A Group Dynamics Approach to the Treatment

of Nonconformists in the Navy
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Since 1952 the Navy has bcen_ con-
ducting a research program ! in the prediction and _treatment of military
delinquency. Three questions outline the aims of this program:

What are the personality characteristics of the recruit who will prove
himself a nonconformist? )

With men who demonstrate extreme nonconformity, what are the
characteristics of those who will be able to modify their behavior suf-
ficiently to adjust to the group aspects of military life? L

What is the nature of the process that brings about attitudinal and
behavioral change in the nonconformist so that he is able to meet the

f military life? )
dem;}?i(isr(;port dea{s with a study relevant to the second and third
S.

qllesétr: Elliott, where the research was conduc i lacg of con-
ﬁneﬁm/mwmffm
“have heen courtmartialed. They are confined for offenses ranging erm
asbence without leave (about 85 per cent) to murder, The average period
of confinement s about four months. Between 55 and 60 per cént of tht
men are restored to military duty at the termination of their confinement.

It is often assumed that the man who has offended against a n:nili%zu:y
law is not the same sort of person as the civilian delinquent. While it is
true that the majority of military men are confined for absence off.er}s_cs.
which are not civilian crimes, there is considerable eviden_ce.that civilian
and military delinquent groups of comparable age show similar attitudes

and nonconformity patterns.®

Reprinted from Annals of American Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol.
322, March 1959, pp. 126-135.
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Frame of Reference

The frame of reference for this research program is a theory of se-
quential levels of interpersonal maturity. The case for an interpersonal
relations approach to delinquency has been steadily gaining ground.
Donald Bloch ¥ has described delinquent behavior as an effort to handle
interpersonal anxiety. Croft and Grygier + have been able to show that
the social relationships of truants and juvenile delinquents vary mark-
edly from those of their nontruant and nondelinquent classmates. Gough
and Peterson © and Sarbin ¢ have stressed the delinquent’s inability to
visualize himself in the role of another person. In studying military de-
linquents, Osborn 7 found the main difference between repeated absence
offenders and matched nonoffenders to be an inadequacy in childhood
and adolescent interpersonal relationships for the offender group. The
Camp Elliott Delinquency Potential Scale,® which at the recruit stage
predicts later military delinquency, contains many interpersonal items.
Most of these items relate to what has been called social imperturbability
~——a tendency to deny any involvement with the relationships between
one’s self and others.

Although this frame of reference suggests that delinquent behavior
results from interactions between individuals, the emphasis has been
put on delinquency proneness and what it is within the individual that
he takes with him into interpersonal relationships. This approach has
recently received new emphasis from the methodological work of Cron-
bach.? He has stated that we nced to know much more about the “sets”
that people bring with them into interpersonal situaticns, More needs
to be understood about the nature of the delinquency proneness, in
terms of interpersonal “sets,” before we can study the effect of inter-
personal interactions in determining delinquent behavior. The maturity
levels theory maintains that these “sets” are extremely important. It
further suggests that there are interpersonal problems laden with anxiety
which form the core of the individual’s social understanding in his efforts
to integrate what is happening between himself and others as well as
between others.

Maturity Levels

This theory of interpersonal maturity has been described in detail
elsewhere.1® Seven successive stages of interpersonal maturity char-
acterize psychological development. They range from the least mature,
which resembles the interpersonal intéractions of a newborn infant, to

Py i o T T T
an ideal of social maturity which is seldom or never reached in our

present culture. Each of the seven stages or levels is defined by a crucial
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interpersonal problem which must be solved before further progres}
toward maturity can occur. All persons do not necess:}rxly work their
way through each stage but may become fixed at a particular le'vel. Not
all who are described as immature along this scale will be delinquent,
but it is contended that those who are immature are more likely to find
themselves in difficultics and to be apprehended for delinquency than
are others.

Almost all persons who have grown to adulthood and not progressed
beyond the first maturity level are found in institutions where they have
to be cared for much like infants. Such personalities have not been
found in a military delinquent population. At the other end of t}'xe scale,
maturity leyels 6 and 7 are also not represented in the Camp Elliott pop- _

