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Society punishes offenders for such acts thévoffendgrs have c&nnitted,

acts that have been defined as deviant and so, in some way, detrimental or

*  threatening to that society. In couéequence of this actus deviance thg:é

is an asgriptionjéf status deviance for the offender. On both an informal
and formal basis society keeps on punishing thésg offenders: Society refuses

them the privilege of full participation. The determination by the courts.

‘that the offender has entered status deviance allows for the separation of

the offend;r from the soéiety.for wﬁateyer treatment it deems aﬁpropriate.'
Be it incarceration, probatién or arconnmmity.pfognmﬁ, the offender is
distinguished by this rew status from the gréater society. This label‘cannoﬁ
be eradicated by'éompletidn of set treatment er expiration ofywarrant:
the state of the ex~offender still remains to qualitatively differentiate
the individual and.place him in a realm somewhere between offenders and
non-of fenders. -

Pecple in society are, thqs; dividéd into different groups that
receive d;ffereﬂtial treatment according to the statué of the grbﬁp. This
division is not determined by the usual grouping of society.into a hierarchical'

1 . .
class structure. Instead it is based on the concept of abnormality, and
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‘ allows for a conCeptualizatiOn‘of society as'structured in terms of concentric

layers of‘people3 whose commi tmetit to the standards.of society decreases.as

. one moves away .from the centre. It is by this c0nceptuallzatlon that the'

lnfllctlon of deprlvatlon on 1nd1v1duals removed from the centre is Justlfled.
The lelSlon of people lnto separate Eroups hlerarchlcally 51tuated lS
obvious in a heterogeneous socxety. A homogeneohs‘SOC1ety would not appear

to be divisable as such. The observation of. SOC1ety as homogenéous is p0551ble

only for those who look at the socrety from OutSldE,,WlthOUt knowledge of the

subtle, and often not SO’ subtle dynamlcs of grbuplngs W1th1n the whole Fbr K

those who observe from- w1th1n the entity, the SOClety lS recognlzed as :

‘J

,heterogeneous and can be conceived of as concentrlcalLy strudtured in terms °

of commitment to society amd acceptance by the SOClety The crlterla of thls

division will differ with the 51tuat10n As Durkhelm p01nts out, the demands

\

for conformlty become 1ncrea51ngly stringent with the homogenelty of the

-

1.
SOClal unit. Behav1our considered not worthy of conSLderatlon, such as

-lylng in normal soc1ety, becomes - an lmportant dlscrlmlnator in a monastry -

The more heterogeneous a ‘society the more allowance exists for 1nd1v1duallty,

even as expressed in deviance. - There exlsts so mucb of a dlfference in these

e

societies that much of the differences cedse to be discriminators-of grouplngs

Thls 51tuat10n is appllcable when,examlnlng prlson soc1ety The urknow— _

ledgeable observor would recognize little basis for dlscrlmlnatlng the
prison residents and so would speculate the prison-contains a homogeneous
society made up of incarcerated offenders." However studies of prison popu-

lation indicate this is not the case. Instead there exists a structuring
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y"_of the prlson 5001ety on a- model not unllke that percelved in the greater
soc1ety Even though the prlson may be a pecullar type of society, it is a
' society in Wthh the.elements of lnterpersonal interaction: found in normal
SOClety are found operatlng In soc1ety, there is the abhorrence of certain
crimes, acts and type of people. The abhorrence is always ev1dent. People are
always incensed to some degree by the crimes performed by what newspapers des-
cribe as "sex fiends", ''sexual psychopaths' and ”anlmals” Society, throﬁgh
1ts Crlmlnal Code, provides the most strlngent sanctlons for the act of treason
informing against one's country (8-47).. In society those who are ‘abnormal
physically, mentally, morally, are generally consxdered undeSLrables and are
removed from SOClety. Mental hospltals, closed re51dentlal centres and. other :
similar facilities are evidence of society's.desire to segregete.those whose
-k;haviour is not acceptable, and who are an embarrassment to society. As |
evideoce of the pervasiveness of" this shaﬁe is a woman who managed to seclude
her child, afflicted with Downs_ Syndrome; for fortj years before he; hospitel—
lzatlon brought his case to the attentlon of the authorltles'2 In a similar
fashlon are the aged delegated to special homes and matives encouraged to remain
on reserves. Society does not like to be confronted with its failures. The
concentric model of deviation from the nom is evident throughout society. -
The segregation of undesirables by wvirtue of their perceived distance
from the middle of this cifcular model, is not only an accomplishmenh within

prison society but accentuated and problematic in the volatile confines of



the Eorrectional‘setting. The social strictures of irmates was described.

-

Tigk )

by Clemmer (1940) as divisable into three basie'éroups, the lowest class,
defited as "hoosiers”,.including such types as

... practleatly all the obnormal sex ofFenders, “the dulli,
backward, and provnncuoL perscns, the Lower range of the
feebLe-anded some of the knouwn stool pugeons, the persons
who showed a morked. Lack of phgstcoL courage, the confirmed

s+ "suckers", the. extremeLg plous, the habttuot brogqerts, and

some sexuoL perverts,
s

A
Clanmer found that members of the h0051er class for the most part, .were
s unaware of their unpopular rank although the ellte avoided them and
regarded them with disgust. A hlerarchlacal division of the prison popu~ -

lation does exist, havirg its basis on both the ability of the individual
#
to manipulate his environment and the nature of the offence that he has

bo
- committed. f ’

]

Similar to society,aﬁithin the prison is found a code of notms to
which conformity is demanded and obtained through threat or infliction
of punishment. In an examination of the inmate social system, Sykes and
‘Messinger (1976) found this irmate code an inviolate prescription behaviour,
dictating the quality of relations of fellow inmates and custodians.

The moxims areﬁﬁsuoLLg aosserted with gareat vehemance by the
anote poputotton, and vLoLottons call Ferth a‘dLyerstzg of
sanctions ranging from ostracism to physical violence.

.+« The Lnmate code Ls outstanding both for the passion with

which Lt Ls gropounded and the almost universal Loyalty verbally
accorded iLt, :

Minton (1971) has described the immate code in more specific terms. He



‘claims that it : R o .
. C g . . - .
... Olctotes what-the Lnmate .may or may not do, with whom -
he may asscclatie, ond even. colours his own perception of
self ... the tode iLs one of the rullng factors thot control
the inmate, keeping him in Line and tn a posLtLon‘of Loyalty
to and support of other inmates and the Lnmate code FiLghts
and kiltings are often evidence of the code broken. '

.- Minton further points out that -

In o case where the code and the rules_and regulations
~ come Lmto conflict - thes code wins. And when Lt closhes
with an Lnmate’s own personal code of ethlcs - the Lnmate
code wins agoin. [ts quLck kniLfe Ln the ribs can haondle
onyone who strays, and the guards cannot be everywhere
at once. '

An irmate elaborates this need for violent saffctions:

| you are mad enough +to fight you might as well kilL
to prevent the opponent from getting you from behind.

Again, as with the larger'society, wifhin the prison society there is the
same sort of identification of the abnormal‘in terms of a status -derived
from the crime comnitted. There is also the continued identification of
the individual as an undesirable on the basis of the act that earned the
assigned label. Then there is the definition of uhacceptability of those
who have violated norms, those who are not acceptable due to some act other

" than the crime or the unfortunate condition of their mentality. A status
deviance is defined as apart from those whom society hasrdefined as status
deviance and sef apart. And as society punishes its deviants by circum-
venting their enjoyment of the right to participate in the life of society
so are prison deﬂfants punished by ostraciém and even physical discipline.

An important consideration here is the territorial correlates of
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‘society. As already indicated, in normalgsociety there is the possibility
of having the undesirables separated from the majority. In'a prison this
possibility does not so readily exist. Ihe Sepafgtion.is an act dependent
on the decision of the prlson staff, W1thout any fOrmal lnput from- the
inmates: To ensure that it 1s the urdesirable that is segregated the
inmates must act to force this administrative intervention on grouping
arrangements. Hence ostracism and varying degrees of viclence become the
vehicle for segregation of the undesirables. However, the: constant
" interaction of the undesirables and other members. of .the prison society
is unavbidable within the institution. The physical inability to segregate:
those who have been stigmatized by the immate code of norms tends to cause
some irritation and they consequently become the target for violence,
Crown witnesses and prison 1nformers are in dlsfavour for they have
violated the basic maxim of the inmate code - ”Don t rat on a con''. The
ex-policeman or prison guard who enters the system as a prisoner is in
an exceptionally dangerous environment. Hav1ng vigtated the social code
he was once asymbol of, “he is marked for scorﬁ)ggé abuse frem both inmates
and staff alike. The situation'of an-incarcerated policeman is described
by British immate Jimmy Boyle:
His problem wasn't only.the prisoners, the screws uwere
messing him around constantly. They would be more arrogant
with him than anyone else because they recognlzed that he kN
‘was an ovtcast so was open game as far as they were concerned
... (he) was confronted with some humillating experiences,
that went beuyond those of the pthers He was always walking

obout Llke oggug who was watting for something to be stuck
in-his back.

T
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Sex offenders; espeeialiy those whose victims were-chiidreh; are
ready prey for v1olence.' Regarded as ﬁlow—doﬁh degenerates' end
”outcasts” they are tejected by the' prlson population, who deny them even
the modlcum of ease.from lmprlsonment the group solldarlty of offenders
might offer.- Dr. Elliott Barker, consultant psychiatrist-at Penetangulshehe,

in his evidence in Regina vs. Henry Robert williamslo where court approval

r

for tésticular erucleation was being sought referred to immate custom of . |

. terrorizing sex offenders.

| -feel strongly that the penitentlary system or any joil
that has the rcsponsLbLLLLg of peoples Lilves ought to
guarantee at the very minlmum that o person be safe from
harassment or persecutton or physical violence from other
people Ln the tnsttiuLton. | think Lt Ls a gross Lnjustice
that tnmates of a penittentiary do not have the same protec-
tions as people on the street do from phgsucot violénce.

tt Us a fact of prison Life, porticularly for sexuol
offenders ... If he were Lo be sentenced to deoth as o fun-
ction of the Law the court should do Lt. Since that is nol
the cose, he should not be subJected to that by the mhbaﬂg?\
other Lnmates.

Al

e
P

Dr. Barker goes on to aceount for the violent treatment of sex offendersl
.by fellow imnmates as ''part of. the hang-up ahout sexuallty that the North
American society and most societies haye generally, and what is berng
expressed is the hidden fearg of each of us about our own sexuallty

Conceding this point a seco chlatxlst goes on to identify the role

of the prison itself:
... a Lot of people attack who they consider sex” offenders
or sexually malodjusted becouse they themselves might have
difflculties with their own sexvality ... {yet) Lf you re-
move alLl the sexuval offenders; you may get the same suiuctton
happening in thelr isolaticn too. There Ls a particular
sexval offence Looked down upon, o person committing rape’

a
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L :

T on an oduLt woman nght Look domn verg much on o person _f
committing ‘rope with o child of 4. It. Ls the very atmos-
phere of the penLtentLorg that properLg provides this kLnd
.of setting . violenée Ls there.* To survive one has to
be’ VLoLenb 12 ' ) '

' -

As'.the recommendatlon for testlcular enucleation is further examlned for

"

its valldlty -and most cruc1al time of 1mplementatlon, a third psychiatrist .

.

notes the need to delay such a_step until releasg Erom prison-is mnninent.
The prison atmosphere demands a man have access to all phySiéal and mental

resources:

think Lt ought to be carefully considered LF you Live Ln
a dod-eat-dog culture where your back must have something
sclid behind Lt teo keep the knife out of Lt, and | thidk
one needs every blt of aggressiveness and defensiveness
and LSOLOtLOﬂ and secretiveness and guardedness that one
can. Ang authoritles responsible for the treatment of
this ‘man should not be taking Lt uﬁoi untLL such time as
his exlstence does not depend on it.

These men, and others who have incurred the wrath and scorn of fellow
irmates, are usually delegated to either.segregated quarters or dissociation
as protective custody immates. British immate Jimmy Boyle, in his auto-

biography A Sense of Freedom, describes protective custody '"'... the lowest

of the low. The guys there look and feel that way, and theyvare treated
like shit by all of us, screws and prisoners alike."

The need for protective custody of these inmates, and other undesirable
Cypes, was dramatized by the 1971 riot in Klngston Penltentlary'when two of

f‘lr

the undesirables were brutally murdered by fellow immates and thlrtéen

others were tortured and maimed.14 The irmate "undesirables'' were dragged

from their cells, tied to chairs in a circle in the penitentiary dome and
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subjected to a mock "erial" where suggestions were entertained és td'what

should be done with them. = o ST

Over thirty iLnmates milled around ‘the:tled men and took

part Ln the.brutal assautt dhich” Lasted several hours.

The tLed Lnmates were struck on the head, foce, groln and
ribs with fists, hammers' and metal bars. Two iLnmates had
thelr Legs cut open wlth a knlfe; another had his arm
burned with. o cigarette, and onother -had his fingers broken.
Brian Ensor was picked up aond dropped on his face ‘several
times, and then urinated upon. B

The possibility of an inmate keeping his unpopular.activities a secret
is nonexistent in the prison setting. It is not unheard: of that a prison -
guard will relate the details to the other immatés. Or, more coimonly the

\‘ .
irmate himself will bréak down in a moment of confidence with another irmate

i

o

arid tell”his story. An irmmate in a‘special handling unit in England reﬁorts:

.. .MNthis was almost worse than solitory as we tended to get
evergthing out of perspective ... before Long we were dis-
cussing Lntimate things about each other and our family
Lives, saylng things that we would never normally say. |
always hated this when | returned to my cell, thinking that
1 shouldn't have said gth or that, but ! would aluwoys say
similor things ogoLn.l . '

The communication system of convicts defies explanations. As noted by

one ''con'' in Clemmer's The Prison Community:

Convicts are the most consistent gossips on earth. Almost

any group of "numbered men' can and do, make an otd Ladles'
sewlng clLrcle seém as serene as a siltent prayer in the Little
Brown Church iLn the vale. In addition to this, no matter how
busy you keep them during the day, or how much reading material
may be in the cells of an evening, theLrlyLnds ore sure to '
ramble alLl over Ln search of recreatlon.

The need for protectiﬁe-custody has since been epitomized by the 'shoe-

shiners" - the three men convicted of the sex-slaying of the twelve year old

-



‘b' ’ L R : . . .

- ‘\\-.‘ ' . E ooon - "‘10"'- S

shoéf?ﬁlne boy Ehnanuel Jacques in Tbronto in 1977‘ " Even within fanges

deS}gnated for only protectlve custody inmates, these men had to suffer pro=

{

tective ”deadlock"-— continual lock—up except for exercise periods enjoyed

when the rest of the populatlon was ‘locked up. It is a degree of security

*

’ remarkable even in the correctional system. Attempts to 1ntegrate thqee

irmates into the protection populatlon resulted in persecution and physical

- assaults, Even within the confines of their cells safety was uncertain as

il

‘other .immates ettempted to burn one of the cells and its occupant. Further

attempts at 1ntegratlon of these men into the Protectlve Custody populatlon
are Stlll belng made, although proving a slow and hazardous experiment.

The authority for the prison admin;strator o grant or determire an
inmate as protective custody is provided in.Pehitentiary Service Regulation

2.30:

(1) Where the LnstLtutLonoL heod ts satisfied that

. . . 3
(¢) for the malntenance of good order and disciptine

Ln the institutlon,. or

(b) Ln the best Lnterests of an Llnmate Lt Ls necessary
or desirable that the Lnmate should be kept from
assoclating with cther Lnmates he may order the
tnmate te be dissoclated accordingly, but the case
of every Lnmate so dissoclated shall be considered,
not Less thon once each month, by the CLQSSLFLcotLon
o Board for the purpose of recommending to the
institutional heod whether or not the iLnmote should
.return to assoctation with other Lnmates.

(2) An Lnmote who has been disscciloted iLs not considered
under punishment unless he has been sentenced as such

ond he shall not-be deprived of any of his privileges
and amenities that

.{a) caon only be enjoyed in assoclatlon with other
iLnmates, or

| S
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(b) cannot reasonably be granted having regard to .

