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ABSTRACT

This paper provides a detailed review of the literature per-
taining to protective custody. Current protective custody poli-
cies and procedures from two jurisdictions, the Correctional
Service of Canada and the Ontario Ministry of Correctional
Service, are reviewed. A descriptive profile of the protective
custody inmate is presented.

Other iésues diScussed include the means by which protective
custody inmates live in protection, the guality of the environ-

ment, human rights, and staff attitudes. Finally, the paper

o f

et

2CI3 on means Oy wnilh tne protsctive custcody populacion

might be managed and reduced in number.
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ENAL POLICIES

§a-

Scciety at large has segregatad individuals for not

" conforming to its legal norms in order to punish, rehabilitate

and dissuade marginal criminals. By isolating these individuals,
the larger community fcrces the inmats to develop his own

sccial order, the inmate ccde (Clemmer, 1%66). Baratta (1983)
has even drawn a parallel between socialization patterns withir
society and priscns. He suégests that prison 1ife reflects
socliety's ﬁegative characteristics, that of sccial interactions

tased on selfishness and the acguisition of power b
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oI the "weak". As a vesult of %ais code, cerizin criminmals aras
submisted to emotional and physical zbuse. The pressure can
sceccme £0 intense thaif it mey eventually lsad the inmatss to sesk

isolaticn for protection within the prison. These :inmates are
Svecifically, ?C refers £0 the removal of an inmats Zrom the

N s

and/or for the maln.enance ané ccod order of the svecific




that include Administrative Segregation for the maintenance and
good order and discipline of the institution (Penitentiary
Service Regulation 2.30(1)(§)), Punitive Dissociationv

(P.S.R., 2.29), and referral to a Special Handling Unit (SHU)

because of past or potential capacity for violence.

Federal Regqulations

’ The Canadian Penitentiary Service Regulations (P.S.R.
2.30(1) (b)) provide for such removal by the Warden or.his
represente?ive:

"2.,30 ‘1) Where the institution head is satisfied that:

(b) in the best interests of an inmate ... it is
necessary or desiraple .that the inmate should
. be kept from assoclating with other inmates.
e may order the inmate to be dissociated
_accordingly, but the case of every inmate.so
dissociated shall ke considered, not less than
once each month, hy the classification board
for the purose of recommending to the institu-
tional head whether or not the inmate should
return to associate with other inmates.”

A federal policy effected in 1983 makes necessary admissions
and transfers to a designated PC institution by interim measures
in order to exercise effective control over the growing PC popu-
lation. The Commissioner's Directives state that all alterna-

. tives have to be investigated with the institution prior to
granting a protective custody status.

"So if a threat is identified but the full extent
of that threat is unknown, it is the responsibili-
ty of ‘the warden to ensure full protection, via
segregation until the extent of the problem is
identified. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the
warden shall investigate all alternatives within
his/her institution to ensure that the inmate is
not segregated unless necessary."

(CSC, 1983a)
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Conseqguenctly, the Warzen‘sha!

b 1l issue stancing oriers wnish
outline the steps ts 92e taken Sy stafi 1n terms of 3issessing Lhe

§.tuation and alisrnative action plans to deal with tne proolen,

For example, the following altesrnatives can ne T3KsEn

-
-

a) counselling the offencer;

D) changing the cell location of the aggressor;

c) changing the cell location of the victim;

d) acopting various confrontaticn technigues;

e) segragating the acg 2ssoyr;

£) locking up the victim in a living unit,

If these altsrnatives ars not successiul, acticn mus: he

taken. This may consist of:

a) intra-rsgional transfer;

D) inter-regional *”aqs‘er; .

<) admission to a protactive custody institutiocn;

d) federal/provincial =rans sfar;

2]} Qiract 2enitsntiary nlacsment :5 a 2rotactive
Suszziy lascotuzion,

protective custocy, the officsr snall anide Oy tne following

a) inform the inmate of the consequences of becoming
a2 protsactive custody case;

o) aave the inmate sign a protective custedy regu
form stating ais reasons Sor raguesting protec
tion; .

z) inform tne inmate that it is essential he provides

Iull informaticon concerning circumstances of 4is
reguest, including names, cdaces znd locations,
where applicaple:

o) list the altarnatives =zried wiznin the instisucion
and wny tnev failed;
2) outline and analyze gravicus protaction ralatsd
Proolsms and how they wers salved, if they wers,
sitner at the provincial or Sfsderal level.
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Jpon completion, the documentation for penitentiary placement
shall bé forwarded to the regional transfer Coordinator, or
equivalent, for review.

The decision made regarding the initial placement of an
inmate shall be forwarded every month to the Director of
Operations and gquality control for record keeping purposes. The

documentation should be forwarded for the following reasons:

a) inform the inmate of the denial of protective
custody;

b) inter-regional transfers;

c) approval and transfer to a designated oro“ectlve

custody institution.

A recently revised federal policy (CSC, 1983b), discussing
requests for protection, also addresses the integration of
inmaces from PC into the general population. The ever ilacreasing
number of requests for protection compounds the accommodation
problem that penal institutions are facing. It is therefore
necessary to create an outflow from PC to accommodate the inflow
of admissions. Within 90 days of admission to a PC institution,
the case management team shall complete a revised "needs
analysis” and "individual program plan". While addressing the
standards outlined in the case management manual, these reporés
should also clearly address factors pertaining to the reintegra-
tion of PC inmates to regular population. Unfortunately, sugges-

tions for reintegration are not listed in the policy paper.




‘eculations in the Ministrw oFf Correctioconal Services of Ontzrio

i

At the provipncial lewvel, the issus ¢f PC is addressed in an
Ontario volicy parer on clcse confinement and segregation

(Ministrvy of Correctiocnal Services of Ontario (MCS), 1983).
According to the Ontario cuidelines, segregation means an
administrative separaticn under section 313 of the Revised Recula-
tion of Ontario (R.R.0) 645/80:

"separation from the general prison topulation for any

reason cther than punitive and includes, protective

custody, which is separation under secticn 33(a2) or (&)

of the R.R.0Q, 54%/80, from the general pepulation where

the continued gresence of an inmate in the general pop= -

ulaticn poses & threat to his life or may result in

physical harm to the inmate."

oS - = = + = - 1 : . : P .y i -
Zh& C3se oI thg Isderz2. TC.LilY, Whan an LIMaIe reggussts

inmate shall acknowledge the fact that ceritain cenefits or privi-
leges may not be available tec him by signing a printed waiver

Jorm at the time ¢f his interview with the officer in charge.

ivileges shall be provicded.

