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» Three prisoners demanded the release of radical cleric Abu Qatada while threateni

» The prosecutor said it had taken place at a time when relationships between staff at the

HMP Full Sutton inmates 'held
guard hostage’: 'Muslims are fighting

a prison guard they had taken hostage, a court has heard.

The incident took place four days after soldier Lee Rigby's murder. The prisoners deny fal
imprisonment, making threats to kill, and causing grievous bodily harm.

maximum security jail and some Muslim inmates had become “"strained” in the wake of the ki
of Fusilier Rigby. Two days before the incident K and two other inmates had walked out of Fri
prayers after the imam offered condolences to the Rigby family. K told a prison guard
are fighting back™ and "And that's why people are getting killed”. He said the fight would
continue until Sharia law was established in every country.



N=19 | N=22 | N=19 | N=19 | N=23 N=23 =9 =2 =7 N=143
Health Se Total
Al B c D E F G e g
Entry into custody 2.90 2.64 3.19 2.60 2.73 2.65 2.87 2.80 2.67 2.77
Respect/courtesy 2.87 3.01 3.35 2.94 2.58 3.05 3.35 3.13 3.07 2.99
Staff-prisoner relationships 2.75 2.92 3.22 2.63 2.38 2.76 3.03 2.79 2.69 2.78
Humanity 2.82 2.70 3.15 2.59 244 2.75 2.93 2.94 2.60 2.74
Decency 2.79 2.73 3.16 2.65 2.46 2.70 2.76 2.20 2.73 2.73
Care for the vulnerable 2.95 3.02 3.32 3.21 2.88 2.87 3.18 3.10 2.93 3.03
Help and assistance 2.91 3.02 3.41 3.12 2.61 2.80 3.22 3.33 2.97 2.99
Staff professionalism 2.88 2.87 3.19 2.84 2.65 2.95 3.24 2.89 2.86 2.91
Bureaucratic legitimacy 212 215 2.54 2.36 2.01 2.28 2.16 2.79 2.22 2.24
Fairness 2.55 2.63 2.89 2.55 2.35 2.57 2.65 242 247 2.58
| Qrganisation and consistency | 2.72 2.82 3.31 2.85 2.67 2.72 2.74 2.67 2.62 2.82
Policing and security 3.52 3.47 3.62 3.54 3.57 3.75 3.31 3.67 3.65 3.56
Prisoner safety 3.05 3.18 3.76 3.18 3.25 3.21 3.18 3.32 2.85 3.24
Prisoner adaptation 342 2.63 4.26 3.77 3.51 3.35 3.26 3.83 3.39 3.61
Drugs and exploitation 3.10 2.98 3.39 3.09 3.26 3.35 2.62 3.50 2.65 3.14
Conditions 3.55 3.84 4.20 3.71 3.69 3.79 3.94 4.00 3.42 3.79
Family contact 2.70 2.94 3.22 3.09 2.81 2.65 2.96 2.17 2.11 2.85
Personal development 2.63 2.72 3.13 2.89 244 2.68 2.89 2.83 2.35 2.73
Personal autonomy 2.86 2.67 3.28 2.68 2.74 2.72 2.90 2.88 2.79 2.82
Wellbeing 2.60 2.55 3.13 2.51 2.39 2.74 2.44 2.75 2.38 2.63
Distress 3.68 3.33 3.66 3.62 3.70 3.54 3.41 3.33 3.02 3.54
Quality of life score 4.53 5.40 6.69 4.78 4.14 5.05 5.13 3.00 6.00 5.05

(1-10) mean




Prisoner, Full Sutton

"The attack that happened ... that is
hothead guys yeah, there’s no doubt
about that, but sometimes they just need
a trigger, and the trigger was actually,
the prison institution pulled the trigger’.




The lights go off: A ‘heartbreaking” study

https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/f
ile /217381 / staff-prisoner-relations-whitemoor. pdf
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https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/217381/staff-prisoner-relations-whitemoor.pdf

The Prison Officer
and ‘Whitemoor 1’ (1998-9)

B=
AN EXPLANATION OF STAFF

PRISONER RELATIONSHIPS
AT HMP WHITEMOOR




Two basic prison forms:
[-Thou (prisoners as experiencing subject
[-It (prisoners as experienced objects):

» Whitemoor 1 (1998): I-Thou » Frankland (2015): I-Tho
Staff-prisoner rels ‘60-65%’ (‘good’) Staff-prisoner rels 3.19*
Humanity ? Humanity 3.06***

Well-being ? Well-being 2.75***

» Whitemoor 2 (2010): I-It » Full Sutton (2015): I-It
Staff-prisoner rels 2.60 Staff-prisoner rels 2.71
Humanity 2.55 Humanity 2.61