. "the Limitotions of the dissocilatlon area_and
the hecessity for the operation thereof.18 - -

An irmate may be determined in need of protective custody at the level
of initial classification at R.R.C. (0) or in cdhsequeﬁpes'?f the decision
‘of the aﬁthoritieé of the prison where'ﬁe waS'previdusly iﬁéarcerated. «The.
decision may .be initiated at the immate's request or at the discretion of
the authorities. It is generally a mutual agreement of thé‘inmate.and authér—
ities after the actual need has been assessed. As federél guideline§'determin—
ing admission criteria for protective custody arelat present still in .
gestation, admittance is freely granted after precaﬁtiqnary'cpunselling of
the dangers of labelling are offered. As noted in the Vantour Report (1975)
"it is, quite evident that the label of ”protectioﬁ case" is irreversible'.

There is no established committee to determine the validity of a man's need

for protection. The decision is usually determined by one or two persons

-

 at the classification or seéurity level.
Regardless of the mode of .entry, protective custody irmates present 6ne
identical trait - an inability to do or attempt to do their timeiwith impunity
amongst the éeneral population of th% brison. This inability cqﬁ be seen as-
héﬁing its roots in the interaction éétween a characteristic of tﬁe inmate'\
and-a characteristic oflthe general prison population. This characteristic
~of the immate must be such as to evoke a violent reaction against him. The

characteristic of the general prison population must be such as to render

the immate com%letely defenseless. It is when these conditions are met
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g reality. Even so, the inmate .

' that'the protectrve custodyurnmate bec\\\s

‘great to transcend the dis-
‘G.

. advantages of isolation. As the vr\lent reputation of penal institutions

must consider the danger as being\suff1c1ent"

becomes prevalent, the protective custody 1nmate is, in increasing numbers,

.ﬁ 3

,the first tike incarcerant whose perceptron of personal danger ascends the ’ )
unde51rab111ty of entering protective custody. |

' The number of protection irmmates ecross Cénada has quadrupled in eight -

~years. The 1972 study erumerated 210 protectlon cases or about 2.5% of

.the totallpopulatlon.19 Vantour chronlcaled 368 cases 4, 25%\of the total
20

\

population in 1975. Vantour's second study revealed\§62 ”PC's”;or

A
. . 2 : N ' :
6.89% of the federal populen:ion.'“1 A more current report\estimates the
mumbers at a minimm of 800 1nmates~off1c1a1 protection cases, wrth another ‘
potential 200 cases still "hiding away” in psychlatrlc centres and dis—

socmatlon.zz, Numerous explanations are presented for this remarkable in-

creese. It can be suggested that the substantiation of irmate fears\by
.the heinous murders in the 1971 riot has been a powerful lnducement for A
immates to sequester themselves from the possibility of similar violence
occuring again, which essentially renders the need for protecti$e custody
less factual than it is.

After the near destruction of Kingston Penitentiary during this riot,
all inmates were transferred to the'newly constructed Millhaven Institution,
with notorious consequences 23 Protective custody irmmates were concentrated
in-a segregated range there, with few privileges. . Programs and recreation

were virtually non-existent. The men were confified to cells for all but the
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one-half hour. exercise perlod officially provided for them. At the same

time Kingston Penitentiary, refurblshed andr serv1ng as the Reglonal

Reception Centre, was keeping other 1nmates requiring protectlon w1th1n
-

their grouping of "'static population''. The number of protective cpstodyh-h-

-

cases accumulated at both facilities énd with this increase in numbe%s
tension continued to mount, with the profeSSLOnal staff at-both’ the insti-
tutional and administrative level relteratlng the need for separate facilities.
The need has since been acknowledged by others. “The 1972 Study Group on
Protective Custody recommended: |

lnsofor as Lt Ls our Legal responsibility to provide sult-
able programs for these types, Lt ls suggested thot more
complete procroms could be offered Lf all the protective
custody cases Ln_a realon or sub=region were Located Ln
cne iLnstituvtion. @i

In 1975 the Study Group on DlSSOClatlon, headed by James Vantour, devoted

4

‘a chapter to the problem of protectlve cggtody and consequently recommended:

Cne existing masx Lmum seCUrtLg institutlon Ln each reglon
should bg_used soLeLg for Lnmates who require protective
custody.

" Comments on the problem of proteetive custody and the need for facilities
was presented by Allen Lawrence, a later Solicitor General and André
Therrlen, then Commissioner of Penitentiaries at the December 3, 1975 meeting
of the Starding Committee on Justice and Legal: Affalrs._ |

Mr. Lawrence: One other thing on.segregotLon in the penal
institutions. We hedr a Lot these days obout flddlers

ond diddlLers, ond thet prison code and executions and
punishment. Is this ever going to be. rectified? [n the
same bnStLtUtLGﬂ we still have people committed for sexual
and child moLesthg offences, when ot the some time we
nhave iLn that same™institution, others who are itn for
violent crimes. |7 thtnk Lt iLs an entlrely different tgpe
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of crime.and | think the rehabilltative processes requlred
are completely different for these people thaon for the,
normal run-of-the-mlLL crimlnal - Lf there Us any such
animal and | do not think there is. Have you any plans to
completely segregate that type of offender, not just Ln the
institution Ltself, but as Lnstitutlons themselves are
concerned, hopefully, to do something for these peopl.e.26

Therrien replies that the possibilities are under immediate investi-.-
gation under the direction of James Vantour. - He outlines the projected
problems of individual protection. lnstltutlons but is optlmlstlc that

the Vantour report will "have ideas which we can put into practice'.
!

Mr. Lawrence respords with an example illustrative of the ramifications

the protective custody issue: ‘
Mr. Lowrence: One short comment. It certalnly must
shake you people to the very depths of your consclLence
when, Ln an open court Just Last week in Brompton, you .
have o defence Lawyer standing up ond saying | ¥ you
convict this maon, on this offence, he will be executed
Ln prison within three weeks. And you knouw, | belleve
him. It happened and it happens today iLn our
tnstltutions.

More recently, a coroner's inquest in Kingston investigated the death
of a young Federal immate who committed suicide following the transfer of
his protector and after this, homosexual harrassment by other irmates.

The Crown Attomey made-an emotional petition to the jury to encourage the
separation and protection of vulnerable irmates from their more predatory
peers: : 1

I ask you'members of the jUry to consider moking a

recommendation that the prison system waste no more time

Ln implementing changes that will permit o separotion -

the humane separaticn gflthe certain victim from his

potentlal tormentors.
-
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LOOKING AT PROTECTIVE CUSTODY

A COMMUNITY OF FEAR



CHAPTER WO

By 1978 the Régional Reception Centre'in Kingston,'bntario - the renovated
Kingston Penitentiary - had become the residence of the majority of.protective

custody inmates for the Repion. In the immediatél} preceding'years similar

substantial protective custody populations had déveloped‘in British Columbia
Penitenﬁiary,'MOUUtain Prisdn, British Columbias'Saskatchgwan Penitentiary. and
Laval Institution in Qqebec. In these-cen;reé, as-in Ontario, the official
éstablishmenthpf_protection ranges instigated a wave of irmates needing protec-
tion to transfer in from other instiﬁutions.i Authorltles at R.R.C.{0) started
to classify immates as !'PC'' at the time of their initial classification-upon
entry to the correctl;pél'system. The decision to determine whether an inmate
should be placed in ctistody is exceptionally difficult considering, first, that
there are no Federal guidelines establishing criteria, secord, that the |
decision is genefally left in the hands of one ér two people, and most impor-
tantly "mistakes can b,(::‘costly”.2 As of September‘1979, tﬂere were 125 inmates
designated as protecti%e éustody, close to one-half  the populétion of R.R.C. CO).
:

During the years while the numbers - of protective custody inmates was

rapidly escalating, concern for tbe problem was apparent in several government
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- documents. In he% 1973-74 Report of the Cbrréctional Investigator, Ingar

" Hansen deplored the conditions of dissociation units where most protection
‘cases spent 23 1/2 hours per day.

Imagine a cement gorage.  Divide Lt Ln half by a wallk
whlch coptalns o solld nolsy door. A nagked Light bulb
hangs from the.celling and aleng one wall iLs a platférm
the siLze of o silngle bed. There Ls o tollet bowl in a
“ corner, (Ln punitive dissociation it may just be o hole
Ln the floor) ... | find this treatment tnhumane and !
wauld urge that something be done os soon as possible
to remove most of the dissoclated from the Large.maximum:
Lnstitutlons. They represent Lrritaont to many of the
other Lnmates and to some staff. Many of them Live Un
fear 24 hours o day. '

-In April 1975 the Study Group on Dissociation,4 was appointed by the

Solicitor General. The gbjectives of this group included an assessment of
the effectiveness of dissociation as a means of protecting immates and of the
living conditioné‘which existed, from a point of view of humane treatment and tﬁe
negétive effects of prolonged isolation;. Profective Custody is defined by the
Penitentiary Service Regulations which authorized the prison'admiﬁistration to
grant an immate protection.

The study group found Fhe P.C. populations comprising three g;ﬁﬁéings'
typified by factors motivating the fears:
‘ (a) nature of offence - usually sexual or certain drug traffickers,

(b) nature of irmate - informers or crown witnesses, and

(c) problems experienced within the institution.
It is remarked that in most cases ' ... the decision to dissociate an immate

for protective reasons is a motually arrived at decision following concrete

A
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evidence that the irmate may be in déngér;”s The Vantour Stgdy Group notes
that ”outside” huﬁanitarian concern has facilitated accessability to pfotection,
with the mere existence of P.C..units becoming an attraction in itself for those
‘inmates who wish "'to escapé the demands of population'l;fe should it become too -
difficult for some reason."®’ |

 The physical facilities,’ 1nst1tutlonal routlne and quality of security
are compared for the main P.C. Units - B. C Pen, Mountaln Priseon, Saskatchewan
Penitentiary, Laval, Millhaven, Archambault and the Prison for Women. Mountain
Prison is-regardéd_asﬂexeﬁplary for its policy and success in integrating pro-
tective cases with regular population, although it is noted that the "regular'"
_popuiation tends to ‘be older offenders serving long sentences, (so therefore
more willing to 'do their own time'.). The bsychological consequences of
being a P.C. are examined, especially the resultant ""paranoia' and the oppor-
tunity for an immate to relieve any personal feelings of guilt for his actions
by virtue of his own'status as a victim. The irreversible stigma.of being a
protection case is identified.

Regarding protective custody 'as the most presging dissociation problem
facing the Penitentiary Service,7” the study group makes mmerous recommen-—
dations for action-so as to rectify the injustices of protective segregation.
The need for jsuitable facilities and programing is articulated, consequent to -
the establishment of a suitable screening and evaluative process. Transfers
and conciliatory procedures are suggested, in conjunction with a monthly

review of each case. Specialized ingtitutions are recommended, to be equipped

-5
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with both né;imuh anolﬁadumﬁ security uniﬁs.-;Théy reoommend that those pro-
tection cases in regular institutions should béfallowed greauropportuniués to
bepefit fromlwork and program opportunities and be assigped'their oﬁn regular
_classification officers. - - L ; .

The proposals of the Vantoor report arelstill the urgent issues in
discussion today Several .points sdch as review boards, ciaésification officers,
greater progrmnnlng and separate faC111t1es within regular institutions have
been lmplemented The search for fac111t1es or specrallzed institutions arnd
establishment of admission criteria, dlthough the focus of much attentlon,
has generated such complex problems that resolution still appears a distant

prospect.

The Ontario Regional Headquarters Study Group on. the Vantour Reportg,

in 1976, prepared a response to the report on dissociation with references

to each reCQﬂnendatlon They agree basically with the suggestions of Vantour,
suggesting practlcal considerations -which thelr proximity to the problem
allowed. Theylndlcate that in some cases the immate requesting protection
must be dissooiated quickly, without time for a review board to convene and
deliberate the need. In other cases the need for a board of decision makers,
with a definite policy for admlttance counselllng, and use of alternatlve
options are conturred with as functional recommendatlons ‘The need for short
term solutions to the increasing mumbers is recognized as urgent, and in need
of extensive plamning. The group agrees that eventually regional facilities,
" devoted to protection cases so as to provioe appropriate programming, is a

Y
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desirable solutlon, but some assoc1ated problems are also noted.. The
difficulties of flndlng suitable staff and- a congenial conmunlty for such a
group of men are volc:d The study group ”ant1c1pate the extremely negative
reactlon“ from the ccnnunlty for potential immate involvement in day‘parole ‘
and temporary absences. ; |

‘In 1976 a report was also prepared in the Pacific area, Mountain

Institution - A Unique Canadian Prison for the Older Offender and Protective

Custody Case.'9 The evolution of Mountain Prison is examined in this report,

as well as its physical struc;ure} Its-role is traced from a ”fire—resistént”

Doukhobor fortress to its present status as a ''geriatric énd protection' pen.
‘ A populaéion profile is presented where the average age of the Mountain

immate is shown as 42.3 years of age with over sixty per cent of the total

population over forty vears of age. When the population of Mountain Prison

is examined in,pfofile for offence, a potentially volatile situation is

recognized. The crimes for which the inmates have been incarcerated are:

23 Murder

18 Déngeroué Sexual Offenders

18 Habitual Criminal

&4 Drugs

49 Rape and other violent sexual acts

5 Buggery, gross indecency, and indecent assault

14 - Sexual intercourse with female under 16 .

31 Other crimes not specified

35 Violent crimes other than sexual.

Yet this prison does not have the problems of other institutions. - With so : :
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many older and ”blg tlme" offenders, there has appeared a type of ”truce”
w1th1n this lnstitutlon that allowslfhe PC irmate to 1ntegrate.W1th
‘regular offenders. |
“The 114 staff pdsitions 637% which are secarity, are detailed, the
personnel belng destrlbed as sen31t1;e mature individuals who manage to
work together as an lnformally harmonrous team.

Inmate programs are described: . social development,classificatioﬁ
services,.psychological services, temporary absence programs and work |
programs‘ars explaiped'fOr actual function and amount of immate partici-
pation. The use of the_dormétgry system has been found satisfactory in
this sgtting, althpugh.the situation is potlexamined in.aﬁy depth. With
the pripary focus on the historical,lphysical and statistical factors,
the dynamics of the daily regime are not available for scrutiny, nor
are any theories presented in explanatlon for the apparent success of this
prison. It can only be assumed that the co-operative efforts of both staff
and irmates are responsible ‘for- the tranquillity of Mountain Prison.
| By.1978 it became evident ttat the Prairie Region had the highest
protective custody populatiop in Canada - (16-18%) with the PC population
at Saskatchewan Penitentiary at a startling high of 230 cases. A decision
at the March 1978 CPS Prairie Managers Meeting resulted in the Study on
the Increasing Number of ﬁrotective Custody Cases - Prairie Region. 10

e

Research was directed to 1nvest1gate factors contributing to the urusual

incidence of protection cases, to propose recannendatlons to inhibit this ‘

2 -
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‘trend and to supgest methods of iﬁproving the conditions of'those pre-
"sentlyLihcafceratéd in.protection ranges. The process of entry te protec-
“tion is crltlcally examined as being the‘most aCCESSlble p01nt of inter-
vention in deterrlng frivolous demands for custody With both dormitories: -
and individual cells being utilized in Saskatchewan Penitentiary fer_PC‘s
the merits of each environment are'compared. Do;hitories offer a situation
similar to the living unit-concept of medium securihy institutions, and are
thus 4 privilege for the PC irmate. However some {rmates prefer to retein;
private cells on the ranges. The physicai accommodations have essentially
provided:a pluristic classification system for PC's within the same inssituﬁion,
with one ef‘thtee ranges retained for the most troublesome inmates, ard a
third area established ﬁfd segregate‘PC inmates for the PC'popu].ationJ‘11

Saskatchewan Pen has almost trlpled its PC population within a four:
year span.- There has also been a correspondlng increase in the ratlo of
PC lnmates-to the general populatlon AlthoUgh other institutions are at-
tempting to relntegrate PC 1nmates, the Saskatchewan Farm Ammex is recognized
as the only feasiblelaltefnative for-transfers, and it being only capable of
few mumbers due to its restricted nature as a minimum institution.

A systems approach was ‘selected for this research due to the deflnlte
function of protective custody as a. subsystem of the overall corrections .
system, with inflow from other centres, a definite route and an outflow.

