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FOREWORD 

This publication is one of a series of nine monographs extracted 
from the Proceedings of the Fourth National Symp.)sium On Law Enforcement 
Science and Technology. 

The principal Symposium theme of "Crime Prevention and Deterrence" 
was chosen by the National Institute as a reflection of LEAA's overall 
action goal - the reduction of crime and delinquency. Whereas previous 
Symposia examined methods of improving the operations of individuaf 
components of the crilninal justice system, the Fourth Symposium was 
purposefully designed to look beyond these system components and focus 
on the goal of crime reduction. 

A major conference subtheme was liThe Management of Change: Putting 
Criminal Justice Innovations to Work," The Institute's overall mission 
is in the area of applied rather than basic research, with special 
attention being given to research that can be translated into operational 
terms within a relatively short period of time. We have thereforl~ 
been interested in exploring the obstacles to the adoption of new 
technology by criminal justice agencies. Many of the Symposium papers 
identify these obstacles - attitudinal, organizational, and political -
and discuss how they are being overcome in specific agency settings. 

The titles of the nine Symposium monographs are: Deterrence of Crime 
in and Around Residences; Research on the Control of Street Crime; 
Reducing Court Delay; Prevention of Violence in Correctional Institutions; 
Re-integration of the Offender into the Community; New Approaches to 
Diversion and Treatment of Juvenile Offenders; The Change Process in Criminal 
Justice; Innovation in Law Enforcement, and Progress Report of the National 
Advisory Commission on Crimj.nal Justice Standards and Goals. 

This monograph assesses where we are in solving the problelllS of the 
offender returning to society. The development of reentry services from 
work release to halfway houses are described and evaluated. The papers 
also consider the effect of community pressures on reentry efforts and the 
means by which community support can be mobilized to aid the adjustment 
process. 

iii 

Martin B. Danziger 
Assistant Administrator 
National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Fourth National Symposium On Law Enforcement Science and 
Technology was held in Washington, D.C. on May 1-3, 1972. Like 
the three previous Symposia, it was sponsored by the National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. The Fourth Symposium was 
conducted by the Institute of Criminal Justice and Criminology 
of the University of Maryland. 

These Symposia are one of the means by which the National 
Institute strives to achieve the objective of strengthening 
cr:Lmina1 justice in this country through research and devel-
opment. The Symposia bring into direct contact the research and 
development connnunity with the operational personnel of the law 
enforcement systems. The most recent accomplishments of "science 
and techno1ogy lt in the area of criminal justice are presented to 
operational agencies - law enforcement, courts, and corrections -
in a series of workshops and plenary sessions. The give and take 
of the workshops, followed by informal discussions between the more 
formal gatherings, provide the scholar and researcher with the all 
important response and criticism of the practitioner, while the 
latter has the opportunity to hear the analyst and the planner 
present the newest suggestions, trends and prospects for the 
future. In the case of the Fourth Symposium, these opportunities 
were amply utilized by over 900 participants from across the country. 

The specific theme of t'he Fourth Symposium was "Crime 
Prevention and Deterrence." , The content and the work of the 
Symposium must be seen against the innnediate background of the 
activities of the National Advisory Connnission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals, which was appointed several months earlier 
and by the time of the Symposium was deeply involved in its 
mannnoth task. Another major background factor was the National 
Conference on Corrections, held in Williamsburg shortly before. 
More generally, of course, the Symposium was one of many activities 
in the all-encompassing national effort to reduce crime embodied 
in the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, and the 
subsequently established Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

A twelve-member Symposium connnittee made up of representatives 
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the Institute 
of Criminal Justice and Criminology of the University of Maryland 
was responsible for planning and arranging the Program. The 
program, extending over three days, was organized around three daily 
subthemes which were highlighted in morning plenary sessions. These 
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subthemes were further explored in papers and discussions grouped 
around more specific topics in the afternoon workshops. 

The first day was one of taking stock of recent accomplishments. 
Richard A. McGee, President of the American Justice Institute, 
reviewed the progress of the last five years, and Arthur J. Bilek, 
Chairman of the Illinois Law Enforcement COinmission, addressed him­
self to criminal justice as a system, the progress made toward 
coordination, and the ills of a non-system. The six afternoon work­
shops of the first day dealt with recent accomplishments in prevention 
and deterrence of crime around residences, violence in correctional 
institutions, control of street crime, court delay, community involve­
ment in crime prevention, and the reintegration of offenders into the 
community. 

The subtheme of the second day was formulated as "The Management 
of Change - Putting Innovations to Work." This is a reference to the 
frequently noted fact that the findings of many research projects all 
too often do not result in operational implementation, in spite of the 
funds, energy and competence invested in them. New methods that are 
adopted often prematurely die on the vine, with the old routines 
winning out and continuing on as before. The objective of the 
Symposium sessions was to identify the obstacles to change and to 
explore ways of overcoming them. Thus two papers given in the 
morning plenary session by Robert B. Duncan of Northwestern University 
and John Gardiner of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice dealt, respectively, with attitudinal and political 
obstacles to change. The five afternoon workshops developed this 
theme further by discussing the change process within specific law 
enforcement and correctional settings. From there attention shifted 
to the role that public service groups play in the process of change, 
the pilot cit'ies experience, and the diversion of juvenile offenders 
from the criminal justice system. 

The third day of the Symposium ~yas turned over to the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. The 
daily subtheme was listed as "Future Priorities." More particularly, 
however, this was a series of progress reports on the all important 
activities of the Commission, presented by the Executive Director, 
Thomas J. Madden, and representatives of the Commission's four 
Operational Task Forces on standards and goals,for police, the courts, 
corrections, and community crime prevention. 

Finally, there was a presentation on the management of change 
within the eight "Impact Cities" - a maj or program of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration - by Gerald P. Emmer, Chairman 
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of LEAA's Office of In~pection and Review. 

By reproducing the contributed papers of the Symposium, the 
Proceedings admirably reflect the current intellectual climate of 
the criminal justice system in this country. It should be kept 
in mind that the majority of these papers present the results of 
research and demonstration projects - many of them experimental 
and exploratory - which have been funded by State and/or Federal 
agencies anq private functions. Thus these papers do not only 
reflect the opinions of their authors, but are also indicative of 
the total climate of action, thought, and quest for new solutions 
regarding the crime problem in this country. 

No reproduction of the papers of a professional meeting can 
fully reflect the flavor and the total contribution of the event. 
The questions and remarks from the meeting floor, the discussions 
in the workshops, the remarks exchanged in the corridors, over 
meals, or in the rooms of the participants often represent the 
major accomplishment of such a gathering. New face-to-face 
contacts and awareness of things done by others - both individuals 
and agencies - is often the most important byproduct the 
participant takes home with him. This Symposium was rich in all 
of this. Close to one thousand persons from allover the country, 
representing all component elements of the criminal justice system 
mingled together for three days under the aegis of a major Federal 
effort to do something about crime and delinquency, which have 
risen to unprecedented prominence over the last decade. The 
Symposium provided the needed national forum for all those engaged 
in the crime prevention and control effort. 

Peter P. Lejins, Director 
Institute of Criminal Justice and 

Criminology 
University of Maryland 
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REINTEGRA'.rrON OF THE OFFENDER INTO THE COMMUNI'rY 

Hilton Burdman 
Deputy Director 

California Department of Corrections 

Introduction: Ident!:Hcati.s>p of the Prob~ems and Issues 

That there has been increasing attent:l.on to the offender. i.n 

his relationship to community life is self-evident. Whatever the 

words used--reintegration j reentry, socialization, there has been 

growing concern with the need to develop more effective ways of 

having the community accept juvenile del:f.nquents and adult offenders 

into the mainstream. There are three global concepts which provide 

the rational support fer recognizing the problem and working with 

it. They are as follows: 

1. 1~? disabling character of institutional 
life and offender status.--For reasons 
associated with tradition, the nl:::ed for 
control and some legal requirements, the 
country has built and operates a large 
number of sizeable facilities which haVe! 
some common characteristics: single sex 
communities, control perimeters with small 
areas, residents under almost constant 
observation, and under controlled decision 
process for most of life' choices. The 
inmates, therefore, have a very explicit 
assigned status, with little opportunity 
for privacy or anonymity. They are 
absented from meaningful persons in their 
non-criminal life, if there are any such. 
They are placed within a limited 
occupational world. 
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factors and optimize SUppol:tive activities. To help accomplish 

those goals, it is useful to sub-divide the problem in two ways: 

by categories of clientele, and by indicating the largest di­

mensions of activity involved. 