The nex: secticn trovides an overview cof the protecitive




PROTECTIVE CUSTODY GROWTH RATE °

In recent years, there has been a marked increase in the
number of PC inmates in Canadian, American and in English penal
institutions. It has only'been since the early 60s that the need
for protection facilities even existed in penal institutions and
no reliable Canadian federal data pertaining to the number of
inmates incarcerated in PC units can be found prior to 1972.
There are no published data, even yet, on the Ontario provincial
system, nor are we aware of any such information for other pro-
vine¢ial jurisdictions.,

According to Vantour (CPS, 1975), 210 Canadian inmates (2.5%
o ﬁhe inmate population) were confined to PC facilities in
1972, In October, 1978, the number of protection cases had in-
creased to 662 or 6.8% of the total inmate population, (Vantour,
1879). More recent statistics (September, 1984) prepared by the
Inmate Management Division of the Security Reference Branch of
CSC, show that 1140 inmates require protection, 9.5% of the total
inmate population, require protection (CSC, 1984a).

An increase within our p;ovincial penal institutions has also
been reported for the Province of Ontario. For instance, accord-
ing to an Ontario provincial survey of 46 institutions (jails,
detention centers, correctionidl centers), from a total inmate

population of 6430, 947 or 14.7% were in PC. More specifically,
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Figure 1l presents the numdber of PC immates in our Canacian
penitentiariss (excluding Neéwiounacland) from april 1979 to
April 1984, The total 2C populatien includes inmates in PC,
administrative segregaticn and punitive units. Without Question,
the overall population has incr=ased in this time period. How-
ever, the growth has not been a simple linear trend. Much of the
apparent lncrease cccurrad fSrom Juns 1980 to September 1982.
Possible explanations of this overall growth ratce are discussad

.

11 the following secticn, While peculiaricies will now be

acdressed, reasons for chis apparent guas:-stapiliny in protec-

bive custody numbers will alsc pe bpriefly dilscussed.

~onfouncing Factors: .

Trgure 2 presencs the utilizztion freqguency of administrative

and punitcive segregation £or housing BC irmates. Its use in-

crezsed in Sune o 19381 and continued to cdo so one yesar later,

¢

ltnaough there is considerable wariab

s
[
}.4

litv in the monchiy rates.

L
Ee

i<ely wnat nas occurred is than the use of wnis wype ¢f housing

Creases, depending on whether saturation level has been reached

in
wltnin theose unics strictly designated as FC.

Another relevant factor that may have concriduted te tnhne sca-
2ilizing c¢f 2Cs =y Novemper c<f 1982, were rhe policy guidelines
pored =arlisr {p. 2). More detailed scrsening preocesses may nave
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{CSC, 1983c) were approved for transfers ianter-regionally over

the previous year. Ar this point, eonly 10 have recquired a
further trzasfsr to 2C units. However, this figure may be
misleaaing in that some of the 189 inmates have only recently
been transfsrred and others propapnly have received subseguent
1ntra or inter-:egionél transfars to avoid protection. In any
event, it may be assumed that tne "transfer sctrategy,” as
prescribed in tne cirective, has Lteen moderately successful
(8lackie, 1983).

The victimization cof i1nmatss 1s obvicusly a very complex

.4 ) . - . .
I2pis,  The gurrent chapgtesr illustracec ths growta o PC witn

rafersnce to federazl prictice, Nevertneless as Porporino and

Martia (1234) have warned:

"The problem cannot te solwved with directives and pro-
cedures which make it more difficul:z for an inmate to
Je assigned to PC. The factors which nave contributed
2 an incrsase in inmacs vicrimization must Be stualsed
n

ng¢ countaracted.”




EXPLANATIONS OF THE INCREASE

No single explanation is sufficient to support the increased
utilization of PC. 1Instead, several reasons attempting to

account for the increasing need for protection among inmates have

been emploved. It is also noted that these explanations are not
necessarily associated with a drastic change, but rather with-a

gradual metamorphosis in penal institutions.

Prison changes

Over the years, increased freedom of movement has been
allowea withi# our penal institutions. At one time, inmates'

fresedom was severely restricted. For example, at the Xingston

‘Penitentiary rules of strict silence and complete inactivity

during the non-working hours prevailed until the early 1900s.

The system of silence ensuréd order when inmates were not con- '
fined to their cells. This lack of opportunity for inmates to
interact with one another certainly minimized the threat to any
inmates who had been perceived as "undesirable" and who would be
candidates for PC in today's institutions. _Such conditions also
were found in Ontario provincial setéings well after the Second
World.wWar.

It was not until quite recently that inmates had sufficient
freedom within the institution to allow considerable access to
one another. 1In this respect, it is interesting to note that as

recently as the 1950s thers was still no need for PC facilities



{Vantour, 1979)., 3y the early 1950's, Kingston Penicentiary wiegn

¥

2 count at times close to 1000, had less than 30 inmates in a
?C-like unit, altnough it was not Sormally designatad as such,
Therefore, the increase in freedcm of movement may be one of the
variables explaining the increase of ?C inmates, bdut it is
definitely not the unique causal factor,

The absence of & protection proplenm

a
fo

in the earlier days may
be explained by the warden's role and his control over the admin-
istraticn of the insticuticn. It has been suggestad (Vantour,
1979) that the changing nature =f the institucional discipline,

specifically the severity of punishment Zor offences (the szrap

w3 still in use in the 1930s) lass saricus =han assault-ing
ancLnery lnmace, pessionly acted as a decterrsent ©o rule-breaking
Senavigur (BDuffs2, 1380). The warden held ultimacte autherity in

instances where altercaticns occurrad hetween inmaces. 3ecause
o2 the warden's power, inmates trying o avoid punishment may
nave 2ftan protected themselwves f£rom adminiscrative action by
snguring taat no assaul:is occurred c¢n their adversaries. Today,

tne changing naturs of institucional discipline has seemingly

lessenec :ihe conseguences of rule-bresaxing (Vantcour, 137%).



Correctional systems have greatly incresased their practice of
granting furloughs, day passes and temporary leaves, 3Sometimes
pressures are put on inmates to do "favours" for other inmates,
such as smuggling drugs into the institution upon return from the
"outside world." Failure or refusal to cooperate with their
peers is likely to place them in some jeocpardy (Vantour, 1979).

Another viewpoint (Anderson, 1980; Vantour, 1979) is that
inmates are much more media conscious and have more access to
it. They are very much aware of those sentenced by the courts.
The presence of "undesirables" arriving at the inétitution be-
comes known and the new inmates cannot hide the nature of their
2ffence as thsy once might have been abls to 4o. Oncs

stigmatized, they request protection immediately upon admission.

Offencer Profile Changes

At first, there appear to be a number of very rele&ant hypo-
theses regarding offenggr profile changes that can account.for
the increase in PC. Many .of the notions, however, rest on rather
tenuous evidence.

