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The pressure group, like yeast,
has a fermenting effect on the
whole. Surreptitiously but persist-
ently it presents its case, not by
ranting outside but by personal
relationships with those within,
Its modus operandi is more gener-
ally a letter to the paper or lunch
with a Commissioner than a public
meeting or a national campaign.
And its raison d'etre that, while
others are busy with administra-
tion, " it sits and thinks."

N. J. TYNDALL,

PRISON AFTER CARE:
CHARITY OR PUBLIC
RESPONSIBILITY

Pauline Morris

Fabian Research Series 218.

The Pakenham-Thompson Committee
report published as ¢ Problems of
the Ex-Prisoner ”.

National Council of Social Service 5s. 0d.

1960 MIGHT BE CALLED After-Care
Year inthe world of prisons,
N.A.D.P.A.S. vigorously stepped
up their number of Prison Welfare
Officers, a radio programme,
“Who Cares ", criticized the whole
system with unusual outspoken-
ness, Christopher Mayhew devoted
one of his four television pro-
grammes about Crime to it, the
two Reports. under review were
published, and the Home Secretary
promised that his Advisory
Committee for the Treatment of
Offenders would once more look
specially into the matter., Will
© 1960, therefore, prove to have
stirred progress in what Tord
Pakenham calls * this most neglec-
ted corner of the Welfure State''?

Certainly these two Reports leave
the reader in no doubt as to the

need for drastic reforms. P‘“ulmrel
Morris’s Fabian pamphlet gives
accurate picture of the prese?
“dual system " tug-o’-war, analy®
the position of the dischar8® f
prisoner in relation to all existi®
and not-yet existing possibilitics ¢
help, and suggests n clear plan '(t)s
what should he done. She sttt
with Oscar Wilde on the dischal8’
prisoner: “( Society ) abandons B
at the very moment when its hig ;
est duty towards him bogillﬁ",".l;y
the ethics of public msponsﬂnll '
inspire three main requireme?
in action;— .
“* 1. After-Care must be interpreted ;;1
the final phase in a process of “.‘ ol
rehabilitation begnn insido the '
ut the time of conviction Y
2, Men on leaving prison must ity
accepted back into the comuuil X

{
as human beings, not as crimixmlﬂv)m o
they must be made to feel that 8¢

one cares abont their rehabilitatiod: o
3. One single category of WOt
respousible for the rehabilitatio? 4
the offender must be established # te
the services of the Welfare v
should be drawn on where necessaty”
The Pakenham-Thompson Coﬂit [
mittee was set up as a yes'llg |
of Peter Thompson's investigﬂtfno !
the circumstances of a man W ;!
stole from him, and discovering fol.
himself that a discharged priso?
has employment difficulties.
Committee consisted mainly
people in business, not social wo
{although DPauline Morris f“id
others in the sociological ‘Qw
served on it), and they intended 1
survey the employment prosp(’(‘_ts .
men newly released from pl'lsot
But, of course, they lenrned tl‘a
finding n job is only one of
many problems, and in a timeé it
full employment many men fin
harder to keep a job than to #
one,

b
The Pakenham-Thompton Rep‘::d |
is remarkable for the practical 8

Py
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fi : .
i’;‘ll;cml details of its recommenda-
v mpidand’ th?’u.gh described as a
of itg Survey " it gives the sources
o auIl))l.nloms; In appendices, which
con den lan Pamph.let does not. It
After-(}@ much in the present
the f&ime' 8ystem, hut also has
sensil] U-mindedness to publish a
dum f‘e and self-critical memoran-
DA *om the Secretary of N.A.D.
field of l;md practitioners in the
to gap lfter-Care will be consoled
bettay 10W he seems to have a
Omm'tngp of facts than the
Britis}i '%99. For instance, the
the 0, tansport Commission told
Darg gy Rittee “a lapse on a man’s
"egtu-dedould not necessarily be
the ¢ as debarring him from
the lI:Dm'tumty to make good, but
needs Most care and discretion
With § ?' be exercised in dealing
Mitge Ndividual cases”, The Com-
waee ¢onclude that with a
& discharged prisoner
employed, but Com-
*Accept Hague has the truth:
I8 wp oy ance into British Railways

