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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

 

 

On the eighth of October 2003, Mark Walter Day was found dead in the exercise yard of the 

Maximum Security Unit at the Sir David Longlands Correctional Centre.  This unit housed 18 of 

Queenslands most violent prisoners and had implemented the strictest security measures in Queensland’s 

prisons including the provision of over 130 cameras that record every movement in the unit (The Courier 

Mail, 9/10/2003).  A fourteen-minute tape emerged that graphically depicted the murder and showed 

another prisoner beating Day with a sock containing several bars of soap and then kicking and punching 

him before standing on his throat for about six minutes (The Courier Mail, 24/10/2003, 

28/02/2004).  A report indicated that the officer who was responsible for monitoring the security 

cameras was engaged in other activities when the murder took place including focusing on another section 

of the unit, talking on the telephone, and reading a magazine and notebook.  The report also indicated 

that two officers made false entries in a search register log (The Courier Mail, 24/10/2003, 

26/11/2003, 28/02/2004).  After being shown the images that had been caught on tape, the 

Supreme Court in Brisbane sentenced the murderer to an indefinite sentence (The Courier Mail, 

2/10/2004).   

 

The above scenario highlights the violent nature of prison life and raises several serious 

questions.  How could someone be bludgeoned to death in a unit that had every square 

inch covered by closed circuit television (CCTV) surveillance?  How could someone be 

distracted from performing their task of monitoring the cameras for fourteen-minutes?  

Surely CCTV was installed to prevent or detect misbehaviour and instances such as this 

should not occur in modern prisons.  Given that minimal research has explored CCTV in 

prison environments and answers to these questions remain a matter of conjecture, the 

main aim of the research presented in this thesis is to use the approach provided by 

situational crime prevention (SCP) to explore the usefulness of CCTV surveillance in 

prison.   
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Four overarching research questions will be used to explore how useful CCTV is in the 

prison environment.  These research questions are:  

1. What is the nature of CCTV surveillance in prison?,  

2. What purposes are associated with CCTV surveillance in prison?, 

3. How effective is CCTV surveillance at achieving its intended purposes?, and  

4. What drawbacks are associated with CCTV in prison environments?.   

 

These four overarching research questions will be investigated through three studies.  

Rather than being addressed singularly or sequentially, they are addressed throughout the 

three studies.  Because little is known about CCTV surveillance in prison, a top-down 

and narrowing approach will be used where possible.  This approach involves exploring 

the overarching research questions from managers’, officers’, and prisoners’ viewpoints.  

The research will begin by exploring the overarching research questions broadly and will 

become more focused as the research is informed by findings.   

 

The first study will examine the nature of CCTV surveillance and infer the purposes that 

the Queensland Department of Corrective Services (QDCS) attaches to CCTV 

surveillance.  Additionally, the first study will explore how managers view the purposes, 

effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance.  These aspects of CCTV surveillance 

will be explored using content analyses of legislation and procedure provided by the 

QDCS, information about the CCTV systems provided by the QDCS, physical audits of 

prisons, and interviews that were conducted with prison managers and managers from 

head office.  The second study will explore how officers and prisoners view the purposes, 

effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance and will be based on analysis of 

officer and prisoner responses to surveys.  The third study will investigate how effective 

CCTV surveillance is at preventing prisoner misbehaviour and will be based on analysis 

of archival operational data relating to instances of prisoner misbehaviour that occurred 

in prison.   

 

1.1.  Rationale 

Prisoner misbehaviour involves any behaviour carried out by a person confined in prison 

that contravenes the laws of the relevant jurisdiction, rules established by the prison 

regime, or that negatively impacts on prison order.  The main types of prisoner 

misbehaviour will be conceptualised in this thesis as including misbehaviour resulting in 
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physical victimisation (prisoner-on-prisoner assault, prisoner-on-officer assault, sexual 

aggression, and murder), psychological victimisation (threats and verbal abuse), economic 

victimisation (theft, robbery, and extortion), and forms of misbehaviour that do not 

result in the victimisation of other identifiable individuals (vandalism, riots, escape, self-

harm/suicide, and the possession or use of contraband such as drugs).  While officers 

and visitors may also carry out misbehaviour, this thesis focuses on prisoner 

misbehaviour because prisoners are primarily responsible for misbehaviour carried out in 

prison environments.   

 

Prisons are violent places and this may affect prisoners in several ways.  As will be 

shown, most forms of misbehaviour are more prevalent in prison than comparable 

offending behaviour in community settings.  Instances of misbehaviour have 

considerable consequences for prisoners and may result in increased feelings of hostility, 

helplessness and depression, low self-image, and increasingly antisocial attitudes (Bowker, 

1980, 1982; Kappeler, Blumberg, & Potter, 1996; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998).  

Additionally, misbehaviour can result in physical injury, the transmission of infections 

diseases such as hepatitis B or HIV, or as was the case in the above scenario death 

(Bowker, 1980; King, 1992; MacDonald, 1999; McCorkle, 1992). 

 

Prisoner misbehaviour also has numerous effects on correctional staff, correctional 

organisations, and the wider community.   Staff are responsible for providing prisoners 

with a safe and secure environment that is conducive to reformation.  Prisoner 

misbehaviour poses significant problems for the successful control and treatment of 

prisoners and makes the environment more difficult to manage (Bowker, 1980; Cohen, 

Cole, & Bailey, 1976; Cooley, 1993; Cullen, Latessa, Burton, & Lombardo, 1993; 

Eichenthal & Jacobs, 1991; Harris, 1993; Irwin, 1980; Porporino, 1986; Shewan, Gennell, 

& Davies, 1994; Wright, 1994).  Consequently, prisoner misbehaviour increases the risks 

for correctional officers and makes the environment more stressful to work in 

(Eichenthal & Blatchford, 1997; Porporino, 1986).  Prisoner misbehaviour also affects 

the correctional organisation.  Well-publicised incidents erode the public’s confidence in 

the correctional organisation’s ability to fulfil its role.  Additionally, considerable financial 

costs are incurred by the organisation to deal with the consequences of prisoner 

misbehaviour and by the large number of troublesome prisoners whose early release is 

delayed (Porporino, 1986).  Finally, despite a lack of concern within the wider 
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community for the welfare of prisoners, prisoner misbehaviour may have a negative 

impact on public safety.  It is plausible that those who adopt a particular way of life in 

prison will continue to do so after they are released to society (Bowker, 1980, 1982; 

Christie, 1986; Edgar, O’Donnell, & Martin, 2003; Eichenthal & Blatchford, 1997; 

Fattah, 1991; Kappeler, Blumberg, & Potter, 1996; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998; Porporino, 

Doherty, & Sawatsky, 1987; Sparks, 1982).     

 

The prevalence and consequences of prisoner misbehaviour highlight the need to 

understand and prevent its occurrence.  While a range of approaches have been adopted 

to explain prisoner misbehaviour, this thesis limited its attention to environmental 

approaches.  Environmental explanations of prisoner misbehaviour have traditionally 

been based on the deprivation model and the approach provided by environmental 

psychologists.  Deprivation orientated theorists propose that prisoner misbehaviour can 

only be reduced by changing the prisoner subculture. The prisoner subculture is viewed 

as legitimising prisoner misbehaviour and as being formed in response to the 

deprivations prisoners faced in prison (Cloward, 1960; Goffman, 1961; Harper & 

Steffensmeier, 1996; Sykes, 1958).  The deprivation model provided the platform for 

environmental psychologists to search for the causes of prisoner misbehaviour in the 

prison environment.  Environmental psychologists propose that the environment may 

have a subtle yet more direct effect on behaviour.  They propose that aspects of the 

macro-environment (such as crowding, prison size, turn-over, temperature, security 

rating, and population) can be changed to reduce prisoner misbehaviour (Baum, Singer, 

& Baum, 1981; Bell, Baum, Fisher, & Greene, 1990; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Seudfeld, 

1980).  Some of these aspects are viewed as stress-inducing and the importance of 

territoriality, privacy, and normalising the prison environment became prominent 

concepts in the prison literature. 

 

SCP provides a more fine-grained theoretical framework for the prevention of prisoner 

misbehaviour.  Both deprivation theorists and environmental psychologists view prisoner 

misbehaviour as an institution-wide problem.  The prevention of prisoner misbehaviour 

based on these approaches ultimately requires the implementation of institution-wide 

strategies such as normalising the environment.  In contrast, the approach provided by 

SCP focuses on specific problems or highly specific forms of offending behaviour and 

opportunities in specific environments that facilitate misbehaviour at specific times and 
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places.  This problem-orientated approach enables prisoner misbehaviour to be explored 

in a more purposeful manner and the implementation of practical strategies aimed at 

addressing specific problems in specific locations.   

 

The theoretical basis of SCP is the rational choice perspective (RCP).  The most recent 

version of the RCP provided by Cornish and Clarke (2003) views offending behaviour as 

resulting from involvement and event decisions.  A typology of three types of offenders 

based on their readiness to offend is presented to demonstrate different involvement 

decisions.  The three types of offenders are: (i) those ready to offend (the “anti-social 

predator”), (ii) those who are receptive to the notion of offending and encounter 

situations in the course of their everyday activities (the “mundane offender”), and (iii) 

those who will not offend unless provoked into doing so (the “provoked offender”).  It 

is acknowledged that SCP is more applicable to the anti-social predator who is highly 

motivated and actively seeks out situations although the perspective is held to be 

applicable to all types of offenders.  Once a person is ready to offend, the perspective 

sees event decisions as being paramount.  Offenders are viewed as weighing up the 

rewards and risks associated with offending and only undertaking a particular behaviour 

if the rewards are perceived as outweighing the potential risks.   

 

The current version of the RCP was precipitated by Wortley’s (2002) criticism that SCP 

viewed all offending behaviour as purposive and that the approach did not allow for the 

possibility that precipitators in the environment may cause or increase the likelihood of 

behaviour occurring independent of any cost-benefit calculus.  Although some minor 

modifications were made to the perspective, Wortley’s (2002) criticism is still valid and 

was not adequately addressed in the perspective.  Wortley’s (2002) two-stage model of 

situational prison control adopts a more dynamic view of the person-environment 

relationship.  The two-stage model views misbehaviour as resulting from situational 

factors that initiate behaviour and/or the opportunities provided by the physical 

environment for misbehaviour.  The model thus incorporated arguments put forward by 

environmental psychologists and proponents of SCP and allows for a more direct role 

for the environment in increasing the likelihood of misbehaviour or hastening its 

appearance independent of any opportunities for misbehaviour in the environment.   
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Despite the apparent utility of SCP, the approach has rarely been applied to prison or the 

problem of prisoner misbehaviour.  This approach requires exploration of specific 

problems and specific aspects of the physical environment that provide opportunities for 

misbehaviour such as where and when misbehaviour occurs.  Therefore, the main aim of 

this thesis is to apply the approach provided by SCP to explore the usefulness of CCTV 

in prison.  From a SCP perspective, CCTV increases the risks associated with offending 

by enabling place managers to be utilised (Cornish & Clarke, 2003) or is a regulator 

(Wortley, 2002).  In both cases, it is proposed that camera surveillance enables locations 

to be remotely viewed by owners or employees who provide formal surveillance.  While 

many studies explore the usefulness of CCTV in community settings, there is almost a 

complete absence of research investigating CCTV in prison environments.  Despite the 

significant financial investments in CCTV technology in prisons, the justification for its 

existence within the prison environment remains a matter for speculation.   

 

1.2. Overarching Research Questions 

Research conducted in community settings suggests that there are four aspects of CCTV 

surveillance that have not been adequately explored in prison environments but are 

worthy of investigation.  Aspects of CCTV surveillance that have been investigated in 

community settings are the nature of CCTV surveillance, the purposes of CCTV 

surveillance, the effectiveness of CCTV surveillance, and the drawbacks of CCTV 

surveillance.  The research in this thesis will explore these aspects of CCTV surveillance 

in the prison environment because each aspect is viewed as impacting on how useful 

CCTV is in prison.     

 

RQ1:  What is the Nature of CCTV Surveillance in Prison? 

The nature of CCTV surveillance has been investigated in community settings by 

focusing on the CCTV system design and operational options that have been adopted.  

System design options are the type of cameras that are selected and where they are 

placed, the method by which the video signal is transmitted from cameras to monitors, 

and various control room options that are adopted such as the location of the room and 

the type of monitoring screens and recording equipment.  Operational options focus on 

who undertakes monitoring, the type of monitoring strategy that is employed, and the 

extent of policy, procedure, and accountability.  The system design and operational 

options that are adopted in prison will be explored to give insight into the intended 
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purposes of CCTV surveillance.  While studies conducted in community settings have 

tended to take system design and operational options as a given, the research presented 

in this thesis will make systematic comparisons between prisons on the basis of 

information provided by the QDCS, physical audits of prisons, and from analysis of 

interviews that were conducted with managers.   

 

RQ2:  What Purposes are Associated with CCTV Surveillance in Prison? 

The second aspect of CCTV surveillance that has been explored in community settings 

focuses on the purposes of CCTV surveillance.  Purposes that have been attributed to 

CCTV surveillance in community settings include prevention, detection, improving 

safety, providing evidence, and acting as a general site management tool.  Whether these 

purposes are attached to CCTV surveillance has been explored using observation from 

the control room and surveys of the general public.  Because observation from the 

control room was not a possible method due to QDCS concerns about violating prisoner 

privacy, the research presented in this thesis will explore the purposes that managers, 

officers, and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance. 

 

RQ3:  How Effective is CCTV Surveillance at Achieving Its Intended Purposes? 

The third aspect of CCTV surveillance that research in community settings has focused 

on is the effectiveness of CCTV at achieving its intended purposes.  This research has 

sought to determine how effective CCTV surveillance is at preventing, detecting, 

improving safety, providing evidence, and acting as a general site management tool.  

Methods that have been used to assess the effectiveness of CCTV are attitudinal surveys 

of the general public, analysis of archival crime data, and interviews with offenders, 

people involved in the establishment and operation of CCTV systems, or police.  The 

research presented in this thesis will investigate how effective managers, officers, and 

prisoners believe CCTV surveillance is at achieving its intended purposes.  The effect 

that CCTV has on officer and prisoner safety will also be examined.  Additionally, the 

effect of CCTV on the various types of prisoner misbehaviour will be explored using 

archival operational data that records instances of prisoner misbehaviour.  This thesis will 

focus on one type of misbehaviour (prisoner-on-prisoner assaults) to explore Wortley’s 

(2002) contention that situational techniques such as CCTV are more effective at 

preventing misbehaviour that is a product of a decision based on opportunities in the 
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environment than misbehaviour that may be caused by the stresses and strains of the 

physical environment.   

 

RQ4:  What Drawbacks are Associated with CCTV in Prison Environments?  

The final aspect of CCTV surveillance that has been investigated in community settings 

focuses on the drawbacks of CCTV surveillance.  The drawbacks of CCTV are 

displacement, that the effect of CCTV may fade with time, limitations associated with 

monitoring and recording, and that CCTV may result in discrimination and reduce 

privacy.  These drawbacks have been investigated using analysis of archival crime data 

and surveys of the general public.  The research in this thesis will investigate the 

drawbacks that managers, officers, and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance.   

 

1.3. Overview of the Thesis 

The purpose of this thesis is to explore the usefulness of one SCP technique that has 

been widely installed and utilised in many prison environments, namely CCTV 

surveillance.  This thesis is divided into seven chapters.  This, the first chapter, introduces 

the problem, emphasises the importance of the research, and provides an outline of the 

overarching research questions and the approach that has been adopted. 

 

The practical and theoretical concerns underpinning the aims of the research in this 

thesis are presented in chapter two.  The nature and extent of prisoner misbehaviour 

provide the basis for the desire to prevent such behaviour.  After reviewing the more 

traditional explanations of prisoner misbehaviour, it will be argued that SCP is a more 

useful approach because it is problem-orientated and enables misbehaviour to be 

prevented in a more practical and purposeful manner.  The most recent version of RCT 

will be presented and in light of recent criticisms that have been directed at the approach, 

Wortley’s (2002) two-stage model of situational prison control will be examined.  Links 

between the model and the long-held distinction between hostile and instrumental forms 

of aggression will then be explored.   

 

Despite the apparent usefulness of SCP, the approach has rarely been applied to the 

prison environment.  CCTV will be introduced as one SCP technique that has been 

installed and utilised in many prison environments.  After reviewing the few studies that 

have examined the use of CCTV in prison or closed environments, the large amount of 
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research that has investigated CCTV in community settings will be explored.  This 

research has focused on four main aspects of CCTV surveillance.  These are the nature, 

purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance.   

 

An overview of the research and a contextual foundation for the research will be 

presented in chapter three.  The overarching aim of the research will be examined.  This 

involves applying SCP to the prison environment to determine the usefulness of CCTV 

in prison.  The four overarching research questions (and focused research questions) that 

will be used to achieve this aim will be presented and justification for the methods that 

were employed in the three studies used to investigate CCTV in prison will be provided.  

Finally, the nature of the QDCS operations and the prison population in Queensland will 

be described and how four prisons were selected for inclusion in the research will be 

outlined.   

 

The methods and results of the first study will be presented in chapter four.  The study 

focuses on the nature of CCTV surveillance by investigating CCTV system design and 

operational options to determine possible purposes of CCTV surveillance.  Additionally, 

the study explores how managers view the purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of 

CCTV surveillance in prison.  The study is based on content analyses of QDCS 

legislation and procedure, information about the CCTV systems provided by the QDCS, 

physical audits of prisons (n=4), and interviews with QDCS managers (n=6).   

 

Chapter five will present the methods and results of the second study that explores 

officer (n=136) and prisoner (n=193) attitudes towards CCTV surveillance.  The study 

will investigate how the main users of the prison environment (officers and prisoners) 

view the purposes of CCTV in prison, how effective they believe CCTV is at achieving 

each of the purposes that may be associated with CCTV surveillance, and the drawbacks 

that they associate with CCTV surveillance in prison.  Additionally, the issue of safety in 

the prison environment and the impact of CCTV on feelings of safety will be examined 

using the approach provided by SCP. 

 

The methods and results of the third study are presented in chapter six.  This study is 

based on QDCS operational data that records instances of prisoner misbehaviour.  The 

study will apply the approach provided by SCP to determine the spatial and temporal 
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patterns of misbehaviour to investigate whether CCTV prevents misbehaviour.  

Additionally, the study will explore Wortley’s (2002) contention that situational 

techniques such as CCTV will be more effective at preventing misbehaviour that results 

from a cost-benefit calculus than misbehaviour caused by institutional pressures to 

misbehave.   

 

The final chapter will present a discussion of the research findings in the context of the 

main aims of the research.  The strengths and weaknesses of the three studies that 

comprised the current research will be examined and the significance of the research 

findings will be highlighted.  The thesis will conclude by exploring the implications 

arising out of the research for practice, theory, and future research.   
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CHAPTER 2:   PRISONER MISBEHAVIOUR, 
SITUATIONAL CRIME PREVENTION, AND THE 

UTILITY OF CCTV SURVEILLANCE 
 

 

In this chapter, an overview of the nature and extent of prisoner misbehaviour and the 

traditional explanations of prisoner misbehaviour will be presented.  The improved 

theoretical clarity provided by situational crime prevention (SCP) for the prevention of 

prisoner misbehaviour will be highlighted.  SCP focuses on specific problems or specific 

aspects of the environment and provides a broad array of techniques that aim to reduce 

opportunities for offending behaviour in particular locations or at particular times.  The 

most recent version of the theoretical basis of SCP will be presented.  While the rational 

choice perspective (RCP) aligns SCP primarily with the anti-social offender who actively 

seeks out offending situations, all offending behaviour is viewed as being based on a 

cost-benefit calculus and SCP is considered to be applicable to all type of offenders.    

 

Criticisms that have been directed at SCP will be examined.  These include that the 

approach may displace rather than prevent offending behaviour and that the approach 

does not allow for the possibility that some offending behaviour may not be based on a 

cost-benefit calculus and therefore is not subject to prevention through the 

implementation of opportunity reducing techniques.  In light of this latter criticism, 

Wortley’s (2002) two-stage model of situational prison control will be examined.  This 

model views the person-environment relationship as being more dynamic.  It allows for 

the possibility that misbehaviour is caused by the stressors and strains in the prison 

environment and/or the opportunities for misbehaviour in the physical environment.  

Links between Wortley’s (2002) model and the long-held distinction between hostile and 

instrumental forms of aggression will then be explored.   

 

Despite the apparent usefulness of SCP for the prison environment, few studies have 

explored prison or the problem of prisoner misbehaviour using this approach and nor 

have they investigated the effect that SCP techniques have in this environment.  One 

technique that has been widely installed and utilised in prison environments is closed 

circuit television (CCTV) surveillance.  An examination of the literature will indicate that 
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few studies have explored CCTV in prison environments.  However, a review of research 

conducted in community settings suggests that there are four aspects of CCTV 

surveillance that have not been adequately explored in prison environments but are 

worthy of investigation including the nature, purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of 

CCTV surveillance.   

 

2.1. The Nature of Prisoner Misbehaviour 

Prisoners, officers, or visitors may be responsible for misbehaviour that occurs in the 

prison environment.  This thesis limits its attention to prisoner misbehaviour because 

prisoners engage in many different types of misbehaviour and are responsible for more 

instances of misbehaviour than officers or visitors.  Prisoner misbehaviour may be 

broadly conceptualised as any action carried out by a person confined in prison that 

contravenes the laws of the relevant jurisdiction, rules established by the prison regime, 

or that negatively impacts on prison order (Eichenthal & Jacobs, 1991).  This broad all-

encompassing definition of prisoner misbehaviour underlies the need for a typology of 

what constitutes prisoner misbehaviour.   

 

One of the most recent typologies of prisoner misbehaviour was devised by Bowker 

(1980, 1982).  This typology views misbehaviour as resulting in victimisation and includes 

physical victimisation (prisoner-on-prisoner assault, prisoner-on-officer assault, sexual 

aggression, and murder), psychological victimisation (threats and verbal abuse), and 

economic victimisation (theft, robbery, and extortion).  The existing typology does not 

take into account many forms of misbehaviour that occur in the prison environment that 

are not targeted against another individual.  Therefore, an additional category 

encompassing forms of misbehaviour that do not result in the victimisation of other 

identifiable individuals should be added to the typology to incorporate misbehaviour 

such as vandalism, riots, escape, self-harm/suicide, and the possession or use of 

contraband such as drugs.   

 

Many of the types of misbehaviour that occur in prison also occur in wider society.  