Vantour (1979) stated that from January 1968 to December
1974, a substantial incrsase in violent and drug related offences
along with a corresponding decrease in offences againét property
accounted for custodial management problems. On the other hand,
the stati;tics provided bylthe CSC population profile reports

from April 1978 to September 1983 contradict Vantour's explana-

tion. In April 1978 violent related offences represented 58% of



e ©otal inmacs

(1

pepurlacion (9,379), 24% were property related,

whareas 113 reflecteq dru

0

ralatad crimes. As of Decembew 19383,
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percentage of violent crimes was 323%, property crimes

r

remained at 243 znd drug rslated offences showed a slight
decrease to 6% of the total inmate population (11,500). Thus,
tne explanation that a sudden increaseée in protechtive custody

aumpers coula pe supportsd by

v

n increase in violent and drug
related offeances for the period 1963 to 1974, cannot be used Ior
tne period 1978 to the present date as tne faderal statistics

act no chanye in such offence profiles (CEC, 1978:, CsSC,
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inmates increases. Presumably a thrsshold sxists which, if
crossec over, may lsad o acctual altsrcacions betwesn inmatas.

ealing out a2 review of zhe prison

Thls avpothesis is no dcubt ap
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srowgiag litsraturs (Bonta, 1984), clearly demeor

s:mple rzlacionship between crowaing and prison distursances dces
act 2xist. It appears, (3ontz, 1384; 2orporino & Dudley, .934),

zhat several ouner fachors nave t2 ce in 2Xistence in crewded




A corollary to the overcrowding hypothesis is derived from
the tendency in criminal justice systems to use ineffective or
outmoded classification systems that inadvertently crowd institu-
tions (Bonta & Motiuk, in press; Clements, 1982). Most
correctional classification schemes are based on historical risk
factors. When classification is carried out in this manner
inmates tend to be overclassified for maximum security
environments which are already overcrowded. Ironically, many
medium or minimum security correctional environments are left
begging for inmates because of this tendency to overclassify. 1In
any‘case, the overcrowded maximum units consist of many younger
inmates, who tend to produce the most misconducts in tne first
place, aﬁdwhay resort to inmate-to-inmate viélence to resolve any
socialization problems they may have in prison. Warner
(Anderson, 1980) argues that the increased demand for PC has more
to do with the increasing vioience of the population which is a
particularly germane observation given the overclassification
hypothesis;

It has been considered that the increased number of federal
offenders with no previoﬁs.prison or penitentiary experience may
also be contributing to the greater use of PC. One of the en-
dearing myths in corrections is that the inmate population of
earlier years was more "professional" and more capable of doing
nis "own time". It also seems that wi;h the harsher conditions
of bygone eras, there may have been more solidarity among in-
mates, thus providing strength in numbers against an oppressive

regime,




, Tnils contencion is sugportad by Seunacn (C5C, 19738a: in =
stuay of Zederal PC inmates in Saskatchewzan. In & sample of 2C

sex offenders, 60% hacd never servec a penitantiary term and 30%
had served no previcus time. AaAmong non=-sex coffender PC inmates,
70% néd never served a penitantiary term and 34% hac served no
previous time. Although their offsnce may have een sarious
2nough to warrant placement in a maximum security prison, they
may be unable to cope with the environment.

Statistics pregarsd by CSC for 1978 and 1983 perta:ining to
inmate peopulation profiles also sugport the abowve notion. The
April 1978 statistics indicate tnat on a =otal inmate populaticn

cE 2,379, 50% of rhe inmates were iacarcaratsa in & fedesral
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statistics show
that first time fsderzl incarceratss represent 62% of 11,500 .in-

nterpretated cautiously.

fex

matas. The above percsentages must be
The apsolute frequency of first time offencders has zactuall:

978 to 1983 5y %40 inmacss. Thus, tals would
suggest that, althouga tne numcer of first time offanders has

decreasad progortionatsaly to the toral inmate population, an in-
creoase of firg:t time still remains., Conseguently, this supper:ts
the assumption that first time offsnders may o petsntial caandi-

Cat

{1

s Zor protective cusctedy.
Recent developmencs in the f£ield of mental nealtn have cecome

a concern to judicial and corrscticnal administrators siace

cnanging policiss and trsazment strategies has rsducad tne nhosprl-
zalizZea psycaniatric populazion. i3assuk & Gerson, 1973; Gendresau
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& Ross, 1979). Deinstitutionalization has led to a strong com-
munity mental health movement, and the emptying of psvchiatric
hospitals. The incidence of hospital beds per thousand of popu-
lation fell from 3.4 in 1960 to 1.5 in 1972 (Allodi, Kedward and
Robertson, 1977). Recently, Teplin (1983) has provided the most
definitive review on the topic and states that, while the quality
of the data supporting this hypothesis is weak, there at least
appears to be a modest support for mental health deinstitutional-
ization adversely affecting <corrections agencies. At least th:ee
Canadian Studies, two using objective psychological scales
(Gendreau, Grant, Leipciger & Collins, 1979; Wormith, Borzecki &
Black, 1984) and one hased on psychiatric history (Allodi,
Kedward & Ropertson, 1977), nave found that personality profiles
of offenders have changed in the last decade so as to more

closely resemble those of psyvchiatric samples. However, it

‘should be noted that no data directly demonstrate that the

increase in PC is partly due to such types being incarcerated,
although once such persons are institutionalized, the odds are
high that they would be stigmatized as undesirables and become
likely candidates for PC.

An historical review of federal Prairie inmates revealed that
the percentage of sexual.offenders has increased substantially
over previous years (Wormith, 1983). A search of federal inmate
files in the Prairie Region of the Correctional Service of Canada
gJenerated 136 sexual offenders or 7.9% of the inmate population

.in 1977. Five years later a repeated analysis of an updated data
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Dasze was carried out. in zn izencical £fashion, vislaing 239 cases,
or :11.7% of the regional zepulazion. Statea diffsrently, in a

geographic arsa where the total inmate popuation increased 13% :in
five vears, those whose major currant offence was clearly of a

sexual nature increasec 763%. We can thersfore draw a tentative
parallel between the inéreased numbers of sexually zand
psychologically discrdered offsncers within cur penal
institutions and the inc:eésing number of regquests for PC.

