles

C. Thomas Publishers, 1962, pp. 35-41.
42 See Paul E. Meehl, Clinical vs. Statistical Prediction, Minneapolis: University of

Minnesota Press, 1954.
43 Jerome Rabow, “Research and Rehabilitation: The Conflict of Scientific and

Treatment Roles in Correction,” The Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency,
1 (January 1964), p. 75.
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that the negative outcome due to treatment only shows that twice as much
money, personnel, or effort should go into the program are not apt to be
accepted, a more subtle defense mechanism has been adopted—the rhetor-
ical research question. In contrast to analytic questions (which deal with
questions of. how certain variables cluster and interrelate, or whether null
hypotheses or substantive, “if A, then B” hypotheses are supported) and
evaluative questions (which are concerned with the extent to which a goal
has been achieved as measured bycertain specified criteria), rhetorical ques-
tions about treatment “effectiveness” are designed to raise issues but not
to provide answers. These questions are typically formulated when there is
pressure by outsiders for an assessment of a program that has not been em-
pirically evaluated, when negative findings indicate that the program is
not achieving its “present” goals, or in ceremonial contexts as one of a
series of steps to a foregone conclusion. The important point about rhetor-
ical research questions, as Cressey has observed, is that they are set up so
that they cannot be resolved.44

The rhetorical research question, examples of which are given above,
has comeinto increasing use by treatment professionals—and for different
reasons by correctional administrators—as negative results accumulate. For
both groups, however, the basic purpose of those questions is to accommo-
date to evaluative research findings or to minimize the impact of antici-
pated negative answers to evaluative research questions. For example, one
may question whether an evaluation was appropriate in thefirst place.

. .. the impact of group counseling on the correctional apparatus cannot
be appraised until some models can be set up for test. The task now is
not to prove that group counseling works. Eager advocates of research
must be patient with an era of experimentation in group counseling.
Nothing will be settled in any massive study which could conceivably be
executed now. Dozens of small issues must be resolved before group
counselors can be adequately trained. In the meantime, the gains which
the correctional apparatus makes from the mere existence of this practice
within its gates should sufficiently reward its tolerance.*®

Implication of the Men’s Colony study for sociology
and penology

LIMITATIONS OF SOCIOLOGICAL STUDIES OF PAROLE

Difficulties in interpreting parole success and failure rates seem partly a re-
sult of the tendency to study parole from the relatively narrow focus of

44 See Cressey, op. cit., pp. 758-761.
45 John P. Conrad, Crime and Its Correction, Berkeley: University of California

Press, 1965, pp. 246-247.
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parole prediction. Parole outcome has been regarded implicitly as simply

a function of the behavior of the parolee; this view has resulted in the

neglect of the study of the parole officer as a decision maker. Moreover,

the parole division has not been studied as a complex social organization.

Thus we are led to the awareness that our data on parole success and fail-

ure do not provide a clear indicator of postrelease behavior, since we do not

fully understand the nature of the parole experience. Whatis clear is that

parole outcomeis not related to exposure to counseling programs.

If it is reasonably accurate to suggest that emphasis on the prison as a

closed, total institution has distracted sociological attention to the wider

organization of the department of corrections, it is doubly warranted to

note that the organized character of postrelease life for the parolee is

poorly understood by sociology.

Parole has mainly served as either an independent variable for sociolo-

gists and criminologists interested in predictive recidivism with a regres-

sion equation of background characteristics of parolees, or else has served

as a criterion of program successorfailure. Yet, close acquaintance with the

routine workings of a modern parole division quickly reveals the complex

nature of parole supervisions and the range of discretion and judgment

exercised by the parole agency.*®

Whatis clearly needed is a study of the organization of parole, the

nature of parole supervision, the interaction of parolee and agent, and the

life situation of the parolee. Until we know more aboutthe basis of parole

decisions in continuing or revoking parole, we are not likely to be able to

determine how to reduce parole violation rates—unless one wishes to re-

duce the amount of information the parole officer has about the parolee

and/or to reduce the range of parolee actions that may be used by parole

agents to justify “revocation.” The introduction of “due process” considera-

tions into the parole supervision mechanism would probably do just that.

The larger questions still remain: what methods of controlling antisocial

behavior can be used with justice?#?

THE NATURE OF THE POSTRELEASE PERIOD

As we have stressed in previous chapters, the parole period represents not

the release from prisoner status to free civil status, but the extension of

46 For exceptions see Takagi, op. cit.; Martinson, Kassebaum, and Ward, op. cit.;

Don M. Gottfredson and Kelly B. Ballard, Jr., “Differences in Parole Decisions Asso-

ciated with Decision-Makers,” Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 3 (July

1966), pp. 112-119; and James Robison and Paul Takagi, ‘The Parole Violator as an

Organization Reject,” in Robert M. Carter and Leslie T. Wilkins, Probation and Parole:

Selected Readings, New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1970, pp. 233-254.

47 Parole Board Reform in California, Assembly of the State of California, 1970.



Why Group Counseling Does Not Reduce Parole Violation 319

correctional control to the community. The task of the parolee is to con-

form to the expectations and regulations of the parole division. The legal

status and truncated civil rights of the parolee, the surveillance to which

he may legitimately be subject, and the procedures that are provided for

his speedy administrative return to custody place his behavior under set

of interpretations different from those normally applied to civilian be-

havior. In the peculiar status of parolee, there are a set of poorly under-

stood contingencies that may befairly closely related to the interaction of

parolee, parole division, and community, and that can best be understood

in terms of the matrix of demands and sanctions that define the parolee’s

life situations.
Wesuggest, therefore, following the works of Lemert, Becker, Goff-

man, Kitsuse, Scheff, Turk and others, that prison and parole might be

approached from the standpoint of a correctional career.48 Such an ap-

proach would examine the nature of the prison intake of representative
types of inmates—that is, make designations on the basis of how the com-

mitment conviction was obtained by thestate; it would seek to determine
the salient stages and contingencies for entering and exiting along a career

line in which the individual is linked progressively more closely with the
state’s law enforcement agencies. It would explore the ways in which the
information and impressions of various personnel counseling the prisoner
are acquired or assembled; the manner in which the record file is updated
and used by various persons fateful to the career of the inmate.

This approach would study the total set of expectations about inmate
life articulated in the prison and would seek to extend this understanding
to the activities of the parole division in the community at large. It would
endeavor to discover the actual bases of crucial parole agency decisions
about the released prisoner, and the various stratagems employed by paro-
lees to minimize their vulnerability to return to custody. It would collect
longitudinal data on men through several cycles of arrest-conviction-incar-
ceration-parole and would endeavorto construct a model of the career lines

48 See Edwin M. Lemert, “Deviation as a Process,» Human Deviance, Social Prob-

lems and Social Control, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967, pp.

3-64; Howard S. Becker, Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance, New York:

The Macmillan Company, 1963, especially pp. 19-58; Erving Goffman, “The Moral

Career of the Mental Patient,” Asylums, Garden City, New York: Anchor Books, Inc.,

pp. 127-169; John I. Kitsuse, “Societal Reaction to Deviant Behavior: Problems of
Theory and Method,” in Howard S. Becker, The Other Side: Perspectives on Deviance,

New York: The Macmillan Company, 1964, pp. 87-102; Thomas J. Scheff, Being
Mentally Il: A Sociological Theory, Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company, 1966; Aus-
tin T. Turk, Criminality and Legal Order, Chicago: Rand McNally and Company,
1969; and an excellent new book tracing the career of the felon, The Felon by John
Irwin, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970.
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that maintain an individual in a certain continuous connection with law
enforcementunless and until some exit point is reached. Westrongly sus-
pect that, until sociologists have collected better data on this whole
process, we may be making assumptions about the nature of criminality
that may not be supportable by evidence.

