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INTRODUCTION:
BACKGROUND, TERMS OF REFERENCE AND METHODOLOGY

mmmdumdmmuwmwmmmmaom-m
conmlwiﬂﬂ?ﬁ}\eScotﬁshﬂn_onsyuemanbemdb.ckathutmﬁ\euﬂy 1950s, when a
decision was taken to establish a Segregation Unit at Peterhead Prison, intended for the allegedly

very group had been primarily for a series of incidents of 'serious
] e R ———

Thdiscipline’, violence and subversion. The 'philosophy’ of this first special unit for disruptive
prisoners wm——ﬂm and ‘group isolation’ of persistent troublemakers,
in place of the more traditional and even less constructive strategy of individual isolation (SPS,
19900b: 55).

The Peterhesd Unit fell into disuse in 1954, and althougi#ft was reestablished in 1956 it was
Fally abandoned in 1957. There was apparently no fgsfnal assessment of the Unit and very few
Wmhmb«k on the type or number of prisoners who went
through the Unit, or how long they stayed therg/#rom the very limited accounts that remain, and
according to the SHHD Departmental Workipg/A of 1971, the Unit appears © have been judged
a limited success in terms of its overall fpftion of reducing the level of violence and subversion
among other prisoners in the main prigiy('at Peterhead (SHHD, 1971; SPS, 1990s, Appendix A).

There was then a gap of
Inverness in 1966. Its locatios

by mbdomaWUmtwueanat
ddlbeutﬂydmtohohuitﬁomthemtofﬂwlong-

prison system in a way thaglh notbunpoodhknt?dulnnd.mditlhowvedwh\diateiu

role as a national er than exclusively for Peterhead. mwfu@
InverneuSegreg:ﬁon ‘I anddwwidevarletyofspednlor'almﬂve' units that were

subsequently establishéd g the next 25 years is better documented and does not need to be
rehemedhen-al thehckofanaud\oduﬁvehmoﬂulcﬂdqmofsmllunitsmthe
Scottish Prison Serwicgfis an unfortunate gap that merits attention for the benefit of policy makers
and the prison se alike.

Following a seriogs fncilent in the Irverness Unit in December, 1972, during which several prison__
officers and '.J._'.":!! re seriously injured, ji3 use wes temporarily suspes -=--__'--'
until 5 years lasedl Becember 1978, with a regime that was intended to be very different from its
hdumnﬂmdu&rﬂmﬂeﬁpechlUnit had _early in

1973, following the recommendations of the SHHD Departmental Working Party, Treatment of
Certain Male Long Term Prisoners and Potentially Violent Prisoners (SHHD, 1971). This was
T T T T oo T Tty ool Sgnifoant Gevelopant I e teatment o
‘difficult’ prisoners in the SPS. In the words of Opportunity and Responsibility:



hﬂuilm,whmﬂapmﬂmdpoormmmmmbdnvburwﬂ\e
long-term prison population showed no signs of abating, but in certain respects escalated to

%o{‘mmmm“ to staff and prisoners, other units were
the Peterhead 10-Cell Unit{1 the Perth 6-Cell Unit ( in August H

1989) most , Shotts Unit, in

The brief of the present research, in the light of the essentially pragmatic approach adopted to
thesmlllunitsstntegyh\Sl’Sdurh\gﬁ!ﬁelodoutlhedabow,wutocarryouta'broad
evaluation' of two of these small units - Blﬂh\nieSpedlllhlituldﬂ!Shomlz-CellUnit and to
provideaneuuuhny mpdwt‘wnom&ofhowduyammﬂyopente how they are linked to the
rest of the long-term prison system and what lessons might be drawn for the development of the
small units strategy in the 1990s. '

mpﬂmm,ﬂwmmmhmmmmmwnymuthe

objectives set down in Opportunity and Respousibility (SPS, 1990b) for all the small units within

1. To provide an additional option for the location of prisoners who present
wmaﬂnpﬂmﬂdﬁwmtm within the
mainstream prison system;

4. Tonmﬂow:bﬂumm&bkbmpeu\dwmkems
towards release; and

5. To provide settings within which it is possibie to test alternative approaches
: towards the relationship prisoners and prison officers, from which lessons
may be drawn for the prison system. (SPS, 1990b: 59)

In sddition, we were invited t examine the impact of the urits on the host prison (and vice versa),
and provide an overall assessment of the future place and role of the units in the system as a whole.
The research should consider the need or desirability for more special units of this kind , as opposed
to finding an appropriate method of dealing with difficult prisoners in the mainstream.




"

Inviewofﬂ\eftctﬂutud\unlthadiuownuniquehbtorynndmtethot,pam'cululyin

ta-mofM-prhonerd&ﬂaquudmmﬂyﬂvhgithﬂntanmﬁeofspedﬁc
issues should be focused upon in each unit, with the details to be discussed beforehand with unit

members, without whose cooperation research of this kind would have been impossible.

Amngﬂwhmesdntitwuagreedﬂaemrdwmldaddreuinboﬁmnihmthefollowing:

i.  the current regime: philosophy and day-to-day operation;

ii.  physical environment and facilities;

iii.  staffing issues, training and prisoner-staff relationships;

iv. management issues, including staff roles, specialists, community meetings etc.;

v. selection and types of prisoner, assessment, sentence planning and reintegration into

vi. community links and family involvement in the unit;

vii.  messuring 'success’;

viii. aspects of cost effectiveness, ethics and priorities within the Scottish Prison
Service.

In the case of Barlinnie Special Unit, given the unique place which it holds within the system and

the changes and ethos developed since it opened in 1973, our research had necessarily (and
frustratingly) to be very much a ‘snapshot in time' - the summer of 1992 - a very small piece in the

- complex jigsaw of its 20 year history.

In the case of Shotts Unit, which received its first prisoner on 25 April 1990, and is still very much
in its infancy when compared to the BSU, a particular focus of the research was to be upon the
extent to which the philosophy and objectives of the unit are being met, as set out in the Shotts
Unit Planning Group Report, published in January 1990 (SPS, 1990a). The Group identified four key

objectives which must be heid in balance:
i. Maintaining secure custody.
ii. Creating a community.
iii.  Providing opportunities for personal development.
iv.  Maintaining the position of Shotts Unit in relation t0 the mainstream system.
(SPS, 1990a: para 4.1)



Inunodnﬁon‘dﬂ\d\ephﬂo.ophyofﬂ\emﬁtudlbmh,SlmUnitwulntendedtoprovide
prisoners with opportunities for:

a. Increased family contact.
b. Greater self-determination.
c. A supportive environment.
d. Personal growth and development facilities.
(SPS, 1990a: para 2.3.3)

MMMMhMDMMWMWMhm,

together with the personal development programme, which was intended to be the main feature
distinguishing Shotts from other units (see SPS, 1990s: para 44).

On&nudwﬂc:ﬂe,dutumchmamﬂﬁonﬂnmby&numwdﬁaofﬂumm
and Cambridge. mmmwwdhmmqua
mumm,mahwhwacwlmwmq
of Hull. Mmdhmmhmmmuwtbymmwmummmn
researchers: Dr Richard Sparks, of the Department of Criminology, University of Keele, who did
mmam;mmmmdummnaomm,mdu
most of the research fieldwork in Shotts Unit. !tmmﬂnhulthnofﬂ\emd\tomgage
in any sort of direct comparison between these two very different units. Although the fieldwork
was carried out during the same period, in the summer of 1992, each researcher worked
independently in order 10 be able 10 view their own particular unit in its own terms, without being
unduly influenced by knowledge of how the other unit functioned.

Gnatmmbhnbyﬂnmd:hmbhbedmdywlﬂnﬂemmﬂmdm
of each unit, at every stage in the process. Preliminary visits were made to BSU and Shotts, and
mﬁmmwmmwmmummumhmm
been finalised. Addiﬂmdviﬂhmmdcinthcudym.pﬂottod\emmiodof
ﬂwmmlm/mvmmwmumwwnmmman
weeks in their respective units. During this time, the daily life of the unit was observed and
Mmmmnﬁmhubmmmmwlnagmedm
interviewed at length, together with a majority of staff and specialists. - Outwith the units
themselves, all the former prisoners from Shotts Unit agresd 0 be interviewed (see Part II, below)
and meetings were arranged with mainstresm and former unit governors and senior administrators
closely invoived in the development of small units in SPS.
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In the period following the main fieldwork, a number of return visits were made to the units and to
SPS headquarters. Most importantly, towards the end of November 1992 formal
feedback/consultative meetings, involving both staff and prisoners, were held by the researchers in
BSU and Shotts Unit, at which the main points emerging from the research and our provisional
conclusions were reported and fully discussed with unit members. We were reassured by the
generally very positive reactions to our findings and that despite the severe constraints of time
unduwudnmhndwwbditumudﬂutmhadumededinidmﬂfyingmykzyupemof
the experiences and views of those who worked or lived in the units, and who shared in a more
direct way than we ever could a real concern about the present running and future prospects of the
units.

The report which follows is divided into three parts. Part I describes Barlinnie Special Unit, and
was written primarily by Richard Sparks. It concentrates on current themes and issues, on the
assumption that much of the history of BSU is quite well known (and was in any case outside our
research brief). Part II gives a rather fuller descriptive account of the running of Shotts Unit - as we
are the first researchers to have been given such full access for observing the daily routines and
talking extensively to unit members - and was written primarily by Alison Liebling. Each of these
reviews draws its own conclusions, pertaining mainly to the unit on which it is based but also
addressing some aspects of the wider relationship between the unit and the mainstream. |

In Part Il we have tried t0 draw together, albeit at the cost of some slight repetition, the main
ﬂmnndmndndauﬂuthnnnﬂmﬁomﬁumdtunwbk,buduponourmﬂecﬂve
reflections upon the wider implications of our findings, and being mindful of the need to try to make
relevant connections with the current policy debate within the SPS about the future of small units.



PARTI BARLINNIE SPECIAL UNIT

Introduction

mmmaummmmmmmu\dmﬁmﬂnw
Unit at Bariinnie prison during the summer of 1992. The research proposal on which it is based

envisaged:

Anevﬂm&nMydﬂumu&opatﬁond&e&rﬂm&SpedﬂU:ﬁt.inﬁght
of the objectives laid down for small units in the Scottish Prison Service in
and Responsibility (SPS, 1990b:59). The research will explore the
of prisoners and staff within the Unit. It will also consider: the

position of the Unit within the host ; the role of the Unit in relation to the
system as a whole; implications for developments within the Unit and for
the mainstream.

The work reported here records our attempts to make sense of each of these matters. On some (in
particular “the position of the Unit within the host prison’, which few participants raised as a
pressing issue) we have little of note 10 say. In other cases the underlying issues are quite large,
complicated and sometimes controversial. We address them here as fully as has been possible
within the constraints of tisne, spece and resources.

A

the Barlinnie Special U

ting hat the nd very small institution in no way
preciudes its being a complex one. In fact one problem that it has confronted over the years is
precisely that it has been seen by some “inside’ the Scottish Prison Service but “outside’ the Unit
iﬂudgﬂc“pﬂq-nhb&dwﬂe&yhmoﬁdﬂdmﬂp«hw
indicates (see for eample, the report of H.M. Chief Inspector of Prisons for Scotland, 1986:23). Such
meamhawdmwmwummm
development of the Unit, and although i has been quite widely written about elsewherel, no such
first-hand research effort has been undertaken until now. It is to be hoped, therefore, that the

present work goes some way towards making good a long feit deficlency in understanding.

We have never been either prisoners or employees within the Scottish Prison Service (hereafter
SPS) and this is not a “managerial’ document in the sense that internal policy reviews or Inspector’s
reports are. Rather it is a small piece of first-hand social research based on interviews with
prisoners and staff and relevant documentary material, and informed by a general awareness of
larger academic, political and policy debates on long-term imprisonment in Scotland and
elsewhere.



Two significant areas of discussion are preciuded here, for reasons of space, time and the -:uite
higmyfocuaedmofmofﬂ\hmm&ubmyfuumuntofﬂuUninhisuoricnl
devdwcwy,ymdndpﬂﬁamofﬂnwtuamwmhﬂﬂmhm
politics and the public controversies that have at times surrounded it, that history remains to be
wrltl:en.Wembuutﬁutd\homhbndmldbemgudeduquihm,mforinunediate
MdmltWUammmththbmiumnt
formmd’ﬂ\cdtvdbpumxofﬂlpncuamdwway:ofwoddng.kthoworhagainst
dnadequaleapprdulofﬂnphamdpotmﬂdofmnmﬁuin&ebng-wmpﬂwnsyatemor,
forexlmple,ofthepouiblepo(ntsofw\dmbetwempolidubuedoncettninconsdously
uﬁmhhdprhdpbuﬂﬂn‘pngnuﬂcrqimWdexdﬂdﬂanuﬁbuw
to the establishment of alternative units. The second area of discussion which is excluded is any
mm&wﬁmwmmdwmfmpluormum
directed towards the “special handling’ of particular groups of long-term prisoners2. This
Mhﬂynkadndixundmdc&hinpdnhofpﬂndpbluoﬂpﬂdtﬂnnitshuldiduﬂy
be. We suggest that both of these areas should be given close consideration as future research
directions of more than purely “academic’ interest.

Invie\volmscedndeddmundmdd\hmwmwmpanﬂvdynndest It places
iummmmmdmhwdbwmmmmwkcﬁm;
dssessment criteria and the process of coming 10 the Unit; the regime in daily operation; and issues
inﬂnrdaﬂonofﬂnUtﬂttodn‘W’,apedﬂlyﬂnvecdqwﬂondmﬁngon&omthe
Unit. It concludes with a short summary and some tentative recommendations. Its distinctive
kahhMandm“uhuMﬁmhmﬂppﬁnuof
u\epﬂsomandsuffwhoprue\ﬂymhupthomﬂtmty,mpphmmted where
appropriate by the authors’ own observations and interpretations. Accordingly it is written from
the premise (now officially acknowledged within SPS and implicit within such initiatives as the
Scottish Prison Skroey (1992)) that the enlightened formulation of policy can only take place with
amnamdwmmwﬁwmmnyﬂnudwkwmﬂnﬂupﬂmmm
really want and regard as being in their own and its best inerests.

1. Aimsand objectives: what is the Special Unit for?

Since BSU's inception in 1973 various attempts have been made by officials, prisoners and former
prisoners, Unit staff and clinical speclalists to define and redefine its purposes. Inevitably given
the range of interests and perspectives represented in such claims these definitions have varied,
and not all have been easily compatible with each other.



As is well known, the working party whose report prefigured the creation of the Unit concerned
iMMﬁ&hMMEMdMWtMMMW

a regime drawing explicitly on "therapeutic community” principles (SHHD, 1971; Stephen, 1988).
Circular 73/1972 stated:

Later' formulations of the aims and functions of the Unit have been considerably more eclectic and
less Prescriptive and, in keeping with the tenor of most subsequent penology, less wedded to the
idea of “treatment’ as such. For eample, one departmental working party of the 1980s says no more
on this point than that it is desirable to separate “difficult’ prisoners from other long-termers and
to have intensive staff involvement with them (SPS, 1986: 25). Discussion documents circulated
durinig 1990 and 1991 are more concerned with declaring criteria for the acceptability, and perhaps
more explicitly the exclusion, of certain candidates than with the fundamental aims of the Unit as

such. One such refers (0 "prisoners who remain highty problematical in terg of their capacity to
%Mmm&ﬁmhnMMmjﬂdmmbmmmp
dMMWhMWWM

The same paper goes on (0 contamplate extending the Unit's remit to indude some prisoners who are
‘not creating management problems as suck’ but rather who are clearly "not benefiting to their
maximum potential from being locsted in a conventional closed prison.’ Such documents usually go
on to list an agreed set of exclusionary definitions: sex offenders, current drug users, prisoners
WMWMMWbWUqu

In brief, the original purposes of the Unit seem %0 have lain in (i) a felt sense of impending
emergency surrounding a “small number’ of persistently " violent’ or "disruptive’ known individuals,
ii) an awareness at that time of the likelihood of some prisoners serving very long indeterminate
senfences in the wake of the abolition of the death penalty and (iii) a conscious desire to diverge
>m the historically dominant responses to "disruptive’ prisoners by punitive measures involving
extended segregation in spartan conditions. However, subsequent statements have moved towards a
more flexible and open-ended definition of the Unit's purposes and of qualifications for admission.



For all the complexity of the Unit's history (including the oft-noted absence of adequate
dmmmm)mmammmmm'mnmm

i.ﬂutﬁ\eUMtperfomaﬁxmﬂonbrSPSuawhokbyrennvh\g‘dlfﬂaﬂfpmom
ﬁom&\emhummu\dﬁ'omd\eawhmmenuh\whkhﬂ\drdlfﬂaddabecome
and

&Mh%dmﬂﬂbmhm&dmm»umuw:uﬁ-

rela . for and
prisoner ﬁuuhipo;l;doppamntﬂu :uauldevebpuuut, specialist support in

ﬂ\aoainumbymmmmnt-dmy.&uwhhhdd\anhnbmpﬂm&udmﬂuvarbus
position statements depends on the conditions prevailing in SPS at the time as well as on who is
speaking and their interests in relation to the system as a whole. Thus conceived there are a
variety of possible tensions between the stances of those whose professional commitment is to the
management of SPS more generally and those who have looked at the Unit from within in more
directly personal terms. Be this as it may, the main purpose of this section will be to advance
discussion of the aims of the Unit by reporting the views of those currently or recently involved in
its life - their assessments of its purposes and its adequacy in fulfilling them.

Aims of the Unit: sisff perspectives
Broadly speaking, governor grade staff (including present and former Unit managers) and

spedah”mptwhtappanwbmofﬂdd(symm)deﬂmﬂmofﬂnUNﬂPurpoou,or
at least acknowledge that these must provide the context within which it operates. Thus:

[ see it from the point of view that the system is trying 0 solve a probiem for itself,
rather than for the individual prisoners. (Clinical specialist)

Or again:

I think you've got %0 go back 10 what it was set up for. Unit was
basically set up %0 protect prison officers against being . that's it.
Anything eise is a bonus and is extrapolated from there. Clinical specialist)

i

Looked at from this perspective all such speakers affirm that the Unit must be considered a notable
sucoess:

Difficult and disruptive prisoners are a danger 10 themselves, to staff and to other
prisoners if left in a system which frequently they are unable to adjust %0 and to
cope with to any meaningful degree. Unit sysiems have been shown over a long
period of time to be a safe environment for such prisoners and for the staff with
whom they work. In many cases personal growth has taken place and this would
not have been possible in the mainstream. (former Unit manager)

OneformeUtﬂtmmgermﬂechd&omhhMWpohﬂnammﬁﬂ:



You've got 0 remember that the Unit's role in taking people out of the mainstream
is the driving force.

He continued:

[ really see BSU being for extremely difficult cases. There's a certain part of me
that wants to resolve... you know, passing on my trouble to someone else is not
something I relish but I think 'm professional enough to know when I'm
beaten..When I look who's in there at the moment and [ think, well, would I really
want any of these people in [this prison). | mean what do you do with the [Phil
Archers] and the [Sid Perkees]?

In this light, this individual proposed a modest definition of the Unit's aims and criteria for
SucoRdg:

Immmmﬁmmmmmthh
ability to hold them. We've the violence side of it has only been on very
rare occasions, right? The ability to get them moving through the system, albeit
rather slowly. And I suppose to a degree modification in the prisoner’s attitude.

This observer also stated his view that one reason for such modesty is to encourage realistic
expectations, and hence defend the Unit from unfair criticism. However, most such speakers also
went on to comment that this emphasis is only their initial starting point and to reiterate their
view that the Unit has also genuinely contributed to facilitating personal development and
behavioural change in many of the people who had been through it |

I suspect what the end is, what the objective is, is to take very difficult, often
aggressive and violent men and somehow 0 apply a regime, a method of living,
which dissipated the violence and which allowed them and staff to come to an
understanding, a living together. And there is no doubt that the Unit certainly has
achieved that objective..Once you taks a man out of the mainstream and you're
offering him... there's a consensus at that point between him and the
administration that he has 0 change. He has t0 buy info that. Also I guess at this
point in time there is a history to the Unit which has .nown that people can
change... | think that the conditions in the Unit allow him to deal with staff as
individuals who are human beings and I think that actually changes their
behavicur.  (Unit manager)

In a similar vein one specialist worker commented:

What's the long-term objective of the whole exercise? It's to get people out into the

, presumably, to function as ressonable citizens. You want to get them
away as much as possible from crime culture etc. etc. etc. If you brought them into
this setting one’s broken down a lot of that institutionalized crime culture that
you've got next door [i.e. Barlinnde main prison], by the nature of the place.

Most uniformed staff would I think also endorse such views. Some state quite plainly that the
system level objective of removing difficult prisoners from the mainstream constitutes the major
part of their sense of their own role:

10



If the guy is such a problem that it's affecting the running of that institution, to
ridofoneforﬂugoodorderofﬂ\emtmhusauemdifmeSpeddUn?tisﬁ
place for that, so be it. | agree with that. You've got to try and maintain order for
people continuously. You've got to go. And that should be the mainstay of the
reasons 0 come to the Unit.  (Unit officer)

Or as another put it

I'll take every prisoner that comes, | mean I'm not bothered what they are, who
they are..I'd take anybody that's sent to us who's a difficult prisoner. That's why
we came. That's why we volunteered for it, to take them.. | see my job as managing
difficult prisoners and that's it. Full stop...Totally end of story about that.

But at the same time officers generally draw a sharp distinction between "‘managing’ and merely
containing. The last speaker also says of the Unit: "It certainly makes a prisoner more responsible’
and "Every prisoner 've seen come to the Unit has changed’. In general most Unit staff place much
of their emphasis on these latter points. For them the day to day development of relationships and
the promotion of trust are key features of their work. This is an important feature of staff
perspectives on the Unit, which we develop at more length below (in the section on staff-prisoner
relations).

Aims of the Unit: prisoner perspectives

It is important 0 note, here and elsewhere, the degree of overlap between staff and prisoner
perspectives on a range of issues. In confirmation of some of the above comments about altered staff-
prisoner relations the near. unanimity on a number of points between many staff and prisoners
constitutes a clear difference between our experience as researchers in the Unit and previous
experiences in other prisons. But prisoners’ views are more directly influenced by perticular
personal experiences. Their views on the Unit are only really intelligible in the light of the
sometimes extreme situations out of which they have come (a point developed more fully below).

Sommmwﬂyl“drdﬂ,mdmpe:

Being suddenly given access to more of the norms of society, and more of the normal
standards of society, from, from dungeons of dire despair, you know, from that
position into, you know, a small soclety but closer ©0 the norms of society, entailed a
mdmmmwmmmnpum&mu

. : nit prisoner)

Or again:

At the end of the day, it's not a case of rewarding bad behaviour, it's a case that

there are certain types of people who just cannot function in a mainstream jail. Even
if they wanted to they couldn't. I was one of them. I'd served fucking (x] years

before I came here. | should have been on my way out. I just couldn't, I couldn’t

function...We're responsible to ourself because if you fuck it up in here, you know,

you're, you know what I mean..It works in the sense that it humanizes us, whereby .
the sense that we can form relationships with ordinary people outside, which I

could never have done in a billion years in an ordinary jail. It works, Richard.