The relative sclituce of most PC units may make these units
particularly attractive., This aypothesis was suggested yvears ago

(Scott & Gendreau, 1963) as a result of research on solitary con-

-4 - 3 - -~ 3 & - = = — =~ = = - = .
finement in Xingscon Penitenctiary. Reguests for sclitary wers

oSt odncommen taen. Similarly, in the

1

llinois Department of -

1=
3
(1]

Corrections, Lane has suggestaa that a real preblem with 2C is
tnat it becomes a "hide-out", either :o avoia proolems cor to plan

scme activity (anderscn, 1980), EHowever, PC may be good in tae

sense that the inmate may f=2el free from the potantial violence

ae perceives in the general pogulatica. Seunatn (CSC, 1978a)-
refers to statements from inmates at tiie Saskatchewan
Panitentiary who chese to stay in PC bé&cause cf their prelsrance
for individual c=21ls and the privacy it afiords,

Tinally, the growth of inmate gangs and cligues have a
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tendency ©Of puecting prassurs on certal

otaers (Conrad, 1877a). Street gangs often continue thelr gang



"To an extent that I still find hard to believe, these
gangs control jobs, housing, and protective custody. A
gang leader can order another convict into protective
custody, an order that neither the warden nor the
convict himself can safely defy. Several California
prisons, Folson, San Quentin, Tracy, and Soledad; a
substantial share of power has been seized and kept by
gangsters. Prisoners at these facilities literally
have little to fear from the staff but everything to
fear from each other."

(Anderson, 1980)

Judicial and Court-Related Changes

The frequent practice of the police and the judicial system
in handi{ing investigations and trials may bg gnother causal fac-
tor for tae increase of protective custody cases.’ Iﬁ the United
States recent court decisions and new laws increase the due pro-
cess required'to piace inmates in PC (ACA, 1983). The practice
of the police and the courts is to encourage accomplices to
testify against each other. At the same time, the police and
detention centers often have the habit of segregating certain
offenders and thus labelling them protective custody cases. For
example, some of the.large buses which are used for transporting
inmates from jails to detention centers or to other institutions
have special screened areas for individuals who the RCMP . Zfeel
might need protection (CSC, 1978a). Even before entering the

institution, the inmate may already suffer from the PC stigma.
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tion mav ze instrumental in dirzgcting
some inmates to seak protecticn, =o Cecome “"Ruls 43 men", as FC
cases are call2a in gnglana (Priestly,
Another reason for the increase may be the inmates increasing
willingness ang ability to sue fZor damages, and the likelinood
that prison officials may be neld personally liable for injuries
Oy inmates in their care (Aanderscn, 1980). L2gal conseqguences
could be drastic if an inmate were hurt or killed by other in-
mates, especially if‘he hed been :efﬁsed PC. Conrad (18779H)
stated that too often the classification staff founé itsel:

making conservative decisions about custody because thev fsared
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The 1ncreasing humanitarian concerns on the part of the
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apout what goes on "inside" and ars concerned witih the human
rignts of inmates. 7This intsrest results in consiceraple pres-
sure on the institutional administcracion to avold placing inmacss
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It may be difficult to do anything at all about the expanding
numbers of PC cases without fundamental changes in the nature of
imprisonment. These changes are very unlikely without profound
development in the nature of society itself, for which prisons
and penitentiaries in their present form serve such a useful and
continuing function. Wilsen's (1983) perceptions are similar.
She states that the number of protective custody inmates may be a
reflection of societal conditions where people are no longer
Deing adeguately prepared for self-sufficiency énd abiding by
social and legal laws. In one sense the system, by creating PC,
has helped create its own albatross:

"the increase in vigilance on the growing liberalisa-

tion ©of tne regime ana the introcduction of cissocira-

tion, nad according to them allowed the prison gang and
the prison bully the freedom to flourish as never

before." (Aanderson, 1980)

Attempts to gain greater insight into the protective custody
phenomenon will be made by examining, in greater detail, reascons

for protective custody requests and by discussing the

characteristics of protective custody inmates.




CUSTODY PROFIL:
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Reasons

Many of
PC overlap with the "theories"

regarding

forth regarding why inmates saek
noted previocusly in this document

In orcer to give the

the ontogeny of the pgroblen.

reager an idea of how much progress or lack therscf has teen made

regarcing what we know of the reasons f£or inmates seeking PC, we

the reasons in crder of appearance in the correciions

In 1875, Vantour (C2S, 1973) stat=ad thers were four factors
ancivating inmates' fzars chat can account f2r gheir desiring
?C. These were the nazure of the present or previous orfifznces,
the-nature of tne inmate (i.=,, lacking sccial skills or
suffering from generic fears or phobias), problems experienced




- provide adéquate protection for potential victims. Thus, the
increased use of isolation in all its forms. He distinguished
between four types of inmates in PC: informers (actual or
perceived), debtors (due to gambling or drugs), inmates who were
targets of sexual aggression, and those suffering from "generic
fears or phobias".

Gettinger (1979) focused on a specific type of PC case, that
of the informer and how he acquired his stigma. An inmate Qould
not .become a "snitch" if they provided information about a parti-
cularly violent inmate or the information was intended to pre-
serve order in the institution. These practices would be in the
inmates' eyes "noble motives". On the other hand, an inmate who
provided information to the authorities solely for some sort of
personal'benefit vis-a-vis another inmate (especially a solid
con), would be soon bound for PC. Furthermore, Gettinger stated
that correctional officers alsc distinguish between those inmates
who are concerned -about the general welfare of the institution
and those who are tryving to get others in trouble for vicarious
reasons. In a subsequent paper Vantour (1979) stated he found a
nuch larger increase of inmates in PC who did not £it any of the
convenient categories.

Two important reports were prepared in 1983, one by the
Correctional Service of Canada (CSC, 1983d) and the other by the
American Correctional Association (ACA, 1983). The former
provided. a breakdown reflecting the reasons for PC requests for

600 cases in five Canadian regions. The data were as follows:
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») 37% conflicts ia populaticn,

2) 3533 ofisnce related,

3} 20% because the individual is an informer,

4) 5% personality problems,

5} 2% psychological or sexual problems.

The ACA survev of a total PC population of 22,792 reported itha

following:

13% gambling or other debts,

12% informants,

12% fear of gangs,

95 unfounded fears or fears of pcopulation,
8% noldovers,

44% requests unspecified.
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The above data are striking for their lack of congruencs

whi

(%24

|n

Terence

s daf

rh

cetween the two jurisdicrtions, although part o
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may be due to the manner in which the guestions were asked and

“iae guality of informaticn avallzble. However, 2he 34% ia zne
Jdnspeciiiled category for the ACA survey supporss Vantour's (1979)

statsment that more iamates are goming into PC for vague rszasons.

It is worth speculating that PC may have become such an

razner than an actual guestion of paysicel safsety for some soceci-

fic wrong committad either cn the street or within the institu-
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Censequently, they will want to escape the crowded and possibly
violent atmosphere of certain security institutions (CsSC,
1984b). This commentary leads to the next issue, characteristics

of the PC clientele.