ASSUMPTIONS OF PRISON TREATMENT

For the sociologist, there are theoretical problems posed by the steady
accumulation of evaluation studies that fail to confirm positive expecta-
tions about psychological treatment programs. Interesting ideas about
behavior change that results from the manipulation of interpersonal rela-
tions, or the impact of group counseling or the advantages of smaller
parole case loads, have all been easier to discuss in project proposals than
in final reports. At the conclusion of our research, we feel the responsibility
for speculation on what might be fruitful lines of further inquiry into
treatment programs. ‘he most fundamental requirement for further re-
search on the effectiveness of prison and parole programs would seem to
us to be a frank recognition that psychological treatment programs in-
volve assumptions about the causes of crime, the informal and formal
organization of the prison and parole, and the nature of the postrelease
experience, all of which may be quite unrealistic when applied to actual
existing conditions.

CAUSES OF CRIME

A recent article summarizes, with considerable force and clarity, the
problem to which we refer. Austin Turk points out that theories about
criminal behavior conceptualize the phenomenonof crime in various ways.
They include:

I. Criminal behavior as an indicator of conflict within the person... .

2. Criminal behavior as the expression of participation by the offender in
a criminogenic subculture... .

3. The occurrence of criminal behavior where the offender, because of

having been socialized in a different culture, either does not know or
does not accept certain legal norms.

4. The violation of laws by essentially normal persons in the course of
realistic conflicts of interest . . . to satisfy the demandforillicit goods
and services, . . . to utilize illegal means to control and profit from
legitimate economic activity, [the] resistance by vested interests to
legal restraints . . . of legitimate economic activity, an inequitable and
unstable economic structure . . . [and] conflict between those who
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seek to preserve a given authority structure and those whoare trying

to modify or destroy it.*®

Turk goes on to state:

_ efforts have been characterized by a lack of careful and consistent

distinctions between (a) the stigmatization of deviants, persons who are

in some way offensive to others, and criminalization, the processes by

which certain personsare officially defined as criminals, violators of legal

norms; (b) realistic or normal as opposed to unrealistic or pathological

behavior and conflict situation; (c) legal and non-legal norms. Most crim-

inologists have, moreover, assumed for research purposes, that arrest is

tantamount to guilt and that arrest and conviction categories are equiva-

lent to homogenous behaviorcategories. Variationsin legislative, judicial,

and enforcement behavior have seldom been treated other than as sources

of error in estimating rates of deviance.>°

To the extent that prison holds a heterogenous collection of persons,

including men who have been labeled criminal without possessing ab-

normal emotional or personality attributes, the manipulation of such

attributes, even if successful, will not affect the probability that men from

prison will be again labeled criminal subsequent to their release from

custody.

OBEDIENCE AND INSIGHT

Treatment programs of a psychological derivation, for instance, group

counseling, set forth therapeutic goals such as the acquisition of greater

insight and self-responsibility. By contrast, the regulations and procedures

in the prison are, openly and obviously, aimed atinstilling habits of obedi-

ence and docility in inmates, both while confined and later in the outside

world. The presumption of the legitimacy of the existing order, and the

desirability of conformity to the regulations of the institutional and societal

status quo are notseriously called into question. Thus, for example, we

were sometimes impressed with staff members’ efforts to convince a Mex-

ican or black-American that his grievances over racial discrimination in

the outside community were merely attempts to rationalize his own

antisocial behavior; when this psychological argument failed to produce

assent (particularly when it provoked the inmate to angry words), the staff

member would remind him that, anyway, the inmate’s behavior led to

49 Austin T. Turk, “Conflict and Criminality,” American Sociological Review, 31,

June, 1966, pp. 338-339.

50 Turk, op. cit., p. 340.
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his being in prison, so that, for pragmatic reasons, he had better learn
to “change his ways.” To the extent that obedience is the goal of correc-
tional efforts, attempts to implement a treatment program that seeks in-
sight into emotional determination of conduct and increase in the sense
of individual responsibility may be perceived by both staff and inmates
as somewhat beside the point.

Implications of the Men’s Colony Study for the California
Department of Corrections

Our efforts to adhere to the research design were greatly aided by the
high degree of support and cooperation we received from the California
Department of Corrections. To begin with, the department agreed to
every major condition required in the design (not always a convenience
to the institution ); it did not go back on its original commitment through-
out the five-year period of data collection.
We tried to anticipate many of the questions about adverse findings

which might be plausibly raised by the department and bytreatment pro-
fessionals, and we attempted to cope with them in the research design.
As a first step, every effort was made to obtain a fair test of the program.
The research was done in a prison system that is directed by some of the
best men in the field of corrections. The inmates studied were neither the
more intractable offenders confined in maximumsecuritv prisons, nor were
they the good treatment potential men more likely to be found in first
term, minimumsecurity facilities. ‘The study subjects are representative
of the “average” inmate population in a correctional system. Furthermore,
they are confined in the most up-to-date prison in the department in
terms of physical plant and staffing. In addition, a sufficiently large study
population was used to permit adequate statistical analysis; randomassign-
ment of subjects was madeto the various treatment and control conditions;
contamination of the sample groups was kept at a minimum because of
the physical structure of the institution. Also evaluated was a group
counseling condition, especially included for this study, in which group
leaders were given training beyond that which the present resources of
the Department of Corrections could afford. The follow-up was extended
for an unusually long period of time (three years) to take into considera-
tion the long-term effects of treatment.

In a department that has now made group counseling and community
living programs a part of the program of every prison in the department,
has made inmate participation in the programs compulsory in someinsti-
tutions, and has madeparticipation in postrelease group counseling manda-
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tory for every parolee in the state, have our negative findings had any

appreciable impact? The group counseling program isstill the major psy-

chologically based treatment effort in the California Department of Cor-

rections. The Research Division of the California Legislature, however,

included a rather careful review and summary of our research in a report,

The California Prison, Parole and Probation System, presented to the

Assembly. The study was undertaken in an effort to find “evidence that

correctional programming provides effective rehabilitation.”

The findings support the following conclusions:

I. There is no evidence to support claims that one correctional program

has more rehabilitative effectiveness than another.

II. Statistics on recidivism exaggerate the extent to which convicted of-

fenders return to serious crime.

III. The likelihood of a citizen being subjected to personal injury or

property loss can be only infinitesimally lessened by the field of Cor-

rections.

IV. The increase in public protection gained by the imprisonment of

large numbers of offenders, of whom few are dangerous, 1s out-

weighed by the public costs involved.

The above conclusions form the basis of the single recommendation:

that no more funds be provided for the construction of state prison

facilities .54

Even this strong statement and legislature that is becoming doubtful

of the ability of prisons to “rehabilitate” may not markedly diminish the

utility of the treatment approach as a rationale for incarceration. Precisely

because the concept and connotations of psychological treatment provide

a suitable imagery with which to depict imprisonment, it is unlikely

that studies which fail to confirm such treatment’s effects will lead to the

abandonment of the treatment ideology. The assumptions of the treat-

ment-oriented correctional system, namely that criminal behavior stems

from a disturbed emotional state and that the work of a correctional system

is to change or to constrain this emotional behavior, combine to provide

a broad mandate for the use of power in a diffuse manner. It is a basis

for proceeding against behavior that is regarded as “dangerous.” For ex-

ample, several years ago the United States Supreme Court ruled that it

was unconstitutional to hold, as California did, drug addiction per se to

51James Robison assisted by Carol Sanders and Suellen Stalder, The California

Prison, Parole and Probation System, Technical Supplement No. 2, A Special Report

to the California Assembly, 1970. For making available this and other reports developed

by the California Assembly Office of Research, the authors thank Robin Lamson.



