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© Ask any veteran corrections official what the most™

/  difficult challenge associated with inmate manage-

ment is today and you consistently will hear of their
problems in controlling inmate gangs/Nearly all of

“$hHo Ticgative issues mvolved with inmate manage-
ment revolve areund race, drugs, power, and protec-
tion; the commeon factor that makes these always
worrisome issues into major concerns is often gang
affiffation.

Although all senior administrators are quick to say
that these security threat groups (STGs) represent
daily challenges within their walls and fences, several
jurisdictions have developed excellent strategies to
help neutralize the influence of major players and
ieaders of their gangs. These policies have developed
over time and represent more of an evolution and
adaptation of workabile solutions rather than over-
night wholesale changes that have solved this press-
ing source of institutional turmoil and ferment. This
article will review the strategies of seven correctional
systems and will highlight what cach agency believes
to be the key to its positive results,

The significant finding for all seven agencies has
been the importance of the agency’s commitment to
take a firm stand in dealing with inmate gangs. In
cach case, the agency-specific strategy has evolved
and changed over time. With each change, the policy
development and implementation process was re-
viewed fulty and completely, approved, and moni-
tored closely by correctional administrators at the
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most senior level of the agency; all correctional lead-
ers who were intervicwed slated they believe this Lo
be very important. As clearly emphasized by Dale
Welling, Executive Director of the National Major
Gang Task Force, without the support and active in-
volvement of executive level statl of the agency, an
“STG/ gang program will be doomed to faifure” (Well-
ing, 2000, p. L).

Why do group alffiliations create so much problem
within a penal enviromment? Even il they were not
engaged in activities of nefarious intent, groupings in
a prison or jail can quickly represent a valid threat to
individual staff members who are exercising their as-
signed supervisory respounsibilities. Dealing with
groups “inside” is a daunting task; it is difficult for an
experienced correctionat officer and intimidating for
a new or less secure staffer. Giving orders or correct-
ing behavior is difficult enough when one has to deal
with a verbally or physicaily aggressive inmate, but
when a member of the staff has to deal with the dy-
namics associated with this same person in a group
setting, the interaction can become downright tense.

Having spent 32 vears in adult corrections within
state and federal agencies, it is fair to say that I spent
an inerdinate amount of dme planning, impiement-
ing, and assessing institutional policy in terms of how
it impacted stalf/inmate lives and whether it was ef-
fective. As a junior staff member, department head,
Warden, and Assistant/Regional Director for the Fed-
eral Bureau of Prisons, 1 clearly understood that
nearly all policy issues impacted staff and inmates.
The latter group and their acceptance of policy
change were always greatly influenced by inmate
population sub-groupings, especially the organized
prison gangs. In short, institutional management is
affected in eritical wavs by how the facility staft con-
trot the influence of these inmate groups.

Method of Gathering Data

Six of the seven agencies—California Department
of Corrections (CDC), Texas Department of Correc-
tions (TDC), Federal Bureaun of Prisons, New York
Department of Correctional Services (NYDCS),
Florida Department of Corrections, and Ohio De-
partment of Rehabilitation and Correction—were se-
lected for review in this article as the largest correc-
tional systems in the United States (Camp & Camp,
1998) and as they each have successtul gang control
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models. The seventh, Connecticut, was added as a
functioning exemplar of a gang management pro-
gram. The individuals interviewed from each agency
were the senior leaders of their crganizations—Di-
rectors or Commissicners—and other significant
staff members responsible for management of in-
mate gang tracking and program responsibilities.

These agencies have larger numbers of inmate
§TGs. In sheer numbers, they may not be representa-
tive of the majority of correctional systems. Never-
theless, the principles they follow, while diverse, are
important factors in the management of any nstitu-
tional gang problem. The various strategies they es-
pouse certainly will apply to all prison systems, large
and small.

Defining Prison Security Threat Groups

What do prison and jail authorities mean by the
term gang? Webster's dictivnary defines a gang as a
“aroup of people associated together in some way;
specifically, a group of workers directed by a fore-
man, or an organized group of criminals” (Webster's
New World Dictionary of American English, 1988).

While even the most casual ebserver on the street
may not confuse a group of workers with a criminal
gang, within a correctional envirenment these two
eroups may be one and the same. While acceptable
social and working groups as well as criminally ori-
ented groups all are found in the same neighbor-
hoods and correctional facilities, in reality there is a
substantial difference between these two categories.

Criminal gangs are a significant subset of social or
work groupings and differ in that their raison d'éue is
centered around illegal behavior. The group may
have ariginally formed for social, safety, economical,
or recreational purpaeses, but deteriorated at some
point to illegal behavior as their focus—this is what
defined their transition from social collective to gang.
Their criminal involvement has become the center of
the group’s purpose and the core of activity.

Gang membership is often derived from past
friendships and associations, and also requires ac-
ceptance of the gang’s values and beliefs, “Very little
is known firsthand about how inmates become
members of gangs, except when gang membership is
divectly refated to street gang membership” (Camp &
Camp, 1985, p. ix).

Gangs have traditionally been categorized as
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gthnically and racially pure (Suttles, 1968). White,
back, Hispanic, and Asian groups have often banded
tagether for safety and to further their racist philoso-
phies. While researchers and law enforcement per-
sonnel now report a newer rend in many communi-
ties that is known as “rainbow gangs” {Landre, Miller,
& Parter, 1997), in the correctional setting the STGs of
major significance are separately composed of one
race and some groups are “homies” from the same
geographical neighborhood,

Researchers have added several other important
characteristics to the criteria before a group can be
considered a gang. Martin Jankowski adds the degree
of organization of the group as a significant factor in
his classification definition. He believes defined roles
and control of the rank and file members are signifi-
cant issues that define a gang. Jankowski also adds
that a gang is “an organization composed of indi-
viduals who possess defiant individualist character-
istics—that is to say, a gang is organized deflant indi-
vidualism” (Jankowski, 1991, p. 29).

