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INTRODUCTION 

Hello, again, and thanks for downloading this pamphlet. We have devised this Instructor’s Supplement in 

order to aid the instructing and development of a more focused program for participant offenders. Those 

who have benefited from the instruction and course material seem to be a non-specific demograph; yet as 

you read the enclosed data, we hope that you can utilize it to tailor your plan around the material to create 

a customized yet focused classroom experience. 

 Communicating Behind Bars began as an introduction to sociological concepts for the prisoner to 

provide some theory and fact regarding what life is like behind bars, and how different life behind bars is 

due to developmental factors such as poverty, education, and race. The guide introduced body language 

and its importance in the communication process, both between offenders and among staff and offenders, 

including how sub-cultures dominate the population. The guide is, in fact, focused on challenging  negative 

inmate sub-cultures. The power we found lies in the introduction of concepts for a successful life, self-

empowerment through understanding role-conflict, and offering a glimpse of the power in education for 

prisoners, as well as communal discourse. It is largely our opinion that re-exposure to education will help a 

prisoner more so than would it help a free person. It seems counterintuitive; think about it for a moment.  

 The following data was assembled to determine the power of racial/age on perception of a 

teacher’s race within a program setting, and to survey subcultural opinions regarding racial tolerance.   

Background 

The first Communicating Behind Bars class in Oklahoma began at the Dick Conner Correctional Center 

(DCCC) in Hominy, Ok. The DCCC facility has a meaningful program already in place called the Faith & 

Character Program. The Program was designed for management of long-term offenders using therapeutic 

community ideology, a token economy, within a unit management system. The Unit F at DCCC houses 80 

volunteer program participants, of which 10-12 are facilitators or previous year graduates. Roughly thirty-

five live on a character class unit, whose core curriculum is Character First™, and Changing Offender 

Behavior (the latter published by The Change Companies). Roughly thirty-five live on the faith class unit 

whose core curriculum is also Character First™, and Life Connections (also by The Change Companies). 

The program has been a success.  

The publisher discussed using Communication Behind Bars with the DCCC Program Coordinator 

in 2011. The class began in 2012 within the “Character” tract part of the program. Michael Farrington, an 

inmate who graduated the course Communication Behind Bars via correspondence study, taught the 8-week 
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class. The class met once per week for roughly 2-hours. Mr. Farrington is a white male. He assisted with 

the production of the following research and its comparison to public archives.  

Findings 

The 2012 DCCC class enjoyed 23 male students of four (4) racial categories: White, American Black, 

Native-Indian, and Other1. A peer facilitator delivered the course work. The curricula consisted of 5 

writing assignments, 4 discussions, and apprehension of new terminology. Students represented eight (8) 

crime clusters; that is different crime categories. These were shooting with intent to kill, kidnapping, 

serious drug offenders (trafficking, possession with intent to distribute, and manufacturing), oral sodomy, 

burglary, robbery, murder, and manslaughter.2  

At the conclusion of the course, an anonymous questionnaire was provided for the student to fill 

out. Each student complied, excepting minor information. The questionnaire asked for the following 

information: racial identification, age, and amount of time-sentenced to do3.  Scores provided by the 

student on how they rated their peer facilitator were taken from a scale of 1-to-10, then computed into a 

mean score.4,5 The criminal category statistics operate to expose inferences of perception against other 

crime category scores, age, or race. Differences in those stats are given here first, then racial, age, and 

finally, total statistics for comparison. Recommendations are provided at the conclusion of this 

supplement related to the future delivery of the course  

 

Criminal Clusters6: 

Murder7  
Total Students: 4 
Mean Age: 44.5 
Geography of Conviction: 50% rural 
Total Time-to-serve on Sentence: All Life with out parole 
Racial View: 50% Black; 50% White 
Mean Facilitator Grade: 6.6 
     
 
 

                                                 
1 (Other is to mean, unknown or not provided); Nationality or genetic origin was not considered as distinctive, only the race 
provided by the student (e.g. French is considered as white). The students were all American 
2 Kidnapping, oral sodomy, and burglary had only one offender representing these crime categories. 
3 Students were not asked how much time they had completed prior to the program. Some had been in over 10 years. 
4 The students were not informed as to how they should grade Mr. Farrington, the students were offered a closed-ended 
question; thus each opinion was not researched 
5 A copy of the questionnaire is included herein  
6 One student gave his facilitator a 1, which is calculated but considered an unreliable score. 
7 There were no distinctions between degrees of murder. Furthermore, the class only saw those convicted of first-degree 
murder. 
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Manslaughter8 
Total Students: 2 
Mean Age: 39 
Geography of Conviction: 50% rural 
Mean Time-to-Serve on Conviction: 19 years (85% must be served prior to parole eligibility; “85% Offenders” are 
not eligible for any credit to reduce sentence). 
Racial View: 100% Black  
Mean Facilitator Grade: 9.5 
     
Robbery9 
Total Students: 5 
Mean Age: 37.8 
Geography of Conviction: 40% rural 
Total Time-to-serve on Sentence: 84.8 years (Robbery Offenders also must serve 85% of their time). 
Racial View: 60% Black; 40% White 
Mean Facilitator Grade: 8.4 
     
Burglary 

Total Students: 1 
Age: not provided 
Geography of Conviction: not provided 
Total Time-to-serve on Sentence: 20 years @ 85% (Burglary Offenders must also serve 85% of their time) 
Racial View: not provided 
Mean Facilitator Grade: 4 
     