Clientele Dimensions 

Four typElS of offense groups would seem to suggest themselves 

as requiring somewhat different community integration efforts: 

1. Direct Probation with no Local Jail Condition.-­
Those whose arrest, prosecution, and dispo­
sition result in immediate replacement in the 
community with no confinement time after 
judgment, comprise a distinct group. We might 
contend that there is no reentry problem here 
because there is no separation from the 
community. I would argue otherwise. First, 
for many there is the long period of pre-trial· 
confinement. Host certainly there are the 
disabling effects clf tne arrest, prosecution, 
and adjudication process. 

2. Jail Inmates.--Hainly, this represents a group 
in local confinement less than one year, often 
less than three or four months. While in the 
main, this group comprises persons with less 
serious offenses; the jail itself is probably 
the most benighted social institution on the 
American scene. There are obvious exceptions, 
but on the whole the jail term period with its 
enforced idleness and other negative attributes 
produces severe blocks for normal human routines. 
Beyond that, the mainstream of inmates who are 
repetitive jail residents are persons whose 
demoralization introduces serious problems for 
constructive participation in normal community 
life. 

3. Longer-Term Offenders.--Reintegration efforts for 
those sentenced to prison include problems of one 
group confined for moderately lengthy terms, 
perhaps up to two or two and half years; and the 
special reentry needs for the convicts removed for 
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long years of close prison co~finement. The 
specific legal handicaps and the "heavier" 
community attitudes as well as the more 
serious offense categories for both groups 
are all relevant factors. 

4. Juvenile Offenders.--The young boy or girl in 
confinement introduce special considerations 
for community integration with significant 
aspects of parental problems and implications 
for special education programs. 

Major Activities in the Reintegration Process 

The four items of most relevance for couununity reintegration 

programs are: 

1. Hore realis tic adaptation of institutional 
life to free conuuunity realities. --Jails) 
juvenile institutions, and prisons need to 
introduce changes which will make them more 
adaptable to community reality. This means 
that there will be constant conflict between 
institutional control and reentry processes. 
TI1is seems unavoidable. 

2. Link to Other Community Agencies. --There are 
a large number of organizations, public and 
private, offering services to a wide variety 
of distressed pepple. Examples are vo­
cational rehabilitation, mental health, family 
counseling, drug user programs. One of ·the 
major requirements for correctional personnel 
is to make more successful links to these 
service agencies. 

3. Civic Engagement and Participation.--Both in 
formal organizations and in individual efforts, 
there is increasing recognition that volunteer 
citizen participation offers tremendous 
strengths in working with offender reintegration 
problems. Traditionally, this civic partici­
pation has come from established religious, trade 
union, and employer groups. Hore recently, the 
self-help movement within distressed communities 
has added a new feature. One of the needs for 
the correctional field is to learn more effective 
methods of engagement of the citizen help 
movement. 

5 



p 

4. Dealing with Public Criticism.--One of the 
special problems and one special set of 
solutions needed is that of dealing with 
heavy pubHc criticism from traditional 
sources for whom the concept of offenders 
in the community is foreign and upsetting. 
In building general public support, there is 
constant necessity to work successfully with 
the factors of public opposition. 

Assessment of Present "State of the Art" 

By now, the public and mos t officialdom has come to accept the 

idea that many offenders can be released to the conmlunity immediately, 

via probation or later by parole, without excessive danger and with 

reasonably expectation for success. For these people who easily or 

with only mild difficulty resume a predominantly law-abiding life, 

there is little problem. However, as the movement to extend non~ 

institutional dispositions to larger proportions of the offender 

population increases, t,vo problems emerge: 

1. The correctional field and allied disciplines 
do not know enough about how to evoke positive 
response from difficult and socially marginal 
offenders. 

2. Significant segments of the public register 
dismay about risky and experimental programs 
'vhich don't always work well. This second 
factor becomes especially touchy if juvenile 
wards, probationers, or convicts get into 
serious difficulty while in community programs. 

Yet, despite the big concerns about the problems 
of offender reintegration, there seems to be an 
inexorable evolution in this direction. Why? 
There are at least five big reasons: .. 
(1) The dramatization of big-bad 

institutions in western culture 
has had major impact. The stereo­
type of the massive fortress prison 

6 

T 
i 

I 
i 

staffed by sadistic keepers' has 
finally become a real political 
anathema to important segments of 
this nation's public. While theo­
retically :I.t would be possible to 
redesign the country's prison appa­
atus to feature small living units, 
the cost and design factors are immense 
obstacles. TI1US, the simpler appeal 
to many citizens and professionals is to 
to consider by-passing or drastic 
shortening of institutional con­
finement and major modification of 
confinement conditions in order to 
deal more effectively with the 
problem. 

(2) The general trend in our society has 
been to move social problems away from 
mass institutionalization; e.g., dis­
appearance of orphanages and alms 
houses, decline of the mass mental 
hospital, shortening of general 
hospital stays. 

(3) Heightened political awareness of 
minority groups focuses attention 
on criminal justice as a form of 
political repression, and that same 
awareness has forced some judicial, 
executive, and legislative recon­
sideration of the whole criminal 
justice process. 

(4) Other than to provide temporary 
restraint and delay in a criminal 
career, there is growing statistical 
evidence that institutional life may 
be an ineffective and inefficient means 
of dealing with crime control. 

(5) There is an emerging interest in the 
problem of crime and criminals in 
"middle America" citizens, along with 
desire by some to participate in the 
understanding and solution of the 
problem. 
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State Prison System and Reintegration Considerations 

The essence of the effort to relate prison and reintegration 

activities lies in the recognition that inmates and parolees are to 

be seen as people who can be productively engaged in the mainstream 

of free community life. In planning for a state correctional depart-

ment responsibility for community reentry, five principles need 

emphasis. They are as follows: 

1. Declaration and organizational recognition of 
the concept; establishment of a re-entry 
division or section within the departmental 
headqua.rters and within the headquarter's 
operation of the prison. 

2. Prisons should be near and related to major 
population centers. In situations which make 
this impractical, terminal institution 
placement of inmates, for at least the last 
six months, should be nearest his parole area. 
Such a system would facilitate temporary 
leaves for a wide variety of purposes related 
to community life, (employment, education, 
recreation, civic participation, frequent and 
open family visiting, release planning with 
parole agents and members of other community 
agencies, neighborhood community involvement 
in the institutional pre-release life. 

3. During these six months the program should 
focus top priority on release preparation. 
This programming should cover: refresher 
courses in trade training; work assignment 
akin to parole job plan, a daily work and 
living schedule based upon what he may likely 
experience while on parole, maximum exposure 
to the community factors parolees will en­
counter when released, and extensive de­
velopment and use of work and educational 
furlough programs. 

4. Optimal involvement with other public and 
private resources is needed to enhance the 
inmate's release preparation. Examples here 
may include vocational rehabilitation, 
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employment OEO programs, MDTA, business, 
and labor groups, civic organizations, 
offender and community self-help o~ganizations. 

5. A redefinition of the roles and responsibilities 
of institution.al and parole staff toward the 
inmate-parolee during this phase of their ward­
ship is necessary. This concept encompasses 
the notion of different responses more akin to 
free community reaction, to non-conforming 
behavLor, and to a differnt method of managing 
moderate infractions of rules~ Attention to 
this effort also requires much greater par­
ticipation by parole staff during the offender's 
last six months in the institution. 

Some aspects of the foregoing programs are in practice in many 

states. However, the development is fragmented and more evident in 

philosophical cliches than in reality. There is much opposition and 

misunderstanding because of departure from traditional modes of 

imprisonment and because experimentation within these concepts often 

brings about, at the least, temporary lapses in institution control. 

The development of strong standards which support the suggested 

model or variations of it, seems to be the action called for at the 

present time. What seems most. needed now is the development of strong 

standards support'ive of the model suggested here (or some variations 

of it). In conjunction with this support, administrative guidelines 

for the introduction of the concept into practice in ways which are 

less threatening to staff and public anxieties over loss of control 

are also necessary. One of the major needs is to engender the 

broadest base of community support for these efforts. 
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REINTEGRATION: PRAC'rICE IN SEARCH OF A THEORY 

Introduction 

John Conrad 
Research Operations Specialist 

National Institute of l.aw Enforcement 
and Crim:l.nal Justice 

Sooner or later, correctional practitioners encounter thoughtful 

colleagues who profess a be~V'ilderment over hmV' we can hope to reha-

bilitate clients who have never been "habilitated. It Behind this 

question is the notion that the offender is a sort of savage who has 

demons trated by his offense his complete lack of socialization. It 

is thought that intervention must begin at the beginning. 

I do not see this word playas a contribution to a better under-

standing of the task. Aside from the misapprehension of the nature 

of the offender and the world from ~V'hich he comes, the pun assumes 

that the processes of rehabilitation are based on a conceptual pre-

cision which correctional practitioners do not possess. Whatever the 

word rehabilitation may mean in other contexts, in work with offenders, 

it covers a wide variety of programs administered to change him for the 

better. Any practice from formal psychotherapy to a good recreational 

experience has been subsumed under an all tbo flexible term. 