Today's street gangs are becoming tomorrow’s
prison gangs. Institutional managers repost that the
“drive-py shooting mentality” has moved into the
prisons and jails as the young offenders have been
convicted of various gang-related effenses. Law en-
forcement and correctional agencies are dealing with
individuals who are morc violent, organized, and so-
phisticated. Gangs have a well-established commu-
nication system between incarcerated prisoners, in-
stitutions, and illicit activity in the community.

Researchers are generally clear on the differentia-
tion between a street gang and a prison gang. Curry
and Decker distinguish them by highlighting those
gangs within the institutional setting as being more
organized and more disciplined than their counter-
parts in the community. They note that there are
refationships between the two groupings, but “it is
not a seamless move from one to the other, and the
differences can be quite profound” (Curry & Decker,
1998, p. 134).

Knox has developed a typology that also focuses on
the organization and structure of the group (Knox,
1998). While gangs will vary a great deal with this
stement, he stresses that the organizational develop-
ment is the key factor in this classification scheme.
Within the overall consideration of organizational
sophistication, gangs that we find in the prison envi-

ronment seem to be significantly more problematicif
they have a strong, connected, central leadership
structure that controls the membership. This is cer-
tainly the case as one considers the extreme differ-
ences between, for example, the various Crips fac-
tions found in prisons across the country aend the
Aryan Brotherhood (AB).

Some prison gangs, siech as the Crips, are really just
transplanted individual street gangs that happen to
be confined at the moment. Others, like the Aryan
Brotherhood, were conceived within prison walls
and fences and have a centralized authority in their
three-member commission. Whereas the Crips and
similarly situated gangs have virtually no leadership
commanality or operational continuity between
separaie factions within neighborhoods, cities, or
separate correctional facilities, the Aryan Brother-
heod has a tightly controlled national structure that
is extremely responsive to the leadership figures. This
is truc even when they are dispersed across the pris-
ons of the country.

Also differentiating institutional gangs from their
street counterparts, the most sophisticated prison
gangs are further defined by their “blood-in, biood-
out” criterion for membership. This code requires a
“wannabe” candidate to kill a target specified by the
gang leadership in ovder to qualify for imitiation. Fur-
ther, many prison gang members believe that once
the individual is “made”, he is made for life; the only
way out is death. Fong, Vogel, and Buentello’s (1985)
research within the Texas Department of Corrections
found a widespread gang belief that walking away
from group membership carried deadly ramifica-
tions (Fong et al., 1995). The imprisoned community,
often a large group within a contained area, is ex-
tremely aware of tensions, disputes, and il will. Itis
simply hard to break away from those with whom
one has been deeply connected. Even within multi-
institution penal systems, it is difficult for a defector
to hide from his former asseciates.

All this said, correctional administrators do not
spend a great deal of time worrying about the differ-
ence between street gangs and prison gangs, or how
they originated. What js significant today is the staff’s
ability to control prison gangs’ potential ability to
disrupt prison and jail operations (Fleisher & Rison,
1999). The presence of gangs has a colossal impact on
other inmates and, if not checked, has major implica-



tions for institution security and order,
Correctional Strategies

Prison gang violence and related criminal behavior
have been managemeni concerns since the esarliest
gangs developed in the California Youth Authority in
the 1950s. Gang managemerntin correctional settings
has evolved and shifted over the years, but all juris-
dictions today continue to utilize vartants of two phi-
losophics: suppressien and intervention.

Suppression is always the first tactic as correc-
tional personnel struggle to maintain discipline and
control over what can best be viewed as a population
of dangerous, violence-prone, often sophisticated
criminal personalities. The control of street and
prison gangs while they are confined requires the
identification of individual members, a system
track their individual and collective behavior, and
interruption of their negative influence by placing
them in a Special Housing Unit (SHU) if their con-
duct becomes a problem. This is the predominant
means of dealing with disruptive inmates in the
prison and jail setting and is the model in place in
nearly cvery correctional jurisdiction.

Gang programs, of strategies to offer “a way out” of
the criminal organization, have a checkered history
of success in the community. All began with good
intentions, but those programs thal empowered
former gang members and did not exercise appropri-
ate organizational control have deteriorated as the
gang members demonstrated their ability to steer the
program and its funding into illegal or immoral ac-
tivities (Madden, 1993).

Intervention programs, semetimes referred to as
“deganging,” have been in existence for many vears,
predominantly in youth offender facilities, but only
recently have been devcloped by a faw adult correc-
tional agencies as a major strategy for attacking the
structure of the STGS.

Those correctional jurisdictions that have man-
aged to involve affiliated inmates in programs de-
signed to educate the offender and to eventually lead
the participants to renounce thelr gang membership
have found some success. Prisoners given no choices
other than to participate in the program and then
“opt out” have occasionally been willing to make this
pold change. Critics argue that this purported change

Prison Interventions 13

is situational and enly a means of manipulating their
way out of lock-down status; proponents counter
with, “So what? Their behavior within the prisan set-
ting has been modified.” While these programs arc
still relatively new, the jurisdictions attempting to
use them are confident the programs are serving
their intended purpose.