; .ely at any level ",

heed ctl)-Cm'e , Workers certainly
two R Nsolation if they take these
haye Giptorts to heart, because they
pl”esentl tle good to say of the
rgani state of affairs—either
Qrucials&tlon or personnel. The
is ¢ Proposition of both reports
Successful after-care work
en og)egln without the appoint-
Voth ipeiorse-work trained officers
Wo ‘ki:SIde and outside the prison,
“yStemgy together in a unified
By in ike the Probation Service.
Whag, ‘il orris does not go into
D.p A&: ould happen to the local
Thep. ¥ but the Pakenham-
or nI;?on Committee offer them
fulpq idable programme of help-
What St Involving everything but
hey have done till now.

Canngt,

Unification is important, but if
Pauline Morris attributes the in-
efficacy of the D.P.A. workers and
Committees to their “paternalism”,
would professionalism be any niore
acceptable to the clients? The
Pakenham-Thompson Committee
draws an analogy between after-
care work today and agriculture
twenty years ago, both bristling
with suspicion of the scientifically-
trained worker. College-trained
farmers are certainly welcome
today and it may be that in twenty
years' time all prison social workers
will show Social Science diplomas
as a matter of course, but recalci-
trant sheep and recalcitrant men
are far from the same and the
prisoners’ dislike of welfare officers
goes deeper than contempt for a
bungler and a do-gooder. I think it
is a class reaction, a determination
to look at all people in authority
as part of the punishing * Them ™.
Caseworkers are trained to bridge
culture gaps and win confidence,
but men in prison have plenty of
time to work out what another
man ¢s. Their trust may be given,
if at all, to a man who understands
their way of life because he has
lived it, or at least lived alongside
it. He needs to be someons not too
unlike themselves, and, most
important, someone who visibly
enjoys ordinary non-delinquent
life. Until the social work profes-
sion attracts more of this type of
men (the public still think of social
workers as aristocrats and/or
homosexuals) I think the After-
Care authorities should consider
the personality and experience of
their workers more important than
academic qualifications.

: T hope that these Reports will be
widely appreciated (and that the
Home Office will do something
when they have the money and
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the courage) but I should like to
record contrary opinions on three
issues.

Firstly, the Pakenham-Thompson
Committee’'s attempts to justify
the existence of the present D.P.A.
Committees are unrealistic. Most
D.P.A. Committees consist of com-
mittee-type men and women who
have no interest in, or aptitude for,
the practical work now suggested
to them. If the time has come to
end flag-days for discharged prison-
ers and the running of the welfare
work by local notabilities, the
Government should face up to
hurting these volunteers who in
the past have borne all the
burdens, just as it faced supersed-
ing the Friendly Societies with the
1946 National Insurance Act. It
would be far kinder to tell the
D.P.A’s that they are irrelevant
to the new meaning of “after-care”
and not expect them, as now, to
contract gracefully, or, as the
Pakenham-Thompson Committee
suggest, to alter their whole out-
look. In fact, it is tragic but true
that in the vast amount of volun-
tary work that will always need to
be done the label “D.P.A." can
only hinder.

Secondly, I think that both
Reports are misguided in advocat-
ing short-term (one or two weeks)
hostels for homeless discharged
men. Certainly nowhere could be
less rehabilitative than the large
‘London hostels, but I see no advan-
tage in introducing a man to a
friendly landlord and good food for
a fortnight, and then expecting
him to transfer happily elsewhere.
It is obviously not widely known
that Norman House started as just
such a short-term home (** Hostel
has a pejorative ring in the prison

world and is guaranteed to put iz ’
man off), but very quicledid
became obvious that chance the
not make men homeless™ o
homelessness was really a pl'Oblean'
often & more important oné ﬂ;e
criminality. The Warden acceP ol
men as ‘simple cases of no ﬁf‘l_e
abode ", and then found they W
unfit to be moved into ordit!

