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el ) The following report describes the experiences or e uni- :
';Ii'Versity teaching department of filmmaking in association with
'Wtia parole and’ community services division of a state department

"hof corrections combining mutual interests in the production of

{q,]fffilms for training snd public intcrmation.;"

a»The obJectives of the strategy were simple.'ti‘n

‘:;;[--To provide teaching alds directly related to
the needs of s parole department.'~,~;,-v

"?ﬂf--To provide films for interested groups and
’Pithe lay pudblic documenting what actually

"fx--To provide en intensive, practical film-:
f‘making experience rcr advanced?film students.

vx“g--To establish a pool of filmmakers experienced
in the correctionsl field andJinterested’in




. comtinuing tais collavoration.

. This report is the story of how these objectives were i S
1ffvshaped, re-shaped, and set into priorities during the devel- ~£f
;ff’opment of a srant from the Office of st Enroroement Assis-;7~z'i
":ptance, U. s. Department of Justice. -1: R =

Film, in its most basio analysis, is an obJective me-fj; e

.gvdiumn an. object in front of a 1ens, an image recorded.:,s'”r"'ﬂ”

‘vaere the image ie that of a parole agent and a parolee.i'

('Who is to be the agent and the parolee? What situations are

n‘“¢to be recorded? How are these to relate to official policy,

7;for tc compare with idesl correctional procedure? This is the'{’””'

i3

';’story of that cooperation. that trust necessary between film- ﬂﬁi?

‘fiimaker and subject betore anything approsching 'truth' can be

Film is expensive end time-consuming in production.

. Hence thisiistthe story of retrenchment in: the number of films}i*

' uf,and students to‘be involved in the projeot. Too, state uni- o

kversitys'ureaucraoies and academic schedules are not attuned

18

%o film production, therefore frustration and'chsnges?become ‘

U
r-

".a part or the" story also.'







The Plan of Action
Goals of the Plan

The Documentzry Film
(I d Rather Be & Blind'man)

The Scripted Film
(Crisis)
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Tt nrs op rna PROJEGT

S From its inception in 1947 the Motion Picture Division at
‘:5‘UCLA has been pressured by various interests to make films for
‘;the benefit of individuals, companies, and agencies. As a tax
f;supported institution with equipment, Iacilities, and inter-ffg
;tested personnel, many people assumed that, like many other fifpnvf
j?;ffilm departments in universities, we would be primarily 2 serv-%éfiif”fdt
'i};ice agency with a peripheral interest in teaching, and hence . T

| T:‘seek outside proJets tor the staff.aﬁrhis was not the case.v*
s P ST RRTEPLE N SO

'x'

We were organized etrictly as a teaching department and

. fi;have been that ever since. we became student-centeredwvery_»u
.‘;-early in our history and: for the past rifteen yeare no film R

\T“:fproaect has been' done in ‘the department'unlees‘it'was brought';i3”r
S .

*Viﬁ,in by a etudent.,,?;;;;;fe’“f”

‘ Hence when Henry Greenberg approached the Division with

7;;his interest in oorrections and his hope for cooperation with f’.
A"ufshis friends in the California Department ovaorrections, 1t was
ﬁfaﬁfexplained'thatfunless interested ‘students’ could ve' found no_i,ggiiffﬁpf




,v-;iproject was possible. Informally the idea was broached to aii?fﬁ'<’
* ;;fifgroup of advanced produotion students by ‘John W. Young, Headtpeei, i

f';;or the Motion Picture Division, in the Spring of 1966. ”fﬂﬁ?5jﬁf?[f}**"'”

Based on the interested response of these students a,?ﬂ'ﬁ‘

léfmeeting was held with Walter Dunbar, then Director of thek'”i;h
VDCalifornia Department of corrections, Milton Burdman. Chief. jff

"f”of the Parole and Community Services Division, anry Green-*fuﬂff3“ff'~

"f berg, Colin Young, Chairman or the Theater Arts Department, B

h‘and John W. Young._ This meeting established the mutual S

‘ f”interest and the authority to proceed to a plan of action._'lf_J"l }
%fbh._ﬁe¥ia committee headed by John Young sand composed of Mr. Burde 2!};?;1?t?;éfi
. fi'man, Mr. Green'berg, William Byrnes, then Administrator of ;,.’: '
¢t :"Parole Region V. and Stephen White, a graduate film studegt é;fe;Q3gkﬁ'i