Institutional-baged gang programs tend (o utilize
general education efforts mixed with specific cogni-
tive-behavioral interventions., Gangs are generally
perceived as an extended family, and interventions
follow a multi-moedal approach. Education programs
usually involve the typical remedial and adult basic
education offerings, as well as information geared to
raise the individual’slevel of awareness of illegal sub-
stance abuse issues and victimization. Other impor-
tant programmaltic elements require gang members
to participate in social cognition enhancement; this
is achieved with role playing, self-conirel improve-
ment, moral reasoning development, drug treat-
ment, and other forms of social problem sclving
(Hollin, 1993). Programs emphasize the develop-
ment of trust between inmates and staff as well as
among the inmates in the intervention cohert. The
typical aduft prison gang treatment model relies less
on educational and confrontational approaches, and
more on individuat and small group counscling.

Although many still debate the merits and effec-
tivencss of correctional intervention and treatment
designed to change any behavior of convicted of-
fenders, there have been a number of studies gencr-
ated in the last decade that have documented posi-
tive results. Schelars have clearly identified that
programs focused on cognitive behavioral change
have had good outcomes (Andrews, Zinger, Hoge,
Bonta, Gendreau, & Cullen, 1990). This meta-analysis
assessment spanned numerous jurisdictions and
various correctional programs; the positive resulls
secem to be a result of effort spent targeting an
individual’s criminogenic factors (criminal beliefs
and values, inmate attitudes, and criminal associa-
tions). This information can be very helpful in the
design of gang intervention programs in the prison
and jail setting, The National Institute of Corrections
has published a terrific anthology of many such stud-
ies and is commended as an important refercnce
point for those developing an institutional-hased
program designed to change gang beliefs and asso-
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ciations {National Institute of Corrections, 1999).
However, as some wags have offered, vou have to be
able to identify them before you can deal with them.

Recognition of Group Members

Hardcore bad guys are fairly recognizable by their
actions and activities. Within the correctional set-
ting, staff as well as inmates can recognize a deviant
group in a reasonable time period. Ghserved behav-
ior is the key to this identification. “Our staff are
rather skilled at identifying those inmates who ‘run
with’ the negarive element of our populations in the
various institutions,” said Michael B. Cooksey, Assis-
tant Director of the Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP).
“we work hard to train all personnel to observe in-
mate behavior and to report changes in individual or
group conduct” (Personal communication, May 4,
2000). The agency relies upon admitied friendship
and affiliation, tattoos, personal possessions, media
reports, documentation from other correctional
agencies, and-—most importanily—observations of
trained staff in terms of who the individual inmate
associates with, who he writes and telephones, and
the flow of financial transactions to and from his in-
stitutional account.

Commissioner john Armstrong, Connecticut De-
partment of Correction (DOC), also credits the suc-
cess of their gang control program to law enforce-
ment personnel observations and alertness. Iniriai
information about gang membership is often re-
ceived prior to the comumitment of the prisoner from
a statewide police network and through presentence
investigations by probation and parole staff. “Our
success to date has been a product of interagency
cooperation. The Department of Correction receives
vaiid street infermation about an individual’s group
affiliation and, in turn, our staff notifies local police
and parole officials of the impending release of those
offenders who have any gang history” (Personal com-
munication, Apeil 17, 2000,

In fact, five states in the Northeast United States——
Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York, Rhode Is-
land, and Vermont—recently have joined together to
create the Northeast Gang Intelligence System. They
have developed a multiuse database and made it
available to any criminal justice agency. This out-
standing systemn is available on a 24-hour basis and
permits any member jurisdiction to search the data-

base for individual information (photographs, nick-
names, affiliation), research information contained
in the reference library, and a butletin board for que-
ries and other postings. This relatively new program
is unique in that it is inexpensive yet available when
users need data on short notice and during off hours
(Gaseau, 2000).

The BOP hosts a joint operation knowi as the Sac-
ramento Intelligence Unit (SIU) that is staffed by the
BOP, the U.S. Marshals Service, and Federal Proba-
tion. The unit supports all federal agencies and pro-
vides a direct liaison with hundreds of state and local
law enforcement and correctional agencies. The SIU
was created in 1999 to provide a central intelligence
repository for STGs and others that present the po-
tential for significant threat to institutional and pub-
lic safety. The operational inteiligence and direct in-
vestigation support offered by this office have been
credited by many as an exceptionally important re-
source to correctional officials as staff struggle to
identify and wrack organized inmate criminal activity
both in and out of the penal environment.

in thelast 2 vears, the BOP also has assigned intelli-
gence staff members to external Haison positions that
have heen developed to enhance communication
between and among their agency, the Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBT), and various federal, state, and
local strike force teams. They have worked closely
with the FBY's Safe Streets Initiatives and believe the
information gathered during the early stages of
criminal investigations as weli as during the prosecu-
tion process has been extremely helpful. This sharing
of respurces has gready improved the intelligence
available to BOP prior to the gang member arriving at
the front door of the designated institution of con-
finement.

1t is clear that open communication and sharing of
information between state and federal prison juris-
dictions as well as between correctional systems and
community police organizations are very important
aspects of effective gang member identification and
management, Gungs are multijurisdictional, often
very organized, and have efficient communication
systems, Government agencies must develop these
same attributes. Programs designed to manage and
control §TGs and gangs must be able to cross tradi-
tional lines of political jurisdiction (Committee on
Youth Report to the Florida House of Representa-
tives, 1987). Prisons and jails benefit immensely from



police strect intelligence and pre-sentence report in-
formation; credible data about an individual’s asso-
clation that is available upon his or her admission
promotes a much more effective gang management
strategy. Conversely, community taw enforcement
activity is enhanced greatly if the federal, state, and
local gendarmes are given an appropriate and timely
notification prior to the inmate’s release and have
access to summary information compiled during his
or her confinerment.

intelligence: A Two-Way Street

Correctional staff have been gathering and compil-
ing information regarding their clients for hundreds
of years. The bulk of these data are gbout specific
prisoners and the information usually is utilized for
very specific classification and case management
purposes related to institutional admission, classifi-
cation, pregram planning, and release functions.
Historically, this inmate-specific knowledge has
been a paper product and not easily organized into a
useable compilation of information that can be used
for intelligence purposes regarding groups of in-
mates. In the past 20 vears, this situation has
changed in many jurisdictions and the modern “age
of information” has been adopted slowly by prison
and jail administrators. With current databases and
powerful software, computers have made a huge dif-
ference in the ahility of personnel to collect, orga-
nize, and search for specific groups and individuals
that pose a threat.