Characteristics of PC Inmates

With the exception of research by Wilson (1983) and Brodsky
(1984), the personal characteristics of the PC inmate have been
ignored. Wilson compared PC to nonprotective custody inmates on
five types of variables: Qersonal factors; criminal history;
psychiatric status; psychological and sociological assessment;
and institution behaviour. The data were yathered from
1Astitutional files.

The PC inmate was more likely to be a sex offender. A large
proportion, 48% of the PC inmates versus 4% of the general popu-
lation, were incarcerated for a sexual offence. The 4% may
suggest that a highiy developed ability to manipulate the envir-
onment can counteract the "handicap" of one's offence type.

The PC clientele is more likely to come from a psycﬂopatho—
logical and criminogenic family, suggesting that these inmates
are less able to adapt or successfully manipulate the environment
than the more enterprising group of normal prison inmates who go
around exploiting the liberalization of the éenitentiary service.

.The PC inmate received psychiatric attention earlier in life
and in greater frequency at all surveyed stages. Protective

custody men are seen as having a 50% chance of being defined as
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gither inadequates cr antisocial gersonality disorders. As
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nav
well, 43% have been cdlagnosed as having alconcl or &r ug depen-
dency prceblems,

Wilson (1983) concluded that the PC group and the nonprotec-
tive custody group can be differentia from one aaother, parti-

cularly in regard to psychological attributes. Conseguently,

wi

or

h g significantly high inciaence of bSoth sexual cifsnders and
self-destructive behaviocurs established for the PC inmates, a

poor self~-image and lack of social skills are -0 be expected for

this group.

while all éf the above sounds convincing., Wilscen's (1983)
control Jroup i1s weally a2 comparison groul of = wery approvimats
nacurs. E; aagizion, relving cn Zile cata alone leaves a scudy
open to the inherent hiases in the referral svstem which can lesad

To an overdiagnosis of psychopathology. At Xingston Peniten-

trary, where the study was conducted, many of the 2C inmates were
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or controversial cffences and not surprisingly wers
thne supject ¢f intensive psychiatric and psychelogical diag-
ncses, One result cf such diagnoses is o uncover a substantial
amount ©of psvchopatholegy. It is worth speculiating chat if the
comparison group, many of whom are convictad of zne mors common
garcen varisty of offences (and not the susject of ex:tensive
psychiatric and psyvcaological scrutiny), wers assessaqg with the
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’Therefore, until psychometfic data at the time of incarceration
‘are gathered, the hypothesis that PCs are psychologically
inadequate remains strictly conjecture.

- Brodsky's (1984) research was designed to assess the physical
and psychological effects of living in PC and was not a study of
the inherent Qttributes of PC clientele. Ih two rather
oppressive facilities‘with 23 hour lockup, inmates expressed
irrational anger (71% and 86%), complained of sleep disturbances
(42% and 64%) were nervous or anxious (84% and 45%), exhibited
pbysical symptoms such as headaches (79% and 61l%).
Hallucinations and delusions (42%), general psychopathology

6 erression (28%) were also in evidence. About one

o
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(99

), and-

1

o

t

T of the PC sample were seen as psychologically
“well-armourgd" in that no 'adverse effects could be detected. At
a third PC facility, which allowed access to prison programs and
was spaciously designed, none of the 24 randomly interviewed
inmates expressed any complaints or showed disturbing symp&oms.
Therefore, as a cross—sectional analysis of inmates in three
vtypes of PC facility, the research implies that physical and
programmatic elements may be more impértant to the physical and
mental health of PC inmates than their personal characteristics
upon admission.

Next, we will discuss a typical path of entry into protective

custody and briefly reflect on the consequences of acguiring the

PC stigma.




DECIDING PRCTECTIVE CUSTODY

An inmate's point 2f entry into protscticn may occur at
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itution tc another, or from within the regular pooulation.
‘Very often the decision to dissociate an inmate for PC reasons is
mutually arrivea at following concrats svidence that the inmate
may e in danger. About 50% of the PC cases interviewed by
Vantour (CTPS, 1975) nada been placéd in protsction immediately

upon their admission to the institution, mainly because of the
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Seunata's (CSC, 1978%a) survey revezleg tnat 2C was grantecd
immediacsly upon regquest to all cthe sex offanders in his stuay,

the non-sex offences experienced some delays.
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granted PC immediately upon reguest suggests that =2ither cthe
cases wers judged to be very urgent or, altsrnacively, it was
relacively easy to be admitted into P2C.

Seunath also rsported that 45.7% of the sex Sfisnders wers2

vious institucion. For tnhe non=sex offancer
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almost every case  was the Saskatchewan Penitentiary general popu-
létion. These results, therefore, suggest that during the late
l??O's attempts to prevent the PC classifications were less than
exhaustive,

It is difficult to remove an inmate from a PC unit once he
has been admitted. Occasionally, prison officials will try to
persuade an inmate in PC to return to the general population if
the inmate with whom he has had an altercation has departed.
However, inmates are reluctant to do so. Hence, the decision
that an inmate makes in a moment of extreme fear may severely
restrict his life for years to come! While procedures in most
prisons permit officials to force an inmate out of PC against his
will if they decide nis fears are groundless, this tack.ig rarely
taken. The consequences are such that not only. does the inmate
suffer the abuse from the general population and staff members,
but he is also affected by certain negative conseguences
associated with his placement in PC. o

The following section describes some of the PC faciliéies and
programs offered therein. The consequences of being labelled
protective custddy and the impact it has on neglected legal

rights will also be discussed.
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LIVING IN PC !

iczl Descrintion
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In Canada, ctwo faderal insticutions are populated with PC

tes: Kingston and Saskatchewan penitentiaries. Francophone

tds requiring protsection are confined in separate ranges frcm

the general inmate pepulation ia Laval institution pending cen-

struction of a new 2C institution in Drummendville, QuEbec. A

cnird

PC institution for anglophones is planned £or Rencus, New

grunswick. Zlsewneres, when PC is reguested, administratcrs may

try

to accommodats the inmate within the instituticn or transfer

- < 1
es ara availanle,

1=

cilis

Z0 snethsr institution whars 2C £

i

hcusing situacion i1n provincial jurisdictions is not clear.
instance, at rcest it appears sach setting tries to cepe with

own PC population, although some institutions will take PCs

cn rafarral SZrcm other settings.

PC accomodacion facilities were examined in a2 rscent U.S.

sTudy. OFf 31 iastitutions surveysd (ACA, 1983), a total of 2,222

2lls were designed to house 2,558 inmates. The PC units were

found in the £following locations:

we luSthJCqu ’ncb ided the PC unit witnin their
disciplinary cetention unig;
four instizutions included PC withain cthe admiaistratior
seg:egation unic
15 insticutions ﬁa L
_cﬂ-n-StraCLV sey Ti

-] reac :n”ougnCLu the insti
a no PC unit wnatscever.
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 The physical layout was as such:

single bunks only 62%
double bunks only 14%
single and multiple bunks 24%
occupant-controlled lighting 63%
occupant-controlled toilet 97%
outside window - . 50%
24-hour supervision 100%

Obviously there is no universal agreement as to where the PC

unit should be located and with what kind of facilities it should

be equipped.