ulation. The adjustive capacity inherent in these “stages” would almost

preclude delinquent activity. . .
A brief description of the levels of interpersonal maturity which are
found in the population of military delinquents follows: )
Maturity Level 2: The individual whose interpersonal understz}ndmg
and behavior are integrated at this level_i_S_RTim_‘dTilX_i_IMh’_ed.mth_d%
mands that the world take care of him. He sees others solely as “givers .
or "withholders™ am § 116 €O Ton of interpersonal refinement l?e-
yond this. He is unable to explain, understand, or predict the be}'mvmr
or reactions of others. He is not interested in Lhmgs-ouxsxde—bmself_
ﬂﬁwf_ﬂﬂaﬂw&es impulsively, unaware of the
effects of his behavior on others, and is apt fo explode or run away when
frustrated or thwarted. ) ) .
Maturity Tevel 3: The individual who operates at this level is at-
tempting to manipulate his environment in order to get what he.wants‘
Something to do with whethex ar not he gets what he wants. He still
does not differentiate, however, among people except to the e?(tent that
they can of cannot be UseTal fa Al He sces people only as obieets fo be _
manipulated in order to get what he wants. His manipulations may take
the form either of conforming to the rules of whoever seems to have
the power at the moment (“If you can’t lick them, join them;:’) ‘?r of the
type of maneuvering characteristic of a “confidence man (“Make a
sucker out of him before he makes a sucker out of you.”). He tends to

deny having any disturbing feelings or strong emotional involvement in
" Maturity Level 4: An individual whose understanding and behav.lor
are integrated at this Ievel has internalized a set of standards by whlcb
he judges his and others’ behavior, He is aware of the influence gf othe{s
on him and their expectations of him. To a certain extent, he is aware
of the effects of his own behavior on others. He wants to be like thfe
people he admires and may feel guilty abo up to his

internalized standards. Themm .
Quacy and guilt may be hnernili—“m—cms-eﬂ‘m‘wf%

or acted out in antisocial behavior. Because the individual at evel
ends _to be uncomfortable about himself and because he is able to in-
o8 20 D¢ uncomiortable about himsell an

or maintained for the acting-out berson. However, iftense anxiety leads.
e ned for the
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ternalize values, he appears more amenable to treatment than previously
described maturity levels.

Maturity Level 5: A person who functions at this level is able to see
patterns of behavior; he may see himself and others behaving in the
same way in different situations or see a continuity in his past, present,
and future, His perceptions of himself and others are more differentiated
than before. He begins to see others as complex, flexible objects which
cannot be dealt with on the basis of a few single rule-of-thumb proce-
dures. He is aware of many points of view in the world around him and
sees interwoven reasons for behavior., He is able to play different roles
in different situations and is thus more flexible. He is more capable of
establishing and carrying through long-range plans than persons at lower

levels. Delinquency, for a person at this maturity level, is apt to be
situationally determined.

Theory of Treatment

A good deal of pessimism has been expressed regarding the possi-
bility of curing delinquents with our traditional methods of treatment
or psychotherapy, Traditionally, psychotherapy was aimed at helping
the neurotic whose conflicts are internalized, who carries his guilt and
anxiety with him, This kind of neurotic tends to know that he is upset
or uncomfortable. He may, for example, feel afraid, have bad dreams,
or not be able to speak in groups. In contrast, the acting-out personality
tends to dissipate his anxiety before he feels it by running away, striking
out at someone, or having an affair. Since the acting-out person peri-
odically resolves hig uncomfortableness, he abates any felt need for
personality change. Traditional psychotherapeutic methods then are not
appropriate for this kind of personality, since he feels no need to change
and since he most certainly would run away from any therapy relation-
ship which made him feel anxious.

Since almost all delinquents are acting-out personalities, the task in
treat:
correctional situation, which keeps him concerned about and facin his

_problems, in an attempt ¢ Dbring about personality change in him, Ac-

ceptance of a need to change or grow results from

comfortableness. Since this prerequisite for personality change—this
uncomfortableness—is absent or easily dissipated, it needs to be created
e T2 EC

to rigidilen&a.n_lc_wmnnaﬁmmmwhﬂwl
the goal of the treatment program here descri attempt to
crédte in a orrectional situation a program g ey L emp (0
jects miortableness without rigidifying panic.

0!
The Camp Elliott research subjects were placed for six or nine weeks
in groups of twenty in small closed communities called Living Grog

fie_twenty men, with three supervisors, lived together in the same

putting the offender in a nonpanic-producing
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barracks, ate together, worked on a farm as a unit, held classes together',,
m in recreational activities. The group was “closed
not only in the sense that no new members were admitted nor old mem-
bers dismissed, but also in the sense that great effort was made to
eliminate interpersonal dealings with anyone outside the group. The
attempt i interpersonal relation-
ships within the out. Ordinarily in confinemient
institutions there is much opportunity for running away even while .st‘ay-
ing within the fence by getting transferred from job to job or one living
unit to another or running from therapist to therapist. To as great_an
extent as possible, all chances for this kind of acting-out or running
away from anxiety were elimi 4 ]

Many members of this population have been running away from
close relationships all their lives. They may have run away from home,
left school, held jobs for very short periods—and, for our m‘ilitary popu-
lation—85 per cent of them have run away from the military service
and have absence or deserter charges against them. They may never in
their lives have worked through a single interpersonal relationship. They
tend to leave any relationship before it is obvious to them that they have
interpersonal problems.
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SUPERVISORS AND CONSULTANTS