This is key to an agency's ability 1o successfully
control group threats to the good order of a prison or
jail. Information must be accurately coliected, orga-
nized, and securely stored and then be made avail-
able on demand by those responsible for inmate
management, Intelligence must flow to all users
within the correctional system within a timely man-
ner. This “intelligence cycle” will ensure that raw in-
formation is verified and made available to policy

Correctional staff have been gathering
and compiling information regarding

their clients for hundreds of years.
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makers to use in decision making and action
({Godwin, 1999).

While the scurces of information are endless and
the data points often unverified, it falls to the central
intellipence processing unit to sort the intelligence
stream into a systematic and orderly database with
honest attribution as to what is verified and credible:
finished intelligence. This information management
process requires a knowledgeable staffer to evaluate
and analyze the raw input, sort it into its proper
venue and context in appropriate files, and add itto
the database. The analyst is obviously an impeortant
cog in this machine as this individual is charged with
integrating unrelated bits and pieces of information
from many sources. These data peints form the all-
important “big picture” and subsequently permit the
analyst to assess new events and draw logical conclu-
sions. Senior management officials must ascertain
that bright and organized individuals are placed in
these important analyst positions.

The crux of a successful gang management pro-
gram is intelligence flowing from field sources to the
ceniral inteltigence unit followed by good analysis
redirected back to institutional leaders and security
stafl. Sirategic intelligence that is valuable to man-
agement staff is timely, relevant, refiable, and valid.
Institutional executives need information that they
can count on. This is the payback that follows the
phenomenal amount of staff time and energy that
went inte training personnel and channeling the raw
institutional intelligence observations to the central
intelligence unit. The NYDCS has an exceilent model
in place in which local institution security staff sub-
mit daily Unusua! Incident Reperts to the
department’s central office. These reports, as well as
other key intelligence data (number of assaults,
amount of commissary sales data, numbers and
types of inmate grievances, etc), are analyzed rou-
tinely, Summary information is provided daily to the
commissioner and senior staff members. Addition-
ally, weekly Early Warning Alext reports are transmit-
ted electronically from the central office to New York
wardens to provide them and their staff with current
information regarding significant trends that have
been noted (James Flateau, Director of Public Infos-
mation, New York Department of Correctional Ser-
vices, personal communication, April 20, 2000),

The CDC, the largest correctional agency in the
United States, has another good example of an
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institution intelligence process. The CDC devotes 75
intelligence staff to gathering and verifying inmate-
related information. These staffers are assigned to
gach institution, parole field offices, additional law
enforcement field units, and the Sacramento CDEC
Headquarters. The California system is unigiie in
thatits own investigative staff work both CDC institu-
tions and the streets. As the CDC has parole supervi-
sion responsibilities, the crossover of intelligence
from the free communities to the state prisens is very
open. Brian Parry, California’s Assistant Director of
the Law Enforcement and Investigations Unit, has
spent 18 years in this CDC unit. He comments that
“you need a structured intelligence system in place n
order to keep up with these organized groups. The
gangs constantly change their inter- and intra-group
alliances and sporadically change their modes of op-
eration. With such fuid gang operations, it is impor-
tant that staff are tracking the latest intelligence”
{personal communication, April 24, 2600).

The various correctional jurisdictions throughout
the United States each offer different perspectives
and strategies for dealing with STGs. It may be help-
ful to review what some of the larger comectionat
systems in the United States have changed in recent
vears in their operational strategies for dealing with
STGs.

California Department of Corrections

When it comes to raw numbers, the California De-
partment of Corrections has the dubious distinction
of holding the largest group of gang-affiliated offend-
ers. Tis most recent survey indicates it tracks approxi-
mately 100,000 gang members, or nearly one of every
three prisoners (B. Party, personal communication,
April 24, 2000). California institutions are the birth-
place of several $1Gs. As the prison gangs became a
dominant force in the 1970s, California initially de-
veloped a policy of separation for the dillerent
groups; they collectively placed separate, warting
groups in different yards. For example, the Aryan
Brotherhood was housed at San Quentin, the Black
Guerrilla Family and Mexican Mafia at Folsom, and
La Nuestra Familia (Northern Structure} was housed
at Deuel Vocational Institute and Soledad.

California recognized & trend of increasing vio-
lence and modified its gang management procedures
in the early 1980s by shifting strategy to integrated

yards. It found this resuited in less violence and pro-
vided less recognition of the gang membership and
their ieaders. However, despite the improvement,
the inmates affiliated with these STGs continued
their negative pressure and activities and the leader-
ship for the CDC came to the beiief that validated
gang members had to be segregated from the open
institutions.