Partly from our confusion about ends and means, partly from our 

inability to prove that we are accomplishing anr identifiable ob-

jective, we have been increaSingly dissatisfied with rehabilitation as 
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a term describing the process which offenders undergo after 

sentencing. A variety of alternatives has been proposed, usually 

with some attempt at a rationale. One of the most popular a1-

ternative tel."1l1S is reintegration. So far as I know, it was first in-

troduced by the President's Commission on l.aw Enforcement and the Ad-

ministrat:1.on ot Justice in The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. 

It has been widely used in oral discourse since then, as though it 

were a more acceptable term than rehabilitation. 

I am concerned about its lack of definition. Unless we can 

create a supporting theory, the practice of reintegration will e-

ventual1y become the diffusely eclectic assortment of programs which 

have been headed by "rehabilitation." It is not difficult to foresee 

the perplexity that some observers will voice: "I don't see how you 

can reintegrate a client who has never been integrated." 

Fortunately, help is at hand. In a thoughtful article addressed 

to the' making of distinctions among correctional goals, O'Leary and 

Duffee (1971) have constructed a typology of policy models which sig-

nificant1y differentiates reintegration from three alternatives. I 

shall briefly recapitulate their conceptualization as a point of de-

parture for further development of a theory of reintegrat:f.on. 

Correctional Policy Models 

Noting that one of the central dilemmas of correction is the 

balance between the protection of the community and the protection of 

the offender, O'Leary and Duffee suggest that the typology of policy 

models can be based on the relative emphasis placed on these concerns. 
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Assigning high and low values to these emphases, a sort of Latin 

square emerges: See Figure 1 

Figure 1 

MODELS OF CORRECTIONAL POLICIES 

Emphasis on the Community 

Low High 

Rehabilitation Reintegration 
i1 (Identification Focus) (Internalization Focus) 
'M 
P:I 

Restraint Reform 

~ (Ory;anizational Focus) (Compliance Focus) 
H 

The authors elaborate their typology with the assignment of 

specific influence structures to each model. Thus, in the case of 

rehabilitation, where the emphasis is high on the offender and low 

on the community, the basis of influence is the offender's identi-

fication with staff or peers. Where restraint is the model, the 

agency's concern is with the maintenance of the organization as a 

"comfortable" situation for both staff and offender, without regard 

for changing anyone. The reform model emphasizes compliance with 
'", 

the values of the community through the coercive measures available 

to an authoritarian administration. Finally, the reintegration model 

assumes that a high emphasis can be given to the welfare and goals 
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of the offender and to the protection of the communityo Where this 

model is applied, the process will be the internalization of community 

standards. 

The models of restraint, reform and rehabilitation, are easily 

identifiable. The traditional adult prison follows the restraint 

model, elements of which survive in all incarcerative facilities, 

regardless of explicit attempts to alter process. The reform model 

is particularly familiar in our attempts to use "residential" t 

facilities for the juvenile offender. As to rehabilitation, O'Leary 

and Duffee contribute to the definition of the term and suggest that 

the dependency relationships it creates may account for its limited 

usefulness in corrections. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that in 

most probation and parole operations, the casework relationship 

closely follows the emphasis and focus of rehabilitation. 

Reintegration is not so readily identifiable. It is not easy 

to point to a system which consciously bases its practice on rein-

tegration as it is proposed here. Indeed, although 0' Leary and Duffee 

suggest some of the necessary elements to a truly reintegrative 

system, the theoretical position appears to be inconsistent with its, 

application by an official correctional agency. It is a little like 

the blank spaces which used to be seen in the Periodic Table of Elements .. 

We have since learned that these spaces are occupied by unstable 

elements subject to radioactive decay. The space on our far simpler 

table, which is proposed for reintegration, appears prone to an analogous 

instability. The element of coercion is inseparable from the official 

disposition of offenders; only by disguising or underplaying it, can 

we expect that reintegration is even a temporarily achievable model~ 
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.QE.., Coc.!£.:!:.sln 

'l'ho coercive clemcmta flf: ('.(n:n'ct:tol1S m:e :lt1cnl(l:lcnble. WhlltcVC'.r 

the BI.~n tencl,) of: the (~,Ollr t: mny b(~, :l t :UJ en rm:l~o<l \\llt.h l1:t:t the power 

of the stot·/;'. '1'he of:.C:cmlm: who eloon not comply w:l.th :teo 1:01:1))6 w:lJ.l 

hove W01:f'l(' tt'17ms :l11lPOBOd 011 11:l.m, :[mp1:to·1. t :l.n t(,'t'ms <.1 r: In: 0 het 1,;:[01\ :tn 

the throat of incorcorDtion in return for non-compliance. Most (\on­

victcd offenders do DB they ore told. hue dUt'CBB confront8 them 1:'0-

sordlLisB of Jnt:01'1t:tons 0'1: bohnv:!.or. 

1: do not nt'St.'(' thnt I:h:1.8 :ls not nfl :tt flhotl1d be, The h\,I111l1n 

cond:ltion (',ontn:t.ns (~la\ll(',ntA or eomplIls:lon \\l11:l.oh nona of: UB Mn 

disregard. Tho offender has, in a pronounced acnS0, suffered from hiB 

d:lsregnnl of bOfdc, J:('qu'ln'mcntA of Eloc:lnl Hfc. 'ft :ls npl)rOp'J:i{1 t£., 

tho t; th£.\ e(')(,l:(~.tVC' aHC'(",t ()f tho ~(lnt(mcc. he (J('l'V'('S should be cxpl:Lc.:U:. 

Nl'VC'l;cbo:Less, us we conccd(1 the ncc('ssH:y of coercion we must:: 

con(1'ldf'l' :ltn "ffet: ts, POl: thl' pres(:'l1 t t W(' mOB t lean hClIV"lly on th:Ls 

oi:fC'nder so that h;ls control cnn be tlSslI1:cd. 'rho. present we nre 

talkinfl II bau t j S 0 9h01: t:: time: n.r: (~~11 months, somc till\(' 9 0 :C a,\I y01l1:S. 

We would 1.ike 1l1so to nssut'{' thnt dUl:.tng thnt t:tme the oHandar' s 

circums tanc(',s w:lll change suHic:lent1.y so tIll) t the likel:!.hood of bis 

committing It 110\11 cd.ll\C' \l1i11. be reduced. Cun th:ls good outcome be 

accompJ.:lshed under the conditione of coercion? 

There is tl theoretical nrgument that coercion and positive change 

are incompatible. To the extent that we musJ: accept this position, we 

must accept also the conclus'ion that correctional policy must ac­

c.ommodate itself to the inability of the system to bring about positive 
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chfmgc Q,e offcmdol:fJ. We should, thm;c:f:o'I:O, cxnm'Jl1o cnl'oful:ly the 

:tmpl:lent:tol1s of 1:11(, t;heo't'y which ~,lIIPOH(\D onch a Hurl c. 

J w:tll ~h;aw on the W);:tt:tng of i\mH:o:1 ECz:l.ont \"ho, ;In hlll 

170CCn.t b()ok, lb.t,.LL(Lt.:h.Y.9..,.§.9 •. c~~.9 .. ~, 0.970) 11I1.lken tIw nl"p.ullwnt 0:1{­

pl:l.c:l.t. I':t: z :ton~. C.:L!HHdf:l. (\I) ltl..l cb()l::l ty und ar 1;:{11:('.(' hand :fnp;a : eo­

erc:tvG, ut:UH£lrion, Ilnd norll1ut:J.ve. An (lotbodty 1l1N\tlfl uol:lLtnp; 

unleoEl ~I t (,WO\!:.C(; colllplil1ncc, Et:z~,on:l. (.),0110 ld(II~f:J thfl 00(':1111. eIHI.rnc ... 

tCl":lfJC~,<:H o,r; ("omp.l.llmc('. 1.;0 the t:ll):(\(~ ll\(jden of; llut:lwr:i ty. 110 1.:1100-

J~:J.Z08 thnt: tho reOl'onse to (Hltho't'H:y cnn he d:l.ffet(ml;.:tnLed on (l <.~on­

tJnulim o.c n:ticnnt:lon. It:to import-nnl: that we ohould be cl(~nr (I.bout 

tho l\lcon:Lng of tldn tc.'17J1\. gL~'EEilln:1 () tl1() rOB'1 n to.nce La Lht'. (,,, ... 

craiae of power generated in its subjects. Tile raeiHtoncc may vary 

from active, overt bostility to paycboJ.ogical disturbances, 0100-

hol:lam, unci drug o.dd:lct:Lon. EtzJ.on1. lWCt3 1I vm::Lct.:y of cv:i.donce to 

o:r.r:Lve lit the concltls:Lon that uJ.:J.cnut::lon :1.8 closely correlated w1th 

coercion: where coercion ia higheBt alienation ia moat pronounced. 