Legal Rights

Concerns have been expressed regarding the legal rights of PC

inmates.

"Bveryone has ths right to lifs, liberty and security
of the person and the right not to be deprived thereof
except in accordance with the principles of fundamental
justice,"

(Article 7} The Charter of Rights and Freedoms, 1982)

Legal activity in the PC area has centered on three basic

‘questions: negligehce, the question of due process, and the

legal requirements (ACA, 1983).

1)

Negligence:

It is obvious that a request for protection cannot be simply
ignored. On the other hand, immediats PC placement is not
required simply because an inmate expresses fear. 7Two

important points are raised by the case of Parker versus

State, ACA (1983). Firstly, prison officials are not
negligent .if they take steps that are reasonable under the
circumstances in response to a prisoner's ‘fear. Secondly,
such steps do not necessarily include isolation of the

prisoner requesting protection.



The gusstion of que gorocess:

L 1s cgritical to cistinguish detwesn tae re2asons for wnich
an inmate is placed in segregation Secause iz is common for
2riscners subjected to segregaéion or solitary confinement o
locse many privileges and rights accorded to the general in-

mate population. In Sweet versus South Caroclina Decartment

of Corrections, (Sitzterson, 1977), an inmate wno haa been

neld in administrative segregation for five years for
protection from otrh=zr inmates, claimed denial of egual
protection of the law and impositicn of cruel and unusual

sunisament in that living conditions wers nct comparable o

thcge of the gsneral iamat=2 population. Similar provision &
ncw made in Caraca (1382) in The Charter of Rights anag

"Evsryone nas the

right not to be subjected to any
¢ruel ang unusual tre

atment or punishmenc.®
(Article 12)

"Bvery individual is equal pefore and under the law and
R
- -

of the law without discrimination based on race,
national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sax, age
or mental or pnysical disability"”.

(Article 13¢(1))

3ack in tne .3., howewvar, Gthe Ccocurt of Appeals Ior the
fourth Circuirc (Sit-=srson, 1977) ruled that the lack of
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the plaintiff's health had been impaired as a consequence of
such deprivation or if the deprivation were not necessitated
by prison security and order. Plaintiff Sweet filed suit in
federal district court against the Department of Corrections
of South Carolina and its director requesting injunctive and
monetary relief for unconstitutional imposition of cruel and
unusual puriishment and for denial of egual protection. He
claimed he was given insufficient food, exercise and shower
time, opportunity to work, medical attention, reading and
writing materials, and opportunity to converse with other
inmates. He also claimed that he was denied freedom to
exercise his religion and to confer with counsel, and that
prison officials failed to investigate his complaints. After
an evidentiary hearing, the district court dismissed the’
complaint. The court noted, however, that the district had
not considered evidence cf the effect on Sweet's health of
only two showers and two one-hour exercise periods per week
for an indefinite period of time. The court of appeals
affirmed the~dismissal of the monetary claims and rsmanded to
the district court for consideration of the health issue énd
the practicality of injunctive relief. Three appellate
judges ceoncurread, adding that inmat&s in protective
segregation should, so far as possible, be treated like the
general inmate population without regard to the expense
involved. The concurring judges further stated that the

warden should be required to submit a plan for protecting
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Sweet wizhout -mDCSln eprivations and zhat 1if he wers
unanle to do =0, =zn iadependsnt consultaat shnould be restainecg
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What are the legal requirsments for programming and accommo-

dations within protective custody? It appears that protec-
tive custody areas are often ordersd by courts to be roughly

egquivalent in tsrms of precgrams and activities to those

availaple to the institutions.

"Tne lametas ars Jenancinyg & numdsr of LnprovsemsEncs
in prceective custody concitions: more recreation
zime out of their cslls; the right to eat meals
together in a dining area rather than individually
in cnelr cells; resligious services; more showers;
movias and betcter access to medical care; documents
Srom the law linrary; and education and =smployment
programs." (anderson, 1580, 3.13)
anderson also mentions that 1f 2 State is large enou and
nas an =2laborate prison system, it shculd devete an gntire insti-

sEully undertaken in 3= lsast two Canadlan institucicns, Lt
omezimes meoe dirfficult to implement than it would appear it




Quality of Life

Seunath (CSC, 1978a), in his study of four penitentiaries,
concluded that most inmates spent a reasonable part of their day
outside their cells, although much of this time was’ largely
unproductive. He expressed concern that PC inmates in the cell
block must "demonstrate good bshaviour" in order to increase
their time out of the cell. PC inmates should not be punished
simply by virtue of their status. Seunath considers this type of
policy to be contrary to the Federal penitentiary regulations.
That 1is, the Correctional Services of Canada policy sgates that
PC inmates are to be confined in separate institutions, or in a
different part of the institution, with the same range of
facilities and programmes available to population inmates.
Recently, CSC has devoted considerable energy and expense to the
realization oﬁ this policy.

Ironically; PC inmates require maximum security protection,
regardless of their own security rating. Consequently, being
incarcerated at a maximum level institution, they may not be
considered for parole or other release programs in acccrdance
with theilr "true" security status, but in accordance with the
acguired lapel of a maximum risk inmate.

An article in the Toronto Star (Blatchford, 1979), portrayed

what kind of privileges were offered in PC at Millhaven, a
maximum security institution and provides an idea of the

prevailing attitudes vis-a-vis PC programs. The report




aladorated on 13 prisoners who had raguestsd PC £or thelr own

22rsonal reascons. Thelr reasons iancluded evarvitiing £rom not
wanting &3 work to an inability to gec a2lonyg witn cerxtain
pogulation inmates as a2 result of gambling debts, guarwels, estc.

In segregation, they were cenied such privileges as teslevision
sets in their ¢ells, regular phone calls hcme, access to
recreation areas and the gymnasium, participation in work and
craft programs, and visits to the prisen chapel. In addizion,
they were allowed out only to go £o a small esxercise vard or a
common room in the segregation area.

However their next-dcor neignbcocurs, inmates segregated

involuntarilv in the Special Handling Unit, under ?2.S.R.

serving longer tarm sentences, they had deen grantaed a few smeni-

tigs sucn as T.V. secs and more privileges in their cells to
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n passing time. The 23 violent SHU priscnsers
incarcsrated at Millnaven are cocnfined to their 'cells only 163
hours a day, compared wit2 18 hours for the 13 PC inmates. as

Dne 2C 1nmakt2 sentenced

Yo X

tc 13 vears Zor manslaughisr says:

"If [ were viclent, and tomorrow went out and tock a
. juard nostage, the system would put a television sacg in
my cell, ang give me a ghone call ncme once a month.”