" with experience 1n- parole and probation. was: f°1‘med *'° o

'fimplement a plan.j’

rRELmIN;ARYm‘ ANN ING o

e ' Obviously, several questions needed immediate answers.‘”

: d_What area in correotions had the greatest need and potential v

r]gclfor use of film? What aSpect of that area should be presented?

ti.!feHow could the students select their ‘area of interest within *L ‘ e
"this framework? How eould they gain the necessary knowledge ii”"ihh:

,ﬁ_~to make an intelligent, imaginative film proposal? If there.fk_ ;jf

»f;were several proposals, how would the filmmakers7he selected?




The Department of Corrections felt that their greatest

:?»}need was in the area “of parole, and within that area training j“gn”'e'r

::Ewas vital.. It was~hoped that films would be developed that
';would have multi-purpose uses based upon the innovations of
l»imaginative training personnel. Recruitment of qualified
z}applicants and the gaining of the interest, knowledge, and

‘-,iacceptance by the community at large of the progressive

‘1ff3aspeots of the correctional program were considered concom-ﬁ7;ug;.5~"

B
¥

l7fitant needs. fffﬁif"i"”

A1l of this'was ‘brought to the attention oflqualifiedrl-7

. production students and volunteers were sought to make pro-f“';:f"

2,}'posals.‘ About rifteen students responded.v;ffﬁff73f***

The students were introduced to parole work through Mr. SR

s Bvrnes.% Their speciric activity was coordinated by Mr. White.*i}fx},i‘;ﬁf

:fThe Summer of 1966 was spent by these students researching

*3;_aspeots of parole that interested them.v They were free to

.'spend as much, or as little, time as they wished. They

traveled with agents. visited institutions,'.'halr-way houses,‘ff:'

}'camps, and sat in meetings and confrontations. A few who had :

“;;'the time and inclinations immersed themselves in the parole B

'},jsystem for those few months., The end resultﬁwas to_be

aj;proposal from each of them.;‘




. THE PIAN OF AOTION & -

e " With many fine proposals before us. the planning committee o
| ) met in mid-October to organize a grant proposal.A The following
notes from that meeting summarize the plan. :‘

“ﬂ,ri - We Will proceed on the basis of a grant SR T e e
‘ “:}Qgproposal to be made to the Office of law ;pgjff'}?i;n?;;-
“?uEnforcement Assistance. ‘The grant appli-fw’ff5]“
' cation 1s to be made by UCIA, with the .+ & - i -
'+ University then to administer the grant.ﬂn_g}*77'7'j Tt
ﬁ,This decision was made following John . '
Q:YOung s conferring with Vice-Chancellor
yYork who indicated that the processing i
time for the grant through UCIA would be g
jfno more than two or three days."ﬁﬂV o

| ?‘The Project Director (known in University
‘argot as the Principal ‘Investigator) will 1
-be John W. Young. -Henry Greenberg will be Lo
‘identified in this grant request as having{ﬁ,ﬁf”
appropriate supervisorial responsibility
-and would represent the primary link be-‘
.tween . the University and the Department LA
- of Corrections. His official title as far T
ﬂas University designations ‘are - concerned . N _
would be up to the Motion Picture Division.3ff-}l“”’_

*The first draft of the grant proposal is
“to be developed by ‘the University, with:
the help of. Henry Greenberg and Stephen
fWhite. Assistance as necessary can be
7provided by Parole Division personnel,’




”with the liaison representative being

William Byrnes.” With the completion of , e

_the first draft of the grant proposal,. this
©“ may be sent to Milton Burdman's office for ‘
.. further review and. suggestionsihere 1f5*f

1neeessary. ST B

1E0ur target date for the start of the grant R
‘48 to be January 1, 1967. . Accordingly we
]talked about the following sequence.:_ _;jf

Between now and mid-November the three P
students selected. for this f£ilm produc-fﬁﬁfﬁ
tion‘would engage in further-field work .
in paroles, to become rurther acquainted =
jvlth the subject matter. In this connee-;?’7
tion Mr. Byrnes can help with arranging el
their: activities..' ;