324 Prison Treatment and Parole Survival

be a crime. Quite so, responded thestate, drug addiction is a disease . . .
and the best place to “treat” it is in an institution operated by the Depart-
ment of Corrections. Since then, “civil commitment” of narcotics users
has sufficed to place hundreds ofpersonsin involuntary long-term custody
and parole. Given that the role of agencies of law enforcement is to apply
sanctions against persons whoare regarded as not conforming to certain
rules, it may be expected that various tactics will be employed in an effort
to further the objectives of maintaining order. It seems likely that both
the flexibility and the benign visage of treatment will continue to be of
value to social control agencies.
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table A.3 ‘Treatment Status by Race (in Percent)
eee

Treatment Race
Status White Mexican Negro Indian Other Totalme

Voluntary small |

 

group counseling 56 23 18 ] 3 100 (278)

Mandatory small
group counseling 56 24 19 — ] 100 (173)

Mandatorylarge
group counseling 51 17 29 — 3 100 (69)

Voluntary controls 61 18 19 — 2 100 (176)

Mandatory controls 58 20 20 — 2 100 (270)

Table N = 966 x? = 9.67
NA = 2 Degrees of freedom = 16
Sample = 968 Not significant
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table A.4 Treatment Status by Intelligence (in Percent)

 

Intelligence Level

  

Very High Borderline

Superior or Average Normal Dull and

Treatment Superior (110 to (90 to Normal Defective

Status (120+) 119) 109) (80 to 89) (79-under) ‘Total

Voluntary
small group
counseling 6 24 45 20 5 100

(277)

Mandatory
small group
counseling 4 23 49 19 5 100

(169)

Mandatory
large group
counseling 3 14 44 31 8 100

(69)
Voluntary

controls 7 22 51 17 3 100
(175)

Mandatory
controls 7 23 45 2] 4 100

(265)

Table N = 955 x72 = 22.32
NA = 13 Degrees of freedom = 24
Sample = 968 Not significant
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table A.5 ‘Treatment Status by Base Expectancy (Prognosis) Standard Scores
(in Percent)

Base Expectancy
Standard Scores

eee
Treatment Very Low Low High Very High

Status (Oto23) (24 to 38) (39to 53) (54 to 98) TotalSN
Voluntary

small group

 

counseling 44 13 13 30 100 (278)

Mandatory
small group
counseling 39 18 13 30 100 (173)

Mandatory
large group
counseling 46 16 16 22 100 (69)

Voluntary
controls 38 12 14 36 100 (176)

Mandatory
controls 37 14 12 37 100 (270)

Table N = 966 y7= 11.5]
NA

=

2 Degrees of freedom = 12
Sample N = 968 Not significant

COMPONENTS AND WEIGHT: BASE EXPECTANCY (PROGNOSIS)

Variable Weight

Arrest-free period of five or more years 12
No history of any opiate use
Few jail commitments (none, one or two)
Notchecks or burglary for present commitment
No family criminal record
No alcohol involvement
Not first arrested for auto theft
Six months or more in any one job
Noaliases
Original commitment
Favorable living arrangement
Few prior arrests (none, one or two)P

A
R
R
T
O
T
M
O
U
O
e
>

A
B
u
t

U
t
U
t
U
I

O
N

O
A
~
]
C
O

 



appendix B_ Characteristics of Adult Felon Population

in California State Institutions’

POPPCUULODCECCOL ODO CCCP COE COCO OC LETC PCED CEE CDEDCODO OEE CED DED EEEREE DODD E EES CODE EEE E DEEP EP PEERED EE DOU C ECE PS POUT CECE EPEC CUP CCUCD TED EPO OCEUEYT CSC CCO OTT T ETE ETRE UEC ECT EOE DUPED ECCT CSET RATE

I. Offense

II]. Ethnic Group

IlI. Age

IV. Parole Status

V. Prior Commitment Record

VI. Escape Record

1See Chapter II.
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appendix C Underlying Assumptionsof Special

Group Leader Training Program

PRGECODECCUDOUUOCCUIIEUDEDECDEEEEEODEEEECECEEEOC ECDC RERCRCOPCOIEOCEEOECOeee

The terms and assumptions of this brief description reflect the point of view

of the trainer, William Schutz. We present this approach to provide an

understanding of the orientation of the program. We do not have adequate

measures of the actual operating differences of the counseling leaders in their

groups. However, the lengthy excerpts of tape recorded group training sessions

give data on the behavior of, at least, some of the group leaders. (See Chap-

ter VI.)

Counseling theory

In formulating the objective of the supplemental training program, it was
assumed that counselors should be competent to do the following:

1. Enable groups to explore and discuss different problem areas at

sufficient depth so that significant issues are worked through, thus

leading to more long-range benefit to participants.

2. Handle any emotional distress group members may encounter.

To accomplish these aims, the training program for group leaders attempted

to cover these areas:

1. Experience with theory and practice of group counseling.

2. Experiences that will lead to insight about group processes.

3. Experiences that will lead to heightened insight about the counselor

himself, his own needs and defenses, and his impact on other people.

There are many approaches to group counseling. The one used in the
present situation reflects the orientations of the trainer. In order to make

clear the approach used to train the counselors, a brief description of the
method follows; a short statement of the theoretical basis of the approach has

been published elsewhere (Schutz, 1961).
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The point of view of the training seminar

The primary contribution of the group counseling situation is the presen-
tation to group members of personal and interpersonal reality. Having a small
group of people meeting together intensively with no ostensible task provides
an opportunity for learning about one’s self and others in a way that is dif-
ficult to attain in most other settings. The quality of the reality obtained by
the group members depends primarily on two factors:

I. Honesty and openness. If group members cannot express their true
feelings, then there can be but limited benefit from a counseling
group. To present to each other the veneer usually used for daily con-
tact and not to allow a look into the feelings beneath it means that
the counseling experience has no advantage over normal human
contacts. Honesty and openness refers to a person’s willingness to
tell others how hereally feels. This readiness depends primarily on
trust in other people, the ability to be aware of one’s feelings, and
on the avoidance of self-deception.

2. Variety and depth. If the counseling experience is a bland, casual
one devoid of personal involvement and strong, significant feelings,
there is but a limited opportunity for learning. No matter how
honest and open group members are with each other, if they are
simply not experiencing any strong feelings, or if their more im-
portant feelings are not brought out within the group, then there is
no opportunity to learn about these significant feelings.

Becoming more aware ofreality is useful for both personal growth and in-
tellectual learning. The counseling group experience can lead to an improve-
ment in a person’s productivity and happiness as a person andin the various
roles he plays, to increased intellectual knowledge about individual and group
processes, and to a more effective coping with the problemsoflife.

The group leader as completer

These aims provide direction for the behavior displayed by the group leader.
(The term group leader will be used here as a more neutral term than coun-
selor, therapist, trainer, or other possibilities. ““Counselor’’ conveys giving ad-
vice of counsel, behavior not always consistent with the present training
approach. )

The group leader must help to create a situation in which a wide variety
of feelings are aroused, discussed, and worked through, and must provide in-

tellectual tools for conceptualizing what the participants have experienced so
that it is easier to comprehend and generalize.
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The function of the leader is to be a “completer.”” He must have a knowl-
edge of what functions must be fulfilled in the group in orderfor it to accom-
plish its goals; he must be sensitive to the situation when some of these

functions are not being fulfilled; and he must be able to act in a way that
facilitates their accomplishment. Thefacilitation may be accomplished through
direct action by the leader, or he may utilize group members to help accom-
plish the desired result. Knowing which group members can be helpful in a
given situation requires the ability to assess their qualities accurately.

The group leaderis effective to the degree that he has a repertoire of meth-
ods for dealing with various group situations, and the ability to know when a
particular method is appropriate. He is in the position of making guesses or
hypotheses about what is happening in the group. His hypothesis directs his
behavior. An enumeration of some of these group leader methods follows.

I. Silence. In general, the more activity the group initiates on its own,
the better. By taking a relatively passive role, especially at the beginning of
the group’s life, the leader is communicating to the group that he is not the
source of all knowledge nor should they look to him to initiate behavior.
The leader is attempting to convey to the group members the belief that they
have resources themselves, and they are encouraged to develop and use them.
Usually to reinforce this idea, the leader must deal effectively with direct
questions from group members. Often group members may be oriented to him
as they are used to being oriented toward officers, teachers, or bosses. By
turning back the question or by refusing to answer, the leader can reinforce
the group-centered nature of the interaction. The leader should make it evi-
dent that he thinks that the members are capable of effective groupinteraction.
The knowledge that someone in authority has respect for their abilities helps
to keep them from depending on the group leader for guidance and aids in
an examination of their own resources.