Assault involves the application of force without the consent of the other person.  The 

prison literature tends to separate assaults on the basis of whether the victim was a 

prisoner or officer and on the basis of the amount of harm (minor and major) 

(Porporino, 1992; QDCS, 2000).  Sexual aggression has been conceptualised in the 
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prison literature as being along a continuum and comprising attempted sexual assault, 

sexual assault, and rape (Bowker, 1980; Davies, 1982; Heilpern, 1994; Saum, Surratt, 

Inciardi, & Bennett, 1995).  Attempted sexual assault occurs when a prisoner is targeted 

or an attempt is made to solicit sexual acts against a prisoner’s will through the use of 

threats or force.  Sexual assault involves forced sexual contact and rape involves carnal 

knowledge without consent.  Murder entails the unlawful killing of another person. 

 

Various forms of psychological victimisation that occur within prison and have been 

explored include verbal abuse and threats.  These forms of misbehaviour are not typically 

viewed as offence categories within wider society.  Verbal abuse has been construed to 

include insults and verbal harassment or name-calling (Bradshaw, 2002; Maitland & 

Sluder, 1998; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998, 1999).  Threats have typically been viewed as 

involving threats of violence (O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998, 1999).   

 

Economic victimisation includes theft, robbery, and extortion.  Theft involves the taking 

of property belonging to another person and has been conceptualised in the prison 

literature as involving stealing another prisoner’s property in their absence or cell theft 

(Cooley, 1993; Maitland & Sluder, 1998; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998, 1999).  Robbery 

involves threatening violence or the application of violence while attempting to steal 

another person’s property.  Extortion involves the application of threats for personal 

gain and within the prison environment has been viewed as being motivated by property 

and money (Cooley, 1993; Maitland & Sluder, 1998).   

 

The final category of misbehaviour in the typology entails forms of misbehaviour that do 

not result in the victimisation of other identifiable individuals.  Vandalism denotes 

deliberate damage occurring to another person’s property and may be viewed as 

victimless as it typically involves damage to property belonging to correctional 

organisations.  Riots entail the unlawful assembly of prisoners that disturbs the peace and 

are typically associated with violent behaviour whereby part or all of a correctional facility 

comes under the control of prisoners (Dillingham & Montgomery, 1985; Flynn, 1980; 

Mahan, 1985).  Escape directly challenges the ability of correctional agencies to carry out 

sentences imposed by courts and involves prisoners fleeing lawful custody.   Self-harm 

and suicide have been conceptualised in two ways.  Some argue that these two forms of 

behaviour can be distinguished on the basis of the degree of intent that individuals have 
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to die whereas others believe that these two forms of behaviour exist along a continuum 

(McArthur, Camilleri, & Webb, 1999).  Most researchers have limited their examination 

to only include determined suicides and have not explored self-harm (Liebling, 1992; 

Towl & Crighton, 1998).  The possession or use of contraband such as drugs is the final 

form of victimless misbehaviour.  Drugs are the most serious contraband problem in 

correctional facilities and are a particularly valuable form of currency (Grant, 1995; 

Swann & James, 1998).  As such, drugs are believed to be a frequent motivation for other 

forms of prisoner misbehaviour such as threats and verbal abuse, physical and sexual 

assault, extortion, theft, robbery, escape, self-harm/suicide, and murder (Edgar & 

O’Donnell, 1998).   

 

2.2. The Extent of Prisoner Misbehaviour 

Previous research that has explored the extent of prisoner misbehaviour has either 

‘pooled’ the various types of prisoner misbehaviour into a single measure, focused on 

specific types of prisoner misbehaviour, or has only examined prisoner misbehaviour that 

resulted in victimisation. Table 2.1 compares the extent of the various types of 

misbehaviour occurring in prison environments with similar offending behaviour in 

community settings.  Because official rates of offending behaviour underestimate its true 

occurrence, official rates have been supplemented with the extent of victimisation 

reported by research that has been based on victimisation surveys (Cooley, 1993; Davies, 

1982; Gibbs, 1981; King, 1992; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1996).   

 

Both official rates and self-reported victimisation rates have been considered for most 

types of misbehaviour (highlighted in red) while only official (highlighted in blue) or self-

reported (highlighted in green) rates were available for other types of misbehaviour.  

Official rates are based on the number of perpetrators that came to the attention of 

authorities and are expressed as a percentage of the average daily prison population for 

misbehaviour occurring in prison (Biles, McDonald, & Fleming, 1992; Bowker, 1980; 

Flaherty, 1983; Grant, 1995; Herrick, 1989; Home Office, 1984; Inciardi, Lockwood, & 

Quinlan, 1993; Liebling, 1992; McClure, 1987; McCorkle, Miethe, & Drass, 1995; 

Michael, 1992; Ministry of Justice, 1996; Moss, Hosford, & Anderson, 1979; Porporino, 

1992; Porporino, Doherty, & Sawatsky, 1987; QDCS, 2000; Tatarelli, Mancinelli,  Taggi, 
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Table 2.1: Incidence of misbehaviour occurring in prison and community settings – Research 
findings  

Type of Misbehaviour Prison Community 
Physical Victimisation   
   Prisoner-on-prisoner assault 0%-26%1 
   Prisoner-on-officer assault <1%3 {0.20% - 7.8%2 
   Sexual aggression   
        Attempted sexual assault 2% - 28%4 
        Sexual assault  <1% - 14%6 
        Rape <1% - 1%7 

{0.01% - 2.3%5 

   Murder <1%8 <1%9 
   
Psychological Victimisation   
   Verbal abuse 22% - 59%10 NA 
   Threats 8% - 26%11 NA 
   
Economic Victimisation   
   Theft 34% - 49%12 1.71% - 5.0%13 
   Extortion 2% - 3%14 <1%15 
   Robbery 3% - 4%16 .02% - 2.8%17 
   
Other Misbehaviour   
   Vandalism  Infrequent18 13% - 16.1%19 
   Riots Infrequent20 NA 
   Escape 1% - 3%21 NA 
   Self-harm/Suicide 0.04% - 0.47%22 .00% - .0223 
   Drug-use 1% - 76%24 6% - 11%25 

 

                                                 
1 Bradshaw, 2002; Cooley, 1993; Heilpern, 1994; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998, 1999; Porporino, 1992; QDCS, 2000. 
2 Includes all forms of assault.  ABS, 2002; ABS, 2003a; ABS, 2003b; ABS, 2004a; ABS, 2004b; AIC, 2003; CJC, 2001; 

Kershaw, Budd, Kinshott, Mattinson, Mayhew, & Myhill, 2000; OESR, 1998; OESR, 2000; Simmons, 2002; U.S. 
Department of Justice, 2003; Walker, Wilson, Chappell, & Weatherburn, 1990. 

3 Bowker, 1980; McCorkle, Miethe, & Drass, 1995; QDCS, 2000. 
4 Davies, 1968; Lockwood, 1978, 1990; Nacci & Kane, 1983, 1984; Tewksbury, 1989. 
5Includes sexual offences.  ABS, 2002; ABS, 2003a; ABS, 2003b; ABS, 2004a; ABS, 2004b; AIC, 2003; CJC, 2001; 

OESR, 1998; OESR, 2000; U.S. Department of Justice, 2003; Walker, Wilson, Chappell, & Weatherburn, 1990. 
6 Cooley, 1993; Davies, 1968; Heilpern, 1994; Maitland & Sluder, 1998; Nacci & Kane, 1983, 1984; Wooden &  Parker, 

1982. 
7 Moss, Hosford, & Anderson, 1979; Nacci & Kane, 1983, 1984; Saum, Surratt, Inciardi, & Bennett, 1995. 
8 Biles, McDonald, & Fleming, 1992; Porporino, Doherty, & Sawatsky, 1987. 
9 ABS, 2003b; OESR, 2000. 
10 Bradshaw, 2002; Maitland & Sluder, 1998; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998, 1999. 
11 Bradshaw, 2002; Cooley, 1993; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998, 1999. 
12 Cooley, 1993; Maitland & Sluder, 1998; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998, 1999. 
13 ABS, 2003b, Walker, Wilson, Chappell, & Weatherburn, 1990. 
14 Cooley, 1993; Maitland & Sluder, 1998. 
15 ABS, 2003b. 
16 Cooley, 1993; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998, 1999. 
17 ABS, 2002; ABS, 2003a; ABS, 2003b; ABS, 2004a; ABS, 2004b; AIC, 2003; CJC, 2001; Kershaw, Budd, Kinshott, 

Mattinson, Mayhew, & Myhill, 2000; OESR, 1998; OESR, 2000; Simmons, 2002;  U.S. Department of Justice, 2003; 
Walker, Wilson, Chappell, & Weatherburn, 1990;  

18 Cooley, 1993. 
19 Kershaw, Budd, Kinshott, Mattinson, Mayhew, & Myhill, 2000; Simmons, 2002. 
20 Dillingham & Montgomery, 1985; Flynn, 1980; Mahan, 1985; Martin & Zimmerman, 1990. 
21 Herrick, 1989; Michael, 1992; Ministry of Justice, 1996. 
22 Flaherty, 1983; Home Office, 1984; Liebling, 1992; McClure, 1987; Ministry of Justice, 1996; Porporino, 1992; 

Tatarelli, Mancinelli, Taggi, & Polidori, 1999. 
23 Lester, 1997. 
24 Edgar & O’Donnell, 1998; Grant, 1995; Home Affairs, 1999; Inciardi, Lockwood, & Quinlan, 1993; Korte, 

Pykalainen, & Seppala, 1998; Shewan, Gemmell, & Davies, 1994; Thomas & Cage, 1977. 
25 Ramsay, Baker, Goulden, Sharp, & Sondhi, 2001; Ramsay & Spiller, 1997. 
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&  Polidori,  1999)  or  as  a  percentage  of  the  total population for offences occurring 

in community settings (ABS, 2002; Lester, 1997; Walker, Wilson, Chappell, & 

Weatherburn, 1990).  Official rates were only available for some forms of misbehaviour 

including prisoner-on-officer assaults, murder, riots, escape, and suicide in prison settings 

and murder, extortion, and suicide in community settings.  Self-reported victimisation 

rates for the various forms of misbehaviour are expressed as a percentage of the sample 

that participated in the relevant study, whether the sample included prisoners (Cooley, 

1993; Davies, 1968; Heilpern, 1994; Home Affairs, 1999; Korte, Pykalainen, & Seppala, 

1998; Lockwood, 1978, 1980; Maitland & Sluder, 1998; Nacci & Cane, 1983, 1984; 

O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998, 1999; Saum, Surratt, Inciardi, & Bennett, 1995; Tewksbury, 

1989; Thomas & Cage, 1977; Wooden & Parker, 1982) or members of the community 

(ABS, 2003a; ABS, 2003b; ABS, 2004a; ABS 2004b; CJC, 2001; Kershaw, Budd, 

Kinshott, Mattinson, Mayhew, & Myhill, 2000; Ramsay, Baker, Goulden, Sharp, & 

Sondhi, 2001; Ramsay & Spiller, 1997; Simmons, 2002; US Department of Justice, 2003) 

 

While it is apparent that most forms of misbehaviour occur more frequently in the prison 

environment than community settings, some caution must be exercised when making 

comparisons.  Victimisation studies conducted in prison have adopted different methods 

than those conducted in the community.  Typically, studies that have been conducted in 

prison have used small populations by choosing to focus on a few selected prisons and 

have used different time-frames for the recall and reporting of victimisation.  O’Donnell 

and Edgar’s (1998, 1999) study at two adult correctional facilities in the United Kingdom 

examined victimisation that had occurred to the 594 prisoners within the previous one 

month.  Maitland and Sluder’s (1998) study involved a sample of 111 prisoners from a 

correctional facility for young male adults aged 18 to 25 in the United States and 

examined victimisation that had occurred to prisoners during their present term of 

incarceration.  Cooley’s (1993) study of 117 prisoners at five Canadian correctional 

facilities examined victimisation that had occurred to participants within the previous 12 

months.  Bradshaw’s (2002) study involved 220 prisoners aged 18 to 21 confined at 

HMYOI Glen Parva and explored victimisation that had occurred within the previous 

one month.  Heilpern’s (1994) study of 183 randomly selected prisoners aged between 18 

and 25 from nine correctional facilities throughout New South Wales explored the 

frequency (daily, weekly, occasionally, or rarely) that participants were victimised by a 

range of behaviours.  In contrast, victimisation studies conducted in community settings 
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have been based on large randomly selected samples and have used a 12 month recall 

time-frame for the reporting of victimisation (ABS, 2003a; ABS, 2003b; ABS, 2004a; 

ABS 2004b; CJC, 2001; Kershaw, Budd, Kinshott, Mattinson, Mayhew, & Myhill, 2000; 

Ramsay, Baker, Goulden, Sharp, & Sondhi, 2001; Ramsay & Spiller, 1997; Simmons, 

2002; US Department of Justice, 2003) 

 

Caution must also be exercised when comparing the extent of misbehaviour in prison 

with the extent of offending behaviour in community settings because the research 

looking at misbehaviour in prison was examined in more depth than the research on 

offending behaviour in community settings.  Additionally, the research has not been 

expressly matched in terms of location or date.  Finally, the different demographics of 

the populations have not been controlled for.  For instance, prison populations are 

typically male and younger than the general population and this would have the effect of 

inflating misbehaviour rates.  Whether the higher rates of misbehaviour are merely an 

artefact of the characteristics of populations largely remains a matter of contention. 

 

Nevertheless, some forms of prisoner misbehaviour occurred quite frequently in prison, 

including drug-use (21% - 76%), verbal abuse (26% - 59%), theft (34% - 49%), threats 

(20 – 26%), and prisoner-on-prisoner assault (2% - 26%).  Other forms of misbehaviour 

occurred less frequently, such as riots, murder, vandalism, prisoner-on-officer assault 

(<1%), suicide (<1%), escape (1% - 3%), extortion (2% - 3%), robbery (3% - 4%), and 

sexual aggression in the form of attempted sexual assault (2% - 28%), sexual assault (1% 

- 14%), or rape (<1%).  All forms of misbehaviour, with the notable exception of 

vandalism, occurred more frequently in prison than comparable offending behaviour in 

community settings.  This highlights the particularly violent nature of prison life and the 

need to direct attention towards explaining and preventing misbehaviour in prison 

environments.    

 

2.3. Traditional Explanations of Prisoner Misbehaviour  

The explanation of prisoner misbehaviour has traditionally been based on the 

importation and deprivation models.  These models have focused on the prisoner 

subculture.  According to the importation model, the subculture is built around things 

brought into prison such as the individual characteristics, values, and organisation that 

prisoners established in their civil lives (Pollock-Byrne, 1990).  Misbehaviour is viewed as 
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an inevitable consequence of the concentration of so many individuals with anti-social 

attitudes, attributes, and pre-institutional experiences (Carroll, 1974; Harper & 

Steffensmeier, 1996; Irwin, 1970, 1980; Irwin & Cressey, 1964; Jacobs, 1977; MacDonald, 

1999; McCorkle, Miethe, & Drass, 1995; Scacco, 1975).  Therefore, researchers have 

attempted to identify a profile of high risk prisoners by focusing on a range of prisoner 

attributes such as age, race, marital status, offence severity, length of sentence, time spent 

in custody, whether previously incarcerated, and history of criminal behaviour, violence, 

or drug-use.  Because the focus of this thesis is on how the physical environment 

contributes to prisoner misbehaviour, the relationship between these attributes and 

prisoner misbehaviour will not be examined. 

 

In contrast, the deprivation model holds that the subculture developed around things 

present in prison in order to meet prisoner needs as determined by the pains prisoners 

face (Asher, 1995; Cohen & Taylor, 1972; Goffman, 1961; Pollock-Byrne, 1990).  The 

pains faced by prisoners were viewed as resulting from five deprivations, including loss 

of liberty, of goods and services, of heterosexual relationships, of autonomy, and of 

personal security (Sykes, 1958).  The consequences of these deprivations were not only 

viewed in physical terms.  There were substantial psychological and social consequences 

associated with each deprivation.  To ensure psychological survival, prisoners were 

viewed as binding together and forming a deviant subculture characterised by its own 

code of conduct and social structure (Cloward, 1960; Goffman, 1961; Harper & 

Steffensmeier, 1996; McCorkle, Miethe, & Drass, 1995; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998; Sykes, 

1958; Sykes & Messinger, 1960; Thomas & Cage, 1977).  This deviant subculture 

demanded solidarity against authority, directly refuted the conventional values of society, 

and viewed misbehaviour as an appropriate response to atypical circumstances.  Prisoner 

misbehaviour was thus viewed as resulting from transformations that occurred to 

prisoners’ personalities when they entered the deviant subculture, which was necessary 

due to the oppressive conditions of the prison environment (Goodstein & Wright, 1991; 

MacKenzie, Goodstein, & Blouin, 1987).   

 

The deprivation model provided a platform for environmental psychologists to search 

for the causes of misbehaviour in the prison environment.  These researchers proposed 

that the environment may have more of a direct effect on behaviour than proposed by 

the deprivation model.  The built and natural environment was viewed as having a subtle 
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yet direct effect on behaviour (Baum, Singer, & Baum, 1981; Bell, Baum, Fisher, & 

Greene, 1990; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Suedfeld, 1980).  Research has explored the 

relationship between prisoner misbehaviour and crowding (Atlas, 1982; Cox, Paulus, & 

McCain, 1984; Ekland-Olson, Barrick, & Cohen, 1983; Fry, 1988; Gaes, 1985; Innes, 

1987; Jan, 1980; Marrero, 1977; McCain, Cox, & Paulus, 1980; McCorkle, Miethe, & 

Drass, 1995; Megargee, 1976, 1977; Nacci, Teitelbaum, & Prather, 1977; Porporino, 

1986; Porporino & Dudley, 1984; Ruback & Carr, 1984; Sechrest, 1991), prison size 

(Farrington & Nuttall, 1980; Gaes & McGuire, 1985; McCorkle, Miethe, & Drass, 1995; 

Megargee, 1976), prisoner turn-over (Gaes & McGuire, 1985; Porporino, 1986; 

Porporino & Dudley, 1984), temperature (Atlas, 1982, 1984; Dietz & Rada, 1983; 

Ganjavi, Scell, & Cachon, 1985; Megargee, 1977; Porporino, Doherty, & Swatsky, 1987; 

Steinke, 1991; Walters, 1998), security rating (Correctional Service of Canada, 1981; Hatty 

& Walker, 1986; MacDonald, 1999; McCorkle, Miethe, & Drass, 1995; Porporino, 1986, 

1992; Porporino, Doherty, & Swatsky, 1987; Scott-Denoon, 1984), and the type of 

population (Backett, 1987; Dooley, 1990; Scott-Denoon, 1984).  Some of these aspects of 

the physical environment were considered to be stress inducing and the importance of 

territoriality, privacy, and normalising the prison environment became prominent 

concepts in the prison literature (Atlas, 1982; O’Neill & Paluck, 1973; Suedfeld, 1980; 

Wright & Goodstein, 1989).   

 

Research exploring the relationship between aspects of the physical environment and 

prisoner misbehaviour has largely focused on prisoner-on-prisoner assault and has 

produced inconsistent findings.  For example, some studies have found a relationship 

between crowding and increased levels of prisoner-on-prisoner assault (Cox, Paulus, & 

McCain, 1984; Gaes, 1985; Jan, 1980; Marrero, 1977; McCain, Cox, & Paulus, 1980; 

Megargee, 1976, 1977; Nacci, Teitelbaum, & Prather, 1977; Ruback & Carr, 1984) while 

others have reported no relationship (Atlas, 1982; Ekland-Olson, Barrick, & Cohen, 

1983; Fry, 1988; Innes, 1987; McCorkle, Miethe, & Drass, 1995; Porporino, 1986; 

Porporino & Dudley, 1984; Sechrest, 1991).  Likewise, the relationship between prison 

size and prisoner-on-prisoner assault is debatable because some studies have reported 

that assaults are more likely to occur in large prisons (Megargee, 1976) and others have 

reported no relationship (Gaes & McGuire, 1985) or that assaults occurred less often in 

prisons that house a greater number of prisoners (Farrington & Nuttall, 1980; McCorkle, 

Miethe, & Drass, 1995).  Similarly, some have reported a relationship between higher 



 

20 

prisoner turn-over and prisoner-on-prisoner assault (Porporino, 1986; Porporino & 

Dudley, 1984) while others have reported no relationship (Gaes & McGuire, 1985). 

 

Several studies have explored the effect of temperature on prisoner-on-prisoner assault 

rates.  Most studies have found a relationship between hot summer months and high 

assault rates (Atlas, 1982, 1984; Ganjavi, Scell, & Cachon, 1985; Megargee, 1977; 

Porporino, Doherty, & Swatsky, 1987; Steinke, 1991) while a few studies have reported 

no relationship (Dietz & Rada, 1983; Walters, 1998).  However, most studies have not 

reported a relationship between daily temperatures and assault rates.  Thus, available 

evidence suggests that the effects of temperature on assault rates may be cumulative and 

take some time to manifest.   

 

Perhaps two of the most consistent findings in the literature are that some forms of 

prisoner misbehaviour are related to the security rating of the prison and the type of 

prisoner population.  Studies report that prisoner-on-prisoner assaults (MacDonald, 

1999; McCorkle, Miethe, & Drass, 1995; Porporino, 1986, 1992; Porporino, Doherty, & 

Swatsky, 1987), suicide (Correctional Service of Canada, 1981; Hatty & Walker, 1986; 

Porporino, 1986, 1992; Scott-Denoon, 1984), and murder (Porporino, Doherty, & 

Swatsky, 1987) tend to occur in maximum or medium security facilities rather than 

minimum security facilities.  Likewise, evidence suggests that a disproportionate number 

of suicides are performed by prisoners on remand rather than by prisoners who have 

been sentenced (Backett, 1987; Dooley, 1990; Scott-Denoon, 1984).   

 

The relationship between aspects of the physical environment and prisoner misbehaviour 

are subject to numerous confounding factors because studies usually employ cross-

sectional designs and make comparisons between prisons.  Institutional factors such as 

staff-prisoner ratios, prison through-put rates, and prison designs are usually not 

considered (Liebling, 1992; Towl & Crighton, 1998).  Additionally, allocation procedures 

may be viewed as having a major role as prisoners who are deemed in need of greater 

levels of supervision are typically housed in higher security facilities (Correctional Service 

of Canada, 1981; Hatty & Walker, 1986; Murphy, 1993; Porporino, 1986, 1992; 

Porporino, Doherty, & Sawatsky, 1987; Scott-Denoon, 1984; Thompson, 1992).  