In the late 1980s, California authorities again
shifted course and directed that all confirmed gang
members be placed in the newly developed SHUs
opened at Pelican Bay, Corcoran, and, morerecently,
at Tehachapie. Validated members are designated to
these special units for the duration of their confine-
ment. They are offered the apportunity to participate
in a debriefing program that is designed to separate
these prisoners from their chosen destructive
lifestyle, and they eventually are given the choice of
gang renunciation. California’s SHUs haverecciveda
great deal of federal court oversight and a recent
court case, Castillo v. CDC, permits an inactive gang
member to disassociate from the gangs. This legal
opinion specified il an inmate has been inactive fora
specified period of time, he or she is not required to
renounce that affiliation. These offenders are re-
viewed carefully and then given the opportunity for
placement in an open maximum-security prison for
a period of observation.

Cal Terhune, the retired veteran director of the
sprawling CDC, is a leader who believes in allowing
his experienced staff the room to do their work, But
he stays abreast of key issues through the use of max-
agement indicators. One of the programs from which
he receives regular daily briefings is the Special Ser-
vice Unit, the office that is responsible for gang intel-
ligence throughout the system. This Law Enforce-
ment and Investigations Unit meets with the director
and deputy director early every morning to update
the exccutive staff on serious incidents and any gang-
related activity. This information is gathered and
analyzed carcfully by this staff. As previously noted,
the department’s intelligence network strives to
cover all bases of gang involvement, both inside its
institutions as well as monitoring those on parole in
their home communities. Terhune notes:

Gur histery speaks very cleaily about the tremendous im-
pact that street and prison gangs have had on those of us in
the corrections business. Organized groups are a major
factor for professionals in the penal institution manage-



ment business; gangs drive the level of vinlence—both to-
ward one another and toward our staff. Senior managers
and leaders simply must have a good process in place to
monitor their behavior or we will find owrselves behind the
power curve. This business is very unforgiving and mis-
takes can cost us in a big way (personal communication,
April 23, 26001,

Texas Department of Corrections

As the second largest correctional system in the
United States, the vast Texas Department of Correc-
tions (TDC) has been through some difficult times
with violent and difficult prisoners. As the TRC went
through a transition from its old inmate “tender” sys-
tem to today’s staff-run correctional environment, it
experienced a very high level of assaults and homi-
cides. The inmate tenders—inmates that were used
by the old TDC to keep order and assist with the
supervision of other prisoners—were dismantled by
new leadership but the change came slowly and with
great trauma. Between January 1984 and September
1985, 52 prisoners were killed at the hands of other
inmates (Newsweek, 1986). The Texas correctional
system had earned a tough reputation as a severely
overcrowded and vielent department.

I essence, the TDC entered the fray and took a
strong role in reestablishing staff control over the 27
prisons that made up the system at that time. The
prison gangs that had scized the power during the
transition period were locked up and separated from
the rest of the system. Up untif this time, the TDChad
not acknowledged that it had a “gang problem.” In
point of fact, as the leadership and line staff of the
department took a strong stand in 1985, the TDC
turned the corner and began to proactively manage
its STGs. Over time. the department has become
much more sophisticated in its procedures and even-
tually developed a confirmation process in its 5TG
procedures that has been court challenged and ap-
proved. The gang identification: and validation effort
in Texas relies upon designated full-time intelligence
staff al cach prison, each regional office, and the cen-
trat office.

The individuals thal make up the §TGs are, once
confirmed, placed in a long-term SHU. Inmates re-
main in this status unless they choose o renounce
their gang status. To promote the prisoners’ decision
to walk away from their affiliation, they are offered
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protection and placement at a “safe harbor” institu-
tion. This designated lacility is generally one of the
lighter facilitics within the TDC nelwork of institu-
tions. To date, the inmates that have renounced STG
membership predominantly have been of groups
that are not considered to be “blood in, blood cut.”

Director Wayne Scott and his executive staff meet
with TDC intelligence staff once each week Lo review
new information and to discuss developing security
threat group issues. They also are in constant touch
with the TDC Emergency Action Center, & 24-hour!/
day, 7-day/week operation that is the central repori-
ing system for any incident that occurs throughout
the state prison realim. This central control center
also serves as the data bank for tracking key indicator
data that relate to Texas STGs and other disruptive
inmate-related incidents. Divector Scott stated “we
take gangs very seriously in Texas; we monitor them
closely and take swift action when it is appropriate to
do so” (personal communication, April 25, 2000).

Federal Bureau of Prisons

The BOP carefully has identified and monitored its
§TGs since the 1970s—rno small task as the agency is
the third largest in the country and currently is re-
sponsible for more than 140,008 cffenders. All staffin
alt institutions are trained to observe inmate behav-
jot and pass observations of unusual behavior on to
ihe Special Investigation Supervisor at their local fa-
cility. When a prisoner is confirmed focally as a mem-
ber of one of the STGs, he is monitored carefully
throughout the duration of his confinement.

If an STG becomes a significant problem to institu-
tion staff, the group’s status collectively can be up-
graded from STG to « higher level known as a distup-
tive group (DG). This process is accomplished when
the intelligence staff analysts find that the group’s
rate of involvernent in serious disciplinary matters
reaches a critical level. This “threat index” is a valid
method of identifying which inmate gangs demon-
strate more violent and threatening behavior. These
threat indexes offer a reasonable means of compar-
ing a specific group with avandom sampie of inmates
from the general population. The analysts report any
significant group’s index increase to the assistant di-
cectar for correctional programs and, if warranted,
the group is elevated from STG to DG status. Among
other results of this classification change, BOP policy
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mandates that all members of these federal DGs are
classified appropriately and confined only at high-
sccurity U.S. penitentiaries.