Three subjects would be selected as fllm PR
topics, to be explained in general ternms f,'a,_
in the grant proposal.  Detalled outlines,"‘

it developed, could be sent as an appendix

to the grant.t_ = : FE e T

5D1rector Dunbar will send a letter to |
Colin Young, confirming the joint agreement
for. this projeet and ‘setting forth our
general expectations.p This 1etter weuld T
beoome part of the grant proposal submitted.57~fl"

<'The roregoing steps We would hope to have
completed by mid-NovemberJ““They would




S include the time for a review of the
;:-jﬂ:tirst draft- in Sacramento, plus sending .
.;.Z;j it back with suggestions, if any, such _f”“h
o, that the final proposal would be sub- -

-7 mitted to the UCLA Office of Research
.+ and Extramural Support no later than

s mid-November.-; :

S :}iThe“sohedule would call for the final . ..
S fo.form\of the grant to.-be sent to Wash-“ “”‘mt
‘félinston no later than November 25th:“

hopefully earlier if possible. e

ﬁ COntinuing liaison for the Parole and Community

. Services Division will be through Regional - .
 Administrator William Byrnes. As needed Mr._ﬁﬁ ;

t‘Byrnes will disseminate information to the

"i;f Southern California parole offices S0 that‘

‘TIQfﬂ'personnel will be aware of ‘the future activities.‘_“f~

‘ ;ﬂThexthree film‘subjects identified‘above_wili;,i;_u,
. be selected by John W. Young with concurrence '

© by the Depertment of Corrections. The specific - .

. interest of Corrections will be to insure that = .
wsilf the films would have utility as'training7and/ore”
' . public information documents. . This will be set -
L ‘forth in Mr. Dunbar 8. letter to COIin Young.‘

; In the grant application, in addition to the‘ff
Project Director on the University staff and B
Henry Greenberg with the. appropriate title to _
Vmatch University personnel practice, the students'
would be identified as’ Research Assistants, partAJQ

Finally, 1t aPPears as;though there might gf__yf“v :




| {}ffbe,e'need for some parole agent steff‘time.;a E

.7 . on more than a casual basis, to work as con-

. sultants on the program content. It 1s sug-}if&:ﬁﬁ"’”

‘”;fﬂg gested therefore that the grant request in- ..
LA clude part-time provision for this service.”-5—

. GOALS OF THE PLAN .

Perhaps the b°5t expression of the goals 18 contained L

in- the letter of conrirmation from Walter Dunbar to the Uni- B
versity°7 } 4

e "Iooking ahead to the potential value or docu- ,
'*5; mentary style films featuring Parole and Commun- -
ity Services subject matter, I foresee their o
'Jllf erfectlve ‘use in five distinct ways: “m,"égi¥?
(1) Personnel training. L SR
7. 2 With the growing complexity. of parole'
<. . methods and the need to train many new .
o and presently employed staff, we would

A.“V”fgjhevelcontinued use for f£ilms on various = -

" “’.techniques employed in parole work. For
.+ 7. example, topics which come to mind are,
_ﬂﬂfifmaking the complete pre-parole inves=-
nf'f,ﬁtigation and placement plan, 1mportance
' of the initial interview immediately
"*Ffollowing institution release, group
‘methods with parolees, Parole ‘Agent”
;relationship with family members, Parole ‘
4gent and employers, and many others. o

10011ege and university student education.fi;




\"There 15 an impressive contemporary

| ﬁ'growth in college and university - cour- .

. ses preparing’ students for work with o

-© " adult and juvenile offenders. Films :};
' .dealing with the essence of parole

LR problens (seen both from the perspectiveifl'

,n;,of Parole Officer and parolee) would .
- be & vital addition to curricula. - . |

ifResources for more effective informa-7f 

‘°5ff_tion and treatment of inmates and par-_"u?7f

“olees.-”

::;JFilms depicting typical parole problems,?infftf
.. difficulties characteristic of persons . .