Silence also is appropriate when the group is working effectively. An inex-
perienced group leader frequently feels that he must demonstrate his influence
and knowledge in the group by maintaining a central role at all times. Usually
this will satisfy the leader’s needs, but it interferes with the progress of the
group. A group leader’s insight into the workings of the group often will occur
to a group member soon after it occurs to the leader.

In a sense, a group leaderis successful to the degree that he is unnecessary.
If the group operates in the same manner with the leader as without him,
then he has contributed all he can to the group.

Abdication of the active leadership role often elicits feelings of hostility
toward the group leader. Along with the hostility usually comes a defense of
the leader by other members. Ordinarily this is a very desirable situation be-
cause it exposes various attitudes toward authority and then leads to an
exploration of these attitudes. It is important to remember that the leader’s
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main job is not to remain likeable and respected at all times. (These attitudes
may be primarily the leader’s needs.) An important part of his role is to act
in such a way as to evoke importantfeelings from group members and to help
them understand these feelings. Inevitably, some of these feelings will be
directed toward the leader, but defensive behavior on his part is often inhibit-
ing to the group.

Anothervalue of leader silence is to present an ambiguous authority figure.
By not revealing much of himself to the group the leader allows group mem-
bers to project on to him whatever attributes they feel he has or want him
to have. This can lead to learning in two ways: (1) by comparing the different
perceptions of the leader held by various members, much can be learned about
how each person tends to see authority figures; and (2) as the leader begins
to reveal himself more, the way in which he emerges as a person also may be
compared with members’ original perceptions of him, and the reasons for their
distortions explored.

In summary, silence can be a useful device for a leader, (1) to establish the
group, instead of leader-centered interaction, (2) to avoid interfering with
work being done by the group, and (3) to encourage projections onto the
leader figure to be used for learning about members’ responses to authority.

2. Here and Now. ‘The primary focus in small group interaction is on
the current experiences that happen within the group. Examination of these
experiences gives the group its unique advantage over other types of learning
situations. If group members bring in incidents from their past or from aspects
of their life that are unrelated to the group, there is little the group can do
but give advice or, perhaps, support. The strength of the group is best utilized
when group members can react to behavior that they have experienced directly.
The objective of the group leaderis to assist the group to focus on that aspect
of the behavior which is a common experience of the group.

The behavior a group memberexhibits in the group context has an im-
portant relation to behavior expressed outside the group and, therefore, an
understanding of this behavior should be of general value and application.
Furthermore, this is the behavior that the group members have experienced
directly and can respond to most adequately. For example, if a group member
begins to talk about troubles with his wife, the most useful way for the leader
to handle the problem is to focus the group on the member’s behavior in the
group. The individual alone, or with the group’s help, can make the connec-
tion to his relationship to his wife. For the group to comment on his wife’s
behavior or on the events in his marriage as he relates them would have min-
imal value, since the group members’ information about these events is only
second-hand from a nonobjective reporter. This advice would be of limited
value.
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The here-and-now rule cannot be adhered to inflexibly. Sometimes a begin-

ning group needs some material to use in order to get to know each other

and the here-and-now material is too unfamiliar to allow the group to function

effectively toward this end. In this case they must use other content to talk

about. The second situation in which outside talk is useful is that which begins

with here-and-now. For instance, in the example above, after the group dis-

cusses the person’s here-and-now behavior, it can be of value in helping him

explore his behavior outside of the group in relation to that observed byall.

Group members can help himperceive the relationship between his behavior

in and out of the group.

Influencing group members to discuss current experiences and attitudes can

be done in several ways. In some groups it can be done directly by making an

explicit rule at the beginning of the group meetings. For groups that feel more

comfortable with rules, this is sometimes very effective. In other cases, the

tule can be introduced more gradually by group-leader interventions that will

ultimately be recognized by the group.

3. Feelings. |The most useful area of group exploration is the members’
feelings. It is, however, very difficult for many people to identify their feelings,

since they have been taught that it is wrong to feel jealous, weak, or hostile.

However, with concentration on these feelings, it is possible for people to
become more aware of these aspects of their personalities and of the impact

of such feelings on their attitudes and behavior.
The following are some examples of how the group can make use of feelings

in their day-to-day work. The examples refer to inmate groups, but they apply

more generally. |

(a) Inmates frequently complain about the guards. Instead of defending

the actions of the guards, the group leader can focus the group on

the feelings toward the guards that they are expressing in the group

at that moment. Once the inmates are focused on the feelings they

are expressing, they may relate these to general attitudes toward
authority, and then perhaps to feelings that they have toward au-
thority “on the outside.” They can examine a present feeling to
discover its basis. Thus, a complaint session may be turned into a
useful exploration of vital issues for inmates.

(b) When a new memberenters a group, there can be a number of
reactions experienced by both new and old members. An exploration
of those immediate feelings can lead to a discussion of issues that
are related to group membership and marginality. Sometimes the
newcomer, or an old memberidentifying with the newcomer, will
experience a familiar feeling of not belonging to an alreadyestab-
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lished group, of “barging in where he’s not wanted,” or that nobody
really cares about him or will help him.

These feelings can often lead to an exploration of similar feelings
one experiences as a child and the behavior that resulted from these
feelings. From this can come insight into the basis of some of these
feelings and more understanding of how peoplereally do feel about
the newcomer. This comes from a discussion by the group members
of their feelings toward him. He then can see how much of the
feeling is determined byattitudes toward any newcomer and how
much is determined byreaction to him as a person.

Manyotherissues can be illuminated by this situation—for example,
the feelings of the old members about the newcomer in terms of
distrust, competition, fear, and the like. Again, all of these very

important issues can evolve from the here-and-now feelings about the
newcomer.

In most inmate groups, there are one or more withdrawn members.
An examination of the group’s feelings toward the withdrawn mem-
ber, and of the feelings of the member himself, usually uncovers
anotherset of significant problems. Frequently, the withdrawn mem-
ber will speak of or exhibit an inability to express his feelings directly,
causing himto feel frustrated. Or, the withdrawn person may express
the feeling that no onecares about what he hasto say, or the feeling
that he will demonstrate how stupid heis if he talks, or that, perhaps,
he will say something that will cause people to react hostilely. In
any case, he has expressed an important feeling and one that can
be pursued into other areas of life with the prospect of obtaining
insight and of experiencing catharsis.

The feelings of the other group members toward the withdrawn
person often involve distrust. Someone who will not talk frequently
may draw much hostility, as people feel he is watching and judging
them. These feelings also can be explored profitably.

Thus, it is not necessary to bring in events from the outside in order to
elicit strong feelings. Most of the significant emotions that are important in
understanding personal and interpersonal dynamics exist within the group
setting. The use of these feelings as the basis for group interaction usually leads
to an experience with greater impact, involvement, and opportunity for positive
change.

4. Facilitation. There are many techniques a group leader must utilize
to facilitate the group’s accomplishmentofits goals. The challenge to the leader,
in part, is knowing when to use each technique.
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Manypeople are inhibited and reluctant to express themselves openly and

honestly. There are a wide variety of reasons for their difficulty, but a number
of methods exist for dealing with it. Some of them are as follows.

Some people need only to be asked to express their feelings and to be given
the prospect of support from the group leader, in particular, as well as from
the group itself. With others, this method is not as effective because their
defenses are such that this kind of support will permit them to continue to
hide or to evade. For example, intellectualizers—people who manage their
anxious feelings by talking about the situation in intellectual terms—often are
unaffected by support. They frequently need to be challenged or attacked by
the leader, or need to have their defense pointed out to them in order to begin
to break through to the point where they can express feelings. More active par-
ticipation by the group leader is required to get these people to feel things in-
stead of just talking about them. Acting-out techniques as in Gestalt therapy
are often effective. For example, if a person is acting as if he were superior to the
other members of the group, the leader may ask him to stand up and actually
be above them physically and to report how hefeels. Or if the group members
are trying to help him andheis rejecting their attempts, he may be asked to
actually push someone away physically and to examine how the experience
affects him. These methods are often dramatically effective.