There's a million ways that it works, but not essy to define.  (Unit prisoner)

1n




It's not what the Unit done for me, first of all..it's what the prison done - damaged
me very, very badly. You know. The anger. The pain. And I just couldn't give a fuck
what happened to me in there..I'd've destroyed myself in the mainstream. Right?
Because everything was getting unbeambie. Unbearable. But when I came here, in a
sense it saved my life.What happened was I got a lifeline just in fucking time.

By implication these prisoners are acknowledging that the Unit has ‘worked’ in respect of the first
of its aims - its contribution towards problem-solving for the system - inasmuch as it has provided
some sort of resolution in their own particular cases. But their emphasis perhaps lies elsewhere - in
a directly personal assessment of how. being in the Unit has altered their views, the course of their
sentences, their relationships with their families and their orientation towards the future. These
mmmmwmthwmmmhnym
in practice.

In sum, by accident or design, BSU has always had more than one kind of aim attributed to it, and
which of these is taken to be most important depends on the vantage point from which it is seen,
However much its function for the system as a whole may be its driving force, its internal logic as
described by both prisoners and staff naturally leads 10 a stress on behaviour, relationships and
memm&mwumuuwdm(uwdmpmyormdmiu
aims) simply %0 a hokding or containment function would be resisted strongly by the members of its
community. That some have at times mistrusted (and indeed still mistrust) official attitudes
within SPS towards the Unit and felt that it (and they) has been marginalised is problematic. It
reflects a concern, especially amongst prisoners, that aim 1) (cynically: the achievement of a quiet
life) might be prioritized over others with possible detrimental consequences both for the
individuals involved and for the full development of the Unit's potential. It is not at all surprising
that in a large and complex organisation such as a prison system (especially one whose participants
have in the past been very directly in conflict with one another) views of any perticular institution
within that system should differ. Nevertheless, the perception that key decision-makaers have at
times been equivocal in their attitude 0 the Unit has heightenad anxieties and risked compounding
the problem of prisoners preferring %0 “dig in’ within the Unit and to postpone moving on
(sometimes, it seems very probable, at the cost of extending their confinement overall). Some
participants, including senior staff, insist that recent developments - the refurbishment of the unit,
the dropping of the "experimental” tag - do clearly signify an officlal recognition that the Unit is a
perthanent and valued part of the long-term prison system in Scotland. If this is indeed s it should
be confirmed in some clearer way than has been apparent (certainly in prisoners' eyes) hitherto,
lest the carefully cultivated trust which already exists in large measure between staff and
prisoners in the Unit be undermined by a continuing mistrust of the system's intentions towards it.



2. chummmwnsvndwm

Evidently, this discussion (and the debetes within it) follow from and extend those concerning the
Unit's basic objectives. In origin, as we have already signalled, there was a stress on violence and on
ﬂnmﬂutpmbhmsedsndwhkhhndﬁlhdbbembyodammsmnﬂmmw
be reflected in the view of some present and former staff that the Unit must properly be reserved for
those "extremely difficult cases’ which provided its original reison d'efre and its claim to “special’
status.

This in turn leads some staf to query, for example, the number of prisoners at present in the Unit
whomwhave,orwhowind\ordybecoucdigﬂahﬁof,‘C'uegocymSudunffmnydut
BSU might thereby be seen as moving away from its original and proper functions and that this in
turn makes it vulnerable to criticism from elsewhere in the system (views which I have heard
voiced) that it no longer really takes “difficult’ prisoners, or that those who are there have ceased
to be "difficult’ and so forth (and hence that the Unit has become peripheral to the main concerns of
SPS). ‘
Plainly this is a vexed and difficuit area, and a crucial one for this research. In this section I will
first briefly review the formal position on the referral process; second I will note some salient
points about the state of our knowiedge about past and present occupancy of the Unit; third I will
outline in brief the views of staff and prisoners on eligibility and assessment for the Unit. Finally I
will raise some general issues about the referral process.

The referral procedure

The procedure for referrals to BSU is a quite time-consuming and painstaking one. In general
candidates are nominated by the Governor of the hoiding establishment. This nomination is
considered by the Standing Committee on Difficult Prisoners. If on this advice the Department
gives authority for a detailed assessment, a team from BSU (including the Governor and Deputy
Governor, clinical specialists and representatives of other staff) interviews the prisoner concerned
and makes a detailed assessment. If the team recommend transfer a decision is made centrally and
put to the Junior Minister for formal approval.

This is necessarily a time-consuming process. It acts against any sense that the Unit can be used as a
“hot-line’ facility for sudden and urgent problems - i.e. the point at which the Governor of the
holding prison may feel the greatest inclination to make a referral. This procedure, whilst
commendably exhaustive, has been criticized for being $00 cumbersome and 100 secretive, perhaps
giving rise to uncertainty and disaffection amongst Governors elsewhere. It can also, as has been
- widely noted, be stressful for the prisoner concerned and impose an extended period of uncertainty.
This in turn hes led 10 an internal debate over whether Governors should be encouraged to continue
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making nominations during a period when the Unit is effectively full and with no short-term
prospect of vacancies arising. Unit managers past and present and clinical specialists have taken
the view that referrals shouild still be encouraged, even if a full assessment is postponed until
vacancies impend. Our view (outlined more fully in conclusion of this section) accords with this on
the grounds that the larger interest in maximising the usefulness of small units crucally requires a
more systematic assessment of needs throughout the long-term system than is presently availaoie.
Moreover a full appraisal of who is most likely to benefit most from a period in BSU (or Shotts) is
inhibited whilst referrals do not take place since that leaves the units in a basically resctive
rather than proactive mode.

Prisoners in the Unit: & note on records, experiences and prospects

M@Mhhﬁtuhhd&mﬂmmu&mmwm
Mmmmdeuuimnmhwdduatunpomofcmvkﬁonorfolbwmg
hddmhhmhaprbom.&ﬂntﬁn&ﬂubyl””omprhmuhddmdywvednyeam
another 18. None had served less than 8 years and their average time served on this sentence stood

at very nearly 13 years.

One prisoner had airesdy spent 8 years in the Unit, whilst two had arrived only a little over a
year before. Their average time since arrival stood at 3 years 8 months. Four of the eight had
previously escaped or attempied 10 escape from other prisons. Seven had previously been variously
charged with hostage taking, ‘mobbing and rioting’ or staff assaults. Four had received additional )
sentences after incidents in other prisons. Al (7) had, either shortly before coming o the Unit or in
the more distant past, spent varying periods in segregation in Peterhead, Shotts and elsewhere.
Three had previously been through the Inverness Unit.

Since 1973, a total of 35 prisoners have been admitted 10 the Unit. Excluding those at present in the
Unit their average length of stay had been 43 months, including four earlier instances of stays over
seven years. Fiftsen of the previous 27 occupants were serving life sentences. Average age on transfer
to the Unit, including the present group has been over 30.

Apart from the one distinctive feature of the present situstion, namely that all the present Unit
occupants are serving life sentences, it is not immediately apparent from the (admittedly
imperfect) available information that they are untypical in comparison with their predecessors in
other respects. Certainly they are not prima facie a less “difficul’ group. Neither is it clear,
contrary 40 a widely heid view, that periods spent in the Unit have been increasing to a
disproportionaie extent, especially when account is taken of the fact that, for example, five of
those who had left the Unit in the six years up 10 July 1992 had done 30 under special circumstances
(two released, two transferred on disciplinary grounds, one transferred 1o Carstairs Hospital). That
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iseouy,ithnlongbemtluwednt&u.mmfmedtotheUnitinthemiddleporﬁonofalong
mmmbhmmmmmmmhmywmn
hantudedbmhﬂmforquinlmgthypaiodl(umﬂymmofﬂ\myunand
frequently considerably longer). A '

Thepmmtgmupmonwhevuysughdyoldeﬂunﬂ\drpredmnmdprobably
(dmughﬂgmumnotwllnd)ﬁmhehwﬂ\drmmﬂueh,ulhnwmdmwd,m
eﬁdﬂumm&nmmtﬂwmabcgu\uhdy‘dﬁﬁmwgmuPMBSU
mdﬂnpma,wuhmmmtﬁcyhnyammmmﬂnnmL
If&uﬁote,umargm,ith-b-bemdd-uapmbhmﬂutpwplemmin‘bowinBSU
andhenoe‘dogup’ﬂ\eavaihhiﬂtyofplm,itd\ouldbemtedﬁutﬂﬂshmtamwprobm
Neither, consequently, can it be attributed purely to the alleged stubbornness of some current BSU

occupants in “digging in’ and refusing 0 move.

However, what is arguably distinctively problematic for the present p is not their past records
butndeEwEEa,Emﬂmmmmnmwu&mm '

is one in which a of men as them ‘heavy, hea nd
little prospect and few incentives for moving on from the Unit. The implications of this tend to
@wﬂMthMhMtMof
mwwmmm&mmummma.mmmty
about where they might be called upon to move to, when and under what conditions. For some on
@s%iﬂ“ﬁﬁﬁeﬂﬂuhamﬁgmoﬁn@ﬂmshﬂmsﬁﬂemof
‘stagnation’ within the Unit community.

This . : is in comments from various quarters about a

Emudwmmm,mﬁnum%mﬁmmnﬁmmtm

the community sod 20 forth, The implication of such remarks, especially when voiced by those
outside the commanity itself, is sometimes to "blame’ individual prisoners for their imputed

* Mupmm-.mmmmmummwwm
prisoners that they have in effect been shunted into a siding and forgotten by a system which feels
it has no reason to like or care for them.

Research of this kind is not concerned with the apportioning of blame, only with the appreciative
understanding of contexts and ressons. Rather it throws its emphasis in interpreting the impending
situation of ageing and stasis on two structural features of SPS which must be addressed if there is a
serious interest in developing the Unit's potential, reintegrating it into a coherent long-term prison



policy and enabling prisoners to progress towards release. These are (i) the current indefiniteness of

parole for lifers in Scotland and (ii) the lack of options for forward movement that
are credible in the eyes of the prisoners. These in combination seem 10 us to represent the primary
dﬁoﬂ&m@yhﬂh%“bmﬂmnnwmthiBMw
wmmwymmappm‘ummmmmmmmm
that for so long as there is no prospect of vacancies arising referrals are pointiess and the value of
the Unit to anyone elsewhere in the system limited. Our point is that such limits on the Unit's
‘usefulness’ are themselves at least in part the restlt of systemic problems and not just Unit
problems. We discuss below (in the sections on “obstacles 10 progress’) the sorts of steps which need
to be considered if such problems are 10 be obviated. :

It should be noted, however, that not all participants in any case share the view that either the
concentration of lifers or their spending relatively long periods of time in the Unit is necessarily
particularly problematic. Some of those with the longest experience of the Unit take a longer view.
For example one dinical specialist noted:

mwmwummmmmum very little
. movement at all. In fact it's one of the most dynamic organisations I've ever had

And you've got 10 think long term. There's

not
months. It would be a waste of time. And you see how they mature,
develop, how they relate to0 visitors if they get

i

g

i

i

Ez
i

Suchia perspective is aleo shared by individual prisoners. Thus:

- Over the last five years 've come a million miles.a million miles...Recently I've

taken on board things, issues that I didn't give thoughtto.l'vehkmd\hpon .
board and I'm working om it - whyldoth.ﬁutp and eventually I'm going to
overcome them, like I've overcome a lot of other things. But basically the thing is

to understand myseif..So only I can think of the answer. I's my head, you know. I
mﬂﬂsphmgimmedmn,itglmmmoppaumﬂytohumapamu

-with myself. OK? (Unit prisoner)

mumhumummmwymmmdﬂummmmaum
managers: ‘

When we have long periods of relative calm and nothing is happening then we've
got 10 motivate the fellows otherwise we move into a kind of becalmed situation
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With this in mind we can inquire a little further into staff and prisoner perspectives on eligibility
and assessment for the Unit. -

Eligibility and assessment: staff and prisoner perspectives

In general it is a commitment of staff that the Unit should be able to receive anyone referred to it,
no matter how problematic their behaviour. This can appear to provide a lack of interest in the
referral process, but this would be to misread their comments. However, prison officers and
managers alike quite often remark that different individuals are likely to benefit to differing
degrees from the Unit experience. This has two implications: (i) that some people would not be
appropriate for the Unit but that (ii) the definition of who qualifies ought not to unduly narrowed
toafhedmﬁonoqunit‘typd.Anumbadpeoph(prhamandmﬁdih)rabolmthe
provisos that the individual must went to come 10 the Unit, should be informed beforehand to some
extent what 40 expect and should be prepared 10 make efforts 1 fit into and contribute something to

the community (hance staff mostly support the community veto on admissions).

One speaker, from a quite senior vantage point in SPS administration commented:

My own definition is when we come across a man... I've always (feit that] the
original concept of the BSU was for the long-term prisoner who woke up one moming
a3 though he was in a swimming pool and no matter what he did could not get his
nose above water... that was my own crude definition. He needed help. We've only
had a few of that kind...The other peopie have been control problems, who staff in
the establishment and the assessment team in the unit felt this guy might - not
would - benefit. I'm content 10 work on a *might’ basis.

Others largely concur but note not only that the unit should be able to accommodate a range of
people, experiences and problems but also that some such biend is important in itself:

After a number of years, in fact quite early on, it became clear that you wouldn't
want a small unit like this with o0 many highly explosive anti-authority people
held together. And another dimension that came into this was that there were
peopie in the system who were grossly institutionalized and who were going to pose
enormous problems for how they could be got out. So that created a mix and that
leavened the place quite a bit. (Clinical specialist)

Another specialist commented:
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It's a complicated thing because you're not just assessing the chap in front of you, it
depends very much on who we've got here at the moment as well. But you're looking
firstly to see whether he is a genuine management problem and then whether he

~ could be dealt with in another setting without taking up a place here. Then

. whether there's any psychiatric disturbance that would preclude him coming
here..We're looking for a mix in a sense. So, you know, we wouldn't want eight
[Neison Gabriels]. We wouldn't want eight volatile, aggressive, verbal, confronting
people at one time. :

Thus staff tend to feel that the unit should exercise a broad, problem-solving brief which is
mpa\dnwmed,mdﬂmﬂuwm&mad@uddivudty,mbjectbqumﬁaﬁom
mmwummmcwummmuum_ummmym
imposes.

Prisoners’ views overlap with those of staff 10 a considerable extent, both in regard to their own
experience and in more general observations. Naturally these views are expressed in the first
mmmmdwmmmmm&mehpohmdmanﬁmshﬂp
distinction between their pre-unit and their present situations. In each case their experience of the
mainstream is recounted in terms of conflict, mistrust and a sense of hopelessness:

A lot of people didn't like me. I didn't trust prison officers, I didn't trust prisoners, |
didn't trust prison authorities and most of all I didn't trust the Scottish
Ofice-.The prison authorities had adopted against me a war of attrition whereby
they would just sit and wait and wait and wait for me to say "Look, I've had
enough”, which was not what happened at all..There's no doubt whatsoever that

had I not been moved here I would have seriously injured somebody at [x] prison.
And on arrival at BSU:

I had a picture in my mind and my picture was just totally, totally wrong..I wasn't
WIWW.WW‘:MMWWM

feel if you landed on Mars, you know. But when you met the Martians even
after a couple of days you feit better. And it was like that. And it was a sense of
disbelief that I was actually in something so different.

This story is typical of all those with whom we spoke. Each such account affirme that coming into
the Unit is a difficult and demanding transition but one that each individual ultimately regards as
very positive. These stories are haunted by mingled fear and relief - fear at what might have
happened had they stayed in their original situation, relief that this has been avoided. Prisoners
stress that liviag in the Unit has its own peculiar difficulties and challenges (see below on
*commumity”). All their stories are marked by aroxety about the future and by a continuing mistrust
of the larger prison system beyond the Unit. These feslings and their consequences constitute a major
issue in discussion of the Unit’s role in the system as a whole.



Plans, projects and personal development

Omofthemdbdncuvefumofﬂleumthnotmdydutpeoﬂtpu\dquitebgmgof
that in comparison with the rou

of prison life

Wﬁ\mhwmawdmaume o
xﬂwmpmdmgbpamdmmm

Boﬂ\shﬁa:\dptbmmhd\hpointqmndudy.mnmpoh\toutmt this distinctive
fmmofﬂ\ereghmhwﬁeomewﬁmmw:sdunam

Itgivuyouﬂnoppommity.n\eSUdoem'thdpmltgivayouﬂnoppormnity
tohdpyoundf,ﬂnﬁd\eumlmpommmltanbemdegndmgtfpeopk
kupwmmmﬂnm.ﬂmhmduwwmldpwiﬂ
uptoyouwheﬂ\u-yougoforit.lfyoudodmﬂm.Ifyoudon'tiou’vegotno
couq:hhmif,youh\ow,lfitdoem‘tworkout..You‘mdghtﬁueaMyou'wgotto
say well, I either sink or [ swim.

For this individual swimming was still not easy:

I'm sdill a bit.] still don't have the ability to structure a day. I don't have that
ability but I'm in the process of getting that ability..So hopefully within the next
six months I'll have a structured, rational day. :

Q. And it's a structure you have to create for yourself?

You've got 1. No, it's not imposed on you. No, you must create it for yourself.

_ staff, however, that are not seen to be using their time in
more active and fruitful ways than sometimes appears:

ap——
——

_Thcday"mred.lﬂinkanyprhonuifhemtemngthewﬂumbody
Hhsbdrgbldwhtbdo,mbody.ﬂuedty’wgottheopdomwhuth\thewt
they've been told "You go there” and you go. But here they don't make enough use of
their time. The gymnasium's a big, big avenue for interaction, staff and prisoners
alike. But other than that there's... could do more. There's more that could be
|." -al “ XY .‘ J -1 . ‘-p -l * -._' s K . A . .

% GACUIRY 10 GO fuck all. 30 the ime's b

0 ) -1 OF 1N

resent the notion attributed to some visitors and other external commentators

‘mtm'memﬂwmmmmmm
etc._They also arguc.that il some.people ARpear o oot out that ia their prerogative, and

sometimes a of the * have suffered in the past.
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Nevertheless, this is not to say. that they do not express an interest in the availability of other
activities of artistic and more especially educational sorts. Neither are all prisoners inherently
hostile to the ilea that periods spent in the unit should in principle be limited, nor to the notion of
wmofmdwmm-my»ueudmgm%.w*
prisoners acce:t that in principie it would be possible to spend too long in the Unit - to stand still, to
mgxmwunwitﬂngiyextmdom'smmprmmmuﬂ\epocduutydwufomof

i

Wuwwhuemnﬁghpﬁmm

hmhmmmagmdﬂdmbmamw that
they could be convinced that it would limit the indeterminacy of the time they face, and as yet
ﬁmmwbewnm&ﬁutmumhnbemwwnwhnmmmﬂ\dr

e el
situations.
o ————————

It is therefore clear that there is more common ground than is often supposed between the view
sometimes expressed by staff that time spent in the Unit should be more purposeful and the desire
of at least some prisoners for goals, plans and attainable aspirations. However, prisoners also

point out that the SU must be able to accommodate ra
dSE of retreat mofdmc. Eybeﬂcn that whatever programmes of education,

.wﬁﬂqmmﬂwmmmmuﬂmﬂymmm&hmd
personal development in question - moving away from sub-cultural values, from violence as a means
of problem-solving, reconstructing family and community links - are in any case lengthy and testing
processes which must allow for uneven progress. For as long as the Unit must seek 10 answer a range
of individual needs there will be a limit upon how far one should seek to legislate for a “normal’
mmmmmmumaﬁm.wuhwmmw
meimmnmwwm

as a in favour of making the daily routine more “structured’, or more like
that of a “nosmal’ prison. Indeed any such ides would be met by very strong resistance from prisoners
w@&mmmmmmmahmwmmmmmt
&nﬂﬂunw_ﬂ;h&mmdmmmﬂmhthwvﬂwm
Epmdgﬂemmmm,undu_nfonwn& this is more difficult to achieve where
individuals do not feel that their sentences as a whole (and hence in an important sense their lives)
have a forward movement. In this respect the daily level of activity within the unit and
uncertainties imposed by external conditions are dosely connected.




3. ThekeslmelnDdlyOpmuon

The Unit and the community principle
Mthummumummmmamumdﬂummoﬁm
affirmed in common by prisoners and staff. Nevertheless are K

isa and difficult term and that each may mean differing things by it. On the one hand there
Boftuuddnbdmysdfydnwuduﬂbpohuomﬂmduebmdﬂng_mgiallboutdnﬂm
of the Unit as a community. Some explicity hope thereby to fend off unrealistic expectations which
mmmwwmﬁummuammwammumm.m
small and confined space with others whose company (inevitably in a prison) you may not
otherwise have chosen is difficult. Some liken being in the Special Unit to being in a submarine on a
long voyage - you heave o get along. Others use the analogy of a tenement se or block of flats. For

many there is an almost equal stress on the need to make efforts $0 construct community on the one
hand, and the werful need for privacy and autonomy on the other. All are therefore
agreed on the need for caution and clarity. A number of speakers (both staff and prisoners) argued

thltﬂ\eruﬂtyotd\emumtynjglu_notbevuyviﬂblemadaytodaybndsbuttlutitshhmt

edstaumhmbﬂnhdwhgmdaﬁbas&mﬁumhd“ﬂm&mofm
isolated were tolerance, the need for give and take, efforts to reach agreement (or at least
agreement to differ), and the capacity for individuals to be offered support in the face of
difficulties. Another theme, raised in differing ways by managers, staff and prisoners, was the
element of mutual accountability. For managers and staff this meant the need to adapt to a
diminution of hierarchy - being unable to rely on status or uniform to achieve one's objectives. For
prisoners similarly it meant at times having to justify oneself to others and to orient one's own
behaviour 10 some extent 0 others’ needs and requirements. One former manager summarized the
views of several:

Icudduedﬂ:eoomeptolmmﬁtym\dyimpom\tbm Personally I felt
that BSU was nothing without the community. However I saw it as an ideal - an

aspiration - mmmmuuammuutmum

ﬂnunit
everyone signs on to

mmwmmummmmm
peopleatdlﬁuuu tt'sa

ﬂmmﬂnmﬂ,ywmnmammnityspimm
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&moﬁmﬁaﬂoﬁc&pﬁdmuﬁoﬂemﬂtyoﬁmmﬁty.&nammuy

denied it. Another commentsd: °It's a community on a Tuesday ! pointed to ‘

e ————

‘factiom‘um%ﬂn'mawﬂnrﬂlﬂwbhﬁmofomamm
were much more positive: '

I think it's a comemunity. Commaunity 0 me doesn’t mean everybody is hand in hand
with everybody. A community is like a block of flats. You've got good, you've got
bed, you've got indifferent. But at the end of the day everybody is there for
everybody if something’s going down. If it was something, if one of the guys, heaven
forbid, that one of their wives was taken seriously ill or something, there would be

- support. There would be support from everybody. Not just their immediate contacts.
So that's a community for me.