Moreover, the measures employed by studies are frequently subject to criticism.  For 

example, crowding is usually measured by comparing daily numbers with maximum 
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capacity and this does not take into account the density or uneven distribution of 

prisoners within the prison environment (Suedfeld, 1980).   

 

On the basis of research findings relating to the effect of crowding on misbehaviour, 

environmental psychologists emphasised the importance of territoriality and privacy for 

the control of prisoner misbehaviour (Atlas, 1982; Suedfeld, 1980).  Territoriality is 

concerned with the ability of prisoners to mark off specific locations as belonging to 

themselves and to view this space as an extension of themselves (Cooley, 1993; Suedfeld, 

1980). Lack of privacy is viewed as a source of stress as prisoners are unable to isolate 

themselves from others and to have solitude (Atlas, 1982).  It has been suggested that 

lack of territoriality reduces feelings of privacy and is a source of stress that could be 

linked to misbehaviour (Atlas, 1982). 

 

Environmental psychologists proposed that prisoner misbehaviour could be controlled 

by normalising the environment as much as possible by diminishing differences with 

outside society and adopting ‘soft’ architecture (Wortley, 2002).  Environmental 

monotony and irritants such as lack of privacy, noise, crowding, hard institutional 

furnishings, and stimuli deprivation were viewed as causing stress or boredom and were 

seen as ultimately causing misbehaviour as prisoners attempted to increase stimulation 

(Suedfeld, 1980; Wener & Olsen, 1980).  A similar argument was that misbehaviour 

resulted from stress caused by the inability of prisoners to control their environment 

(Suedfeld, 1980).  This argument was extended by Wortley (2002) who viewed the 

adoption of coercive strategies aimed at controlling prisoners as frequently having 

negative effects such as stimulating resistance among prisoners that ultimately lead to an 

increase in the level of violence. 

 

Strategies aimed at normalising the environment are particularly apparent in third or new 

generation prisons.  These prisons house small groups of prisoners in pod shaped units 

that are fully self-contained living areas, often containing a kitchen, dinning room, 

television room, exercise yard, and the like.  A softer architectural approach was used 

whereby attention was given to the pleasantness of the physical environment and 

domestic quality fixtures and fittings were used.  Importantly, officers were contained 

within units undertaking direct surveillance of prisoners, and this gave them an 

opportunity to undertake a more dynamic and proactive role (Atlas & Dunham, 1990; 
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Krasnow, 1995; Nelson, 1993; Zupman & Menke, 1991).  Inherent in this design was the 

adoption of new management strategies such as functional unit management whereby a 

cooperative rather than coercive relationship was established between officers and 

prisoners and officers were given considerable responsibility to deal with problems and 

issues that arose within the unit.   

 

2.4. Situational Crime Prevention 

While deprivation orientated theorists and environmental psychologists emphasised the 

importance of the prison environment for the control of prisoner misbehaviour, a more 

fine-grained theoretical framework is provided by SCP.  According to proponents of the 

deprivation model, prisoner misbehaviour can only be controlled by changing the 

prisoner subculture and this would require prison authorities to address the deprivations 

of imprisonment.  Environmental psychologists proposed a more direct relationship 

between prisoner misbehaviour and the physical and natural environment.  However, 

both deprivation orientated theorists and environmental psychologists view prisoner 

misbehaviour as an institution-wide problem and the prevention of misbehaviour based 

on these approaches ultimately requires the implementation of institution-wide strategies 

such as normalising the environment or reducing crowding.  It has been argued that 

these broad strategies do not lend themselves to the prevention of prisoner misbehaviour 

in a very practical and purposeful manner (Wortley, 2002).   

  

The need to focus on the micro-level and examine the finer details involved in prisoner 

misbehaviour rather than adopting a total institution approach is essential because 

interventions aimed at preventing one type of misbehaviour could exacerbate other 

forms.  For example, research has found that single-cell accommodation is related to 

lower assault rates because it meets prisoners’ need for privacy (Atlas, 1982; Cox, Paulus, 

& McCain, 1984; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1996; Sylvester, Reed, & Nelson, 1977).  However, 

studies also report that the isolation and lack of natural surveillance afforded by single 

cells is a factor in many suicides (Fleming, McDonald, & Biles, 1992; Towl & Crighton, 

1998).  Hence, whether single-cells or the double-bunking of prisoners is recommended 

would depend on the type of behaviour that was trying to be prevented. 

 

SCP, as based on the RCP, entails the application of creative thinking by any person or 

agency to immediately hinder any type of offending behaviour through the simple and 
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real world solution of reducing criminal opportunities (Clarke, 1997; Johnson, 1987).  

SCP focuses on highly specific problems such as types of offending behaviour and the 

opportunities in specific situations that facilitate misbehaviour at particular times or 

places (Clarke & Felson, 1993; Mannon, 1997; Wortley, 2002).  Traditionally,  the rational 

choice perspective assumed that all offending behaviour was motivated and proposed 

that the decision to offend was rational and based on a calculus that the rewards 

associated with offending outweighed the risks (Clarke, 1997;  Cornish & Clarke, 1986).  

The decision to offend was viewed as being largely based on the opportunities present in 

the immediate environment in which an offence occurs.  Thus,  it was argued that 

offending behaviour could be prevented by reducing the opportunities present in the 

immediate environment through a range of techniques aimed at increasing the perceived 

effort,  increasing the perceived risks,  reducing anticipated rewards,  and removing 

excuses (Clarke & Homel, 1997).   

 

Recently, SCP has been revised in light of Wortley’s (2002) criticism (explored in more 

detail in Section 2.5) that the approach did not allow for the possibility that behaviour 

may be directly influenced by the environment.  Wortley (2002) argued that behaviour 

may take place with the actor failing to consider the rewards and risks associated with 

offending.  According to the most recent version of RCP provided by Cornish and 

Clarke (2003), offending behaviour is based on involvement and event decisions and 

there are three types of offenders.  Involvement decisions signify the readiness of a 

particular person to engage in some form of offending behaviour.  Three types of 

offenders were identified on the basis of their readiness to offend:  those ready to offend 

(the “anti-social predator”), those who are receptive to the notion of offending and who 

merely encounter situations (the “mundane offender”), and those who will not offend 

unless provoked into doing so (the “provoked offender”). 

 

Once an offender is ready to offend, the perspective sees event decisions as being 

paramount.  That is, the potential offender is seen as weighing up the rewards and risks 

associated with offending and only partaking in such behaviour if the rewards are 

perceived as outweighing the potential risks.  The current version of SCP identifies 25 

SCP techniques that aim to increase the effort, increase the risks, reduce the rewards, 

reduce provocations, or remove excuses (Table 2.2).  It is believed that all offending 

behaviour is affected by situational opportunities in the immediate environment and that 
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crime can be prevented by increasing the perceived effort, increasing the perceived risks, 

and reducing anticipated rewards.  Further, it is proposed that offending behaviour 

carried out by people who have a conventional lifestyle and a stake in society (the 

mundane offender) can also be prevented by removing excuses.  Finally, it is anticipated 

that offending behaviour carried out by people who would not otherwise offend unless 

provoked (the provoked offender) can also be prevented by reducing provocations.  

Therefore, the most recent version of SCP acknowledged the role that provocation may 

have in causing offences but this behaviour was still viewed as purposive. 
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Table 2.2:  Twenty-Five techniques of situational prevention 

Increase the Effort Increase the Risks Reduce the Rewards Reduce Provocations Remove Excuses 
1. Target Harden: 
    Steering column locks and 
       immobilisers 
    Anti-robbery screens 
    Tamper-proof packaging  

6. Extend guardianship: 
    Take routine precautions: go  
       out in group at night, leave  
       signs of occupancy, carry  
       phone 
    “Cocoon” neighbourhood  
       watch 

11. Conceal targets: 
     Off-street parking 
     Gender-neutral phone  
        directories 
     Unmarked bullion trucks  

16. Reduce frustrations and stress: 
      Efficient queues and polite  
         service 
      Expanded seating 
      Soothing music / muted  
         lights 

21. Set rules: 
     Rental agreements 
     Harassment codes 
     Hotel registration 
 
 
 
 

2. Control access to facilities: 
    Entry phones 
    Electronic card access 
    Baggage screening   

7. Assist natural surveillance: 
    Improved street lighting 
    Defensible space design 
    Support whistleblowers 
 

12. Remove targets: 
      Removable car radio 
      Women’s refuges 
      Pre-paid cards for pay  
         phones  

17. Avoid disputes: 
      Separate enclosures for rival  
         soccer fans 
      Reduce crowding in pubs 
      Fixed cab fares  

22. Post instructions: 
     “No Parking” 
     “Private Property” 
     “Extinguish camp fires” 
 
 

3. Screen exits: 
    Ticket needed for exit 
    Export documents 
    Electronic merchandise tags 

8. Reduce anonymity: 
    Taxi driver IDs 
    “How’s my driving?” decals 
    School uniforms 

13. Identify property: 
     Property marking 
     Vehicle licensing and parts       
        marking 
     Cattle branding  

18. Reduce emotional arousal: 
      Controls on violent  
         pornography 
      Enforce good behaviour on  
         soccer field 
      Prohibit racial slurs 

23. Alert conscience: 
     Roadside speed display  
        boards 
     Signatures for customs  
        declarations 
     “Shoplifting is stealing” 
 

4. Deflect offenders: 
    Street closures  
    Separate bathrooms for  
      women 
    Disperse pubs 

9. Utilize place managers: 
    CCTV for double-deck buses 
    Two clerks for convenience  
       stores 
    Reward vigilance 

14. Disrupt markets: 
      Monitor pawn shops 
      Controls on classified ads 
      License street vendors  

19. Neutralize peer pressure: 
      “Idiots drink and drive” 
      “It’s OK to say No” 
      Disperse troublemakers at  
         school 

24. Assist compliance: 
     Easy library checkout 
     Public lavatories 
     Litter bins  
 
 

5. Control tools/weapons: 
    “Smart” guns 
    Disabling stolen cell phones 
    Restrict spray paint sales to 
       juveniles  

10. Strengthen formal surveillance: 
    Red light cameras 
    Burglar alarms 
    Security guards  

15. Deny benefits: 
      Ink merchandise tags 
      Graffiti cleaning 
      Speed humps  

20. Discourage imitation: 
      Rapid repair of vandalism 
      V-chips in TVs 
      Censor details of modus     
         operandi  

25. Control drugs and alcohol: 
     Breathalyzers in pubs 
     Server intervention 
     Alcohol-free events 

 Source:  Cornish & Clarke (2003, p. 90). 
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While acknowledging the different types of offenders, Cornish and Clarke (2003) argued 

that the traditional RCP was more applicable to the anti-social predator than other types 

of offenders.  Indeed, they proposed that this type of offender was the “default 

offender” when making reference to SCP.  However, they argued that the opportunity-

reducing techniques of SCP were applicable to all types of offenders.  A summary of the 

three types of offenders identified by the RCP on the basis of their readiness to offend, 

their response to situations, and appropriate SCP techniques is provided in Table 2.3. 

 

Table 2.3:  RCP’s typology of offenders 

Type of offender Readiness to offend Response to situation Appropriate SCP technique

Anti-social predator Ready Manipulates        Increasing effort 

       Increasing risks 

       Reducing rewards 

 

Mundane offender Receptive Exploits        Increasing effort 

       Increasing risks 

       Reducing rewards 

       Removing excuses 

 

Provoked offender Not Ready Reacts to        Increasing effort 

       Increasing risks 

       Reducing rewards 

       Removing excuses 

       Reducing provocations  

 

 

2.5. Criticisms of Situational Crime Prevention 

While one of the primary strengths of SCP is that it is a straight-forward and problem 

orientated approach to the prevention of offending behaviour, the approach can be 

criticised on four grounds.  Firstly, SCP can be criticised because the approach is limited 

to preventing misbehaviour in locations that have been identified as trouble-spots.  

Because the approach is problem orientated, it does not enable the prevention of crime 

that occurs sporadically and in many different locations.  Secondly, SCP can be criticised 

on ethical grounds.  Because the implementation of some SCP techniques requires 

significant financial outlays, it may be argued that the approach results in a two-tiered 
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system whereby wealthier members of society can afford to protect themselves and their 

property while poorer members of society remain open to becoming victims of crime.   

 

Proponents of SCP may respond to these first two criticisms in a number of ways.  In 

response to the first criticism, it is acknowledged that SCP is problem-orientated and that 

it is limited to preventing misbehaviour in identified trouble-spots.  After all, these 

locations should be where prevention efforts are focused because they are likely to have 

the greatest effect in these locations.  In response to the criticisms that SCP may result in 

a two-tiered system, advocates of SCP would acknowledge that many of the more 

expensive SCP techniques (such as CCTV) are used in public places for the protection of 

all members of society.  Additionally, many SCP techniques are not expensive (such as 

neighbourhood watch) and can be implemented by any member of society with no or 

minimal financial outlays.   

 

The third criticism of SCP is that techniques based on the approach may displace rather 

than prevent offending behaviour.  Displacement assumes that offenders have a 

disposition to commit offences, have some level of mobility, and have a range of 

alternative targets at their disposal (Barr & Pease, 1990; Clarke & Felson, 1993; Lab, 

1992).  The literature has identified six types of displacement: 

• Spatial or geographic displacement – the movement of crime from one 

location to another location. 

• Temporal displacement – the movement of crime from one time to another 

time. 

• Target displacement – offenders target another victim/object. 

• Method or tactical displacement – offenders altering method of attacking 

particular targets. 

• Crime type or functional displacement – offenders commit a different 

offence type to achieve the same outcome.   

• Perpetrator displacement – new offenders replace old offenders who have 

been removed by an initiative  
(Source:  Reppetto, 1976; Wilson & Sutton, 2003, p. 106). 
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Displacement has become a widely accepted pit-fall of SCP with some describing its 

occurrence as a “taken for granted truth” (Gilling, 1997; Reppetto, 1976).  If 

displacement is accepted, the ethical criticisms directed at SCP become considerable.  

Not only are wealthier members of society able to afford to protect themselves from 

victimisation, but by implementing SCP techniques they engage in a process of relocating 

offending behaviour to unprotected locations and this may leave poorer members of the 

community open to greater victimisation. 

 

In defence of SCP, it has been argued that displacement is only partial and is limited to 

crimes committed by highly motivated offenders rather than crimes committed by 

opportunistic offenders (Clarke, 1980, 1983, 1992; Hesseling, 1994; Reppetto, 1976).  

Moreover, it has been argued that the benefits of many SCP techniques extend beyond 

the intended location through a process referred to as diffusion of benefits (Clarke, 1992, 

1997; Clarke & Weisburd, 1994).  Nevertheless, the most recent version of SCP linked 

the approach primarily with the anti-social predator who is ready to offend.  It is thus 

arguable that SCP techniques are likely to displace crimes committed by this type of 

offender who is strongly motivated or has decided to commit an offence to situations 

that are viewed as being more favourable.   

 

The final criticism that has been directed at SCP is that the approach assumes that all 

forms of misbehaviour are based on a calculus that the benefits of offending outweigh 

the risks of offending.  While the approach has recently acknowledged that some 

offending behaviour will only occur if provoked, such behaviour is still viewed as being 

subject to a cost-benefit analysis (Cornish & Clarke, 2003).  The approach does not allow 

any form of offending behaviour to be viewed as being generated by precipitators in the 

environment (Wortley, 2002).  For many forms of prisoner misbehaviour, it is highly 

probable that prison conditions directly cause misbehaviour in a similar way as proposed 

by environmental psychologists.   
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2.6. Two Stage Model of Situational Prison Control 

Wortley’s (2002) two-stage model of situational prison control adopts a more dynamic 

view of the person-environment relationship by viewing misbehaviour as resulting from 

institutional pressures that initiate or hasten the appearance of  misbehaviour 

independent of any cost-benefit calculus and/or the opportunities provided by the 

physical environment for misbehaviour which are subject to a cost-benefit calculus.  The 

model thus incorporates and combines the views of environmental psychologists and 

views held by proponents of SCP.  Wortley’s (2002) model is presented in Figure 2.1. 

 

 

Figure 2.1:  Two-Stage model of situational prison control (Source:  Wortley, 2002, 57). 

 

The model acknowledges that two situational forces act on prisoners.  It is proposed that 

the environment is a source of stress and strain that precipitates misbehaviour. The 

model proposes that precipitators in the environment may prompt, exert social pressure, 

permit, or provoke misbehaviour.  These psychological and cognitive processes may be 

viewed as having a subtle effect on behaviour or may be viewed as directly causing 

misbehaviour.  In these latter cases, the environment can be seen as having a 

deterministic role because there is truly bounded rationality in the sense that an actor 
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performs mindless behaviour, without weighing up the rewards and risks associated with 

misbehaving.  The model proposes that one approach to preventing misbehaviour 

involves controlling precipitators.  Table 2.4 presents the 16 precipitation-control 

strategies. 

 

  Table 2.4:  Precipitation-Control strategies in prison 

Controlling Prompts Controlling Pressures Reducing 
Permissibility 

Reducing Provocations

1.  Controlling Triggers  
     Weapons effect 
     Allowing mementos  

5.  Reducing Inappropriate    
    Conformity 
    Mixed-age populations 
    Dispersing trouble- 
       makers  

9.  Rule setting 
     Guards as moral  
       agents 
     Unit induction   

13. Reducing frustrations  
      Personal control over 
        lights, heat etc 
      Non-provocative  
        commands  
 

2.  Providing Reminders  
     Warning signs 
     Overt indications of  
        Security 

6.  Reducing Inappropriate  
     Obedience  
     Support for whistle- 
       blowers 
     Participatory  
       management 

10. Clarifying 
      Responsibility 
      Ownership of living  
        spaces 
      Alcohol restrictions  

14. Reducing Crowding 
      Reduced prisoner  
        numbers 
      Use of colour,  
        windows, light, etc.  
 
  

3. Reducing        
    Inappropriate Imitation  
    Guards as exemplars  
    Removal of  
       troublemakers  

7.  Encouraging   
     Compliance  
     Negotiation with   
       prisoners 
     Grievance  
       mechanisms  

11. Clarifying   
      Consequences 
      Sense of community  
        in units 
      Confrontation in unit 
        meetings 
      

15. Respecting Territory 
      Personal decorations 
      Room keys 
 
 
 
 
 

4.  Setting Positive  
     Expectations 
     Domestic quality   
       furnishings 
     Conferring trust  

8.  Reducing Anonymity   
     Small prison size 
     Limiting guards’  
       uniforms   

12. Personalising Victims 
      Prisoner-guard  
        contact 
      Humane prison  
        conditions   

16. Controlling 
      Environmental Irritants  
      Noise-absorbing  
        surfaces 
      Air-conditioning  

Source:  Wortley, (2002, p.58). 
 

 

In cases where precipitators have a subtler effect on behaviour and are merely enticing or 

provoking, then it is proposed that the misbehaviour becomes subject to a cost-benefit 

calculus based on the opportunities in the environment.  The model proposes that these 

forms of misbehaviour can be prevented by employing a range of regulators aimed at 

reducing the opportunities for misbehaviour.  Table 2.5 presents the 16 opportunity 

reduction strategies that may prevent misbehaviour by increasing the perceived effort, 

increasing the perceived risks, reducing anticipated rewards, or increasing anticipated 

punishments.  The first three goals of regulators are identical to the first three goals of 

SCP techniques as proposed by Clarke (1997) and Cornish and Clarke (2003).   
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  Table 2.5:  Opportunity-Reduction strategies in prison 

Increasing Perceived 
Effort 

Increasing Perceived 
Risks 

Reducing Anticipated 
Rewards 

Increasing Anticipated 
Punishments 

1.  Target Hardening 
     Vandal proof  
       furnishings 
     Hardened plastic  
       screens 

5.  Entry/Exit Screening 
     Screening visitors 
     Searches on leaving 
       workshops 

9.  Target Removal  
      Restrictions on  
        personal property 
      Protection for  
        vulnerable prisoners 

13. Increasing Costs 
      Formal chargers 
      Non-replacement of  
        vandalised property 
 
 

2.  Access Control 
     Control gates 
     Closing wings during  
       the day 

6.  Formal Surveillance 
     CCTV 
     Drug testing  

10. Identifying Property 
      Property-marking 
      Prison issue 

14. Removing Privileges 
      Denial of parole 
      Expulsion from units 
 
 

3.  Deflecting Offenders 
     Staggered cell release 
     Structured activities 

7.  Surveillance by    
     Employees 
     Direct supervision in  
       units 
     Civilian staff 

11. Reducing temptation 
      Single cell    
        accommodation  
      Supervision of  
        outside workers 

15. Increasing Social   
      Condemnation 
      Unit Meetings 
      Utilising prisoner  
        self-interest  
 

4.  Controlling facilitators 
     Plastic cutlery 
     Restrictions on fruit  
       juice 

8.  Natural Surveillance  
     Defensible space  
       principles in units 
     Shared cells for  
       suicide risks  

12. Denying Benefits 
      PIN for phone cards 
      Ignoring  
        manipulation  

16. Making an Example 
      Punishing ringleaders 
      Publicising  
        punishments  

Source:  Wortley, (2002, p.66). 
 

 

Wortley’s (2002) model proposes that only some misbehaviour will be displaced.  

Misbehaviour that is viewed as being directly caused by precipitators in the environment 

will not be displaced.  Such behaviour will take place in the specific situation (location 

and time) where the behaviour was prompted or provoked because the offender is not 

viewed as weighing up the rewards and risks associated with offending.   Other forms of 

misbehaviour that are viewed as being subject to regulators may occur in the specific 

situation or may be prevented or displaced, depending on how the rewards and risks 

associated with offending were perceived by the offender.   

 

For instance, assaults may occur in prison as a result of excessive noise from televisions 

and stereos.  In cases where one prisoner suddenly acts out in a violent way because of 

the excessive noise that another prisoner is making, the environment may be seen as 

directly causing the misbehaviour.  If the environment is viewed as causing the assault, it 

will not be displaced to another location or time but will occur immediately.  Strategies 

aimed at preventing these forms of assaults may include setting rules regarding how loud 

televisions and stereos may be turned up, through the use of noise-absorbing surfaces, 

and through the provision of remote controls to prisoners.  The provision of remote 
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controls to prisoners in single-cells enables prisoners to turn their televisions off without 

getting out of bed and has been found to reduce arguments among prisoners (Wortley & 

Summers, 2005).  Opportunity-reducing techniques would have little applicability in these 

circumstances.   