The increase is potentially recognized as due to either an increase in imput,

longer periods within the PC unit, or confounded bf the lack of adequate outflow.
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Definite areas bf‘concérn are.identified; The pléces inmates come from, theif
reasons'for requesting or being placed in protection, and the are& to thch
they are bgiﬁg transferred out. Data is collected froﬁ inmate files and
results of irmate and staff iﬁterview sheets. A random selection of 25 of
the sex .offenders group ard 50% of the non—sex:offenders group were chosen
for interviews to assess the PC process. All staff havinghcontinual contact
with:protection immates, and all top and middle managers were interviewed.

In consequence of a totél population profile it is revealed that about
50% are non-sex offenders. Of importance is the fact that close to 60% of
the total protectibn-popuiation have no previous federal incarcerations, and
thaé an average of 32%§haye served neither provincial or a federal term.

~

An examination of a sentence characteristic notes that sex offenders tend
: 1 . '
to have spent longer terms within the PC population, but since most of the

S

population have a mandatory supervision date by 1980 a potential stabiliza-

tion is optimistically_identified. Further data‘reveals that the cities of
Edmonton and Calgary have contributed roughly 50% of the PC populations.
Of the sex and ﬁbn—sex offénders group, 60% and 80% réspeqtiveljﬁﬁave
initiated their PC status af other institutions, the rema%ndéf haﬁing been
recomnended for protection by the parole sérvice. ;-

The sample data is examined for consideration of the reason and problems
concurrent with feﬁuesﬁing and the granting of PC. It is noteworthy tﬂat
only a minority of protection cases had ever been physically assaulted ~

none, of them sex offender’s - only 25% of the non-sex offender group. Verbal
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'threats had been experlenced by 75% of the NoN—Sex group and 28.6% of the
" sex offenders. This could possibly be the consequence of 66 TZ‘Uf”the total
sex cffender group hav1ng entered d;rectly into protection.

A significant mumber of inmates stated they had positive feelings about
tee'protection atmosphere — it does offer other benefits than protection.
A large mumber of.sﬁaff agree ‘that protection offers manj privileges. 8.6ﬁ
of the sex effender group state the better conditions in PC as being their
reasoﬁ for requesting PC.

The study group concludes with various recommendations, especially
for more intensive investigations of handiing the problem. They suggest. °
the implementétion of rigid poliey and criteria for admittance to protec-
tion, combined with dissuasive and precautionary eounseliing, as well as
exploitation of transfer opportunities. The need fof a separate institu-

" tion-is articulated. The most controversial policy recommended is that
-fearful inmates should be encouraged to name the source of their trepidation.
With sufficient identification of the threatening irmates these men would
_instead be segregated rather than the fearful subjects, apparently in hope
that their numbefs would be fewer.

Pfotective custody is increasingly becoming a controversial issue in
Federal Corrections. There is first the growth in numbers of PC inmates.
There is then the similarity in the identification Qf the need and the
remedial proposals made by different regions. Thixd there is an apparent
human rights interest generating in tﬁe subject. Finally there is the legal
aspect. ’ ‘ +

Carigdian courts have so far shown a reluctance to intervene in the closed
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environments of prisons. The McCannlz_judgement in British Columbia where

the BC Penitentiary was found to constitute cruel and unusual punishment
contrary to the Human Rights Act represents a rare occasion where case
law has been enacted in protection of the rights of prisoners. McAninch
(1973) considers this '"hands off'l doctrine, apparent in U.S. case law, to
be a typical JUdlClal response to complaints of improper. incarceratlon as
to be arbitrary and capricious. The determination of prison offxcmals is
generally accorded more weight in conSiderations.l3 U.S. case law deter-
mlned that segregation is appropriate ”. . when there is evidence of a
substantial- nature to justify the belief that a threat to orderly prison
operations ex15ts.”l The reluctance of courts to be involved in decisions
concerning immates is elaborated by Sitterson (1977):

The courts, Ln deflning constitutional riahts of prison Lnmates,

have balanced the rights of the imprisoned individuol agoinst the

tnterests of the prison administratlon. This palancing test falls

analytically becouse Lt does not take iLnto accdunt a crucial factor:

The existence and nature of a unique Lnmate soclety within prusons

It Ls o LoLoLLLorLon soclety often characterized by idleness,

bordom and inter-inmate hatred and viclence; relotionships between

Lnmates and guards or offlclals are Less Lmportant. Courts are

capable of making Lnformed Judcements on the constitutional rights

of o prisoner as he interacts with the famillaor world, outside of

prison; however, the judiclary seems uncemfortable with the task

in cases F“ which the rlghts asserted Lnvelve the ‘closed world

within prisons.

The U.S. case of Sweet vs South Carolina Department of Corrections16 is

presented: an irmate yho had been held in protective segregation for five

years claimed denjal ; equal protection of the law and imposition of cruel
and unusual punishment in that his living conditions were not comparable to
those of the general immate population. The appeal court ruled\that the

lack of ordinary privileges, particularly full exercise and shower
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‘opportunities, would.implicate constitutional rights only if the'piéintiff's

~health had been impéired as a consequence of such deprivation'ér if the -

deprivation were not necessitated by prison security and order. It has
been generally recognized in the U.S. that solitafy confinement does not

violate the Eighth.Amendent;17 courts"haﬁe also upheld the use of segre-

gation for control and protective -purposes for prolonged or indefinite periods

19

the court OBserved_that "'we take
it to be axiomatic that prison officials cannot avoid their dﬁe procesE :
responsibilities simply by felabeiling the punishments imposed on prisoners
within their charge'. The égﬁrt further decided that before prisoners
can bé placed in solitary confinement "... in conditidns iﬁdistinguishable
from punitive confinement' without due process, officials must come forward
"with eQidénce which éill.Satisfy the court that éafety and not punishment
was in fact their aim“.20 - |

In Canada, courts have ruled that administrative deeisions are subject
to judicial review only as they affect the civil rights of the inmate as a
person rather than as an inmate.21 Otherwise Canada currently lacks the
extensive American case law deciding on matters related to segregation and
prisoﬁ corditions. Nor have protective custody immates received recognition
for petitions that their conditions, being unequal to thosé of general popu-
lation immates, are hence unconstitutional.

The unfavourable situation of PC inmates has been recognizéd bf other

agencies, notably the Sub—Committee on the Penitentiary System in Canada:
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684 ... we are convilnced that penitentlaries, through
appropriate. reforms to correctional practices, con ...

L: substantially reduce or eleminate most protective custodye

/. ‘ requirements. The danger foced by.these men, however, is

' not Ln the Long run, but iLmmediate, and o short-term solu-
tlon must be sought. The suffiering imposed on Lndividuals
Ln protective custody Ls certE\ELg not contained Ln the

. : Lawful sentence of any court. W85 ... whot happens to men
in protective custody Ls Lntolerable.

Nonetheless they recommend:

A small number of maximum seecurity Lnstitutions should
be used excluslvely for Lnmates who require protectlve

custody. h such instiltutiop_should have a section
desitgnotgd as medium security.

‘With the need for national policy on the subject imminent, the office
of the Depﬁty Commissioner of Security for CSC issued a mandate for further
study. Continuing his interest in the issue of segregation, in April of

1979, James Vantour compiled A.Proposal Regarding Protective Custody in

Federal Institutions.24 He endeavours to specify the factors resulting in
an increase in the ﬁumbér of %rotectidn cases, to determine methods of re-
‘ducing numbers in protection and to determine the approbriate physical facil-
ities and programs for protective custody units.

The dramatic increase in mumbers, from 210 cases in 1972 to nearly 800
cases in 197925 is noted as following, and probably in consequence of the.
1971 Kingston riot.26 External contributory factors are charted: the
shift to an increased violent offender profile, the practice of $olice and
courts of encouraging accomplices to testify against each other, the custom

of police and detention centres to segregate certain offenders and thus

-
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laBelling them, the increase in number of first timé offendérs, and the .

intrusion of humahitarian.concérn from interest groups. Intérnal.éituations'
coﬁducive to the increase in nﬁmbefs are also ouﬁliﬁed increased access to

nedla and freedom of movement within the lﬂStltUthﬂ with the changing nature
of lnstltutlonal dlsc1p11ne seen as remov1ng an’ effectlve behavicural’ control

:
from the hands of prison staff. It is conjectured that the diversification.

-of institutions has led to a concentration of "hard-core' immates within

maximum security institutions, producing an increased potential for violence
within these centres. The attraction of existing PC units is admitted as

\_‘ 1
providing an inducement in themselves.

The current federal situation is examined for regional distribution,~

‘which confimms disproportionatc mumbers in the Prairie region, for compara-—

tive regime of life, work opportunities and available programs. Although
PC's now ehqu a maximum of ten hburs a day out of their cells; with outside_
recreation, employment and group activities, the Ontario region appeared
deficient in its plamning with‘only 5 work opportunities — one of.thesé '

seasonal. It is concluded that although PC's now enjoyed more time out of

their cell, it was largely unproductive.

Since this report the Ontario region has now changed its policy in the
Regional Reception Centre. In Januéry 1980, all static population iﬁmatgs
were transferred from the institution, leaving only one range:for the
reception process‘of first time federal-incarcerahts. The femaining ranges,

5 . _
and consequently all opportunities for employment and programs were now
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‘ gvﬁilaﬁle“exclusing§:fof PC'inm§tes; Essentially; by piving PC's open
movement within ﬁhé‘institution, it was now the regﬂiar irmates = the new- -

come£$ - who were sequesteréd for protective inmates. - ?C éases from

.cher ngions wére,transférréd to Kingstoﬁ'hﬁtil all aﬁailable.cell.space

waé utilized, rendering the institutioﬁ'a '"'PC Pen''. The changeover was -

- accomplished, regardless of the trepidation of inmates and stafﬁ, with .

T

Ontario PGfs_ndw enjoying perhéps tbe ﬁbst fayourable conditions for pro-
tection‘caées - with respecé for thg'ahtiquated facilitieé they are kept
in. o - o R
When considering future trends for pr&tective custody, Véntour foresaw

the aécuﬁulation of more violenée;orieﬁtedrbffenderé, lonéer sentences and
" an increase in the numbers of PC recidivists; with this in mind seventeen
recommendations were proposed in fulfillment of the mandate. .The éuggestions

by now start to appear shopworn: natiénal policy for PC units, admission
"cfiteria,-assessment periods,fcbunsellinga review boards and separéte facilities.
Again it is propoged that it is the "troublemakers'' who be segregated in the
 best interests of the institution rather than his victims, disregardiné the
ﬁotential of such p£actice for abuse by both staff ;nd irmates, and the . :
digtress it would cause civil rights enthusiasts. This retﬁrn to the
I'?Reganism” once enjoyed in Statesville, was proposed as a solution in the

=

. id
case Sweet vs. Sourth Carolina Department of Corrections, and condemmned as




unrealistic by Sitterson (1977): : - .
: . .

Given the severity of Sweet's supposed breach and the

vnanimity of iLnmate antagonism to such actlons, many Lnmates

wéuld probably threaten Sweet. This unanimity.and the fact:

that inmate gossip Ls regularly possed from prison to prison

also ioke transfer of Sweet to another prison an unwise |~

adminlstrative reaction unless Lnter-inmate contact and

transfer_of Lnmotes was unusually rore between the two

prisons, o

1

Of relevance is. a statement by John P. Conrad at the 1978 Colloquium on !

\

Correctional Facilities Planning: :

. Prisoners ... quite Literaolly have Little to fgor ffom /
staff but everything to fear From each other. -
'Along with thelneed.for a more ”in depth" survey of PC inmates,:pre—
sently in progress, Vantour stressed the mneéd ‘to educate all lebels of the
Crlmlnal Justice System to the inherent problems of labelllng an immate as
a protection case. However the theorles behlnd a particular phenomenom are
not so much the concern of -policy makers as are more tangible problems. ”The
federal survey is not motivated by a concern fér the cordition of proﬁéétive.
custody inﬁates but by a less humanitarian issue that will be igstrumentél
in any solution offered for the issue: _'T.
A method must be_%ound ..Z.to curb EBLS rise (of PC qpses).
because of the hligh costs involved.
This appears in direct contradiction of the concurring decision of three : /

- American appellate judges, that immates in protective segregation should,
so far as possible, be treated like the general immate population without
regard to the expense involved. 30 )

John P. Conrad and Simon Dinitz, in the 'Dangerocus Offerder Project'*
conducted in ﬁ.S. ?risons, attempt to explain the process. of prison fear

as they examine the fluctuating prison CQﬂﬂUﬂity?l They perceivé,with the
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' inc?easédzmeterial agf#penee;ef irmates, and a'coecﬁrrent deprivation qf'
the right te use.eree-from,gﬁards that the ever conflicting power roles

of these guards and iEmafes are steadily changing in efoportion;' An
actual shift in the loeus of power is postulated as occuring, with inmetes.

now ascendent in the ability to promote fear within the institution.

While all inmates must resxgn themselves to a phy31cal danger from which

'“‘\\they can never fully protect. .themselves, the prison ”undeSLrables” are

*-\ 7

placed-xn.helghtened jeopardy. Conrad sees the necessity for accommo-
dation, prompted by séIf—lnteyest as the 1nstrumental process in main-

_ e
taining a precarious peace within the institutions - rather than the

stringent domination once enjoyed by guards. A "community of fear"

. ) ~
exists within the prisons. Voluntary segregation has become the surest

means for eervival for the unaffiliated irmate whe is prey for assault
and exploitation. The growtbfef<gangs, increased freedom of movement
and more material affluence is regarded byﬂthe author as cdntributing to
a new prison dynamics, combiﬁed with lost threat of isolation and discipline
in consequence of humanitarian concern. It is stated that the number ef
immates in protection is a rough measure of the impact of fear on the
prison climate and a suggestion that potential anmarchy is in sight for
some prisons. ‘

It 15 ,noted by the same authors elsewhere that there seems to be an
inverse relatlonshlp between the mumbers in admlnlstratlve segregation

" and those in protective custody.32 With this in mind it appears probable

Fr



that, as the courts increasingly divert less serious offenders from the
system and contimue to incarcerate those. guilty of more seriocus and

violent offences, then the need for protective custody will increase

L]
LS

regardless of policies designed to deter requéstsf
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PROTECTING THE FEARFUL

THE FACTORS THAT COUNT
4




There exists‘tworvigws regarding protective custody irmates. Propon-
ents of the first view regard protective custody irmates as regular irmates
who are taking advanfage of the extant policy - a "éostly spin-off" of our
recently liberalized penitentiary system. Tﬁe second views them as a unique
group of iomates with identifiable needs and problems not presented by regular
population immates. The.purpose of this study is to determine the nature and
character of the protective custody immates. Are.they the same as the regular

inmates or are they different, are the pertinent questions here. This apeﬁars

"to be a very importént step in our comprehension of the phenormenon of pro-

tective custody, for,-as'Simon points out:

In the beglnning there iLs descriptlon. When one does not ~
< know anything at all about o problem, he must understand
it Ln o generol way before beginning to make sEecLFLc in-
guiries about specific aspects of the subject.
The basic model for this study is the comparison of the characteristics
of a sample of protective -custody immates with the characteristics of a sample
of regular irmmates. The two samples were matched to the extent that they are

irmates of penitentiaries in the same region at the same time, under approximately

the same security rating. The protective custody sample for the study was
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chosen from the Ontario region, perpaps raising a qeestion about the
. generalizabiiity of the findings. Regionel dieparity.in protection popu-—
| 1at10ns is an lmportant con51deratlon here. The‘tranquillity.of protection
1nmates in Mountain Prlson and the productivity of protectlve custody in-
mates in Saskatchewan indicate dlfterences that would perhaps preclude
generallzatlon. In. consequence no attempt Wlll be made to even pretend
that the findings in this study would be applicable to reglons other than
Ontario. Their appllcablllty-would be a question that would have to be
empirically establlshed Thls being so, we are faced with a second question
of generallzablllty The applicability of the flndlngs to the Ontario region
at a later point in time. Thls too has to remain a question that could be re-
solved empirically. However, as the forces‘that operate on the one set of
" persons would also'operate on the others, thepassumption could'perhaps be
made that the‘changes that they would all be subjected to would be such as
not to alter the ascertained relat(gnship. We might add that as far as the
other regions of the country are concerned, the Ontario findings could pro-
vide hypotheses that could be tested.