Another method for “uncorking” people with difficulty in expressing their
feelings calls for the group leader to demonstrate the type of behavior he wishes
the group members to express. For example, he can express his own actual
feelings at any given moment, especially feelings of inadequacy as when heis
confused as to what is happening in the group. This often makes him more
human, and demonstrates that one may feel this way without great personal
injury or deflation. This method does require considerable security on the part
of the group leader.

Another methodfor helping a group obtain its goals involves the assessment
of particular types of group members. Frequently in a group the focus of dis-
cussion 1s on one member, and an entire session is devoted to a discussion with
and about him. Groupleaders and group members often feel this is unfortunate
because that person “dominates” the group. However, a member may be per-
mitted to dominate the discussion if he is expressing feelings that are shared,
at least in part, by other members of the group. They may “use” him in a con-
structive way by comparing him and his behavior to their own. Their questions
often really mean, “How much are you like me?” If the focus of attention is
notrelated to feelings shared by other group members,it will rarely remain the
focus for very long.

Usually, people who occupy this focal position are able to express their
feelings more easily than other group members. They may also be more dog-
matic or may represent one pole of a dilemma very clearly, which permits the
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other members to see it more clearly. The group leader should try to identify
these people and tofacilitate their participation. This often helps a group make
progress and makes use of one person to free others.

5. Leadership Style. The methods used by any particular group leader
must be based on the type of person heis. It is very important for a group leader
to know himself well and to know the impact that he makes on others. Knowl-
edge of this impact can be used to make his participation more effective. For
example, if the group leader is viewed as very strong and elicits competitive
feelings in men, he can be awareof this and can help group membersto identify
feelings of competition.

The method adopted by a groupleader should fit his personality. If he tends
to be taciturn and quiet, he will probably be most effective as a group leader
if his style of leadership is built around that type of behavior. On the other
hand, if he tends to be more gregarious and informal, then a style built around
this type of interaction will be best for him. If a leader predisposed to onestyle
tries to take on the role of the other, the falseness of his behavior will be
apparent to group members and his usefulness may be diminished. In short,
the leader can help the group most if he acts naturally. Since he is asking
group members to be open and honest, and to avoid self-deception, it is impor-
tant that he provide a model of that type of behavior himself.

6. Content. Although the content of the group discussion varies greatly
from one group to another (see Schutz, 1958), there are particular interpersonal
and personalissues that people hold in common, and the more these issues can
be brought to the surface for discussion, and the deeper the discussion goes, the
more likely that beneficial change will take place in group members.

Oneset of issues revolves around the problems of contact with others in
terms of wanting to be included in group activities on the one hand, and in
being allowed privacy on the other. Related to this are feelings of isolation and
loneliness, and the search for one’s identity. Often these issues are reflected in
discussions of religion where the search for one’s place in the world is an issue,
or in racial issues where the question of marginality enters. Trying to determine
one’s identity and what people really want are crucial problems that can often
be dealt with very profitably in a group if these concerns can find expression.

Anotherset of issues concerns the question of power, control, and authority.
Feelings of competition, rebellion, and dependencyare related, and at a deeper
level these problems become issues of masculinity, strength, and competence.
Problems regarding one’s own sexual competence and feelings about homosexual
encountersfall into this area. They are often difficult to elicit in a group because
of cultural taboos, but they are extremely valuable for the group to try to work
through. Also involved here are issues of expressing hostility and destruction
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and the ability to control these impulses. Inmates especially are concerned with
this.

Issues related to affection usually occur later in the group life. They have to
do with establishing close, personal relations with people and with expressing
warm feelings to others. Discussions of heterosexual relationships enter at this
point with the problems of jealousy, rejection, and love usually prominent in
the discussion. Also of concern are the clashes between the normsof society and
one’s impulses as, for example, when a married person is attracted to someone
else, or the difficulty in becoming close to someone of the same sex because of
homosexual implications.

To the degree that a group of staff members can work through issues like
these in a meaningful way, it has had an experience with the possibility that
profitable changes will occur within the inmate members of groups that they
will subsequently lead.
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Early in the project, we assembled a preliminary questionnaire to measure

satisfaction in groups. For a pretest of the suitability of items at CMCE, 26

items were adopted from a questionnaire developed at Harvard University.?

In addition, 34 new items were written to present language and situations more

directly related to the prison setting. This version was administered to inmate

members of seven counseling groups at CMCE. Out of 95 subjects, only one

did not return a usable questionnaire.

In theinitial inspection, 16 of the original 60 items showed less than 15

percent endorsementoneither side of the neutral point and were removed from

further correlational analysis. Responses to the remaining 44 items were inter-

correlated.

The abundance of correlations significant at greater than .01 level justified

a factor analysis of the matrix. A factor analysis by means of the principal axis

technique extracted 12 factors of which the first six factors accounted for 68

1 See Chapter V.
2'The items were derived from a general questionnaire developed at the Laboratory

of Social Relations at Harvard by Arthur Couch and Robert F. Bales. In their study

of a sample of Harvard underclassmen in five-man groups, a 50-item factor analysis
yielded four orthogonal factors, named as follows:

I. Interpersonal Satisfaction. The degree to which group members feel that
interpersonal consideration was shown for the feelings of others, giving a
freedom from dominance and an equal opportunity for participation in the
discussion.

II. Satisfaction with Goal Attainment. The degree to which group members
feel that they were able to arrive at the group goal with high task efficiency
and attain a realistic solution to their instrumental problem.

III. Rejection of the Task. ‘The degree to which the members indicate a lack of
involvement in the group task and place the blamefor their rejection on the
unacceptable nature of the task itself.

IV. Identification with the Group. The degree to which the members indicate
an acceptance of the other group members as involved contributors to the
group goal.
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percent of the total commonfactor variance. These six factors were rotated to
orthogonal simple structure by meansof the verimax solution. From the content
of these high loading items, six factors were tentatively interpreted as follows:
task accomplishment, therapeutic effects, respondent participation, level of
group activity, members’ likability, and distrust. The pretest items that best
measured these factors were selected for inclusion in the Group Opinion
Inventory. This revised version was administered to the members of APPIOx-
imately two thirds (50) of the counseling groups under study—sample size, 490.

From the best items of the pretest and with the addition of several new
items that asked about inmatetrust or distrust in the confidentiality of the group
sessions, a 24-variable matrix was selected for factor analysis. These items
appear in Table D.1. Rather than rotate to the criteria of the small pretest, we
again used the mathematical criterion of simple structure to govern rotation.
The correlations, eigenvalues, and rotated loadings are shown in Tables D.2
and D.3. Although the orderis different, the content of the six factors replicated
the pretest.

The highest and purest loadings for Factor I are on variables 1 (“In this
group not enough people take responsibility for keeping discussion going’’),
15 (“There is too much silence in this group”), and 11 (“The grouptries to
do the best it can in group counseling’’). It also has high but shared loadings
on 2 (“Most members do not seem to know what to do in the group’), and
4 (“This group does not accomplish as much as it should”). Factor I was
termed Active Task Accomplishment of Group.

Factor II has only three items that are highly loaded; they refer to the
respondent’s participation: 7 (“I enjoy talking in this group”), 9 (“I seldom
have anything to say in the group”), and 10 (“I am fairly active in group
sessions”),

Factor II is composed of the items that express liking for or likability of
other members: 17 (“Most men in this group are well thought of by other
inmates”), 18 (“I have several friends in this group”), and 19 (‘The friendly
spirit of joking is one of the best things about this group’).

The new items that assert inmate fears about the use of his group state-
ments for custodial purposes or inmate gossip comprise the basis of Factor IV.
Twoofthe five items contained in this factor are: 20 (“I’m afraid what I say
in group counseling sessions may go into myrecord jacket’), and 24 (“Most
men in the group hesitate to say anything bad about themselves because it may
be reported to the Adult Authority”).