 

If the individual who was annoyed by the excessive noise did not suddenly act out 

violently, then their course of action would be based on a calculus regarding the 

opportunities in the specific environment and may be prevented through precipitation-

control and opportunity-reduction strategies.  In addition to setting rules, using noise-

absorbing surfaces, and the provision of remote controls to prisoners, a number of 

factors may impact on whether an assault took place.  These factors may include the 

perception regarding the risk of being caught (based on the extent of officer and CCTV 

surveillance) and the perception regarding the likely punishment that they would receive 

for the assault.  Because the assault is subject to a calculus regarding the rewards and 

risks associated with offending, the assault may take place in the particular circumstances 

or may be prevented or displaced.   

 

2.7. Hostile and Instrumental Forms of Aggression  

Wortley’s (2002) two-stage model of situational prison control is supported by the long-

held distinction between hostile and instrumental forms of aggression (Baron & 

Richardson, 1994; Baumeister, 1997; Berkowitz, 1993; Geen, 1990; Genn & Donnerstein, 

1998).  On the one hand, hostile aggression is viewed as impulsive, angry behaviour that 

occurs in the heat of the moment and harm is viewed as the motivating goal.  It is 

typically viewed as being somewhat out of character for the actor.  On the other hand, 

instrumental aggression is viewed as premeditated, calculated behaviour that is a means 

to an end and is thus motivated by some goal apart from harm.   

 

Within the prison environment, several commentators have made the distinction 

between hostile and instrumental assault.  Hostile aggression has been viewed as 

involving a single assailant, as not involving a weapon, and as being motivated by 

precipitators in the immediate environment such as disputes over telephones, television 

programs, and gym equipment (Ditchfield, 1990; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1998; Shoham, 

Rahav, Rubin, Mednick & Buickhuisen, 1986; Stojkovic & Lovell, 1992; Wener & Olsen, 

1978).  Instrumental aggression has been viewed as involving multiple assailants, 
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involving a weapon, and being motivated by factors that are not in the immediate 

environment such as disputes over drugs, retaliation for assault or cell theft, dislike of a 

particular individual, or to enhance status (Atlas, 1982; Porporino, 1992).   

 

Hostile and instrumental forms of aggression are in-line with Wortley’s (2002) 

propositions.  Hostile aggression may be viewed as being caused by precipitators in the 

environment and is generally not viewed as being subject to opportunity reducing 

regulators in the environment.  Instrumental forms of aggression may be viewed as 

generally being subject to opportunity reducing regulators in the environment.  

Therefore, hostile forms of aggression will usually occur in the specific setting that 

prompted or provoked the assault while instrumental forms of aggression may occur in 

the specific setting or may be prevented or displaced, depending on how the rewards and 

risks were perceived by the offender in the given circumstances.  If a SCP technique was 

effective, instrumental forms of aggression would be prevented.  However, given that 

instrumental forms of aggression are planned, it is likely that many instrumental forms of 

aggression would be displaced.   

 

Despite the widely held distinction between hostile and instrumental aggression, the 

hostile-instrumental dichotomy has been criticised on several grounds.  It has been 

argued that there may be several motivators for aggression and thus acts viewed as being 

hostile can frequently also be seen as largely instrumental (Tedeschi & Felson, 1994).  For 

instance, a person who has just been assaulted may assault in retaliation.  This person’s 

behaviour could be seen as hostile as the person retaliated and wanted to hurt the other 

person.  Alternatively, such behaviour could be seen as instrumental if motivated by an 

attempt to preserve social image or merely protect oneself.  Another criticism that has 

been directed at the hostile-instrumental distinction revolves around the place of anger in 

acts of aggression.  It has been argued that the dichotomous viewpoint makes little room 

for acts of aggression that are driven by anger which occur after careful thought and 

planning (Bushman & Anderson, 2001).  A further criticism directed at the hostile-

instrumental distinction is that many aggressive acts are warm rather than hot or cold, 

thus the extent of planning or premeditation required for an act to be considered 

instrumental remains unclear.  In short, it is argued that many aggressive acts do not fall 

neatly into being categorised as planned or unplanned (Bushman & Anderson, 2001). 
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2.8. Situational Crime Prevention in Prison 

SCP provides a broad array of techniques aimed at preventing offending behaviour.  

Despite the obvious link between many features of the prison environment and SCP, 

relatively few researchers have examined prison and the problem of prisoner 

misbehaviour from a situational perspective (see for example Atlas, 1982, 1983; Bottoms, 

Hay, & Sparks, 1995; Clarke, 1980, 1987; La Vigne, 1994; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1996; 

Sparks, Bottoms, & Hay, 1996; Wortley, 2002). This approach requires exploration of 

specific problems or forms of misbehaviour and specific aspects of the environment 

such as particular locations or times that provide opportunities for offending behaviour. 

 

Several researchers have explored the issue of safety in prison from a situational 

perspective.  Feelings of safety may be affected by direct personal victimisation or direct 

personal experience of other forms of behaviour that are disruptive and personally 

upsetting but are not classified as forms of misbehaviour (O‘Donnell & Edgar, 1999).  

Additionally, feelings of safety may be affected by witnessing victimisation or disruptive 

and upsetting behaviour (Hale, 1996; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1999).  Witnessing such 

behaviour may impact on expectations regarding the likelihood of victimisation.  Direct 

experience of victimisation has been found to have a greater effect on feelings of safety 

than witnessing victimisation (O’Donnell & Edgar, 1999).  Moreover, feelings of safety 

have been found to be situational with few prisoners reporting that they worry about 

their personal safety at all times (Adler, 1998).  

 

O’Donnell and Edgar’s (1999) study of 1,182 prisoners at four prisons in the United 

Kingdom examined feelings of safety on the basis of specific locations around the 

prisons.  The study reported that most prisoners felt safe in their cells, at the library, 

visits, or prison shop.  Locations that were identified as being unsafe by prisoners 

included showers, the segregation unit, travelling to and from wings, and reception.  

Bradshaw’s (2002) study of 220 prisoners at HMYOI Glen Parva found that showers, 

unit stairways, and toilets were perceived as being unsafe.  Locations that were perceived 

as safe included cells, visits, the canteen, and association.  The perceived level of safety in 

particular locations is typically explained with reference to personal or witnessed 

victimisation in specific locations.  Reference is also typically made to aspects of the 

physical environment such as prison design (for example, long unsafe corridors) and the 
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level of supervision provided in particular locations as these factors are viewed as 

impacting on the opportunities for misbehaviour.   

 

Others have explored various forms of prisoner misbehaviour from a situational 

perspective by investigating the locations where misbehaviour took place.  Evidence 

suggests that prisoner misbehaviour occurs in locations that are poorly supervised or in 

locations where prisoners congregate and are engaged in unstructured activity.  Steinke’s 

(1991) study was based on 809 incident reports from a medium-security prison in 

California.  Findings indicated that self-harm primarily occurred in prisoner cells and 

dorm areas and it was proposed that this was due to the private nature of this behaviour.  

Additionally, prisoner-on-officer assaults were found to primarily occur in locations 

where prisoners were not engaged in highly structured activity such as corridors, dining, 

recreation, and shower areas.   

 

Prisoner-on-prisoner assault has been found to be most prevalent in multi-purpose areas 

where prisoners congregate and engage in unstructured activities such as television areas, 

dining rooms, exercise yards, and day yards (Dietz & Rada, 1983; Porporino, 1992; 

Wener & Olsen, 1978) rather than locations such as work and education where highly 

structured activity took place (Steinke, 1991).  Corridors have also been reported as a 

location where many assaults took place due to prisoners congregating in this location 

(Quinsey & Varney, 1977).  However, rooms, cells, and showers have also been found to 

be locations where a significant proportion of assaults occurred (Porporino, 1992; 

Quinsey & Varney, 1977).   

 

Sparks, Bottoms, and Hay (1996) focused on the problem of disorder at two prisons 

(Albany and Long Lartin) in the United Kingdom and explored when and where 

misbehaviour occurred.  They were interested in when and where misbehaviour took 

place because such behaviour was viewed as resulting from the opportunities that were 

created from the regulated use of space and the timetabling of activity.  While 

acknowledging the important role of prison design for day-to-day routines, they argued 

that prison architecture could not be viewed as determining behaviour.   

 

Findings indicated that disciplinary offences decreased throughout the week, peeking on 

Monday and reaching their lowest point on Saturday.  They argued that this was the 
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result of reduced rule enforcement on the weekends (due to reduced staffing) and that 

prisoners attitudes towards rule breaking improved on the weekend (due to changes in 

routine and benefits offered on the weekend such as more visits and leisure time).  

Analysis of misbehaviour patterns (place and time) indicated that misbehaviour occurred 

in hot-spots which could be explained by prison routine.  High levels of misbehaviour 

were noted when cells were unlocked, when prisoners went to work, eduction, or the 

gym,  and when meals were served.  Few incidents occurred classrooms or workshops.     

 

2.9. CCTV as a SCP Technique in Prison and Police Stations 

Few studies have explored the effect of SCP techniques in the prison environment.  

Atlas’s (1983) study of four correctional facilities in the United States explored the effect 

of direct surveillance on prisoner-on-prisoner assault.  Findings indicated that assaults 

tended to occur in housing areas such as cells and dorms (27%-44%) and architecturally 

blind locations such as halls, showers, and outside areas (14-24%), although a significant 

proportion (up to 14%) of assaults occurred in areas of direct supervision.  On the basis 

of information pertaining to whether assaults involved a single assailant or were 

unarmed, Atlas (1983) speculated that hostile assaults tended to be more randomly 

distributed in locations that did and did not have direct surveillance while instrumental 

assaults tended to occur in less supervised locations.  This explanation seems to account 

for the findings of previous research that some misbehaviour occurred in areas where 

prisoners congregated and engaged in unstructured activity while some misbehaviour 

occurred in locations that were poorly supervised. 

 

From a SCP perspective, CCTV surveillance increases the risks associated with offending 

by enabling place managers to be utilised (Cornish & Clarke, 2003) or is a regulator 

(Wortley, 2002).  According to Travis, Latessa and Oldendick (1989), most new 

correctional facilities have CCTV surveillance and according to a survey by the U.S 

Department of Justice (1995) most prison administrators (86%) are satisfied with 

performance.  Despite the significant financial investments in CCTV surveillance and 

apparent satisfaction with performance, few researchers have explored this phenomena 

within prison settings. 

 

An examination of the literature indicates that CCTV has rarely been mentioned with 

reference to prison.  One article that explored how modern prisons are secured briefly 
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mentioned the role that automated CCTV systems have in perimeter security (Intersec, 

1996).  A guide published by the National Institute for Justice focused on the technical 

aspects of video selection and application and made brief mention of how these relate to 

needs within a correctional environment (Atkinson, Pietrasiewicz, & Junker, 1999).  

Another article provided a somewhat brief account of practical factors that should be 

considered when implementing CCTV systems in prison environments (Nicholson & 

Vigil, 2000).   

 

Even fewer studies have investigated the effect of CCTV in prison.  Benton, Obenland, 

and Arch’s (1975) study involved the matching of correctional facilities with (n=10) and 

without (n=10) CCTV surveillance and comparing officers (n=113) and prisoners 

(n=1103) views and experiences.  Findings were largely negative and suggested that 

CCTV was associated with less interaction between officers and prisoners, negative self-

concepts and increased alienation and social isolation among prisoners, the displacement 

of interaction, and lower levels of perceived safety among officers and prisoners.   

 

Another study based on 220 surveys at HMYOI Glen Parva prison, focused on safe and 

unsafe locations and self-reported victimisation/misbehaviour (Bradshaw, 2002).  The 

research compared feelings of safety and self-reported victimisation or misbehaviour 

between units that had cameras in shower areas with units that did not have cameras in 

shower areas.  Findings indicated that cameras had no effect on feelings of safety in 

shower areas.  However, prisoners from units with cameras in showers reported that they 

were threatened and assaulted less often and that they engaged in such behaviour less 

often.  It should be noted, however, that victimisation and self-reported misbehaviour 

related to unit behaviour rather than to behaviour occurring solely in shower areas.   

 

CCTV has also been installed in police stations to address concerns about the extent of 

self-harm and the mistreatment of suspects (Newburn & Hayman, 2002).  In many police 

stations throughout the United Kingdom, cameras have been installed in general 

locations such as booking areas and cell corridors while other stations have introduced 

cameras in cell areas to enhance the monitoring of “at-risk” detainees and to provide a 

record of what occurs in cell areas.  The Kilburn police station experiment involved 

adding fifteen cameras, two monitoring screens, and three video cassette recorders to 

provide 24 hour surveillance of all detainees and custody officers.   
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Interviews were conducted with police custody officers and detainees at Kilburn to 

explore their perceptions about the changes resulting from the installation of cell cameras 

(Newburn & Hayman, 2002).  Officers generally supported the presence of CCTV 

because they believed that the tapes would provide evidence against false allegations.  

Officers also tended to believe that the system would provide a defence should they miss 

something occurring on the monitors, as it would show how busy they were at the 

relevant time.  However, officers believed that the CCTV system did not improve their 

physical safety and believed that the system had a negative impact on detainee and their 

own privacy.   

 

Interviews with detainees showed that detainees also generally supported the presence of 

CCTV in police stations.  While individual detainees did not believe the cameras altered 

their own behaviour, they did believe that the cameras had a positive impact on the 

behaviour of other detainees and the police.  Detainees believed that CCTV provided 

valuable evidence and offered protection to officers and detainees.  One criticism of the 

CCTV setup raised by detainees related to concerns about privacy, with many indicating 

that toilets should not be monitored or recorded.  

 

2.10. Investigation of CCTV in Community Settings  

Because limited research has explored CCTV in prison or police station environments, 

research that has investigated CCTV in community settings will be examined.  This 

research suggests that there are four aspects of CCTV surveillance that are frequently 

investigated.  These are:  (i) the nature of CCTV surveillance, (ii) the purposes of CCTV 

surveillance, (iii) the effectiveness of CCTV surveillance, and (iv) the drawbacks that are 

associated with CCTV surveillance.  How studies conducted in community settings have 

explored these four aspects of CCTV surveillance and the findings of this body of 

research will now be considered.   

  

2.10.1. The Nature of CCTV Surveillance 

One aspect of CCTV surveillance that has been the subject of considerable inquiry in 

community settings centres on the nature of CCTV surveillance.  Studies conducted in 

community settings tend to explore the nature of CCTV surveillance by reporting the 

CCTV system design and operational options that have been adopted on an individual 

system-by-system basis rather than by making systematic comparisons between systems.  
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This section will outline the available CCTV system design and operational options for 

open-street CCTV surveillance as based on a report by Wilson and Sutton (2003).  In this 

report, the system design options that were outlined included selection and placement of 

cameras, the method by which the video signal is transmitted from cameras to monitors, 

and various control room options such as the location of the room and the type of 

monitoring screens/recording equipment.  Operational options outlined in the report 

included who should undertake monitoring, alternative monitoring strategies, and the 

need for policy, procedure, and accountability. 

 

One of the primary considerations in system design is the type of camera and camera 

placement.  Cameras should have a good enough picture resolution to ensure that picture 

quality will ultimately be suitable for identification purposes.  An additional aid in terms 

of identification is that cameras produce colour rather than monochrome images.  

Cameras may be fixed or have pan/tilt/zoom capabilities.  Fixed cameras are appropriate 

when a location is geographically isolated while cameras with pan, tilt, and zoom 

capabilities are considered essential if the ultimate aim of the system is to monitor wide 

open spaces. 

 

In addition to the type of cameras, camera placement is an important issue.  Camera 

placement is usually based on the desirability of monitoring a particular location, and is 

usually based on an assessment regarding the extent of crime and disorder in a particular 

location.  Another important issue considered during camera placement is that cameras 

should overlap to enable the tracking of individuals through space.  Other guidelines that 

have been suggested regarding camera placement include giving due consideration to 

environmental factors such as: 

• The level of lighting 

• Tree and vegetation growth 

• Structural factors that may obstruct vision (trees, awnings, signage) 

• Direction of the sun 

• Vehicular and pedestrian traffic density and flow 

• Hight of equipment or protective domes to prevent vandalism  
(Source:  Wilson & Sutton, 2003, p. 61). 
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The video signal can be transmitted from cameras to the control room via coaxial cable, 

optic fibre, or by microwave signal.  While a range of benefits and drawbacks are 

associated with each method of transmission, most newer systems are opting to use optic 

fibre to transmit the video signal from cameras to the control room.  Optic fibre is a 

more expensive option than coaxial cable, but it has proven itself to be a more reliable 

mode of transmission and is not generally affected by electronic interference. 

 

The location of monitoring and recording equipment is another key issue in the design of 

CCTV systems in community settings.  Many smaller systems locate equipment in a 

conventional office or room also used for other purposes.  Most larger systems, however, 

have a purpose-built control room dedicated to monitoring equipment and monitoring.  

For larger systems, it has been suggested that numerous benefits arise from locating the 

control room as close as possible to police, such as an improved working relationship 

and a more coordinated responses.   

 

One CCTV design option revolves around the types of monitoring screens and recording 

equipment that should be located in the control room.  Monitors, which in most cases 

are conventional televisions, may dedicate the entire screen to the pictures transmitted 

from one camera or may be ‘quad’ screens and present several smaller pictures 

transmitted from multiple cameras.  When not actively monitored, screens may rotate on 

a pre-set tour giving snapshots for a pre-determined time of images from each camera.  

While most systems make provision for monitors, some systems are based on a reactive 

approach that only records images. 

 

Recording equipment may be analogue or digital.  Most systems currently use analogue 

equipment to record images, which use Video Cassette Recorders to record images.  

Multiplexers may also be used which enable the images from as many as 32 cameras to 

be recorded onto a single tape.  Alternatively, recording equipment may be digital, which 

involves images being saved onto hard-drive.  While the cost associated with obtaining 

enough hard-drive space is often prohibitive, digital recording offers many benefits 

including better picture quality, easier retrieval of images, and overcomes some of the 

problems encountered by the use of VHS tapes such as the need to store tapes, erase 

tapes, and periodically replace tapes.   

 



 

41 

Operational options include questions relating to who undertakes monitoring, alternative 

monitoring strategies, and the need for policy, procedure, and accountability.  As was 

previously mentioned, some systems only record images and hence there is no need for 

constant monitoring personnel.  Other systems make use of volunteers, general staff, 

private security, police, or a combination of personnel to undertake monitoring duties.   

 

It has been acknowledged by Wilson and Sutton (2003) that monitoring is probably the 

most important element of a CCTV system, and two monitoring strategies were 

identified in the report.  Active monitoring involves personnel using the system to 

undertake dedicated patrols.  During these patrols, personnel are engaged in a process 

aimed at identifying potential incidents and incidents in progress.  The role of those 

engaged in active monitoring is to alert security or police to incidents and to record 

incidents that security or police have alerted personnel in the control room about.  

Passive monitoring involves personnel being in the same room as monitors but not 

engaging in active patrols.  Rather, these personnel are engaged in other duties (such as 

administrative duties) and fulfil a reactive role if they are alerted to an incident in 

progress or if an incident is observed in progress during casual observation.  Perhaps a 

third type of monitoring is also apparent.  Reactive monitoring involves the reviewing of 

recorded images, either because an incident may have or has taken place or for the more 

general purpose of identifying incidents. 

 

One final issue regarding the operation of CCTV systems that is apparent from the 

literature that has explored this issue in community settings is the need for policy, 

procedure, and in many cases accountability mechanisms to be established (Wilson & 

Sutton, 2003).  Each CCTV system should have clearly identified purposes, defined 

training procedures for control room personnel, and protocols regarding when and how 

the system should be used.  Another important issue involves the need to establish policy 

covering issues such as tape storage, tape erasure, tape release, and tape destruction.  

Furthermore, consideration should be given to the establishment of accountability 

mechanisms such as codes of practice and external audit committees to engender public 

confidence in larger CCTV systems.   
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2.10.2. The Purposes of CCTV Surveillance 

The literature examining CCTV in community settings suggests that five purposes are 

generally associated with the use of CCTV surveillance.  These are: (i) preventing crime 

and disorder via acting as an effective psychological deterrent to potential offenders, (ii) 

detecting crime and disorder through increasing the level of surveillance and enabling a 

greater proportion of crime to come to the attention of police/security personnel, (iii) 

reassuring the public and thus increasing feelings of safety or reducing fear of crime, (iv) 

enhancing the apprehension and successful prosecution of offenders via enabling the 

effective deployment of officers and the gathering of evidence, and (v) acting as a general 

site management tool (Barnard, 1988; Chatterton & Frenz, 1994; Dolahenty, 1999; 

Horne, 1996; Kruegle, 1997; Kyle & Aldridge, 1992; Phillips, 1999).   

 

Whether these purposes are fulfilled by CCTV surveillance in community settings has 

been explored using surveys of the general public and observation from the control 

room.  Studies that have explored the general public’s beliefs regarding the purposes of 

CCTV surveillance have found that most people believe that CCTV prevents crime (62-

70%), detects crime (67-74%), and increases feelings of personal safety or reduces fear of 

crime (55-74%) (Bennett & Gelsthorpe, 1996; French, 1995; Honess & Charman, 1992).  

Less research has investigated whether the public believe that CCTV gathers evidence or 

is used as a general site management tool.   

 

Additional evidence regarding the purposes of CCTV surveillance emerges from studies 

that have been conducted in control rooms.  Norris and Armstrong’s (1999) study 

involved 592 hours of observation in the monitoring room in three city and town centres 

over a two-year period.  Observers focused on targeted surveillances, which consisted of 

occasions where a camera was focused on a particular person or group of people for 

more than one minute or any occasion when surveillance was initiated by a third party.  

Findings indicated that operators primarily used the system to target crime related 

behaviour (30%) and disorderly conduct (22%).  However, most targets were reported as 

being for no obvious reason (36%).   

 

Brown’s (1995) study involved a wider investigation of the purposes of CCTV and 

involved visits to eight town centre CCTV monitoring rooms.  The purposes of CCTV 

were reported as including prevention, detection, enhancing the management of the area, 
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and evidence gathering.  Operators actively sought to detect crime and spent most of 

their time actively patrolling the areas under surveillance.  CCTV contributed to the 

management of the town centres by contributing to the communication and information 

network and enabling operators to coordinate appropriate responses.  Finally, the ability 

of operators to record any incidents that took place was held to endorse the notion that 

CCTV had enormous evidentiary gathering capabilities and that recorded incidents could 

only result in swift convictions. 

 

2.10.3. The Effectiveness of CCTV Surveillance 

In addition to exploring the purposes of CCTV surveillance, studies have investigated 

how effective CCTV surveillance is at achieving its intended purposes.  These studies 

have explored how effective CCTV surveillance is at prevention, detection, improving 

safety, and gathering evidence.  The methods that have been used to determine the 

effectiveness of CCTV surveillance and the findings of this body of research will now be 

considered.   