During the period May to September 1979, the protective custody popula-
tion in Ontario peniteﬁtiaries_fluctuated between one hpndred and one hundred
and fifteen men on any given day. All persons who were in protective custody
during,this period, however, were not available for stﬁdy. Institutional
and regional transfers, release due to parole or mandatory supervision reduced
the number of cases available. Consequently, a complete total coverage sample

was riot possible. For this reason a sample had to be studied and for ease of
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statistical analysis, it was decided to have the'samplé'constitute one hundred
- _ _

All subjects included in the sample weré segregated under PSR 230 (1)(b)
ard were incarcerated either on the ranges determined as protective custody
ranges or were in dissociation - either at their own request or at the diséreQ
tion of institutional éuthorities fbr protective or disciplinary reasons.

The sample was chosen according to the availability of files. The data was

.culled from the institutional files as tﬁey became available, stopping when

data was collected from one hundred files. The sample consequently could be
described és a purposive one. .

For comparative purpose a sample of one hundred reguiar, non-protective
inmates had to bé‘oﬁtaiﬁed. The securance of this sample posed a number of

problems.-‘The‘sample could have been selected from only one institution. If

such a procedure was adopted there exists a potentiél source of bias as far

as security status or dangerousness was concerned. Protective custody

immates are housed in maximum security, priharily due to the severity of the
threat posed to them, not by them. Consequently protective custody inmates
are of ‘varying security rating. There are no sufficieﬁt mumbers of protective
custody immates or facilities for them to allow them a choice of institution

by security clearance. Further, most of them require maximum security profkec~

‘tion regafdless of ‘their own securfity rating. Finally, the Regional ReceptiéﬁL

Centre (Ontario), formerly the infamous Kingston Penitentiary which has been
chosen as the Ontario centre of protection cases, is, irrefutably, maximum

security. Were it not for these conditions the protective custody sample

. 1
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wqﬁld preseﬁt différential'secufity risks. As security risk plays an im-
portant part in the prisonér{s life, matching for security‘risk in the
éelection of Ehe‘26ntrol sample appéared important. For this purﬁose the
one hundred subjec;é of the protective custody sémple were rated by the
classification department of_the.Regidnal Reception Ceﬁﬁre (Ontario) for -
the actual security rating eachhman'would be given were he not a protective
| case. The rating determined the sample as being constituted by:— | |
=50 subjeéts rated as maximum security,
~48 subjects rated as medium security,
- 2 subjects rates as minimum security.
In order to'selecﬁ a control group that would correspond to the secﬁrity
ratings of the experimental group the noq—brotection sample was chosen from

three institutions in the Kingston area as follows:-

-50 subjects were-selected from Millhaven Institution
-a maximum, security institution;

48 subjects were selected from Collins Bay Ipstitution
—a medium security institution; :

and

- 2 subjects were selected from Portsmouth House
-a minimum security Commnity Correction Centre.

The control subjects from each institﬁtion were chosen by a stratified
sampiing technique. The ins;itutional pdpulation recorgs are kept on an
alphabetically arranged card index system,.using the last name of each inmate.
Ethnic factors may determine the potential rumber of subjects listed under each
letter of the alphabet. In order to avoid a potential bias in the selection, a

stratified random sample system was utilized. - With consideration for the total
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mumber of subjects nece;sary for the stQ@y; the various ta (alphabeticai
sections) were sampled in constart proportion to their actual proﬁortion of
the total institution's population.! These subsamples-were then joined to
form the total sample for that institution. |

Information on an immate are kept in a mumber of institutional files.

o . _ : 8 o
These files are administrative, idris, security, discipline and dissociation,

housekéeping, medical, psychological and psychiatric. It was decided to

abstract the information necessary for this study from these filés. The
reason for the adoption of this procedure was five fold. TFirst the need

for informed and written consent was. eliminated. Second, distortion or

loss of facts due to failure of memory or subjective retroséect was av01ded

Third, the potential bias or influence of a researcher upon the subJect in

a personal interview situation was eliminated. Fourth, the unrellablllty

of responses to a questiomnaire because of the poséible low level of literacy
of offenéers was aﬁnided Finally, the selection of data from pre—exlstlng
recorded matenal relating to the sub Ject s state of incarceration diminished
the possibility of the '"Rosenthal effect''. As many types of institutional
files as were available to the researchef were examined so as to fully capture
the varying -perspectives on the subjects and situations under study. Those
files not used for data collection, due to not.being available, were ‘the
medical fileé, kept by institutional physiéians and files kept by the
psychology department. Results of psycholbgical tests and comments, however,
are keﬁt in both the bulk and the psychiatric files and so were available for

the research.



-
Most of-the data for the study was taken from the immate's files relat-
ing to his current incarceration. Facts regarding previous incarcerations

relevant to this study were those influential in determining an inmate's

-need for protéctién, those relating to the offender's previous criminal re—

cord as well as the history of his incarceration, and events and occurrences

considered relevant in bis psychiatric history. This data had, of course,

- to be culled from files related to his past incarceration.

The administrative need that determined what data is collected in

institﬁtional files is not unlike the purpose of this study. The data is

" collected to provide the administration with a knowledge of the background

and institutional progress of the subject. In consequence, any possible

- distortion of using data for a purpose other than'what it was originally

collected does not exist. Also, the terminology ard definitions used by

the researcher were made identical to those used in the original records

reducing possible inaccﬁracy stemming from interpretation.
The data can be considered both valid and significant because the
institutional staff considered them of sufficient importance to be documented

in the offender's file. Since rnumerous individuals were responsible for the

documenting of incidents in each offender's file, not only was the potential

for bias in original reporting minimized, the potential significance of the
original reporting wés enhanced. Finally, the use of only the information
that was documented in the immate file permitted the achievement of a standar-

dization of information.
o
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Tﬁe:difference or'éimilérity-between the regular irmate popﬁlatioq éndJ.l
| the protéctive custody population could depend on five sets of factors:L
:First; there was what ;e may cail personal factors such as agé, feligion
'fémily background and wofk‘experience Second, there was the criminal hlstory.
Thlrd there was the psychlatrlc status of the individual and history - of
mental illness or problems. Fourth, therelwere the psychploglcal aqd
sociological assessments and finally thefe was the institutional behaviour
_ of the inmate. These are all factors that are taken lnto account in the
off1c131 assessment of the lnmate, in the assessment of his 1n1t1al state
“and the assessmeﬁt of the progress he has made under treatment. They con-
'stituted the categories of data collected for this study.‘ In the case of
. the Protective Custody irmates there wés‘a sixth category of information
obtained. This informatioh dealt with the path of entry into protective
custedy. | | |

For data collection, a standard data collection forg\gas used for
each irmate. Additional data was accqmulated, in notes, for subjects whose
history demanded more detail and scope than the forms would allow.

The first category of ddta, the personal factors, included such variabies
as age, ethnicity, réligion, marital history, educational achievement, family
backgrohnd; and employment history. The family background of sﬁbjects was
clazéified as follows:- |
| | 1. Stable: both parents present; one or both

steadily employed.

No siblings or parent in trouble with
. the law.
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Unstabie:

3. - Troubled:
. ¢
4.  Broken:
5. 'Disrupted:
6. Foster:
’ 7. ‘Adopted.
8: Institutions:

The employment history

five possibilities:

1.

2.

Sporadic:
Casual:

Marual:

. Skilled:

tF
- F

_IZ‘.3.....

both parents; inconsistent .
employment of primary provider and/or
alcoholism or mental illness or problems
In one or both parents.

No sibling or parent in trouble with

the law. ~ : :

‘both parents present. Siblings or

parent in trouble with the law or

_physical abuse of children.

one parent absent for over two years.
No sibling or parent in trouble with
the law. -

< £

one parent absent for over two years.

- Sibling or parent in trouble with the

law.

foster parents care or raised by
relatives;

raised in state instiiution.

of each offender was categorized into one of

no meaningful work record. Employment
usually in terms of days at a time.

unskiiled work of no more than six
months duration at a time.

' unskilled work thét is consistent ands

of more than six months duration.

employment of more than six months
duration and involving the development

- of skills or licencing by some agency.

.. ' Professional:

Ty e

marual. employment that is consistent
and requires skills or standards of
education.

s . T " [ U U S
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These varlables are common conditions affecting the llVES of almost
everybody Ihey were used tp determine whether the. social background of

the protectlve custody populatlon and the regular inmate populatlon were

..

similar or dlfferent.
The second group of information te be gathered“relates ﬁo criminal *

activity. The offence or offences resultlng in the present incarceration

L3N

are categorized broadly as:

1. Property or fraudulent'offence, drug offence.

2, Violent offence

including murder, manslaughter, woundlng,
armed robbery, robbery, arsom, or the -
attempt of such.

3. Assaultive offence

including common assault, assault causing
bodily harm, assault police officer.

4. Sexual offence ot
. including murder that followed sexual
- offence.
Associated with'the'offence is the societal reaction as indicated in the
length of sentence. The criminal history of the subject was determined in
terms of the number and type of previous convictions,-and the societal reac—

tion to these convictions in the form of previous ingarcerations.

The third group of information relates to the psychiatric status and

k)

. history of each subject. Examinations generating this information are

undértaken for determination of méntal ilMhess or problems. The time of

"initial psychiaﬁric intervention was thought of particular importance and

these data.were obtained and categorized as occuring at definite levels:

a—

<
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1.” Predelinquency;
2. During delinquency;
3. Before adult charges were lai%iq

4. - During adult charges but not related to current offence
requxrlng lncarceratlon, : .

5.. Pretrial for current offenee.l

6,'.Presentencing for current offence.
7. Regional Reception Centre leﬁei;

or o | | .

8. ‘Institutional during present incarceration.

Whether the irmate had had any in-patient psychiatric treatment or assessment

was also noted as was the time of occurrence - prfor to or during present
incarceration The presence of out-patient psychlatrlc intervention was

SLmllarly determlned. _Court referrals for psychiatric assessment and/or
- ’“ . . .

treatment’were also noted. "

Psychiatric assessments and diagnosis were categorized as:

1. Psychosis: schizophrenia, manic—depressive,
~ . drug-induced psychosis and other
- psychosis. —

’ 2. ‘Personality ST '
Disorder (1); antisocial, explosive, impulsive,
x ’ ~ anti-authority.
o 3. Personality :
T Disorder (2):  inadequate, deperndent,
E - © immature.

4. Affective .
Disorders: anxiety, depression, paranois,
: schizoid-like states.

5. Retardation.
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6. Drug or-Alcohol Abuse.

7. Sexual Disorders.
8. Epilepsy or Organic BrainiDahage. .
© 5. Other. |

'Whether the irmate was suicidal prior to incarceration is noted
Fourth was the data from psychological and social assessments The

data from these assessments were categorized as indicating!—

1. - mental illness;
i , " 2. - antisocial; explosive;
' 3. - anti-authoritarian, hostile;

, . 4. - inadequate, dependent, immature, lacking in
i ' ~social skills;

5. - retardation;

6. - drug or alcohol abuse;

7. - sexual disorder;

8.

social .or emotional deprivation.
Fifth there were the daga dealing with the behaviour in prisons,jinclud—‘
- ing not only what the inmate did but what happenedoto him as well. The
rumber of institutional and regional transfers of each subject were noted.
This Lnformatlon was collected on the assumption that ‘the frequency of trans-
fers was an indication of an inability of the subject to aojust to the routine

and requirements of incarceration.

Also noted were the suicidal and'self—mutilatory attempts, threats and
attempts to ”smash—up”'or set fires to cells, and to take hostages of each

subject. Suicidal and self-mutilation attempts have implications for mental
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illness and the lnablllty to adjust to the emV1ronment. Atte@ﬁts to smash-
‘up and set fire to cells and take hostages have been conSLdered an external—k
llzatlon of the same psychodynamlcs that produce self—mutllatlon and suicide
attempts.2 For the same reason threatsland actual assaults on staff and other
inmatés were also noted. | |
The use of dissociation and the reasons for it - punitive, at own request,
administrative for protectlon or for the "best lnterests of the institution'
- were another variable considered. Freeman and his colleague (1977) claim
the extent of use of dissociation for any of these reasons is indicative of
- the atmosphere of the institution. A high frequeney of requests for dis-
sociatidn reflects a prevailing sense of fear among inmates;'a high incidence
of punitive or administrative dissociation reflects the judgement of author-—
ities on dangeresity of populatioﬁ and the potential of the threats to lives
and securlty within the institution. 3 -
- Additional lnformatlon was gathered for the protective custod& group

to establish the path of entry into protection at’ Repional Reception Centre
(Ontario). There aie three possibilities: ‘

1. from initial reception;

2. from regular population;

3. from protective custody in another 1nstltut10n
The reasons for becoming a protection case were also noted These were
categotized as: ’

1. nature of offence;

2. nature of previous offence;



3. crown witﬁess;
b, ﬁglice infqrmer;
3. prisoﬁ informer;
6. difficﬁlties in 6pen population;
7. ''street' activities; : o T L

,-8. other; and

g. undetermined. ‘ o _i | :

% To assess the validity of requests for protection the incidence of
E%reats and actual assaults are noted, whether occurring in provincial
detention centres, in Regional Reception Centre (Ontario), in regular
population, dr within the prgtection ranges; ‘

The data collected.have been analysed using the'chi.square test. This
test present; the determina%}on gf the existence of any significant difference
in the studied characteristic as\manifegted.by the two groﬁps.' The test
indicates whether the two groups%being studied could be considered samples

of the same universe or of two diEferent universes as far as the variable

considered was concerned,
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]

"The purpose of this study has beem to determine which of two

.assumptions is more valid: PC inmates are 'regular'' irmates who are

exploiting the liberalization of our penitentiary system or PC immates

are a unique grouping of inmates whose needs ard problems are peculiar

to themselves. The method utilized for this determinétion was from the

combarision of certain characteristics of PC immates with the character-

istics of a group of regular inmates matched. for security rating. The

characteristics compared were broadly categorized into the five

categories . (o)
(o)
(c)
(a)

n

(e)

personal factors
eriminal history
psychiotric status

psychologlcal ond soclologleal
assessment

Lnstitutlonal behaviour.

In the category of personal factors the variables considered were

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

age (5) Language dt birth
education (6) marital status
religlon {7} wourk expérience and
race ' (8) - family background
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Ee"faf as age is-concerned, the control grqﬁp was slightly older than -
the PC éroup,_but Ehe difference was not statistically significant. -
(Table 1)* The mean age ef PC group was 29.9 + 7.64 years and the

control group was 30.9 + 9.46 years.

e

Qixty -percent of the PC group and flfty—51x percent of the control

group were between the ages of sixteen and thlrty years. Fbr the remain-

-ing age categorles measured in five year intervals, the dlfference did

not exceed four. percent category

Breakdown. by education achieved gave similar results. Twenty—eight

percent of the PC group and thirty-three percent of the control group had

public school education or less. Forty-two percent of the PC's and-forty—

one percent of the control group had some high school. Only six percent

.and ten percent respectively had completed high school. In all categories

of education achieved there was no greater row difference than five percent.
These results.were not‘statisticelly significant. The two groups were
similar for'edueation (Table 2).

~ Similar resulés were obtained when the Qariable‘considered was feligion,
(Table 3), race (Table 4) and language of birth (Table 5). The cellular
differences were negligible. The tﬁo,gfoups can be considered virtually
identical on these pefsonal variables.

An examination of the marital status revealed that fifty-eight percent

nbf the PC groups had never been married, comparied to forty-two per-

* ALL tables Lncorporated as appendix.

-’
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cent of. the control grepp; seventeen percent of the coetrol.greup were
married compared to eight’perceht.of the PC's Tﬁe divorce tate for
PC ard .controls was twelve ‘percent ard fourteen percent respectlvely
However these differences between the groups, statlstlcal tests lndl—
cated . there was no statlstlcal SLgnlflcence‘(Table 6), Ihe_employment
history of both groups also revealed no‘significant differences.

Sixty percent of the PC‘gfoup and sixty-four percent of the

‘control g:oup had not worked more than 51x months consecutlvely

Thlrty—four percent of the PC's and twenty-six percent of the control

had worked over six months but at unskilled jobs. Five percent and

eleven pefcent respectively had worked at skilled or professional employ—'

ment. The differences for employment history were not statistically
significant. (Table 7). o -

On the final demographic variable of family background the two
groups differ significantly (Table 8). Sixteen percent of the PC's
and twenty-two percent of the control group come from a stable background.