'1f«;new1y released from institutione, could. E

be - of exceptional value as treatment

-'7ﬁ-resources. We would anticipate that -

,_f-films could be ‘shown to inmates who v*;@giﬁb*i.
 would be scheduled for release and to . . -

:;‘parolees at various times in: their par'lf'f754 k
_ ole.tenure. : ~ =

:'Orientation and counseling resources

" for family members, employers, others

“iﬁvinvolved in the lives of parolees and iﬁ’

- inmates. kR

vljwi;,Fear, oonfusion, and misunderstanding
. ‘ often are the products of inadequate

“f}information or misinformstion concern-

» ff_ins crime, prisons, and parolees. Pr°‘;ifut'

f;gf;gressive parole systems feature the
" vringing’ together of family groups, g
”_”ft‘employers, other. interested persons.
'"'{}to share information and’ ldeas.  The .




i 'hse of £1lm media in such programs i
'~3‘”eou1d make them particularly effective.ﬁ:"

General public information and under- i
© . standing. | ' g
- Part of the key to more effective erime

'f*_and delinquency programs lies in° the ;‘d?’,

" 'need for greater understanding and '
,,;j:participationuof citlzen groups._Ar o
i;ﬂ}There would be major value in the devel- . .
.g'fvopment of effective films to show prob-\”‘

N fflems of the offender population in the

... community in relation to the expanded }f" |

" role of parole as a community protec- e
fxigtive and rehabilitative service.}_ |

“*]The need for an'enlarged citizen under- L~?a'35d
- standing and participation in correc=F -
. tiomal programs is great and could re- =
 ceive important stimulation from cre- RO
“".ative film subJects. : ST

B While a series Pf“trainingi'orientat1°n;.treatment. ..
.t resource, and information films would be helpful to f‘

us, they would also have much wider application for
use of correctional organizations throughout the
country which in the years ahead will surely wit=-

. - ness a major growth in community-based correctional

Jjg;programs. Q;‘t-j“

VV'In summary, and as you already know, we 1n the Depart- |
fdment of. Corrections enthusiastically endorse ‘the pilot -

;:'ffﬁdproject and 1ook forward to our participation 1n 1t.,;
U Along. with the film production_itself, we. believe




:“ﬂﬂ;"it Will have’ tremendous benefit in the further ”
‘ d educatlon of your graduate students in documentary _
filmmaking related to our often misunderstood field.“y

. APPRATSAL OF PROBLEM 3

In the development of the proposal, two maaor areas of
N concern became apparent. One was the student time and remun-ifjf

fi eration problem. the other concerned the production situation':%?

’lf'of interposing cameram and recorder into sensitive agent-j‘f s

'f;client relationships, as well as concerns about Job secur-vff :f}ﬁ-"

jiity,and oareer,advancement.~.

Filmmaking on a professional level is a full-time activ-;;»"f””j

1:ity, it was planned for the students to be 80 engaged. 1In,;‘
' early every case, the advanced filmmaker is an older grad--"

‘luate student with family obligations. Making the problem ERER

-},more severe 1s a University regulation limiting a full-.~

».:‘time graduate student to halr-time work ir he works for the pfjﬁ

University, which he would be doing under a grant such as the ‘f”vf."

?lone proposed.hzg,“

Several solutions were discussed" making them part-‘ L
“ftimegstudents with limited enrollment having them’ drop out
. for, a short time and becoming rull-time University employees. o

.J finding another resource, perhaps the Department of Corrections,frp,;i..?

: t»to augment the halr-time salary to be given to the filmmaker._,{gf:;_.},,




' since the students involved were eager to start the projects .

:A:A_the final decision was made to pay them half-time and,under

tu;our course structure,to involve them full-time in the Pr°duc- :“-;_U;L*i

‘vtion of the films.:g[‘

The second major problem is primarily one of attitudes l\;;’

and called for understanding. rather than decisions. The

television documentary had become a negative example to the'fip;:??f

. students by this time, hence they were most sensitive to the - L

,'criticisms of such films, and determined to avoid ‘the pit- )
 falls if possible. They judged the ordinary documentary to

o be superficial toward. its subject matter, glib and talky, withf'”

. 1little, if any, attempt at depth of understanding or. subtlety :’

0f idea or expression. They felt such films took a superior Dt

“f‘attitude toward their audience and yet catered to the simple-,ff‘

"minded and overly dramatic impulses which they associate with -
' jso-called 'Hollywood films and network television. ?Hf: -

Obviously, to avoid the pitfalls, the filmmaker, besides li'53' |

,\having a sympathetic and. curious personality, would need to ;:fd’
‘}know his subject and the people so well, need to have their j'
"complete trust and cooperation beyond the normally candid o

v<relationships often seen in those who deal with society s ot

'loutcasts and misfits, and need to have the time and produc-

u,tion facilities to put all this con film.ﬁ“Indeed a difficult




. situatiom.