Where coercion :I.e abBen t:, alienation will. no t: he found. 

Etz:ton:l suggests th(l.t the oppos:l.te extr.cmc to coc,t"civc power ia 

the normative exercise of nu thor.1ty in wh1.ch peruns:l.on r.cpJ.aces force. 

Values are internl1;.:i.zed and the r.esponse to normative tluthor:Lty :1.,6 

committment. Etz;loni also 8uggests that there is evidence that the 

two forms of power do not co-exist for long simply becouse com­

mitment and alienation are contr.adictory responses to authority. 

'1.'0 round out Etzioni' s classification of author:lty and com­

pliance structures, the utilitarian structure is based on somc kind 

of system of incentives, usually economic. The response to a utili­

tarian authroity is calculation: is the boss making it worth our 
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while to work for him? We all live in a structure of this kind. We 

know that there is an element of coercion~ we will starve if we don't 

work, but there is nothing in this structure which is incompatible with 

a normative orientation. Many of us find that the rewards of work are 

both economic and satisfying to other value requirements, too. We may 

want to alleviate suffering, improve society, or increase knowledge; 

and we often find that we can work toward such ends and be well re­

warded for doing so. 

The theory of compliance which I have recapitulated looks bleak 

for corrections as we now know it. If coercion is incompatible with 

positive change in values, how can we account for the correctional 

successes which can be demonstrated, at least, anecdotally? It ,is 

possible that these successes show that a flaw exists in the theory. 

There is no certain answer to these questions. I suspect that 

we know too little about the correctional success to construct a 

theory about the phenomenon. This is not surprising; most of our 

research has been directed to the study of recidivism. Out of these 

studies, we can make a sad list of programs that don't work, obsta­

cles that can occur in spite of the best laid plans, and conditions 

that obstruct the social restoration of offenders. Lacking analytic 

studies of correctional success, I must resort to a sort of ~ priori 

argument, enlightened by unsystematic observation. 

Leaving aside the uncaught recidivists who will be counted as 

statistical successes, it is reasonable to distribute the true non­

recidivists along a continuum extending from the apathy of the 
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derelict to the successfully socialized citizen. I suggest that the 

derelict has been produced by intimidation. The intimidation was a 

factor with the true success, too, but other factors were also present. 

If we understand these factors and their connections with the coercive 

compliance structure, we may be able to conceptualize reintegration as 

a system which Can function. 

In human affairs, opportunity is the potential outcome of action 

within the capability of the actor. The special case of the offendelr 

presents all sorts of constraints on this definition. He must desire 

the outcome, believe in his capability to achieve it, and know of its 

potential existence. A man who is convinced that he can't make the 

system work for him will deny that opportunity exists; he will often 

be right. If the coercive processes of corrections push him around so 

infallibly that he never has an occasion for choice, it is not realistic 

to say that he has opportunities. It cannot be said too often to cor­

rectional administrators and reformers that choice and volition have to 

be built into the experience of the offenders under our control. A man 

must be able to choose to do nothing; he must also see from the ex­

perience of others as well as his own that action upon choice does pro­

duce consequences which he can accept. It is indeed true that we can­

not eliminate coercion from the correctional experience, but we can 

make systematic efforts to reduce its pervasiveness. 

Huamn systems are always complicated by human interactions. Co­

e~cion is a reality and so is alienation, but they are not processes 

like magnetism or the force of gravity in physical science. An of­

fender may be subject to unsparing coercion, but that will not be the 
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totality of his experience. Anyone who has worked in corrections 

has seen the influence of an understanding work supervisor, a friently 

guard, or a perceptive probation officer. They are all involved in 

the implicit processes of coercion, but attitudes and characteristic 

relationships introduce normative elements to the experience. 

The tragedy of corrections as we administer it now is that oppor-

tunity is usually unreal or seen as unreal, which is the same thing 

and in the impersonality of our operations, the dilution of coercion 

is accidental rather than a natural feature of the system. To create 

a truly reintegrative corrections, we must coerce only to the extent 

that we must. 10 ~lork within this vague constraint, we must recon-

sider what we: i'f.'t~ doing and why we are doing it. 

The Changing of Criminals 

We are all d:i.ssatisfied with the behavior of criminals and would 

like to change it. The question we have to re-open as we try to make 

reintegration a reality has to do with the definition of the change 

which has to tnke place. There are three co-existing definitions; 

each of them has attracted widespread allegiance, and each has flaws 

which, though obvious, seem to be easily ignored. 

The first way of looking at the correctional task is to define 

it in terms of good and evil. The supposition here is that we can 

make good men out of bad, that goodness can be learned, perhaps, by 
"-

punishing bad men until they become good, perhaps by other methods. 

At least, as far back as Plato, the difficulties of teaching goodness 

have been recognized. Most of those who have thought about the 

problem have seen the acquisition of virtue as a process, involving 
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the exposure of the individual in the family, in a church, or some 

other place in which it can be encountered. Goodness is hard to 

find in a prison; the assumption that everyone is bad is hard to 

offset, even when one can find examples of prisoners who are not. 

The punishment administered at best tells one what not to do; it 

does not suggest an affirmative kind of good behavior. 

The second way of defining correctional process is to adopt 

the medical model and diagnose all offenders as sick. The theb-

retical fallacies in this notion are well known and need not be re-

viewed in detail. What is noticeable, however, is the influence of 

this idea on all our thinking, even when we reject the underlying 

assumption. If we organize to cure people of a sickness we call 

delinquency; control will be related to the progr·ess of the cure. 

We begin by assuming the illness and by instituting a program to deal 

with it. If the program is resisted or is unsuccessful, we have no 

reason to believe that the illness is not persisting. Release from 

control is not necessarily deferred on that account, but the of-

fender is still a sick man--sick with a mysterious malady which we 

cannot define for him. It happens in the case of offenders who have 

connnitted serious crimes that maintenance of control is jusUfied by 

a lack of response to correctional programs. This is a rationali-

zation and should be recognized for what it is. If we have reason 

to believe that society has something to fear from the offender we 

have in custody, we should maintain control. If we see no reason 

to fear him, his release should not be deferred because he has not 

been cured of what we think ailed him. None of us is completely 

well. Many sick people manage to live inoffensively, includin.g 
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people whose problems closely resemble those which are thought to 

afflict offenders. Offenders should have the opportunity for 

treatment if they want it, but the evidence that compulsory treat­

ment is effective is too scanty to justify their control for that 

purpose. 

The third definition of correctional process is statistical. 

We evaluate our programs by the statistic of recidivism, and I will 

not argue that we should not. However, we should be wary of the 

notion that our task is to create a non-criminal, which is what a 

non-recidivist is. The outcome of our endeavors may be summarized 

statistically in terms of non-recidivism, although there are seri­

ous conceptual problems to be faced in any such table. 

We do not create a non-recidivist by ~ny program for such a 

general purpose. If we succeed at all, we enable an offender to 

change from his criminal career to SODle fairly specific conventional 

career, ordinarily with some economic base. 

The sum of all such changes can be included under the heading 

of "non-recidivism~" along with other, much less desirable changes, 

as for example the derelict, the mentally ill, and the deceased. 

The production of non-criminals is too vague a charge to accept as 

the object of the criminal justice system. We can never learn from 

the statistician whether we have succeeded or not by merely looking 

at an annual tabulation of recidivism. We can only learn something 

about the costs of the system and its fluctuations, and the usual 

analysis so conducted does not provide us with much guidance for 

the future. 
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From Criminal to Citizen 

The three models of correctional process, which I have tried 

to rule out, have in common the notion that there is something wrong 

with the criminal which differentiates him from the rest of us. This 

differentiation, if it is real, is an obstacle to his return to the 

community. If it is unreal, it is still real in its consequences for 

both the ofiender and the community. These consequences are not hypo­

thetical at all. They result in a vicious cycle of a1ienation'from 

the rest of us. As I pointed out earlier, this alienation may be 

hostile, "acting-out" behavior; it may be passive withdrawal. What 

is needed is a way of returning the offender to the community with 

as little differentiation as possible. I suggest that this end may 

be achieved by stressing his similarities to us. To the extent that 

the criminal sees himself as different from us, he will play the 

obvious role of criminal. To the extent that he sees himself as 

more or less like anybody else, he will become part of that inde­

finable mass of people to which we all belong: the community. 