In the last 2 years, the bureau has been placing the
icadership of verified DGs at their penitentiaries at
Marion, Iinois, and Florence, Coloradeo. The BOP is
now in the process of developing & new program at
the 1.8, penitentiary, Marion, illinois, that has been
designed to work with violent and predatory prison-
ers as well as gang-affiliated inmates that have been
transferred from other federal penitentiaries across
the nation. This program, entitied The Enhanced
CODE (Challenge, Opportunity, Discipline, and Eth-
ics) Program, is intended to modify the individual's
assaultive and drug-oriented identity. The goal is to
replace negative group affiliation with involvement
in pro-social behaviors.

The BOP is attempting to buiid on its successiul
program model that has been very effective in its
drug treatment programs. Research has demon-
strated thal prisoners who complete a residential
drug treatment program receive fewer misconduct
reports after care and that, in the short term, this
treatment program reduces recidivism and drug use
among the program graduates. The agency believes
that similar program elements will be effective in
modifying the negative associations of inmates with
STGs. Research has demonstrated that this cognitive
restructuring model has had positive impact on in-
mates’ lives and these results have been confirmed in
several correctional agencies.

This Enhanced CODE Program, currentty in an
early development stage, is a unit-based residential
treatment program that emphasizes sirict contrel of
participants and the acquisition of positive social val-
ues and a non-criminal lifestyle. Inmates in the pro-
gram are expected to deal honestly with their crimi-
nal thinking and criminal behavior, their attraction
to violence, and their vietimization of others. Within
this approach that is designed for a minimum dura-
tion of 3 years and 1,000 hours, gang-associated plis-
oners will work their way through three phases that
emphasize values development, criminal lifestyle
negativity, violence intervention, victim impact in-
struction, cognitive skills restructuring, and relapse
prevention.

‘The veteran psychologist and program director at
Marion, Dr. Michael Ahrens, noted that the mental
heaith intervention in the treatment of prison gangs

has been very limited in the past: “While several
states have been pioneers in this effort and have
made remarkable progress in the control of gang vio-
ience, there seems to have been no clear theoretical
hasis on how best to treat gang-affiliated inmates.
Generaily, a harm reduction modet has been seen as
the intervention goal” (personal communication,
April 28, 2000). The BOP hopes to expand on the
program models that have been developed success-
fully by several states to date.

Program development of this unique approach has
been crafted carvefully by the executive stafl of the
BOP, a smail group of senior managers composed of
the director, assistant directors, and regional direc-
tors for the entire agency. They worked closely with a
focused work group that involved a number of war-
dens, psychologists, and others with expertise with
the most aggressive and violent inmates in the fed-
eral system. The program will be monitored closely
by the agency leaders, the warden and stall at the
Marion facility, and the BOP's rescarch team.

New York Department of Correctional
Services

The state of New York, with the fourth largest in-
mate population in the country, has dealt with orga-
nized inmate misbehavior in a traditonal manner
that is somewhat different from other jurisdictions.
Commissionet Glenn Goord, a veteran of 26 years
with the department and chief executive officer for
the past 4 vears, stated the NYDCS has known of
organized gang issues for many years:

We recognized the gang presence many years ag; we know
that we have gang problems, bul in the process of recogniz-
ing and dealing with the problem, we do not want (o em-
power the affiliated inmates. We believe ary group of in-
mates under any umbrella can have an extremely negative
effect on our institutional environments, We don't think
it's important to label them ... we simply do not want to
allow gry group to control others. If they demonstrate indi-
vidual or group behaviors that are against our regulations,
we document the behavior and take individual disciplinary
action (persenal communication, April 20, 2000).

Simply stated, New York’s senior leadership has
developed control procedures to address individual
behavior. Commissioner Goord noted that their mi-
nority population is very high—ncarly 83 percent of
the prison population—and each ethnic group has



many subcultures. The department sees this as a
delicate issue and does not get concerned with
groups of one race gathering together. It does, how-
ever, expect staff to react if any group’s behavior be-
comes problematic.

The agency Director of Public Information, James
Flateau, emphatically noted that the department
works very hard at not empowering any of the prison
gangs. If representatives of the media seek informa-
tion on the state’s STGs, the agency will not release
these data. “We will not discuss numbers outside of
the prison system. We acknowledge that street gangs
may viclate the law and are sanctioned with confine-
ment; obviously, we take them inte cur system, We
will monitor their behavior., but treat them as we
would any other offender” (perscnal communica-
tion, April 28, 2600),

The executive leadership of the NYDCS stated they
are careful to delegate inmate monitoring and the
responsibility for intelligence gathering to the lowest
possible level They noted that they expect line staff
to identify and confirm any incidence of negative,
organized group activity. The commissioner stressed
that the agency senior managers—irom the commis-
sioner to the wardens—stay visibly in the informa-
tion loop. As with other jurisdictions, the NYDCS se-
nior staffl are very clear that management of any
disruptive group must be a priority of staff at the
most senior level of the agency.

Florida Department of Corrections

As the fifth largest prison system In the United
States, the Florida DOC has a relatively small number
of prison gang members. Florida currently has classi-
fied approximately 4,000 inmates cut of a total popu-
lation of 73,000 as members of STGs (Cory Godwin,
Vice chakr, State Classilication Office, Florida 3OG,
personal communication, May 2, 2000}, The DOC
utilizes a strict validation criterion te conlirm gang
membership and belicves this accounts for its
smailer numbers.