 

Prevention 

Most studies that have been conducted on CCTV in community settings have explored 

whether it prevented crime.  As a SCP technique, it is proposed that CCTV increases the 

perceived risks associated with offending in locations under camera surveillance as it 

increases the likelihood of detection.  Studies that have explored whether CCTV 

effectively prevented crime in community settings have been based on comparisons of 

crime rates before and after CCTV installation and interviews with offenders.   

 

The majority of research exploring whether CCTV prevents crime has been based on 

longitudinal comparisons of police recorded crime rates before and after camera 

installation.  While some have viewed crime as a uni-dimensional concept (Ditton & 

Short, 1999; Short & Ditton, 1996; Squires, 1996), most have broken down the concept 

of crime and considered the impact of CCTV on specific types of offences.  Generally, 

findings indicate that CCTV may deter some property offenders but findings are more 

mixed regarding whether CCTV deters offenders who commit personal crimes such as 

assault and robbery or public order offences such as drug offences.  
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Findings indicate that CCTV deters theft of and from motor vehicles (Armitage, Smyth, 

& Pease, 1999; Brown, 1995; Mahalingham, 1996; Sarno, 1996; Skinns, 1998; Tilley, 

1993) and vandalism or criminal damage (Armitage, Smyth, & Pease, 1999; Brown, 1995; 

Mahalingham, 1996; Poyner, 1992a; Sarno, 1996; Squires, 1998a, 1998b, 1998c, 1998d; 

Tilley, 1993).  The weight of evidence suggests that CCTV may prevent burglary 

(Armitage, Smyth, & Pease, 1999; Brown, 1995; Chatterton & Frenz, 1994), although 

several studies have found that CCTV had no effect on burglary (Mahalingham, 1996; 

Sarno, 1996; Skinns, 1998; Squires, 1998a, 1998b, 1998c, 1998d).  Evidence suggests that 

CCTV has no effect on shoplifting (Mahalingham, 1996; Sarno, 1996; Skinns, 1998; 

Squires, 1998a, 1998b, 1998c, 1998d).   

 

The effect of CCTV on assault, robbery, and public order offences is less clear.  Several 

studies have reported that CCTV prevents assault (Armitage, Smyth, & Pease, 1999; 

Mahalingham, 1996; Sarno, 1996) and robbery (Burrows, 1978; Squires, 1998a; Webb & 

Laycock, 1991).  Others report that CCTV has little impact or is associated with an 

increase in assault (Brown, 1995; Skinns, 1998; Squires, 1998a, 1998b, 1998c, 1998d) and 

robbery (Brown, 1995; Mahalingham, 1996; Sarno, 1996).  Likewise, the effect of CCTV 

on public order offences such as drug offences remains a matter of dispute (Armitage, 

Smyth, & Pease, 1999; Brown, 1995; Mahalingham, 1996; Sarno, 1996; Squires, 1998a).  

It has been suggested that these mixed findings may be a reflection of increased rates of 

detection or alternatively that the deterrent effect of CCTV may be determined by the 

motivations behind behaviour (Brown, 1995).  That is, many offences may be 

spontaneous and thus less amenable to deterrence through the presence of CCTV.  This 

supports Wortley’s (2002) contention that situational techniques such as CCTV are less 

effective at preventing hostile offending behaviour as this behaviour is caused by 

situational precipitators in the environment.   

 

Much of the research that has explored how effective CCTV was at preventing crime by 

making before and after comparisons of officially recorded crime rates has been subject 

to criticism (Bulos & Sarno, 1996; Horne, 1996; Short & Ditton, 1995; Tilley, 1997).  

First, many of the studies have been carried out by people with a stake in finding that 

CCTV had beneficial effects rather than by independent researchers.  Second, most 

studies have used before and after comparisons of official crime rates to assess the 

impact of CCTV and have used an inadequate time frame (Chatterton & Frenz, 1994; 
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Poyner, 1992b; Squires, 1998a, 1998b, 1998c, 1998d; Tilley, 1993).  By simply comparing 

crime rate before and after CCTV installation, many studies have failed to consider 

whether increases in crime rates reflect an increase in detection rates.  Short before and 

after time frame comparisons do not allow for any assessment of underlying trends such 

as natural fluctuations of crime rates (seasonal variations), wider changes in crime trends, 

and whether the effect of CCTV varies over time.  Third, because most studies are based 

solely on official crime rates, they only consider reported or detected crime rather than 

the true crime level.  One study that explored this issue reported that a decrease in the 

assault rate found in official statistics was accompanied by a significant increase in the 

assault rate based on the number of assaults recorded by emergency room records 

(Sivarajsingam & Shepherd, 1999).   

 

A fourth methodological criticism of many studies that have examined CCTV is that 

researchers have often failed to examine whether crime is displaced to surrounding areas 

or whether there is any diffusion of benefits associated with CCTV surveillance.  Fifthly, 

many studies are unable to isolate CCTV as the cause of any reduction in crime due to 

wider environmental changes that may affect crime in the area under examination.  For 

example, in many studies CCTV has been introduced as a component of a package of 

crime prevention measures or other measures were introduced during the time-frame 

under examination (Chatterton & Frenz, 1994; Mahalingham, 1996; Poyner, 1992b; 

Skinns, 1998; Squires, 1998c; Tilley, 1993; Webb & Laycock, 1991).  Finally, may studies 

have used a uni-dimensional concept of crime and have failed to break down the concept 

of crime to specific crime types or consider the motivation behind crime (Ditton & 

Short, 1999; Short & Ditton, 1996, 1998; Squires, 1996).   

 

Given the many criticisms that have been directed at research that has been based on 

comparisons of crime rates before and after CCTV installation and the mixed findings, 

Welsh and Farrington (2002) conducted a systematic review of the crime prevention 

effects of CCTV.  They employed a range of search strategies and identified a total of 46 

CCTV evaluations, of which 22 evaluations conducted in the United Kingdom and 

United States met inclusion criteria.  Evaluations were deemed to be more 

methodologically sound and thus were included if they met the following criteria:   
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• CCTV was the focus of the intervention 

• There was an outcome measure of crime 

• The evaluation design was of high methodological quality, with the minimum 

design involving before-and-after measures of crime in experimental and 

control areas 

• The total number of crime in each area before the intervention was at least 20  
(Source: Welsh & Farrington, 2002, p. v).  

 

Of the CCTV evaluations deemed to be more methodologically sound, thirteen were 

conducted in city centres or public housing, four were conducted on subways systems, 

and five were conducted in car-parks.  In order to quantify whether CCTV prevented 

crime, Welsh and Farrington (2002) conducted a meta-analysis of eighteen of the twenty-

two evaluations that provided the necessary data.  On the basis of this meta-analysis, they 

concluded that CCTV prevented 4% of total crime in the various settings.  Further, they 

examined the setting where CCTV evaluations took place and found that CCTV was 

more effective in preventing crime in car-parks (41%) rather than city centres and public 

housing (2%).  Finally, an examination of the main types of crimes that were prevented 

by CCTV was undertaken and it was reported that CCTV was most beneficial in 

preventing vehicle crime (from eight studies) but had no effect on violent crime (from 

five studies).  It is, however, generally acknowledged that CCTV is most effective when it 

is implemented within the framework of a broader crime prevention program (Painter & 

Tilley, 1999; Phillips, 1999). 

 

An alternative method that has been employed to determine whether CCTV prevents 

crime in community settings has been interviews with offenders.  Although fewer of 

these studies have been conducted, evidence suggests that CCTV may deter some 

offenders.  A few offender-based studies have suggested that CCTV does generally not 

deter offenders.  Perring’s (1995) study of offenders on the London Underground found 

that the deterrent value of CCTV was limited because offenders believed that there was a 

high chance of avoiding detection.  Short and Ditton’s (1998) study was based on the 

attitudes of 30 offenders and found that CCTV did not seem to prevent public order 

offences and only acted as a deterrent for some property offenders.  Once again, it was 

argued that many offenders did not believe CCTV increased their risk of apprehension.   
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However, three studies have reported more positive findings.  Gill and Turbin’s (1998) 

research with shop thieves found that two-fifths would have been deterred by the 

presence of CCTV cameras.  Butler’s (1994) interviews with 27 people convicted of 

commercial burglary found that two-fifths (41%) would have been deterred if the 

location was under CCTV surveillance.  Similarly, nearly half (48%) of French’s (1995) 

sample of 130 offenders reported that they would not have offended if they were under 

surveillance while a quarter reported that they did not know (28%) or would have 

offended regardless of the presence of CCTV surveillance (24%).   

 

Detection 

In addition to the prevention of crime, another purpose that has frequently been 

attributed to CCTV surveillance in community settings involves the detection of crime 

and disorder.  While the detection of crime and disorder through the use of CCTV may 

be viewed as contributing towards the goal of crime prevention through increasing 

deterrence and the goal of gathering evidence, it has been suggested that detection is a 

goal as the early identification of incidents can enable responses to be coordinated and 

reduce the level of destruction or harm done.   

 

Evidence suggests that CCTV is associated with increased rates of detection.  Research 

on Birmingham town centre’s CCTV system found that CCTV resulted in 173 arrests in 

the 36 months following CCTV installation (Brown, 1995).  Likewise, Norfolk’s CCTV 

system was involved in detecting 100 public order and 80 property offenders in the 32 

months after CCTV was introduced (Brown, 1995).  Short and Ditton’s (1996, 1998) 

study of the Airdrie town centre’s CCTV system found that detections improved by 16% 

in the two year period following the installation of CCTV cameras.    

 

Improving Safety 

Another goal that has been attached to CCTV surveillance in community settings is that 

such systems can improve feelings of safety or reduce fear of crime amongst the users of 

the environment.  Surprisingly few studies have explored whether CCTV increases 

feelings of safety or reduces fear of crime.  In a study that examined the impact of CCTV 

in sheltered housing for the elderly, Chatterton and Frenz (1994) found that 74% of 

respondents were less worried about being victimised by burglary after the introduction 

of CCTV.  Musheno, Levine and Palumbo’s study (1978) of a CCTV system in a housing 
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project reported that there was a 9% reduction in the number of respondents who felt 

unsafe at night when before and after CCTV installation comparisons were made.  

Reductions have also been reported elsewhere, even when there has not been an overall 

reduction in crime (Brown, 1995; Mahalingham, 1996; Sarno, 1996).   

 

The ability of CCTV to increase feelings of safety has also been suggested by studies that 

have been based on public attitude surveys.  Bennett and Gelsthorpe (1996) reported that 

almost three-quarters (73%) of residents who were sampled in Cambridge (England) 

believed that CCTV effectively reduced fear of crime.  Honess and Charman’s (1992) 

general street survey of 798 people’s perceptions of CCTV at four locations found that 

57% of respondents believed that CCTV was installed to make people feel safer and 53% 

believed that it was effective in achieving this goal.   

 

Gathering Evidence 

The final purpose of CCTV that has been associated with CCTV in community settings 

is its ability to gather evidence of crime and disorder that has taken place.  The images 

captured on video are a form of real evidence which, with appropriate authentication by 

a control room operator or supervisor, is admissible within court (Palmer, 1998).  There 

is, unfortunately, an absence of research examining the use of video images caught by 

CCTV systems within the court environment.  Therefore, the weight given to such 

evidence and the likelihood of cases involving such evidence resulting in a guilty plea or 

verdict remains unknown.   

 

Nevertheless, interviews with police have confirmed that video images are believed to be 

an extremely beneficial source of evidence.  One study of open-street CCTV surveillance 

in Australia reported that police viewed video images as an important source of evidence 

as it encouraged offenders to plead guilty (Wilson & Sutton, 2003).  Additionally, police 

acknowledged that video evidence aided follow-up investigations by enabling the 

identification of suspects and witnesses, pertinent questions to be formulated and asked, 

and the validity of other information to be assessed.  Because most incidents of police-

suspect contact are recorded, police also spoke of the protection provided by CCTV 

against vexatious complaints.   
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2.10.4. Drawbacks of CCTV Surveillance  

In addition to focusing on CCTV system design and operational options and the 

effectiveness of CCTV in achieving its prescribed purposes, another aspect of CCTV 

that has been examined within community settings has centred on the criticisms or 

drawbacks associated with CCTV surveillance.  Because the criticisms of CCTV 

surveillance have not been explored in the prison environment, these require 

examination in order to give a fuller and more balanced account of CCTV in prison.  

Four primary criticisms or drawbacks have been made in the literature examining CCTV 

in community settings.  These are: (i) displacement, (ii) fading effect, (iii) limitations on 

monitoring and the recording of incidents, and (iv) violation of civil rights – 

discrimination and privacy.   

 

Displacement 

Perhaps the primary criticism that has been directed at CCTV surveillance is that rather 

than deterring crime it merely displaces crime.  Displacement is a common criticism of 

techniques such as CCTV, which are based on a SCP theoretical basis and aim to block 

criminal opportunities (Barr & Pease, 1990; Gilling, 1997; Reppetto, 1976).  As was 

previously noted, displacement assumes that offenders have dispositions to commit 

offences, have some level of mobility, and have a range of alternative targets at their 

disposal (Barr & Pease, 1990; Clarke & Felson, 1993; Lab, 1992).  While six types of 

displacement are possible, perhaps the most commonly recognised form is spatial or 

geographical displacement.  This involves offenders changing the location where their 

offending behaviour takes place due to a crime prevention initiative such as CCTV.   

 

Several studies have investigated whether CCTV resulted in displacement in community 

settings using methods that compared crime rates pre- and post- CCTV installation.  

These studies have focused their attention on spatial displacement and crime type 

displacement.  While some studies report no evidence of spatial displacement (Armitage, 

Smyth, & Pease, 1999; Brown, 1995; Webb & Laycock, 1991), others studies have 

reported that crime is displaced to areas not under surveillance (Short & Ditton, 1996, 

1998; Skinns, 1998; Squires, 1998a, 1998c).  Most have not reported the type of crime 

that is spatially displaced, but robbery and car crime have been found to be displaced to 

outlying areas (Brown, 1995; Tilley, 1993).  Fewer studies have investigated crime type 

displacement.  Once again, there is mixed evidence with some studies finding no 
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evidence of crime type displacement (Short & Ditton, 1996; 1998) and others reporting 

that robberies have been displaced into theft from motor vehicles (Brown, 1995) or that 

theft from motor vehicles have been displaced to theft of motor vehicles (Poyner, 

1992b).   

 

Other studies conducted in the community have reported that rather than geographic 

displacement taking place, CCTV had a deterrent effect that extended beyond the 

immediate area under surveillance and was associated with a diffusion of benefits 

(Armitage, Smyth, & Pease, 1999; Poyner, 1992b; Skins, 1998; Squires, 1998b, 1998d).  

Those that have examined specific types of crimes associated with a diffusion of benefits 

have found that the benefits of CCTV extended beyond the immediate area under 

surveillance for criminal damage, burglary, and theft of and from motor vehicles (Poyner, 

1992b). 

 

Fading Effect 

Another criticism that may be directed at CCTV is that although CCTV may have a 

deterrent effect immediately following installation, this deterrent effect may fade over 

time (Phillips, 1999).  Squire’s (2000) follow-up study of the Crawley town centre found 

that although CCTV was associated with an initial 20% decrease in total crimes six 

months after installation, this was not sustained.  Two and a half years after installation, 

the total number of crimes was 30% higher than it was before CCTV installation and was 

45% higher than the level that it fell to in the first six months after CCTV installation.  

Armitage, Smyth and Pease (1999) also noted that the deterrent effect of CCTV was 

most dramatic when CCTV was initially installed or when more cameras were added but 

that this effect diminished over time.  Likewise, Brown (1995) reported that the deterrent 

effect faded for most crimes in Newcastle (England) with the notable exception of 

criminal damage and burglary.  However, the impact of CCTV on criminal damage and 

burglary was found to be subject to a fading effect in Kings Lynn (Brown, 1995). 

 

Limitations on Monitoring and Recording 

Further criticism of CCTV emerges from the inability of monitoring personnel to 

adequately observe and record situations.  Limitations on vision are inevitable and are 

caused by conditions such as fog, inadequate or inappropriate lighting, and the existence 

of architectural blind spots where CCTV surveillance is non-existent (Kyle & Aldridge, 
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1992).  Additionally, whether an offence will be identified and recorded by monitoring 

personnel seems to be largely a hit and miss affair due to the sheer volume of images that 

operators are presented with.  This necessarily results in monitoring occurring on a 

selective basis and the identification of incidents being based on the chanced observation 

and recognition of inappropriate behaviour (Norris & Armstrong, 1999; Zupan & 

Menke, 1991).  There is currently no benchmark operator-cameras-monitor ratio, and it 

has been argued that such a ratio would necessarily be reliant on numerous site specific 

factors such as the amount of activity in each location (giving due consideration to the 

time, day, and weather conditions), the size of monitors and whether they are presented 

in ‘quad’ format, the physical layout of the control room, and operator duties and shift 

length (Wison & Sutton, 2003). 

 

One further limitation related to monitoring and the recording of incidents revolves 

around the vigilance of personnel undertaking monitoring duties.  The need for CCTV to 

be monitored on a full-time basis is monotonous and results in loss of vigilance, slowed 

reactions, and drowsiness (Bose, 1982; Kyle & Aldridge, 1992; Lyons, 1988).  It is evident 

that it is an unrealistic expectation to expect operators to actively monitor for extended 

periods of time.  Indeed, one recent study reported that the attention of operators began 

to drift after 15 minutes of monitoring (Security Park, 2001).  On the basis of 

observations from the control room, Norris and Armstrong (1999) concluded that: 

 

“No operator ever spent a full shift engrossed in the task of surveillance.  The 

discomfort of watching so many monitors combined with the mind-numbing 

monotony the job offered meant that operators ‘drifted’ in their concentration.  

Moments of intense scrutiny competed with minutes of doing nothing with the 

mind miles away” (p. 136). 

 

Discrimination and Privacy 

The effect of CCTV surveillance on civil liberties has been the subject of considerable 

attention.  CCTV has been criticised on the grounds that it invades a range of civil rights 

including the right to privacy and free association.  CCTV invades peoples privacy by 

giving largely unregulated agencies substantial, and largely invisible, powers to observe 

and record the activities of people going about their everyday lives without their express 

consent (Bennett & Gelsthorpe, 1996; Flaherty, 1998; Graham, Brooks, & Heery, 1996; 
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Honess & Charman, 1992; Painter & Tilley, 1999).  Perhaps more worrying than the 

threat that CCTV poses to privacy is the threat that CCTV poses to free association.  

CCTV surveillance may be used as a mechanism through which certain types of people 

are excluded and marginalised from particular areas where they have traditionally been 

able to freely mix and associate (Graham, Brooks, & Heery, 1996; Phillips, 1999).  Thus, 

it is argued that CCTV surveillance may result in semi-privatised public places and be 

used to exacerbate prejudice and discrimination. 

 

Discriminatory use of CCTV surveillance was noted in Norris and Armstrong’s (1999) 

observational study in the control room.  They reported that 15% of operator initiated 

surveillance on women was voyeuristic.  Moreover, they found that surveillance targeted 

ethnic minorities and working-class youth. 

 

Despite the potential for CCTV to negatively impact on civil liberties, evidence suggests 

that the community generally supports (64% - 96%) CCTV surveillance (French, 1995; 

Honess & Charman, 1992).  Where concerns have been expressed, they have centred 

around controllers filling quotas or abusing the system, using CCTV in covert ways, the 

potential for CCTV evidence to be misleading (poor picture quality, no sound, small 

monitoring screens), a general unease about being watched, and the fear of increasing 

state control and erosion of civil liberties (Bennett & Gelsthorpe, 1996; Farish, 1995; 

Honess & Charman, 1992).  

 

2.11. Summary and Conclusions  

The practical and theoretical concerns underpinning the aims of the research in this 

thesis were presented in this chapter.  The need to prevent prisoner misbehaviour was 

highlighted and traditional explanations were examined.  It was argued that SCP enabled 

prisoner misbehaviour to be approached in a more practical and purposeful manner by 

focusing on the micro-level and directing attention towards specific problems and 

specific aspects of the environment that provide opportunities for offending behaviour.  

Criticisms that had been directed at SCP were examined and Wortley’s (2002) two-stage 

model that allows for a more dynamic view of the person-environment relationship was 

presented.  Links between the model and the distinction between hostile and 

instrumental aggression were explored.   
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It was apparent that few researchers had applied SCP to the prison environment.  Those 

that have used the approach had explored feelings of safety and the locations where 

prisoner misbehaviour took place.  Fewer researchers had explored the efficacy of SCP 

techniques in the prison environment.  CCTV was presented as one SCP technique that 

has been widely installed and utilised in prison environments.  Given the limited 

attention that had explored CCTV in prison environments, the research investigating 

CCTV in community settings was canvassed.  This research focused on the nature, 

purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance.   

 

The next chapter will provide an overview of the research that will be used to investigate 

CCTV in prison.  The aim of the research questions that were derived from the literature 

will be presented within the context of the three studies.  Justification for the use of the 

methods that were employed in the three studies will be provided. A contextual 

foundation for the research will be provided and how four prisons were selected for 

inclusion in the research will be outlined.   
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CHAPTER 3:  OVERVIEW OF THE CURRENT 
RESEARCH 

 

 

The literature review highlighted the need to prevent prisoner misbehaviour and argued 

that situational crime prevention (SCP) is a more fine-grained approach than those 

provided by deprivation orientated theorists or environmental psychologists.  Two of the 

main criticisms of SCP were outlined.  These were that SCP techniques may displace 

offending behaviour and that the approach did not allow for the possibility that some 

offending behaviour may not be based on a cost-benefit calculus.  Wortley’s (2002) two-

stage model was examined.  This model views the person-environment relationship as 

being a dynamic process and allows for the possibility that offending behaviour may be 

produced by the stresses and strains in the environment and hence not subject to a cost-

benefit calculus and/or produced by opportunities in the physical environment and 

therefore based on a cost-benefit calculus.  It was argued that Wortley’s (2002) ideas were 

consistent with the long-held distinction between hostile and instrumental forms of 

aggression.  Despite the apparent usefulness of SCP for the prison environment, the 

approach has rarely been applied to the prison environment and few studies had 

investigated the effect of SCP techniques in prison.  Closed circuit television (CCTV) was 

presented as one SCP technique that had been widely installed and utilised in prison 

environments.  Given the limited attention that had explored CCTV in prison, the 

literature examining CCTV in community settings was examined.  This research 

suggested that there are four aspects of CCTV worthy of investigation, which are the 

nature, purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance.   