However, twenty-eight percent of the PC group come from a family where,

although both parents were present, there was incidence of mental illness, -

alccholism or unemployment of the father. Only seven percent of the con-
trol group had this background. A similar percentage of PC's and contreis,
seventeen percent and twenty-four percent respectively, came from a home
with both parents present, but a parent or sibling had been in trouble

with the law. Only seven percent of the PC's, compared to twenty-two
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B percent of the controls had a family background of one.parent absent

but héd no other troubles. There was only a negligibl% difference between

the groups for family histories of

(1) one parept absent ond some family
member Ln trouble,

(2) being adopted and
(32 being rolsed in foster home éetﬁLnés.
Eight percent of the PC group had been raised under institutional care,
compared tghno members of the control group. ) : e
These éata suggest thét the PC group tends to come from what may
be considered a more psychopathological family background, lending support
to the thésis thaﬁ they are a group of individuals who are unable to adopt

to or to successfully manipulate the environment, rather than an enter- .

- prising group of normal prison irmates exploiting the liberalization of

the penitentiary service.
Next examined are the variables indicating the criminal activity of
the two groups. The variables considered here are:

(1) the offence for whlch the inmate was incarcerated
(2) the socitetal reactlon to that offence

Y3} the past criminal history of the offender:
Lavolving (a) the type of offence committed .
(b} the number of times the iLnmote had
been previously charged and . _
{c) the type of Lastitutlon where sentence
' was served.
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The primary offence(s) resulting in incarceration were classified as

sexual, propeftyylviolent or assaultive. A large propdrtidn (forty-

_eight percent) of the protective,custody‘inmates;canpared to four per

cent of the regular immates were incarcerated for a sexudl offence. :This
difference was highly significant. (Table 9). It is not surprising to

find that close to one half oﬁﬂthé PC group are sex offerders. This is

" similar to the percentage found in the study on the Prairie protective

-cuatody unit. It is known fran_the'literature that sex offenders are

the most likely victims of prison violence.- However, the fact that
four percent of the regular population group have committed a sexual

offence reveals that in some cases the irmate can adapt to the pressure
ar

of open populatlon W1thout incurring. the wrath of the "solid cons”

It was suggested earlier that two characteristics determining a
protective custody irmate are the nature of the offence and an inability
to manipulate the system. The four percent figure suggests ‘that a highly
developed\abiiity to manipulate envirorment canvcountereffect the
"deficit!" af nature of qﬁfénce. - o f;

The grousayg of violent offenders was made on the bas;s,of whether
Eﬁa offence committed actually did or had the potential to bring bodily
harm or death to another person(s). The offences included w;;ekmufder,
manslaugher, armed robbery, robbery or the attempt of these‘crimes; also
wourding, conspiracy to commit a violent crime, kidnapé;ng, forceful

confinement and arson. Thirty-six percent of. the PC group fell into this
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category. Thls does not 1nclude those men whose sexual offence included

violence. The inclusion of these men would have SLgnlflcantly altered

. this figure. Sixty-seven percent of the control population were incar-

cerated for ciolent offences. The difference was etatistically signifi-
cant.. (Table 9). That such a large number of regular inmates'have been
conV1cted of violence supports the flndlng of Vantour (1979) that prison
populations are becomlng 1ncreasrngly violent. It also supports the
proposition of Freeman, Dinitz“and Conrad (1977) that the desire for
protective custody {s related.to the mumber of violent offenders in the

institution. It is their claim that prisons become increasingly populated

f by violent offenders, there will be a parallel increase in the mumbers

requestlng protectlve custody L
Wlth two-thirds of a regular penltentlary populatlon established
as violent, or potentially so, the fears of an immate considered un-

desirable by other inmates tend to be realistic. As his personal danger

" is enhanced he seeks the sanctuary of protective custody. With a bhigh

density of violent offenders in the regular population the perceived
threat to existence increases and the mumber of men seeking protection
rises.

In this connection it is, however, important to note that thirty-

six percent of the PC group had also been conV1cted of a violent offence

" Conviction of such an offence, consequently does not preclude an offender
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R perce1v1ng his life to be in danger.‘ The p0551b111ty, of course, ex15ts

that such offenders may be only exp101t1ng the llberallzatlon of the

penltentlary service. -

The number of property offenders in the two sample £roups was not

signlflcantly different. Slxteen percent of the PC sample and twenty-

five percent of the control group.were convicted of property offences, -

which included Break and Enter, theft, possession, fraud or embezzlement. :

% 2

(Tabie'Q).

The assaultive grouping, inelliding conmon assault, assanlt causing

bodily harm, assaulting a police .officer or resisting arrest cdntained '

lbnly four control subjects and;no'PC.subjegts;_ The differense_fasxnot

:statlstlcally sxgnlflcant (Table 9) '”'_K?

- J N

The soc1etal react10n~was measured in terms of the,sentence handed

out. . Sentence categorles were establlshed with four year intervals
startlng at two years up to twenty—flve years, with two open—ended
categorles for twenty—smx years or more and indeterminate sentence.

was no significant difference in distribution for these categories.

There

For

the PC and cqntrol'éroup thirty-seven percent andqthirty—twodpercent

respéctively Were serving five years or‘less totals of flfty—ELght per—

- S -

cent and flfty—four percent were serv1ng nine years or less. Close to

" one qUarter of each group, twenty percent the PC's and twenty-five per-

" cent of the controls, were serving twenty-two. to twenty-five years.

]
Four
.

percent of the PC's compared to one percent of the controls were serving -

Srtmma

[\
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indefinite sentences The dlStflbuthﬂ was not 51gn1f1canu- (Table 10)
The dlfferences in the offences commi tted by the two groups 18

not reflected in the sentences handed. out to'them ThlS of course,

'ﬂEans that in splte of the emotlonal revulsion that is associated w1th

‘ a sexual offence the. SOClal reactlon, measured by sentence 'is the

. —_

same of those offences as ;t is for offences of v1olence

The typeé of pffences that showed up inithe criminal 5istory~of the

Topthe

I ‘.‘.

irmmate was classified in the same manner as was the current offence: .

sexual offences, violent offences, property offences and assaultive

' : ~ . .
offences. Due to the diversity of criminal activity for most subjects,

each offender did not fall exclusively into one gategory. In this

cla551f1catlon each subject had the potentlal of appearlng in all four ‘
categories. Seven of the PC subJects and elght of the control subjects
hsd'no prev1ous crlmlnal record so the total samples for -PC and control
were nlnety—three and ninety—two respectively.

The majorlty Sf offenders in both groups had committed pr0perty
offences in the past._ Eighty-sever percent of the PC's and ninety-two
percent of the controls hsd-at.some point in'theirfcriminal careers -
conndtted an offence of this‘type. The difference was statisticelly

< -

1n51gn1flcant (Table 11)

@
-

There were fewer “in both groups with a past of assaultive offences,

but the dlfference in proportion was Wider: twenty—nlne percent of the

-
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PC's compared to thirty—nine percent of the controls. This difference -

was also not statlstically significant. (Table 11)

The control group had engaged 1n v1olent actiV1ty more frequently
than the PC group: Ihirty-three percent compared to eleven percent

respectively (Table 11). The category of v1olent offences did not in-

N
[
I

clude v1olent sexual offences _ )
. The PC group had engaged in sexual offences more than the control

group. Tmenty-eight percent oftPC's had committed previous sexual of—:ﬁ

fences, as. compared with twelve percent of the control group. These

dlfferences are statistically 51gnif1cant (Table 11). Here again it

is interesting to note that there were in the regular population immates
: - e

who Ead_previously ommi tted sexual.offences indicating:tﬁat they are

not prohibitive to participation in the prison society. Although fifty—\

nine percent of the PG group had requested protection due to the nature

’

of their offence, another five percent requested protection due to the

nature of a previous offence. That twelve percent of the regular popu-

.lation irmates had conmitted sexual offences in- the past and still

!
managed to enJoy open population sUpports the proposal that it is some-

thlng above and beyond the nature of the offence that determines a man's

&
8

request and need for protection
The amount of previocus criminal activity was deteimined by numerical

quantification of the previous,charges.; Categories were established with

" intervals of five, with the final category open-ended for'thirty—six or

’
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- [previous offences, the PC.and regular populations were ninety-three

Ry
- e

. ' i N '. . ) w . ” N - .
more offences.. As in the case of the variables, dealing with the type of

- and ninéty—two respectively.’ Thirty—four'pércent of thq‘EC group and

 thirty'percent of the control grdup had a eriminal hiétory of five or

Fewer offences. Sixty’pégpent and fifty—four‘percenﬁ respéctively had

. committed ten or fewer dffeﬁces. The feméining categorigs'weré.similarly

distributed'although in smaller proportions. The control group tended
to Bave a higher incidence of previeus convictions: ﬁhe_difference how-
ever was not statistically significant. (Table 12)}‘

Previous incarcerations of subjects weré possible. on thregllevelsi
training school, provincial and federal institutions.' The information
of training school incarceration was not always available due to the
inéccessibility'of ju&eﬁile records. However, self-reportiné to author-
ities revealed- that thirty-nine percent of the PC's and.forty—téo percent
of the. controls h;d served a sentence in trainfﬁg'school. The difference
wés not statistically significant. (Table 13). Seventy-six percent of
the PC group and eighty percent of the control group had a recordr of
iﬁcarceration in provincial institutions. Again, this was not statis-
t%cally significant. (Table 13). For Federal incarcerations, thirty—-
;@o percent of the PC group and forty—one percent of the cﬁntrol group
héé served a sentence of two years or more. This difference too was not

§£atfstically significant. (Table 13)ff.These\{Ei:}ts'support the-findings
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of.:hé 1978 Prairie study, whicﬂ révealed,thaﬁ close &o sixty percent
- of the prétective custody_inmatéé had sérvea nojprevious Federal sentence.

In Sunngry the only salient d;ffereﬁce between Ehe two groups as
far as‘criminai activity is concerned is.thé type of crime édﬁﬂittéd
both in thé past and at ﬁhe present time. PC's haﬁe a higher inEidenée
of éexual‘offenceé, the control groﬁp is'Sighificantly.more violent.

' vérigbles indicating status involved: ' |

(1) the polnt at which psychiatric Lntervention
occurred )

(2) the type of psychiatric LﬁtgrventLon, and

(3) +the diagnostis.
Ninety-two percent of the protective custody group had received.psychia—
tric attention at some time compared to only sixty-seven percent of the
fegular inmates. This is a statistically significant difference.
(Table 14). ,

The points of psychiatric intervention was cétegorized as possible
at ‘? of eight levels: predelinqugncy, after a finding of.delinQUency,
beforg adult charges, after adult charges,'pretfial, presentencing,
R.R.C. institu;ion. The PC group not only received more‘psycpiatric
intervention, but tended to receive it eaflier in life. Forty—threé

percent of the PC group had psychiatfic intervention before the offence

. of present incarceration. ‘When intervention at each of the eight points
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are considered, we find that twice as many PC's as regular inmates

had received psychiatric attention at the predelinquency stage. The

fﬁumbérS‘were however, oﬁly a small percentage.of the total group,

eleven percent and-five percent respectlvely and the-dlfference is not

 statistically 51gn1f1cant (Table 14) During dellnquency a total of

elghteen percent of PC's recelved _psychiatric attentlon compared to

elght percent bf the controls. This difference ls_statlstlcally signi-

ficant. Beforé adult charpes were laid twenty percent of the ?C's,
ccmpéred to ten percent of the controls had received attention. (Tables
14).. A aifference'that is not statistically“significant. After adult
charges wére laid thirty—six percent of the PC group were under péychiatric
care compared to eighteen percent of the qontrol‘group, (Tabie 14), a

difference that is'statistically significant. At the pre-trial stage

. the number in the PC group getting psychiatric treatment was far in

excess of the control group, twenty-nine percent to six percent (Table

14). Seventeen percent of the PC group received psychiatric attention

prior to sentencing, compared to seven percent of the control group -

- bl

" a difference that is statistically significant. (Table 14). Consider-

ing that Canadian law makes no exception for diminished responsibility

psycﬁiatric examination at this stage is perhaps an indication-of judic-

ial concém and the fact that they are seeking psychiatric opinion prior

to imposing sentence.

-y
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Considefably more of the control group recéived‘psychiatric
attentioﬁ at the reteption centre level than at any other point in .-
time. However, examination tf the total mumber of eécﬁ group receiving,
care at this stage tévealé that thirty—seven percent of the PC's were
assessed or treated in comparison to twenty-eight percent of the controls.
The increase in the rumber for the control group is perhaps due to the
fact ‘that most violent offenders are assessed psychlatrlcally at this
stage in order to determine the approprlate placement security-wise as
part of the receptlon program used at this.time. It is also rbutine to
examine psychiatrically those convicted of murder or other exceptionally
violent crimes. At the R.R.C. the difference in numbers in the groups
receiving psychiatric attention does not reach statistical significance.

Psychiatric attention at the institutional level is dominated by the
. BC grdup, eighty—thrée‘percent of them being attended, c&mpafed to fifty-
percent of the control group. (Table 14) The protedtive custody grbqp.-
receive far more psychlatrlc attention than the control group
|

The type of psychiatric treatment received is 1nd1cat1ve of the
severity of the needs for such. Thirty-seven percent of the PC group
and fifteen percent of the cShtrol group had received in-patient treat-
ment prior o incarceration (Table 15) - a difference that is statis-
t;caily significaﬁt. The frequency of-tonnittal during incarceration

shows that forty-two percent of the PC's compared to thirteen percent
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of the cgﬂg!ol group were cannltted to community psychlatrlc fac1llty
or were treated on an ln—patlent basis at the Reglonal Psychlatrlc Centre
'(Qntario) withinlthe walls of Klngston Penitentiary. Again this is a dif-
ference that is-statistically significant. This incidence tf certifiable
psychiatric problems reflects the degree of psychopathology suffered by PC
inmates. Considering further that certification of a Federal irmate cannot
be summarily accomplished until overcoming the problem of finding a recep-
tive and appropriately secure mental health imstitution, the significance is
_enhénced; Mental health institutions are reluctant to accept the problems | -
of correctional institutions. Receiving out-patient treatment prior to 4
lncarceratlon were thirty-eight percent of the PC group and twenty—three _.
percent of the control group, while rece1v1ng out-patient, treatment during
lncarceratlon, were eighty-seven percent of the PC group compared to sixty
percent of the control group - agaln a difference statistically significant.
(Table 15). Intérestingly in this conmection are court referrals for
assessment or treatment. These did not approximate even the'rate of com-
mittals for either group. Neither was the aifferencé between the groups,
nineteen pércent for PC's and sixteen percent for contrqls,'statistically )
significant. (Table 16) Although a court referral éarries.little more
weight than a polite suggestion, a coutt referral does insure at least

an assessment for the offender once he reaches'the institution.
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Psychiatric diagnosis, as pointed out earlier, have been made
as ,. 1. Psychosis |

2. PérsonaLqu bLsordgrs: Explosive
3. Persqﬁotttg DLsordgrs: Inadequate’ dependent
4. Affection Disorders | )
5. Retardotilon
. b, IOrgontc Broin Damage
7. Sexual Disorder’ . ' -
8. Drug and ALCOHOLLC PrioblLem
9,  Other.
It‘was these categories that were used in the éomparision of.the psy-
chiatric status of the P.C. group and the control group.

For those:éubjects wﬁo had received psychiatric attehtiOnlprior
to incarceration, the diagnostic cétegories oﬁher.than personality dis—
order-inadequate deperdent type, were not statistically significant.
(Tagle 17) Suffering from this disorder Qere diagnosed thirty-nine
percent of the relevant PC éubjectsrand sixteen percent of the control

group, a difference that is stgtistically significant. Diagnosis made
during incarceration were known for eighty-nine PC subjects and sixty-
two control subjects. The caﬁegory of personality disorder-inadequate,

contained forty-six percent of the PC's and only twenty-six percent of

the controls - a difference that was statistiéaliy significant. (Table

18) The predominance of inadeqﬁéte, dependent and immature types among
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+the %C popglation 1s supportive of the suggestion_that a major concern
for:PC irmates is tﬂeir ihability to adjust to and manipuiate their
envirommént, their apparent lack of persdnal resources. Not'surprisingly,
the PC.group had significantly more diagnosis of sexual disonderQ,Athirtyn
five percenE compared to ten perceﬁt.% Bqth-groups; paradoxically con-
taiﬁed.fiftf percent of the aggressivé and explosively violent type
termedA”personality disorder - antisocial, explosive''. (Table 18).

The ‘next groupiﬁg of variables were the psychosocial assessments.