Some prisoners, meanwhile, are quite emphatic about the existence of community as a real and
mmdmm, all with whom I also stressed the necessity of

mmq\& and measured in their assessment of the “community thing’:

Mmd;ht;uyshheebutat the end of the d vR're sioht individual
TOYRAMA EYRTY O dllll" PO MW ' U A H
own indivi !,"Hr"""" ! ..nymm hO 18 sinking seds any othe:

Uy mppott o mmallmwlth&utmpport,youknowm

O QoI DAY Of aatly b M If

here W el there &t r_.;. &

y.giveablt chard

mww&lmmﬂyummhmhuM’

Community meetings )
mmmm..myu.mmammwymwmm

voﬁdmﬁmhpamhyhhwlmm,ﬂn
mﬂhﬂwd&mﬁnﬂmmﬂhc&iﬁmﬂm&whﬂm’mhm
ummm«ugg,‘g‘rﬂw‘m*mbmwm

50 on. Some pearticipants take the view that commitment to the meeting has declined, that it has

mem.wm,umm‘ymwmm.m T~

given the chance and 30 on. Problems are raised such as the differential abilities of individuals to
express themselves - the tendency of some to say very littie and others o hold the floor. Whatever
the shortcomings of the forum it finds its strong advocates amongst both prisoners and staff. One
prisoner commented that even where some people find difficulty in expressing themselves in
meetings:

the fact that the opportunity is there that they can express themselves is a
wonderful thing, whether they do or not is up %0 them. They are aware of the fact
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that if they do express themselves there are people who will listen to what
dwy‘uuyh\g.wd\ey'ﬂmtjustuywedon'tuhywvicwuddubthemup.
Very, very, very, very important part of the Special Unit. As far as I'm concerned
it's indispensable. I think it would be a much poorer place without it.

Otherspointoutuwellthltthefactthntthechniranduﬁnute-uking)obodrcuhteare
ﬂmudmmungmubmrdsmmﬁqhvdmumdmpmﬁblﬂty.&mmmm
that the occasion of the meeting sometimes gives rise to other kinds of interaction and that one of
the commonest times to find staff and prisoners in serious interaction is after the meeting as such
has finished. Unresolved issues continue to be discussed, either “round the back’ or in the front tv
room. In that sense the strong wish of one former manager that the meeting should provide the
“focal point of the week” continues to be at least partly fulfilled.

On the other hand a number of prisoners are reluctant to have their time dominated by meetings.

—

(i.e. as a forum for debate and on matters of general concern) have tended to go by

wmmuuummmnmmmmtmmmummtmly

as a problem-airing forum but a decision-making body said:

Yes it works, you know, at present. But it's not working as good as it could, but that's
because of other external things that people will not... that they might in private
grumbile about and fuel general discontent about, but wouldn't bother to raise at a
meeting while you've got a governor who's going to refer to the department all the
coming 30 that there is ng s _the: D

Sl

It may well be said that this rests on an unrealistic premise about how much autonomy the unit
community has ever had from central direction. Nevertheless it broaches a serious point about the
construction of the community as (as one observer put it) a “community with responsibility’. So far as
Wemmmmmuumﬂummtymmmm.edmmmm
on “domestic’ matters. Perhaps some clarification is called for as to what precisely this means, and
hence 10 what extent the comewinity can be empowered to make self-determining decisions?

Staff-prisoner relations

By common consent the nature of staff-prisoner relations is one of the most distinctive features of
BSU. For the most part this distinctiveness is highly valued by prisoners and staff alike. On the
staff side even some officers who are sceptical on the notion of “comumunity’ are strong in defence of
relationships characterised by informalism and (the most frequently used term) trust. Some have

* reservations - thay the s’ and “thenr’is never ltogether forgoten, that yotes in community
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meetings tend to divide on siatiiprieener-tines-and-sa.an, But most accept that the informality of

the Unit and its lack of structured routines pose challenges to staff in meeting prisoners and their
families on a more personal and intimate level than is possible in mainstream jails. Some attribute
this mainly simply to the small size of the Unit, others more specifically to the distinctiveness of
its style of operation or “ethos’. Those who hold the latter view also go on to comment more

generally on the challenge of achieving order without compulsion:

You've got (0 strike the dialogue before any meaningful interaction can take place.
You've got t0 gain the confidence of somebody by speaking to them..And if you can
do that, you're breaking down the barriers all the time and it makes it more
comdortable for somebody to speak to you and also for you to speak to them...The
most important thing has got to be the contact between yourself and the individual
in the Unit. It gets down to the time that you're reluctant to call them

(Unit officer)
A number of staff comment that the development of such ways of working has been important for

Mmmhmmummmmmm,
though the translation is difficult, for the ways they hope to work in the future elsewhere.

Problems raised by staff inciude (for some) the lack of much training or preparation for working in

the Ul expertise in the psychological and emotional

compiexities that they observe around them. For others this relates particularly to a concern about

@Mbﬁh%hﬁé@hahﬂmhamﬂmﬂn

natural tendency of prisoners (0 take matiers of any complexity directly to dinical or social work —

leaves staff at times in a marginal and somewhat de-skilled position. Most staff feel
%‘mﬁmbmmumhwmmwmuhmmn
Amangst some of the latter, whose comumitment to the Unit is perhaps particularly high, there is a
concern that all staff coming into the Unit must be genuine volunteers who have shown a clear
desire for that experience on other than simply career grounds. They infer that any sense of a lack

of staff commitment could have damaging consequences for the Unit's development.

Mﬂgmmmdhmmwmw&mwmpnmdmbd\mof
the staff. One former Unit manager noted the difficulties that he personally had experienced on
arrival in the Unit:

It's stressful because you are right up front, nose to nose with the prisoners most of
the day...You're part of a community where apart from decision appertaining to
security and control you are just another member. It strips you of your role and you
stand if you like naked as an individual.

He extended this view to other staff also:



Staff felt that they were stripped of their previous position and rank and how the
system worked and they had to deal with issues, deal with them on a face to face

basis with a prisoner and be expected to cope with that without having recourse to
a formal disciplinary system.

This commentator drew two sorts of conclusion from this. One was "I think the lesson of course is the
abeolute necessity for a dialogue between staff and prisoners.” The other was for a recognition that
this was stressful for staff, and especially for Governors. Another former manager stated his view
that the choice of Governor was central to the success of the Unit, and regretted bitterly that the
choice of governors had by no means always been appropriate in the past, that they had stayed too

short a time and that they had at times come in without any clear demonstration of sympathy
with Unit's and aims. o

\

All present and former managers expressed the concern that the staff role in the unit should be
Wﬂbﬁm&ﬂnuﬂﬂutmamﬁonwbegiwntowmﬁom o

siills and training.

Prisoners in general welcomed strongly their sense that their relations with staff within the Unit
diffeedﬁormﬂme&cyhademounhaeddséwhee:

Well the help that came from staff here was just by being and behaving as normal
human beings. The staff here do behave differently from any other staff that I've
known throughout the prison system. [ mean they’ve behaved with normal human
respect..with normal courtesy and not make you subject to every demand, or order, or
command you know. They don't treat you as if you're some kind of lesser human
being that must obey under any circumstances, without questioning their authority.
(Unit prisoner)

MWmW&mhmﬁ,mwﬂnw&bMam
move, or mainly a way of getting away from a previous situation. They variously describe this as
“disappointing’ and “false’. One or two felt that the predominantly young staff were naive (‘They
don’t kngw what day of the week it is') and certainly unqualified to write reports and assessments
sbout priseusE progress o siate of mind. , o

The overall view which emerges of staff-prisoner relations in the undt is on both sides
predominantly positive. In view of prisoners’ past views and experiences, and their general abiding
mistrust of the system as a whole, the degree of openness and trust which exists between staff and
prisoners in BSU is striking. There are however certain concerns (which are to some extent shared
concerns) about how actively staff are equipped to engage with prisoners, about some aspects of
training and preparation and, for some, about commitment.




Visits and owtside community links
That the visiting arrangements in BSU are unique in SPS is well known and requires little
elaboration here. All are aware that the p -

mmﬁmmmmumwmmwumwmm
They are held to help prisoners to stabilize in emotional and behavioural terms, to reconstruct
-elationships with parents, pariners and children, 0 help begin the process of transition from
prisomer 1o citizen on which release and reintegration depend. Extended visits, prisoners and staff
genenally agree, call upon prisoners to take responsibility for domestic and family affairs long
placed in deep freeze. Hence, even when visitors bring problems and complexities with them this
can in itself be beneficial. It calls for involvement, and demands an orientation towards the outer
world in place of an exclusive concentration on the prison and its troubles. Most agree that there is

.

ntmﬂm“duﬂﬂh&mdh%ﬁ%amm

that they are jocgsly ppmessfully self-poticed because they are a privilege too valuable o risk

- hold that the most ‘ in Scotland is the most free.

__Whether this altogether justifies the generally held view that all this makes the visiting
arrangements 8o central that © alter them at all would be the death knell of the unit as we know it

~1s less clear. 'm-hnom.dm-nymhdm - it is merely 10 note an odd underlying lack
amaummammwymm“ymumm

Everyone is of course conscious of a sharp disnarity hetween tt visiting gements and those
wmum-mam itilpartofthespodalmuof
the Special Unit and what happens eisewhere is of no relevance. Others (both staff and prisoners)
pmmmwwummmmmmumumu
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accomnpanied by a sense of unfairness towards in other jails.

MWWMWWWMW

“perk” of the ‘small prison with ook,

For most community members, though, the benefits of the visiting arrangements so far outweigh
such other considerations as % make changing them unthinkable. Various subsidiary problems are
noted, however, and these can be listed briefly. First, to some individuals emerging from long-term
isolating experiences, the sudden rescquaintance with family problems and pressures can be
stressful. It can only be handled with careful dlinical, social work, staff and peer support. Second,
the fact that some people receive many visitors and others rather few can become rather painfully
apparent, and this calls for particular sensitivity. Third, some staff feel that the presence i
children can be irritating for other prisoners and hence a source of tension. Some go so far as to say



that a prison is in any case an inappropriate environment for children. Fourth, there is a concern

- —

mnptshff&nsgmm‘hide’behh\dtheixvidtonuawaxofmsuﬁata

distance a1 staff and other co Some staff suggest

that had they the opportunity to remake the unit as if from first principles they would seek to
build in half days or other periods when visitors were not present in an attempt to facilitate other

kinds of interaction. Finally there is the underlying concern that the visiting ts are so
attncﬂveubptuentaMdhmwwwManonFm_;ﬂwUnitwmthey

“ “ight otherwise do so.

Na it is an secret that one of is sex. For some staff and most prisoners
this is in any case regarded as a benefit. For others if privacy is itself a value, 30 be it - and since
intimate contact is part of the process of reconstructing relationships this is inevitable. Besides,

RENOSHL Iduncering of

the tabloid press (who have in all probability now largely lost interest in the Unit). The challenge
to central decision makers is to determine whether they feel there are really any arguments of
principle against the Unit's visiting arrangements which are so important as to cancel their other
benefits or to risk jeopardizing other aspects of its work - or else whether the real motor of
misgivings has historically been the fear of short-term public embarrassment. The more important

_wﬁmhmdvﬂdﬂmwmdmmm&mtmw
the unit. So far as visiting is concerned this means either (and more radically) ensuring

Prisones fein companible visiting ATTangements in their next prison, unit or hoste’ ot

movement are the main concern of the next section.

4. The Unit and the Mainstream

It is in the issues grouped under this heading that most of the most controversial and difficult
questions about the Unit's aims, success and future development occur.

We have already noted the general view of managers (and in part Unit staff) that the primary
justifications for the Unit's practices lie in its ability to remove (or from the prisoner’s point of view
to rescue) individuals from extreme or intractable situations elsewhere - hence alleviating at least
those particular problems in mainstream jails. We have also suggested that from the prisoner's
point of view these matters necessarily appear somewhat differently - that having once arrived at
the Unit the emphasis falls on “getting better’, “experimenting with myself, renewing contact with
families and surviving the rest of one's sentence. In the outiooks of some prisoners the *mainstream’

figures as “a very hard jungie t0 survive in’, “dungeons of dire despair’ - in short not somewhere one

WAnmﬁadmﬂmwﬂywmmm
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If the question s posed “could these prisoners have survived in the mainstream with help’ or had
particular circumstances been otherwise, issues become a little more complicated. One or two
individuals point to certain mainstream experiences which, had they been able t continue, might
have worked out positively - experiences at Greenock pre *Grand Design’ for exampie. Others can
envisage no possibility that their situations in the mainstream could have been resolved.

Clearly the existence of such feelings spurs reflection on the development and improvement of
mainstream conditions, and a numr.ser of those with whom I spoke feel strongly that this is where
the main thrust of poticy emphasts must lie. One or two believe that mainstream conditions can be
improved 10 such a degree that “special’ or “alternative’ provisions should eventually cease to be
necessary. More often they assert that the improvement of mainstream conditions should reduce
pressure for unit places (improvements which may in any case entail the application of at least
midﬂuprhup:uofmﬂtwwtmmhdoammwﬂemmmd
for BSU and other units in extremis.

Certainly unit staff and prisoners are often strong in emphasizing the possibility of units or unit-
like structures throughout SPS. Moreover, their own experience of BSU in a difficult (indeed

decrepit) physical environment leads them to isolate particular features of its approach and
regime, rather than being entranced by the idea of marvellous purpose-built new plant. For such
individuals the diffusion of unit management principles is more an intellectual than a
technological or economic challenge. There is thus a significant degree of consensus amongst those
with whom I spoke on the general implications of the unit experience for mainstream system: that
smaller is (if not besutiful) at least preferable; that under a unit management system significant
changes in both staff and inmate cuitures are possible; that degrees of consultation and
participation by both staff and prisoners become possible which are preduded by traditional larger
halls; that variety is necessary in regime provision t0 answer individual preferences and treatment
needs.

Obstacies to pregress
Returning to the present, however, it is difficuit 1o deny that there are a certain number of
difficulties in the unit's relation (o the mainstream that need seriously to be addressed. These can
be listed as follows:

1. "Marginality’ as an obstacle 0 progress. The perception amongst some Governors and policy
makers that the unit is peripheral 10 the main concerns of SPS. The view of some unit prisoners in
the past has been that the system has it in for them. This gives way for some to the feeling that

the system has forgotten about them.



Z.‘Silugc’ulnobotadewprogreu.Mennwhﬂetheundeum\dlngthttheunithfuumd
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more generally difficult. (In point of fact it is not absolutely true that no recommendations have
been made, even in the relatively recent past. In 1967 there were a total of 11 referrals of which
ommmmtmpﬁmlmﬂmmdmmmm%mﬂanymb
ouhnmtamphmabyanﬂoofﬂ)hgauﬂhv&wd&]mmhubmbmunge
referrals even at the cost of developing an extending waiting list. As we have seen this has been
disputed centrally on the grounds that it wastes time and creates uncertainty. A piece of research on
a larger scale than this one might have gone some way towards an objective assessment of need from
ﬂupdﬁdvkwdmhu&umcommmebedimvaedmhermwmwhyrdemuﬁght
now run at a low level. Even in the absence of such research there is a weight of informed opinion
that other candidates answering unit criteria exist, that in some cases it is known who these
individuals are and that for as long as a number of prisoners remain locked-down in Peterhead or
recurrently in and out of segregation elsewhere it is difficult to dispute the need for unit places.

3. Fear and loathing of the mainstream as an obstacle to progress. The powerful feelings and
memories of prisoners about mainstream experiences makes it very difficult for them to contemplate
returning 0'it’. It is true, of course, as managers point out that in returning they would not generally
umumNMMthm&MmemmwMMOf

returning o the ‘mainstream’ as such cannot be underestimated. Staff at BSU are acutely conscious

T3 and By 1o el Uiy pathelic to the prisoners’ dilemma. At the same fme They Tear that
for prisoners t0 remain over long in the unit, gain C-categories there and so forth compounds the
perception of marginality and puts the Unit's future role in some jeopardy. The problem of ‘fear and
loathing’ is compounded by a highly specific dislike of Dungavel as an option, partly on the
grounds that it includes dormitories, partly on other perceptions of its population and regime. A
rationally organized system, which includes BSU as an integral element must cater for options for
progress towards release which the relevant prisoners can interpret as positive (see below).

4. Indeterminacy as an obstacle %0 progress. The Scottish lifer system (see SHHD, 1989, ch 8) and its
associated parole arrangements have historically been significantly more indeterminate than
their English counterparts. This perhaps applies with particular force to BSU prisoners who have
previously been "difficult’ and who are in any case serving long life sentences. To note this is not an
argument for preferential treatment for unit prisoners. Rather it should prompt reflection on the
nature of the life sentence more generally. In this regard it is worth noting recent House of Lords
debates on the future of the life sentence as the mandatory penalty for murder and the gathering
weight of opinion (including the views of at least one former Lord Chancellor not noted as a
bleeding heart liberal) against it. Moreover, recent cases coming before the English courts (R v



weight of opinion (including the views of at least one former Lord Chancellor not noted as a
bleeding heart liberal) against it. Moreover, recent cases coming before the English courts (R v
Secretary of State for the Home Department, ex parte Walsh and R v Secretary of State for the
Home Department ex parte Doody, Pierson, Smart and Pegg, see The Times Law Report 8 May 1992)
assert the right of life sentence prisoners ©0 know the tariff period fixed in their cases to satisfy the
requirements of retribution and deterrence. It seems quite likely that similar tests will be brought
before Scottish courts in the future. It would therefore seem both prudent and enlightened to
anticipate such a situation by ensuring that prisoners do not reach the twelfth or fourteenth year of
a life sentence with no clear expectation as to their release date. Such a general view would also
have the beneficial side effect of actively encouraging some unit prisoners to see positive benefits in
moving on from BSU. The present state of affairs encourages a structured stand off between the
individual prisoner and the parole system in a way which cannot be said to serve the interests of
justice or the more pragmatic interests of SPS and which, additionally, risks sacrificing the
goodwill between the prisoner and unit staff by casting SPS and the parole system in an obdurate
light.

5. The “test’ as an obstacle to progress. It is unfortunate and counter-productive that the perception

mmﬂmhmmmmmmwﬂuMammma
™ “test’ of their fitness for relesse. This relates on the one hand to the points about indeterminacy and

conditionality made above. The necessity for a test in this form is disputed by both prisoners and

staff within the unit. Such a_terminology has the additional property of unnecessarily

sgmatizing unit prisoners. Against this one might suggest some sort of informal “statute of
limitations’ on earlier bad behaviour so that several years of trouble free cooperation within the

unit be regarded positively as “good time’ rather, than as appears at present, as "dead time’. On a
move general level the issue arise of precisely

Mpmmhphﬂm:&ﬁmummumm:podm:ndagood
citizen - a differentiation which the present arrangements do not seem ideally suited to make.
They argue instead that the period spent in the unit should itself be regarded as a testing one, and
perhaps one especially geared toward establishing the virtues of citizenship over those of
prisonization.

'

s. Summary and Recommendations

Briefly put, the distinctive internal practices of BSU receive in the main strong support from both
prisoner and staff members of the community, and often in strikingly similar terms. For the most
part, community members affirm that BSU, against the background of a very imperfect and




Maybeb);toddmtwehnvesmmbledonwaomeﬂﬂngﬂntbworﬂ\ptuewingand
worth keeping and maybe even worth expanding. And that is a message we have to
explain o other people. We have to explain it to the Parole Board, to ministers, to
the public at large. ‘

This review concludes that those features of Special Unit practice that are really valuable
(pehphpar&cuhrdwmmmﬁtyuweﬁngﬁnmungmdaubmumpomibﬁty,ﬂw
reconstruction of outside ties, the patient and skilled work of staff in absorbing and deflecting
anger) should be noted and encouraged. Close consideration should be given to their implications for
regime developments elsewhere. The following points summarize the conclusions of this part of our
report and some tentative recommendations for the future:

1. Resesrch. Future research initiatives in Scottish prisons should include attention to BSU’s
complex history. A mature sense of that history is vital to the planning and successful
implementation of progressive developments elsewhere. Research should also attend to
international comparisons and experiences of ‘special handling’ and ‘unit management’. Moreover,
the further development of unit strategies throughout SPS depends on a developed awareness of
special needs (not only those of ‘difficult’ prisoners but also sex offenders, drug and alcohol abusers
and 50 on).

2. SPS and BSU. The perception remains amongst prisoners and some staff that SPS has been
ambivalent in its attitude towards BSU and failed to engage with its existence at a policy level. If
we can safely assume that SPS intends to continue the development of small units and that BSU
will continue to be a part of that strategy then there should be no obstacle to affirming its value

unequivocally.

3. Referrals and assessment. (i) The development of a needs analysis requires that
referrals/nominations for BSU and other units continue to be made and noted, whether or not
vacancies exist at any given moment. (ii) Assessment criteria have broadened over the years - for
goodreﬁouhmofthemdsboﬂ\ofSPSuddBSUiudf.ﬂmwoquemba\eﬁtm
attempting 0 narrow these again. Certainly the original emphasis on violence no longer seems
either a necessary or sufficient criterion on its own. Nevertheless, that one of the Unit's functions is
to prevent harm to staff and prisoners elsewhere should continue to be emphasized, as should the
fact that it is the Unit's aim to accommodate those who have experienced/created exceptionally
difficult and intractable situations elsewhere. The exact content of such problems is of less

significance than their severity.

4. BSU and time. That the day is unstructured at BSU is not for the most part seen as particularly
problematic by either prisoners or staff. Indeed prisoners argue that having to create one's own
mmﬂ\emofdmebimpauminludf.OnﬁethMMhmblyamedforfor
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a more purposive structuring of the larger.eersiors-of-time-(the.months and. yrsoslahieh-define
the iTidividual's experience of the Unit. That means (i) access to constructive activity, especially
education, ii) a well-thought out, informative and cooperative induction period, (iii) guidance, as
early as possible, on rough expectations for time spent in the Unit and options for moving forward on
leaving it.

5. Community meetings. The principle of the community meeting requires continuing commitment
mwmummmm»ﬂnpdﬂﬂmmmbngebdngimpommor
controversial matters before it much of its value will have been lost.

6. Staff issues. Staff need to be supported and encouraged in engaging actively with prisoners and
their families. It is possible that their induction and training needs may need to be reevaluated -
just as the distinctive skills which prison officers develop in such a setting should be recognized,
valued and fed back into more general training and staff development initiatives. It is essential
that all incoming staff should continue to be genuine volunteers, including where possible unit
managers. The very recent arrival of the first female uniformed staff is very much to be welcomed.

7. Visits. It is for SPS to resolve any misgivings it experiences about BSU's visiting arrangements.
As social researchers interested in understanding the inner life of the institution itself, they seem to

us 0 have more benefits than dissdvantages. Their only really problematic feature is the tendency”
of some individuals to disappear behind a stream of visitors. It is possible that thought should be
giver - building in more dedicated ‘commumity time’ during which visitors might not come in, or do
$0 0. .ne understanding that they would be joining in more general activities.

8. Moving ox. As we have noted above all of the most testing issues concern this area. It is,
ultirnately, a problem about the Unit's unsatisfactory interfaces with the mainstream system. In a
sense, therefore, posing questions about when prisoners should move on and where they should go, is
also 10 pose questions both sbout the Unit's future role and about developments in the mainstream.
The issuss can thaus be raised as a set of options for change (not all of them mutually exclusive):

i. mUnﬁmquedooeddomWedonotregudﬂhuamopﬂondntm'
" further discussion. The achievements of BSU are their own justification.

ti. Prisoners could be released from the Unit. One or two prisoners have been released
directly from the Unut in the past. There is no necessary reason why this should not
happen if special circumstances dictate. But to allow an expectation of direct
release from the Unit 0 build up would be to change its function. It would dilute its
conmunitment to receiving difficult prisoners whose prospects for release are still



iii.

iv.

