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Towards the
Millennium

PCL was conceived as a linmted
life project and the Gonmttee has
resolved that it shoul d soon cease
toexist. That does not nean that all our
aspirations have been achi eved and t hat
chal lenges do not remain. Far fromit.
Qrer the past five years we think that,
in partnership with the Prison Service
and a variety of community based
groups, we have achieved a great deal .
Neverthel ess it remains the fact that, as
everybody working in the field nust
acutely be anware, the prison system
curently lies on the cusp of change. W&
think crisis too strong a word to
descri be the present
situation, but nany observers find it
appropriate. Gan the prison system
nai ntai n the positive nonentum devel -
oped during the period when LPCL opti -
mstically started life? @, followng a
period during which the
systemhas undoubted y fal tered and
confi dence has been undernined by a
series of unwanted events, are the gai ns
achi eved
during the early "90s to be allowed to
slip anay?

It may be worth rehearsing or
recapi tul ating sone of the pressures and
opportuni ties whi ch have affected, and
continue to affect LPAU's work, and
which w Il shape the future work which
needs to be done.

The Growth in the

Prison Population

By far the nost inportant change in the
penal climate w thin which LPQL has
wor ked has been the unprecedent ed
surge in the prison popul ation. This
surge has af fected everything we seek to
do. In 1990, Chris Train, then Drector
Gneral of the Prison Service, told the

Vol f Inquiry that one consequence of
popul ation growth — prison overcrowd-
ing —distorted the life and work of the
Prison Service: it put ‘pressure on
staff’ andin

consequence ‘soured industrial rela-
tions' and it ‘skewed nanagerial effort...
away from

positive devel opnents’. V& agree,
though fromLPCL' s standpoi nt, we
vwould put the natter alittle differently.
Wien popul ation growt h exceeds the
capacity of the systemto containit, it
puts pressure on prisoners, it sours
prisoner-famly as well as prisoner-
staff relations and it skews prisoners’
commtnent to engage in programmes
that nmight address those aspects of their
lives critical tothe

likelihood of future offending. That is,
the experience of inprisonnent is |ike-
ly to be nmade nore danagi ng, thereby
undermini ng, as Lord Vol f enphasi sed,
the whol e purpose of the crimnal jus-
tice system whichis - or should be - to
reduce cri ne.

In 1992 the prison popul ation di pped
at one point to 40,600 and it was wdely

il (N1 —
i, [EH] —
£ FRISON POPJLATION POLICY
WEEET) INTERVENTICONS 1990 - I97(1) G
i
9200 — [
=, R
IR pakae 1.Seasonally
300 i iR T adjusted series
=2 0 —-
5 B3 06 TR ] T 2.CIA=
it Criminal

48,0 - i

Justice Act
da Lo ST =T R
4,300 - 3.Criminal
e Justice and
ot S Public Order

Act

page 19



LPCL Report 1998

page 20

hoped that the inplenentati on of the
Gimnal Justice Act 1991 woul d see a
sust ai ned

reduction in the courts’ resort to cus-
tody. For the first tine since the early
1950s the Prison Service had space

w thin which to nanoeuvre. There was
opportunity for prison staff to nake
those i nprovenents that nost of them
had 1 ong wi shed to nake. In 1993,
briefly, there were nore prison pl aces
than prisoners. Wolf’'s concept of the
communi ty prison, and the objective of
general |y

accommodat i ng prisoners in the estab-
lishnents physical ly nmost proxi mate to
their

community ties, becane feasible. By
1994, however, system overcrowdi ng
had returned (crowding of sone institu-
tions never having been elinnated) and
today overcrowding i s back wth a
vengeance. |n late autumm 1997, as we
wite, the popul ation hovers close to
64,000 - that is, virtually the upper
limt of the Home Gfice’s long-term
projections - and the expectation is
that, unless checked by najor initia-
tives about which Hone Gfice mnis-
ters are nowbeginning to talk, there
wll be well over 70,000 prisoners by
the tine we reach the new nil | enni um
The prison systemis currently approx-
inately ten percent

overcrowded and there is a very real
prospect that it wll be nore over -
cronded at the end of the century. This
neans that we are back to where we
were at the end of the 1980s when rel a-
tionshi ps were seriously soured in the
nanner that Chris Train so graphically
descri bed.