The three supervisors assigned to each Living Group were Marine
noncommissioned officers, all eered for th :
Th’é;’were on a two day out of three duty schedule. Two of the three
supervisors were with the men on the job for half of each day; they h_eld
discussion classes with the men for the other half day. During free time
and evening hours, one of the three supervisors was in the barracks
available to the men for individual or small group “bull sessions.” A psy-.
chologist was assigned to each team of three gupervisors to act as a

Mavaﬂabk to the confinees and super-
¥isors for individual conferences, although every effort was made to

keep as much as possible of the inte i ips_for grou

Each_consultant’s main function was to conduct 90 minute, 5 days
a week group therapy sessions attended by the twenty men and the
stipervisors, These sessions were the heart of the attempt to encourage
social maturing through “forced” working through of the anxiety pro-
vided by the close, continuing interpersonal relationships. The psycholo-
gist’s job was to prevent the challenging uncomfortableness from turn-
Ing into rigidifying panic, yet not to allow subjects to flee the .g:oug..%f__

tori
in the group discussions was the inte i

the group. An attempt was made to creat - mos herc in
which group members were encouraged to notice some interpersona

’ ling of self with others or among others—to notice this interaction
and to bring 1t o the group for discussion.
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For the reader familiar with methods of psychotherapy, six or nine
weeks may seem an impossibly short time in which to bring about per-
sonality change. Without presenting these short periods as ideals, it is

worth remembering That the treatment” here was_a twenty-four hour
A day process, a much more intensive ex erience than is usual in psycho-
therapy, ————————— ———xeetience than is usual in psycho-

The closed Living Groups may be seen as _the primary family situa-
tion revisited. Group therapy has often been likened to a family constel-
lation with the therapist representing a parent and other group members,
the siblings. In the Camp Elliott Living Groups two additional factors
were present which contribute to the analogy, the twenty-four hours a
day together and the “closedness” of the group. One of the characteristics
of the family situation for the young child is that it is a closed system-—
he is trapped in it—he has no other resources. In our closed Living
Groups, the men also could not escape. There is the possibility that inter-

_personal problems which _for some reason could not be worked out in the
T)E inal closed group—the famil -—may worked through on such a
reAtgr_xﬁlj@imTla‘Iry“w‘xm a parent figure 'is perhaps mote able o be
supportive,

Experimental Design

Qver a two-year period, twenty-seven Living Groups were run. During
most of that period three Broups were running simultaneously, one ham:—
M'memaspects of the Living —
Group expericnce were systematically varied in order to measure the
ellect of each aspect on later success of subjects. First, the three super-
visor ms were ranked in order of their predict i in
bringing about reduction in delinquency-prone attitude; this ranking of
the teams was one of the variables in the experimental design.

A second aspect was the level of maturity of the group members. Six
of the groups were composed only of individuals of maturity levels 4 and _
_5. For the discussioti here, these subjects will be called high maturity _
subjec eping in mind that their maturity level is high only in rela-
tion to other confined men. Six of the groups included only maturi

_levels 2 and 3, here to be called the Tow hatuiity subjecis, The rem

ing fifteen groups included maturity levels 2, 3, 4 and 5. Nine of these
mixe i ups operated for six weeks rather than nine in order
to handle scheduling difficulties.

A third aspect of the experimental design was the duration of the
supervisor-group relationship. Eighteen of th he same
supervi entire ri ther nine

Th%Groups were described to all incoming offenders at Camp

Elliott, and 98 per cent of all the eligible men volunteered. In order to be
eligible, the subject had to have a ood being-restored to duty
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Wmem time so that follow-up
ifiTormation would be available on him; and he had to have sufficient
“onfinement time to be able to complete the research program. Eligible
iven routinely

volunteers were tested on a battery of personality tests gl
at Camp Elliott.!? Two psychologists independently assessing the test
profiles made estimates of each volunteer’s maturity level.i3 If the two
psychologists agreed that the subject appeared to fit the maturity level
of the group currently being formed, the subject was given a one-hour

asis of this interview, the subjects were put

recorded interview. On the b
into the appropriate group. No attempt was mad, lize our selection
of Navy and Marine subjécts, nor to have them represent their propor-

tion in the service or in confinemient.
any intcrpersonal rating sc, uilt_into the Livi
group expericnce, peer evalua-

design.t Early and late in the research
S ; Sl - o M
tions, supervisor-confinee, consultant-confinee, and cosultanfSUPErvisor

evalwwwﬂin addition, at the completion

omwﬁwjmwmﬂﬁdﬁﬂmmm—m—

determine the effects of This report, however, will
duty success to (1) the individual

discuss only the relationship of later
subject’s maturity level, (2) the maturity level characteristics of the
as a member, (3) the duration of the

group in which the subject w
supervisor-group relationship, (4) the predicted effectiveness of the
supervisory team, and (5) the interaction of these variables.