If we think along this line, we will need a term to define the 

unit in the community. An old-fashioned noun is available and emi­

nently suited to our purpose. I refer to the citizen, the member of 

the community whose rights and obligations define the structure of 

whole of which he is a part--the city, the state, the nation. In 

some countries, a citizen has precious few rights and an inordinate 

number of obligations. In a democracy, we stress our rights and 

tend to minimize the obligations. 
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This is not the place for an essay on the nature of citizen-

ship. At this point, I wish to deal with the notion that the 

criminal is a d.tizen who has failed in some of his obligations. 

This fa:llure may be attributed to many causes, and some of them 

are so serious, so ominous for the rest of us as to justify his 

confinement for an extended period of time. However, many of these 

causes may be found in the malfunction of the community. He must 

learn to see such an offender as a person who has been unable to 

exercise the rights and obligations of the citizen because of eco-

nomic conditions, because of racial discrimination, because of edu-

cational deficiencies, or because of a host of other disqualifying 

circunlstances. Our problem is to make it possible for him to 

function as a citizen by enabling him to exercise his rights and 

to meet his obligations. Nearly always, this ~.,rill be best done in 

the community; nearly ahirays, it will be true that the less we 

differentiate this offender from the rest of us, the easier it will 

be for him to become like the rest of us. ~fuen we hang a label 

around his neck, like the scarlet letter branded on the heroine of 

Hawthorne's novel, ~ye make it impossible for him to be an ordinary 

citizen. To denounce him for his behavior may satisfy our need to 

disapprove of his crime, but it increases the probability that he 

cannot become a citizen in good standing. 

There are many hesitant atte, .. pts to move in the direction of 

reintegration. We can classify the attempt to place offenders in 

new careers as probation aides as one such departure. Another is 

the experimental use of offenders in high-crime areas in some large 
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cities as poverty program advocates. In other citiea, offenders 

are encoul'aged to involve themselves in community services in much 

the same way as any public-spirited citizen should. I think that 

perceptive probation and parole officers allover the country are 

intuitively adapting their practice to this kind of notion of the 

offender's relationship to the world about him. It is a practice 

which needs a supporting theory by which it can be developed and 

tested. If this intuitive practice is on the right track, the con-

cept of reintegration will survive. It may, indeed, provide in-

formation for us about our social structure and the nature of citi-

zenship which we don't know or understand at this troubled time in 

our history. 

The Unchanged .Criminal 

We must take steps to minimize the difference between criminals 

and ourselves, but we must face the man so many of us know by repu-

tation at least; and some of us know in person, the chronic offender 

who seems to choose the difference and maintains it. However, we 

may account for him; and I am one to concede that he has been s:f.nned 

against by society; his outrageous and dangerous behavior requires 

that he be separated from us. The difficulty in bringing him back 

cannot be minimized, nor will it help to offer him the magnanimity 

which some of us may feel for him. 

In, this case, reintegration is not the answer. If we return to 

our Latin square, we must reluctantly select the restraint model. In 
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doing so, we do not foreclose the possibility of reintegration some 

day, but as to now, we must restrain with as much intelligence as 

we can, which is more than we see in any contemporary prison system. 

In this community of restraint, we need to develop the resources 

which will make citizenship realistic. In a society like ours, this 

means a prison in which self-respect is possible, in which choices 

are expected, in which a man is expected to live like a man rather 

than like the automatons which our prisons now value. This means 

that some wardens and prison staffs are going to work a great deal 

harder than they do notv-. Prisons will be even more disorderly than 

they are now in some ways, but a great deal less destructive to all 

concerned. In short, though we cannot think of the prison as an 

agency of reintegration; they should be operated within the context 

of a correctional apparatus which is reintegrative. 

Implications for Research 

If we survey the condition of correctional research today, the 

most significant feature we can see is our pre-occupation with e-

valuat:lon. Hith a handful of outstanding exceptions, which I shall 

not enumerate here, there is little experimental research. We seem 

to take for granted that the correctional future will be much like 

the correctional past, only a little more cost-effective. 

The citizenship paradigm for corrections might change all that. 

We need to experiment with programs which"emphasize the rights and 

obligations of the offender rather than his disabilities. We have 

seen so much of the ineffectiveness of punishment that we may be 

jumping to premature conclusions about its uselessness. Moreover, 

we have not seen what could be done by the motivating force which 
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propels all of us as well as the whole American economy. I refer 

to the use of incentives in structuring behavior. I will not ask 

that the correctional apparatus be structured on the concepts of 

operant psychology, but I suspect that the future of corrections 

rests more heavily on the intelligent management of incentives for 

th~ offender than it does on negative reinforcement. Coercion not 

only alienates the subject; it also provides him with no guidance 

on acceptable choices. We all learn what we should do by a complex 

array of economic and social incentives. If offenders can see 

satisfying opportunities in their future and profit from them, they 

may indeed become like the rest of us. Whatever we are, we became 

because of opportunities which offered us some kind of reward. 

We can also learn a good deal about the nature of citizenship 

if we are trying to make our charges into citizens rather than non-

recidivists. We live in a world in which independence, indivi-

dualism, rights, and obligations represent realities which are 

different by far from the concepts which our ancestors meant by 

these terms. As we study the success of our endeavors to transform 

offenders, we should gain new insights into the meaning of citi-

zenship in twentieth-century America. We may wonder what it means 

to be a citizen receiving welfare in the inner city, or living on 

some of the other margins of our society. Let us find out, let us 

also find out how we can move from these margins to the vital center 

of the community. Let us learn how we can make the remarkable ex-

ceptions into the general rule. 
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A third area in which research might be conducted to make 

reintegration more meaningful is in the redefinition of sentencing 
iii 

policy. Clearly, if reintegration represents a different policy 

model, the whole structure of sentencing has to be re-designed. 

Diversion from the criminal justice system is reconunended so often 

that the word itself is an old hat; it will be of the essence of 

reintegration, and many e:xper:l.ments must be attempted and completed 

before we know how it should work and what should be expected. Such 

ideas as restitution to the victim, or services to the co~nunity, or 

participation in philanthropic ,,,ork are perfectly logical elements 

of a reintegrative approach to corrections. As we try them, we 

should be thinking of them as exp'eriments from which we can learn 

how changes should be made. 

A fourth area for research is the study of service roles in 

reintegrative corrections. We now are staffed on the assumptions of 

the punishment and medical models of corrections. What kinds of 

people will be needed for rpintegration? We don't know, but a part 

of these experiments should be an effort to find out. 

Conclusion 

Nore than ,,,e like to admit, Americans are given to a muddling-

through approach to problem-solving. Sometimes we succeed bri11iant-

ly ,'lith our muddles as we can see in the economic history of the 
... 

nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Our failures in other areas 

should not be taken to mean that we are always destined to fail in 

everything we try in those domains of our national life. If we plan 

according to a theory instead of muddling pragmatically as we have 
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consistently done in the criminal justice system, we may yet 

surprise ourselves with successes beyond our present reach. :c 

think that reintegration as some of us have been trying to define 

it is such a surprise in prospect for us. It is our responsibility 

to try it and keep on trying. 
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Introduction 
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The history of probation began in 1841 when a Boston cobbler 

decided to stand bail for a drunkard, who was subsequently entrusted 

to the cobbler's supervision. John Augustus, the cobbler, taught him 

the art of shoe making; and the drunkard started sho\>1ing signs of re-

form. Encouraged by his success, Augustus extended this project and 

gave supervision to almost 2,000 persons during the following 18 

years of his life. A note-worthy conclusion was that to ensure rea-

sonable success, even Augustus found it necessary to conduct proper 

investigation into the background of the offender. 

Since the days of Augustus, the use of probation has been greatly 

extended, and today more than half of the offenders sentences to cor-

rectional treatment are placed on probation. According to the of-

ficial statistics of 1965, 47 percent of the offenders were either 

detained in institutions or placed under parole supervision, while 53 

* The data for this paper was an outgrowth of the Special Community 

Supervision Project awarded to the Oklahoma Department of Corrections 

from the Oklahoma Crime Commission under Grant No. 72-f-l. 
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percent were undergoing probationary supervision. l~e projections 

for 1975 indicates that the offenders under probation are expected to 

rise to 58 percent; and it is quite reasonable to expect that in the 

future more and more offenders will be treated under probation, con-

sequently; diverting them from prison (Task Force Re.port; 1967). 

Diana (1960) has defined probation as a legal disposition which 

allows the offender his usual freedom during which he is expected to 

refrain from unlawful behavior. Operationally, probation has been 

primarily a process of verifying the behavior of an offender: (1) 

through periodic reports of the offender and members of his family 

to the probation officer, and (2) by the incidence or absence of ad-

vice and efforts from law enforcement personnel and/or other agencies. 