Respondent views of the therapeutic effects of counseling on him are ex-
pressed in items 3, 5, 6, and 8, which comprise the fifth factor. Included are:
“In most group meetings I don’t think our conclusions were detailed enough
to berealistic,” and “I do not think this group is able to help me.”

The last factor contains two items, 13 and 14, asserting or denying the
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Group Opinion Inventory: Twenty-Four Variables
a

Matrix Number Item
a

]

OD
O
o
n
t

a
u
n

-

10

I]

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

In this group not enough people take responsibility for

keeping discussion going.

Most members do not seem to know what to do in

group.

In most of our group meetings, I don’t think our con-

clusions were detailed enough to berealistic.

This group does not accomplish as much as it should.

I do not think this group is able to help me.

I am bored most of the time with discussion in this group.

I enjoy talking in this group.

I do not feel I have a problem this group can help.

I seldom have anything to say in group.

I amfairly active in group discussion.

Group tries to do best it can in group counseling

Members’ reasoning usually clear and logical.

Some people in group talk too much.

Nobody tries to dominate discussion in my group.

There is too much silence in this group.

Usually everyone talks a fairly equal amount in my group.

Most men in this group are well thought of by other

inmates.

I have several friends in this group.

Friendly spirit and joking is one of the best things about

this group.

I am afraid what I say in group counseling session may go

into my record jacket.

Members in this group talk about meetings to other

inmates.

Menin this group cannotbe trusted to keep confidential

whatis said in group.

Few people are really interested in what is being said in

group.

Most men in group hesitate to say anything bad about

themselves because it may be reported to Adult Authority.
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table D.3 Group Opinion Inventory of Satisfaction Items: Rotated Or-
thogonal Factor Matrix®

Active Respon-
‘Task dent Likeability Treatment Group

Vari- Accom-  Partici- of Members’ Effects on Partici-
able plishment pation Members Distrust Respondent pation

Number FI FI] FIII FIV FV FVI he

l —72 —07 00 —14 —Z] —07 60
15 — 66 16 —I15 —17 02 —07 52
Il 62 —22 —2] 00 14 —05 51
2 —6] — 04 09 — 20 — 36 —Ol 55
4 —59 05 08 02 —46 —02 57
10 10 —82 —07 06 00 —(02 69
7 06 —70 —13 00 32 09 65
9 —07 67 03 —16 —42 —12 67
19 Q2 07 —73 10 01 — 04 55
17 27 —09 —56 21 05 20 49
18 00 —25 —56 —25 03 10 45
21 —16 —Ol —13 —67 26 —16 58
24 —16 04 21 — 64 — 38 02 63
20 — 06 33 —03 —56 — 39 I] 59
22 —25 09 35 —53 —28 —13 56
5 —15 33 —Ol Ql —72 —05 65
8 — 04 21 —08 —09 —71 —]2 58
6 — 24 39 09 —Ol — 68 —09 69
3 — 34 —08 12 —I] — 66 08 59

14 18 — 04 —07 —03 —03 78 65
13 10 04 09 —22 —4] —67 69
12 51 —20 — 39 05 13 07 48
16 50 —2] —2] 04 —03 35 47
23 — 34 —O0l 18 —18 —47 —]2 41

 

a Variables have been reordered for ease of interpretation.
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opportunity of equal verbal participation: ‘Some people in the group talk too
much” and “Nobodytries to dominate the discussion in my group.”

To summarize, the six factors were termed:

I. Active Task Accomplishment of Group (The group makesprogress.)
I]. Respondent’s Participation (In this group I am active.)

III. Likability of Members (Menin this groupareliked.)

IV. Members’ Distrust (Whatis said is not kept confidential.)

V. Treatment Effects for Respondent (The group helps me.)

VI. Group Participation Level (The groupis active.)

Table D.4 presents data on satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Acrossall gTOUps,
findings can be summarized as follows: (1) one half felt that the group was ac-
complishing something and that members were trying—the other one half dis-
agreed; (2) three fourths claimed to be active participants; (3) the majority
agreed that other group members were active too; (4) few groups were charac-
terized by joking and friendliness, although most members were well thought
of by the other group members; (5) there was an optimistic perception of group
counseling’s therapeutic impact; and (6) considerable dissatisfaction was ex-
pressed (although not by a majority) in regard to members’ distrust of the
privacy of the group.

However, the more interesting consequence of this analysis was the differ-
ence between mandatorylarge groups (daily), mandatory small groups (weekly),
and voluntary small groups (weekly). Compared to respondents in these latter
two counseling varieties, respondents in the mandatory large groups weresig-
nificantly (1) more critical of their group’s performance, (2) less optimistic
concerning the therapeutic effects of the programs, (3) more distrusting of
fellow inmates and staff, (4) Jess active participants in group sessions,
(5) less favorably disposed to members of the group and (6) less likely to
regard their group’s spirit as friendly. On one dimension—groupactivity level
—treatment conditions did not vary.

ROLE DIFFERENTIATION

Laboratory studies of small groups call attention to two primary functional
problems that characterize groups like the ones under study. These problems
are the task focus (working toward a group goal) and the integrative or expres-
sive focus (expressing and reducing tensions in interpersonalrelations). Thatis,
the first is concerned with “getting the job done,” the second is concerned with
how the members “get along with one another.”3 Davis developed two subtypes

3 See Robert Bales, Interaction Process Analysis, Cambridge: Addison Wesley, 1950;
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within each area and formulated a simple measure for each.4 Withintask-related

acts the distinction is made between initiating and coordinating behavior; the

integrative function is divided into positive expressive (tact) and negative

expressive (joking).

We adapted Davis’ items to apply to the prison groups. The items below

were used as indicators of the task and expressive foci of behavior.

In many groups, some persons tend to one kind of talking more than

others. On the questions below, check how youthink youare.

Task Initiative

1. (a) I often get the discussion going by introducing ideas and

opinions for the rest of the group to talk about. Yes

No_____—

(b) How many other men in the group often do this?

Task Coordinating

2. (a) In group sessions, I often try to clear things up and keep

the discussion on the track. Yes_______ No

(b) How many other men in the group often do this?

Expressive Positive

3. (a) I often make comments to heal hurt feelings of other mem-

bers in the group whenthe discussion gets rough. Yes

No

(b) How many other men in the group often do this?

Expressive Negative

4. (a) I often makejokes in the discussion to get a laugh out of the

group. Yes No .

(b) How many other men in the group often do this?
 

On both measures of task prominence, and on one measure of integrative

behavior, men in mandatory large groups less often reported that they were

active than either of the small group counseling conditions. (Of course, this

may reflect the fact that the opportunity for participation is more limited in a

group of 50, compared with a group of ten or twelve members.) On task

coordination, activity was highest for the small, voluntary groups. Similar differ-

ences were observed between the three treatment conditions in the responses

estimating “how many other men”did a given type of behavior.

and Talcott Parsons, Robert Bales and Edward Shils, “‘Dimensions of Action Space,” in

Working Papers in the Theory of Action, Glencoe: The Free Press, 1953.

4 James A. Davis, Great Books and Small Groups, Glencoe: The Free Press, 1961,

pp. 71-72.
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table D.5 ‘Task and Expressive Prominence by Type of Counseling
(in percent)
eee

Mandatory Mandatory

—

Voluntary
Large Small Smal]

Task Item A i 5 ae ye

Total (N) (85) (154) (226)

Task Item B o . 20 35

Total (N) (86) (156) (232)

Expressive YES 22 39 39
Item A NO 78 61 61]

Total (N) (84) (153) (129)

Expressive YES 17 14 18
Item B NO 83 86 82

Total (N) (89) (157) (233)

 

 

Task Item A. In groupsessions, I often try to clear things up and keep the
discussion on the track. y? = 27.94, df = 2, pS.01.

Task Item B. often get the discussion going by introducing ideas and opin-
ions for the rest of the group to talk about. y? = 23.03,
df = 2, pS.01.