Marta Villacorta, Regional Director for the DOC's
Region IV, stressed that Florida has developed a solid
information base that is computerized and func-
tioral (personal communication, May 4, 2000}, The
nrocess begins at the state reception centers and fo-
cuses on early identification of gang members. Gang
members are not placed immediately in SHUs but
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are given the chance to adjust appropriately in the
open population. Florida's gang management pro-
gram is behavioral based and if the affiliated offender
hecomes a problem, the staff move to limit the
inmate’s contact with others by locking the inmate
dowrn,

As part of her emphasis on inportant prison is-
sues, Villacorta asks her wardens to reference consis-
tently the key management indicators that reflect
day-to-day operations of maiters ranging from bud-
get ta STGs. The department receives monthly intel-
ligence data from its central office, and these data are
key for tocal staff to track affiliated prisoners closely.
Wardens are asked to ensure their staff are carefully
observing inmates who are known to be gang affili-
ated.

Florida recently has received federal drug-fice
grant money and has used this funding to develop a
new link analysis program to assist them with gang
tracking and to facilitate the organization of a broad
range of inmate data. Although still in the develop-
ment stage, this new analytical tool will enable
Florida staff to couple such diverse information
streams as inmate financial accounts, inmate visitor
records, inmate telephone data, and offender disci-
plinary records and will connect this information to
the Department’s $TG database. Godwin said he be-
Heves this linkage will be extremely helpful to its
overzll gang management program (personal com-
muication, May 2, 2000).

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and
Correction

As in Connecticut, the leadership emphasis that
has created programmatic changes in how the cor-
rectional agency treats and handles inmate gangs
started at the top of the organization. Beginning in
the earfy 1990s, the leadership of the Ohio Depart-
ment of Rehabilitation and Correction (DRC) recog-
nized that institution and street gangs were becom-
ing 4 problem within the department. The director,
Dr. Reginald A. Wilkinson, and his executive staff be-
gan to focus seriously on the problem of gang distup-
tion in 1992, This was a major task given the size of
Ohio corrections; the depariment is the sixth largest
state correctional agency in the United States.

Staff of the agency admit today that prior to the
collection and analysis of key gang data. they were
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“in denial” and did not believe they had a serious
problem. In the words of Wilkinson, “we thought
gangs were an issuc on the East Coast and on the
West Coast ... not here in the heartland” (personal
communication, April 12, 2000). Yet the reality of the
organization of negative inmate activity was recog-
nized and the Ohio DRC began to gather information
an gang members and to organize a functional data-
base. As the department began to develop and refine
jts approach (o gang control, the agency was rocked
with a major institution disturbance at its maximum
security facility at Lucasville. The 11-day hostage
situation and siege ended in tragedy when rioting
prisoners murdered Correctional Officer Robert
Vallandingham and nine inmates. Subsequent inves-
tigation of this terrible event found that gang leader-
ship played a major role in the planning of the riot
and in the negotiations that followed during the dis-
turbance.

This gang-organized crisis created an urgent sensi-
tivity to the need to push forward with the identifica-
tion and tracking capability of affiliated offenders
within the department. The DRC collected solid data
and eventually computerized the database, enabling
state officials to track affiliated inmates effectively
throughout the system. The department today prides
itself on competent identification of gang members,
positive tracking of these potential problem-makers,
and proactive interdiction of negative and disruptive
behavior.

The Ohio DRC currently is focusing on improving
the transition of gang-affiliated prisoners from the
institutions to their home communities as they are
released, The department has benefited from key in-
formation from community sources and believes it is
important to return the courtesy to local and state
officials as they must deal with the inmate upon his
or her sentence completion.

Ohio corrections staff alse are contemplating vari-
ous options they can implement to attempt to refo-
cus gang members out of the negative associations
connected with group membership. They e re-
searching the variants of the two models now in use:
renunciation or Zero tolerance.

Director Wilkinson stressed the need for senior
staff leaders to stay involved in the management of
STG members. He emphasized the need for routine
briefings by staff who have day-to-day responsibility
for gang management, and highlighted the impor-

tarce for deputy and assistant directors to stay
abreast of current developments, While quick to dif-
ferentiate between micro-management and execu-
tive leadership interest, Wilkinson strongly supports
the involvement of agency leaders in the gang man-
agement program and in the development and

implementation of new initiatives that deal with this

issue,

The Connecticut Department of
Correction

john Armstrong, Commissioner of the Connecticut
DOC, is very clear when he describes his agency’s
previous gang control policy: "what gang?” He can-
didly admits that the DOC was like nearly every other
correctional agency in following the usual evolution
in the development of a realistic policy of gang con-
trol. It usually shifts from an initial stage of denying
that the agency has any type of gang issuc to a second
stage of reviewing institutionat daia and recognizing
that incidents consistently involve organized, prob-
fematic inmates that are banded together by some
affiliation. The third stage is a reactive stance in
which the agency decision is Lo attempt to neutralize
the known gang leadership. In Connecticut, the DOC
now has moved on to a fourth stage: the department
is engaged in proactively preventing involvemnent in
gang activity. Staff no longer permitany member of a
designated security risk group to participate in con-
gregate activities in any Connecticut penal facility.

Commissioner Armstrong believes that stages two
and three are where most agencies falter; stafl begin
to feel overwhelmed by the magnitude of the prob-
lem. He believes that gang leadership is organized in
a similar fashion to most correctional and law en-
forcement agencies: when the commissioner is “out
of state,” it names an acting commissioner ag do the
STGs, If a gang leader is neutralized by tansfer or

if a gang leader is neutralized by
transfer or long-term lockup, the group

names new leadership; like corrections
officials, they are prepared for
succession.




long-term lockuyp, the group names new leadership,
like corrections officials, they are prepared for suc-
cession. This sense of not being able to permanently
“cut off the head of the snake” creates great frusira-
tion on the part of institutienat leadership. This be-
comes the challenge of correctional leadership; the
agency must be willing te “do what it takes” to con-
tinue te disable the gang organization as il continues
to grow new leaders. “In Connecticug, I et it be
known that we would dedicate whatever number of
cells that it required to lock them down. I it took two,
three, or four prisons, then that’s what we would
commit” {J. Armstrong, personal communication,
April 17, 2000,

The department implemented its program in 1994
by securing in $HUs the gang leadership and their
replacements as they stepped forward. The DOC cre-
ated disincentives for these individuals by curtailing
their access to most privileges and programs. Gang
leaders were provided with constitutionally suffi-
cient conditions, but Bttle more.