Results

Tables 1 and 2 summarize these five relationships. (1) The high
s Yol
.01) on restoration to

maturity subjects did significantly better (P=
E s P T <3
duty than low maturity subjects. uccess rate was no
fmaturity characteristics of the group; that is, high or low maturity sub-
ects did as well following mixed maturity group experience as they did
““following groups Gomposed of only low or only high maturity subjects.
(3) Totaling results for all subjects over all conditions, the duration of
i i i he_success rate. (4)

the crvisor-,
Again, totaling over-all experimental conditions, no significant differ-
ences were found which can be attributed to predicted supervisory
- effectiveness. (5) However, the interaction between the predicted super-
bject significantly (Analy- 1

( visary effectiveness and the matarity of the su
Ss of variance, P = less than .05) affected restoration success. The

Telationship™ betwéen subjects maturity and restoration success
varied markedly and consistentl with the amount of exposure to the -
supervisory teams in the order of predicted effectiveness. For subjects

$pending time only with T company supervision, predicted most effee-
tive, the relationship between maturity of the subject and restoration

success was high (r, =.45; N =114). For subjects supervised by R
company only, predicted second most effective, the relationship was
493
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Table 2—Percentage Resioration Success of High Maturity Subjects Com-
pared with Low Maturity Subjects Over Kinds of Supervision

495 A Group Dynamics Approach

This interaction between the nature of supervision and the relation-
ship between maturity and success was impressively consistent over
several breakdowns of the data. The interaction holds for both Navy
and Marine personnel, for both mixed and dichotomized maturity
groups.

Another way of stating this interaction is that the over-all difference
in success rate for high and low maturity subjects was found entirely
under conditions of predicted effective supervision, T and R Company
(C.R. = 3.35). The different success rate for high and lows failed to
exist under predicted ineffective supervision (S Company) or under
changing supcrvision. The maturity classification system appears value-

less without an effectivéncss of supervision classification, and an ef-

Predicted Predicted Predicted Companies
best next best warst with
supervision supervision supervision changing
("T" Co) (“R" Co) ("S" Co) supervision
i N
7
2 N —~ — High
\ maturity
\ subjects
65
\\ - — Low
-~ A maturity
§ 60 subjects
3
T
g
& .55
5
&
50
45 /
40
Highs -
per cent | 70 (N =70) 72 (N = 65) 61 (N =61) 64 (N = B0)
success
Lows ~
per cent | 41 (N = 44) 55 (N = 47) 60 (N=48) | 63 (N=96)
success
LR —— _— Tond R
fiigi-tow) 2.89 1568 3.35
L™
{matority 45 .29 .01 .01
vs success)

present but lower (r, =.29; N = 112). For S company subjects, super-
vised by the predicted least effective team, the relationship vanished
(r,=0.1; N = 109). If the Living Group experience was under super-
vision that changed every three weeks, there again was no relationship
(r,=.01; N =176). Under conditions of changing supervision, only
when the last six weeks were spent with the predicted most and next
most effective teams did some relationship again emerge.

fectiveness of supervision classification appears valueless without a
maturity classiication.

Although further research needs to be done, these findings suggest
that the cost _of military recidivism could he reduced by installing a _
closed Living Group program with effective supervision for high maturity
inpares  High maturity inmatés have a high potential for improved
restoration behavior but, unless subjected to an attitude-change pro-
gram under effective supervision, this potential is not expressed in

improved restoration behavior. wam\cb_si_
Living Group program for low matutity inmatcs and, in fact, strongly
summm
ﬁiﬂmﬁuemrlmentﬂ to Jow maturity inmates.

“Tmportant as these applications are, the implications of these data
for delinquency research in general are far greater. Correctional re-
searchers have been finding it hard to demonstrate relationships between
classification systems and postinstitutional behavior. They also have
found it hard, if not impossible, to demonstrate relationships between
treatment situations and postinstitutional behavior. As long as the data
of the Camp Elliott rescarch are viewed as a study of single variables,
its findings are comparable to earlier correctional studies; that is, no
demonstratable situational (supervisory effectiveness) effect and only
a low, though significant classification (maturity) effect. It is when the
interaction of the situation and classification variables is considered that
one finds productive relationships with restoration behavior. It now
and situation € ave been masking each other. Future studies need
to conﬁW&Mdsofsmﬂ)jeWsupervisors, kinds
of programming. This study has demonstrated for delinquency research
the point that Cronbach 1% 16 has been emphasizing for social research
in general.
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