Secondarily, probation has been a process of guiding and directing the 

behavior by means of intensive interview·ing utilizing all defined 

casework techniques, 

To select the right type of offender for probation supervision 

has not been an easy task. The young, first-time offenders with mis-

demeanors are an easy selection for probation. However, there is a 

much larger variety of offender patterns for ~vhom probation would be a 

most sensible disposition. A careful pre-sentence investigation by the 

probation officer has been established as vital in determing which 

offender should or should not be granted probationary supervision. The 

pre-sentence investigation report should n~t only report facts, but also 

should sense the feeling behind these facts. The surface findings have 

to be interpreted in the context of the total circumstances of the person 

under investigation. The report should be the diagnostic tool which 
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establishes the pattern for judicious disposition and proper guidance 

of the probationer. 

Several researchers have attempted to investigate the criteria 

used by the probation officers in recommending cases for probation or 

imprisonment: Carter (1967) found that the information obtained during 

the pre-sentence investigation was of varying importance in making a 

recommendation. It appeared that present offense, past criminality, 

attitude to crime, and stability factors playa major role in the de-

cis ion-making process. No doubt these are important indicators, but 

this may be an incomplete list. There may be a tendency on the part 

of the probation officers to depend on the easily available information 

or rely more heavily on objective information and neglect to probe 

areas of functional importance. The functional areas are the client's 

ability to maintain proper relationship with the significant others in 

his milieu: the family members, peers, employers, work-mates, and au-

thoritarian figures. This kind of important information, being somewhat 

hidden to the probation officer, is likely to be ignored. Efforts have 

been made in the present research to make a deeper probe into the re-

lationship of the probationers/parolees with other persons in their 

family milieu. Another area hitherto neglected in probationary re-

search has been to identify typology of probationers and watch their 

reaction tv supervision. An effort has been made in this project to 

distinguish different types of probationers/parolees, such as early, 

late, intermittent, and persistent offenders. 
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Research Design 

To define an offender typology and family interaction pattern of 

probationers and parolees, 170 subjects were randomly selected from 

the Oklahoma Department of Corrections District 1 supervision area. 

Each subject was interviewed in a controlled surrounding using the 

Adjustment Dynamic Questionnaire developed by the authors of this 

paper. This instrument contains 75 structured, closed ended, pre-

coded questions investigating the subjects past criminal history, his 

reasons for crime involvement, an inquiry into familial, peer and work 

parameters, and his attitudes toward his future. 

An indepth examination was made iato,each subjects criminal history 

and a typology developed according to the following format: 

(1) early offender--any subject involved in a single 
criminal act for which he was adjudicated prior 
to his 21st birthday 

(2) late offender--any subject involved in a single 
criminal act for which he was adjudicated after 
his 21st birthday 

(3) 

(4) 

intermittent offender--any subject who had been 
involved in a series of criminal acts, for which 
he had been adjudicated with at least a one (1) 
year interim period between adjudications 

persistent offender--any subject who had been in­
volved in a series of criminal acts, for which he 
had been adjudicated with no lapse of noncriminal 
involvement 

The data were developed around these categories, and analysis was per-

formed with chi-square or students "t". The significance level was 
"' 

maintained at p = 0.05 with a two tail distribution. 

The second instrument used for testing was the Cattell Sixteen 

Personality Factor Questionnaire (16-PF) designed by Raymond 3. 

Cattell (1954). This questionnaire containes 187 items which are 
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hand scored and adjusted to indicate the appropriate 16 single factor 

Standard Ten (STEN) scores and four (4) multiple factor STEN scores. 

The subject's battery of STEN scores was aligned with one of the afore-

mentioned typologies and analyzed with a student "t" parametric sta-

tistic maintaining the same levels of signific.ance as used with the 

Adjustment Dynamic Questionnaire. 

Results 

For probationers and parolees, the personality factor undeni-

ably plays an important role in their adjustment process. Intra-

group comparisons of the Cattell l6-PF STEN scores for the four (4) 

offender typologies appear in Table 1. According to Cattell (1970), 

any score between stens of 5 and 6 are within normal ranges. "Conse-

quently, only where we get to sten of 4 and 7 should we begin to think 

of a person as definitely 'departing from the average' ". By this 

standard the probationers and parolees, as a group, depart from the 

average in the following characteristics (Table 2). As one would 

expect, the probationers and parolees are less stable and have a weak 

superego. They are easily upset, disregard rules, and feel few obli-

gations. In most other aspects of personality, they are quite normal. 

It is to be noted that, although probationers and parolees digress 

from the average, they do not do so extensively; and according to 

Cattell, about 15 percent of the normal population shows this extent 

of deviation. Let us now note the distinguishing characteristics of 

the four offender categories identified earlier (Table 3). 
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TABLE 1 

CATTELL 16-PF MEAN STANDARD TEN (STEN) SCORES OF THE FOUR OFFENDER CATEGORIES 
OF SUBJECTS TESTED--OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

SPECIAL COMMUNITY SUPERVISION PROJECT--1969-1972 

Offender Category 

Early Late Intermittent 
Description N= 44 N= 55 N= 50 

Mean Mean Mean 

Reserved--Outgoing 5.0 5.7 5.7 
Less Intelligent--More Intelligent 6.1 6.0 5.3 
Affected by Feeling--Emotionally Stable 4.4 4.7 4.9 
Humble--Assertive 6.0 5.6 4.9 
Sober--Happy-Go-Lucky 5.7 5.5 5.3 
Expedient--Conscientious 4.5 4.9 4.6 
Shy--Venturesome 5.3 5.5 5.1 
Toughmi9ded--Tenderminded 5.4 5.2 5.6 
Trusting--Suspicious 6.2 6.0 5.9 
Practical--Imaginative 6.3 5.0 6.0 
Forthright--Shrewd 4.7 5.0 4.7 
Self-Assured--Apprehensive 6.0 5.9 6.4 
Conservative--Experimenting 5.0 5.3 5.1 
Group Dependent--Self Sufficient 5.7 5.8 6.2 
Undisciplined Self Conflict--Controlled 5.2 5.2 6.0 
Relaxed--Tense 6.3 5.5 5.9 

Low Anxiety--High Anxiety 6.2 5.9 6.0 
Introvertive--Extrovertive 5.6 5.5 4.9 
Tendermindedly Emotionally--Alert Poise 5.4 5.4 4.9 
Subduedness--Independent 6.1 5.5 5.6 
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Early Offender.--This group though average in intelligence 

was more intelligent than the intermittent and persistent of-

fenders (p = 0.022 and 0.048 respectively). They were alcv more 

independent minded, unconventional, hostile, rebellious, and 

headstrong than the other two groups. They are bohemian in outlook, 

imaginative, careless of practical matters (p = 0.002 and 0.036 

respectively), somewhat frustrated and overwrought as compared to 

late offenders. The mean age of this category was 18.80 years of 

age which was the youngest of the four groups, and 95 percent of 

these offenders were single in marital status. Two noteworthy 

findings from the Adjustment Dynamic Questionnaire were the 

greater use of marijuana and their indifference to their family. 

This alienation from the family, bohemian outlook on life, use 

of drugs and detachment with practical matters reflects on the 

social disintegration and atomization of the present younger 

group of offenders. Efforts to reintegrate them in the family 

and in the community were indicated. Group therapy with some 

family involvement could be helpful. Their prognosis was good 

as these offenders had not developed the self-image of a criminal 

as yet. 

Late Offender.--Their first criminal involvement was reported 

late in life at the age of 28.07 years, and their present age was 

30.94 years. This group was comprised of 28.8 percent females and 

34 pe.rcent Negroid members. Maritally, this group had more married 

persons (53.8%) and a large number of divorcees (25%). They per-

ceived their relationship with their parents as unsatisfactory. 

Psychologically, this group was the most normal of all the groups, 
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with 15 out of 16 factors folling in the middle range of 5 to 6 

S'mN. This grollp was the loast c.r:i,minul in its att:l.tudcs Hnd 

tendencies Dnd wos expected to do very well with minimal super­

vision. 

1.!l.t~51.l2.:h~.-.i)f f: cnder. --'rhese of i\md(;',rs (~omm:l.t te,d offences in­

It:n1n,Ltttmtly nnd WlYl:e the oldest of the four groLlpB with 11 1I\00n ng(;~ 

of 30.11 YCHl!:H Hnd with the:l.r onset of cl:im:lnal:lty at uge 16.68 

yeHl~s. These offtmd(~rs tll'ere artless and sent:l.lIwntnl on the ono 

hand Dnd nppreht~nsivc, worrying, d(~pressive, moody nnd broocl:l.ng 

on t:he otht.u: hand. ~rhey had tl1caker superego s I:rengths and were 

upt to disregard rules. Mlcn they were not employed, ~lCy felt 

gt:L'O tly bothorL~d, Cenrful, and ,.;rol.lr:!.cd. Show:tng neuro tic tend(>,n­

dt.'s, tlH~Y needed psychiu td.r:. help. The,y appeared to hllVC un 

uqunl cilonoa of success or Coilura under probation or purole. 