Footnotes

some way off. It would become in effect a pre-release unit, or simply the ‘small
prison with perks’ - the prospect which some of its strongest supporters most fear.

Relationships could be established between the existing units such that they
formed a sub-system with its own progressive structure of movements (Shotts - BSU
- TFF, for example). This might have the advantage of facilitating movement at
both Shotts Unit and BSU and also of prompting continuity of specialist support etc.
But we suspect that this is something that should only occur in particular needful
cases. The overall effect would probably be to reduce the numbers for whom unit
places were available. It might also be regarded as a highly favourable route
through the sentence, perhaps compounding existing anxieties about disparities in
resources and facilities between unit prisoners and those elsewhere.

Amend parole arrangements for lifers. The drift of both European and domestic
legislation is against the current indeterminacy of the Scottish lifer system. It
seems likely that the idea that the question of parole arrangements can be
postponed until after prisoners leave BSU will have to be abandoned sooner or

ter. It would be wise to anticipate such
programme of progressive moves, Including a probable liberation date, with Unit
Pprisoners as soon as the question of moving on from BSU arises in earnest. R

\'\ o

Review provision for long-termers nearing the end of their sentences. Prison
managers and prisoners both feel that the current options for the latter part of long
sentences in Scotland are rather limited and not particularly attractive. Future
reviews of the prison estate, and especially of the creation/construction of new

mﬂmﬁu,slmldpayparﬁauummﬂmwtmspmbmw_m\

particularly attracted to the idea of smaller institutions (thereby getting away

—1

from some of the negative connotations for them of the term ‘mainstream’).
Consideration in future planning should be given to0 the creation of one or more small
establishments/units suitable for, but not exclusive to, ex-BSU and Shotts Unit
prisoners. The model established in England at Blantyre House, for example, is one
that deserves close study.

1. Previous accounts of the Special Unit have included contribution by prisoners, most
famously Jimmy Boyle in A Sense of Fresdom (1977) and The Pain of Confinement (1984) and
byod\enwid\adireapmfadondinvdvmh\ltmd\n&ephen(lmx The most
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are those by Cooke (1089; 1991,
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PARTI SHOTTS UNIT
Introduction

Themlnfocusofd\hmuuofﬂiomUtﬂtbl..eduponﬁddworkinﬂ)esummoflwz,bupon
the extent to which the Unit appears to be meeting the objectives set down for all smail units in the
Scottish Prison Service in Opportunity and Responsibility (1990). It also makes a preliminary
assessment of how far the objectives laid down in the Unit blue-print (Shotts Unit Planning Group
Report, January, 1990 hereafter SUPGR) have been implemented, developed or supplanted in
practice. '

There are certain qualifications which should be made at the outset. The research upon which this
account is based was tightly constrained by time and resources, which imposed severe limitations on
thescopeofﬂuevaluadonwlﬁchwucnrﬂeﬂoutWewerenotabletospmdtimeinrminstream
prisons, nor were we able to follow prisoners through over time although we did meet and interview
all the former prisoners of the Unit. Our impressions of the Unit were informed by observation,
discussion, some participation and the carrying out of a number of systematic interviews. There is
much more to the Unit worid than we are able to report here. However, the timing of the research -
almost exactly two years after the Unit opened - provided an opportunity to meet and talk with
most of those who had been involved in the life of the unit.

Among the main issues we shall address are the following:

i.  Unit aims and objectives: inc. physical environment and facilities;

ii. 'difficuit prisoners’: definitions, assessment and selection;

iii.  regime features: inc. staff roles, specialists and the role of weekly meetings;
iv. Shotts Unit and the mainstream.

This part of the report will begin by describing the research methodology and then give a brief
outline of the Unit's aims and objectives as laid down in official documentation. It will then
describe the Unit and its daily routine, outlining procedures and practices in the Unit, including the
selection and assessment of prisoners, drawing selectively on the interview material to illustrate
Unit members' views on these aspects of the r~gime. Finally, the 'success’ of the Unit in its first two
years, so far as this can be measured or assessed, will be discussed. Our conclusions, which were
informally discussed with Unit members at the end of the research period, will highlight some of
the most significant themes to emerge from our research, including the Unit's very real
achievements and possible lessons for the future.



Methods

Before the research began officially, on 1 June 1992, informal contact had been made with Shotts
Unit and visits had been arranged over a period of several months. During more formal
'introductory’ visits made during April and July, the research was introduced and discussed with
members of the Unit, both at formal meetings and informally with small groups or with
individuals. Time was spent getting t0 know prisoners and staff, and talking over the scope of the
research, the socts of questions likely to be asked, and the purpose and validity of the evaluation.
At no stage was there any lack of co-operation with the researchers, although some initial
scepticism about its long-term usefulness was expressed. Both staff and prisoners took a lively
interest in the research, and many went out of their way to provide information, assistance and

guidance in the early stages and throughout the duration of the project.

The main fieldwork period comprised three full weeks spent in the Unit carrying out interviews,
observing most aspects of life in the Unit and talking informally to both prisoners and staff. Some
informal visits were made at weekends. Visits were also made during this time to Peterhead,
Noranside, Shotts main and Seughton prisons - in four cases to interview ex-Unit prisoners and in
one case to attend a long-term prisoners’ discussion group on the subject of small units. Two visits
were arranged to Carstairs, once 10 interview an ex-Unit prisoner, and a second time to informally
discuss the role of small units with a psychiatrist who was aiso a member of the Standing
Comumittee for Difficult Prisoners.

Semi-structured but wide-ranging interviews were carried out with the seven prisoners in the Unit
at the time of the fieldwork, and with all of the five additional prisoners who had spent some
time in the unit but who had moved on - in two cases to open conditions, in two cases back to
Peterhead and in the last case, 10 Carstairs. The interviews lasted an average of one and a haif
hours, and were supplemented by extensive informal discussions. A new arrival to the Unit after
the main fieldwork period had ended was included in the informal discussions during return visits.

Over half of the Unit staff (15) were interviewed: nine basic grade officers, two senior officers, one
principal officer, two governor grades and one specialist (a psychologist). Formal semi-structured
interviews were also .arried out at a later stage with some of the original planning committee,
with the Peterhead Governor in post at the time of the Unit's opening, and with the Unit's fir
Governor. A total of 32 interviews were carried out during the course of the research. All ¢ -
interviews were tape-recorded and later transcribed in edited form.

wmmmwmmmmnmwumﬁmﬂmmm
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planning documents. A ‘Governors' diary had been kept since the opening of the Unit in April 1990,
with entries made by various staff each day about the opening of the Unit, the arrival of the first
prisoners and the process of settling into and developing the Unit in its early days. This was also
made available to the researchers.

Weekly and special meetings were attended, with the permission of Unit members. Two staff
training sessions, a morning meeting, a senior management, POA and Visiting Committee meetings
were attended. Participation in Unit life included games of table-tennis, coffee breaks and meal-
times spent with staff and prisoners, invitations to three formal lunch-time meals prepared by two
education staff, and an invitation 10 attend a formal dinner prepared by staff and prisoners during
the last week of the research. One of the return visits also coincided with the Unit's annual sports
day. Visits, projects and some sporting activities were observed as unobtrusively as possible, and
one long but informal discussion with a regular visitor was arranged for the researcher by one of the
prisoners.

1. The Unit: aims and objectives

Shotts 12-cell Unit opened in April 1990. It was the first purpose-built Unit of its kind in Scotland.
It is a modern, maximum security national facility within the Scottish Prison Service, designed to
hold prisoners of category A and B status. It has small individual cells and a large main concourse
area with workshops, a small laundry, a kitchen, a gymnasium, a sports field and a garden.
Within the Unit but beyond a grille gate, there is a visits area, a children's play area and the staff
offices. The visits area was carefully laid out to resembie a bar or lounge; it allows for a certain
level of privacy and is comfortable and pleasant. All prisoners have cells which are decorated to
their own taste, with cell fumniture, televisions, plants and in one case, pet snakes and a tarantula!
They are able to keep their own possessions, which include books and study materials, personal
stereo systems, musical instruments and so on.

Daily routine
The Unit's physical design was praised by staff and prisoners. The few changes suggested included
larger cells, more workshops or ‘corners’, windows or murals on the outer perimeter wall and a

running track around the perimeter.

The physical building and the faciliies were seen as ‘reflecting the aspirations of the Scottish
Prison Service as a basic requirement for any prisoner’ in order ® ‘maintain human dignity’:

This is one of the reasonable resources to ask for - a pleasant working environment.
If we can maintain an environment that is pleasant for staff to work in, there is a

possibility they may be pleasant to prisoners. (Governor grade)
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Daily life in the Unit was generally relaxed and informal. Prisoners emerged from their cells for
breakfast, gym or cups of tea from 6.30am. Few appeared 0 early, but one or two might be up by 7.00.
Some did not appear until 10.30am. There were no ‘rules’ about this, but it had been agreed at the
Governor's request that ‘Unit business’ could take place between 8.30am and Spm. No complaints
about being disturbed at these times (eg. any noise) could be made. Some of the prisoners became
involved in project work immediately, others spent some time in the gym. There was an informal
gathering for coffee each moming at 10am, at which tea and coffiee, toast and often ‘home-made’
cakes were available, at a small charge. Some came 10 this regularly, sitting with staff or visitors
and mixing freely. Often discussions would ensue, problems would be aired and answers to questions
mouuprhammwmnwwmmebm»mmndbukw&drownacﬁviﬁa.
This recent innovation seemed popular and provided welcome opportunities for the researchers to
mix informally with Unit members, to catch up on what was happening in the Unit, to guage the
atmosphere and to make more formal arrangements for interviews 10 be carried out later in the day.

The rest of the morning was spent in individual activities, receiving official visitors or
participating in sports. Lunch would begin at 11.30. This coincided with the main prison time-table,
where the food was cooked. In other ways, the institutional timing might seem out of place in such
a Unit. Prisoners prepared their own lunch or had a choice of two cooked meals or sandwiches from
the main prison. Most sat at a table with some of the staff and the governor, not always at the same
unu;mmmmmapumoinmmnymwmymmm
table and making tes. One day each week two women education staff came in to cook a meal. A
small charge was made 10 cover the cost of the meal. This was a popular event and brought almost
everyone 10 the table at the same time. Washing up and dearing away was done by prisoners on a
rota basis. After lunch, visits would be taken, or the activities of the morning would continue. One
lunch-time each week, prisoners would be locked up for an hour at 1pm for staff training to take
place. This would also happen at weekends.

At 5pm, staff went off duty for their meal, and prisoners would be locked in their cells until shortly
after 6pm. They were locked in at 9.00pm. Staff went home at 9.30pm. The Unit was covered at
night by one officer on night shift. Informally, staff had volunteered to forego a breakfast bresk
between 8.30 and 9.15am in return for a smooth and open regime and a shorter early shift on
Thursdays and Fridays.

Many of the prisoners had recently acquired pets, including a rabbit, a cat, hamsters, fish, a rat,
two cornsnakes, a cocateil, budgies and two love birds. This assortment of animals had been
introduced by a vet committed to the notion of pets in prison and their appearance had brought
with it a considerable amount of largely positive media publicity.



Aims and objectives
According to the Shotts Unit Planxing Group Report (SPS, 1990a), the Unit's philosophy was seen
to be in keeping with the mission of the Scottish Prison Service:

(It) will seek to keep in custody those committed to it, maintain good order, look
after inmates with humanity and provide them with opportunities for self
development and change to positive behaviour. (SPS, 1990a: para 2.2)

The Planning Group recommended that this broad aim was achieved by:

1. Establishing a relationship between staff and prisoners which allows all concerned to
interact freely and, wherever possible, as equally as the need for good order will allow.

2. Running the Unit as a Comununity in which the individuals act responsibly in relation to
each other and act supportively towards each other. The main form of support should occur
in community meetings where prisoners and staff may air their feelings in a conducive
atmosphere. The main form of discipline and control should be the 'hot seat' and the
legitimate sanction of the community meeting.

3. Regarding each prisoner as a responsible person who will be treated with the respect due
to him as an individual and to encourage him to take his place and part in the life of the

Unit.

4. Encouraging each prisoner to review his own personal development and to take up
activities which will challenge, improve and equip him to make progress within the
prison system and prepare him for a fuller life on release.

5. To place emphasis on assisting each prisoner to achieve personal control, personal
developments, increased self-worth, and some vocational or social skills.

(SPS, 1990a: paras 2.2.1. - 22.5).

The Unit's own mission statement added to this:

Having accepted the constraints of secure custody, everyone who enters this Unit
will be encouraged to share and live our values of mutual respect and trust. We will
provide opportunities for seif-development and meaningful progression for all,
seeking to evaluate and promote understanding of creative practices and standards
of excellence.

Human dignity is our future.



The objectives of the Unit were: to provide an additional option for the location of difficult
prisoners who present management problems, or those with such potential, away from the

mainstreamy; to0 keep such prisoners securely; to provide opportunities and ensure access to these
opportunities within a secure and structured environment. These opportunities should include:

o increased family contact

. greater self-determination

. a supportive environment

e ' personal growth and development facilities

to return prisoners to the mainstream better able to cope and make progress towards release (SPS,
1990a:para 2.3.) and to provide settings within which it is possible to test alternative approaches
towards the relationship between prisoners and prison officers, from which lessons may be drawn
for the mainstream of the prison system (SPS, 1990b: 59)

Four key objectives were intended to be held in balance:

. maintaining secure custody

. Creating a community

. providing opportunities for personal development

. maintaining the position of Shotts Unit in relation to the mainstream
(SPS, 1990a: para 4.1.)

of the Planning Group stated that ‘the personal development programy tho! iy
| ng_Shott ther Units' (para.44., emphasis in original). It

T o o

This proposed ethos is based on an ‘opportunities model’ where opportunities or
options for self development are offered. The role of staff in this model is as
facilitators %0 respond with support and assistance where prisoners wish it. The
roje of the activity programme is (o0 require of the prisoner commitment to take the
first step which should lead %0 an increasing take up of the opportunities and the
consequential opportunity for facilitator support. (SPS, 1990a: para.44.)

These documents provided an unusually clear brief for the development and progress of the Unit
regime. The expectations made quite explicit by these statements above were high, but they
provided an importart yardstick by which our impressions of the various aspects of Unit life could
be measured. It is important to note that Shotts Unit was planned in the historical context of the
precedent of Barlinnie. Some of its objectives were explicitly intended to avoid some of the
unfavourable accoutrements BSU had acquired. A constructive regime commanding active

participation, non-negotiable limits to security and staffing issues, and a clearer focus on forward
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the mainstream. The term ‘Special' was deliberately avoided for Shotts Unit. The word
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balance was sought between the expression of individual identity/autonomy (empowerment) and
the (more 'constraining' or prescriptive) facilitation of what the Governor referred to as 'soul
development’ (the responsibility/community element).

2. ‘Difficult’ Prisoners: Definitions, Selection and Assessment

Fhulmnﬁrmﬂondapdmu’diﬁiaﬂfmwbeataﬁmwl\mopdom
within the mainstream have been exhausted. Associated with the description
'difficult’ is likely to be a history of indiscipline reports, violence or subversive
activity and lengthy periods out of circulation. (SPS, 199Ca: para 3.2.1.)

hhmmmmwwwmmmhmdﬂuMMﬂﬂnmy
prison system of a group of identifiable and individually “difficult’ prisoners. This debate is
treated elsewhere (Cooke, 1989; Bottomiey and Hay, 1991; Home Office, 1984; Coyle, 1991). Staff
reported a broad consensus on the notion of a small and identifiable group of prisoners who had
become ‘unmanageable’ in mainstream conditions:

Somebody that's had a time in the last two or three years where they just cannae

cope with the system, or they're just not going % cope with it, for whatever reason,
they get to a stage where they say, Tm never going to beat this'. It's an option
where they can get back in and do something. (Officer)

The current management in Shotts Unit have abandoned the term 'difficult prisoners’ and prefer
instead to refer o ‘prisoners with difficulties’. Some aspects of the history of the Scottish Prison
Service's response o these prisoners, whatever their label, are important in describing the context
in which the current population talked to us about the Unit and its function. Again, only the
briefest of reference can be made to these discussions.

After the major troubles and hostage-taking incidents of 1986 and 1987 (documented in Coyle, 1991;
Scraton et al, 1991), the 50-60 supposedly most difficult prisoners in the Scottish Prison system were
transferred to Peterhead where a number of experimental and spartan regimes were developed.
This reactive response 10 a series of problems and challenges is now seen as a counter-productive and
damaging era in Scottish Prison Service history. When Shotts was due to open in 1990, it seemed
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appropriate to select the first five prisoners (and the next three) from Peterhead, where these

prisoners were located in the most restricted conditions the service had to offer. Some of those

involved in the Planning Group suggested to us that there were several types of difficult prisoners

currently housed in these regimes. These ‘types’ described the range of Shotts' first intake,

deliberately selected from the different groups. Crudely, and in others' language, the main types
could be described as:

. ‘thinkers and planners'

. ‘front-line bullets’ or ‘volatile impuisive’ prisoners
. ‘potential protection prisoners’

. ‘wrongly labelled/managed prisoners’

The significance of mixing the types of difficult prisoner selected was:

to send the right messages out, mainly to prisoners, that whatever their
, there was another way. It was essential that the Unit accepted

guudnelyd&ﬂcultm (Governor grade)

Some of the first prisoners interviewed for the Unit did not want to be cons: ered. Other ‘difficult
pdwnm'e:dmdh\&-esymbuthadbunmm&mdoutofhmhadto(formmple)
Mwmmeybmnumymlhmﬂdwmmmwhtﬂnmh
MUﬂtmmpﬁudnnwdthphommﬂusymltthquhﬂewﬂu
‘success’ of any Unit Cspecial’ or otherwise) that other prisoners with similar but unmet needs or in
long-term segregation still exist in the system.

Selection of prisomers

The Planning Group feit that ‘selection criteria and a process which will send the appropriate
signals to the rest of the service’ was necessary (5.1.). The signals intended (for both staff and
prisoners) in the initial selections made were that different types of ‘difficult prisoners’ could be
eligible for Shotts Unit, that it was not necessary o0 be violent t0 achieve a piace in the Unit, but
that the Unit was serious in its stated intention 10 cater for the most difficult prisoners in the

system, provided that those prisoners showed some signs of willingness to try another route.

mmmammwnuwmmmmm
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self-expression and seif-determination;
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resources; and
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'bed-down’ quickly. Staff and prisoners should be capable of working with each other. Prisoners
with first hand experience of the Barlinnie Special Unit (BSU) should be excluded, in the first
instance.

These criteria were very much in the initial assessment group's minds when making their first
selections. It was important that the Unit should start cautiously but with credibility and a
reasonable chance of success. So prisoners were selected on two main criteria. First, they had to be
demonstrably eligible for the unit: (‘there was no point in taking any soft options’). This would
have destroyed the credibility of the unit, it also would have wasted an expensive facility and
'would have led to the staff being generally held in contempt by the rest of the service'. Equally,
taking in ‘'five screaming wild cats’ and booting them back to Peterhead three days later' would
have been disastrous. So:

We tried to toe the line between the two and get who...we thought we could
work with, but people who...had a reputation would put Shotts on the map
as a useful facility in dealing with difficult prisoners. (Planning Group Member)

The prisoners selected were expected to be highly motivated; they were volunteers, people who
mwnmwummmmwmammamq
based regime. Those taking psychotropic medication or having any outstanding court cases were
technically excluded. In practice, one of the prisoners had spent a considerable length of time in the
BSU on a previous sentence, and at least one of the prisoners had outstanding charges at the time of
his selection.

The selection process

Referrals were initially invited from Peterhead, before extending the trawl to all mainstream
prisons. Governors of local establishments were asked %0 put names forward for co--ideration for the
Unit, based on the criteria outlined above. Most of the referrals were 'genuine’; that is, the
individuals were posing serious management difficulties 10 staff, but others were thought to
originate from ‘pressures outwith the institution those people were in'. Most of the referrals
originated from case conferences held with local management teams about prisoners reaching a
‘stalemate’ in relation to their ‘disposal'/ progression.

mmmmanmtmawuﬂamm. During
our interviews, basic grade officers complained that they were not given suffident opportunity to be
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involved in the assessment process. Each team member asked a series of questions, each member
wrote & report and then the team discuseed each case and voted for or against selection. This process
took some time, and the prisoner was not likely %0 be informed of the outcome for several weeks
after the interview. There was some criticism of this aspect of the assessment procedure, in

particular the delay in informing prisoners who failed to be selected for a place in the Unit.

The Unit was looking specifically for prisoners presenting management problems at a relatively
early stage in a long sentence; those who were 'digging themselves into a deep hole’, building up
resentments of staff and accumulating further sentences in the process. The Unit was intended to
provide an opportunity 1 ‘stem the flow of self-destruction’ (a Governor referred to this process as
'slow social suicide’) and to enable prisoners to build a future. Many had been in lockdown'
situations - segregation or limited association - for many years and were thought to need to re-
acclimatise before being able to cope with mainstream conditions.

Admissions into the Unit

At the time of our research, Shotts had received 12 admissions since its opening in April 1990, Five
of these prisoners had been moved on, two somewhat surprisingly perhaps, to open conditions,
despite not meeting the ordinary criteria and therefore somewhat contentiously 'jumping the
queus’. Thres had been returned 10 Peterhead - one as the result of an 'assault’ (which he defined as
a fight) and the second as a result of continued involvement with drugs. The third prisoner had been
returned to Peterhead, but was transferred to Carstairs State Hospital within weeks of his move
out of Shotts. Nine of the 12 admissions were received from Peterhead. Most had been in conditions
of lockdown or minimal association for long periods of time (up to0 five years). Only one of the
prisoners came directly from normal location in a mainstream prison. The 13th admission arrived in
the Unit on 3 September 1992.