There is little need to | abour the
consequences of this build-up from
LPQ' s standpoi nt. The Prison Service
nust
necessarily tactically nanage its estate
and
distribute prisoners accordingly. This
neans that an increasing proportion of
prisoners are being held far from hone,

that transports are having to be
arranged wth little or no

vwarning and that all those arrangenents
that depend on locality and continuity -
famly

visiting, the delivery of programes
desi gned to address of fendi ng behavi our,
educat i onal and vocational courses, and
S0 on - are being seriously disrupted.
Thi s causes anger and despair and prej -
udi ces the establishment of trusting

rel ati onshi ps.

Cuts in Real Spending

on Prisons

The Prisons Budget has grown rapidly in
recent years, not surprising given the
expansi on of the prison estate and the
gronwth in the population it is required
to

accomnmodate. In real terns, however,
the Service is facing financial cuts nore
severe than ever previously inposed.

In 1996 the Service was required to
accept acut inits annual funding of

13.5 percent over the next three years.
In order to cope wth these cuts the
Service has set itself the target of a 1.3
per cent reduction in the average cost
per prison place in 1997-8. This has
resulted, in the opinion of the Chief
Inspector of Rrisons, in a ‘shortage of
necessary funds [whi ch] has given rise
to avery serious situation'. Prisoner
services, of the sort that LPQ_ has
sought to encourage - particul arly those
del i vered by community-based groups -
are being cut back. Mreover, facilities,
like the Msitors’ Gentres that LR has
hel ped to devel op, are heavily reliant -
interns of both capital and sone
recurrent costs - on outside bodi es.
Services, which arguably are integral to
the effective operation of the system
are treated as

peripheral because of budgetary con-
straints.

The Increased Emphasis

on Security

The huge prisons budget of £1.6bn
(required for a prison popul ation which
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now represents the hi ghest incarcera-
tion rate in Wstern Europe) has
becone the voraci ous craw whi ch serves
to starve of resources comunity crine
reduction programmes and of f ender -
centred treatnent programes. The
Qine and Dsorder Bll, for exanple,
WIIl require local authorities to devel op
and publ i sh Cormunity Safety M ans
but, in a consultative docunent pub-
lished in Septenber 1997, |ocal coun-
cillors vere told categorically that
there wll be no additional resources
fromcentral governnent for this

i npor t ant

initiative. In nany parts of the country
there are vaiting lists for offenders
seeki ng drug treatnent programes and
for whomthe courts night consider
condi ti onal

communi ty-based al ternatives to sen-
tences of inprisonnent: |ocal health
trusts cannot afford to pay for additiona
counsel | ors.

There has been a paral |l el devel opnent
wthin the prison system Qur reliance
on inprisonment has grown and the
‘depth’ of inprisonnent - the security
quotient applied to prisoners - has
i ncreased. Pri soner
activities are bei ng run down because of
general pressure on resources includi ng
an intensification of expensive security
pr ovi si ons.

Fol low ng the prison riots in 1990
Lord Vol f argued fanously that the
Prison Service should strike a bal ance
bet ween security,
control and justice: that these three el e-
nents in prison regi nes were conpl e-
nentary and that each shoul d be given
their ‘due weight’. In his judgenent
both security and control had in several
respects been gi ven undue enphasi s and
consi derations of justice too
little

In the wake of the Wiitenoor and
Par khur st escapes in 1994/5 the
Learnont Report argued ot herw se. For
Learnont security is the ‘prinary pur-

pose’ and justice is nowhere nentioned
inhisreport. Mreover, far frombeing
conpl enent ary, giving these different
elenents their due weight for Learnont
represented confusion. He

recommended a raft of initiatives nearly
all of which raised security considera-
tions to unprecedented | evel s and t hough
he a so

proposed the enhancenent of prisoner
programmes, he appeared to see them
not as valuable in their own right, but
rather as incentives with ‘control’
potentia . Nbst, though not al, of what
Lear nont

recormended has been adopted despite
the fact that the Frison Service had

al ready achi eved a greatly i nproved

security record. Mtal as far as LR is Feltham
concer ned, hone | eaves have been cut Visitors
and opportunities for prisoners to centre

denonstrate the responsi bility which
nost wll shortly be required to show on
rel ease have been drastical |y reduced.

It neans that a higher proportion of
prisoners (and their

visitors) are now subject to nore sur-
vei |  ance and nore intensive restric-
tions than ever before. Wthin LPQL we
have grown

accustoned during the last five years to
security procedures integral to prison
visiting arrangenents which woul d have
been

consi dered quite excessive as recently as
five years ago (see page 6).

I npl enent i ng Lear nont has sucked
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the Prison Service coffers dry.
Intensified security has cost much nore
than the suppl enentary budget which
the Governnent provided for the pur -
pose. The current enphasis on

security has left fewresources over for
the crine reduction programes, which
are arguably of greater |ong-term
inportance for the safety of citizens.