T The agent and parolee, for their part, must - believe in °
,'fi the ultimate importance of this rather major interference in_fiifﬁlfvﬁ
H}! their lives and their relationship to one another.a How willv*fl”i'
they appear in the final product? As they see themselves? “
As the parole supervisor sees them? Will they be summarily ”{;[LQ
treated, used only as examples, and never seen as complete ;lu. |
complex men? What happens it questionable decisions or prac-;‘
tice is recorded? Will there be time for. people to explain

themselves in the film? If not, what happens to the man

; when the £1lnm’ is seen by his superiors? :

LI . . . - . . co - M- K 14

. _ Free and Open discussion of these problems and questions
, T were held over the ensuing months.l Participation in the pro- |
ject was. strictly volunteer and there were several changes of e

'7§ﬂf mind over the months of waiting.'




. APPLICATION REVISIONS & =

' We‘received an informal response frontthe'OIEAhpanel'that -

:7?fpstudied our . grant proposal on. January 31, 1967-; They were oon-:}'

';ficerned about the articulation of specifics in terms of the‘

"f¢£trainin$ needs, how our proposal met those needs in- terms of B

i;content and method, and how our evaluation component attemptedv??'

fl"ﬁ"to measure the strengths and weaknesses of the effort. - It was?'gfl-

'?:also suggested that we may wish to develop an application f-

. :‘fi;contemplating one film, ‘or one which offered alternatives of

If?produoing one, two, or three films with oost figures relating

ffto each alternative., Again specificity in the description of

’v‘;each proposed film was emphasized, as. well as ranking thzf in i;fyw

l;_terms of priority of Pr0duotion.,} T

At the same time ie were informed of the probable 1ack

°ifof funds, even ir the proposal were approved, until Fiscal pft7’:" |

| :*1967. Lo

Taking into account the suggestions made, a revised f?7-155

:fproposal to produee two - films over the period of one year

. was submitted on March 17, 1967.g It was felt by the Uni-

S versity in terms or educational investment to b funeconomic'iff}'H“




| This revised. proposal was approved by the Corrections 7fifCQ<j.;r*"l

e Advisory Panel on April 7, 1967. It was asked. ‘that an ad-

f;visory group or content control committee composed of uni-.ttr,f;a

N versity -and correotional staff be built into the project so‘_,t; _
o " as to provide perspective in developing the theory base to fff.ff]?‘"

'lzfesupport the pictorial representation in the films-,ff-f7~

Such a committee was named,_consisting of Bertram S.;'ﬂﬂ'A

,-Griggs, Administrator of Region III, Parole and Community
gy Services Division, California Department of Corrections. l
tIWilliam T. Byrnes, Chief Assistant to Mr. Griggs Maurice o
F. Connery, Professor of SOcial Welfare at UCLA; Henry '

7'Greenberg, and John Young as Chairman. ‘In addition Mr“ﬁs:“;‘ﬂ.-.

-Burdman, Chief of Parole, Joined the Committee as he could. ;fﬁffo'-’

LA training ofricer and a. representative parole agent were

%0 “be added 1ater.tpp_fi,

. PROBIEM op:meE AND THE STUDENT FIIMMAKER =

As might be imagined, a major problem of incorporating
~ students into a grant is the length of time between snb- f

.‘:mission and iinal approval of most grants.r»_ip}{f{j §

By the end of the Spring term many or the filmmakers

‘{'“C.ftoriginally_interested in the proJect were graduating or fﬁbﬁji




1E:fi1nvolved in other 1nterests. One. of‘the three selected for(ﬂm°

g the first proposal made in November had been hired by IBM tol';Fz o

 head a new experimental film unit. Another had quit school Dl

Wd?[}to work professionally, and the third decided 10 subnmit a -

_"‘f'script for his thesis and complete bis terminal degree.j3'{ ’