Oral Sodomy10 
Total Students: 1 
Age: 32  
Geography of Conviction: Urban 
Total Time-to-serve on Sentence:  37years @ 85% (Sex Offenders must also serve 85% of their time) 
Racial View: Black 
Facilitator Grade: 8 
     
Kidnapping  
Total Students: 1 
Age: 46  
Geography of Conviction: not provided 
Total Time-to-serve on Sentence:  160 years @ 85% (kidnappers must serve 85% of their time) 
Racial View: not provided 
Facilitator Grade: 5 
     
 
 
 

                                                 
8 No distinctions were made for degrees of manslaughter 
9 No distinctions were made between degrees or types of robberies 
10 There were two sex offenders total in the class. Oral sodomy offender was honest and authorized the publisher to use a quote 
of his. The other offender was convicted of two crimes, Murder/Rape and disclosed the murder instead of the rape, thus stats 
were prepared accordingly, as if there was a single sex offender in the class. The students must be pressed about openness and 
disclosure in order to move into acceptance and reparation. Communication with them about this is integral to rehabilitation 
where applicable.  
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Recommendations 

Future classes may best fit younger populations. However, our research was limited to the type of individuals who 

sought information, education, and any program participation. Typically, older offender/students are more 

interested in seeking knowledge or freedom. Whether this is part of the inmate/offender maturation cycle—such as 

that once over age 35 inmates become less rambunctious——is not understood. It is safe to state that from the data, 

older offenders appreciate the forum to discourse and participate in affecting their environment.  

 The data does not support a correlation of racial bias toward the teacher/facilitator, nor with age,  which 

leaves open positive inferences of the populous, meaning facial tolerance of race; however, there seems to be four 

points of deviance from those who were uncomfortable providing their races, specifically the one burglary offender 

and the kidnapping offender. This is not enough data to determine whether stealth is part of these offenders 

personality. Yet the data suggests at least an interest in anonymity—as the questionnaire promised, so it is likely they 

were uncomfortable with divulging information, and the cooperation may be unrelated to crime conviction. The 

authors highly suggest undertaking a class involving these offender types so as to create more data on this issue.    

 Life is a psychosocial journey. Students respond well to the program, and are open to seek understanding of 

their social roles. They learned that seeking success requires deviation from prisoner subculture demands. The 

challenging of subversive ideas seems to be the primary goal of administrators seeking to affect broader social 

change, as opposed to simply managing a prison, or warehousing prisoners. Programs such as Communicating Behind 

Bars are free of charge as are a few other cognitive-behavioral programs, of which Thinking for a Change comes to 

mind.  

In the second edition of Communication Behind Bars, the text picks up the deficiencies perceived from the first 

edition; that is, toning down the technical language, concentrating on opportunities for the offenders to open up 

about their crimes, and comparing victims lives and their own lives against the manner in which they lived leading to 

their incarceration.    

 The final quote at the close of this supplement came from a sex-offender. It is included below because it 

stands out as one of the benchmarks of an offender who adopts the guide’s principles to reach his environment, 

who acknowledges the importance of communication, and grasps his duty to others. Offenders typically shy away 

from discussing their convictions, specifically sex-offenders, even with other inmates. The danger is that such taboos 

can mask responsibility, inhibit growth and acceptance, which is dangerous for all stakeholders in criminal justice. 

 This course will be best administered as an orientation to prison, or as orientation to a unit management 

housing situation. The earlier that prison subcultural norms can be challenged, offenders will be better positioned to 

make a transition to freedom, and the easier they will be to manage and encouraged to appreciate accountability 

while imprisoned. Prisoners, at least in a program setting, interact daily and learn to relate to one another better. The 
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foregoing research shows race not to be a distraction to learning in this case. The next class will create a better view 

of generalizability of the results from the program participants. 

 The Foundation and authors sincerely thank everyone involved. The 2013 edition will generate opinions for 

prosocial behavior scenarios, such as intervening on behalf of others and other social psychological scenarios. The 

data will hopefully suggest ways to limit foreseeable controversies within prison. Additionally, this guide allows 

inmates to tackle boredom and lack of activity which are two of the top three problematic aspects of incarceration 

behind separation from family (Mackenzie, Robinson & Campbell, Criminal Justice and Behavior. 16 (1989): 223-38.  

Email general comments to: rippleFXinitiative@gmail.com. Comments will not necessarily be replied to. 

              

“Using tools from Communication Behind Bars, if a person truly… 

opens up, that person can…find healing and forgiveness…” 

     -Michael Jenkins, DCCC Graduate of Communication Behind Bars 

 

“Researchers contend that inmate behavior is likely to improve when inmates discover the associations between behavior and its 

positive or negative consequences” —Toch and Adams & Grant (1989) Coping: Maladaption in Prisons. New Brunswick, 

NJ. Transaction Pub.  
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ANONYMOUS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Thank you for participating in the sociological guide book Communication Behind Bars.  
Your insightful comments and acute questions will aid in making the next edition of 
Communication Behind Bars an even bigger success.  We have one more request of you: that you 
answer the following questions honestly and candidly.  Your answers to these questions will 
help further the mission of the authors and publisher of this guide book to promote 
communication.  We ask that you do not put your name on these questionnaires.  We want you 
to remain anonymous.  Thank you for your help. 

 

1. Age: 2. Race: 

3. Crime for which you were convicted: 4. County where you lived: 

5. County where you were convicted: 6. Amount of time you were given: 

7. Rate your facilitator on a scale of 1 to 10 (10 being the highest grade): 

 

If you would like to give us permission to use your name and comments in a future 

edition of this publication, Communication Behind Bars sign and date below: 

 

 

Anonymous Comments: 

 

 

 

             
Name        Date 

 