Devolved Management

of Resources

The Prison Service, in comon wth
other public sector services, has in
recent years adopted a flatter nanage-
nent structure and devol ved to prison
governors and | ocal

nanagenent teans a good nany person-
nel, organisational and spendi ng deci -
sions whi ch used to be nonopol i sed by
headquarters. The nmanagenent of sone
institutions has al so been contracted out
to commerci al

conpani es, each of which has agreed to
run their prisons according to the terns
d

contracts individual ly negotiated. This
has neant that during a period charac-
terised by consi derabl e reversal s of
operational direction and tight bud-
getary restraint, senior

outstation staff have had to nake diffi -
cult choices. An exercise that mght

ot herw se have been liberating for |ocal
governors,

| eading to an upsurge in progranme

i nnovati on, has nore often invol ved a
stressful batteni ng down of hatches and
an exercise in delivering bad news to all
and sundry.

Inthis adverse clinate the different
pol i ci es bei ng pursued in different
institutions which inevitably acconpa-
ni es devol ved deci si on naki ng has
i nevitably been experienced by prison-
ers and their famlies not as stinul ating
variety but as inconsistency and unfair -
ness. And because prisoners have
i ncreasi ngly been pitched frompillar to
post in order that the estate be used
optinal ly, many prisoners have been

affected. Qperational differences that
mght seempetty to external observers
are not so for prisoners far from hone
and liable to be noved wth littl e warn-
ing: they are of the utnost inportance.
The work of LPCL has been directly
affected. Wthin London, for exanpl e,
different prisons have adopted quite dif -
ferent protocol s regarding the forns of
identification that prisoners visitors
are required to have wth themto gain
entry. It isnot yet clear that the right
bal ance has been struck between central
direction and | ocal autonony.

Prisons within a more Fractured
Criminal Justice System

The Prison Service has becone an
agency and, as we have already noted, a
growng part of its traditional remt -
prisoner escorts, the

nmanagenent of institutions, and the
provi sion of services within institu-
tions - is being

contracted out to cormercia and ot her
providers. This fragnentation is char -
acteristic of the criminal justice system
generally. In recent years the QS

whi ch arguabl y al ways | acked syst enic,
by whi ch we nean integrated and

pl anned, qualities, has becone nore
fragnented. It isironic that the intro-
duction of inter-agency consultative
nechani sns - such as the Qi mnal
Justice Qnsultative Gouncil and its
attendant area for a

recommended by Lord Vol f - has coin-
cided wth grow ng divisi ons which have
been partly the result of the different
agencies - the Prison Service, the P
the courts, and so on -

reor gani si ng thensel ves not accor di ng
toanintegrated plan but in accordance
wth their separate agency inperatives.

This fragnentati on the new
Governnent appears ready to address
and possibly reverse. But it results in
probl ens with which LPCL has had to
cope aong wth all other
organi sations seeking to bring together
community groups, voluntary or ot her -
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W se, whose services night contribute
to prisoner
pr ogr anmes.
ly
difficut toidentify persons and bodi es
whose responsibility it is to encourage
partnershi p arrangenents. And where
part nershi ps are established they are
too often epheneral and parochi al .

There i s an absence of system

pl anni ng.

Prisoner Contracts and
Incentives

In 1994-5, as part of its Business Han
the Prison Service introduced an

I ncentives and Earned Privil eges
Schene (1EPS). The schene differed in
several inportant respects fromthe
idea of prisoner ‘contracts’ proposed by
Lord Vdol f. It was linked to neither

enf or ceabl e m ni mum st andar ds nor
judicially reviewabl e prisoner ‘legiti-
nate expectations’. The schene owed
nore to Learnont’ s view that earned
privileges work as an incentive to

achi eve greater order wthin prisons.
The enphasis on ‘privileges’ repre-
sented a retreat fromthe idea of prison-
ers’ rights (and Vol f’ s focus on jus-
tice) and reflected a ‘ contral’

per specti ve whi ch the Governnent |ater
argued shoul d be woven into the aboli -
tion of parole and the introduction of
nodest earned early rel ease.