Each prison throughout the Connecticut DOC has
specific mtelligence staff who focus on gang activity.
These highly trained specialists work with ali institu-
tional staff 1o chserve inmate groupings, unusual ac-
tivity, and signs of other collective behavior. Staff
from wvarious departments contribute to this data
bank, including those departments that typically are
not associated with gathering intelligenee; for ex-
ample, medical providers look for tattoos and other
markings, education staff observe relationships be-
tween offenders, and so forth, Al information con-
cerning suspecied STG prisoners is forwarded to the
30 s cemtral intelligence unit. Connecticut utilizes
specific oriteria for gang membership validaton but
the presence of a gang within the system does not
mean the gang will be classified as an STG and placed
in the DOC's special gang program. It is {irst neces-
sary that the gang be large enough to be a threat,
demonstrate a propensity for violence, and present
management problems for institutional staff.

When an inmate is highlighted as having affiliated
with a gang. cither as a validated member or simply
as an affiliate, the prisoner is observed carefully by
staff members. The offender is notified that he will be
watched closely and if he presents any sign of active
engagement as a gang member, the DOC personnel
implement their program.

The Connecticut program for gang members is an
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sutstanding example of a functional approach. There
are three phases to the program. The first phase in-
volves total separation of gang associates, and the
inmates eventually are allowed to volunteer for the
“deganging” program. The second phase permits co-
herts of 12 inmates (divided among various groups in
an equal manner) to participate in a highly strue-
tured 3-4 month education agenda. The third phase
inlermixes the gang members in celfs and the indi-
viduals must dernonstrate their abiiity to get along
and rise above their former STG membership. if suc-
cessful, they are permitted to graduate to the general
population.

Key Issues of Gang Management across
Jurisdictions

It is extremely difficuit to define successful inter-
vention in any prisan or iail gang problem. Tt would
be casy to define positive results as a reduction in the
level of violence, but that would niot offer a complete
assessment. It is possible to define success as staff
and inmate attitudes about their safety when work- j
ing or living within the facility but this too would not
orovide the overall data defining the effective neu-
tralization of inmate gangs. In fact, staff from each
jurisdiction interviewed for this article stated their
strategy was working according to these definitions.
But each correctional agency must define success in
accord with its own unique problers and challenges.
What is of critical importance to the widespread Call-
fornia DOC may be of somewhat lesser importance
to a more compact prison system such as that in
Rhode Isiand.

Each correctional jurisdiction first must decide
strategically sopme basic gang managemient issues.
First, will the agency track gang membership or only
focus on individual behavier? Will gang members be
dispersed throughout the agency's institutions or
centralized in one location? If conselidated, what
control measures must be developed to maintain
them in a safe and sccure manner? Will gang mem-
bers be mainstreamed in open population or placed
in separate, segregated housing? Are gang members
to be separated by placing separate STGs at different
institutions?

Each decision required in the development and
refining of a gang management program has a cost
associated with it in terms of budget, staff, and
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facility avatlability. The cost of any special inmate
management program can be high and the resources
associated with 8TG management are huge. On the
other hand, each agency leader interviewed for this
article was clear in his or her belief that the costs of
ignoring negative inmate groups were much higher
than the resources required to face this challenge
proactively.

L L2 L]

Speaking as a former warden and senior correc-
tional administrator, 1 believe very fismly in this prin-
ciple: whatever the boss pays attention to will get
done. The management of gangs/STGs in the correc-
tional environment is critical today and it is impera-
tive that agency leaders develop this key component
of daily operations so the process is clear and work-
ing at all tevels of the organization. Senior staff of an
agency simply must pay attention to the detail and
nuance of this program so subordinates understand
that this is a key responsibility, Mid- and senioxr-level
administrators rmust explain the urgency of all staff
coniributing valid shservations to the central data-
base and being alert to changes that are unusual in
the institutions. [t's not encugh to place this require-
ment in policy and then expect that it will happen.
Those correctional leaders who have developed ex-
geptional programs are the individuals that empha-
size this program on a rcgular basis to their staff.
These individuals receive regular intetligence brief-
ings from their senior staff who collect, analyze, and
distribute this information, and routinely remind
their colleagues of the importance of proactive gang
management activities.

The dyramics of inmzate gangs have changed over
the years and the groups inside are tied to each other
across state and federal jurisdictions. Street gangs
have moved inside and now play a role in many dis-
ruptive events of numerous institutions. Today's
street gangs are tomorrow's prison gangs, and staff at
all levels of correctional organizations must stay on
top of the flow of new information that is so impor-
tant to gang management efforts.

Kathleen Hawk Sawyer, Director of the Federai
BOP, is clear as to the impoertance of the focus of all
senior-level penal administrators in the manage-
ment of these potentially negative groups within the
correctional environment: “This must be a priority

for correctional ieaders at the exccutive level of each
agency. Gang behavior, if not managed effectively,
wilt undermine all of the good things staff are doing
at the institution level. Gang management is a crucial
task that mandates the critical analysis and planning
of high-level staff o a regular basis” (personal com-
munication, April 4, 2000).
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