E:xpressive I often make commentsto heal hurt feelings of other members
Item A. in the group when the discussion gets rough. y2 = 8.76,

df = 2, pS.02.

Expressive I often make jokes in the discussion to get a laugh out of the
Item B. group. y? = 1.11, df = 2, not significant.
aS

Thus, on a variety of measures, satisfaction and activity appeared lowest in
Community Living sessions and highest in small, voluntary groups.
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The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) is a well-known, widely used

test intended for use on nonpsychiatric respondents.? It consists of 480 simple

self-descriptive statements. Its author, Dr. Harrison Gough, developed 18 scales

by item analysis to assess nonneurotic, nonpsychopathic components of per-

sonality. We calculated these scales but, in a preliminary analysis, did not show

any differences between any of the 18-scale—scores and parole success or

failure six monthsafter release.

Wealso were impressed with the need to condense this fairly sizable num-

ber of separate scales to a smaller number that would be more economical to

use and somewhateasier to conceptualize. Data published by Gough and others

show considerable real and artifactual (item-overlap) intercorrelation among

the scales. Moreover, the four groupings suggested by Gough are based on the

similarity of scale interpretation, in turn, related to item discriminability on

criterion groups, and not on correlation clustering. These two facts suggested

that fewer and more meaningful scores could be obtained by the factor analysis

of the 18-scale—scores when the test was administered to a subsample of 380

inmates prior to their release from CMC. Four factors were extracted by using

the principal axis technique. Verimax rotation to simple structure produced the

factor matrix shown in Table E.1. The rotation was not wholly successful in

locating variables clearly on one factor, but interpretation of the four rotated

factors is possible.

Factor I is determined by scales indicating responsibility (Re), Socializa-

tion (So), Self-control (Sc), Tolerance (To), Good impression (Gi), and

Achievement via conformance (Ac). It shares high loading with Factor IV on

Well-being (Wb) and with Factor II on Intellectual efficiency (le). The

emphasis of these components is on being responsive and on conforming to

social expectation. The term Conventional adjustmentis suggestive of one pole

of this factor.
Factor II consists of items measuring outgoing, self-assured activity orienta-

1 See Chapter VIII.
2 Gough, Harrison, Manual for the California Psychological Inventory, Consult.

Psych. Press, Palo Alto, 1957.

359
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table E.1 Rotated Factors of the CPI (380 Prison Inmates)
eee
Factor I Conventional Adjustment he Gough’s Terms

Wb .68 21 —.31 —.48 83 Measures of social-
Re .76 37 03 —.14 /4 ization, maturity and
So 76 10 21 —.00 63 responsibility.
Sc 87 —.17 —.27 11 88
To .64 30 —.57 —.19 .86
Gi 77 09 —.23 3] 75 Achievement poten-
Ac 80 39 ~—15 —.14 83 tial and intellectual
Te 4 47 —.38 —A42 84 efficiency.

Factor II _—_Extroverted Assertiveness he Gough’s Terms

Do 18 .84 04 05 74 Measures of poise,
Es 38 /J1 —.37 —.04 18 ascendancyand self-
Sy 32 81 —.08 —.17 719 assurance.
Sp — .02 62 —.52 —.33 17
Sa — .09 89 O01 —.08 .80

Factor III Independent Rationalism h? Gough’s Terms

Ai AZ 20 —.69 —.20 13 Achievementvia in-
Py 42 16 —.57 14 54 dependence and in-
Fx —.16 —.08 —.84 1] 75 tellectual mode.

Factor IV Feminine Deviance h? Gough’s Terms

Cm .30 19 28 —.76 78 Interest mode.
Fe 28 —.01 12 57 4]
—————_—_—_—_—_—_—_—

tion. Scales measuring dominance (Do), Capacity for status (Cs), Sociability
(Sy), Social presence (Sp) and Self-acceptance (Sa) show high loadings on
this factor, for which the term Extroverted assertiveness is suggested.

Factors III and IV are neither statistically nor semantically as clear as the
first two dimensions. Factor III is defined on the positive pole by measures of
Achievement via independence (Ai), Psychological mindedness (Py), and
Flexibility (Fx). The term Independent rationalism is advanced to designate
this factor.

Factor IV contains only two scales that have high loadings on this
dimension. One scale is Femininity (Fm), which loads on the negative end
of the factor. On the opposite pole is Communality. Keeping in mind that the
sample is male inmates, the term Feminine deviance is tentatively advanced
for this factor.

The results obtained in this analysis are closely similar to a factor analysis
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of the CPI published in 1960 by Mitchell and Pierce-Jones, despite differences

in sex and type of respondent.? The earlier work used a sample containing 213

female and 45 male students in a teacher training curriculum. Four factors

resulted, which the authors titled Adjustment via social conformity, Social

poise or extroversion, Superego strength, and Capacity for independent thought

and action. The loadings obtained by Mitchell and Pierce-Jones are found in

Table E.2. The first two factors are almost identical to our analysis. ‘Their

fourth factor is somewhat like the third factor in the present report. ‘Their

third factor contains scales better located on our Factor I.

Both analyses are consistent with a suggestion by Kassebaum, Couch, and

Slater (in an analysis of the MMPI) that the two major factors to emerge in

any large personality inventory would be adjustment-maladjustment and extro-

version-introversion.t Notice that their earlier study contained some of the

same scales.

Because of the scale intercorrelations, and the similarity of our factor anal-

ysis with previous work, we decided to score the CPI as four dimensions of

response, rather than 18 separate scores.

By using the Thompson’s pooling squares technique described fully else-

where,® we constructed a scale to measure each factor. This technique allows

the investigator to estimate the extent to which each factorial measure 1s cor-

related with the other factors, and to add or to subtract variables to increase

factorial purity. We were only moderately successful in this effort, as is indicated

in Table E.3, showing the degree to which the four scales are associated.

Factors II and III are significantly correlated; we were unable to construct a

purer measure, possibly because of the amount of item overlap in the com-

ponentscales.

Scores on Factors I and II were consistent with certain traits of the

respondents. Factor I (conventional adjustment) was lower for men with

a large number of prior commitments, with men who had done more prison

time, and who were first arrested andjailed at an early age. It wasalso inversely

related to favorable parole prognosis, but not significantly. Extroverted assertive-

ness was positively correlated with grade achievement, intelligence, and father’s

occupational status. We were particularly curious to learn if these factors or

any of the other CPI dimensions would be related to the adjustment of the

parolee to the demandsofhis parole obligations.

Wecross tabulated the CPI factor scores with parole adjustment as of

3 Mitchell, J., and Pierce-Jones, J., “A Factor Analysis of Gough’s California Psycho-

logical Inventory,” J. Consult. Psychol., 1960,24:5, pp. 453-456.
4 Kassebaum, G., Couch, A., and Slater, P., “Factorial Dimensions of the MMPI,”

J. Consult. Psvchol., 1959, 23:3.
5 Thompson, Godfrey, Factorial Analysis of Human Ability (fifth edition), London:

University of London Press, 1951, Chapter IX.
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table E.2— Mitchell and Pierce-Jones 1960 Analysis: Rotated Factor-Matrix
for the California Psychological Inventory
eee

CPI Scales I II III IV h2eee
Class I measures of poise, ascen-

dancy, and self-assurance

1. Dominance 18 76 04 —.09 61
2. Capacity for status 21 59 04 50 .64
3. Sociability 27 78 .04 15 71
4. Social presence —.01 62 —.23 Ol 70
5. Self-acceptance —.17 77 08 05 63
6. Sense of well-being 19 16 05 23 10

Class II measures of socialization,
maturity, and responsibility

7. Responsibility 58 .09 44 21 58
8. Socialization 43 02 57 —.06 5]
9. Self-control 92 —.19 08 —.01 77

10. Tolerance .67 1] 15 54 78
Il. Good impression 83 08 —.08 —.06 7]
12. Communality 02 .06 58 —.02 34

Class III measures of achievement
potential and intellectual efficiency

13. Achievement by conformance 80 25 23 08 17
14. Achievement by independence 47 02 I] .67 .69
15. Intellectual efficiency 46 24 16 53 58