In practice, prisoners themselves expressed some surprise about the selection procedures and the
choices that were made. Some wondered why they had been chosen; others wanted to know why
they had not been eligible the 'first time around’, or with the initial intake. Several of the
prisoners pointed out that the initial group knew each other and that this would enable a stesdy
start to Unit life. ‘

The following Table shows the arrival dates, ages, original offences, sentences and security
categories of the prisoners admitted to Shotts Unit since it opened. It also shows the further
sentences received as a result of prison behaviour and experiences, the length of time served and the
length of stay to 1.8.92. in the Unit. It can be seen from this Table that prisoners selected for the
Unit do tend to be at a relatively early stage in their sentences (in the first third) and that the

length of stay in the Unit can vary considerably according to the individual's progress. At this




Admissions to Shotts Unit

Date Category | Age | Original Offence | Original Additiomal Offence Time Length Stay in Transfer
Arrival Senlence Sentence Served Unit
1 25.490 ex. A 39 | Armed robbery 11 years 8 years Hostage taking 7 years | 2years 7 months
Assault
Mobbing
Attempt escape
2 25490 Arned robbery 12 years Life Murder 6 years 2.1091 Peterhead
' . 1 year 6 months Perth
3 . 25490 Robbery S yeans 8 years Mobbing 4 years 991 Noranside
‘ lbt:;k 5 months
Asen
4 254.90 Murder Life 12 years | Hostage taking 25.791 Peterhead
3 months
5 1590 33 | Assault and 10 years 7 years Hostage taking S years 21.11.90 Peterhead
robbary 6 months
Resst
6 3590 A 34 | Armed robbery 20 years Life Assault 7 years | 2years 7 months
Armed robbery :
Escape
7 1890 32 | Murder Life 8 years Escape Syears | 2years3 months
Assault
8 9.8.90 A 38 | Murder Life 10 years | Maliclous Syoars | 2years3 months
(30 years) damage
Mobbing
Rioting
Hostage taking
9 1290 Armad robbery 20-14 yeans 7 years 692 Norarnside
Attempted 1 year 6 months
murder
10 8891 o A 28 | Murder Life 12 years | Hostage taking 8 years | 1year3months
Robbery
1 11.119 29 | Assault 6 years 7 years Assault 7 yoars 1 year Dungavel
Robbery Mobbing and
rioting
12 9.1291 B 32 | Armed robbery 10 years 18 years Armed robbery 4 years 11 months
Kidnap
Hostage taking
Escape
13 3.9.92 38 | Murder Life Assault 7 years 2 months




early stage in the Unit's history it is impossible to estimate how long the maximum (or average)
bng&ofﬂyhgdngwbe.lmpﬂdthﬂuumrowobpcﬁvuhﬂnmm\pﬁmhtm
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mybedigibkbrapham&ﬂmwﬂummumwﬂymmm
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How far the prisoners first chosen for the Unit fulfilled the criteria of 'difficultness’ is hard to
mEachhndpouddiﬁaunmmpmbhumhputmdeddmuuudeabWt
h\dividunadmhdaumwﬂnummthbmummhabouud\ieﬁngbchmewiﬂﬁnd\e
Unit as about prisoners’ needs and difficulties. Matching individual and Unit needs was one of the
mmmwmmmmmmaﬂnmmdmmm
Unlt.FormootpruomtheUnitwufelttooffetmoppoﬂunitymcrueumwidmﬁtyandto
cultivate interests that would take individuals forward in their sentences, towards release. Many
were ‘high-profile’ prisoners in terms of their prison histories. The explicit aim of Shotts Unit in
the first instance was to dismantle the Peterhead lockdown regime. Most of the prisoners had a
hhhqdbag—&mwﬁaupeadedbymwvmmmpeam,dhmdamd
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had experienced serious assaults by staff in the past. In one case this had resulted in an award of
oompenudon.Mmyof&epﬂlmsdectadforﬂuUMthadbemwimdnwmgfrom
communication with staff. All were strong and highly individualistic personalities. One of the
features of 'the group' within the Unit was that there were several natural leaders’.

NotaﬂoldnpthomhﬂuUnitatﬂuﬁmdehnddnﬂmgedmmtha
Wwdﬂm“y.mma'mvﬁw&pmbhns'wwbemy
significant across this group of prisoners and therefore in Units as a whole. Some had been involved
in violent incidents. All showed signs of wanting o take advantage of the opportunity to shake off
their 'difficult prisoner’ label and progress through their sentences in a constructive way. This was
mdh“ﬁ;h“bhmﬁﬁh%hb“ﬂmmnﬂmmw
have already taken place. A theoretical ‘peak’ had been reached, and progress was negotiable. It
was probebly unwise for us to assume that the only function a small Unit can or does serve is for the
Mdlﬁmhwhmmhhkpﬁn.&undﬂu'mdwmmmbw\mpu
h\wtheUlﬁt'utthlssuge'mdrmhndmw«dsewhatmhupectofﬂ\gm's
function was significant, but there were additional functions served by the Unit (see conclusions)
which were valuabie in other ways.



Movements out of the Unit and mon-admissions

Those' prisoners who had moved out of the Unit by the time the research began were all
interviewed and staff were asked about the decision to accept them into the Unit in the first place
and about their moves. Three were considered as ‘Unit failures’ (in their own eyes, despite some
effordmdebymﬂwmmd\druuvu‘podﬁvdyh\wmmys).Twowmseenu'Unit
successes’. Again, this term is misleading without a clear picture of the criteria for success, both in
terms of selection and progress.

It is unlikely that those prisoners who had left the Unit would have any investment in saying that
hm“mwhmbWEMWmmmmmMa
from prisoners. it is not clear that 'failures’ and ‘successes’ are identifiable. For example, one of the
prisoners who left the Unit had spent eighteen months there. During that time staff had worked
with him despite a continuing drug problem, he had an opportunity to develop a close relationship
with his son facilitated and supported by the staff and he had the time to reflect upon his life
sentence and his drugs use. By the end of his stay, his relationship with his son had been re-
established on a more permanent basis. Although he ‘chose to leave’ rather than to admit his drugs
problem, within months of leaving the Unit and returning to Peterhead, he sought counselling for
his drugs problem. He later managed 10 seek a place in Greenock prison, with the continuing interest
and support of Unit staff, where his visits could continue and he could settle into a more relaxed
reginke and cope more sucoessfully with it. The time he spent in the Unit, and the decision to hold
him responsible for his actions, may have served as the catalyst required to help him. He did not
exit from the Unit in the expected direction, but arguably he had progzessed.

In the other cases, the shortest staying prisoner requested a -cturn to the Unit, perhaps seeing more
of its relative qualities once he had been returned 10 Peterhead, but clearly also feeling that the
decision %0 send him back had been unjust. There was some feeling that he had been using the Unit
to furnish his drugs habit, and that although he could have benefitted from a stay, he was not
ready for the type of commitment required 10 make a success of it. Another prisoner who was sent
back to Peterhead after nine months again was described by some as a ‘Unit failure’, but seen in the
context of his history, this is not necessarily a fair reflection of events. He had posed continual
problems throughout his sentence, accumulating additional years as a result of violence, hostage-

mmmmmmmmmmmmﬁmmmu&ﬁmm,
knowing that his volatile behaviour would be difficult 90 contain. The fact that he spent nine

months in the Unit without assaulting anyome directly could be seen as a small success. The Unit
was able to be more tolerant of his activities than other establishments would have been, thereby
avoiding the continual spiral of additional sentences. During his stay he did participate in Unit
life. He was not reflective about his behaviour, despite some awareness that it was destructive.
His lack of motivation or apparent ability %o control it and his dependence on medication made all



efforts to work with him more difficult. He was quickly transferred to Carstairs from Peterhead,
despite some doubts about the presence of any psychiatric iliness. The expectations placed on one
small unit to ‘cure’ or contain all varieties of difficulty are unrealistic. ‘Success' in such
circumstances may need to be cautiously defined. We return to this important point below.

Two prisoners were moved on 10 open conditions from the Unit at the end of its first year. In the first
case, the prisoner had become associated with a label (‘one of Scotland's 50 most dangerous
prisoners’ )beauseofhisinﬁolveumtinaﬁotat&rﬂmﬂesevenlyuubdom Because of this
label (misapplied, according to most of the staff), he became stuck in the system - 'no prison was
going to take him'. He 'sailed through the Unit, changing very little, and was soon seen as
acceptable for open conditions. It was Tudicrous’, according to some of the staff, that he needed to
come through the Unit t0 progress in that way; he could have gone directly o semi-open conditions,
in the view of many of the staff. The Unit did offer him a situation in which he could move on,
whilst allowing him to improve the quality of his contacts outside. Unfortunately, at the time of
writing, he had failed to return from home leave from his new open prison.

The next transfer out to open conditions was again a prisoner who had not been violent, but who had
‘played the system’ using its own mechanisms against itself, creating organisational problems and
making himseif unpopular in establishments. He was feit to be capable of inditing others to action.
He had spent three more months in Perth Unit than had originally been intended, because no other
prison would have him. After leaving the Unit, he continued to identify and take bureaucratic
action about shortcomings in his new establishment, but settled and took advantage of the
additional home leave faciltities.

A common theme in the selection of prisoners for the Unit was that no other establishment would
take the prisoner, not always as a result of damage done but because of fears about their potential.
The view of particular prisoners as potentially dangerous or disruptive seemed as significant as
their actual record in the eyes of the media, the Scottish Prison Service, the staff and prisoners
themselves. Status was related to reputation and potential.

What sort of prisoners were not being accepted into the Unit? At least six prisoners had not been
accepted for the Unit by the assessment team, following referral. Not all referrals were accepted
the first time around. The newest arrival to the Unit had applied three times previously. Two of
the prisoners leaving the Unit in its second year requested a return. Neither were accepted.

One prisoner was not accepted on the basis of his need for psychiatric support. He was taking
prescribed medication, and was feit to present too big a threat to both the security of the unit and
its stability. It would be asking too much of other prisoners 10 cope with him, at his current stage.



Another prisoner was referred two years into a life sentence. He was seen as an inappropriate
referral as there was no evidence from which to judge that he was not surviving in the mainstream.
A third prisoner was looking for protection’. One of the preferred criteria for acceptance into the
Unit was that difficulties being encountered were as a result of the prisoner’s behaviour, and not just
a refusal by mainstream prisons 0 accept the prisoner. This was a necessary but not sufficient
condition. Some intuitive judgement would be made about whether the individual would fit into
the open and cornmunal regime of the Unit. The question of balance was a crucial consideration. If a
prisoner was considered too ‘'manipulative’, or t00 ‘manipulable’ by others, the Unit would not be
able © function. A certain level of ‘intelligence and sophistication’ was feit to be important in order
for prisoners %0 make a success of their stay in the unit. The skills to be self-determining were
important. Feuds betwen particular prisoners would be taken into account. Individuals who were
simply refusing 10 go to mainstream prisons, and who demanded a Unit place as a 'stepping stone'
without having any particular identifiable need for one, were not accepted. Evidence of initiative,
flexibility and a desire for seif-development and progression were felt to be important. A positive
response 1o challenge and conflict was sought. Improved family contact was not a sufficient reason
for placement - the Unit, although there was some recognition that some family contact was a
desirable asp  of Unit life. Most of those involved in the assessment process felt that far more
prisoners could have benefitted from a Unit piace than they had places available. It was generally
agreed that those who needed it most were accepted.

Sentence planning for Unit prisoners

It is recommended that the ethos of the Unit should be that it will be a place for

prisoners who have come 10 recognise they have difficulties in settling into the
mainstream system 0 go provided they agree to undertake a mutually devised
programme of personal development linked 10 their perceived needs...A central
thread the entire selection process is that the prisoner 'signs on' for
a regime, the details of which will be known $0 him in advance..The progress of
each prisoner towards meeting the objectives set out in his individual programme
should be monitored and assessed, in discussion with the prisoner, at the intervals
proposed in his programune.  (SPS, 1990a: paras 4.4-54.) , '

- Formal sentence planning and structured personal development did not take place in the Unit in
practice, as envisaged above. There were two main ressons for this. One was that the Unit was in
its infancy; other agendas were still being met. Priority was given 10 the selection and assessment |
procedure, 10 staffing (selection, training and development) and structural/regime issues within the
Unit and, importantly, 0 providing prisoners with sufficient space to adjust to a new environment
and regime. This process took considerably longer than envisaged by the Planning Group.

At the time of the research, sentence planning (or more specifically, ‘exit-planning’) was being
introduced. Staff had undergone considerable training, a settied and constructive regime was in
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mainstream, a more formal system of sentence planning was in place, subject to theqmtun]
constraints characteristic of an overcrowded system.

hachhﬂividudpmow'smemﬁumﬁtﬂmwmh\fommm«lgmmﬂngwhu
mpnmmbﬂwUmuMMwﬂﬁsnﬂghtmtewforwudthouofﬂnpﬁwmn
wereselectedwithmexpechdonﬂmamtotheUnitwuldmmﬂyfaduhtetheir
mwardprogruod\mgh&nmwdﬂdopnuuphmmnpdyfomuhtedmd
remained flexible. Two types of planning were possible: onward movement from Shotts, and time
spuudmingﬂudrmymﬂwUdLNdﬂ\aofdmﬂgummnyphnmdmdocumwd,
exceptin&eanddwumtmcaﬂadmhﬁom[tmdurdntagrutdulofﬂnughthadgone
into each prisoner's selection and acceptance into the Unit. Case conferences had been held,
detailed assessments made, discussions carried out and alternatives considered. Half day visits,
with the prisoners' family, were arranged before arrival by way of introduction into the Unit once a
prisoner had been selected.

ﬂmmmthhm;ﬁmbysnﬁofachdedsbnwmepupuﬂmh:pﬂmm
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and about his next move was discernible. Each prisoner had a particular (set of) problem(s) that
MwmwﬂwUmtﬂmmwunﬂnﬂminﬁndegreewwhkhhhmml
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interests, risk o security, volatile temper, distrust of staff, and 80 on). Each prisoner was thought to
have a particular or 'key’ need which could be resolved within the confines of a small unit (e.g.
family problems, the need for space, support from staff, a degree of autonomy, the development of
interests and s0 on).

Each prisoner was given spece to adjust before plans were formulated or projects chosen. The
induction procedure was ‘laissez faire’, sometimes consisting of a series of ‘four-groups’ (see beiow)
where a new prisoner could get to know people a few at a time and discuss his opportunities and
plans in the Unit. The issue of onward movement was not raised until the time was considered right
and opportunities for ‘meaningful progression’ were found. Referral and selection for the Unit were
major decisions in their own right. They were decisions which were carefully made. Once selected,
prisoners sometimes spent a period of several months adjusting 1 the environment before addressing
the question of how 10 use the time and the opportunities available. Reviews and assessments took
place after the first year, and thereafter every four months. These reviews were thorough and weil
documented and were fully discussed with the prisoners. The nature and extent of their personal
development programmes depended on the staff members they got on well with and the interests
they developed, often by chance, over time.



Some of the staff were happy with the informal nature of these arrangements, feeling that this
was appropriate and effective, facilitating individual choice and responsibility:

Just let them get on with it and don't worry about trying to change their minds; let
time change their minds. If they get into a situation where they're doing
something...The answers don't come straight away. This is a way out for them.
What. you're doing is taking the pressure off them, from the normal prison
situation and letting them just get thier head together for a certain length of time.
I's not just about coping with the mainstream, it's coping with life itself, to be able
to think, rationalise things... (Officer)

Oduswudbmamsmmmdeﬂopuuuw

There is an induction period, but again I feel we have never really got that
straight. There is a ime when we use this 4 group method, which I don't think is
necessarily always appropriate. When people arrive they should be involved in a
number of 4 groups, where they sit and talk with various staff and prisoners about
the different aspects of Unit life. That's how it's meant to be done, but I don't think

it's particularly successful.  (Specialist)

wam-mmaduhbmntydpaumddwdopumtmmwuwt
prisosers could end up without anything to do for long periods of time if practical problems were
encountered or individual staff members did not facilitate (for eample by ordering materials)

effectively. On the other hand, the range of problems prisoners faced during their time in the unit
- were not necessarily the sorts of problems that ‘plans’ could address:

Plan? No. I was surprised about finding myself in the Unit. I want to take
Wmmnmmwmmwwmdmmm

it everything I've got, 10 be seen in a new light. In the mainstream, I would crumble,
destroy myself in the process. I would like someone 0 take care of this - a personal
officer, could have done with that earlier. I've mentioned these things at meetings,
but you're met with silence - no dialogue on this. Frustrations about the Unit raise
anxieties about going back into the mainstream. You're picked for some reason, if
you put effort into Unit that removes you from the old system, it doesn't seem fair to
0 back into it. You're preparing for a new future, you learn new values. If you go
back, you'l end up under pressure again. You say 10 yourseif, is it fair to do that to
myself while I'm in here? A lot of fear, barriers. Things you learn about yourself,
how you cope with your sentence. Trying to shed them; it leaves you not knowing
who you are. It's like an identity crisis, you throw all that away, then you think,
who am I? What do I do here, have I got the ability o do that? How much pain
will it result in when I do go back into the mainstream.

nﬂtﬁngatamlmhuemmmmhmacﬂﬂtymmmatb
normal - it's abnormal, because it's nice. You get confused. It doesn't make sense to
me. You think enjoy it while you can, but it's not connected to my future. You
volunteer to come here and take part in this experiment. You change - how will this
affect me when go back? That causes a lot of sleepless nights. It's unfair. You know
within yourself you've got the potential, but there's a fear that it will all collapse
round about you. [Q: The unit supports the change, you're afraid the mainstream
won't?] Yes, through the pressure. I have experienced this, where I have been
acting out these new ideas, presenting myself in 2 new way in the mainstream.
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project activities individuals adopted:

Youan'tput'pasomldeﬂopmmtdownbmyom&dng.l&ﬂuwholepmceu,
including relationships inside and outside this place. Even cleaning the laundry
and the toilet can be good for the soul. It's a thousand things.  (Prisoner)

mwmﬁdh\gmdia\uhrpeaonddevdopnnntmedwhdudeadegneofsmmm,ﬂw
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respect and the encouragement of seif-esteemn. As expectations rose, 30 attitudes and behaviour could

sﬁn&nﬁﬂmﬂupmmm,mﬂh\gmmwmny,hugebackwud
steps were taken. What most prisoners felt however was that ‘all prisons should be like this'.

3. Regime Features: creating a community

some of the most valuable potential of the Unit lies in the involvement of

all members of the Unit, prisoners, staff management and specialists, in
structures...In this way progress can be made towards a genuine

community. The community concept can only work where there is a visible,
genuine sharing of both decision making and responsibility.
(SPS, 1990a: para 4.3.)

In C-Unit: Searck For Community in Prison (Studt et al, 1968), the authors argue that the notion of
community incorporates the fundamental ideal values of life in our soclety: respect for individuals,
dignity and concern for the rights and welfare of others. Creating conditions in prison under which
prisoners (and staff) can live as responsible community members will, to the extent that this is
possible, reveal and support the capacity of its members to do that. A community ideology
encourages social competence, co-operation, learning, growth and change. Positive social controls
can thereby replace coercion, and diverse and potentially conflicting individual interests can be
met. This community should be participatory (cp. SPS, 1990a: para 4.3.1.), involving both prisoners
and staff; its walls should be permesble, it should be used as a context for ‘problem-solving in the
present’ and it should be transitory - 'part of a continuum with the free community’ - preparing

prisoners for a return to that community. Enabling prisoners to deal with problems experienced in
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futures more competently.

There are several probiems in the direct application of this ideology to 2 Unit such as Shotts. Most
important is the role of the Unit in returning prisoners 10 mainstream conditions (see below), where
‘community’ and ‘responsibility’ are (or have been) largely absent. Consistency, the imposition of
rules and punishments, and dependence on external controls characterises the mainstream prisons to
which prisoners from Shotts Unit will return. This is certainly the memory of the mainstream that
Unit prisoners retain throughout their stay. Somewhat oddly, the Unit is modelled broadly on the
philosophy of responsible individuals making active moral choices in a community (community in a
political rather than in the therapeutic sense). To the extent that the Unit achieves this, its major
flaw is that it aims to return prisoners to conditions of largely undignified dependence and
traditional relationships of control. In order 0 answer the question, to what extent has the Unit
succeeded in ‘creating a community’, a caveat needs 10 be stated. The Unit should perhaps be judged
on its ability to create the conditions outlined above, whatever the relationship between this
achievement and any future move. Our limited task is perhaps restricted to this in the first
instance.

This question was perhaps the hardest for both staff and prisoners to answer. It was easier to
identify areas where the Unit fell short of a commmamity than to specify what a community was and
how far aspects of life in the Unit met this definition. In our view, the problem-solving mechanisms
(weekly, special and four group meetings) were signs of community life, as defined above, but not
necessarily as outlined in the Planning Document referred to earlier. Staff and prisoners talked
positively about these aspects of the Unit, but not usually in relation to questions about its
community life. Other areas where community life was evident were the scope for choices to be
made about such things as how 0 spend time, what projects to adopt, who 0 invite into the Unit as
ﬁdmﬂnmm“lhmmﬂyptwhbmmm on family and
outside contact). Prisoners were (on the whole) treated with respect by staff (see below) and they
were able t0 exarcise their individuality and responsibility over a far grester range of their lives
than they would have been able t0 do in mainstream prisons. There is no question that these aspects
of life in the Unit were valued. '

Despite these positive features, the single issue agresd upon by almost all staff and prisoners was
that the Unit was not a community. The notion of ‘comununity’ in people’s minds was perhaps an
‘ideal type' ..at few communities would match. Some felt it should not aim to see itself as a
community; it was after all, a prison. Others saw this as a deficiency in the Unit's regime. There
were three main ways in which the Unit was not a community. The first related to the perceived

lack of any democratic decision-making process in practice. Again, few communities would be



democratic in such a fundamental way. Decisions were made by the Governor. Prisoners voiced this
view strongly, but so did staff. Participatory or consultative management were ideals not borne out
in the life of the Unit. The Governor was accountable; he was also in charge. Prisoners did not

engage staff in decision-making discussions because they knew the staff had very little power.

The second point where community life was feit to be absent related to the lack of group cohesion
between prisoners within the Unit. They did not speak with a common voice. They were highly
individualistic, and rarely presented a common will to the staff. This individuality was felt by
some to be a weicome feature of life in the Unit, and was almost inevitable given the selection
criteria. Others felt the Unit was intended to have a community life, symbolised and facilitated by
the large communal areas of the concourse. The small cells were seen as an indication that more
time was to be spent out of them than in them. The design of the Unit reflected the desired
community spirit. Aspects of daily life in the Unit did not.

The third area related to staff-prisoner commamication. This will be discussed below.

It seems that there had been an explicit attempt by the Planning Group, to 'tie the governor’s
hands’, to keep the Unit on track in case he 'went native’ and to avoid the unfavourable publicity
Barlinnie had received in its earlier days. This was achieved through the ‘non-negotiables’: viz.
all matters having a bearing on security, matters relating to0 staffing, visiting arrangements and the
policy of on-going commitment to a personal development programme - none of which could be
discussed at meetings or altered:

If the management style of the Unit is to be based on consultative/participatory
management then it must be clearly understood that there are certain matters or
areas of concern which remain the concemn of Prison Service Management Group and

which are therefore not open to the community to change.
(SPS, 1990a: para 4.3.2.)

These non-negotiables set the tone of the Unit: it was not another BSU. Some aspects of the BSU
had been adopted by Shotts Unit. In other ways the Unit was reined in and given a tighter and
more proactive set of guidelines. One major style of operation borrowed directly from BSU was the
use of meetings as the main community decision-making process.



The role of weekly and other community meetings

The main forum for community decisions/consultation/discussion will be the
community meeting..attended by all members of the community. During that
meeting all present should be able 10 raise issues concerning such matters as: the
daily routine; the programme for the coming week; staff practices; prisoner
attitude, behaviour and resporse; changes of the comenunity, etc. From time to time
the meeting will discuss ways in which one or more members of the community are

operating within the community and by the process of verbalising and airing
problems the meeting will seek to resolve personal issues and maintain

equilibrium.  (SPS, 1990a: para 435.)