- These assessments were made in terms of the presence or absence of mental

illness, antiéoéigl and explosive personality, hostile and anti-authority
pefsonality, retardation, drug or alcohol problems, inadeﬁuate personality
and socio-emotional deprivation. Although the PC's outnumber these from
the control group in all categories, it waé only for‘the.inadequate,’
dependeﬁt pe;somali&y category which contained forty-six peréent of the
PC's comparea to twenty-two percent of the controls and for the emotional
deprivation category which contained twenty-fdur pércent from the PC group

in ‘comparison to eight percent of the control group were the differences

stétistically significént. These findings also suggest that the PC inmate

4

. 1s not as well prepared to handle his enviromment as regular inmates.

(Table 19).
An attempt was made to classify subjects of both groups by IQ

category. Unfortunately, the information was available for-only fifty-seven

)
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PC subjects and thirty—two regulér subjects. i(Table'Zoj TWenty—:
one percent of these PC lnmates had an IQ below eighty-five; nineteen
percent of these regular 1nmates were Sso classrflea Most PC inmates
(fifty-one percent of these for whom the 1IQ was known) had an IQ between

eighty-six and, one hundred while most of the regular subJects ‘(forty-

.~ six percent) had an IQ between one hundred and one and ohe hundred and

flfteen.'_0verall the PC inmates did not show as high an IQ as the
cdntrols._ The difference was stetistically slgnificant (Table 20).
This finding again suggests an inability to manipulate enviromment due
to perhaps a lack‘ef'pereonallresources.

dhe next gr;uping'of variables yere those related to institution—
al behaviour. The number of‘lnstitutional and regional transfere‘was
one of the variables etudied.‘ It was considered on the assumption that
the more transfers would indicate an inability to adjust to the‘routine‘
or regulations of institutioﬁs. Cofitrary to expectations the control
group had more members who had bee\\relocated through institutional trans—
fers. However, for the smaller number of PC's the total number of trans-
fers was larger. The difference was not statlstlcally srgnlflcant.
(Table 21). As far as regional transfers were concerned, the ‘control
group again had more members who had been regionally relocated. The
total rumber of transfers here were in excess of the BC group. (Table 22).
However, the differences were not statistically significant. The unexpected

finding here that it was the control group, rather than the PC group,that

s
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was relocated may be due to the fact. that Mlllhaven, which has becqne
the most secure institution in Canada, houses the more dangerous and
trouplesome irmates in Canada. They are transferred to Millhaven from
all other regions in Canada, to be housed in the Special Handling Unit.
Again, as the only maximum institution for the'Ontario'regidn‘itkreceives

all those immates who fail to behave in lesser security institutions. As

" far as the PC Group is concermed, the point of entry to the protective

custody unit shows (Table 23) that eight-percent had been in PC units in
other institutions before entry to the Ontariopunit, thirty-seven per cent
had been in regular population in other institutions before entering the
PC unit, and fifty-five percent had gone directly from the receptipn
wing at R.R.C. to the protection unit. The PC grouprthus had a smaller
number of subjects with the potential for transfer. In coneequence, the
expected pattern of transfers was not actualized.

The second set of wvariables in thls grouplng referred to self
destructive behaviour in_the institution. Threats and attempts at suicide
are not uncommon activities. The previous suicidal history for both
groupe was approximately the same, with sixteen percent of the PC's
known to have made prev1ous attempts compared to eleven percent of the
control group - a statistically 1n51gn1f1cant difference (Table 22)

Once incarcerated the PC group are much more prone to both threatening and

attempting suicide. Twenty~four percent of the PC's had threatened suicide
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coﬁpafed to Eeﬁ percent of the coﬁtroi group, whilé-seventéen percent of
the PC's had attempted suicide compared to six percent of ;he:gontrols
- differences that are‘étatistiéally significant. This type of behaviour is
perhaps normél for inadeqﬁate-tjpe individuéls who have no oﬁher means for

satlsfylng attention needs, or somehow cnntrolllng their enviromment. 2

53
thlS is so, then the data provides supportlve evidence for the special group
hypothesis.

The 1nc1dence of self-mutilation for each group was determined ‘as,
ariother lndlgator of maladjustment Forty—seven percent of the control

group had téttoos compared'to thirty percent of the PC group. (Table 24)

- differencg that is statistically significant. . However, this is a common
practice in all of society and is usually not considered ag much as abnormal-
ity in behaviour as a peculiarity. However, when examining.those who had
Bﬁth tattoos and some other self-mutilatory behaviour in thé past,fsdéh'as
slashing, the PC groupﬁwere more éctive, thirty-four percent compared to .

- fifteen ﬁercenﬁ of the-control group - again a statistically significant
~difference (Table 24). Similarly,.during incarceratian, the PC group were
-significantly moré prone to self-mutilatory Eehéviour, such as slashing; swallowing

) foreign objects or in other ways abusing, themselves - twenty-seven percent |

.comparedAto fourteen percent of the.control group (Table 24). The figures presented-

7’

here do not reflect the total incidence of self-mutilation within the prison,
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“but only that which is somehow recorded in the file. - It was found not
“uncommon, when 1nterv1ew1ng inmates, to detect tangible evidence'of'

t'slaShing that was not recorded in the file. The observed scars were

of a size to suggest a conSLderable wound, yet, for some reason, ‘the ’

' 1nc1dent was not reported in the bulk file. It would have been noted

.

in the medlcal file, but thlS source of 1nformatlon was not avallable

L3

for this study.

Aggressive behaviour in the institution were the third set of

- variables considered. The smashing up of, or setting fire to one's

cell is considered to be the acting outward or extermalization of the
same psychodynamics that initiates self-abuse. _(Scott f979),3 The
"home'' is considered an extension of self. Almost-the same rumber

(ten agairst: .eleven) of the PC p0pulatlon as of the control group

smashed up their cells. More of the BC populatlon (elght agalnst
?

five) set fir® to their cells, (flfteen agalnst:eleven) threatened to
smash up and (nine against four) threatened to set flre to ‘their cells.
The differences, howevef, were not statistically significant. (Table
25). On the basis of an argument similar to the above, that the alter
is an extension of the ego, hostage taking incidents are considered an
externalization of snicidal behaviour. As was to be expected the control |

£rouUp was more prone Lo turn aggression cutward and threaten the lives

of others. -Thirteen percent of the control group, compared to six percent
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of the‘PC group'had threatenedlor1i§§bsuspected of. planning hostage
taklng behav1our. Eleven percent of the controls had accompllshed a -
hostage lncldent compared ko six percent of the PC group (Table 25)

The differences are not- statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant Coe o ®

S Assaults or threats of assaults on others was compared for both: ‘@3-

1

groups. . The control group'was almost;twice as proue as the PC group to
- ' ¥

threaten, or assault staff.. However, it was only. for actual assaults that .

' .

the dlfferences were Slgﬁlflcant. (T ble 25) Qddly enough the PC group

-tended to threaten or assault anates Jmore frequéntly than the control
% .
fgroup. Then too, it was_only for,assaults that the difference was statls—’ -

tically significant (Table 25). These data can be interpreted as an .
'1ndlcatlon that PC -inmates do not adJust to envirorment; they cannot

“'achleve a semblance of harmony even amongst themselves. It wab suggestéd

”

- by psychlatrlc staff at the_tlme of, data collectlon the, PC group were )

‘-more dependent on staff due to the presence of regular lnmates in the '
. o lnstltutlon Thelr apparent dlSlncllnatlon to assauit staff was con—
sidered a dlSlncllnatlon to "bite "the hand that protects them” - -

L&

;,_ In an attempt to gauge both the need for and quallty of protectlon

Lo ) | the 1nC1dence of - threats and assau}ts agalnst subJects of both groups was
0 measured (Table 26). A 1arge mmber - twenty—seven percent ~"of the
.D... T 1\
£ 4 PC's had been threatened in detention centres prlor to COﬂNlCthﬂ compared
’ ' ' . ¥ :
¥ to three percent of the controI group - a statistically SLgnlflcant
'gé_'difference. Slxteen percent. of the PC's had been actually assaulted at
¥ . . . . ) "
P, ‘ : T - S o .
: ) ‘ .
L} . —A'l\ ) \.‘
- R - ' %

. ;{P -
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thie.stage,_éerpared to oniy'one percent‘ef the‘controltgrodb_—.ggain

' a‘stetistically significant differeneé.‘.Ten percént of the PC's had
been threatened in the R.R.C. cpmpared to one percent of the controls
- again a'StatisFicelly eigﬁifieant difference. Five percent had been
actualiy assaulted at R.R.C.,no coritrols ‘had been assaulted - again a
étatistieally significant difference,. This incidenee of threats and

-

—

' assanlts suggests for the inmateé.requeéting'prbtedtidn upon entry to
the Federal system, rather than attempting regular population, their
~ fears of danger are reel. ‘ . -
| For those forty-three PC immates who had entered regular popu-
lation seventy—nine percent had been threatened while only twenty—two
percent of the regular inmates had ‘been threatened A statistically‘

.
significant différence. These data tend to further’ confirm the ‘danger

that prisdn ‘life poses for them. There gre,, however, regularrinmates'
_who had been threatened or assaulted, but WPQ: nevertheiess;_still
'fééaineq in open population. They were, of course, individuals who nere
lconsideredhte have‘performedjsome act nhich inspired the,wrath-of other |
inmmates, but who, for some. reason, were not rendered defenseless and
were able to continue in regular poptlation. This assgultive behav1our\\
caﬁ‘be conduci g the escalating rumber of regular immates who do
request protection. Observance of such threats and nseaults~on others

. QﬁSE’Shly establisnes the violent ¢limate of the institution but aléq ,

-

-~ ' ; " . Lo
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- segregation in’ the best interest of the institution.
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serves as a-femindér of one's own vu;nerabiiity and éncourégés requests
for protection fréh those who are aware of their own limitations in
such situations; - | ‘

;The incide;ce of thréatsfxpd aésauits among protection irmates
theﬁsélves is substantial. -TWeﬁty—eighE percent of these men had been
threatened within the PC unit and eightééﬁ percent were actually. assaulted:
(Table 25). i?is substaﬁtiétes the assumptibn that when ﬁithin the PC
society a hierafchy evolves by which some subjects becdme targets of C
violence'?rom others.~ The rate'of_assaulgs within PC irmmates is alﬁost
twice that of ;egular immates suggesting not only thé inébility to get

along.togethéf, but also that staff are not always capable of éupplying

'protection.' (Thble'iﬁ).

" The use of dissociation for disciplinary reasons was virtuslly
identical for- both groups, (Table 27), as was the use of administrative

The use of admin—

istrative éegregation for reasons Of protection was more common for the
PC ‘group, than for the control group. Thirty-six percent of the PC's

had been'segrégated for this reason compared to only eleven percent of

. ¢ - .
the control group - a difference that was statistically significant.

.

Also statistically significant was the difference in tumbers requesting

dissociation. Of thé forty-three iﬁmates'who had originally been in

" . .

open population, sixty-nine percént héd requested to be placed in -

P -

N -
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dissociatioﬁ compafeq to only sixteen percent of the confrol group. Very
interestiné is the fact that forty'peréent of the PC groﬁp had requested .

. dissociation while within the PC unit, a reflection on‘tbe quality of\'
proééctionAthey perceivéd asAbéing granted them. - .

Another interes&ing fiﬁding is the fact the PC group Qeré much more
proné to lddge grievances. (Table 28). jThi§ can also be taken as an
indication that the PC group héve inadeduaté.re50urées and ability to adjust
‘to énd control théir environment, resorting to grieving as a final atteﬁpt;

’Making evident a -paranoid quality, one inmate had offered over one hundred

ok

griévances within a one month span.
The need and reason for protection was determined for each PC subject..
These were the reasons that were given by the PC irmates for their request

for protective custody. The reasons are not mutually exclusive and an

b

offender could provide several reasons for his need for protection. Fifty- -
nine.percentlof the PC's stated'the nature of their offence as justification

for their féquest."This mmber exceeds the number of éexual offénders,-which

S

-

would be the most apparent nature of offence for the request. In some cases’

there had been a sexual motivation or activity included in a nen-sexual crime,

-

in others the 'crimés were so notorious as Eb demand a need for protection. For
example, there was the case of the inmate who had copducted a series of

rip-offs on the drug dealers from a biker gang, and the one who

»
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beat and. repeatedly stabbed to death an alcohollc derellct for no
apparent reason. The publlc1}y attracted to- such acts put . these types
of offenders in Jeopardy due to thelr unacceptable nature to the “solidﬂt

.con. Five pertent of. the group'gtatgd tﬁe nature 6£ a. previous offéncg
~as justification for protection. This was mostly sexual offenders.
(Table 29). ! | _

A sizable group of BC'S had violéted the code by '"ratting on 2
con'. Amongst this group were eight pg:éént who had acted as crowa
_witnessés, nine percent who were b&lide iﬁformers,kand seven percent
who were known prison informers. Thirty peraent gave 'difficulties

in open populatlon” as the reason inspiring their need for protectlon.

This difficulty usually ensued some undeSLrable act1v1ty in open popula—

tlon_such as pressuring retarded inmates or exceSSLvely aggressive
. homosexual activity. Anothéf three percent had committed tome dutside
activity that had trogght on_tﬁe wrath of other inmates. These men
had usuall§.angered a ﬁowérful group such as the*bikers who are an ;
influential power group within the institution.

TWenty—sétéﬁhpercent of the inmétes cited other miscellaneous

reasons forgtﬁe request for protection. This ranged from having an in-
~~mate point_at him in thergxeréise yard to those who, regardless of any

offerice or activity, were so abrasive of personality they could not

adjust in the population. Also included were those retarded or

o
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mentally disturbed.individuals whose bizarre-beha§iopr was so ﬁnsettling -
to others'thét ﬁroteétion was necessary. N
© Of é;l, only siﬁ percent had no formal justificétion for being in
J protection. QHowevér, the'authofitiés'heré reported their suépicions; two
‘were considered to be merely avoiding the nécessity of héving to.work or
“get involved in prison activity. .At tbe,time the PC‘s were allowed to
sleep dny hours they-wished since:they had nothing better to do during
fhe day. Two others ﬁere suspected éf wéntiﬁg to éerVE time with
relatives who were in the PC units. One inmate, apparently so unmotivated
that he would not even shower by own desire, seemed to be in dissociation
féf:lack of initiative to go elsewhere. The final one had beenldissociauu
_ tion, at his own request, for eight years since his apprehénsion from an
éscape that sparmed four years. No one was certain why he secluded himself

since he refused to talk to people. Since there was no apbarent mental

illﬁess he was alléwed to do his time aS he wished.
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'+ - CHAPTER FIVE

Al

Two theories exist regardlng protective custody 1nmates The first

suggests that the men in protectlon are, as a group, dlfferent from other

irmates and SO require special treatmént, as determlned by their unique

needs. R Ly
The second theory is that the protectlve custody immate is not
different from other mmates l.nstead he represents the explo:.tatlon of the

current humanitarian trend in corrections and of the enhanced sensrt1v1ty
7

to C1v11 rights. The literature on protectlve custody has‘revealed_that

authorities do not consider PC irmates to be any different from other inmates,
except for the fact that a large proportlon of them are_ﬁex offenders The
correctional authorities appear to regard that what makes an inmate a PC
lnmate is the crimé he has committed rather than any other dlStlﬂgULShlng
characteristic. The actus deviance, in the case of PC inmates, has been
converted to a status deyiance beyord that of regular immates. The linited
nrdgrams end opportunites afforded’ these men reflects the opinion of policy
makers and authorities-that PC's are just another grouping of immates who
happen to need more snrveillance-than most.

This study has compared protective custody irmates with regular irmates

.
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to determine which ﬁhgory hdlds; _After matching the subjects for security
"%ating a bomparison'was done on-the basis of the following groups of
variables: |

1) demograophilc and personal, including such as race,
Language of birth, education, and employment history
and family background .
2) éerLnoL ottLthg, Lnctuding current offence, sentencé
of Lncarcteration, crimlnal history and previous _
iLncarcerations : . -
~3) psychlatric varlables, iLncluding history, diagnosis,
polnt of intervention .
4 . ’ i .
4) psycho-social vartables, Lncluding psychological
assessments ond soclal factors for adjugtment’
5) institutlonal behaviour, Lncluding transfers, suicldal
and self-mutilaotory behaviour, property destructign = .-
“and hostage-tokings, as well as asgeults on other inmates
and staff. i ¢
8) the PC groub was also grodped according to the stated
reason for being Ln protection. ‘ -

The stﬁdy shows that éignificant differences between the two groups
exist in all.groupings that were studied,AQith a dramati¢ cOnééﬁtration-
within. the psychiatric and psycho-social jériables in particular.

within the grouping of personal and demégraphiq variébleé the data.
shows é—significant difference only as far as the family history is concerned.