Us:Lng Herton' s typology, thase offendCl:s tended to make ri.tu­

nlistie adaptation (Merton, 1957). There was a good t~ne lapse 

(/1-5 yenrs) bet\vcen offenses, antI it appeared that thc.:ir offenses 

\I!'t~rl', periodic und epi sodie. They were lmv-abiding in mos t in­

stunces and only occMionally disregarded lmll's. They were 

lIdrifters" in Hatza's terms (Hatza, 19611). 

PI'.:rsis tent Offender. --These offenders move in and out of 

prison. They are involved in burglary, auto theft, juvenile 

offenses, and probation or parole revocat.?-ons. This group shmved 

several deviations' in their l6-PF profiles. They w'ere easily 

upset, lo\v in frus tra tion tolerance, forceful, highly anti-social, 

deficient in superego strength with fe\v obligations, suspicious, 

mistrusting, unconcerned about other people, wrapped up in inner 
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urge,ncics, d:lssat.isfied, und maludjl.lstec1. All these charactcr:Lstics 

put toge~lcr indicate u psychoputhic or sociopathic personality. 

They, llOW~W(,\:r, do SllOW SOlll€?, apprehension which doeB no t fJ. t in 

with the psychopathic chm:uc.ter;!.stiC. A majot':lty of tl\cm (57 per­

cent) perceived themselves us cr:i.minal. 'Chis s(;~l,r:-concc,pt and the 

psyehopnthic tcndcncic-s t'(\ndcr them difficult cuses for. tnmtmcnt 

und rehahil.ltut.lon. Tiley nand lntensive superviBion) und E),vary 

type of thl..~rnpy should be tes ted, hoping for n positive. rC(:lp01.1HC 

to one of them. 

" ~!.!:)n<;1:l.!~~2.!:!. 

A random 8e1ect:l.011 l) r 170 pl:ohntione.rs and parolees was ob-

tCl1.m~d from the Oklaholllll Depa'1~ tmont of Corrac tions--D1s tric t 1 

probatton nnd pl.lrole 8upcn:v:/.s:lon oren. Each subj ec tWaS tes ted 

w:!.th the Adjustment Dynamic Qucstionnai);c and the Cattell Sixteen 

Personality Fac tor Quos t:l.onna;il:c. 

The subjects were cnt0,gorized into four offender typologies 

and analyzed accordingly. The :lns truments, though developed in­

deperidently of each other, suppor.ted the following gcmcral dynam:lcs: 

(1) em:J.y offe.ndcrs we.re bohemian :I.n outlook., imaginative, average 

in intelligence, and somewhat f:l:US tra ted. Their p'r.ognosis was 

good, with group therapy and/or. family involvement being indicated. 

They had no t developed a cr.im:lnal self-image as of: that time; (2) 

late offenders were psychologically the most normal of: all the 

categor.ies; however, their marital stability was J.ow and their 

relationship with their families was unsatisfactory. This group 

was the J.east criminal and would be expected to progress well with 
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minimal supervision; (3) intermittent offenders were the oldest of 

all categories. They had weak superego strength and were apt to 

disregard rules. They displayed neurotic characteristics and 

should seek psychiatric help. They were "ritualists" in Merton's 

terms or "drifters" in Matza's terms; (4) persistent offenders were 

continuously involved in crime and showed the most bizarre l6-PF 

profile. Even though their profiles defined them as psychopathic 

and/or sociopathic, they displayed characteristics which differed 

from normal psychopathic/sociopathic parameters. These people 

need maximum supervision with every type of therapy being tested. 
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Introduction 

REINTEGRATION FROM THE PAROLEE'S PERSPECTIVE 

Elliot Studt, Professor 
School of Social Welfare 

University of California, Los Angeles 

The word "reintegration" tends to be used so frequently in 

parole work that its operationa.1 meanings tend to get lost. I would 

like to discuss reintegration of the offender in terms of the pro-

cesses by which a man who is identified by himself and others as a 

criminal deviant comes to be accepted within himself and by others 

as just another normally contributing social unit--"one of us." Some 

social psychologists call this process "normalizing;" it involves not 

only the performance of acceptable behaviors by the individual, but 

also the achievement of a no,rmal identity within both the individual 

personality and the social framework. 

My task in this paper is to report what the parolee himself ex-

periences in attempting to achieve such a normal identity, the problems 

he encounters, and the conditions that seem to him either supportive 

of his <?fforts or defeating to his goal. The points I shall be making 

are drawn from intervie,'ls with approximately 350 parolees who were 

respondents in one or another of the many related studies of parole 

conducted by the Parole Action Study between September, 1964, and 
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May, 1971 (1). Because of time and space limitations, I can report 

only certain highlights from the experiences of these parolees, 

emphasizing those points that were made by parolees in the most 

diverse circumstances with such frequency that they stand out as 

characteristics of the normalizing process with which most parolees 

must deal in some fashion. 

The Reentry Experience 

One of the most important characteristics of the parolee's re-

integrative process is that it begins with a crisis experience, often 

accompanied by severe biological and emotional reactions. In several 

of our studies, the interviewers followed parolees from just before 

release from prison through the first t,'lO to four months of living in 

the community. For most parolees, the move from the segregated, 

dependent, strictly managed life of the prison into the complex life 

of the outside requires a major readjustment that could tax the 

strengths of the most normal person among us. Almost every aspect of 

the individual's life requires some change-· .. 1anguage; pattern8 of 

eating, sleeping, recreating, and managing time; and the accepted 

conventions of social relations. Important social skills from the 

past must be retrieved in learning once again how to manage money and 

transportation, how to schedule on~s own use of time, and how to take 

on the pace of normal work. For many parolees, the reentry phase of 

reintegration is experienced as a period of confusion, filled with 

anxiety, missed cues, embarrassment, over-intense impluses, and 

excitement followed by depression (2). 
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At first, the staff of the Parole Action Study saw the parolee's 

reentry experience as one of a class of normal human role changes 

often called "status passages," experienced in such events as the 

return to civil life after military service, marriage, bereavement, 

or entering a professional school. In all such events both the con-

cerned individual and his role partners mu~t make important ad-

justments to the new behaviors and relationships required by the 

individual's changed social position. As we probed more deeply, 

however, we became increasingly impressed with the magnitude of the 

adaptive tasks undertaken by the parolee at the beginning of the 

norma11.zing process. Certain characteristics of the parolee's 

reentry process increase its difficulties considerably beyond those 

faced in more usual status passage experiences. These include the 

following: 

1. The parolee can utilize very few, if any, 
of the behavior patterns that were appro­
priate in prison when making his adjustments 
as a free man. Consequently, rapid "un­
learning" must occur while he is acquiring 
new patterns if he is to avoid a long period 
of incompetence in the normal world. 

2. In most status passages, the role change 
may affect certain aspects of the individual's 
social experience drastically while having 
only a limited effect on other aspects, so 
that certain stabilities remain to support 
the individual in making cllanges. However, 
the parolee role which is assumed by the 
parolee as he steps out of prison is 
pervasive, affecting all hls.social roles in 
some resrec~. In consequence, difficulties 
in one area of the parolee's life can rapidly 
spread throughout his social experience, 
they are, accordingly, less easily managed 
and have a tendency to escalate beyond control. 
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3. The parolee's reentry is usually experienced 
under conditions of low social support and 
extremely limited resources. He moves into a 
world of free 111en where he is often subject 
to social rej~ction, and he usually lacks the 
soc.i~l connections and economic resources that 
are necessary for the effective management of 
crisis. 

4. Perhaps mos t i.fllpot tant .ror the parolee's 
psychologlcl:.tl experiencp , he undertakes riC';­
entry under condition::; of severe jeopardy, 
knowing ho~.;r easy it is for him to lose his 
liberty and be sent back to prison. Further­
more, this sense of jeopardy is continuous 
throughout his parole because, until his 
discharge, he can be revoked for much less 
serious misbehaviors than those that would 
cause the imprisonm6mc of other "normal" men. 

The Practical Problems of Reentry 

In spite of the severe strains experienc.~d durin$ the reentry 

period, the parolee must immediately begin to deal with numerous 

practical problems in what amounts to a "bootstrap" '''peration. Ex-

amples from one recent study of 16 parolees duriug their fi~:st t"i'O 

months on parole will illustrate this point. The sampl£~ includS-d 

parolees with a wide range of economic and social resources: olle 

parolee had $50,000 in savings and a stable family; several men had 

both viable work skills and some family support; while three of theh' 

had no work skills, and two of these had no support from family or 

friends. 