Class IV measures of intellectual and

interest modes

16. Psychological mindedness 47 22 —.16 32 40
17. Flexibility —.12 02 —.25 56 39
18. Femininity —.02 —.02 45  —.04 21

Percentage of total variance 26% 15% 7% 12%
a-Si

SSSSSStieSSS
36 months postrelease (see Tables E.4 to E.7). There was a slight tendency for
more conventional individuals to be returned less often to prison than low
scorers on I, but the difference was not significantly greater than chance. Fac-
tor IT is also in this direction but, again, the differenceis slight and not signifi-
cant. We are forced to conclude that personality characteristics, at least as
measured by the CPI, are not directly related to parole success orfailure.
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table E.3. Correlation of Factor Loadings and CPI Scale Scores
a

 

The Scale Scores Correlation Coefficients

Measuring Each Factor I I] Il IV

I Conventional adjustment 98 08 04 00

II Extrovertive assertiveness 05 98 — .06 02

III Independentrationality —.29 12 — .90 02

IV Feminine deviance —.01 —.15 —.12 99
i

table E.4 Factor I Conventional Adjustment (in percent)
re

 

Thirty-Six-
Month Outcome Low Medium Medium-High High

No problems 22 21 22 25

Minor problems 15 19 18 18

Major problems I] 9 8 12

Return to prison 52 51 52 45

Total 100 100 100 100

N (65) (104) (123) (51)

Table N = 343
y?2 = 1.75
Degrees of freedom = 9
Not significant
a

table E.5 Factor II Extroverted Assertiveness (in percent)

  

‘Thirty-Six-
Month Outcome Low Medium Medium-High High

No problems 23 25 18 25
Minor problems 16 19 16 23

Major problems 3 1] 1] 8

Return to prison 58 45 55 44

Total 100 100 100 100

N (61) (113) (120) (49)

Table N = 343
y? = 7.56
Degrees of freedom = 9
Notsignificant
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table E.6

—

Factor III Independent Rationalism (in percent)
eee

Thirty-Six-
Month Outcome Low Medium Medium-High High

No problems 22 23 25 14
Minor problems 14 16 20 22
Major problems 12 9 7 12
Return to prison 52 52 48 52

Total 100 100 100 100

N (50) (128) (115) (50)

Table N = 343
x7 = 5.31
Degrees of freedom = 9

Not significant
See

table E.7 Factor [IV Feminine Deviance (in percent)
eee

Thirty-Six
Month Outcome Low Medium Medium-High High

No problems 24 15 14 12
Minor problems 18 24 10 0
Major problems 9 9 10 12
Return to prison 49 52 66 76

Total 100 100 100 100

N (281) (33) (21) (8)

Table N = 343
x7 = 7.33
Degrees of freedom = 9
Not significant
te



appendix F Endorsement of Inmate Values by Parole

Outcomeat Thirty-Six Months’
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Table 1 Opposition to Staff

Table 2 Solidarity

Table 3 Isolation

Table 4 Alienation

Table 5 Value of Counseling

table F.1 Opposition to Staff by Parole Outcome at Thirty-Six Months
(in Percent)

 

Parole Outcome

 

Opposition No Minor Major Return

to Staff Problems Problems Problems to Prison Total

Very high 26 21 2 51 100 (57)

High 22 18 10 50 100 (95)

Moderate 17 20 6 57 100 (70)
Low 20 17 5 58 100 (60)

(60) (53) (17) (152)

Table N = 282

y? = 6.08

Degrees of freedom = 9
Not significant

 

1 See Chapter VIII.
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table F.2 Solidarity by Parole Outcome at Thirty-Six Months (in Percent)
eee

Parole Outcome

  

No Minor Major Return
Solidarity Problems Problems Problems

_

to Prison Total

Very high 27 16 5 52 100 (58)
High 28 18 7 47 100 (74)
Moderate 9 26 6 59 100 (78)
Low 22 15 6 57 100 (72)

(60) (53) (17) (152)

Table N = 282
y2 = 12.55
Degrees of freedom = 9
Not significant

 

table F.3 Isolation by Parole Outcome at Thirty-Six Months (in Percent)

 

Parole Outcome

  

No Minor Major Return
Isolation Problems Problems Problems to Prison ‘Total

Very high 17 17 1] 55 100 (54)
High 24 24 — 52 100 (94)
Moderate 21 17 6 56 100 (84)
Low 22 14 12 52 100 (50)

(60) (53) (17) (152)

Table N = 282

y2 = 14.43

Degrees of freedom = 9
Notsignificant
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table F.4 Alienation by Parole Outcomeat Thirty-Six Months (in Percent)
nS

Parole Outcome

 

No Minor Major Return

Alienation Problems Problems Problems

_

to Prison Total
ee

Very High 35 5 5 55 100 (54)

High 22 26 4 48 100 (105)

Moderate 13 15 5 67 100 (55)

Low 16 22 10 52 100 (68)

(60) (53) (17) (152)

Table N = 282

y2= 21.69

Degrees of freedom = 9
P=.01

Gamma = .111

 

table F.5 Value of Counseling by Parole Outcome at Thirty-Six Months

(in Percent)

 

Parole Outcome

 

Value of No Minor Major Return

Counseling Problems Problems Problems to Prison Total

Very High 34 10 5 51 100 (59)
High 21 23 5 51 100 (61)

Moderate 15 24 7 54 100 (75)
Low 18 17 7 58 100 (87)

(60) (53) (17) (152)

Table N = 282
vy? = 11.18

Degrees of freedom = 9
Not significant
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Table 1 Days Following Parole Date Spent in the Institution Awaiting

Release

Table 2 Pre-Parole Class Attendance

Table 3 Pre-Parole Employment

Table 4 Last Year of School Completed when Paroled

Table 5 Inmate Type

Table 6 Evidence of a Criminal Record in the Community to which
Parolee was Released

1See Chapter VIII.
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table G.1_ Days Following Parole Date Spent in the Institution Awaiting
Release by Treatment Status (in Percent)

 

Treatment Category

Mandatory Mandatory Voluntary
Days Awaiting Mandatory Voluntary Large Small Small

 

Release Control Control Group Group Group

Release prior
to parole date 10 5 2 8 8

Within 3 days 55 61 60 58 55

More than 3 days 1] 8 17 16 9

No exact date
specified, to be
released when
parole plan was
approved 24 26 21 18 28

Total «=©3©6100—'té‘<‘«CS~<“‘xW
N (163) (138) (47) (120) (179)

Parole Subsample
Table N = 647
y? = 13.63
Degrees of freedom = 12
Not significant
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table G.2._ Pre-Parole Class Attendance by Treatment Status (in Percent)

nT

Treatment Category
I

Numberof

Preparole Mandatory Mandatory Voluntary

Classes Mandatory Voluntary Large Small Small

Attended

=

Control Control Group Group Group

eeeCD

ewe

Ooser

None 38 35 17 25 29

One 48 42 73 5] 50

Two or more 14 23 10 24 21
a

Total 100 100 100 100 100

N (141) (125) (41) (111) (169)

Parole Subsample
Table N = 587 (no information = 60)

y2 = 18.91

Degrees of freedom = 8

p=.05
Gamma = .097
i

table G.3

_

Prerelease Employment by Treatment Status (in Percent)

ee

Treatment Category

 

Mandatory Mandatory Voluntary

 

Prerelease

|

Mandatory Voluntary Large Small Small

Employment Control Control Group Group Group

Definite job 46 45 4] 57 43

Salvation Army,
job did not
materialize,

Union hiring
hall, released

without a job 54 55 59 43 57

Total 100 100 100 100 100

N (156) (136) (44) (115) (172)

Parole Subsample
Table N = 623 (no information = 24)
y2 = 7.01
Degrees of freedom = 4
Not significant
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