 

In this chapter, an overview of the research and a contextual foundation for the research 

presented in this thesis will be provided.  First, the aim of the research and research 

questions used to achieve this aim will be outlined in the context of the three studies.  

Second, justification for the methods that were employed will be provided.  Third, the 

nature of the Queensland Department of Corrective Services (QDCS) operations and the 

prison population in Queensland will be described.  Finally, how four prisons were 

selected for inclusion in the research and the design and layout of the four prisons will be 

described.   
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3.1. Aim of the Research, Overarching Research Questions, and   

Focused Research Questions Addressed in the Studies 

The aim of the research presented in this thesis is to apply the approach provided by SCP 

to the prison environment to determine how useful CCTV is in prison.  The review of 

the more traditional ways that prisoner misbehaviour has been approached in the past 

suggests that SCP may be a more useful approach.  SCP requires attention to be given to 

specific problems such as low feelings of safety or types of misbehaviour and specific 

aspects of the environment that are viewed as providing opportunities for offending 

behaviour such as particular locations or times.   

 

The review of the literature examining CCTV in community settings indicated that there 

are four main areas that have been investigated.  These were the nature, purposes, 

effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance.  Each of these areas is viewed as 

impacting on the usefulness of CCTV surveillance.  The nature of CCTV surveillance 

focuses on the CCTV system design and operational options that have been adopted.  

The CCTV options that have been adopted can give insight into the intended purposes 

of CCTV surveillance and inevitably impact on the effectiveness of CCTV and the 

drawbacks that are associated with CCTV.  It is necessary to consider the purposes of 

CCTV in order to explore whether CCTV effectively achieves its intended purposes.  

Like any new technology, CCTV should not have outcomes externally assigned to it if 

these outcomes are not intended purposes.  The effectiveness of CCTV at achieving its 

intended purposes is perhaps the most significant aspect when exploring the usefulness 

of CCTV.  Such an examination enables the identification of purposes that are being 

fulfilled and purposes that are not being fulfilled.  This, in addition to the drawbacks that 

are associated with CCTV, allows for consideration to be given to how improvements 

can be made to the CCTV system design and operational options to achieve intended 

outcomes. 

 

Therefore, the research presented in this thesis will explore four overarching research 

questions to assess the usefulness of CCTV surveillance in prison.  These are:   

1. What is the nature of CCTV surveillance in prison?, 

2. What purposes are associated with CCTV surveillance in prison?, 

3. How effective is CCTV surveillance at achieving its intended purposes?, and  

4. What drawbacks are associated with CCTV in prison environments? 
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These four overarching research questions have a number of focused research questions 

that will be addressed through three studies.  Rather than being addressed singularly or 

sequentially, certain aspects of the overarching research questions will be addressed in the 

three studies.  Because little is known about CCTV in prison, a top-down and narrowing 

approach will be used where possible.  This approach involves exploring the overarching 

research questions from managers’, officers’, and prisoners’ viewpoints.  The research 

will begin by exploring the overarching research question more broadly and then become 

more focused as the research is informed by findings.   

 

The first study will explore the nature of CCTV surveillance and explore the purposes, 

effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance from the manager’s viewpoint.  

Methods employed in the first study are content analyses of QDCS legislation and 

procedure, physical audits, and interviews with QDCS prison managers and managers 

from the QDCS head office.  The focused research questions that will be addressed in 

the first study are: 

(i) What is the legislative and procedural basis of CCTV in prison? 

(ii) What CCTV system design options are adopted in prison? 

(iii) What CCTV operational options are adopted in prison? 

(iv) What purposes do managers attach to CCTV surveillance? 

(v) How effective do managers believe CCTV is at preventing misbehaviour and 

improving safety? 

(vi) What drawbacks do managers associate with the use of CCTV in prison? 

 

The second study will explore the purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV 

surveillance from officers and prisoners viewpoints based on their responses to a survey.  

This study will also apply the approach provided by SCP to the issue of safety in prison.  

The focused research questions that will be addressed in the second study are: 

(i) What purposes do officers and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance? 

(ii) How effective do officers and prisoners believe CCTV is at achieving the 

purposes associated with the use of CCTV in prison? 

(iii) What locations are viewed by officers and prisoners as safe and unsafe? 

(iv) What impact does CCTV have on feelings of safety? 
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(v) What locations do officers and prisoners believe should and should not be 

under camera surveillance and what effect do feelings of safety have on 

beliefs? 

(vi) What types of behaviour do officers and prisoners believe CCTV prevents? 

(vii) What drawbacks do officers and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance? 

 

The third study will apply the approach provided by SCP to the issue of prisoner 

misbehaviour and will focus on how effective CCTV surveillance is at preventing various 

types of misbehaviour.  One form of prisoner misbehaviour (prisoner-on-prisoner 

assaults) will be examined to investigate whether Wortley’s (2002) contention holds 

ground.  According to Wortley (2002), situational techniques such as CCTV are more 

effective at preventing misbehaviour that is a result of a decision based on opportunities 

in the environment than misbehaviour that may be caused by situational factors that 

initiate misbehaviour.  This study is based on archival operational data that records a 

range of information relating to instances of prisoner misbehaviour that occur in prison.  

The focused research questions that will be addressed in the third study are: 

(i) How prevalent is prisoner misbehaviour in Queensland prisons? 

(ii) What are the spatial and temporal patterns of misbehaviour? 

(iii) What is the relationship between feelings of safety and the occurrence of 

misbehaviour? 

(iv) Does misbehaviour tend to take place in locations that are not under camera 

surveillance? 

(v) Does CCTV prevent or displace prisoner-on-prisoners assaults involving a 

weapon or more than one perpetrator to a greater extent than prisoner-on-

prisoner assaults that do not involve a weapon or only involve one 

perpetrator.   

 

3.2. Justification for Methods Employed in the Research 

Some of the methods that will be employed to address the research sub-questions differ 

from methods that have been employed to investigate these issues in community settings.  

The nature of CCTV surveillance has frequently been reported in studies conducted in 

the community as a given.  The research (presented in chapter four) will make systematic 

comparisons between the CCTV system design and operational options that have been 

adopted in the four selected prisons to determine whether there is any consistency 
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between the prisons.  Consistency in the design and operational options that have been 

adopted in the prisons may indicate a rationale for having CCTV in prison.   

 

The purposes of CCTV surveillance have been investigated in community settings using 

observation from the control room and attitudinal surveys of the general public.  As 

observation from the control room was not an available option due to concerns 

expressed by the QDCS that the approach would negatively impact on prisoner privacy,   

the research focused on managers’, officers’, and prisoners’ attitudes regarding the 

purposes of CCTV.  The purposes of CCTV surveillance will be investigated broadly in 

management interviews (presented in chapter four) and then based on an approach that 

differentiates between the targets of surveillance using officer and prisoner surveys 

(presented in chapter five).  That is, officers and prisoners will be asked to indicate the 

extent that they believe CCTV serves each particular purpose (prevention, detention, 

improving safety, providing evidence, and acting as a general site management tool) for 

each of the main users of the prison environment (prisoners, officers, and visitors).  This 

approach enables the finer aspects involved in the purposes of CCTV surveillance to be 

explored.  For instance, perhaps officers and prisoners believed CCTV was installed to 

prevent and detect prisoner misbehaviour rather than officer misbehaviour.  An overall 

examination of whether CCTV prevented or detected misbehaviour would not capture 

these finer aspects involved in the purposes of CCTV surveillance in prison.   

 

Similarly, management interviews (presented in chapter four) will broadly explore how 

effective managers believe CCTV surveillance is and then officer and prisoner surveys 

(presented in chapter five) will explore how effective officers and prisoners believe 

CCTV surveillance is at achieving each purpose for each of the main users of the 

environment.  The effectiveness of CCTV surveillance at preventing prisoner 

misbehaviour will also be explored by asking officers and prisoners to indicate whether 

they believe CCTV does or does not effectively prevent the various types of 

misbehaviour (presented in chapter five).  Additionally, the effectiveness of CCTV at 

improving safety (presented in chapter five) and preventing prisoner misbehaviour 

(presented in chapter six) will be investigated using the approach provided by SCP.  This 

approach will be used as alternative methods such as comparisons of misbehaviour rates 

before and after the installation of CCTV were not possible because all prisons in 

Queensland were built with CCTV surveillance.  Therefore, the research focused on the 
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relationship between specific problems such as low feelings of safety or prisoner 

misbehaviour and specific aspects of the environment such as particular locations or 

times.   

 

While a range of methods have been employed to investigate the drawbacks of CCTV 

surveillance in community settings, the research will focus on the drawbacks that 

managers, officers, and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance.  Specifically, the attitudes 

of managers (presented in chapter four) regarding the impact of CCTV on officer and 

prisoner privacy will be explored.  The drawbacks attached to CCTV by officers and 

prisoners will be further explored by examining their level of agreement with 29 

statements that focused on issues surrounding the use of CCTV in prison and their 

responses to an open-ended question (presented in chapter five).   

 

3.3. Research Context 

The QDCS is responsible for administering custodial and community based sentences 

that are imposed on offenders by Queensland courts.  Queensland has the third largest 

state population in Australia, with its 3.6 million residents accounting for nearly 20% of 

the nations population (OESR, 2003).  In 2001, females comprised just over half 

(50.70%) of the state’s population and there were 113,000 Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islanders living in Queensland (OESR, 2003).   

 

Queensland has the second largest prisoner population in Australia and had a through-

put rate of 10,015 prisoners during the 2001-2002 financial year (ABS, 2001, Carcach & 

Grant, 1999; QDCS, 2002).  Queensland had the fourth highest rate of imprisonment in 

Australia as at 30 June 2001 with 163 per 100,000 adults in prison (ABS, 2001; Carcach & 

Grant, 1999).  On 30 June 2001, about one-fifth (20.10%) of prisoners were on remand, 

the median sentence length was 4.0 years, and females represented 6% of Queensland 

prisoners (ABS, 2001).  The imprisonment rate for Indigenous Australians (1,724.4 per 

100,000 adult population) was higher than for non-Indigenous Australians (125.0 per 

100,000 adult population) (ABS, 2001).   

 

Due to increasing prisoner numbers and outdated facilities, the QDCS has been engaged 

in a significant construction program since 1995 at a cost in excess of $0.53b (QDCS, 

2002).  In 2002, the average age of the 12 correctional facilities in Queensland was 5.27 
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years, with more than half of cells being built since or during the year 2000 (QDCS, 

2002).  The main features of custodial facilities in Queensland are provided in Table 3.1. 

 

Table 3.1:  Profile of prisons in Queensland  

Facility Location Built Custody 
Type 

Capacity Average 
Daily State 
(2001-2002) 

Comments 

Arthur 
Gorrie 

Brisbane 1992 Secure 710      683 m Remand & reception 
Private (ACM) 
Major expansion in  
    1999-2000 
 

Borallon Ipswich 1990 Secure 492 
 

     483 m Private (CCA) 
Campus style design 
 

Brisbane 
Womens 

Brisbane 1999 Secure 270 
(246 

approved) 

     203 f Secure & residential- 
    style units 
 
 

Capricornia  
 

Rockhampton 2001 Secure & 
Open 

496      361 m Remand & reception 
Farm component 
 

Darling 
Downs 

Toowoomba 1995 Open 170      130 m 
 

Prepare prisoners for  
    return to community 
  

Lotus Glen Mareeba 1989 Secure & 
Open 

511 
 

     519 m Local remand and  
    reception 
Farm component 
 

Numinbah Gold Coast 1940 Open 129      80 m 
     17  f 
     97 

Prepare prisoners for     
    return to community 
Women’s annex built in  
    1997 
 

Palen Creek 
 

Rathdowney 2001 Open 170      117 m Hostel-style    
    accommodation 
New facility opened in  
    2001 
 

Sir David 
Longlands 

Brisbane 1989 Secure 324      332 m Mainstream and  
    protection prisoners 
Major expansion in 2000 
 

Townsville Townsville 1999 Secure & 
Open 

494      434 m 
      75 f 
     509 

Local reception 
Farm component 
 
 

Wolston Brisbane 1999 Secure 600      595 m Prison industries  
    complex 
 

Woodford Woodford 1997 Secure 1000 
(700 

approved) 

     641 m Major expansion 2001 
State-of-the-art security  
    systems 

   Source:  QDCS (2000, pp. 12-13). 
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Nine prisons in Queensland provided secure custody and six prisons provided open 

custody.  Most facilities housed male prisoners.  There were eight prisons that provided 

secure custody for males and six prisons that provided open custody for males.  Only 

three facilities housed female prisoners.  There was provision for secure custody of 

women at Brisbane Womens and Townsville prisons and for open custody of women at 

Townsville and Numinbah prisons.  Only two of the facilities were managed by private 

providers, Arthur Gorrie and Borallon.  The remaining ten prisons were managed 

directly by the QDCS.  Three prisons had undergone major expansion since being built:  

Arthur Gorrie, Sir David Longlands (SDL), and Woodford. 

 

3.4. Selection of Four Prisons  

To focus the research and make the research process more manageable, four prisons 

were selected for inclusion in the research.  These were Arthur Gorrie, Brisbane 

Womens, SDL, and Woodford.  These prisons were chosen because each was viewed as 

offering a specific contribution to the research.  Arthur Gorrie was chosen because it had 

the highest daily state during 2001-2002 and because it was considered likely that 

misbehaviour would occur more frequently at this prison because it was the main remand 

and reception prison in Queensland.  Brisbane Womens was included in the research 

because it was the primary prison in Queensland that housed females.  SDL was selected 

because it housed both mainstream and protection prisoners and because it was an older 

prison that had undergone significant expansion in 2000.  It was thus hoped that 

locations within this prison would vary greatly in terms of camera coverage.  Finally, 

Woodford was included because it had the second highest average daily state during 

2001-2002 and because it was a newer prison boasting state-of-the-art security systems.   

 

Arthur Gorrie and SDL were older prisons that had undergone expansion, Woodford 

was a newer prison that had undergone expansion, and Brisbane Womens was a newer 

prison that had not undergone expansion.  Arthur Gorrie was originally opened in 1992 

with a capacity of 380 prisoners and an additional 330 cells were commissioned and 

subsequently opened in 1999-2000.  SDL received its first prisoners in 1989 and has 

undergone expansion with the addition of two blocks that increased its capacity from 226 

to 324 prisoners.  Woodford began receiving prisoners in March 1997 and underwent 

major expansion with the addition of a second secure compound in 2001.  Although 

Woodford is approved to house 700 prisoners, it has the capacity to house 1,000 
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prisoners.  Brisbane Womens, which received its first prisoners in July 1999, has not 

undergone expansion and has the capacity to house 270 prisoners (although has an 

approved housing capacity of 246 prisoners).   

 

3.5. Design and Layout of the Four Prisons  

The four prisons were divided into compounds that served specific purposes.  Arthur 

Gorrie incorporated a reception, remand, and shared compound while SDL had a 

protection, mainstream, and shared compound.  Brisbane Womens and Woodford had 

secure, residential, and shared compounds.  Each compound was separated from the 

other compounds contained within the prison and there was a fence around each prison. 

 

Compounds that housed prisoners were either secure (incorporating all prisoners at 

Arthur Gorrie and SDL) or residential.  Within these compounds, small numbers of 

prisoners were housed in fully self-contained living areas, containing individual cells, a 

kitchen, dinning room, laundry, and television room.  Secure units were pod shaped and 

included an enclosed exercise yard to facilitate the supervision of prisoners while 

residential units opened directly onto the compound. 

 

The division of the prisons into compounds enabled officers to control the movement of 

prisoners so that officers could determine when it was appropriate for prisoners to use 

shared facilities.  Buildings within the shared compound served specific purposes such as 

facilitating entry/exit to prison (gatehouse/reception), providing prisoners with medical 

care (medical, health, and observation units), and areas where prisoners could meet 

visitors (visits), undertake education or participate in programs (education/programs), 

work (industries/workshops), and engage in recreational activities (oval and gym/hall).  
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3.6. Summary and Conclusions 

Presented in this chapter was an overview of the research and a contextual foundation 

for the research presented in this thesis.  The aim of the research and the four 

overarching research questions (and associated focused research questions) were 

examined.  Justification for the methods that were employed in the three studies was 

then provided.  After providing an overview of the QDCS and the prison population in 

Queensland, the process that was undertaken to select four prisons for inclusion in the 

research was described.  The next chapter will present the methods and results of the 

first study that will explore the nature of CCTV surveillance and management attitudes 

regarding the purpose, effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance.   
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CHAPTER 4:  THE NATURE OF CCTV SURVEILLANCE 
IN QUEENSLAND PRISONS 

 

 

In this chapter, the methods and results of the first study that will explore the nature of 

closed circuit television (CCTV) surveillance and managers attitudes regarding the 

purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of camera surveillance in prison will be 

presented.  Despite the considerable financial investments in CCTV surveillance in 

prison, little is known about these aspects of CCTV in prison.  To explore the nature of 

CCTV surveillance, it is necessary to consider the CCTV system design and operational 

options that have been adopted in prison.  The CCTV options that have been adopted 

may give insight into the intended purposes of CCTV surveillance in prison.  The 

exploration of management attitudes was the first phase of the top-down and narrowing 

approach that was adopted by the research presented in this thesis.  The focused research 

questions that are addressed in this chapter are: 

(i) What is the legislative and procedural basis of CCTV in prison? 

(ii) What CCTV system design options are adopted in prison? 

(iii) What CCTV operational options are adopted in prison? 

(iv) What purposes do managers attach to CCTV surveillance? 

(v) How effective do managers believe CCTV is at preventing misbehaviour and 

improving safety? 

(vi) What drawbacks do managers associate with the use of CCTV in prison? 

 

The first focused research question will be addressed using content analyses of 

Queensland Department of Corrective Services (QDCS) legislation and procedure.  The 

second research question will be investigated using information provided by the QDCS 

and physical audits of prisons.  The third, fourth, fifth, and sixth research questions will 

be explored using interviews (n=6) that were conducted with QDCS managers.  

Consideration will now be given to the methods that were employed to address each 

research question in more depth and the findings.   
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4.1. Legislative and Procedural Basis of CCTV in Prison 

The first focused research question, “What is the legislative and procedural basis of 

CCTV in prison?”, was addressed by performing content analyses on the legislation and 

regulation that the QDCS operates under (Corrective Services Act 2000 (CSA) and 

Corrective Services Regulation 2001 (CSR)) and publicly available procedures relating to 

offender management (44 procedures, 69 appendices) and safety and security (11 

procedures, 16 appendices). Appendix 1 presents the procedures and appendices that 

were included in the content analyses.  Content analyses was limited to publicly available 

documents as no internal procedures or protocols had been developed by the QDCS that 

related to CCTV surveillance.  Each document was searched electronically for words that 

could be associated with the use of CCTV including CCTV, camera, video, tape, record, 

monitor, observe, and audiovisual.  

 

Results indicated that two sections of legislation, four procedures, and one QDCS 

appendix related to CCTV.  Legislatively, the QDCS have been provided with authority 

to use CCTV to monitor and record personal visits in prison (CSA, 2000, s129).  Further, 

officers undertaking strip searches are required to ensure that the officer/s viewing the 

monitor are the same gender as the prisoner (CSR, 2001, s27A (6)).   

 

Offender management procedures relating to CCTV included “Suicide Prevention” 

(QDCS, 2001a) and “Crisis Support Units” (QDCS, 2001b).  The Suicide Prevention 

procedure provided that observations of prisoners identified as being at-risk of self-harm 

or suicide should be expressed in terms of frequency (for example, 5 minutes) and that 

these observations may be physical or visual whereby the prisoner is monitored using 

CCTV.  The Crisis Support Units procedure provided that, “To ensure the dignity of the 

offender and the integrity of the process, observations are to be undertaken, wherever 

possible, by officer of the same gender as the offender” (QDCS, 2001b). 

 

The safety and security procedures that were related to CCTV included “Detention 

Units” (QDCS, 2001c) and “The Storage and Disposal of Audio and Video Recordings 

used for Monitoring Purposes” (QDCS, 2001d).  The procedure relating to detention 

units provided that all tapes must be accounted for through the use of a register and that 

tapes depicting a criminal offence should be “treated as evidence and removed from 

circulation, secured and signed for by the person in charge or delegate” (QDCS, 2001c, 
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p.4).  Moreover, the detention unit procedure stated that the “person in charge of a 

facility must ensure that all personnel operating closed circuit television monitoring and 

recording devices are instructed on and acknowledge the intent of the department’s code 

of conduct” (QDCS, 2001c, p. 4).   

 

The procedure relating to “The Storage and Disposal of Audio and Video Recordings 

used for Monitoring Purposes” also provided guidelines on how tapes should be stored 

and isolated in the event of an incident (QDCS, 2001d).  Specifically, it was provided that 

tapes containing incidents should be “isolated and stored in a secure place” (QDCS, 

2001d).  Additionally, the procedure instructed that all tape recordings should be kept for 

at least one month or for 12 months after the expiration of any proceedings where the 

tape was required. 

 

CCTV was also related to one safety and security appendix (QDCS, 2001e).  This 

appendix was “Standard Behavioural Requirements – Separate Confinement”.  One of 

the behavioural expectations was that:   

 

“NO items are to be placed over the camera that will prevent normal 

observations to take place” (QDCS, 2001e, p. 1). 

 

It may therefore be concluded that the use of CCTV in prison does not appear to be 

governed to any great extent by legislation or procedure.  Legislation and procedure 

suggest that CCTV may be used for monitoring visitors to centres, detention units, and 

observational units.  Additionally, legislation and procedure contained sections that dealt 

with the storage and handling of tapes and provided some protection for prisoner 

privacy.  To further explore the purposes of CCTV in prison, it is necessary to investigate 

the CCTV system design options that have been adopted in prison.   

 

4.2. CCTV System Design in Prison  

The second focused research question, “What CCTV system design options are adopted 

in prison?”, was addressed using two approaches.  Firstly, a range of information relating 

to the CCTV systems at the four selected prisons was sought from the QDCS.  This 

information related to: (i) cameras (number of cameras and whether they were 

colour/monochrome, internal/external, of fixed/pan-tilt-zoom (PTZ)), (ii) the method 
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by which the video signal was transmitted from cameras to monitors, (iii) monitors 

(number of monitors and monitoring locations, locations of monitoring rooms, size of 

monitors), (iv) recording equipment (number of video cassette recorders (VCRs) and 

whether real-time (RT) or time-lapse (TL)), and (v) whether CCTV systems were 

integrated with any additional hardware.  Secondly, physical audits of the four selected 

prisons were undertaken to determine the specific locations that were and were not 

under camera surveillance at the four selected prisons. 