(Blatchford, 12379)

ro =he PC area, since this actizsn would @ncourage more Lamatss to

isclate tnemselves Erom the Zeneral populaticn. Howevar, tacse



inmates who»required genuine protection were encouraged to appiy
for transfer to the PC unit at the Ontario ﬁegional Recepéion
Center.

Interestingly, inmates interviewed for the studies by Toch
(1977), Vantour (CPS, l9f5), and ACA (1983), were not overly
‘critical of their situation. In each of these studies, it was
clear that the inmates felt they could not complain tco nmuch
since they asked for protection. It appeared that the inmates
were prepared to do without certain amenities if their safety
could be guaranteed.

Safety, most frequently was mentioned as a positive attribute
while living in protection in the 1983 ACA survey. Nevertheless,

it was Talso su

«Q

gested that PC was not safe enough. ESach innate
was.asked to rate how safe they felt in PC on a five-point scale,
ranging from totally safe to constant fear of life. The average:
rating of 4.13 suggests that even in PC, justifiably or not,
inmates experience a high level of fear.

Inmates listed the privacy of their accomodation facilities
as a positive attribute. However, they were not content to
pass time aimlessly in their cells. The only desired activities
that PC inmates in the ACA sﬁrvey (1983) tended not to
participate in were non-orderly work opportunities and outdoor

recreation activities.

Staff Attitudes
By no means are protective custody inmates popular yith
correctional staff. In the ACA (1983), 45% of the staff had an

unfavourable attitude toward PC. The staff who had a length of



service working in institutions, ranging between one menzh £9

28.5 years, were asked ts enumerzta the Oest and worst taings

Sout working in the ®C unit.  ThHe opest things listad wera:

1)

The reasons why the corractiona

a good staff inmate ratio, thersfore accounting for a
more contreolled environment:
a2 smaller, ncn-violent group of inmates;

assigned duty is only for a limited pericd of time.
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protecting them from other inmaces requirses too much

excessive verbal abuse from inmates;
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RECOMHENDATIONS,TO.REDUCE AND MANAGE PROTECTIVE CUSTODY INMATES

PROGRAMS

United States:

What is being done to limit the growth of PC custody? 1In the
31 penal institutions éurgeyed ACA (1983) lists that attempts
were made to deter inmates from requesting PC mostly by
counselling, crisis intervention, screening and investigation of
individual cases and transfers. Once an inmate haa been admitted
to protective custody, some institutions tried to encourage him
to return to the general population.

The staff interviewed in the survey were also generally en-
tausiastic¢ about the idea of having a more compgehénsive inter-
state or state-federal exchange pfogram that allowed greater
ability to transfer PC inmates to other facilities. Staff listed

the following benefits to inmates:

a) greater availability to programs and activities;
b} chance to start over; and
¢) chance of changing their security level.

The anticipated benefits to the institution included the

following:

a) reduce the number of PC inmates;

b) reduce the institutions demands to provide for PC
inmates; and

c) temporarily reduce problems with individual inmates.

Staff gave their opinion as to how PC could be. improved.



Their suggestions included:
&) separate protective cuscody units from ocher segrega-

ticn areas;

2) develcp a betta system for dlacharClﬁg inmaces from
procective cu skacv, £o therefore keep the absolute

numbers of protective custody inmates to a ninimum;
¢) cevelop a bettsr svstem for allowing inmates into

protective custody:

d) provide more recreational facilities for protsctivas

custody inmates.

Inmaces were also incerviewed and their suggestions for
improvement were:

a) provice more and better recreation;
D) provide more ana better jobs;

<€) provide more and bett education;
d) provide better food: ana

2} improve inmata-staff rslations.

In some prisons it is fel® that the reason nmates are in °C
is not because of a real danger, but because they ars weak and
22811y ifatimazed landarson, 1990). Shelzma n Prison in WasWingzan

- .
ailms at trying to reintroduce immates into the general popula=-
tion. Since the summer of 1975, about 20% of the PC inmates have
Jone back into the general population of Shslden prison., Unfor-
tunately, there are no apparsnt foll Low=up studies of these former
?C lnmates ©o examine the succass of this gractice,

Elsewnere, Stillwater penitentiary in Minnesota has attempred
3. similar program through asserctiveness training of 2C inmatss.
The assertiveness programs encourage inmates $o return to the
jeneral populatcion. However, only a few have heen successifully
rsturned o the general prison pcpulaticn (Anderscn, 1980).

e New Hampshirs State prison has tzken a diffsrent
apgrcacn., At this institusion, sz3ff ¢o not Tty Lo pravent 2C
czses, Dut deal wita tne 2C inmabtes oy designing programs and
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making the PC environment more tolerable. For example, the metal
factory of the institution has been turned over to the 2C
inmates. Here, these inmates work and eat at different times
from the rest of the prigon population (Ande?son, 1980).

However, the number of .PC cases has increased since the program
began, suggesting that the solution may be creating yet another
problem. Moreover, non-PC inmates may not have the benefit of
the metal factory program unless there is a costly duplication of
services,

Another strategy to control the incidence of PC cases entails
the ﬁse of a specially designed security classification system.
Such a scheme was developed by Levinson (1980) with variables
such as history of escapes, history of violence, =tc. Inmates
wlth similar characteristics were put in the same range, .so that
the inmates would feel lass threatened by one another. The icez
behind this new system was that if inmates who were similér in
personality, offence(s) committed, and past records were housed
together, they would feel safer. If they felt less threatened,
the inmate would more likely participate in helpful programs. Of
the institutions involved, the rate of protective custody inmates
rose from 1.5% in January to 15.4% in December of the same year
(Levinson, 1980). Obviously, this new scheme did not reduce the

incidence of protective custody cases.



[}

A dirfferent aporoach has been adoptsd ia fagland. When

[
[1}]

Sritisa prisconer, Kknown to be a likely target for viclencs,

I

[

acdmitted from the outsice or is transfsrrad into 2 prison, staf
ars alerted to Keep an eve on him. 7The inmate is supervi;ed at
work and other places where he associates with prisoners. Speg-
tal care is taken wnen alloc;ting him te sharsd cells, dormitor-

ies or working parties. Transfer schemes encourage staff to

I

dentify inmates wno are likely to be attacked beczuse of their
offences or past behavicur in prison. It is noted that thess

strateglies are primarily preventive in nacure. Howevar, no

separate instictuticn in each regicn should be preovided Eor PC

[ty
fu
T

cases. It 1is apparsnt SZrom the Seunath study (CSC, 1378a) =&

LA
O
rn

BC inmates (sex offanders and nonsex offenders) were in £avou

initiating anotner problam: 2C within PC. This has alreaqy
cccurraed in the Federal BC institutions and at lsast one of tne

ntario proviancial instituticns, Millorook Correctional Csntrs,

O

whers some unforcunates are designacad "super-2C”.