It is shown here that PC immates tends to come'fram-more psychopathological

" family envirorments than do thé‘teugssimizizges. The unstable family category
. 1s defined as both parentsrpresent but <@d by either chronic unemployment

of the primary provider, mental illness or alcoholism of a parent. .In this

category no other family member has been in trouble with the law (Figure 1).

IR [
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An examlnatlon of the crlmlnal history of each group reveals one maJor
ki

'p01nt of dlfferentlatlon between protectLve custody and regular anates -

“"that belng th%,type of offence committed that resulted in the current incarcer-

ation. While the ma jority of control group members‘cannitted crimes of violence,
close to half of the protective custody irmates have committed a sexual offence.
(Figure 2). This finding was found consistent with the ratio of sex offenders
to-non—sex‘offenders fcynd in preﬁioos studiesn

The psychiatric vhriables-reveal several statistically significant

' differences between protective custody inmates and regular inmates. When

~determining the point'of iniital psychiatrie intervention for both graups of:
offenders; the PC group not only tended to receive such intervention earlier
in life but in greater mmbers at all aurveyed stages. (Figure 3). It can
be inferred that gpatever oisability it is that provokes nsychiatric atten-
tron, it.is more llkely to be chronlc rather than traumatlc Virtuafly all
of the PC immates have recelved psychlatrlc attention at some time in their
life. -

The type of psychiatric treatment also indicates that the PC inmate is -
more prone to suffer serious psychiatric disabrlity, as is evident in the more
intensive treatment given these men. (Fignre 4) The protéctiﬁeécustody
tnmate has close to a fifty percent chance of having received in-patient

treatment both prior to and during incarceration, compared to less than.

fifteen percent of regularlinnates Wﬂth almost nlnety percent of the P. C 's

[

receiving psychlatrlc lnterventlon on an out—patlent basis the demands on the

Apa

>
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lnstltutlonal psychlatrlst are apparently welghty.

The categorles of psychlatrlc dlagn051s further substantlates the
51gn1f1cant d&fferences between the PC and control groups. ,For those - |
dlagnoses made prlor to lncarceratlon ‘the PC's outnumber the regular inmates
- in all categorles however on an 1nd1v1dual basxs thlS is only srgnlflcant
for those dlagnosed as personallty dlsorder lnadequate, immature or dependent
type. (Figure 5). When ccmparing the same categories of pSychlatrlc diagnosis’
made durihg incarceration a dramatic increese is evident. The PC inmate now is
seen as having close to a flfty percent chance of belng defined as either
personallty disorder: lnadequate or personallty dlsorder antisocial. (Flgure 6)
As well forty—three percent have a dlagnosed affective disorder and thlrty—
nine percent diagnosed as having an alcochol or drug dependency problem It
cannot be determined if these conditions were in existence ‘but escaped detec-
'.tion pricr to incarceraticn or if the onerou£‘pressures of incarceratidn have -
provoked these syncrcmeSQ Further empirical research would be_necessary to
. determine this.

The next grouping of variables - the psycho-social assessments —
corroborate the results found in the psychiatric vdriables. The nunber of
inadequate and dependent type personalities are found predominately in the
PC group. As well the PC group suffered significantly more social or emotional
deprivation. Again, we see a higher percentage of drug and alcohol dependency
in tne PC group.‘ (Figure 7)

The variables depicting dimensions of institutional behaviour continue

the trend of establishing unique differences between PC and regular inmates.
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Self-destructive behaviour is'défiﬁed as suicidal threats or attempts, tattoos
and such self-mutilation as slashihg.ohéself or swallowing foreign objects.
'Although both groups enter the pénitentiary with a similar ihﬁidenge of
suicidal threats and atteﬁpts, the PC inmates make twice as many thredts and
attempts at'suicide dufing’incarceéation. (Figuré 8). The control group have
been more prone to tattoo tﬁeméelves prior to entering incarceration but the
PC grouﬁ has signif}cantly more members Gho have both tattooed and slashed
themselves in the past. Within ﬁhe institution the PC group are élmost twice
as likely to self—mu;ilate.by means of slashing themselves or swallowing
‘foreign objects such as spoons, pens, or nails. 1

Contréry to the findings of the'stuay group on protective custody in
the Prairies, thE_Ontario PC immate has been fréquently assaulted during hié
incarceration. Threats and actual assaﬁlts plague him at ‘the detention
centre, RRC, reguiar population and eveén within.the PC ranges. It is notabie
that the control group also éﬁow an inciéence of threats and assaults while
in regular population. Conceivably these individuals have found sufficient
resources - personal or otherwise - to accommodate such incidénts and still
remain in open population. (Figure 9).

The use of segregation as a disciplinary measuré has been established
as a barometer of the climate of fear and Qiolenge‘within the prison setting.
This study shows the existence of no difference between the use of dissociation
for disciplinary reasons for either group. The use of administrative segre—

gation in the best interests of the institution is also not significantly
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different. “However administfatiye segregation for the protection of the

inmate has been implemented for‘thirty¥sik percent of the PCAgroup-compared

to only eleven percent of the control. ‘Dissociation by request of the inmate

has been initiated almost twice as much when 'within regular population by the

‘now PC group and forty percent by inmates already segregated withih the pro—'

- tective ranges. (Figure 10). Clearly,‘as'was-predicted at the trial of Henry

Robert Williams, a form of ostracism is developing even within the ranks of

protective custody. The process of rejection continues - even as we get to

the ocutermost of the concentric rings of conformity that were hypothesized

in the earlier chapters.

What these summarized findings reveal is that PC inmates are:

1. more Likely to have
2. Less Likely to have

3. more Likely to come
faally environment

4. Less Likely to come
environment

.5. more Likely to hove
earlier iLn Life

. ' 6. more Likely to haove
attention

committed sex offences
committed violent offences

from a psychopathological
from a crimlnogenic family
recelved psychiatric attention

recelved Ln-patient psychlaotric

7. more LiLkely to recelve out-potient treatment

during Lncarceration

8. more Likely to be diagnosed as a personality
disorder: Lnadequate, dependent type

9. more Likely to be dlognosed as hoving an affective

disorder

~ .t
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a1,
12,
13.
14,
15,

16.

17.

-

R
more Likély to be diagnosed os having a drug
or alcohol depenoencg problem

more ‘Likely to be ussessed os LRodequaote and
tmmature

more Likely to be assessed as having social or
emotional deprivation

more LLkeLg to exhibit self- destructuve behaviour
during anarcerotLon

more LLkeLg to be threotened or assaulted durlng
anorcerutLon

more Likely to:be odanLstrotLveLg segregated For
their own protectlon

-more Likely to request dissocilation

Less Likely to be administratively seqregated in
the best Lnterests of the LnstLLutLon.

These flndlngs suggest that protectlve custody lnmates are different

1.

6.

Studies

from regular lnmates.

tn famlly background
Ln the'tgpe of crime they commit
Ln the presence of psychlatric behaviour

Ln the type of psychtotricolly defined personality
structure

Ln proclivity to self-destructive behaviour

in type of response to negative pressure.

exist which show a linkage between these characteristics.

Abrahamsen (19%60) found the sex offender to be:

vaeu

a type of offender who in all probability iLs the

most emotlonally and mentally disturbed of allL criminals
because his problem reaches tp the roots of his most
baslc and primitive impulses.
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+-Abrahamsen found his entire group of one hundred ‘and twqﬁsex offenders
to have been emotionally and physically. insecure dﬁring childhood. He states:

They were emotionally filxated 05 a pregenital Leval and
frequently reacted impulsively. : '

'Thgse EonclusiénS'are duplicated in this study on protéctivé custody ~
immates. Even though oﬁly one half 6f the population are sexual qfferdérs,
the high incidence of.emotiohél and méntal disturbances indicated by the
rate of psychiatric interventiop and diagnosis shows the PC population in its
entirity parallels thelbasic pérsonality‘studied by Abrahamsen. The pathology
of family background for ?C inmates again reflects tﬁe type of.depriﬁation |
described for Abrahamsen's group of sexual offenders. |

‘Cormier and Simons (1968), studying the problem of the dangerpds sexual

offerder, fbund a similar lack of "normaley' in their subjects. A global

_ poverty of affect was noted:

L These men gave the impression thot they are unable to
derive satisfaction from normal personal encounters; thué;
in thelr sexval Life, they cannot sustaln a normal court-
ship relotionship.

A similar poverty of object relations was found characteristic, as well as a
"... polymorph, perverse, psychosexual make—up.”

" It has been supgested that the PC irmate lacks the ability to manipulate
and derive satisfaction from his enviromment. Accepting this statement, it

is again found that the PC group of inmates reflects the psychopathology

.describéd by the earlier studies of sex offenders.

A Queen's Bench Foundation (1978) study on rapists shows that sex
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roffenders themselves report the primary ‘role their personallty ard lack -

of social skills play in determlnlng their crime. Consensus among ‘the study
group was high for such statements as: - '

Poor social relatilonships with wemen (50.7%, n=37)

Poor interpersonal relatlons . (49, 3%,”n=36)
Lock of communication outlet .{38.4%, n=28)
‘Lack of self-confidence - (38.4%, n=28)4

Ross and.McKay (1979) found in their research on self—hutilation that-

- the bebaviour was often associated with poor self-image, lnadequacy and an

inability to control the environment. 5

With a 51gn1f1cantly hlgh incidence of both sexual offenders and self-
destructlve behav1our established for the PC irmates, the role of poor self-
image and lack of social skills becames evident as the common denominator

for the behaviour isolated in the above named-studies and displeyed by the

PC inmates as a group. The 51gn1f1cance of the ”personallty dlsorder. lnadequate

"and de endent e' emerges as a common theme, found in con ctlon with other
P Jun

behavlours. The inadequate personality has fewer personal resources for the
purpose of accomplishment, fewer social skills, poor ability to maximize
interpersonal skills, poor self~image, an imability to be introspective or

empathetic and poor commnication skills. The question of relevance here is:

Does the psychiotric disorder promote the partilcular type
of crime and then the porticular type of crime make the
ocffender a PC Lnmote

ar .

Does the psychiatric dLSOPdEP moke the offender unable to

. .function and consequently o PC Lnmote, Ln qddttton\tgmﬂgitng
- them commit that particular crime?



. =97
Literature sugggsts that correcﬁionﬁi authorities believe the first, fhat.
 being a fiow from psych;atfic disbrdér to‘crime tozPC immate status being
the chart of events. PC irmates are not.thought of in need of spécial |
programs, only in need of special surveillance and speciél protections.
Sﬁpﬁortiﬁé of this theoreticél‘formuiation are the existing étudiés
on prison conﬁﬁnities. Althougﬁ‘a heterogeneous society, the prison culture
is still more homogeneous than that of thé greéter éociety and, as such;
demands mbre‘confprmity. An examination of the inmate code and thé
allegiance demarded to it reveals the PC irmate could not possibly exist by
its standards. If not precluded by his offence he would Be ostracized for
his ability to ''do his own time' and to exist by the tenets expounded. The
immate code, as detailed by Sykes (1977). and Weeder (19785 Would'render.the
PC inmate's’chances in open pﬁpglation prohiBitiﬁe; Certain principles,
exalted from Sykes6 and wéeder7, a&e'identified:

1. Don't rat on a con. This rule Lé Lnviolate
ond brings stringent and violent soactions.

2. Don't "cop out"., Confesslon Ls an obvious sign
of weakness and agreement to the standords of
the greater soclety. .

3. Don't toke decntagé of other cons. Don't steal )
from other cons or exploit them.
A

4, Share what you have when others Lack and be
prepared to help.

5. Don't trust staff - or be friendly with them.
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It is‘seen, in tnese studiee 'thatithe PC inmete enters thecprison systen,
but . is then excluded by v1rtue of his crime or an unacceptable, offence against
the standards of the immate code. This formulation looks upon protective

custody as the result of the reaction of regular inmates to the crimes that

.the PC irmate havg*tunnitted eitheggas‘defined_by,society's law or by the

*

inmate's code. ;.
Cloward (}977) describes the irmate social'system as a means for the _
offender to festore some of the status that has been taken from him in the*

series ‘of "status degradation ceremonies" he encounters as he pasqes through.

,,‘j

the criminal justice system: :
.«.prisoners are Led to seek from wlthin their own numbers
what the outside world so fully withholds: prestige ...
these disenchanted LndLVLdUGLS are forced tnto bitterty
competitive relatlonships through which the essentlal
superiority of one or anmother criminal status over other
criminal statuses Ls asserted.B8

b}

The PC inmate has twice lost essential status - in the outside society

ard in the prison society. Even within the PC unit the protective custodyl
immate continues the same-bebaviour that assured his exnuision within regular
prison population. Informiné to prison authorities continues, as does
homosexual intimidation or thefts fron another inmate;s cells. The significant
incidents of threats and assaults with PC inmetes, amd requests for,dissocia-
tion indicates that even there the desire to restore status is achieved by

the typical prison mechanisms of exploiting criminality and -establishing

precedence with peers. The same dynamics that prevent the PC immate from

functioning in regular population prevent him from functioning any smoother
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ih‘the PC population. _Rembval pf the PC inmate.from'the milieu'ﬁhaﬁ prdhibitsf'
this typical behaviour doés not ﬁreclude his continued maladjustment.—

This study has established that there is a ,preponderance éf sex offenders
in the PC population and a‘§imiiar'pfep6ndérahce of violent.offenderé in
regulaﬁ bopﬁlation. .Howevef} it was also found that some sexual offeﬁders
habitate in the regular pqpulation-and Ehat_viélént offenders are found in
~PC'§opulatidn§. It is, therefore, indicated tha£ it is not the crime or
_ 6ffensive act per se that determines wh%ch populétion the inmate will be
fduﬁd in. . Since protectioﬁ is generally granted bn request and virtually
always witﬂ the consent of the irmate, the possibility exists that the PC
inméte is the one who reaiizes his incapacity to operate in the prison -
environment without rousing the wrath of other inmates.

Supporting this hypothesis are:

1. the requests for dissoclatlon for PC inmates who ar
vunaoble to get along among themselves. '

2. the threots ond assaults on PC inmates uhile they are
in PC.

Returﬁing to the question of whether it is the crime or the psychiatric
disorder‘that determines the PC inmate, it is indicated by the conbinuing‘
malad justment in all settings that iﬁ is the psychiatric disability instrinsic
ﬁb the PC inmate that determines ;he inability to function in a regular prison
population. The lack of ability to exploit their envirorment renders the PC
immate at odds with the greater society, the prison society and the prdtective

custody society.



et
ThisAstudy has shewn the PC inmate to be~different fromtregular irmates
on several dimenSions and suggests that the difference is more than the fact of
the type of crime they have cannitted that they do bave a basic personality
problem. 'However before such a statement is made in definitive terms more
research is neceésery. |
The implications of this finding are:

a) the conditions of PC anotes is psgchtotrtcoLLg
distingulshable but not certifilable.

b) the condition of PC inmates s that they are- unable

to function Ln the priscn environment mtihout belng
o danger to themselves,.

c) the condition of PC iLnmates Le that they ?E\unnbLe to
function Ln soclety without belng a danger to Lnnocent
peaple - thelr victims are usually defenceless pecple.

Should there be a permenent sheltered envirorment for protective custody
immates? In Ontario, the facilities of Kingston Penitentiary are_nowldevoted
to PC inmates. The correctional -authorities have determined that such an
enviromment is needed. However their decision is dictated more by the demands
of increasing numbers and sensitivity to the civil right to protection than by
the unique needs and demands-of a particular grouping of irmates.

The high number of sexual offenders demands that specialized programs should
exist for these men. However the existing possibility for this is only through
the Regional Psychiatric Centre (Ontario), which can only serve limited rumbers

drawn from Ontario and the Maritimes. The PC immate is not high on the

eligibility list due to his established inability to get along with his peers.
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Specializéd programs aféA#lso needed'fﬁr the pedéphiles and;retarded'offenderé,
both 6f_which,have the‘éreatest need fo: treatment prior to-re-entry EQ thé |
street. The oppofﬁuni;y fof sex education and to learn the necessary skills
for relatiﬁg to amd communiéating Qith women is nééeséary. with:thirty—seven
percent of the PC_inmates“serving five years or less, they are-sooﬁ released |
again into society — rio more pfepared for iﬁtegration than prior to sentencing.