',ﬁAt thie'rate;a newwgroup would have to be recruitedland |

. made knowledgeable about the subject each year. if not each 'f L

'BUDGET AND SCHEDULE REVISIONS

A new budget and echedule of production was submitted C

‘1 on July 21, 1967 to rerlect changes in salaries and expenses j*l,-J

' e'required by the new schedules for the up-coming fiscal year..39

‘ The substance of the grant proposal remained the same.~A¢“5'f'b

The next response from OLEA was late January, 1968,

5.a letter from Mr. Arnold J. Hopkins, Program Assistant.@;ﬁtﬁiu A

"Several pressing questions have arisen relative o
“to the revised line~-item budget supporting the
fe project plan to produce two thirty minute color -
. films for parole agent training., Our remarks ;A'
are based on a thorough comparative program )
; analysie of - several major film-making projects
financed by this Office and su ported by an




evaluation of the 1nstant proposal both as to
gisubstance and budget by a qualified 1ndependent
;~consultant..; cee : g

“:ﬂ?§¥0ur past experience has shown that as a rule

fjof thumb, the maximum cost per finished minute

-7 of production did not exceed $1,000 whereas the
.!l'ffocLA project has approximately a $2,000 cost
:© % per minute of finished film. 'An analysis of
' fipﬁ‘OLEA f£1lm-making projects produced by both -
'”nguniversities and television stations revealed

" that project costs have all been under. $300 per

"'”?5ffinished mlnute of production-

,p‘f;In a recent telephone conversation with Henry 5=jf'~*

TfﬂfeGreenberg of your staff, we were advised for.
t,{f;the first time that as an 1ntegral part of the
dTF,PrOJect. graduate research assistants were to- b

*:f.fffreceive training as specialists in correction-?wfij"
. & al £ilm productions._ Aside from a brief re-i~i”‘

’;}fmark to this effect in the original grent .
-~ application, mo mention of this was made in
,ﬂ[kgfeither of the two revised applicetions.: It

'°'ffis, of course, possible that the additional

e training factors account for the 1nflated cost R

e Of the ﬁnished product. ; R

'1"0f particular concern &s regards the instruo-ffi*nﬁ

‘hétional aspect of this projeot is that OLEA

policy. precludes trainees from receiving sal-'ixifltf};'
,w}aries while engaged 1n 2 training program. Eiqilluv .

'f;The consensus of opinion 1s that we would “gdna -

?Vflt diffioult, in view of our past experience.;ﬁv1a13'""*




‘*f"to entertain a film-making project the cost o
;;yj'°f ‘which exceeds $1 000 per f£inished minute
o of produotion.‘ We believe that the training
.+ . factor has a definite bearing on the 20 to 1
e_7-§§ratio of raw stock to finished production sug-.aT‘
'”~§¥gested in the Fim Production Expense category

"3fof the’ project budget. A 10 to 1 ratio would, ,{t:v-”

‘:T}@we assume, ‘be well above the industry average

L‘fFffor similar productions. If the training as- ]x‘%t‘hv' »

v:;;hf;'psct was separated from produotion costs the
SR 1 ,ooo figure could 'be reached. L

{

Further suggestions or lesser importance were made

| 7regarding the budget and schedule.

Extensive quotes are made from this letter because \»wl'

it was felt that the intentions, concerns, and goals of the fﬂf*t |

: original project had been misinterpreted and standard

- commercial £1ln production, not even television documen-:a.,V'“"

 tary production standards, "'ere beins Superimposed wpon i o

'uthe proJect.; There was serious concern about the contin-f .

uation of the proposal, a strong response was formulated.ijill'

;’"We are not primarily a film production unit‘,
ffl;‘giving a few courses to excuse our existence
,pj}f§within a University; we are only an. instruct-;
. ional Department. Unless a project fulfills '

A'i:jthat goal first and foremost we have no. reason fFZTfo‘ :
| ";ﬂto e concerned with it.?*It is"the uniqueness'ﬁ”7f7"ﬂ'”




_,___{"of our. Department, as well as the imaginative e
Lo+ 'work of our students,,that attracted Mr. Green-

;”?'3;berga Mr. Dunbar, and Mr. ‘Burdman, We are inter- ;5tf?"f7‘:

_fffinationally known and justly proud of our student
:U%}”work and our. reputation. o : T

pi531onur budget analysis would seem o ask us to
.. ignore our primary function and assume a sched-=