Well-being 2.39 Well-being 2.45




Political charge and intelligent trust:

item and mean dimension scores

Political charge: anger and indignation; reactivity
FrankL

My time in prison has made me angry
3.10*

The prison authorities are guiltier than | am for wrongdoing
2.94

| feel more like fighting back than giving in, in this prison
3.13*

| dislike this prison’s treatment of people like me
2.73*

| feel shame for what | have done to get here
2.63*

The level of suspicion in this prison is too high
2.51*

Full S
2.77
2.77
2.81
2.47
2.54

2.21

| have become more tolerant of (other) faith groups in this prison 3.33

3.35

The problems we are facing in this prison need action now
2.05

Dimension mean score

1.99

2 61




High Solidarity € Social Structure 2> Diffuse

e (1) (V)
Harmonl?us ‘The Good ‘Rehabilitativ
society Life’ e Culture’

Distant < Staff-Prisoner Relationships 2




Full Sutton
“you feel like a statistic’
(governing-at-a-distance)

Frankland
‘you feel like a pers

New penology (target, risk-driven)
Heavy/distant

Security as an end /"pursuit’ (Zedner 2009)
Rigid (rule of rules)

I-It ("experienced objects’: as dangerous)
Certainty / perfectionism

Limited engagement (mixed)?

Cynical (angry/ payback’?)

Low trust

Chaplaincy in conflict

Like Sparks et al’s Albany:

‘Control, safety and supervision’
Unlike Albany:
Developed networks and power struggles

Old penology (care, welfare)
Lighter/present

Security as a means to personal dev
Flexible, individualised (inefficient)
I-Thou (‘experiencing subjects’)
Room for doubt (but professional conf
High engagement (longer narratives)
Tragic

Some trust (‘staff safety not an issue here
Integrated chaplaincy

Like Long Lartin: (in Sparks et al 199
‘Choice, responsibility and self-respe
Unlike Long Lartin:

Co-operation/inter-faith mixing/

):




Two basic prison forms:
[-Thou (prisoners as experiencing subject
[-It (prisoners as experienced objects):

» Whitemoor 1 (1998): I-Thou » Frankland (2015): I-Tho
Staff-prisoner rels ‘60-65%’ (‘good’) Staff-prisoner rels 3.19*
Humanity ? Humanity 3.06***

Well-being ? Well-being 2.75***

» Whitemoor 2 (2010): I-It » Full Sutton (2015): I-It
Staff-prisoner rels 2.60 Staff-prisoner rels 2.71
Humanity 2.55 Humanity 2.61

Well-being 2.39 Well-being 2.45




Aristotle’s Prison:
A Search for Humanity and Justice

(Liebling in progress)
Low moral quality High mora
Suicide Survival
Anger Personal gro

Violence



A chance to change and grow in priso

Full Sutton  Frankla
My time here seems like a chance to change. 2.86 (34%) 3.21 (47 %
I feel able to grow and develop as a human being in here. 2.63 (30%) 2.98 (

I am finding ways of becoming a better person in this prison  3.09 (43%) 3.38 (5

p<05, ** p<01, *** p<005



New Dimension: A Chance to Change a

. Humanit
Staff-prisoner : ’
An environment

relatlonshlps characterised by kind
Trusting, fair and regard and concern for the

supportive interactions person
between staff and
prisoners

Help and
assistance

Support and
encouragement for
problems, including
drugs, healthcare +

progression

Personal autonomy

Prisoners’ feelings of
agency & self-
determination

A chance to
change and grow

Feeling able to
‘become a better

person’




Within every thin self, there is a thick
self, yearning for elaboration, largeness,

freedom (Walzer 1994: 100).




Rates of Violence in a Minimally Safe

Moral Quality Threshold Prison
Mean Incidence Rates Per 1,000 Prisoners Per Year
Serious
Prisoner
on Serious Self-
Safe| Prisoner | Assaults on | Self-Harm | Inflicted
Threshold Assaults Staff Incidents Deaths Homicides
Harmony Dimensions
Entry into Custody 3.15 8.59 1.17 13.63 0.28 0.00
Respect/courtesy 3.65 5.98 0.00 8.33 0.38 0.00
Staff-prisoner relationships 3.55 5.13 0.00 9.85 0.30 0.00
Humanity 3.35 5.01 0.25 10.15 0.25 0.00
Decency 3.45 3.37 0.00 6.22 0.12 0.00
Care for the vulnerable 3.55 11.31 0.00 18.84 0.59 0.00
Help and assistance 3.65 14.42 0.00 14.42 0.00 0.00
Professionalism Dimensions
Staff professionalism 3.15 13.62 2.20 20.96 0.61 0.01
Bureaucratic legitimacy 3.05 3.74 0.00 6.17 0.21 0.00
Fairness 3.30 3.23 0.00 3.27 0.35 0.00
Organisation and consistency 3.20 449 0.00 9.23 0.34 0.00
Security Dimensions
Palicing and security 3.45 547 0.14 11.09 0.37 0.00
Prisoner safety 3.75 443 0.26 10.8 0.1 0.00
Prisoner adaptation 3.85 3.74 0.11 7.82 0.10 0.00
Drugs and exploitation 3.55 3.35 0.00 8.63 0.32 0.00
Conditions and Family Contact Dimensions
Conditions 3.75 12.10 2.66 21.52 0.32 0.03
Family contact 3.05 20.81 542 27.09 0.78 0.04
Wellbeing and Development Dimensions
Personal development 3.40 3.71 0.00 6.81 0.34 0.00
Personal autonomy 3.60 3.56 0.00 5.47 0.00 0.00
Wellbeing 3.30 3.53 0.00 4.92 0.15 0.00
Distress 3.75 6.39 0.97 8.44 0.17 0.00