]
lodgings straight away. Tltlﬁef
evolved of its own accord tlmﬁl
therapeutic living-together

Norman House proved wot‘th‘vlulve'
The only other similar homé
the United States, which M o
qualified staff but the .
“family " approach, has %:eil'
decided that they must keep b 18
men for longer than the six “'eﬁed,
breathing-space originally inte® L6
“Homeless” men, at least frof o
local prison, are not men W
an accommodation difficult? ;1
fortnight’s comfortable digs “'Ood. ‘
probably do more harm than golc
Finally, both Reports dividehg;e
recidivist population into 't o8
who intend to return to cri®®
their profession, and those Ivaki
intend to go straight, but for wit.
of proper help do not nmnﬂggﬂl];
They ignore the intractablo nd
of recidivists who do not mt‘;rc
anything in particular, TheY g1 |
convicted from and return °, ok
environment where most men “heir ‘
intermittently, and spend b s
free time in cafes or billiard I o0
where there is always the cbat,
of “ getting on to a good thif®,
All they want from after-cf,“eisg ‘
cash. Both of these Reports dls?zef'
the extension of compulsory ¥
care, but how else can the ngd? l
life of such men be & terem, |
Pauline Morris particularly ° g
phasises that rehabilitation g |
begin at the time of convictio? piod |
that “after-care and rehabilit?""

!

L
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8h
0uld be ap integral part of the

wh
cm:i)&‘elll)enal process ™, 1f a man is
tive treed to submit to rehabilita-
Surely haﬁment inside the prison,
3 bt e can .l)e as justly compelled
Supepes of his sentence to accept
Yea] sion w'heu he is back among
Ompuelmptat.lons and difficulties,
for Wor Sory after-care is hard both
ogica) ers !m('l clients, but it has
anq withplace In the penal system
recidivt out it the problems of
Vism will not, be touched.

SHIRLEY TURNER,

GAN
(m.Ng(:S OUTSIDE. . . and Groups
be 5 8S) Inside . . . might well
Callgey;, OM0ibus sub-title for a
thejy SOn_ of books which take ns
not n;‘bJects_ the kind of people,
Peaple ‘i?SS&ylly always young
*anoty, 10 ‘gang up’ in one way
80me timer' often against authority,
p““DOseges for pgrfectly good social
ag ¢ &tt-'sotnemmes insuch a way
Cong; emll?lct and possibly deserve
;; Rroup, ¢ criticism, but always
Ric}f;"'gl“ency and Opportunity by
O . A Cloward and Lloyd E.
outl 11 published in Messrs,
The 486 and Kegan Paul'’s series,
Soci) Nternational Library of
tioy &%gy,_ﬂwnd Social Reconstruc-
gi"ﬁ’th 255. 0d., and its 211 pages
hoy 1 xe’.l‘ezuler a pretty clear idea
e Dquent gangs arise. The
o ori:] are members of the pro-
Sch%l staff of the New York
nivero'f Social Work at Columbia
of o WS‘tY. but their writing tells
tany orld far vemoved from the
S It is about delinquent
88 typically found among

&dnlgs’
Olg,
Scent males in lower-class
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areas or large urban centres, and
tells how these subcultures arise,
develop various law-violating ways
of life, and persist or change.
Three distinctive types of such
gangs are described by the authors
in their opening chapter. These are
“the criminal gang’ devoted to
theft, extortion or other illegal
means of securing an income;
the “ conflict gang ' where joining
in various kinds of violent behaviour
becomes an important means of
securing status; and the “ retreatist
gang” where addiction to drugs is
prevalent. In the British Isles we
have the " criminal gang” and we
have the violent groups but the
*“ retreatist” group is less well-
known, perhaps less in actual
numbers. One of the most usefnl
ideas to be glenned from this book
is concerned with the way in which
members of these gangs look upon
other members of the community.
The ‘criminals’, for example, are
snid to believe that the world is
populated by *smart guys” or
“suckers"”, members of the
‘conflict’ groups see their *‘turf”
as surrounded by cnemies, while
the ‘retreatist’ regards the world
about him as populated Dby
“squares”. Similarly, say the
professors, each subculture is
characterised by distinctive
evaluations " the criminals value
stealth, dexterity, wit, ‘front’ and
the capacity to avoid detection:
street warriors value “ heart ”: the
retreatists place a preminm on
“kicks".The fundamental difference
between members of these groupa
and the other wmembers of the
community is clearly stated in o
footnote to a description of the
activities of the gangs, " It should
be understood " says the note '’ that
these terms characterise these
delinquent modes of adaptation from
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