Tuesday meetings began at 1.15, and lasted up to three hours. They were not referred to as
‘comununity meetings'. All Unit members attended. Other attenders were kept t0 a minimum, and
mmmbum@nm&matmw&ymﬁmmmﬂm
were atiended by the Governor in charge (most) tended 10 be the longest. Prisoners took it in turns to
chair the meeting. Each member of the Unit was asked if they had points to raise. Domestic
business would be discussed, information about comings and goings at the Unit would be
disseminated, and particular issues relating o individuals, their grievances and complaints were
raised. Minutes were taken by one prisoner and one member of staff, and a version compiled from
these two accounts for the records. The purpose of the meeting was 'to let everyone feel they have a
forum whereby they can safely express their opinion about any issue that is affecting their lives or
the Hves of others in the unit and in the running of the unit'.

Problems relating $0 Tuesday meetings had been raised frequently in the early months, according to
Unit records and Unit members' accounts. There was too little staff participation (with some
officers conscious that the length of the meeting determined the end of their long shift), too little
decision-making power arising from meetings and a strong staff-prisoner divide. There was also a
tendency for the meetings %0 become bogged down by domestic issues relevant to only one or two
individuals in the Unit. By the time of our research, meetings were chaired more efficiently and
the purpose of the meetings was more clear. Prisoners still felt cynical about their actual value,
given their perception that littie could be changed or decided at them. ideas could be put forward,
~ but the Governor had the final say, for exampie on who could visit the Unit, on how 'family days'
were organised, and 50 on. The notions of community and responsibility were feit to be incompatible

with this concentration of decision-making power. There was no voting (‘this is not a democracy’).
This theme was raised throughout the research. In some ways, the role of the Governor in a small

Unit is completely out of proportion to the role he would play in individual prisoners' lives in
other, larger establishments. This had the benefit of direct access, but the disadvantage of
magnifying the significance of personal style. Now and again comunents were made that the Unit
was 1o different to a Peterhead 10-cell Unit with a carpet. Efforts had been made to make the
meetings more productive. 'Housekeeping' issues were steered elsewhere and the meetings were



more structured. As an information-exchange forum and an opportunity to air grievances, the
meetings were seen as valuable, for prisoners:

Justlaﬁngoutwutofﬁ\ediﬁmﬂntwe'velﬂd,d\muglmttheweek,my
h\fannﬂonﬁnfsgohgbbchougluup,mypmuumawoniu.sweﬂmuithst
falkinbducategouyofmwmtwemt,youanget,youm't;etmbutford\e
one that comes along and says, [ have got a serious problem here, well, that is
wonhifsweighth\gold.wswhatifs&uefu.lwouldn'tdungeﬂwm,l
think they're successful. (Officer)

Mnneﬂngprovidedaskdewnamudmuoundwhkhothaumucuku revolved. There
tended 10 be a build up o the Tuesday meeting, and then a wind down afterwards. Some of the staff
may have been reluctant to contribute as it put them into the firing line, having to answer
supplementary questions and accept challenge. A recently recruited officer commented that staff
need to learn how to participate in such meetings. No specific training was given.

Special meetings were called by any individual who felt that an issue had arisen which was too
urgent to be left until the weekly meeting. Their function was to relieve tension and prevent issues
from fermenting, to get issues sorted out on the spot. All Unit members had to attend these meetings,
which were usually quite short (2 to 25 minutes). The person who called a special meeting also
ended it Several special meetings were called during the time of our fieldwork. They tended to run
‘in spates, sometimes several in one day, within one hour of each other, depending on the
atmosphere or the level of tension in the Unit. Special meetings were minuted. They could be called
by staff or prisoners, but were more often called by prisoners - and by some more than others. There
had been a lot of special meetings during the early months of the Unit's life (average of six per
month) and a lot during the period up to and including our research fieldwork in the Summer of
1992. Of 101 special meetings called since the Unit opened (average of 4 per month), 74 had been
called by prisoners and 27 by staff, a ratio of 3:1. Of those meetings called by staff, seven had been
called by the Governor (three by the previous and four by the current Governor).

Sixsped.llmaeﬁnpmalledh]umlmmmmmlhdinlulylmm“upﬂsme
raised at these meetings were the operation of four groups (see below), disagreements about equal
treatment, complaints about food, delays in dental treatment, items going missing, not being fully
informed about visitors expected in the Unit, staff attitudes, cleaning the visits room and the
concourse, washing up and wesding the garden. They could be called at awkward times, for example
when important visitors were around, and were in this and other ways a powerful tool for prisoners,
but one ‘worth living with'. Staff tended to call meetings 10 challenge attitudes and behaviour or
explain why prisoners had been removed from the Unit.



The meetings were feit to be a valuable and effective resource which did not always bring about a
ammymmwmmmmmmmawww
and encouraged members to be answerable for their actions, 10 both staff and prisoners:

If there's a situation arises, and if's gone beyond..say an argument arises, between
. two prisoners or with a member of staff. If it's a controlled argument, then that's ok,
but if it gets to a stage, well, before violence can take over, or it gets to a serious
situation, then a special meeting should be called to diffuse the situation. You can
go through one week and maybe get 6 or 7, and you can go through a month and
maybe get none. A lot depends on the atmosphere in the place at the time. If there's
a build up between two prisoners can maybe last for a while, a lot of these
build ups go back years and years they surface now and again, and if they've
surfaced for any reason, you'll maybe get a run of 3, 4, S meetings within a week. If
the atmosphere is good, you can possible go for weeks. We're going through one of
- these surface phases now. Yesterday's special meeting was about washing up. I
think you find in these piaces, the thing the meeting's called for, is not the issue.
The issue is not about the washing up, a meeting just had to be called; it goes so
deep, it takes an awful strong meeting to bring it out. I don't think it developed,
that one. Staff can’t push that - you have to reslise how severe the hatred is they
have for each other, things going back. That never leaves, they could live their
lifetime in the jail and that would never leave. You've got to get a workable
. situstion where they can give each other space and get on with each other - this is
where your superficial comes in. You can normally do that. Then all of a sudden
happens and it all comes back. The real issue is way way back. You can't
get at that - sometimes things get 50 serious, you do...that would go from a special
meeting into a four group. You go back a bit, but they won't disclose that type of
thing to staff, very very rarely, unless they're cornered. (Officer)

Four groups were mainly used when problems were not being resolved by a special meeting, or the
prisoner did not wish t0 discuss his point of view in front of the whole community. He would call a
four group 'sgainet’ another Unit member (usually a member of staff), choosing a second member
(miﬂyap‘hnnaﬂbphbthemwﬂhhﬁn.ﬂeﬁﬂmbamﬂpkklmﬂmﬁu
(usually another member of staff) and the group would go into a room to air their views and seek a
resolution in conditions of confidentiality. These groups were a last resort device and were reserved
for apparently intractable grievances. They were feit to be valuable and effective by staff and

prisoners:

Four groups? Again, if the differences can't be resolved in the special meeting, I can
pick one of my pals, you pick one of yours, we go in and we try and get it hammered
out. One of the good things about the four groups..it's not minuted, and you don't
talk about it when you come out, 50 at the end of the day, you could have stole my
milk (this is how ludicrous the thing is when it starts..) and you're not prepared to
say in front of the whole group that you're sorry, and you'll give me yours tomorrow.
But once you go into a four group, where there's no minutes and no group sitting
listening, as s0on as you walk in you say look I'm sorry..and we're all happy. that's
a good thing. It's usually a wee simple thing like that, but they just want to save
their face. We all walk out smiling.  (Officer)
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together (both routinely and ‘special dinners’), the 'common good fund' and other social occasions
(barbecues, kareokes, concerts, and 3o on).

Factors which militated against community life were conflicts and ‘status-fighting' between
prisoners, the individual pursuit of projects, their individualistic styles and their personal
situation within the unit (time and circumstances of arrival, sentence length, stage in sentence, and
30 on), all pursuing different goals, the staff-prisoner divide and the power imbalance, exacerbated
according to accounts given to us, by the Governor's authoritarian style. Conflicts between
particular prisoners were most often mentioned as long-term problems which stood in the way of
developing a community spirit in the Unit.

Staff

The willingness of the staff to develop a role in which they can interact with
prisoners more freely than is often the case in mainstream prisons will be central to
their support function. The staff selection and training programmes will underpin
this. (SPS, 1990a: para 4.4.3.)

In any prison staff-prisoner relationships are central (Dunbar, 1985; Bottoms, Hay and Sparks,
1991). This is especially true of a Unit focussing on ideals of ‘the responsible prisoner' and on the

development of respect, support, dignity and trust between prisoners and staff. In practice, the issue
of staffing was mixed.

The Unit was staffed by a total of 24 officers, although only 21 were in post at the time of the
research. Staff shortages, and the deployment of detached duty staff, were frequently raised in the
~ interviews by both staff and prisoners as problems within the Unit. The fieldwork period was a
time of transition, with several staff putting in for transfers. It was interesting to note that the
initial trawl for staff when the Unit had first opened had brought 130 applications. A ‘paper sift'
brought the number down (0 about 60. Staff who were short-listed all spent a week working at BSU,
after which some deselected themselves. During this initial selection process, applications from
women staff were not permitted. The second trawl, after the first year, received no applications.
The most recent trawl in June 1992 received 37 applications - an indication of the changing
perceptions of the Unit as myths declined and favourable exposure to the Unit increased, in part
through the use of detached duty staff from Shotts main. Staff from the main prison retained some
of the 'disapproval’ perceived by Unit members and expressed in jokes and derogatory comments
during walks through the main prison corridors % and from the Unit. Typically, they expressed a
defensive interest in but very little knowledge about the Unit, supposing that prisoners ran the
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taking a more realistic view of Units back t0 the main prison. Detached duty was a challenge

however, as prisoners felt resentful of new faces and transitory appearances, tending to keep
unfamiliar officers at a bit of a distance.

It s more difficult 10 answer questions about whether or not the Unit has the 'right staff than it is
%0 answer these questions in relation 10 prisoners. There are both formal and informal rules about
what sort of prisoner the Unit is looking for. There are identifiable needs at several different
levels: individuals, establishments and systems. With staff, there seemed to be no such guidelines.
Staff volunteer for selection o work in the Unit, with the exception of the Governor and Deputy
Governor. Given the restricted time-table we were working to, one of the limitations of the research
was the littie time we were able to spend investigating the staff selection process.

Given the nature of the Unit - its cost, its experimental nature and its significance in the prison
system in Scotiand, it is surprising that the requirements for staff were not more clearly articulated,
both in our discussions and on paper. As with the prisoners, it was felt that a range of staff were
necessary, bringing different qualities and skills to the Unit. Staff with drive and enthusiasm, who
were stable and flexible, were wanted. Practical skills were highly valued, as were sporting
mmwmmwmmvﬂdeaw&kmﬂnbnitbdombdng
considered for the job.

There was some evidence that the Unit had not got all the most appropriate staff at the present
time. Some were obviously right for the job, others were not 30 suitable. There was a feeling from
the prisoners that officers should have been more carefully screened in terms of their previous
involvement with prisoners likely t0 be admitted into the Unit. It had only emerged in recent
moniths how significant were the tensions that the presence of certain staff created at the beginning
of Unit life. References were made to flashbacks. Prisoners said that these might have occurred in
any case, but added that it was not helpful to have "built in prompts’. They thought that a more
detailed examination of the prison histories of the staff might have avoided some of these

feelings.

Some of the staff did not have sufficient interest or motivation t0 work effectively in a Unit setting.
This was difficult to predict from selection interviews, and was feit to be easier to guard against
now that the Unit had a stable life of its own and staff were invited to spend a week working in the
Unit before being formally assessed. Qualities felt to be valuable in a Unit environment were

honesty, openness, patience, and flexibility. Qualities particularly valued by prisoners were



commitment to the Unit philosophy, practical and sporting skills, the absence of any bitterness
from the past, confidence, compassion, maturity, enthusiasm, the ability to communicate and
undmhndhg.&vedmumbmnudemhmohhffw}nm'mttoopmhy:nd who
were seen as ‘genuine’.

It was mentioned by several different individuals (prisoners and staff) that the unit was over-
shﬁedmdﬂutthenumbcrequiredforﬂ\emﬁngnpofﬂ\eUnnwunobngatheopﬁmum
numberfotiummOnﬂnoduhnrd,myo(ﬂmnfdt&mdmspaujmtbdngpment,
playing snooker or involving themselves in activities facilitated relationships in a natural way.

That they were not always ‘busy’ did not mean that they were surplus to requirements.

Training for the Unit

There were several complaints about the limited training offered to staff when the Unit first
opened. Some felt training could only take place ‘on the job’. Others felt that further or more
specific training could have been given. In practice, it was likely that Unit staff were offered better
and more frequent training opportunities than staff in other establishments. An important team-
building exercise took place at the outset, whereby staff were invited 0 attend a week long training
course in a hotel during the early stages of the Unit's opening. The course was however felt to be too
unstructured. Some argued that this had been deliberate, in order to allow the team to be self-

directing, and to avoid the Barlinnie-therapeutic' form of training:

The idea was not to have a fully formed and prepared staff/governor response
when the prisoners arrived, but rather to greet the prisoners at a point at which
they were going 10 be encouraged 10 take part in fleshing out the plan of how the
Unit was going to operate. (Governor grade)

A certain amount of uncertainty as 0 how best t0 operate and a genuine interest in securing prisoner
participation in the setting up of the Unit left some of the staff feeling unprepared for what they

mumudﬂu\ewmmm\s.mmmhumswuﬁmm

Some industrial action over staffing levels delayed the admission of prisoners so that 'the
momentum was destroyed’ and the disruption unsettied the staff.

of training that were felt to exercises and co with
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Staff-prisoner relationships

Gmhmmuquudpodada,hmhdﬂnaﬂmofﬂm
cannot be defined as that of also being the prisoner’s friend.  (Emery, 1970:96)

Mosc of the staff, and slightly fewer but still a majority of the prisoners feit that relationships

between staff and prisoners in the Unit were good. Certainly they were infinitely better than they
had been in the mainstream:

OmﬂMﬂnmlnmb&ngMgaﬂhﬂmUhmmy
relationships, there is going 10 be confrontation and clashes of personalities, but
there has never been any serious physical threat. There has been confrontational

shouting at meetings and that, but that is just part of human
(Officer)

Excellent. I would do things with prisoners here I would never do to prisoners in the
mainstream - challenge them on different things. Going back to the bit on
responsibility, in the mainstream, if somebody swears at me, I'm perfectly entitled
to say, you're on governors report, let the governor deal with it in the morming. In
here, I've got to challenge it and deal with it myseif, through the different
avenues of special meetings and four groups... 30 I feel more confident in doing that.
But also the prisoner will feel more confident in challenging me. If he can do that,
that goes a long way; that shows you how well our relationship is going, if he can
duﬂugemmmmny,wdhmmmup,orhﬂdngout
(Officer)

&uﬁd&emﬂus&ﬂmaﬁddﬂemmmmmmdsﬁ-m
relationships within the Unit, feeling that they could be much better:

On the surface they are good...every time when something emerges, when a crisis

I believe it is because that fundamental support mechanism hasn't been
there. That relationship hasn't been cultivated to the extent that they can help
that prisoner. Because it is shallow I think that is why we have all these blow

 Relationships were much more positive thari is typical in establishments. A small majority of the
staff were described as ‘excellent’ in this respect. There were potential pit-falls in relation to the
close staff-prisoner relationships required according o the philosophy of Unit life. One was that
the ‘relationship’ was perceived by prisoners as superficial or false. A good illustration of this
fedhgmwhmmmwdﬂmonihddly,whmmﬂmmbymmy
‘serious’ problems (protest, verbal or threatened physical aggression), they might express their
‘bottom-line’ view that dealing with ‘these sorts of prisoners’ in any other way besides the use of
traditional force, was hopeless. 'T don't know why we don't just lock them up. We all know what
we're dealing with..Prisoners commented that staff working in Units would have no trouble

reverting to their traditional role when they eventually get posted back to a mainstream prison.
This real possibility was seen as an indication that any relationship built up was a false one,



motivatedbypayandamapmtpacuardnotbyaviewofthepﬁwneruaraponsible'
individual. Staff were thought to be less supportive than they could have been.

Another problem was the effects upon staff of living and working closely with prisoners who
surfaced as individuals, with qualities and interests that officers and others genuinely responded
to. Staff occasionally expressed difficuities experienced in living 30 close to the individual and his
mﬁuing.&wamhngs'ﬁ:ﬁapﬂuu,bﬁaﬁiuﬂ.ﬂﬂspmbbnmmlymdonedby
uniformed officers, but was independently raised by several governors and specialists. The toll this
recognition has taken on particular senior staff (and staff in other units) may be underestimated.
Close relationships between staff and prisoners may reach a threshold beyond which the
consequences for staff are so severe as to be harmful. The contrast between friendship and
containment becomes too stark: social distance makes imprisoning possible. Reducing social distance
between staff and prisoners, an overwhelmingly favourable feature of small Unit life, brings home
the effects of imprisonment in a way that has shaken one or two staff members. One of the
unintended consequences of this change in relationships may have been to raise questions staff do
not usually ask about the nature of their job.

The role of specialists

There will be occasions when members of the community will require the support of
specialists. In addition to the psychologist, psychiatrist and social worker
seconded to work within the Unit and as part of the community, there will be other
specialists and groups whose presence would be beneficial. (SPS, 1990a: para 43.5.)

Shotts Unit was not intended to operate as a therapeutic or psychiatric facility. The degree of
organised specialist support available to the Unit was deliberately limited: ‘the challenge was
that the Unit should run with the resources of its own staff. There was no social work presence in
the Unit. This was occasionally commented upon unfavourably by prisoners. The Unit was generally
not-very welcoming 0 specialists - especially of a therapeutic kind...

The main specialist input came from a part-time clinical psychologist, who had worked at the
Unit since its opening. His time (two sessions a week) was bought by the prison department from the
National Heaith Service. Towards the end of the project, he was also working at Shotts main
prison, which allowed a more flexible working arrangement with the Unit, as he was regularly ‘'on
hand’, next door. The psychologist was felt to play a valuable role in Unit life, but not exclusively

in his capacity as a psychologist:
He has a great knack of just sitting back...He can see things happening, as a sort of
outsider, that we get caught up in. He makes some great observations and comes out

M&dﬂnpdemqwﬁonm}k’amsoodmwiﬂ\dfm
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One or two reservations about the effectiveness of a psychologist's role in the Unit were expressed
by prisoners and by some of the staff. One prisoner feit reluctant to call upon his very limited time
in the Unit, as he thought others had grester needs. Another (ex-Unit) prisoner felt the

psycth - >gists's position was not neutral, or supportive, enough:

He doesnae play any role. He'll give you the impression that he doesn't like the
way the Unit is running, that it's not running the way it should be, but he'll not do
anything about it. He'll sit and listen, watches - and then he'll go in the back and
tell the Governor what he thinks. What eise would he be there for? (To heip

prisoners?) He's there to help the company. The department employ him. Say
there’s an argument about something, the Governor will take him out the back for a
coffee, what did you think of that, and he'll give the Governor the benefits of his

professional opinion, his problems are all this..tell him the best way they should
manage him, get the best out of him. I like him, mind. (Prisoner)

The psychologist saw his main role as providing individual support for prisoners and management
support for staff. He did this in two ways. First, he saw individual prisoners when approached by
them, or by staff with particular concerns. Second, he regularly attended the weekly meetings and
other (eg. special) meetings, and was able to provide an additional 'neutral’ perspective on
problems and situations as they arose. He played a central role in the assessment process, and in
reviews. He saw himself as offering complementary skills to those offered by staff. He also saw
himself as informally monitoring what went on in the Unit. His low-key approach was welcomed
by prisoners. Some of the staff were uncertain about his role, as they knew very little about what
he actually did with prisoners, and feit uncomfortable with the low level of feedback from his
individual work. His great quality, in the eyes of the staff, was his robustness; he played a good
game of footbell, and he was involved in incident command teams - two important measures of his
credibility as a Unit resource.

Other specialist input to the Unit was provided by five women education staff, and various
chaplains. Education was seen as a central aspect of the personal development process in the Unit,
and many of the prisoners were involved in formal education courses. The self-discipline and self-
determination inherent in education was feit 10 be an essential opportunity. Importantly, it was an

area of self-development which could realistically be carried through 0 the mainstream.

A highly valued chaplain ©0 the Unit had recently retired, leaving a gap which was still to be
filled. Other individuals from a variety of churches and organisanons visited the Unit regularly,
u\dmammdﬁﬁ\ddipmdm

Anyone eise who takes an interest in the Unit really provides these guys with new
faces and something to look forward 0. (Officer)




Eduaﬁonmgrw-ﬂ\eyﬁutminmdmhyou.%u,they'm ht, too.
Butﬂ'ldrhandmﬁed,whntanu\eydo?Teuyouwkeepyourchd;supmd
soldier on. (Unit prisoner)

Opportunities and responsibility in the Unit

The central theme of personal development (see above) is a difficult area to evaluate, given the
informal level of much of the work and the broad meaning implicit in such a term. There are three
main ways in which personal development could be identified and assessed. One was work:
personal projects to which individual prisoners were committed for a minimum of 20 hours per week.
The others were family/outside contacts and responsibility. ‘ '

All prisoners were sooner or later involved in and coounitted to a project or in some cases several
projects of their own choosing. In reality, some prisoners chose more freely than others. In some
cases, suggestions were made by staff or projects were inherited by new arrivals following a
departure. The projects included making garden gnomes; making chess boards, tables and pieces;
running a canteen, carpentry, picture-framing, leather work, working with stained glass, soft toys,
fish-keeping, and the maintenance of a greenhouse. Each of the projects depended on acquiring a
certain amount of training and securing the support of staff and the necessary equipment. Some of
the projects would not be transferable into mainstream establishments on leaving the Unit, but all
involved the acquisition and application of skills, a certain level of commitment and the
production of saleable goods. If they had talents, the Unit was there to facilitate and encourage
these.

Other opportunities revolved around the quality of the contact they could have with outside,
particularly families - contact which had been superficial or in some cases non-existent prior to
their stay in the Unit.

Family and community links ,

One of the main festures of the Unit is its visits facilities. They are seen by management as offering
both the main opportunity for self-determination within the Unit and by prisoners as the main
source of personal support. Prisoners are allowed 0 receive up to three visits ‘sessions’ per week (a
session was a morning or afternoon). Individual prisoners who exceed this level are allowed to,
provided the frequency of visits does not become ‘excessive’. Visits are taken in a specially designed
area of the Unit, between the main concourse area and the administration corridor. Visitors are not
allowed to pass through the grille gate separating the concourse areas from the rest of the Unit,
except on open days and first visits to the Unit The visits room is large and comfortable, with seats
arranged like a bar. Music can be played, and staff supervision is moderate. All of the prisoners
talked favourably about visits, many illustrating how such facilities had enabled them to renew,
improve or maintain relationships, with partners, parents, children and others. Families were



much less anxious about their sons or partners, particularly as staff communicated with them and
got to know them well:

The visiting facilities, in particular, allow a prisoner to have contact with his
hnﬂyhﬂumodmﬂngfulwayweluwptwi&hﬂwbcgmmatﬂw
(Govunotgnde)

One prisoner had married in the Unit. A celebration party and buffet had been arranged, and both
the prisoner himeelf and his wife spoke highly of the staff who had facilitated the day.