There ‘also exists the need for PC irmates to be introducted to life skills
and social skills programs. It is impefétivé that they leafn not only how to .
communicate and relate to other% but how to understand thei; own needs and
drives. The need to learn appropriate‘ihterﬁerson;l skills is requisite fo;
these men to be able to function in any setting. Such programs are in existence,
but again available only on a limited baéis and nét suitable fdr those who are
extremely lacking in skills. They tend to be festricted to those who have
already demonstrated an aBility to effect some social skills. -

The incidencquf menfal disorders and conmittaléiof PC inmates, (42%),
underlines the need for a high ratio of péychiatric and social work staff.
There preséntly exists noné that are exclusively available to PC irmates.
Instead the staff at the Reéional Psychiétric Centre seé‘thoée men the
- institutional physician recommends. There are no social workers available.

Two psychologists meet thé needs of 170 men. Elassification staff are 
generally too involved in traditional duties to be available.forrthe supportive

counselling these men need.



L e g

g -102— _
' The rate of assaults and threats and retreats to dissociation w1th1n the N

EC, unit stresses the need for more security personnel Presently the RRC is

understaffed 1eav1ng a large percentage of staff. worklng double shifts. a

. 51mllar 51tuat10n ex15ted in Millhaven before the wave of incidents that

helped initiate the McGuigan report. Security staff also need to be more
sen51t1ve to the type of men they deal w1th. Security have tended- to adopt

the regular inmate's dlsapproval of PC inmates - calllng them "diddlers" and .

Mrats'. Ihey are aware of the excessive demands PC inmates make upon them,

but tend to blame the immates for what is intrinsically the psychiatric

and psychologicai weakness of the population. PC inmates may be ''whining

cowards' but this is not a matter of choice. . They have no alternative but to

make evident the pathology of their personality.

This unique grouping of men may be a result of the dramatic change in
Ontario's Mental Health Act, which resulted in a large emptying of-ﬁental
institutions of thdse who were not active%? and extremel§ mentally ill. The
rumber of PC inmates may be a reflection of-societalrconditions where teople
are no lonéer being adequately prepared for self sufficiency and abiding byh
social and legal laws. Contounding the problem is the lack of alterﬁatives‘inl
sentencing availabie to‘judgesf Many‘heh ‘exist that are no longer suitable
to be institutionalized under mental healthllaw, vat candgt_function in
either th greater or prison society,"or receive adequate'éare and treatment

with the federal institutions. It is significant that 46% of the PC's had

been referred for pretrial or presentencing assessments, showing a judicial
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awareness of a problem that there 'is hb ready'solption:for;'-" E f"ﬁ‘
For whatever the;fEasons; tﬁere now collectively exists a-group of ‘men
with a hlgh 1nc1dence of mental lllness - yet-with little psychlatrlc help
available; with a blatant lack of social and 1nterpersonal skills - and, few

approprlate models or mentors to learn from, w1th a tendency to assault and be

assaulted - yet’ surrounded by an unsympathetlc securlty staff. Most urgently,

there exists a unlque group of men who do not have the ability" to function in
any of society's ch01ces for sequesterlng unde31rables - yet the authorltles _
do not yet recognlze their individual needs and problems. The phy51cal

‘ faciiities are now;aﬁailable for these men, but response to their needs is not
_ yet available. The Correctional service is now stressing the responsibility

of offerders for their own actions and rehabilitation. Howevér the PC irmate

is lacking the personal resources to take the step of reformation of character

on his own initiative. The recognition of the discrete personality of the
population now housed in protective custody is necessary and essential for
providing some sort of programs that will enhance the adequacy of the PC

immate and so decrease the potential for his return to the prison system. -~

h
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TABLE 1: - Ag"é Distribution of P.C. and Control Samples.

Age ‘ . - BC . Control
16 - 26 < I S
21 - 25 N 30 | o
26 -3 . % .23
31 - 35 R o _ 18
36 - 40 4 - 1o . 11
41 — 45 T3 _ , 5
46 - 50 SR ' BT
over 50 N T | 6
TOTAL 100 | | 100
 Mean Age =~ 29.9 years 30.9 years
Standard Deviation 7.64 9.46 years
7.6 df = 7 p 05,
\
<.
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TABLE 2: - .Educational Achievement

PC * Control

Public School C :
Incomplete 11 10
Public School
Completed 17 23
High Schoal -
"|Incompleted 42 41
High School S
Completed 6 10
Collége .
Incompleted 1 . 1
College : s
Complete T2 0
University . _
Incomplete 0 2
University .
Completed 2 2
Not known' 19 11
TOTAL 100 100

2 :
X =5.6Q df = 7 py.05
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TABLE '3: - Religion .
PC ' 'Contfol_
Roman Catholic 35 3
Protestant” 3G 3 ¢
None ﬁeclafed 14 16
" lother | | 10 10
o 4 -
—
TOTAL 98 99
2 o
x" = 0.14 df =3 ‘P 7 -05
"
¥ ]
™~
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~ TABLE 4: - Race-
PC . Control
Caucasian 95 %0
Nepro 2 &
’ North American -
Indian 3. 6
TOTAL 100 100
2 .
x° = 1.80 df = 2 p 5 .05
7
L R
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TABLE 5: - Langudge Qf Birth
PC Control .
[English 68 73
French 19 14
Other 13 13
TOTAL
100 100
2
x = 0.93 df = p o .05
[
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. TABLE 6: — Marital History
PC Co_\ntrol

) t .
Married more o T
than once ‘ 5 3

" ‘\ ' .
Married 8 17
Bepafaﬁed - "5 g
Divorced 12 14
Common-1aw 12 14
Never Married 58 41
[Widowed 3 2
.TOTAL - lOF_) 68

2
X~ = 8.57 df = 6 pay .05




. TABLE 7: - Employment H;'Lstdry

© 12—

. PC Control
'
Sporadic 11, AA
Casual 33 4
Marual 25 w22
Skilled 2 3
Pro_feséional 2 6 .-
'IbTAL ' 73 - 85
x2 = 2‘.53 df = py .05

£



TABLE 8: - Family History

Control

7

PC
Stable 16 21
Unistable 27 7

Troubled 17 . 23
Broken 7 21
Disrupted 7 8
Foster Home 8 10
Adopted 8 7
Institution ¢ 8 - 0
TOTAL 58 97

X2 = 28.65 af = 7 p< .05
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. TABLE 9: - Type of Offence for which the Offepders were'Incarcefated ¥

Df fence Pb-y Control kz |
Group ‘Group
Sexual 48 b 48.05 0l
Violent 36 67 16.28 .0l
Prdpertyl , f16 25 2.49 .05
| Assaultive ¢ 4 4.08 W05

x2 was computed with each row considered as a

x2 distribution with one degree of freedom.




TABLE 10: - Senterice Categbry.

fears Sentence . - "Categofy '
2-5 37 32
6-5 21 22
10-13 g - 5
14-17 9 7
18-21 0 6
22-25 20 25
26— 1 2
‘| Indefinite’ : 4.‘ 1
TOTAL 100 - 100 -
x* =.10.02 af = 7 D3 .05
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2 | i .
X was computed with each row considered as a .

% distribution with, one degree of Freedom.

e

TABLE 11: Offences in the Criminal Histo;.'y .
.7 . of the Inmate . ' c
Type of offence PC .| Control . X2 p
| Sexual 2% .| 1 7.4 < 0.5
Violent 1 30 13.04 < .05
Property 81 8 0.47 > .05
| Assaultive 27 36 1.67 - .03
TOTAL 93 92




~

-117-

TABLE 12:"Numberqu Previous Chafges

No. N N - R B Control

. - E

ll - 15 . ; .-a.": »i , 12 . " E L ll}
21 - 25 | o | ,

31 - 35 - IS |

36 + over | R 2

O

TOTAL . - | 93 - % g

.
~J

x- = 3.48 df P - ‘05
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.. TABLE 13:!lLocation where previous
' sentences served.
PC Control 7x2
Training '
School * 38 39 0.03 .05
Provincial . : .
Institution 74 80 1.50 .05 .
Federal X : ‘
Institution - 31 41 2.57 05
TOTAL 63 G2

X% was computed with each row considered as a

X2 distribution with one degree of freedom.
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TABLE 14: Points of‘Psychiatric Interventioﬁ .

PC ) Controll - - x2 o p
Predel'inqﬁenéy S Y l 5. | 2.51 . P~ 05 .
| Aftér finding of | ‘ ) . ) ~ '
delinquency 18 8 ' 4.42 .« W05
Befére Adult | R S
charges ) 20 10 ' 3.-92 = 0.5
AFter Adult - - . ' S o
- charges 36 . 18 _ 8.22 . & 05
Pretrial 29 6 18,32 < 01
Pre.sentencing‘ ' .17 Y7 o 4,73 < .95
RR.C.- | .37 28 1.85 > 0.05
Institution ' a3 . 56 - 2&.@4 < 0.01
Ever - o Y 67 | 19.18 | «0.l |

1-:2 was’s c?mngu;& with each row considered
as a x2 distribution with one degree of

 freedom.
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TABLE . 13: T&pe of Psychiatric Treatment -

PC | control

Inpatient treatment
prior to
incarceration.

Inpatient.treatment"
during
incarceration

Qutpatient treatment
prior to
incarceration

Qutpatient treatment

"during
incarceration

37 | 15

&2 | 13

138 | 23

187 ' 60

12.58

21.09

5.31

18.72

< .01

« 0.01

< 0.05 -

< (.01

-

_x2 was computed with each

row considered as a X

distribution with one degree  --

of freedom.
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TABLE .16:. Court Referral for Psychiatric'

Attention during Incarceration

' PC ‘ Control.
No - 81 84
Yes 16 16 -
© TOTAL 100 100
. . : F )
P o3 aE=1 ¢ py .05




At o L

S 122-

" TABLE 17: ,PsyChiatfic-Diagnosis '

_ Prior to Incarceration.

'BC Control x? p -

Psychosis 10 b 0.36 0.5
Personality

Disorder: _ )
. Explosive 18 ) .29 » 0.5
Personality

Disorder: .

Dependent:, :

inadequate 15 4 3.68 p=.05
Affective , _

Disorder 17 10 0.00 . » 0.5
Retardation 7 3 0.08 » 0.5
Organic Brain

Damage/ .

Epilepsy 5 3 0.0 2 0.5
Sexual - ‘ _ T

Disorder . 10 2 2.06 » 05 .
Drﬁg'or' :

Alcohol 16 7 0.63 > .05
Other 12 4 0.02 » .05

2 . . ' - -.
X~ was computed with each row considered

as a x2 distribution with one degree of

freedom.
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* Psychiatric Diagnosis N ’. }
'-_nadé During Incarceration.
. - ' 2
BC _ Control x
Psychosis 14 5. 1.31 205
Persoﬁality_”
Disorder: ' : .
Explosive " 45 31 0.0 05
Personality
Disorder:
Inadequate, -
Dependent 41 - 16 6.38 .01
: Affective . _ ‘ |
Disorder: 43 27 0.17 .05
Retardation 1 7 0.0 .05
Organic Brain T , o
Damage/ . ' .
Epilepsy 13 6 - 0.42 .05
Sexual Disorder | 31 6 L 12.50 .01
Drug or
Alcohol
Problem 39 18 2.8 .05
.| Other 19 17 G4 .05

x% was computed with each

row considered as a X

2

distribution with one

degreé of freedom.
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3 ~ TABLE ig:.fPsychosociél Asseséments.
E l PC Controi . x2 | ‘. p -
: |Mental Illness | 6 - 3 |61 | 5.5
Antisocial , ' : i
personality 38 26 | 0.78 2 .05
Hostile 1 - . o
i personality 35 24 0.65 : 7 05
‘ Retardation o 7 0.13 > 0.5
- " |Drug or ' '
' Alcohol B . '
Problem 35 ‘ &2 0.47 . 2 .05
4 ' kmmmm& - S : ‘
- Personality 46 .22 .78 o< W01
Socio-Emotional | I ) 3 . )
Deprivation - 24 8 6.87 o0l

x2 was computed with each row
considered as a x2 distribution
with one degree of freedom.

-




TABLE 20:

. IQ Category

Control.

" |Below 70

71 - 85

101~ 115

115 + over

. TOTAL

86 - 100

.29 .

10

32

X = 9.7 Qf = &

p <L0.05
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TABLE 21: NumBer oﬁlInstitutiopal Transférs

PC - Control -

-3 s
6 - | 10 K 10
7= o 2 s
10-12 o | B
1521 | . R

22 + over - 1

:'O. o o

TOTAL e 54

]
(2]

o x” = 5.48 - af p> 05



TABLE 22: Number
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of Regional Transfers

i PC | Control
1-3 16 23
46 -1 2
TOTAL 11 25
¥ -o0l - df =1 P A0.0S
. . . — . .




TABLE 23: Point of Entry to PC
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PC In Other Institution
Regular Population

R.R.C. level

37
55
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" TABLE 24: Self Destructive Behaviour Among Inmates.

PC | control | .len p
Suicidal‘ g o _ - _
" History 6 L1l 1.03 2 .05
_Suicide. X - s . .
Threats 24 10 | 6.95 . < .0l
Suicide . . .
Attempts 7 6 - 5.94 2.0l
Tattoos =~ | . 30 47 . 6.10 < 0.01
| Tattoos
Slashing ‘ : :
In Past ‘ 34 : 15, 9.76 < .01
‘Slashing,
© Swallowing
foreign ‘ Jo , o ‘
objects etc. | 27 14 ‘ 5.18. < -05°

xz was computed with each row considered .
as a xz'distribution with one degree of

freedom.



TABLE 25: Aggressive Behaviour In the Institution.

+

pc ¢ ‘Control X

Smashing up 16 - 1 0.05 v .05
e : i T . .
Threat to smash . _ -

up : 15 11 - 2.05 > .05
.Set‘fire to

cell 8 5 0.74 - .05
Threat to set .

fire to cell: - 9 b4 0.74 v .05
Takefhostages 5 11 2,45 5 .05
Threat to o

take hostages 6 13 2.85 w05 .

| Assault staff - 10 20 3.92 < 0.05

Threat to Cot - .

assaul™staff 15 25 3.12 » .05
Assault . :
~ inmate 18 8 3.58 ¥ .05
THreat to

assault . A

immate 24 © 17 1.11 o .05

x2 was computed with each row

cohsidered as a x2 distribution

with one degree of freedom.




“TABLE 26: Aggressién'and Assaulﬁ of_Inmaté57

~13i- S

P

PC

Contfol”

Assaulted at’
detention
centre

Threatened with
assaultsat

detention centre -

Assaulted
at RRC

Threatened with
assault at RRC

Assaulted in
institution
(Regular
population)

ThHreatened with
assault in
institution
.(Regular

population)-

| Assaulted while
in protective
.custody

Threatened with
assault while
"in protective
custody -

16

27

" 11

17

34

18

28

10

22

n/a

n/a

%.89

17.84

- 41.10

b

e .01

X was computed with each row

corisidered as a x2 distribution

with one degree of freedom.
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* TABLE 27: .‘Reason for Dissociation ard Seg;egation.:

- ——
.

- {eC - Coﬁtrol' _ x2 P
Disciplinary 59 58 L 0.02 » .05
Administrative - in
best interest of . ' ' .
institution 11 14 . 0.4l - .05
Achninistration for . l '
protection of -
irmate - 36 - 11 17.38 . < .01
| By request of. . .
inmate - 29 16 38.45 < .01
| From PC at fequéét: ‘ _
of irmate 40 n/a

% vas computed with each row

_ -~ considered as a x% distribution

_ with one degree of freedom.




 TABLE 28:°

: 5

S 133

- Grievances by Irnmate

: P

Géntrol

no

yes

“TOTAL

71

86
14

100 -

100
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TABLE 29:. Why In Protective Custody
- C | o
‘Nature of‘Offenéé: o 59
Nature'oﬁ-Previdus ﬁffence 5

f Crowh witness' . ? 8

{ _ Police Infbrmér I 5

t .. .|'Prison Informer 7
Difficulties in regular
- _ : population of

| institution ' _ 30
Other 27

Not known - | .6

\‘).
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