Rates of Violence in a Low Moral Quali

Threshold Prison

Mean Incidence Rates Per 1,000 Prisoners Per Year

Serious
Prisoner
on Serious Self-
Lower Prisoner | Assaults on | Self-Harm Inflicted
Threshold Assaults Staff Incidents Deaths Homicides
Harmony Dimensions
Entry into Custody 2.55 30.00 11.56 38.72 1.94 0.05
Respect/courtesy 2.65 51.78 36.77 18.15 0.94 0.09
Staff-prisoner relationships 3.05 27.36 10.57 30.51 1.12 0.05
Humanity 2.80 33.11 10.76 43.12 1.72 0.08
Decency 240 35.59 17.53 36.60 1.60 0.08
Care for the vulnerable 2.85 33.11 10.76 43.12 1.72 0.08
Help and assistance 2.75 34.99 15.38 39.52 1.54 0.16
Professionalism Dimensions
Staff professionalism 2.95 28.61 11.64 33.87 1.06 0.08
Bureaucratic legitimacy 2.25 20.69 11.61 20.11 1.01 0.00
Fairness 2.65 27.99 11.25 31.69 1.14 0.06
Organisation and consistency 255 31.95 11.54 34.78 1.23 0.07
Security Dimensions
Policing and security 3.00 36.90 12.43 40.04 1.30 0.07
Prisoner safety 3.15 36.95 14.28 40.19 1.30 0.08
Prisoner adaptation 3.25 33.83 10.63 38.42 1.71 0.09
Drugs and exploitation 2.85 29.17 8.89 34.49 1.15 0.06
Conditions and Family Contact Dimensions
Conditions 3.05 37.36 17.85 37.91 1.74 0.08
Family contact 2.75 38.44 23.59 32.26 0.88 0.05
Wellbeing and Development Dimensions
Personal development 2.75 28.72 11.88 34.12 1.35 0.08
Personal autonomy 3.00 25.81 94 30.66 1.18 0.05
Wellbeing 2.30 31.97 12.35 33.13 1.91 0.08
Distress 3.00 32.56 9.86 4517 1.45 0.09]
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Abstract

Performance thresholds and minimum standards in prison have preoccupied policy makers and
practiioners alike for some time. These standards are based on widely accepted statements of
principle, but benchmarks are rarely set or explored empirically. Mor has there been any attempt
to describe or define higherend thresholds; the pointat which outcomes become positive, or sta-
ted principles are achieved. In this study, we provide an empirical demonstration of how quality of
life thresholds may be determined using data from 518 Measuring the Quality of Prison Life
(MQPL) surveys conducted in prisons in England and YWales (2009-2020) and examine their rela-
tionship to five violence outcomes: serious priscner on prisoner assaults, serious assaults on staff,
self-harm incidents requiring hospital treatment, self-inflicted deaths, and homicides. The results
suggested that thresholds exist for most of the MQPL dimensions. A set of lower ‘unsafe’ and
higher ‘minimally safe’ thresholds were produced. We found that the scores of prisons below
the lower threshold had a very strong relationship with each of our five serious forms of vielence
in prison. Similarly, prisons that did not manage to cross the ‘minimally safe’ threshold also had
strong relationships with incidents of violence in their prison but were at slightly lower risk of
those incidents occurring. Striking differences in mean incidents rates were found when comparing
prisons below the lower threshold to prisons above the ‘minimally safe’ threshold. Our findings
suggest that to operate a safe enough (and therefore legitimate) prison, a combination of harmory,
security and professionalism dimensions above a certain threshold should be achieved.
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reflects-on-how-the-quality-of-prison-life-can-be-seen-and-how-it-changes-
over-time/

Liebling (2020) https://www .justicefocus.org/podcast No. 21: Prof. Alison
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