Visits were seen as a 'key control factor’, one of the major incentives for complying with Unit rules
and expectations. One of the problems with the centrality of visits t0 the regime was the sometimes
tenuous nature of outside relationships for some prisoners. Families could not always meet
expectations and differences between individuals and their visiting patterns were occasionally
stark. Not having outside support would make survival in the Unit much harder. On the other
hand, not all prisoners used their full entitiement, particularly once they had got used to the idea
that visits were possibly 00 frequent. Visits that were meaningful inevitably meant that they
could also be painful and problematic:

I find visits very difficult. If no future, you cannot offer anything. You
don'tfeellnlpodﬂonb in way that is natural. I just look at my

sentence...friendships are OK. Here you can !=t more barriers down during visits,
you're on your own, you can tend to fantasise for the duration about the reality - |
find that too hard. As long as you're getting a visit, someone coming up to see you,
staff and management think everything's fine. But they don't know nothing. As
s00n &8 you fake messures...you withdraw from it, then you get all the pressure, you
feel guilty as if you've done something wrong, this was a visitor to the Unit and

they were heiping you, but they don't understand the pressure it was putting you
under. (Prisoner)

Outside visitors t0 the Unit included a fairly constant stream of ‘official visitors' consisting of
governors, academics, journalists, nurses, sports teams and individuals with an interest in prisons.
Many of the visitors were from overseas. Staff and prisoners felt that visitors brought an important
dimension to Unit life, providing a bridge between themselves and the outside world, and
providing a welcome relief from the routine and monotony of prison life. Outside interest
w»mmmmwwwmmmtunm :
forgotsen about. Such visitors were often extremely well received. Prisoners in the Unit were keen to
carty out this task themseives and preferred not to have visitors ‘taken off them by staff. One
_prisoner had recently initiated a 'Friends of the Unit’ scheme whereby official visitors would be
invited to befriend the Unit and visit on a regular basis.

The negative aspects of access by outside visitors were the transitory nature of their interest, the
constant requirement for prisoners to communicate with them to no future end, the feeling of being

o4



invaded and ‘on show’, thehigheomenmdmofvidtorswithusodauommththepﬁmnmce
and the superficial impression gleaned of the Unit in one short visit.

Responsibility

Apart from the physical facilities and relative comfort of the Unit, one of the most valuable
aspects of life provided by the Unit was felt to be a certain amount of power/responaibility for the
pﬂnw,cudnﬂydnpom(bmhmd)mwmwboﬂzhhmps
with peopie outside (as outlined above) and important aspects of his life inside. This fundamental
'privilege’ was the hinge upon which respect, responsibility and human dignity could be made real:

The main opportunity for a prisoner here is that he can be an individual. He can get
his identity back. We can live with individuals surfacing here.  (Governor grade)

The most important aspect of the regime is the relative freedom within the Unit,
you can make decisions for yourself, have responsibility to get through the day
without having a structure you have to conform to, that's new to me. You can be an
individual in here, the opportunity to do something different. You learn that it's
easy 0 make decisions, but hard to stick t0 them, have to get your priorities right.
The TV can steal your time. That wears off.  (Prisoner)

An element of choice and self-determination against the backdrop of a mainstream system to which
they will return, was identified as the unique contribution of Shotts Unit. The limits were realistic,
yet difficult to maintain at the right level, straddling between absolute responsibility
(Responsibility is about imposing your own limits') and survival within a custodial environment
which maintains an eseential level of control.

4. Shotts Unit and The Mainstream

The main aim of the Unit was "to return prisoners to the mainstream better able t0 cope and make
progress towards release’ (SPS, 1990a: para 2.3.4.). The Unit had to be ‘anchored’ to the
mainstream and 10 mainstream practice by ‘a dear definition of regime boundaries'. No ‘drifting’
away from the mainstream framework should occur (para 3.5.).

We were not able 10 look in any detail at the impact of the Unit's existence on mainstream prisons.
This shielded us from some of the power of arguments put forward by some prisoners and staff (and
members of the public) who felt that an unjustifiable and disproportionate amount of resources were
being channelled towards those who ‘least deserve the best facilities’, at the expense of prisoners
who behaved well, and their families. This appeal was rarely reversed and used as an argument
that ‘all prisoners should have these things'.



During a long-term prisoners’ discussion group on the role of small uruts held at Saughton prison, to
which one of the researchers was invited, prisoners were eager to ask: how was trust or respect

established in a prison setting? How were the starf selected? What were the facilities like? What
could prisoners do there? Is it fair? Should prisoners be able to jump the queue and go to open
mﬂiﬂmuahnddm?kbw&ywewﬂmmwmwmmm
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restricted visits? What sort of hope do they actually have if the future is a return to the
mainstream?

Their understandable - .entment was tempered by interest. Many Unit prisoners had cut
themselves off from their families or had lost all hope of ever circulating with other prisoners in
ordinary locations. It was clear that other prisoners in the system were able, willing and deserving
of a place in a Unit. They wanted 0 commundcate, be responsible and be respected, just like Unit
prisoners. Why could the mainstream not provide these conditions, operate with special meetings
and four-groups, particularly in small halls and with long-term prisoners? Why are we not helped;
we have problems too? Why is the Unit not full? These were all reasonable questions.

The discussion focused on the needs of prisoners who were accumulating eight or twelve year
additions to their already long sentences. The group maintained that there was a serious flaw in
the logic of small units if few of the promises made about the mainstream in the light of
Opportunity and Responsibility were being delivered. It was argued that significant restrictions,
for example on home leaves, the location of visits outside the main concourse, and the maintenance
_ of security regulations (such as cell searches) provided an effective motivation to move forwards
out of a unit and back into the mainstream system, where progress towards open conditions, parole
and home leaves - and relesse - were possible. The main aim of the Unit was to try to identify
people who had lost sight of the future, and to attempt to give them something internally that
would help them 0 cope with the future, even if that future required a further stay in conditions
that were poor, snd in an environment which was potentially damaging, %o family relationships in
particulss. Examples were given of prisoners in the Unit who had exhibited new ways of dealing
with pressure and who were making positive and responsible choices for themselves. Other
examples, of prisoners who might simply be keeping a low profile in order to avoid having to face
long sentences in mainstream conditions they feit unable to face (with the collusion of staff) were
cited as one of the many conflicts between the needs of individuals and the needs of the system, for
small units.



Transition from the mainstream

One of the first points raised by prisoners in relation to our research during its initial stages was the
difficulty experienced in the transition from conditions of frequent isolation and segregation in the
mainstream to the relative ‘freedom’ of the Unit. Before the research started we were fully aware
of the problems of moving on from Units and the readjustment that would be required in moving back
to mainstream conditions. What came as more of a surprise was the iss. -aised by prisoners of the
problems of adjusting to the Unit from the mainstream, often from conditions of lock-down:

When I came in, I felt terrified. I went through some really weird feelings. I
thought they were doing it to me, I was scared. The stress you feel - it's like

for a drink of water in a desert and falling into a swimming pool. | was suspicious. |
even thought my family were inon it. (Prisoner)

One of the other surprises of the research was how much prisoners wanted to talk about their
previous experiences in the mainstream. This went well beyond a wish to describe the conditions in
which they had spent the last (in some cases) four or five years, locked up in Peterhead, although
this was something they were eager 10 do. More important in terms of the time it took to relate were
the experiences that had led to their isolation in the first place. Although life in the Unit was
intended to reverse the process of increasing isolation and destruction their imprisonment had
involved, there was no explicit recognition within the unit of the damage (in one case, a serious and
brutal assault) that had been done. The future was there to wipe away the past. Particular
prisoners expressed some disappointment that they had not been helped to talk about or deal with
‘the past"

For me, the Unit is not about preparing people for the mainstream. It's about

mmtwmduwgbmmuhnm_’

This was recognised by one or two staff members but was not discuseed often by staff. This was
significant as many of the barriers to individuals' progress within the Unit hinged on these aspects

of their experience:

What has been vastly underestimated has been the experience of these prisoners
before they came to the Unit and just how long it has taken them to come 0 terms
with what actually happened to them. In the light of that we underestimated
individuals'..no matter how intelligent they were .... their ability to come out of
dntﬁmﬁmmdgetonwtd\ﬂ\edmﬁonlnﬂ\eUnltmdlﬁﬂnkmhuehndw
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them in terms of the projects, in terms of support, in terms of facilities..We should
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have had mechanisms ready that pecple want to be reactive to, because I think
coming out of that situation you have got 0 treat people like that...that's really
what I am getting at: the real difficulty of getting people from that situation to

think long-term about things. (Specialist)
Moving on from the Unit to the mainsirem

(How do you feel about moving on from here?]. Oh terrible. I've only been here a few
months, but even the time I've been in here now, going back to the mainstream
tomorrow morning would be bad. I think I'd have to go back to the cells first, and

have nothing at all, just to get used to it again. It's really a nightmare for everyone
in here, leaving here. (Prisoner)

At the time of writing, no prisoner had yet progressed into a ‘mainstream’ establishment from
Shotts Unit in the way that was anticipated by the Planning Group. As indicated earlier, two
prisoners had moved on to open conditions. Part of the explanation for this unexpected and
controversial move was that these two prisoners were atypical. These were seen as "soft successes'.
The acid test would be a successful transfer direct from the Unit to a mainstream prison. Three
prisoners had been placed out of the Unit in a ‘backwards' move to Peterhead. All three saw
themeeives as ‘Unit failures’, and one in particular saw the move as a shattering blow to his newly
established relationship with his ten year old son. This prisoner has however recently been offered
a place in Greenock where visits will be reasonably essy for him, and he will be in association
within a fairly relaxed regime. Two prisoners were considered to be almost ready for a move. One
was being offered a move 0 semi-open conditions, and had spoken with the governor of this
establishment formally about this possibility. A second was being gently introduced to the idea of a
move to a top hall in a large mainstream prison. In both cases, discussions were slow, no direct
pressure was exerted, and visits to the propased establishments were being arranged. Securing the
consent of the prisoner was felt 10 be an essential precondition 10 a meaningful and successful move.

One or two of the other prisoners occasionally expressed a wish to move. Many expressed some
MﬁmumqmumdmmmuwmﬂeWL

Most of the staff and prisoners agreed with the official statement that the main purpose of the
Unit was t0 prepare prisoners for eventual release back into the mainstream:

Well, that was certainly flagged up as being an objective of the Unit. It was
certainly clear in everybody's minds that what we didn't want the Unit t0 do was

silt up in the way the BSU did, simply having people who were there, and finding
they were on to a good thing and staying put until they were released, and then
there being one vacancy in the Unit every two years - everybody feit that that
would be a deplorable waste of a resource. The main thing was to get those up to
twelve prisoners out of Peterhead, and beyond that, I think realistically, peopie
said they would just have to wait and see how it developed. (Governor grade)

They are constantly reminded that that's what we are in business for. (Officer)
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by a sensitively and openly managed transfer, where visits and discussions were arranged, some
Mmhbmmhmwhnymmmm“fdtbymmm
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equally good visiting facilities/arrangements and more opportunities to mix sodally) that were not
on offer in the Unit: ‘We have to offer them a system they can cope with. We can't offer them that
at the moment'.

Ways in which the Unit might help to prepare them for life in mainstream prisons included
lwlphgﬂunbﬁndconﬂdmcelnﬁmudmuhdmdmb,wphgﬂnmbmkenﬁom
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they are going to progress to liberty’. The time in Shotts was felt to allow them to 'realise the

fuﬂhzdw'hgtmcﬁww_azmdbﬂmdheaadwhﬁ' forMm,md

then set about achleving it:

I see the purpose of the Unit that after any given amount of time in the unit a person
would be further on in a sentence than they would have been if they had remained
in the situation that they were in. I see that operating at lots of different levels. I
see it operating at a personal level - I see peopie more able % cope psychologically
with the fact of being in prison. [ see that as crucially important, and that is in
terms of, ] am not going to escape, | am not going to take hostages, I am not going to
be assauitive towards staff; or that they are going to be able to operate within the
limits of the fact that they are in prison. Not necessarily that they are going to
open conditions. I can say for some people that the next step is that they get a B
category and they move to Shotts mainstream. It might not be better facilities, it
might not be an easier regime, but the fact is that it is a progress in their
sentence...There has 10 be something we can say 0 prisoners: at the end of your
ﬂuuywnﬂﬂshwhntyoumphgbpt.mdm’tptm&lthavery
difficult situation for the management and the staff in the Unit.

with who do not know what st)
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secure custody in return, was priceless.

S. Conclusions: Unit achievements and lessons for the future

Measuring ‘success’

The unit actually provides a context in which people needn't be afraid of being seen
to help people. This is very much more difficult in a big mainstream prison, 50 the
time, the attention, the courtesy that can be given to prisoners is manifestly greater
in the unit. I think that the staff who work in the unit, many of whom take away
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positive knowledge and skills that will benefit them when they are dealing with
pdwlmh\hrgemﬂts.Sonouldhnetobemepenonwhodeaieduhnving
units, because th malortofhuthvont n in an imperfe

establishment, they have got 10 accept the consequences, financial and otherwise,
of doing good on a wide scale. If they did that, they wouldn't need small units,
because they wouldn't have 30 many intractable prisoners. (Governor grade)

Shotts Unit has many positive features and undoubtedly provides a valuable service both to the
Scottish Prison Service, to individual prisoners and 10 staff. At its best it is facilitating change and
personal development in conditions which are consistent with the respect and dignity of those who
live there. It is probably one of the few establishments %o actually live up to the demands of the
Scottish Prison Service’s mission statement. How far the Unit is and has been ‘successful' is a vexed
question which we shall try 10 address in this concluding section. Its very real achievements can be
summarised as follows:

. high levels of staff/prisoner satisfaction

. low level of assaults on staff (nil to date) and prisoners

] low staff sickness rates (lower than average)

. low number of prisoner assaults (two minor assaults to date),

. active level of self-determination and personal development

. progress made towards release/recategorisation

o relieving the mainstream of difficult prisoners

. the quality and quantity of family visits

. prisoners’ sense of relative liberty, personal autonomy and trust.

Mmoﬂupdupmlndhedmofmwﬂdnﬂnnﬂtappundwhwe
achieved and which members included in their own assessments of how successful it was. They -
included:

o the high levels of positive communication with visitors

. a favourable view by mainstream staff of the Unit

. a high (increasing) application rate o work in the Unit

. good publiaty and openness o the media

. the ability to contain individual mistakes and difficulties.

M,Mwunwddwmm&unhandmpuﬁmhﬂymm
relationship with the mainstream. We saw these probiems as the key issues to arise from our
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currently in the unit. They can be summarised as follows:

i.

i.

tid.

iv.
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Their time in the unit bothnhedexpecuﬂomofwhatprisonlifecouldbelikeyet
simultaneously led to a potential stagnation. Unit time was ‘dead time' in terms of their
release. Progress’ was not necessarily in this sense achievable whilst in the unit.

The marginalisation of units. Related to the above; Once the ‘trouble-makers’ were
removed from the mainstream, they and their units could be forgotten about. Staff,

managers and prisoners felt neglected by the mainstream.

S issues. The high staff: ective unit

regime and appesred to rule out the possibility of translation of good practice into the
mainstream. Staff and prisoners did raise the issue of labelling; this was perceived as

significant on leaving the unit. Staff morale and motivation was low in places. The level
and type of specialist support in the unit was relatively low. Small units seemed to take
their toll on governor grades.

The motion of community. This was a key objective according to the Planning Group, and yet
carried less weight with those in the unit. Not everyone feit that a ‘genuine community'
was a realistic or desirable aim. There was a consensus that the unit fell short of a
community in several fundamental ways.

Lack of sentence planning. Again, the low level of structured personal development and the
limited sentence planning was not a clear ‘problem’. How important these aspects of unit
life are in relation to its other aims and the uncertain futures of many of its members
remained questionable. Individual prisoners had found exits from the unit that were not
foreseen.

Unresolved histories. Prisoners repeated the message to us that their histories, their
feelings of anger and their experiences of conflict were still live issues. "The past' still
marred relationships with each other and with staff.

Many of those we spoke t0, both in and out of the unit, felt that improvements should be
concentrated in the mainstream and that units were a necessary but limited response to a general
problem. Most thought that additional units could be carved out of existing mainstream facilities.



Some of those we spoke to thought that more units should exist, both for different types of prisoners
and for those emerging from units like Shotts with nowhere viable 0 move on to:

To achieve some notion of the quality of life requires a range of different regimes,
andaﬂedbﬂityonﬂnputohuﬁuﬂmh\deﬂh\gwiﬂlh\diﬁdmh.
(Governor grade)

Realistically, it was difficult for us 10 evaluate Shotts Unit in isolation. Arguably the most crucial
issue is where prisoners go 10 from the Unit. By implication, an additional question is how long it is
reasonable or beneficial for them 0 remain in a unit such as Shotts. It is likely that each
individual's requirements are different, and, to some extent, unpredictable. ‘

Being in a Unit helped prisoners in terms of their release, developing their interests, encouraging
them to relate co-operatively with others, exercising self-control and allowing them space in
which to consider their lives and their futures. It helped them less directly in terms of coping with
the mainstream - its stated aim. In some ways, surviving in the unit was thought to make coping
with the mainstream much harder. Whilst the Unit made some headway in facilitating
individual responsibility and dignity, prisoners anticipated a further assault on these ‘temporary
mﬁmmmmmMMhUﬂtwm negative spiral and

by m o realise they had no choic. “ut to kee
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Toss of all that they had valued in the Unit - better quality visits, the freedom to develop interests

and hobbies, the right %0 be an incvidual. These unique aspects of small unit lie would baJostin

Lessons for the mainstream

There were several aspects of life in the unit which staff and prisoners thought could be transferred
to the mainstream. Many of the best features of the unit (its physical facilities, high staff numbers

and project opportunities) could not realistically be reproduced elsewhere given the restriction on
resources/staffing levels that were expected. There were however important lessons to be learned:

Given the will, yes. I think given a good day you can see officers and prisoners
sitting down and thrashing out issues which people are on report for. There is no
governor's orderly room in the unit. Here we are dealing with supposedly the most
difficult peopie in the Scottish prison system without an orderly room. Right, let's
try it. There is an issue there about mutual respect and about dealing with a
personal challenge in a way which is productive and positive for both parties
concerned. Now, I think the unit on a good day can do that and I think that is a
lesson that should be learned. Why not pick the top end hall, say in Saughton and
say, right, no orderly room, we have to0 work it out some other way? s

_ (Specialist)
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better staff-prisoner relationships. Other lessons could include allowing some profit from
activities; increasing possibilities for taking small, calculated risks; extending similar visiting
arrangements to other establishments; improving staff-prisoner relationships and treating
pm:hmymmmdyﬂy.ﬂmemdmﬂﬁkoﬂudwmahmm

An alternative way: custody with human dignity and mutual respect.

The central role of Shotts Unit within the Scottish Prison Service is to provide an alternative
ﬁdﬁtyfotdaﬂngﬁdmﬂmpﬂmwb,forwhnhmmamntwwiﬂmtmpewid\
what the prison system demands of them. It i not possible 10 show why certain prisoners become
defined as 'difficult’ or how far either their personal histories, their individual characteristics or
the situation and environment they have encountered in prison, contribute to the difficulties they
present. Their isolation and the levels of security required to house these prisoners in the
mainstream as it currently operates is costly and damaging. Meeting the problem reactively and
with force created 'the monster’ of a Peterhead lockdown regime. Shotts Uit provides a way out of
this repressive cycle. Trust and responsibility replace protective clothing, riot shields and total
physical control. The dignity of the individual prisoner, and that of the staff, can be returned.
Illegitimate force is replaced by legitimate control. A Unit such as this is in one sense a good test of
the mission statement proclaimed by the Scottish Prison Service. The ultimate test of that mission
statement lies in its implementation throughout the mainstream. However, in Shotts Unit
prisoners are treated, to a larger extent than seems possible elsewhere in the system, with
humanity and dignity. It is not an easy regime. Prisoners found it challenging, painful and at times,
psychologically brutal. For some staff, the challenge (and pain) of the job, when it works, is that
‘prisoners become peopie, they behave responsibly, and then you end up beginning to think you
shouldn't be locking them up'. |

A primary function is to provide opportunities for prisoners which are not available in the
mainstream. It removes ‘intractable problems’ and interrupts destructive patterns. The Unit also
makes up for deficiencies and mistakes made in mainstream prisons. These destructive patterns may
‘belong’ to the individual prisoner - or to the system, which responded to such individuals with
puMﬁnreglmltalmpmviduatanpaaryrdugehrhﬂhlduﬂsoeﬂnguMmdybng
sentences. One of its major tasks is to present the human face of staff to prisoners who had seen all
grades of staff at their most brutal. Suspicious and defensive prisoners are particularly difficult to
manage.

When Shotts Unit is compared to life in mainstream prisons, it is infinitely preferable. As things
stand in the mainstream, prisoners in the Unit will be returned to a system which falls far short of



the ideals envisioned by the Shotts Planning Group. How far that shortfall undoes the work
achieved by prisoners and staff in the Unit was not a question we were able to address.

In conclusion, in order for Shotts Unit 40 meet its objectives there is a need for more viable
(meaningful progression’) mainstream moves. The Unit calls into question aspects of the
mainstream system, without the possibility of such progression. In its favour - despite this problem
of context - the Unit may be cost-effective acroes the system and prisoner and staff (job) satisfaction
is high. In terms of a comparison between prisoners’ behaviour in the mainstream and their
behaviour in the Unit, it is undoubtedly a success. However, the existence of the Unit is a limited
response to a more widespread problem. Other ‘prisoners with difficulties' are stll in the
mainstream, some in unacceptable conditions. Above all, lessons must be learned from such units and
translated acroes to the mainstream in order 10 prevent circumstances arising that make special

provision necessary.
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PARTII CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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its unique facilities and opportunities. Its full history remains to be written and surely deserves to
be - before the few surviving records disappear and memories fade. Shotts Unit, on the other hand,
hﬂnmm“aﬂypﬂpm&hﬂhmnmﬁtwiﬂh%faﬂnMMIhngmwho
have found it difficult to cope with the conditions and prospects of long (and often indeterminate)
senfences of imprisonment. In its short life so far, Shotts Unit has had its share of problems, in the
difﬁadt&koflmplmuﬁng“'bddhgdown’avuyopedﬂcngimpo&age,hamﬂque
architectural setting and with a new group of prisoners and staff. Towards the end of our research
perloditaeemedbhavemdndamshbledhuﬂon,hdpedfomnwudybythenewhope
offered 10 two prisoners by the recalculation of their release dates, that gave back to one of them at
a stroke several years of freedom.

Our accounts of the main features of each unit and their links with the rest of the Scottish prison
symhnbmpua&dh?mlmndﬂtmud\dwmmwudﬂummry
of findings and recommendations relating to the individual units. Particularly as these reports
were written independently by the main fieldworkers concerned, it is perhaps significant to note
the extent 0 which there are many similarities in the observations and recommendations made.

hﬂﬂsﬁdpﬂd&empatmduﬂa&mptbdnwbgeﬂumdhmﬂmamhw
emerged from our research and present some tentative conclusions about the future role of small units
in the Scottish Prison Service.