 

4.2.1. Hardware  

The QDCS was only able to provide information relating to the CCTV systems operating 

at three of the selected prisons.  Information was not available regarding the CCTV 

system operating at Arthur Gorrie because it was private.  Given that Arthur Gorrie was 

built by the Queensland Government around the same time as SDL and latter privatised, 

and that both prisons underwent expansion in 2000, it is considered likely that the CCTV 

system operating at Arthur Gorrie would have similar properties to the CCTV system 

operating at SDL.  In any case, there did appear to be some consistency in the CCTV 

system design options that had been adopted at the three prisons (Table 4.1).  Nearly all 

cameras in the prisons were colour and most were fixed rather than having PTZ 

capabilities.  The majority of cameras were located in internal locations rather than being 

external to buildings.  The video signal was transmitted from cameras to monitors 

primarily using coaxial cable rather than optic fibre.  There were between 24 and 38 

monitoring screens at the centres and these were located in between six and 13 locations.  

Typically, monitoring was undertaken from the master control room, detention unit, 

medical, visits, and control rooms set up for a particular compound or zone.  Both 

Brisbane Womens and Woodford have two secure compounds and one residential 

compound.  Sir David Longlands (SDL) splits the prison into a protection zone, 

mainstream zone, and shared facilities and gatehouse zone.  

 

Viewing monitors ranged in size and were either 23, 34, or 51cm.  Most monitors were 

full-screen but several (most notably in the detention and crisis support units) were in 

multiplex format where several smaller pictures are presented on one screen.  The 

number of VCRs ranged from 15 to 33.  Most VCRs required the operator to activate 

recording while others (most notably in the master control room, detention unit, and 
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crisis support unit) recorded in time-lapse whereby a picture frame was recorded at pre-

determined time intervals.   

 

Table 4.1:  CCTV system design in prison 

System Options Brisbane Womens SDL Woodford 
Cameras    
     Number of Cameras 165 206 328 
     Colour / Monochrome  157 / 8 206 / 0 324 / 4 
     Internal / External 93 / 72 147 / 59 233 / 95 
     Fixed / PTZ 130 / 35 144 / 62 268 / 60 

 
Transmission Coax excluding 16 

cameras 
Coax excluding cameras 

to MCR 
Coax excluding 38 

cameras 
 

Monitors    
     Number of Monitors 24 24 38 
     Monitoring locations 7 6 13 
     Location of Monitoring 
rooms* 

MCR; CCR; DU; 
Secure 1; Secure 2; 

Medical; Visits; RES 
 

MCR; Visits; K Block; 
B6; Gatehouse; MSU 

MCR; MCR 1; MCR 2; 
CCR; RES; DU; Secure 

N; Secure P; MSU; 
CSU; Visits; Central 2 

     Size 34 or 51 cm 23, 34, or 51 cm 34 or 51 cm 
 

Recording    
     Number of VCRs 19 15 34 
     RT / TL RT – 8 

TL - 11 
RT – 8 
TL - 7 

RT – 17 
TL -  17 

Source:  Information provided by the QDCS 
Key: MCR = Master Control Room, CCR = Central Control Room, DU = Detention Unit,  
        RES = Residential, MSU = Maximum Security Unit; CSU = Crisis Support Unit 

  

Additionally, cameras, monitors, and recording equipment were integrated with call 

buttons and speakers at gates, video motion detection equipment on fences, and personal 

distress monitors.  When buttons at gates located at various locations around the prison 

are activated, cameras provide a means of identifying who requires the gate to be opened.  

Cameras were thus one crucial element in remote access control.  Additionally, speakers 

at the gates enable the person undertaking observation from the control room to 

communicate with the person requiring the gate to be opened, such as by seeking 

information regarding why the person required the gate to be opened or where they are 

going.   

 

When a fence alarm is activated, the control room operator is automatically presented 

with video images of the location where the alarm had been activated by the appropriate 

PTZ camera and fixed cameras on the fence.  The footage is automatically recorded in 

real-time.  Likewise, the CCTV systems were integrated with personal distress monitors 

that identify where a person is located within the facility.  When these distress monitors 
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are activated, the operator can immediately assess the situation if the particular location is 

under camera surveillance. 

 

4.2.2. Locations With and Without CCTV 

The locations that are and are not under camera surveillance may provide further insight 

into why CCTV surveillance is in prison.  To determine whether locations had camera 

surveillance, physical audits of the four selected prisons were conducted.  Physical audits 

involved the researcher attending each prison and being escorted around the various 

locations in each prison.  During these audits, the researcher recorded building numbers, 

building purposes, and the locations within each building that were and were not under 

camera surveillance. 

 

There was little variation between the prisons in terms of the locations that were and 

were not under camera surveillance (Table 4.2).  Locations that were under camera 

surveillance included the perimeter fence, gatehouse/reception, detention unit (cells), the 

oval, visits, and maximum security units.  Locations that were not under camera 

surveillance included secure unit laundry areas, exercise yards, reception stores/bulk 

stores, the main kitchen, officers’ mess, education/program rooms, 

industries/workshops, the gym/hall, and residential units.  The main difference between 

the locations that were and were not under surveillance at the four prisons was that the 

newer prisons (Brisbane Womens and Woodford) had cameras in some cells contained in 

general secure units and that the older prison (SDL) had some secure unit common areas 

that did not contain cameras.  A more detailed description of the locations around each 

prison and whether or not each location had CCTV surveillance is provided below.   

 

Arthur Gorrie 

Arthur Gorrie consisted of one compound that contained shared facilities and the 

gatehouse, one reception compound, and one remand compound.  In terms of shared 

locations around Arthur Gorrie, there were CCTV cameras on the perimeter fence, in the 

gatehouse and reception area, surgery, oval, visits, and maximum security unit.  Many of 

the pathways were not under surveillance.  Additionally, there were no cameras in 

reception/bulk stores, main kitchen, the officers’ mess, education/programs, or in the 

gymnasium.   
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Table 4.2:  Prison locations and whether under CCTV surveillance  

Location Arthur 

Gorrie 

Brisbane 

Womens 

SDL Woodford 

Perimeter Fence Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Gatehouse/Reception  Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Detention Unit (cells) Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Oval Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Visits Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Maximum Security Unit Yes N/A Yes N/A 

Secure Unit Common Areas Yes Yes Some Yes 

Medical / Health / Observation Unit  Yes Yes Yes Some 

Walkways / Other outer locations Some Some Some Some 

Residential Compound  N/A Some N/A Some 

Secure Unit Cell landing/stairs No Yes Some Yes 

Cell No Some No Some 

Secure Unit laundry  No No No No 

Exercise yards No No No No 

Reception Stores/Bulk Stores No No No No 

Main Kitchen No No No No 

Officers’ Mess No No No No 

Education/Programs No No No No 

Industries/Workshop No No No No 

Gym/Hall No No No No 

Residential Units N/A No N/A No 

N/A – Location was not in particular prison. 

 

The reception compound consisted of two blocks that housed prisoners.  Block C (C1-

C3) consisted of the original 36 bed units and Block D (D4-D5) consisted of a 100 bed 

unit.  These units contained CCTV in common areas (including kitchen and dinning 

rooms).  The were no cameras in cells, covering cell landings/stairs, in unit laundry areas, 

or in exercise yards.  C4 was the reception side of the centre’s detention unit and there 

were cameras in cells.  D1-D3 was the industries block and there was no camera 

surveillance in this building.   

 

In the remand compound, Arthur Gorrie consisted of three blocks that housed 

prisoners.  A Block (A1-A4) and B Block (B1-B4) were original units and B5 (an 80 bed 

unit) and W Block (W2-W4) had recently been added.  Once again, these units contained 

cameras in common areas.  There were no cameras in cells, covering cell landings/stairs, 
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in unit laundry areas, or in exercise yards.  A5 was the remand side of the centre’s 

detention unit and cameras were located in cells.  W1 was an observation unit and had 

cameras in cells, common areas, and covering cell landings/stairs.  There were, however, 

no cameras in the observation unit’s laundry area or exercise yard.   

 

Brisbane Womens 

Brisbane Womens consisted of two secure compounds and one residential compound.  

General locations around Brisbane Womens that were under surveillance included the 

perimeter fence, gatehouse, reception area, health centre, cells in the detention unit 

(excluding exercise yards), oval, and visits.  There were no cameras in bulk stores, the 

main kitchen, officers’ mess, education/programs building, the workshop, or the 

gym/hall. 

 

The first secure compound consisted of S1 to S5.  S1 contained interviewing rooms while 

S2 to S5 were units.  The common areas in these units were under surveillance.  While 

most cells did not contain cameras, cell 1 is S2, S3, and S5 contained a camera.  The 

exercise yards in the first secure compound were not under camera surveillance.  Secure 2 

consisted of S6 which was a programs classroom and contained no cameras and S7-S10 

were units.  Once again, the common areas were under surveillance but exercise yards 

and most cells were not.  However, cell 10 in S7 and S9 and cell 6 in S8 and S10 had 

cameras.  The residential compound had pan/tilt/zoom cameras that could view the 

front of residential units and most of the compound but there were no cameras in units.   

 

Sir David Longlands 

The general locations around SDL that contained cameras included the perimeter fence, 

gatehouse, reception area, health centre/surgery, oval, visits, and the maximum security 

unit.  Locations around the prison that did not contain cameras included reception 

stores, main kitchen, officers’ mess, education/programs, workshops (carpentry/joinery), 

and the gymnasium.   

  

The prison was split into one section containing protection prisoners and another 

containing mainstream prisoners.  Protection prisoners were housed in six units (K1-4, 

C6-7).  K1-4 contained cameras in common areas while C6-7 had no cameras.  No 

cameras were located in exercise yards.  Mainstream prisoners were housed in units in B 
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Block and C Block.  None of the units in these blocks contained cameras and thus no 

areas were under camera surveillance.  The notable exception to this is 10B (the 

detention unit) that had cameras in cells and 6B that had cameras in the common area.   

 

Woodford 

The Woodford Correctional Centre was divided into four sections:  one section 

containing shared facilities and the gatehouse, one section containing the residential 

compound and two secure compounds.  Shared areas under camera surveillance included 

the perimeter fence, gatehouse and reception, crisis support unit/medical, detention unit, 

oval, and visits.  Shared locations that did not contain cameras included main stores, 

reception two, main kitchen, officers’ mess, education/programs areas, industries 

buildings, and the gymnasium.  Within the residential compound, the front of the 

residential units and most of the compound was under camera surveillance by 

pan/tilt/zoom cameras.  No cameras were in residential units. 

 

The first secure compound consisted of two Blocks (N and P) that house prisoners in six 

units.  Common areas within these units (including kitchen and dinning rooms) were 

under surveillance.  There were no cameras in cells or in unit exercise yards.  The upper 

level of N block in the first secure compound contained programs rooms and there were 

no cameras on this level.  The second secure compound consisted of many locations that 

were not under camera surveillance including industries buildings, another gymnasium, 

medical centre, programs and library building, officers’ mess, and kitchen.  Visits two was 

under camera surveillance.  In secure two, prisoners were housed in 12 units that were 

organised in clusters of two.  Within each unit, common areas including stairs and cell 

landings were under surveillance.  While most cells did not contain cameras, cells 5 and 

20 in each unit had cameras.  Once again, exercise yards were not under camera 

surveillance. 

 

4.2.3. Conclusions  

It is concluded that there is some consistency in the CCTV system design options that 

had been adopted at the four prisons.  The three prisons for which information was 

available had similar hardware.  There was no reason to assume that the CCTV system at 

Arthur Gorrie was any different because it was built by the QDCS and privatised at a 

latter date.  Most cameras were internal and fixed.  This may indicate that surveillance 
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was mainly undertaken of closed locations rather than wide open-spaces.  Cameras were 

colour indicating that they have improved identification and evidence gathering abilities.  

There appear to be few monitors and VCRs when compared to the number of cameras.  

This may suggest that the detection or prevention of misbehaviour and the gathering of 

evidence may not be primary goals of CCTV surveillance in prison.  Additional hardware 

attached to the CCTV systems indicated that access control, fence security, and 

improving safety were purposes that may be associated with CCTV surveillance in 

prison.  Similarly, there was consistency in the locations that were and were not under 

camera surveillance in the four prisons.  Only a few differences emerged.  Newer prisons 

(Brisbane Womens and Woodford) had cameras in some cells contained in general secure 

units and the older prison (SDL) had some secure unit common areas that did not have 

cameras.  One final aspect regarding the nature of CCTV surveillance that should be 

examined is the operational options that have been adopted. 

 

4.3. CCTV Operational Options in Prison 

The third focused research question, “What CCTV operational options are adopted in 

prison?”, was investigated using interviews with managers.  Interviews were conducted 

with two representatives from the QDCS head office (Director, Facilities and Services 

and Acting Director, Operations) and the general managers or their appointees from the 

four selected correctional prisons.  The interviews with head office representatives were 

conducted in offices in the city while the interviews with general managers were 

conducted in offices located within each prison.  Because tape-recorders were not 

permitted to be taken into the prisons, notes were made of the responses made by 

participants during the course of interviews.  The interviews took between 30 and 60 

minutes to complete.   

 

As can be seen from the interview schedules used with head office representatives and 

general managers or their appointees (Appendix 2), a mix of structured and open-ended 

questions were used.  Specific operational options that were explored in interviews were 

the training provided to those who undertook monitoring and the role of monitoring 

personnel, what was recorded and how long tapes were kept for, and whether there was a 

legislative or procedural basis for CCTV in prison.  Responses to each question were 

analysed and the anonymity of managers was maintained by detaching responses from 

interviews and ensuring that no identifying information was reported.   
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Managers reported that the CCTV system was operated by general custodial correctional 

officers that had completed the necessary training.  One manager pointed to the entry-

level training that officers received where they “sit in and get a sense of how to use it”.  

Another manager indicated that the CCTV maintenance provider regularly undertook 

monitor and control training for officers.  Two managers emphasised the role of 

professional accreditation in camera operation whereby 30 hours of on-the-job training 

covering the x-ray machine and gatehouse operations as specified on a check-list must be 

completed and signed off on an annual basis to enable officers to operate the master 

control room or maximum security unit.  

 

The shift length of those undertaking monitoring differed between the prisons.  One 

manager reported that turn-over rates in the maximum-security unit were about hourly 

because people “get tired, bored, and like to move about”.  Two managers stated that 

control room operators rotated on a two hourly basis.  One manager reported that it 

varied and that sometimes one officer would be in a control room for twelve hours, 

although would take a break every so often. 

 

It was apparent that officers in control rooms performed several duties.  Two managers 

emphasised the role of the master control room as “the big brother of the whole centre” 

or “nerve centre of the whole centre”.  Managers reported that master control room 

operators undertook door and main gate access control, responded to zone alarms, fire 

alarms, and calls from prisoners, recorded incidents, as well as undertaking more general 

monitoring.   

 

Managers indicated the minimal use of recording facilities.  One manager reported, “not 

much is recorded”.  Others indicated that most cameras were either recorded in time-

lapse or were not recorded.  Hence, in many cases recording only occurred after a fence 

alarm was activated or a control room operator had been alerted to or had observed an 

incident in progress.   

 

Tapes were kept for different lengths of time.  One manager reported that tapes were 

kept for one week, another for 28 days, and another for three months.  Another manager 

reported that tapes from the master control room were kept for seven days and tapes 

from the detention unit were kept for 28 days.  Where tapes contained an “item of 
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interest” they were kept until they were no longer required.  In all cases, tapes were kept 

on-site.  Two of the managers mentioned that tapes were reviewed and gave examples of 

instances when this had occurred such as to identify the cause of an existing problem 

(such as a broken roller door) or to ensure that correctional officers were properly 

performing cell searches.   

 

The managers were not aware of any specific department policy/procedure on CCTV or 

how control room operators should use the CCTV system.  One manager reported that 

under the old General Manager’s Rules, that were removed about three years ago, each 

location within prison had a set of specific Post Orders and that the use of CCTV was 

related to these.  This manager reported that QDCS policy and procedure was extremely 

vague.  Another manager asserted that there were guidelines relating to how cameras 

should be used and who should view the monitors and referred to provisions of the 

Corrective Services Act that required same gender viewing where operationally 

responsible.  Two managers emphasised that camera surveillance was a process that 

related to other procedures such as prisoners at-risk and contingency procedures 

associated with fence alarms. 

 

In summary, managers indicated that a passive monitoring strategy was employed by 

general custodial correctional officers where active searching for instances of 

misbehaviour was secondary to other duties undertaken by monitoring personnel such as 

access control.  Use of the CCTV system appeared to be on an ad hoc basis.  There did 

not appear to be any set length of time that officers undertook monitoring duties and the 

recording of misbehaviour was largely a hit-and-miss affair.  Recording was reported as 

only occurring when alarms were activated or when operators were alerted to or had 

observed an incident in progress.  Although managers were not aware of any specific 

QDCS policy or procedure regarding how CCTV was to be used, reference was made to 

the general legislation and procedure that was subject to earlier content analyses.   

 

4.4. The Purposes Attached to CCTV by Managers 

The CCTV system design and operational options that had been adopted in prison 

indicated that CCTV was used to enable access control, enhance fence security, and 

improve the safety of personnel wearing personal distress monitors.  Evidence indicated 

that prevention, detection, and the pro-active gathering of evidence were not purposes of 
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CCTV in prison.  There were few monitors and VCRs when compared to the number of 

cameras, there was a lack of recording, and a passive monitoring strategy was used in 

control rooms.  To determine whether managers viewed the purposes of CCTV in prison 

similarly, the fourth focused research question addressed was, “What purposes do 

managers attach to CCTV surveillance?”.  This research question was investigated using 

the management interviews (n=6) described in Section 4.3.  Interviews with managers 

also explored the purposes that managers attached to CCTV by investigating why 

managers believed CCTV was in prison and why they believed specific locations in 

prison were and were not under surveillance.   

 

When asked about why CCTV was in prison, all managers (n=6) reported that CCTV 

was one aspect of the overall “safety and security” strategy.  They referred to the camera 

system as being an “aid to static security”, being part of a package that provided a 

“combined approach to safety”, or was a “tool that enhances the ability of officers to do 

their job”.  One manager acknowledged the political nature of camera surveillance, 

stating that: 

 

“CCTV is upgraded when incidents such as escapes occur and the department 

gets named in parliament.  Then, upgrades occur across the board”. 

 

Managers then made reference to more specific purposes of CCTV surveillance within 

prison.  Three managers acknowledged the role of camera surveillance in providing 

perimeter security.  The role of camera surveillance in ensuring the safety of staff, 

visitors, and prisoners was also emphasised.  Three managers reported that the camera 

system enabled the monitoring of movement throughout the centre and enabled access 

control.  One manager emphasised the role of the CCTV system in provided an 

increased level of observation to ensure that prisoners did not self-harm.  Additionally, 

this manager emphasised the role of the camera system in enabling situations to be 

assessed and the gathering of evidence of major incidents.  

 

To gain a better understanding of why managers believed CCTV was in prison, managers 

were asked why CCTV was in a range of locations around the prison.  These locations 

included the perimeter fence, gatehouse, visits, crisis support unit, observation 
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units/cells, detention unit, maximum security unit, units, block spines/pathways, and on 

the oval.   

 

All managers proposed that camera surveillance of the perimeter fence was undertaken 

because the “integrity of the fence-line must be maintained” and to ensure the “security 

of the centre”.  Managers believed that camera surveillance of the gatehouse and visits 

was necessary because these were vulnerable locations.  In these locations, managers 

emphasised the need to assess the authenticity of people/vehicles entering prison and 

their subsequent monitoring.  The need to monitor visits was highlighted in order to 

detect the passing of contraband and inappropriate behaviour.  

 

Managers associated the use of CCTV in crisis support units, observation units/cells, and 

for some prisoners in detention units with the need to ensure the “health and well-being 

of prisoners”. Managers reported that prisoners were frequently placed in these locations 

because they were deemed “at-risk” to themselves.  The increased ability provided by 

CCTV to observe prisoners in these locations to ensure the safety of the prisoner and the 

role that CCTV played in the early identification of harmful behaviour was emphasised.  

As one manager stated: 

 

 “The cameras pick-up behaviour.  Observation of self-harm could save a life”. 

 

The role of CCTV surveillance in detention units and maximum-security units are similar 

because prisoners may be placed in these locations “as a period of consequence”.  In 

these locations, managers emphasised the role that CCTV played in ensuring the security 

of the centre and the increased level of safety provided to prisoners and staff.  The 

increased level of monitoring provided by CCTV was seen as “limiting or minimising the 

opportunities” for misbehaviour to occur and alerting officers to such behaviour. 

 

Within units, managers reported that CCTV enabled the monitoring of prisoner 

behaviour.  The role that CCTV played in providing a back-up for staff was emphasised 

by two managers.  As one manager reported, “an officer monitoring from a remote 

location can obtain back-up if required”.  Additionally, CCTV was associated with the 

gathering of evidence.   
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Managers associated CCTV in block spines, pathways, and on the oval with the 

movement of prisoners.  They indicated that camera surveillance enabled prisoner 

movement to occur more safely and enabled operators to ensure that “prisoners who 

don’t get along aren’t allowed to get together”.  Additionally, one manager reported that 

the cameras on the oval might be able to “pick up things that people on the ground 

don’t”. 

 

In addition to exploring why managers believed particular locations were under camera 

surveillance, they were also asked why they believed particular locations were not subject 

to camera surveillance.  The locations that are not under surveillance and managers were 

asked about included education/programs, industries/workshops, the gymnasium/hall, 

and exercise yards.   

 

Managers provided a range of reasons why cameras were not in these locations.  With 

reference to education/programs, industries/workshops, and the gymnasium/hall, 

managers tended to acknowledge that: (i) prisoners went to these areas for the right 

reasons or were occupied because they engaged in structured activity, (ii) incidents were 

not likely to occur in these locations, or that (iii) there was a sufficient level of staffing to 

monitor prisoners in these locations.  With reference to education/programs, one 

manager also pointed out that a “conductive environment was needed for educational 

and therapeutic programs”.  Additionally, with reference to industries/workshops, one 

manager argued that there should probably be camera surveillance in this area given 

prisoners “access to tools”.  