”t{;ule and budget competitive with standard commer- :71 o

:’fﬁﬂcial producers. The past few days have been - ,
" spent in searching for alternatives; such as ff”“f‘fh
‘ “;ifjfconsidering the proposal a faculty research
.. project. which might, or might not, involve i SEh
uipfistudent assistance. ‘But’ frankly, the strong >
u”f_commercial tone of your budget analysis, and -

i}ffgjparticularly your schedule, implies a far lower ﬂ;-f;,”l‘”f

.. standard of creative research than our faculty &
".is prepared to meet. Most of them are all todﬁ
. familiar with commercial production and its - ‘A'_
?l”frequently boring, unimaginative result. ;,,;Ji o

,\i}j;iiFilm (raw stock) and time are two very important |
"=‘;;{elements to - creative filmmaking., _Your analysis:

'-*Ef;{JaPpeared rirm on these points, are. they negotiable?"‘ffififs”‘f‘

k

e Our final changes in the proposal were submitted on '”t .
‘:April 2, 1968.' They included shortening the project to six

. months; hiring the 4o original filmmakers as full-time
’“ffemployees - they had maintained their interest end close i

;iﬁ'fcontacts with the Department of COrrections and the Univer- fﬁi, l}eprfgg
: 7”.;sity, meking the budget reflectrthese changes,zbut still‘”ﬁ




May 241:11 We. were .’a.nformed that the Attomey General had




' oms PRopuoTTONS

The two filmmakers selected were James Kennedy and Stephen ﬁlifw*-”

e White.- Mr. Kennedy was to do the documentary film, following

xﬁ'%fa group of agents and their parolees throughout a few weeks

"lflfof their relationships. Mr. White was to do the scripted ,f;lﬂVg:A;-'-a

. -?fffilm using actors and non-actors, amateur and professional, ‘\

‘jiin a series of scenes representing typical decision-making

“:'._5situations that an agent might experience._wwffd

A The Advisory Group for the productions was Milton :'y,:if5ﬁ“-~
{1eBurdman, William Byrnes, 01arence Blow, Howard Miller, Henry )

fGreenberg, and John Young as Chairman. Others from the Depart-}:,”fi

¥ ment of Corrections and from the University participated at

i times on an informal basis, but were not involved in the‘;»;”7"“ ’
-‘final decisions. ‘

|+ THE DOCUMENTARY Fm« (I'D RATHER BE A BLIND W g

ii ur. Kennedy had spent 80 many months with the agents :
E ;;and parolees_or Unit:35that'he was recognized as. friend

", Unit’3_was supervised by Morey Green,~assisted by

‘sfﬂTed Fahey. ﬁThe agents were~feDavid Cephas ‘Lew COsey,f




iié_chester‘ques;*Mike<Walgast;'andfceue-Arnold}'dié: S

| EaCh agent has about 35 ; men on ‘nis case load. Thisr "ifﬁ'
‘.is called a work-unit” load, generally made up of those
" men released from institutions with a program that pre-‘fasig;;;'
' }*ﬁdscribes close supervision, in other words, violence was é:?lff;j
",l;;generally associated with their crimes.v The area covered 4
| };twas primarily South Central. L°3 AnseleS. though the parol-{&}r‘?;tlﬁbr

N

 ees often worked outside ‘this’ area., Q:~

The Unit was composed of very experienced agents,_ff
;those with 5 or more years, and a couple relatively new
a ents.. o L Tl PR

8 - A
| The Unit was racially mixed, but the three negro agentsii7'
f,iusually had all negro cases, plus ‘some Mezican-Americans,_{}if;g?f_

‘ while the white agents had primarily white or mixed parol-}:at_fp o
i"l,ees., This appeared not to be Departmental policy, but

‘ rather caused by a new geographical assignment procedure.e?;V,ff

_ Group therapy as a- standard procedure was up to the ;ffﬁpwiefl‘

:findividual agent.» All but one had a group meeting once a'”;;;f"

’:1fjweek, usually at night.:

| The agents were assigned office’duty,ome.day a week. '




.ﬁfAnd as a group they met every other week to discuss problems
'\pimand parolees.‘ Frequently parolees were invited to partici-“:f?.?J“

,;f:jfpate in these meetings.: ,;f:"‘ﬂ*‘””“'

Unit 3 was not a homogenous group with similar ideasig 'ni:fkﬂm

'*;ﬁ:_fand approaches toward parole work.i Their backgrounds and‘wle

»ffébeliefs varied, as did their attitudes, but they were most
';iiffgcandid and cooperative during the’ filming.- They had begun 5