1. Unit Achievements

At the outset, we must acknowledge and reiterate the very many positive achievements of each
unit. Not only have they fulfilled the first two objectives set out for all small units in Opportunity
and Responsibility (SPS, 1990b: 59), by providing ‘an additional option for the location of prisoners
who present management problems, or the potential for management problems, within the
mainstream prison system' and holding such prisoners in secure custody, but they have done this by
providing a quality of life for prisoners and staff that is found nowhere else in the Scottish (or, we
might add, in the English) long-term prison system. Here, in these units, if nowhere else, the SPS
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mission statement comes very close to being a reality instead of merely well-meaning rhetoric.
There can also be little doubt that the other central objective set out in Opportunity and
Responsibility has been achieved in BSU and Shotts, each in its own way:

To provide a range of additional opportunities geared to the personal development
of such prisoners within a small, supportive environment. (SPS, 1990b: 59)

wamhmmmmwmﬂnmdwmrd\wemmin
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Although our terms of -eference talked about unit ‘evaluation’, we quickly came to the view that it
would not be very helpful to attempt to develop complex statistical measures of 'success’ (or
‘failure’). The fact that the level of interpersonal violence in the units - whether between prisoner
and prisoner or prisoners and staff - has generally been 30 low, indeed almost infinitesimal, when
compared to the stormy histories of violence and aggression against people and property exhibited
by the majority of unit prisoners in earlier parts of their sentence, seems to us to speak for itself.
The reduction of pain, suffering and stress that has patently been achieved by the units’ existence
needs little further justification - either by a detailed financial ‘cost-effectiveness’ exercise or as
part of the ethical debate about the provision of the best conditions for arguably the ‘least
deéserving’ of prisoners. The higher daily running costs of the units, compared to the mainstream,
pale into insignificance when balanced in the scale against the financial and especially the
personal costs 0 all those involved in a hostage situation or roof-top demonstration. Similarly, we
Mmaﬁa&e'dmmbmnlpuhuﬂﬁrmymwﬂ\emumordemm
advantage of the facilities.

Another major achievement of the units - in view of the prison histories of those who are in them -
is hopefully 40 challenge and scoich once for all the notion of ‘difficult prisoners’. The fact that
these long-term prisoners, with often quite horrendous backgrounds as aggressors and victims within
the prison system, can and do clearly survive and even flourish in the small unit environment
without recourse to their former aggressive behaviour must surely confirm that problems of
individual violence and disruptive behaviour in prisons stem mainly from the sifustiona! elements
of the prison experience - especially the physical conditions, restrictions on personal liberty and
the patterns of interaction within the prison culture, rather than from any inherent tendencies
wwllds'ﬂﬂfwwﬂnﬂuhdivﬂudpilall"splm

Perhaps a final, more cautionary, comenent in the context of the very real achievements and success
of the units is that this seerns 10 have been at the cost of personal and sometimes professional career
wbmmwmw It ought, in our view, to0 be a serious cause of concern
that governors find it one of the most stressful (as well as at times most challenging and rewarding)
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postings to be in charge of one of these small units, holding prisoners who have posed some of the
most difficult management problems for them or their colleagues in the mainstream. If we are to
highlight particular recommendations for action, then one important one would be that SPS should
provide greater support and active encouragement for governors in these very sensitive units, and
dmldheﬂmebdaecdordngpohﬂmlamedhprmwmmuorbmtlmpommin
the treatment of these prisoners.

2.  Rethinking the Concept of ‘Community’

We fully appreciate the significance of the ‘community’ ideal in the establishment and
deviopment of these two units. Historically, in the case of BSU, this meant a 'therapeutic

commanity’, whereas for Shotts Unit, nearly twenty years later, the Planning Group envisaged the
creation of a community based on a distinctive pattern of participation and collective decision-

making:

The community concept can only work where there is a visible, genuine sharing of

both decision making and responsibility .... The management style for the Unit
should be described as consuitative/participative management. On those issues

where it is imperative that the Governor makes the decision because it is an area of
crucial accountability, then the most he will be able to do is to consult the
. In other aresas the Governor will wish 10 ask the community to

community.
participate in the decision making process.  (SPS, 1990a: para 43.1)

These distinctions were probably 100 subtie and the expectations of the ‘community’ too great to be
likely ®0 work to the satisfaction of all parties concerned - Governor, staff and prisoners. The role
of the Governor in this respect has led 10 problems within Shotts Unit - although not 3o serious as to
threaten the breakdown of the ‘community’ - in a weaker sense of the concept. The balance between
perticipative and consultative management is difficult to get right in the most stable communities,
30 it is not surprising that it creates confusion and difficulties in the more intense context of the
"total comenunity’ of prison small units. We are inclined towards the view that it may perhaps be
time to dispense with the dominant notion and language of the ‘comumunity’ ideal - or, at the least,
to redefine its meaning and application in small units. We are certainly not intending to deny the
very real significance of the underlying conflicts at the heart of much disruptive behaviour by
prisoners and their inability 0 cope or unwillingness 0 tolerate the conditions and uncertainties of
a long sentence of imprisonment; but 10 overuse the rhetoric of ‘comununity’ may serve only to confuse
and/or raise expectations that are unlikely 10 be met. Among the more surprising findings of our
research was the way in which BSU - which 0 many outsiders and visitors may appear to lack
many of the essential ingredients of community living - is perceived by most of its members (both
prisoners and staff) as a true community; whereas Shotts Unit, which gives all outward
appearance of a community in action - from its physical design 1o its many shared social activities -
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was aimost universally denied the status of a ‘community’ by unit members. If the terminology is
retained, then the essence of what is desirable and/or possible for a small unit ‘community’ needs to
be disentangled from the almost casual rhetoric of the slogan. The purposes and powers of the
mmﬁqu&ﬂng‘ﬂnuu&glymta&mmdbmﬂnweeklywaymﬂtuuﬁngm
Shotts)needtobemorecuduﬂylpedﬂed. The limits and constraints of the ‘empowerment’
accorded to prisoners and staff need to be darified.

Apart from any rethinking of the scope and function of unit meetings, the wider social and personal
implications of the community ideal also need to be carefully reviewed. Arguably, the success of
any community - experimental or otherwise - lies in getting the balance right between collective
rapoh:ibilityad sentiments and personal priwcy and autonomy. Too much emphasis upon
communal aspects (whether by management or prison culture) may be at the unacceptable cost of the
loss of privacy and individual autonoay - wmmmulkh\gaboutﬂ\ephydaldedgnofodl
accommodation and comununal living areas, or visiting arrangements. The ‘community’, as
experienced at BSU, clearly coexists with a high degree of personal privacy and autonomy - which
may appesr 0 great on occasions as 10 deny any real meaning to the community, per se. The balance
may have tilted too far. In Shotts Unit, on the other hand, perhaps further thought needs to be
given 10 the provision of more ‘private spaces’ and the enhancement of personal autonomy, as a
necessary counterbalance to the dominant community ethos, design features and
organisational /social stractares that emphasise communal living and decision-making.

3.  Coping with 'Doing Time'

Most peopie’s knowledge and experience of imprisonment is necessarily of a 'snapshot in time'
variety. Indeed, even many prison staff are directly involved with only a relatively smail segment
(or several, often disconnected, segments) of a long-term prisoner’s sendence. Our own involvement as
short-term researchers, over a period of a few months in a single year, brought home 0 us what is
pohnﬂymdﬂumw“dhﬂmdmmoﬂuhﬂmbmw
adequately address the fundamental significance of the prisoners' past (and almost entirely
negative) experience of the prison system. Arguably, coming 0 terms with this is the most vital
part of their adjustment to unit life, which should also be linked more directly to the ultimate
justification and overriding objective of small units - ‘¥ return prisoners to the mainstream better
able to cope and to make progress towards relesse’ (SPS, 1990b: 59). It is by no means coincidental
that ‘doing time’ is the prison culture's way of referring %0 serving a sentence of imprisonment.
Others, in different contexts, have captured the significance of time - the link between a person's
experience of his or her past, present and future - poetically:
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Time present and time past
Are both perhaps present in time future,
And time future contained in time past.

If all time is eternally present
All time is unredeemable,

(TS.Eliot, Four Quartets, 'Burnt Norton: I')

Memwyummmmmly'mmmmd&nmmgmwmuut
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and relationships of the unit, compared with what has gone before. We recommend that more
systematic attention needs to be given to ways of easing the transition from mainstream to small
mﬂt-paiupbydbwhgﬂ\hmbeduumudipwsmm-pmﬂdmgﬂmtmppombom
formal and informal, is readily available when and if necessary. Enabling prisoners to come to
terms with their previous prison experiences and integrating them with their present conditions of
lifeinamﬂtmitlnordcmcopewithmo&enmﬂmownfum:ebprobablythemostimportnnt
task for any unit 0 undertake.

4.  Marginalisation and Personal Development

Quite closely related to the key problem (identified above) of integrating unit prisoners’

experiences of imprisonment - past, present and future - is the need 0 recognise the risk that the
units’ achievements in ‘system’ terms (i.e. providing an additional option for those who have

presented management problems in the mainstream) may be at the cost of ‘marginalising’ the units
vis-a-vis the rest of the system and thereby offering very little clear sense of direction to the
prisoners, who may feel somewhat isolated in a backwater when they may want to progress more
quickly into the main channel towards release. The personal regeneration that is possible for many
prisoners in the sheltered environment of a small unit has at some point to face up to the ultimate
challenge of re-entry to the harsher realities of the mainstream - better able to cope and make
progress towards release’ (SPS, 1990b: 59).

mnythtnkthtBSUhuﬂ ual autonomy,

p .
v that it is difficult 0 see how a more structured

programme of personal development could be incorporated into its current ethos. In this situation
L e e EEEEEEE———,
the widely recognised problem of 'siltage’ in BSU remains one without any easy or very apparent




solution. Individually negotiated and tailor-made 'exits’ from the unit seem to be the main
strategy for introducing some movement into the system and creating vacancies for prisoners whose
needs and problems are currently not being met in an appropriate fashion. '

Similarly, but for perhaps different reasons, Shotts Unit did not yet appear (at the time of our
research) to have delivered the structured programme of personal development that was envisaged
and expected by the Planning Group 0 be one of the main festures that would distinguish it from
other units. This may well change as the full implications of sentence planning work their way
through to the long-term prisoners in the small units. The theory underlying the provision of
oppottunities for personal development in Shotts Unit certainly sounds impressive:

This proposed ethos is based on an ‘opportunities model' where opportunities or

options for seif-development are offered. The role of staff in this model is as

facilitators to respond with support and assistance where prisoners wish it. The

role of the activity programmne is %0 require of the prisoner commitment to take the

first step which should lead to an increasing take up of the opportunities for
facilitator support.  (SPS, 1990a: para 4.4)

There were, however, a number of flaws in the practical application of this model. Not least
among these was the quite unrealistic notion that the framework of a prisoner's development plan
should be worked out with him in advance, as part of the assessnent procedure prior to entering the
Unit - thus totally ignoring the huge problems of transition and adaptation required of a prisoner
moving, for example, from lock-down in Peterhead %o the unimagined freedom (at least in his prison
world) of the Shotts Unit.

In some ways a ‘personal development plan’ could be likened 10 a map that should enable a prisoner
to make his way from his own particular starting point (0 a desired destination. There has to be
direction and purpose to his journey, and plenty of ‘watering stations' along the way.
Unfortunately, in many cases, the necessary sense of direction and the ultimate destination (not to
mention the uncertainty of the time available for the journey) are often outside the direct control of
the prisoner himeelf. Our comments (see Part I, above) about the vital nesd 10 reform the parole
and life licence provisions in the Scottish system highlight one of the major uncertainties
surrounding the direction and timing of s0 many long-term prison sentences. Until there is much
greater linkage and Liaison between those in different parts of the decision-making system, then
mmmumaamm

The combination of indeterminate sentences and the absence of conditions in the mainstream that
are acceptable as ‘meaningful progression’ for 30 many unit prisoners provides the crucial back-cloth
for the continuing debate about the future role of small units and possible lessons for the mainstream
to which we now tum.



s. Small Units and Lessons for the Mainstream

: wwwumdwmmuamummﬂmumhsvsfwm
who seem unable or unwilling to come 0 terms with their sentence without recourse to violence or
mamumymﬂwmwuwmupmt&mmmumy
prisoners who are being kept in conditions of segregation, isolation or ‘lock-down' that should not be
‘tolerated even as short-term 'solutions’ 10 the very real problems they pose for prison management.

mmaamuﬂtnt&ughmPﬂdehbmﬁLmIMmypmﬁdebrmdﬂw
prisoners who are currently being heid in conditions that are intolerable both for them and the

prison staff assigned to look after them. If the new unit does not meet the present demand (or need)
for such places, the short-term alternatives are either to devise effective ways of releasing the
‘siltage’ in the existing units (especially’ BSU), or to provide yet more small units for prisoners of
this type.

Looking beyond the immediate needs of the system for alternative provision for those prisoners
who behave in a disruptive manner, we are generally persuaded by the medium-term strategy
outlined in Opportunity and Responsibility, more than two years ago. At the core of this strategy is
the need 0 see small units as complementary to the mainstream. One important element of this
complementarity is to identify those aspects of small unit regimes that could be applied to the
mainstream. Indeed, the final objective for small units, as set down in Opportunity and
Responsibility, was:
To provide settings within which it is possible to test alternative

towards the relationship between prisoners and prison officers, from which lessons
may be drawn for the mainstream of the prison system. (SPS, 1990b: 59)

The other important element in this strategy is the development of ‘small regimes' in the
mainstream, so that there is a greater number of acceptable options for the prisoners currently in
small units 0 move 10 and from (see SPS, 1990b, Chapier 8).

Whether in designing further dedicated small units or planning ‘small regimes' in new or existing
establishments - with necessary structural and /or organisational modifications - more needs to be
known about precisely which features of small unit regimes/design are responsible for their success
in providing an environment for prisoners that is both individually stimulating and collectively
free from physical aggression.

The indications from our research about those features that are seen as particularly important by
prisoners in the units suggest that they would include good visiting arrangements (although not



necessarily to the full extent of BSU); geographical location; opportunities for individual
development; participation in unit decision-making; and much smaller living units, i.e. compared to
the large halls in the mainstream establishments. What is not entirely clear is the extent to
which a high staff-prisoner ratio is an essential element in the successful running of a small unit or
a modified ‘small regime’. This is a complex matter, involving professional and personal issues
relating to security, safety and conditions of work. It should not, however, be taken for granted that
a high staff-prisoner ratio is a sine qus now of any regime for long-term prisoners who present
threats to order and discipline. In the USA, examples are to be found of 'new generation’ prisons
(similar in many design features to the purpose built Shotts Unit) being run on 'direct supervision'
principles, whereby one officer may be in charge of anywhere from between 20 to 60 or more
unlocked prisoners.

Apart from wide consultations being necessary with staff associations, especially on the issue of
staffing ratios, perhaps the Prison Survey methodology suggests a way forward for the selective
canvassing of long-term prisoner opinion on what they see as essential features of an ordered yet
liberating regime. |

A final important advantage of developing the strategy of a variety of small regimes within the
mainstream system is that it would sever the controversial association between the so-called
‘difficult prisoner’ and the privileges/facilities currently only available in ‘special’ [sic] units like
Barlinnie and Shotts. Instead there could be a range of regimes and facilities, based on the 'small is
preferable’ principle, but available for long-term prisoners with a variety of different needs and/or
problems, and at different stages of their sentence. The facilities and opportunities available in
each regime would not be so dissimilar as to deter movement from one to the other - each would
have its own particular advantages and incentives - and hopefully none would carry the label of

‘special’ or 'last resort’ regimes, for difficult or disruptive prisoners.

6. Staff and Specialists

It is a truism that prisoner-staff relationships are probably the single most important element in a
successful prison regime. In the important Report of the Control Review Committee in England,
mmwrmmw,ummwmuyuue

At the end of the day, nothing eise that we can say will be as important as the
general proposition that relations between staff and prisoners are at the heart of
the whole prison system and that control and security flow from getting that
relationship right.  (Home Office, 1984: para 16)




Similarly, Opportunity and Responsibility ended with a fitting acknowledgement of the
importance of staff:

Wereoogz\he&utourmﬁmﬂ\enwvﬂuﬂemofﬂ\e&rmudmey
will have a critical role to play in the initiatives outlined . The rewards for staff
Mﬂlieina\hanadprofuaomlimmdgnnw)obuﬂdxﬁon. :

(SPS, 1990b: 64-65)

If the small units of today (and the small regimes in the mainstream of the future) are to take
seriously and respond actively to their tasks of easing the transition from segregation to free
association, providing meaningful programmes of personal development and preparing prisoners for
return to acceptable conditions in the mainstream, then prison staff will almost certainly need more
support and training for their individual work with prisoners - many of whom will have suffered
almost irreparable emotional as well as physical damage during their previous time in prison. In
this immensely difficult task, serious consideration should be given to an increased role for
specialists - primarily as facilitators of main grade prison officers and middle managers, but also,
where deemed appropriate, being involved in personal counselling of individual prisoners at
critical stages in their progression through the sentence. Several specialisms may have valuable
contributions to make to this facilitating process especially, perhaps, psychologists, social
workers, chaplains and teachers/counsellors. The other associated development within SPS which
we welcome as entirely desirable is the recruitment and deployment of more women officers who
have a special contribution 10 make towards the ‘normalisation’ of the prison environment of small

units and regimes.
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The Barlinnie Prison Special Unit (Glasgow,
Scotland), 1973-1994 .
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offender populations adopt these substance
sbuse guidelines. It will not come easy. Good
things never do!

Timothy F. App is an Assissat Depwty Commission-
er for Community Corrections, Massachusetts
Department of Corrections, 180 Morton Street,
Jamaica Plain, MA 02131. a

Secvice (1994).

Whatmore, P.B., “The Special Unit at Barlinnie
Prison, Glesgow,” in Principles and Practice of Foren-
sic Psychiatry, P. Bowden & R. Blugass (eds),
Edinburgh: Churchill Livingstone, pp. 1359- 1362
(1990).

Whatmore, PB_, “Barlinnic Special Unit—An Insid-
er’s View.” in Problems of Long-Term nprisonment,
A-F—BOW&R-U#(&).AHHMGWU
(1987

Woznisk, E., “The Future of Small Units in the Scot-
tish Prison Service,” 101 The Prison Service Joumnal
14-18 (1995). n

L e—

Oender Programs Repart
Civic Research Institose, Inc.
4490 Rouse 27 P.O. Box 585

Kingston, NJ 08528

358300
SHADD MARUNA
SUNY ALBAN

PERIODICALS
U.S. POSTAGE
PAID

SEP-OCT 99

SCHOOL OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE

135 WESTERN AVE
ALBANY NY 12222




SHOTTS UNIT

Since April 1990 staff and prisoners have worked and lived in a modern,
purpose butlt facility which exhibits_many of the physical improvements
planned for most of the mainstream prisons. T :

The Unit is an additional national maximum security location for adult
male long term prisoners who have identified themselves as having
difficulties which in turn have caused them to present management
challenges. ) ' s :

STAFF SELECTION

With on of t and Deputy Governor all staff are
volunteers. Staff, with a reasonable length of service, are inyited for

———rview and if successful then return to participate for a full week

in the Unit's . a nal
interview whic whetheT or not it Wwill De to the mutual banefit
o _for the applicant to wor n the Unit. mongst e

qualities looked for are honesty, openness, politeness, compassion,
practical and sporting skills.

L



PRISONER SELECTION

The Unit is designed to praride accpmodatipn for up to 12 Category A and
g)pripu,era.‘ (Since opening the average number of prisoners held has been
. ! B = - i - -

Mainstream prisons forward nemes of - volunteer prisoners to the Unit
Governor. As vacancies oc » ective prisoper candidates = S€ b

Gover]

sment team visit the prisoner in his sponsoring prison and determine
whethér or not he is a suitable candidate for the Unmit.

A weelF prior to"(:o.i‘_ng: [:’d the Unit ge prisoner is invited to spend a day
in the Unit and normally he is accompanied by members of staff from his

sponsdring ~prison. — Ow:-his 1initial visit day members of his fawjly are

also invited to .come to the Unit and along with the prisoner are given

a full tour of the Unit faclillities. K tormal Unit type visit is also
Yanted on that day. —Famtly mesters meet with the Unit management team
and at?y questions they may have are discussed.

I.Eﬂﬂlr(E'STAY

For bthh staff and prisoners who come to the Unit there is no fixed length
of stay. It is hoped for the majority who do spend some time in the Unit
then ‘meaningful progression' will bécoue the norm and that onward transfer
will lead to career development or a step nearer to liberty via the
existing channels in the meinstreanm.

: . - . |

Since | 1991 several members of staff have moved on to postings of their
choice and the hope is that they have taken with them experience in
handling the challenges of -anaginﬁ long term prisoners in a different
way which they hopefully will translate into their new working environment.

One prisoner who came to the Unit when it opened in late 1990 was
successful in his request to be transferred to an open prison and he moved
on in September 1991. Another followed in June 1992. Early in 1993
another 2 prisoners progressed to an open and semi-open prison.

Unfortunately during 1 LO%6—1il) 0_dl
in the Unit had to be returned to their original location.

The 7, prisoners who have passed thro the Unit to date came from 'lock-

g oL - his normelly ;Lml‘udes a ber of th
jor grade, the Unit: Pavchologist and one other staff member. The

own Te all now in some form of association. When prisoners
ve left there is follow up contact.

After about a year in the Unit each prisoner is formally seen by the
Governor, the Unit Psychologist and a staff member to discuss progress.
A written report of the interview is agreed by the Governor and the
prisoner concerned - both sign a record of what has been gaid. In addition
to this prisoners are encouraged to use the SPS Sentence Planning material,

|

REGIME

Furthér steps have been taken to develop a more consultative style of
management reflecting community approach yet at the same time-keeping a
regime which is anchored close to that prevailing in the mainstream
prisons. There is an emphasis on mutual trust and respect.




T r Y

] and D o g 2 0 0 he igssueg that affect
‘he dailv life of e Unit. Recommendations, ing into account budget
considerations, are brought to a weekly meeting for everyone's information.
The Unit wanagegent team then have the opportunity to decide, taking into ,
afcount all views expressed, o

—

One of the main features of the Unit is the visiting facilities. Time
allowed for and environment in which visits take place encourages increased
family contact. This contact has proved to be vital in the development
of a more responsible attitude in most of the prisoners who have come toO
the Unit.

Recognising that to live in a Unit environment and to maximise the benefits
that the regime allow is costly for prisoners, all are encouraged to
Troj oduce some financial return. net p i

e year several events are organised on a monthly basis which
involve visitors community. nars _and discussion
Med involving active participants in the Crimina
a weekly basis 2 Tocal ladies direct the

A and D SUNELS

preparatlon

A number of international visitors as far as Sweden and Canada have also
visited the Unit and without exception have commented on how the Unit and
its progress to date reflects the visionary policy of the Scottish Prison
Service as declared in 'Opportunity and Responsibility' - May 1990. The
media have also had access on a number of occasions.

SUMMARY

It is ;ecognised that the Unit is a challenge to all concerned to evaluate
and promote an understanding of creative practices in the difficult task
of managing long term imprisonment and prisoners but it is everyome's hope ‘
that human dignity will indeed be our future. The aim of the Unit has
been achieved thus far because people have worked together to establish
hope.

ALASTAIR MacDONALD
Governor

February 1993