It has becone increasi ng-

LPC. had no objection to incentives
and the idea of enhanced regine privi -
l eges for prisoners earned through good
behavi our. However, before the terns of
the Schene were finally decided it was
concerned to learn that there was a pro-
posal toinclude the
guantity and quality of visits as one of
the prisoner privileges to be earned.
Representations were nade to the
Prisons Board. The argunents were
sinple. Quldit beright to deprive
prisoners’ children of the opportunity
to see their parents because of the bad
behavi our of those parents in prison?
Vés it sensible to use as an institutiona
sanction, the capacity of prisoners to

have frequent good quality contact wth
their famlies when all the research
evi dence suggests that
nai ntai ning positive fanly ties is pos-
sibly the nost inportant single deter-
mnant (capabl e of being influenced by
the prison authorities) of the likelihood
of reoffending on rel ease? Regrettably
our representations went
unheeded and prisoners’ visits (over
and above the statutory mini num of
three one hour visits per week for
unconvi cted prisoners and two thirty
mnute visits per nonth for convicted
prisoners) are one of the core
privileges on which the | BPS now relies.
This outcone is not surprising. GQven
the re-energence of overcrowdi hg and
the
cut backs in prisoner activities, com
bi ned with prisoners’ continued deri so-
ry earnings, there was not a great deal
on whi ch the Prison Service could rely
to place at the heart of any incentives
schene. Mreover it was general ly
recogni sed that nost prisoners set
greater store by their visits than any-
thing el se the prison authorities con-
trol. LPQ's objections stand, however.
W do not consider the basic entitlenent
tovisits, both as regard to
quantity and quality, to be sufficiently
generous to use the visits al |l onance as
an institutional sanction. And we ques-
tion the norality and w sdomof depriv-
ing prisoners’ children of contact wth
their parents as a neans for puni shing
those parents.

Qher core privileges upon which the
| BPS depends i ncl ude the anount of
‘private cash’ (noney sent in fromout -
side) that prisoners nay have access to
each week, the opportunity to wear own
clothes rather than prison
uni formand opportunities to have town
visits (security categorisation and risk
assessnent allowng). Al have cost
inplications for the fanmilies and friends
of prisoners who nay be pressurised
into providing noney each week, cloth-
ing another adult (though no additional
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benefits are payable for this) and
spending cold wnter town visits in
expensi ve cafes to pass the tine.
Moreover, though at the tine of witing
the results of the i ndependent

eval uation of the IBPS are not yet avail -
abl e, we have the inpression fromvar -
ious sources that the benefits of the
existing | BPS do not outwei gh the dis-
benefit: that is, increased order wthin
prisons has not been achi eved, nany
prisoners resent the perceived injustice
of its operation and sone prisoners and
their famlies who ought, if crine
reduction is the objective, to be receiv-
ing nore and better quality contact, are
not gettingit. LPRQL

consi ders that the current operation of

| BPS shoul d be anended to excl ude visits
t hough we conpl etel y accept that pris-
oners and their fanmlies who abuse vis-
iting arrangenents (by snuggling drugs
or other substances, for exanpl e) nust
be restricted to | ess open visits.

Conclusion and Prospects

s a conined result of all of these
devel opnents the opti m smwhi ch
characterised the early '90s has | argely
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evaporated. Thisis not to say that there
has been no progress. n the contrary,
there has. The prison estate has been
greatly inproved. The regines provid-
ed for remand and trial prisoners have
been nuch enhanced. Programmes

whi ch are desi gned to address pri soner
of fendi ng behavi our have been wi del y
introduced. And there is nowa general
recognition that the ability of prisoners
to naintai n positive contact wth their
fanmilies is vital for naxi msing the
likelihood that they will desist fromre-
offending on rel ease. Msiting facilities
have been general | y i nproved.

Much, however renains to be done.
Miny prisons still do not have visitors’
centres. Resettlenent | eave and better
quality visiting arrangenents - all of
vhi ch invol ve prisoners exercising the
responsibilities that they wll have to
take up, or should take up, on rel ease -
need still to be encouraged. Mre
conpliance wth institutional rules is
no test of whether prisoners wil face
uptothe
responsibilities that confront themin
the
community. Mreover there is still
great scope for further programes
whi ch addr ess
of f endi ng behavi our and whi ch i nvol ve
prisoners dealing wth those community
groups and agenci es w t h whi ch they
wll have to deal onrelease. And, find -
ly, thereis need to nake areality of the
communi ty prison concept.

Sone of those who have been invol ved
with LPAL wish to be further invol ved
in neeting these challenges - not just in
London, but throughout Engl and and
Vles. It isfor this reason that we hope
that PAL - Prisons Community Links, a
national rather than a London-based
organisation - wll arise fromthe deci -
sion to close this stage of what nay
prove, in retrospect, to have been a
mul ti-staged project. Ve hope that
over the next year or two the optinism
of the early 1990s wll return, that the
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