':;i'an experiment in team supervision in which two agents would nftﬁf?f :

- f’work together on a joint caseload for a week at a time.ﬁ»':';“iﬁ:;wf
""zfrThis provided interesting meetings and the opportunity for fwi}jhfd s
v’i_ffexcellent film footage.;ifa SRR e ST

‘ : The rootage was shot over the period of one month,q L
. from the middle of July to the middle of august. rre-;=7V73'lg .
,i;ﬂrvious to filming,each person that might be included in theviitii;?ib
Hi_"final product was invited to sign a release. Only those'ffj};}ﬁ*‘fi.'
| 1_‘who did are in. the film.i They were told that there would
:Lbe no forewarning of possible filming, the crew would | . | ﬁ‘
g,simply show up with the agent at some time in the near future;?ﬁijie‘t;73
fi?i-Very few people refused to sign the release" £ R |

ff.Though_soripted;seyeralétechniqﬁestﬁer




?jporated in. the production. ‘These involved filming in“reel*%"ﬂ B

'~filocations nsing professional actors with non-actors, using

93‘improvisation to increase the believability of the perfor-

'i:mances in some situations, and attempting to recreate spec-fy.?f'

'°'ific moments most familiar to the people oast.

oo

The situations selected were 4o represent common decis-‘jﬁﬂf‘ﬂﬂax~7”7

ion making areas.; These were not to be - resolved in the film,hiiff’

f;rather,'at the’ crisis point, the image was to freeze, allow-ﬂff}ff?oﬂfv'

: ing the. training orficer to stop the projector and engage

- the trainins group in a discussion of all the factors lead- ;7ﬁ¥i”?e5;

“if:ins to the orisiso,i:;ffjifl“ﬂ

‘jé;';p_n

The Advisory Committee was most concerned with the ff;iﬁsﬁfﬁf"m

‘t,negative aspects of the situations, and partioularly those
‘hat the end of the film.f This problem was resolved in the

L ‘minds of the’ committee in the editing ‘phase of the’ prod-’ii ol




The films were screened for various 1nterested groupsl"‘

‘and used by training officers of the Department of Correc-:fﬁit

 tions 1n a few sesslons before the development of the

““ff;training guides. The final result 18 primarily the work

'iof 01arenoe Blow and Howard Miller, two experts 1n parole

'iﬂftraining, along with Henry Greenberg and the two rilm-_




Department of Corrections.

o .
PR

Under a Grant from the Office of Law Enforce-

ment Assistance, U. S._Department of Justice.




This'is a fllm designed snecifically‘for traininc'and disenssion.h We7 ,

|are concexned here with attitudes and_judgments' both of which are at

the heart of parole agent and client re 1ationshlps. We see, what can
' happen when attitudes are not understood or hendled properly,.and how]

<

this can affect the vital business of maklng a good decision.~ a8

.
EH

;The f11m comes to grips w1th a series of typ1ca1 difficult problems.?

.;_At the end of each dramatic episode, the’ film freezes.~ This is a

1151"na1 to stop the film turn up the 11ghts, and start the d1scuss10n i

of what has just been seen._ It means that an open dlscussion can take

place 1mmediate1y, while the problem is still fresh in the minds of the

fThe leading character in this fxlm is a real life parole agent. He

portrays how an agent, thOuOh sincere and hardworking and believxng he
is dozng a good job dvocan aetually miss the boat very badly. In the

f11m his role is to help everyone realize how 1mportant an aoent s own

‘?attltudes can be. Inisolving the problems of his parolees he must




It
“‘sets a poor tone that will carry on 1nto the future
-and make the agent s job harder.'ﬂ'
The parolee has come to the office with the problem of
“having lost his job == and he is apparently very hostile .
and accusing. 'But the agent shows a great lack of aware-
‘ness, - He is. slow in picking up the indications of. the
‘parolee s attitudes. Most - important of all,-and most °
damaging, . is the agent's own attitude. . He came to work-
upset,” dlssatisfied “and underneath there lurks'a feeling
.of hostility that’ affects hn;abllity to act with :
fcompassion and intelllgence.)




What is really‘the purpose of the ini;ial interview?
And what are some of the ways an agent can meet its main

b

‘Was this agent really sensitive to the true attitude~of
the parolee? What did he do to increase or decrease the

-should he have done?