Sccording to Vantour, many cases can be resolved by
transferring inmates to specific facilities without resorting tb
protective custody. 1Intra and inter-regional transfers can
become a convenient method of handling institutional problems.
However, in the long run, some institutions will then become
labelled as PC institutions and the inmate coming ffom such a
facility will suffer the consequences of being labelled as such.
Thus, the use of transfers does not necessarily remove the néed
for PC units. However, it may reduce the frequency of PC re-
guests or divert the problem for a period of time.

Vantour (197Y) has suggested that an attempt should be made
to identify the source of the problem, either through the inmates
identification of the aggressor or through staff investigation of
the situation. Wilson (1983) elaborated on this controversial
dilemma that fearful inmates should be encouraged to name the
source of theilr :repidation. With sufficient identification from
the threatened inmates, these men wéuld instead be segreygated.
But as one offender was quoted: "Here I am, a 20 years old kid.
I ask for protection because some wolves are after me, so they
lock me up. Why ‘didn't they lock them up?" (Anderson, 1980)2

It is indeed unfair to dissociate inmates in PC when the
source of the problem remains in general popﬁlation, but is it
fsasible or even possible to identify all potential instigators
and tfoublemakers in the general population? One must also

consider that no one is dangerous to everyone. Consegquently, can



we dissociate an inmate ocecause he poses & thrsat LS oOne or a

n

mall number of inmates?

Vantour (CPS, 19735) suggests that certain facilities may

[
A1
o

:epresénc good "receiving" institutions. Eowever, nc raliable
data have been collected as to hew protection cases have been
successfully reintegrated into the general population, either in
the original setting or another institution (CSC, 1973a).

Seunath (CSC, 1978a) commented that thelmethocs used oy 3Stony
Mountain Institution and others were successful in integrating a

large number of protective custocdy cases back to the general

population. TIntersstinglv, Stony Mountain Institution had 83 sex

nffenders in their general population at ths time of the sctudy
zad scme haa ralintegratea afs=ar naving been segrasgztad in PC.
Ssunatn suggestea thac cth scope of further rssearch should
iacliude the icentification of those characteristics possessecd by
inmatss who have besn successfully reintegratesd.

-~

Using Correctional Service of Canada records, Taylor (1984)
conguctad such a study in an attempt to ldentify characteristics
>f PC inmates who had bSeen sdccessfully reintegrated ints the
general inmate populaticn from current PC iamates. The study was
ancdertaxken with a view Lo establish a "potential Zor
reintegration" index to be applied zo inmakes in °C.

sample 2f 31 male former 2C inmates ware comparad o a randem

sample of tne present ?C inmates on 12 pre-sslected variables.

fu
..-‘

1 an acoampt &0 "quasi-validatse" zhe rasults, the origin

sampls of reincegratac iamates was ccmpared o all X

3

1CWn

4o
e }
3
fu
3
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who have enterad PC institutions since August, 1983 (N=113). On
the original set of variable, results of the first comparison
indicated that significantly more reintegrated prisoners entered
PC because of general institutional conflicts and significantly
fewer entered because of personality problems. Reintegrated
prisoners were significantly older and tended to be bilingual,
there were fewer rapists in this population, and there were more
long-~-term sentences. It was concludéd that significant differ-
ences existed between the PC and reintegrated samples. However,
upon reanalysis with a larger PC sample only one significant
difference, that of age, was replicated.

Seunath (CSC, 1978a) also suggested that institutions should
have nroper orientation/rsception programs. However, staff
opinion as to the utility of such strategy was egquivocal if not
negative. Only 38% of 43 stazff who were interviewed, suggested
that proper orientation/reception program would curtail the
increase in PC, while 42% believed that it would be of little
assistance. Obviously, staff have to be trained to deal more

effectively with the PC type of inmate.




CONCLUSION

In summary, na&s the ingrease in PC beccme an ever g¢rowing

phencmena indicating that administrative policies are no longer

successiul in controlling the inmate population? Or is it a

o

transitional phase merely reflecting the changing nature of
institutions? Will PC always rsemain as guiet and free of
inmace-to~-inmatce conflicts, Or, will the situation of

"protective custody within protective custocy" become mora

prevalent? What is urgently reguirad ars two kinds of strategies

that might be adopted to identify &the aumerous sourgces of the 2C

ingrease, rir

n

t, empirical research should focus on identiZiable

cnaracteriscics of 2C inmates, and second analyvze the jenal
system i1tsels, assuming chat inscitutions plav a role in creacing
tne PC situacion. The former approach assumes that 2C inmates

have specific characteristics differentiating them £rom other
inmates incarceratad in the general populaticn. The latter
agproach would measure the impact of penal policies and specific

events wiich mighc have

in

negative inZluence on the 2C incresase.
mplicaticns of the first stratsgy is that i€ Pé inmates
raliaply diffsr from those not requiring 2C it is possinlies to

2stablish a systam ¢f pradictors in icentilying inmates at risx

-
H

2% hecoming 2C. With such a scheme in place, appropriats
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ming estaplisned.  In our opinion, =his approach could ce used

C pnencmenon on a short-tara basis. LI, <on

onlys <0 manage tne
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gthe cther hand, :-ne second stratsgy 1s rs2.evant and Certalin pgarts




of the system are founa to be contributing meaningfully to the PC
problem then appropriate policies can be addressed to this

issue. Obviously one cannot meaningfully study an evolving
system without studying the causes of its metamorphosis.

To this end, attention must be given to the broader social
context and its possible role (Bergalli, 1976; Irwin, 1980).,
Similarly, one cannot study the inmate without considering the
changes occuring in the prisons. Most likely, the problem lies
in both areas; that is, one of individual differences and one of
system in development.

Therefore, research should focus on prison transformations™
and its influence on inmates. For example, researchers should
take a closer look at the levels of socialization in the inmate
pepulation, havé Q.better comprehension of the inmaée subcultgre
and its .pressures, observe the new forms of institutiona;
disciplines, and assess their influence on the inmate. Both the
individual and the system should be fesearched simultaneously.
Oné ﬁust be mindful, however, that changing individuals and the
system in responsé to such a problem will be no mean feat.
Hopefully, both strategies will be addressed together in the near
future. One of the more cruciai problems to confront corrections
management now rests in the uneasy domain of considerable

conjecture and very few facts.
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