Half of the sample had difficulties with their driver's 

licenses that might take as much as six months to resolve. 

Two were harassed by police because of unpaid warrants acquired 

before commitment. 
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Two-thirds were expected to pay for child support beginning 

immediately, although half of these were not living with their 

children; and some were denied visiting rights. 

Half of the sample had legal and economic complications be-

cause of debts accumulated before commitment. 

Three-fourths of the sample were without automobile transpor-

tation, except as family members and friends could assist them. 

Five men were released to stable living and work programs. The 

rest reported many efforts to obtain employment during the first 

two months, including one who reported filing as many as 60 appli-

cations for work before obtaining a job •. ' 

At the request of the interviewers, 12 of the 16 parolees kept 

complete records of their expenses during the first 60 days, most of 

them saving receipts to confirm their reports. Excluding the parolee 

with the $50,000 in savings who bought a business during this period, 

five men in the sample reported spending $1,000 to $2,000 in the 

first two months (the costs of purchasing a car were included in each 

of these cases); four respondents reported expenses ranging from $250 

to $725 (each of these men was receiving free board and room); and 

only two reported spending less than $100 (both of these men were 

in jail for some part of the two-month period). During this same 

period, the maximum amount the parolee could receive from the state 

on release from prison was $68. Thus, iri"most cases, the expenses 

necessary during the first two months of parole were provided by 

family members, supplemented ,by the man's earnings after he had 

46 

obtained work. The costs of reestablishment were confirmed in most 

of these cases by the family members who were interviewed inde-

pendently. In several cases, families in marginal economic circum-

stances were severely strained in order to finance the costs of 

maintenance, clothing, time-piece, transportation, and work-related 

expenses such as union fees and required uniforms. In no case did 

the reported expenses include more than $100 for recreation and 
, 

gifts, although several of the men were released in time to spend 

Christmas with their families. 

The Community's Part in Reintegration 

Although we often talk in correctional circles as though the 

parolee is primarily responsible for the success of the reintegration 

process, it is important to remind ourselves that reintegration is 

a two-way relationship between the parolee and the community in which 

he seeks to become a functioning member. Integration does not occur 

unless the individual has access to the necessary social roles and 

is supported by his role partners in his efforts to perform. No one 

can reintegrate in a social vacuum, and positive action from both 

sides is required to normalize a legally identified criminal deviant. 

As the Parole Action Study followed the parolees in its samples 

out into the community, it found that many special interests, each 

acting unilaterally in its own protection, had together created 

rather massive barriers against the reinte:gration of parolees, and 

that there exist in our communities extremely few positive pro-

visions that actively support the reintegrative process. 
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The findings of the Parole Action Study, based on the exami-

nation of several different types of communities, suggested that 

the local community profile in relation to parolees tends to be 

something as follows: 

1. In large part the burden of economic and 
personal support during the reentry period 
is left to a narrow circle of family members 
and friends, even when the situation is full 
of strain for both the parolee and the family. 

2. Large segments of the employment market are 
effectively blocked from access by parolees, 
even when they have the requisite skills. 
These job areas include: most governmental 
positions, including civil service and the 
military; those professions and trades whose 
personnel are licensed by the state; businesses 
requiring security .. checks because they have con­
tracts with the government; businesses with ~x­
clusionary personnel policies; and some unions. 

3. Most social service agencies are largely una­
ware of parolee needs and tend to take it for 
granted that the parole agency will provide any 
services required by parolees. When personnel 
of such service agencies are asked about 
parolees as clients they speak 0f them as 
"unamenable for service," and sugges t that, as 
wards of the state, parolees should somehow be 
served by the state correctional system. 

4. Among all the various organized community 
groups, law enforcement officials seem most 
specifically aware of parolees; in certain 
cities and neighborhoods, law enforcement 
officials actively harass parolees in ways that 
interrupt their efforts toward reintegration. 

Perhaps the community most clearly expresses its latent in-

tention that parolees should not become fully reintegrated in those ... 

states that permanently exclude the once committed felon from exer-

cising certain civil rights. From the moment of their release such 
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parolees know they are second-class citizens for the rest of their 

lives, no matter how much they seek to become reintegrated. 

The Parole Agent's Role in Reintegration 

When the Parole Action Study started interviewing parolees, 

many of our associates believed that we would hear little but gripes 

about agents. This prediction was not upheld in the Study's experi-

ence. In an intensive survey of 125 parolees and their agents, 85 

percent of the parolees reported that they liked the way their agents 

dealt with them. 

However, the parolees also reported that the agents were rela-

tively ineffective in dealing with the practical problems of reinte-

gration, while the agents' ubiquitous presence in their social 

relationships tended to spread stigma and to reduce the possibility 

that the parolees would be treated as "normal" by others. It may 

surprise some in my audience to learn that many agents tended to 

agree with the parolees that they lacked the tools, the technology, 

and the influence within normal social systems that would be neces-

sary to make an effective contribution to the reintegration of 

parolees. In consequence, both parolees and agents tend to settle 

for "getting a man through his parole" as expeditiously as possible, 

with the vague hope that after his discharge the parolee will some-

how manage to become normalized. 

It is easier to understand this finding of the Parole Action 

Study when we outline the kinds of problems that are most frequently 

reported by parolees as interfering with the reintegration process. 
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As we list these problems, it becomes increasingly evident that 

major changes in a number of social systems would be required to 

diminish the problems and to provide genuine supports for the 

parolee's reintegrative efforts. 

In general, parolees report the following difficulties as 

critical for successful integration: 

1. Most parolees need some sort of economic 
support until a regular paycheck is 
available, something like unemployment 
compensation. In addition, they need access 
to some fund--loan or otherwise--for the 
large, one-time expenses such as union 
initiation fees or the initial costs for an 
automobile that are essential to commence 
living and working. 

2. Many parolees need technical services of 
several kinds in order to straighten out 
the various encumbrances on their civil 
status that ,vere incurred prior to their 
commi tmen t . 

3. Many parolees need some official protection 
of their rights during encounters with law 
enforcement. Fifty percent of the sample of 
125 parolees reported at least one arrest 
during the current parole, and these reports 
were confirmed by their agents. 

4. A good many parolees could qualify for better 
or more stable jobs if freer access to the 
ac tual job marke t ,vere ensured. 

5. Nany parolees need access to an effective 
crisis service to help them deal with the 
emergencies that seem endemic in the parolees' 
lives, especially during the early period 
before relative stability has been achieved. 
TIle 40-hour operation of pfrrole offices is not 
sufficient to prevent the destructive effects 
on the reintegration process of emergencies 
that are left too long unattended. 

6. Hany parolees express a need for a more 
dignified status ,vithin the parole agency 
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itself, including: increased opportunities 
to participate in those critical decisions 
affecting the individual's personal life 
and freedom, such as revocation decisions; 
a reevaluation of many strain-producing 
surveillarlce practices; and opportunities 
to organize for mutual assistance. 

7. Most parolees report that the fact that 
civil rights cannot be fully restored, 
limits their ability to conceive of re­
integration as a possible goal, and adds 
an element of discouragement to their efforts 
to become normal participants in the com­
munity. 

Most of these problems and difficulties cannot be resolved by 

individual agents working with individual parolees. Rather, they 

inhere in the various social structures that set limiting con-

ditions on the probability that parolees will become reintegrated 

members of our communities. 

The parole model which we have used since the 1870's has empha-

sized the agent's ,vork with individual parolees as the major tool to 

be used in assisting parolees to become integrated. Perhaps, the 

time has come to pay more attention to the social conditions for 

reinte&ration provided by our communities. A parole model for the 

1970's m~ight well place increased emphasis on helping the community to 

establish positive programs in support of reintegration. With such 

positive supports, many parolees will be able to achieve normal 

positions in society with little or no individual assistance, while the 

efforts of agents in behalf of those parolees who do need individual 

help will have a far greater chance of being effective. 

51 



Notes 

1. More extensive reports of these and other findings from Parole 
Action Study can be found in Elliot Studt, People in the Parole 
Action System: Their Tasks and Dilemmas, 1971; and Sur­
veillance and Service in Parole, 1972. Both monographs are 
published by the Institute of Government and Public Affairs, 
University of California, Los Angeles, California 900240 
The National Institute of Law Enforcement, LEAA, is also pub­
lishing Surveillance and Service in Parole, a detailed analysis 
of interaction between agents and parolees. 

2. Detailed reports of the parolee's reentry experience can be 
found in John Irwin, The Felon, Englewood Cliffs, No J., 
Prentice-Hall, Inco, 1970, paperback; and Elliot Studt, The 
Reentry of the Offender into the Community, U.S. Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, No. 9002, 19670 
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