 

Only two managers commented on why there were no cameras in exercise yards.  One 

manager reported that on-the-ground staff had good surveillance opportunities.  The 

other manager acknowledged that there were “some issues in exercise yards” but that the 

absence of cameras in this location enabled prisoners to “get out and have a bit of a 

chat” and afforded prisoners “a degree of privacy”. 

 

In summary, managers viewed the purposes of CCTV surveillance as prevention, 

detection, improving safety, gathering evidence, and as aiding access control.  Managers 

tended to emphasise the important role that CCTV had on improving safety.  The only 

location where CCTV was not viewed as improving safety was on the fence-line.  CCTV 
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was frequently viewed as serving more than one purpose at any one time.  For instance, 

CCTV was viewed as enhancing the ability of officers to observe prisoners who may self-

harm.  This enhanced observation enables the detection of such behaviour should it 

occur and results in prevention of harm and ensures the safety of prisoners.  The 

rationale for not having CCTV in some locations was based on the presumed good 

intentions of prisoners in these locations, the belief that misbehaviour did not occur in 

these locations, and the adequate level of surveillance provided by staff.  Further 

justification for why some locations did not have camera surveillance included that a 

conducive environment was required for therapy or learning and because prisoners 

required some privacy.   

 

4.5. Management Views About the Effectiveness of CCTV  

The fifth focused research question, “How effective do managers believe CCTV is at 

preventing misbehaviour and improving safety??”, was also explored using the interviews 

that were conducted with managers (n=6).  Given that managers attached a range of 

purposes to CCTV surveillance and knew how CCTV was utilised in the prison 

environment, they were asked to indicate whether they believed the CCTV system 

impacted on how people behaved and whether they believed the camera system 

improved prisoner and officer safety.   

 

Four of the managers believed that CCTV altered behaviour.  One manager pointed to 

visits and walkways as locations where the system had altered behaviour.  Another 

manager reported that the system had changed behaviour and that the “old flogging in 

the detention unit” was a thing of the past.  The ability of the system to alter behaviour 

after an incident had occurred was emphasised by another manager, because everyone 

was aware that behaviour and actions were probably being recorded.  A further manager 

pointed to an instance where the camera system had been utilised to ensure that an 

officer was conducting cell searches and after discovering that this officer had not been 

fulfilling his duties appropriately, the officer was required to change his behaviour.   

 

Mangers tended to believe that the CCTV system made many prisoners and officers feel 

safer but were more ambivalent regarding the extent that the CCTV system actually 

improved prisoner or officer safety.  Mangers reported that the CCTV system would 

“have to make them feel safer”, reduced the level of “isolation”, provided “added 
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security”, and that “half would be saying it made them feel safer”.  However, managers 

acknowledged that “cameras don’t stop things happening” or that cameras “were good to 

a point, but they don’t stop issues like staff on the ground do”.  One manager reported 

that the cameras made officers feel safer because they provided a “layer of protection 

against litigation’.   

 

In summary, managers emphasised the positive effect that CCTV had on behaviour.  

Managers believed that CCTV improved feelings of safety among prisoners and officers 

but were more ambivalent regarding whether prisoners or officers were actually safer 

because of the presence of CCTV surveillance.   

 

4.6. Drawbacks Associated with CCTV by Managers 

The final focused research question addressed through interviews conducted with 

managers was, “What drawbacks do managers associate with the use of CCTV in 

prison?”.  The drawback that was specifically explored was the extent that CCTV 

impacted on officer and prisoner privacy.  All managers believed that the privacy of 

officers was not compromised by cameras because they were required in “workplace 

areas for safety reasons”, because they “are all overt”, or because they are “not in discrete 

areas”.  However, managers acknowledged that some prisoners (particularly prisoners 

classified ‘at-risk’) would feel a loss of privacy.  Two managers reported that prisoner 

privacy was only compromised “if videos are used inappropriately” or that monitoring 

was conducted “with regard to dignity as much as possible”.  One manager was less 

concerned about the impact of CCTV on prisoner privacy, stating, “Who cares, they’re in 

jail.  We need to have cameras on them”. 

 

Another drawback mentioned by managers throughout the course of interviews related 

to monitoring and the negative outcomes that could result from the assumed level of 

monitoring that would accompany full surveillance and recording.  Two managers 

believed that limited monitoring was undertaken because “officers don’t have enough 

time” and because “it all comes down to dollars – equipment and people”.  Another 

manager stressed the disadvantages that could result from full surveillance and recording 

and provided the following example: 
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“If someone commits suicide, at the coronial inquiry there could be a tape.  The 

department and the person who was supposed to be keeping watch could be held 

responsible.  In reality, observers come and go”. 

 

In summary, managers believed that CCTV may impact on prisoner privacy but believed 

that CCTV did not impact on officer privacy.  Other drawbacks mentioned by managers 

related to the inadequate monitoring undertaken by personnel and the negative 

consequences that could flow from full surveillance and recording.   

 

4.7. Summary and Conclusions 

The focus of the first study was on the nature of CCTV surveillance in prison and 

managers attitudes regarding the purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV 

surveillance.  The first three focused research questions explored the nature of CCTV 

surveillance.  Content analyses were used to explore the first focused research question, 

“What is the legislative and procedural basis of CCTV in prison?”.  Few procedures 

related to CCTV.  Specific procedures were found indicating that CCTV may be used to 

monitor visitors, detention units, and observation units. The second focused research 

question, “What CCTV system design options are adopted in prison”, was investigated 

using information about the CCTV hardware that had been installed and physical audits.  

The additional hardware connected to the CCTV system indicated that possible purposes 

of CCTV surveillance were access control, fence security, and improving the safety of 

people wearing distress monitors.  The ratio of cameras to monitors and VCRs suggested 

that prevention, detection, and the pro-active gathering of evidence were not purposes of 

CCTV.  This was confirmed by the findings associated with the third focused research 

question, that was “What CCTV operational options are adopted in prison?”.  Managers 

indicated that there was a lack of recording and that a passive monitoring strategy was 

employed.   

 

The fourth, fifth, and sixth focused research questions explored managers attitudes 

regarding the purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV in prison based on 

interviews.  The fourth research question was, “What purposes do managers attach to 

CCTV surveillance?”.  Managers indicated that the purposes of CCTV were prevention, 

detection, improving safety, gathering evidence, and aiding access control.  They 

suggested that more than one of these purposes may be fulfilled at any one time and 



 

82 

emphasised the role of CCTV in improving safety.  Findings relating to the fifth research 

question, How effective do managers believe CCTV is at preventing misbehaviour and 

improving safety?’, indicated that the majority of managers believed CCTV had a positive 

effect on behaviour and would improve feelings of safety despite being more pessimistic 

about the ability of CCTV to improve safety.  The final research question was, “What 

drawbacks do managers associate with the use of CCTV in prison?”.  Managers 

acknowledged that CCTV may negatively impact on prisoner privacy but had no effect 

on officer privacy.  Additionally, some managers believed that there was inadequate 

monitoring and that there were negative consequences associated with full surveillance.   

 

In conclusion, this study found that a range of purposes were associated with the use of 

CCTV surveillance in prison.  Content analysis of procedure indicated that CCTV was 

used to monitor visitors, detention units, and observation units.  The integration of 

CCTV with additional hardware suggested that CCTV was used to aid access control, for 

fence security, and to improve the safety of people wearing distress monitors.  Managers 

indicated that CCTV had a wider range of purposes in prison (prevention, detection, 

improving safety, gathering evidence, and as an aid to access control).  However, 

managers raised some doubt regarding whether CCTV would prevent, detect, or 

proactively gather evidence due to the way it was used.  As such, the next study will 

explore why officers and prisoners believe CCTV surveillance is in prison and how 

effective they believe it is at achieving the five purposes that were attached to CCTV by 

managers.  Additionally, given the speculations made by managers regarding the impact 

of CCTV on safety and on officer and prisoner privacy, the next study will investigate 

whether officers and prisoners believe CCTV surveillance improves safety and the 

drawbacks that they associate with CCTV surveillance. 
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CHAPTER 5:  OFFICER AND PRISONER ATTITUDES 
TOWARDS CCTV IN PRISON 

 

 

Findings presented in the previous chapter indicated that managers associated a wide 

range of purposes with closed circuit television (CCTV) surveillance in prison but called 

into question the ability of CCTV to prevent, detect, or enable the proactive gathering of 

evidence due to the way CCTV was used.  Therefore, it is necessary to also consider 

officer and prisoner attitudes regarding the purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of 

CCTV in prison.  This examination of officer and prisoner views constitutes the second 

and third phases of the top-down and narrowing approach that was adopted for the 

research in this thesis.  

  

In this chapter, the methods and results of the second study that will be based on officer 

and prisoner surveys will be presented.  The focused research questions that will be 

addressed in the study are:   

(i) What purposes do officers and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance? 

(ii) How effective do officers and prisoners believe CCTV is at achieving the 

purposes associated with the use of CCTV in prison? 

(iii) What locations are viewed by officers and prisoners as safe and unsafe? 

(iv) What impact does CCTV have on feelings of safety? 

(v) What locations do officers and prisoners believe should and should not be 

under camera surveillance and what effect do feelings of safety have on 

beliefs? 

(vi) What types of behaviour do officers and prisoners believe CCTV prevents? 

(vii) What drawbacks do officers and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance? 

 

Reported in Section 5.1 are the methods employed in the study, including the participants 

involved and the materials and procedure used in the study.  Presented in Section 5.2 are 

the results of analyses that were performed to determine the perceived purposes and 

effectiveness of CCTV surveillance and the drawbacks that were associated with the use 

of CCTV in the prison environment.   
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5.1. Method 

5.1.1. Participants 

The study included officers and prisoners from four prisons.  This section provides an 

overview of the response patterns (Table 5.1) and basic demographic information about 

the sample (Table 5.2).  Officer participants will be examined followed by prisoner 

participants.  Finally, differences between officer and prisoner participants will be 

reported.   

 

Table 5.1:  Summary of response patterns at the four prisons  

Participants Prison Method 
Employed at 

Prison 

No of 
Participants 

at Prison 

Response 
Rate at 
Prison 

Number at 
Prison 

Percent at 
Prison who 
Participated 

Officers Arthur Gorrie Staff meeting 
surveys 

26 
(19.1%) 

26/26 
(100.0%) 

Unknown Unknown 
 
 

 Brisbane 
Womens 

Staff meeting 
surveys 

55 
(40.4%) 

55/55 
(100.0%) 

239 23.0% 
 
 

 SDL Interviews or 
surveys at post

42 
(30.9%) 

42/47 
(89.4%) 

177 23.7% 
 
 

 Woodford Interviews or 
surveys at post

13 
(9.6%) 

13/48 
(27.1%) 

202 6.4% 
 
 
 

 Total  136 
(100.0%) 

136/176 
(77.3%) 

618 22.0% 
 
 
 

Prisoners Arthur Gorrie Interview / 
Survey 

26 
(13.5%) 

Unknown 683 3.8% 
 
 

 Brisbane 
Womens 

Interview / 
Survey 

43 
(22.3%) 

Unknown 203 21.2% 
 
 

 SDL Interview / 
Survey 

80 
(41.5%) 

80/87 
(92.0%) 

332 24.1% 
 
 

 Woodford Interview / 
Survey 

44 
(22.8%) 

44/51 
(86.3%) 

641 6.9% 
 
 

 Total  193 
(100.0%) 

 1859 10.4% 
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Table 5.2:  Officer and prisoner demographic information 

Officers Prisoners Demographic Information 
Male Female Male Female 

Gender 98 
(77.8%) 

28 
(22.2%) 

150 
(77.7%) 

43 
(22.3%) 

 
Age      
     Range 25-59 23-56 18-61 19-55 
     Mean 43.51 38.20 31.93 33.85 
     SD 9.08 10.33 9.99 10.41 

 
Indigenous 2.0% 10.7% 10.7% 11.6% 

 
Not completed Year 12 18.3% 12.5% 63.5% 31.7% 

 
Total time worked/served  in prison (months)     
     Range 3-336 12-216 1-432 1-180 
     Mean 97.87 73.56 67.36 45.96 
     SD 58.07 46.89 70.09 49.75 

 
 

Officer Participants 

Most officers were from Brisbane Womens or Sir David Longlands (SDL).  Better 

response rates were obtained at Arthur Gorrie and Brisbane Womens reflecting the 

benefits of the approach that was employed in these two prisons.  This approach 

involved the distribution and collection of surveys during staff meetings rather than the 

distribution of surveys to officers in units and movement control locations.  Differences 

in the procedures that were used are described in more detail in Section 5.1.3.  Nearly 

one quarter of officers located at the two smaller prisons (Brisbane Womens and SDL) 

participated.  Less than one-tenth of officers at Woodford participated in the study and 

the percent of officers at Arthur Gorrie who participated is unknown.   

 

Slightly over three-quarters of officer participants were male.  Officers were aged 

between 23 and 59 years old.  Males tended to be older than females.  Few officers were 

Indigenous, although a greater proportion of females identified themselves as 

Indigenous.  Over one-tenth of officers had not completed year 12 education (which is 

completion of senior school, usually completed by 17 year olds in Queensland, Australia).  

Males were more likely than females not to have completed year 12 education.  Officers 

had worked in prisons for between 3 and 336 months.  Males tended to have worked in 

prison for longer periods of time than females.  
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Prisoner Participants  

More than one-third of prisoners were from SDL.  Over three-quarters of prisoners who 

were approached at SDL and Woodford participated in the study.  Response rates for 

Arthur Gorrie and Brisbane Womens were unknown because officers sought prisoner 

participation in these two prisons.  Over one-fifth of prisoners located at the two smaller 

prisons (Brisbane Womens and SDL) participated in the study.  Less than one-tenth of 

prisoners at the two larger prisons (Arthur Gorrie and Woodford) participated.   

 

Just over three-quarters of prisoners were male and all were from the male prisons 

(Arthur Gorrie, SDL, and Woodford).  Prisoners were aged between 18 and 55 year old.  

Females tended to be slightly older than males.  About 10% of prisoners were 

Indigenous.  Given that Indigenous Australians account for 20% of the prison 

population, they were under-represented in the sample (ABS, 2004).  Most prisoners had 

not completed year 12 education.  Males were more likely than females not to have 

completed year 12 education.  Prisoners had been in prison for between one and 432 

months, with males tending to have spent more time in prison than females.  

 

Differences between Officer and Prisoner Participants 

Overall, just over three-quarters of participants were male.  There was no difference 

between officer and prisoner participants on the basis of gender.  Officers tended to be 

older than prisoners.  A larger number of prisoners than officers identified themselves as 

Indigenous.  More prisoners than officers had not completed year 12 education.  

Prisoners tended to have served longer periods of time in prison than the length of time 

that officers had worked in prison.   

 

5.1.2. Materials 

 A questionnaire was designed to address the focused research questions that this study 

sought to address (Appendix 3).  This questionnaire consisted of six parts.  Part 1 

explored the purposes that officers and prisoners attached to CCTV surveillance and 

how effective they believed CCTV surveillance was at achieving these purposes.  Part 2 

investigated the locations that officers and prisoners viewed as safe and unsafe and the 

effect of CCTV surveillance on feelings of safety.  Part 3 explored the locations that 

officers and prisoners believed should and should not be under camera surveillance.  Part 

4 focused on the types of behaviours that officers and prisoners believed camera 
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surveillance could prevent.  Part 5 explored the drawbacks that officers and prisoners 

associated with CCTV surveillance in prison.  Part 6 sought basic demographic 

information from participants.   

 

Purposes and Effectiveness of CCTV Surveillance 

The first part of the questionnaire explored the perceived purposes and effectiveness of 

CCTV surveillance using two scales that were adapted from Honess and Charman 

(1992).  The original scale that investigated the purposes of CCTV asked respondents to 

indicate whether they believed CCTV was used to “catch people who commit a crime”, 

“check up on the general public”, “scare off somebody who might commit a crime 

there”, “stop trouble breaking out”, “make people feel safer”, and “to spy on people” 

(Honess & Charman, 1992, p. 27).  Available responses were yes, probably, no, and don’t 

know.  The original scale that was used to explore the effectiveness of CCTV surveillance 

asked respondents to indicate how effective they believed CCTV was at catching 

criminals, scaring off criminals, and making people feel safer along a five point Likert-

scale ranging from not effective to very effective.  No information about the reliability or 

validity of these scales was available. 

 

These scales were adapted in a number of ways.  The five purposes of CCTV that had 

been identified in the literature were used in the scales.  These were prevention, 

detection, increasing safety, gathering evidence, and enhancing management and control 

(access control).  Second, whether these purposes were attached to CCTV surveillance 

and the effectiveness of CCTV surveillance at achieving these purposes were investigated 

for the main users of the environment separately (prisoners, officers, and visitors).  This 

was considered necessary because a particular purpose may be targeted at a particular 

group and an overall examination of whether a purpose of CCTV was associated with 

CCTV in prison would not capture this finer aspect.  For instance, participants may have 

believed that CCTV was installed to increase officer safety rather than prisoner or visitor 

safety.  Third, whether CCTV served a particular purpose and the effectiveness of CCTV 

at achieving a particular purpose were both assessed using five-point Likert scales.  The 

extent that officers and prisoners believed that CCTV served a particular purpose was 

assessed along a scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree while belief in the 

effectiveness of CCTV was assessed using a scale ranging from not effective to very 

effective.   
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For example, whether prevention was viewed as a purpose of CCTV surveillance was 

assessed by asking: 

 
Statement: Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 
1.  CCTV was installed to scare off  
________ from misbehaving 
 

     

Inmates 1 2 3 4 5 

Officers 1 2 3 4 5 

Visitors 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

The effectiveness of CCTV at preventing misbehaviour was assessed by asking: 
How effective is CCTV 
surveillance at: 

Not 
Effective 

Not Very 
Effective 

Somewhat 
Effective 

Effective Very 
Effective 

1.Preventing ________ misbehaviour       

                     Inmate                            1 2 3 4 5 

                     Officer 1 2 3 4 5 

                     Visitor 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

Safe and Unsafe Locations and The Impact of CCTV on Safety 

Part two of the questionnaire explored the locations that were perceived as being safe 

and unsafe and the effect of CCTV on safety.  This was assessed by asking participants to 

provide and rank up to five safe and unsafe locations, identify why they believed each 

location was safe or unsafe, and identify whether they believed each location was or was 

not under CCTV surveillance.  If participants believed that a particular location was 

under camera surveillance, they were asked whether CCTV made them feel safe.  If they 

believed that the location was not under surveillance or did not know, they were asked 

whether they would feel safer if the location was under CCTV surveillance.   

 

Locations that Should / Should Not Be Under Camera Surveillance 

The third part of the questionnaire examined participant’s beliefs about the locations that 

should or should not be under camera surveillance.  Participants were presented with a 

list of locations (Table 5.3) and for each location were asked to tick a box indicating that 

they believed the location should be under camera surveillance or should definitely not 

be under camera surveillance.  This approach enabled participants to consider features of 
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particular locations (such as whether misbehaviour occurred or the type/s of 

misbehaviour that occurred) and whether the use of CCTV was considered justified in 

particular locations (giving consideration to issues such as privacy).   

 

Table 5.3:  List of locations presented to participants to determine beliefs about the locations that 
should or should not be under camera surveillance 

 
Location 

Cells Meal room 

Chapel Reception 

Classroom Detention unit 

Corridors Shop 

Gym Visitors room 

Hospital Inmate working areas 

Kitchen Officer working areas 

Library The yard 

 

 

The Types of Misbehaviour CCTV May Prevent 

Part four of the questionnaire explored the types of prisoner misbehaviour that 

participants believed CCTV may prevent.  Participants were provided with a list of the 

various types of misbehaviour (Table 5.4) and asked to tick a box indicating that they 

believed CCTV might be useful at preventing each type of misbehaviour or a box 

indicating that they believed CCTV was not useful at preventing each type of 

misbehaviour.  This procedure was used as situational crime prevention (SCP) required 

consideration to be given to specific types of offending behaviour. 
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Table 5.4:  List of the types of prisoner misbehaviour presented to participants to determine 
beliefs about the types of misbehaviour CCTV may prevent 

 
Type of Prisoner Misbehaviour 

Verbal abuse 

Theft 

Vandalism 

Drug-use 

Smuggling drugs into prison 

Smuggling other contraband (excluding drugs) into prison 

Minor physical assaults (grabbed, pushed, shoved) 

Serious physical assaults (involving weapon or resulting in injury) 

Sexual assault/rape 

Self-harm/suicide 

Escape 

 

 

Drawbacks Associated with CCTV Surveillance 

Part five of the questionnaire contained two types of questions to assess the drawbacks 

that participants associated with CCTV surveillance.  Firstly, participants were presented 

with 29 statements that focused on issues surrounding the use of CCTV in prison 

(Appendix 3) and asked to indicate their level of agreement with each statement along a 

five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  Second, one 

open-ended question was used to assess the drawbacks that participants attached to 

CCTV surveillance.  This question was: What drawbacks or disadvantages do you 

associate with CCTV in the prison environment? 

 

Demographic Measures 

Part six of the questionnaire gathered demographic information about participants.  Age 

was measured by asking prisoners and officers to indicate their age in years.  Gender was 

measured as “male” or “female”.  Ethnicity was measured by asking prisoners and 

officers whether they identified with an ethnic group, and if so, which group they 

identified with.  Highest level of education was measured as “primary school”, “some 

high school”, “completed year 12”, “some university/TAFE study”, “Bachelor’s degree”, 

“postgraduate degree”, “trade qualification”, or “other”.  Finally, prisoners and officers 

were asked to indicate the total length of time that they had severed or worked in 

prisons.   



 

91 

5.1.3. Procedure  

Approval 

Ethics approval to conduct research was obtained from the Griffith University Human 

Ethics Committee and permission to access centres was obtained from the Queensland 

Department of Corrective Services (QDCS).  The researcher then contacted the General 

Managers of the four selected prisons and a mutually agreed upon time was arranged for 

the researcher to attend each prison in order to explain the nature and purpose of the 

research.  The managers at the individual prisons determined the approach that was 

adopted giving consideration to the operational demands, requirements, and concerns.   

 

Officer Procedure 

Officer participation was sought by the researcher approaching staff on a one-on-one 

basis in units and movement control locations at SDL and Woodford and by the 

researcher attending staff training meetings at Arthur Gorrie and Brisbane Womens.  In 

both cases, the researcher informed all officers that participation was voluntary, outlined 

the procedures that would be employed to ensure anonymity and confidentiality, and 

obtained informed consent.  The researcher remained present while officers completed 

surveys to answer any questions. 

 

Prisoner Procedure 

Prisoners were initially selected for interviews using a systematic sampling technique 

whereby a list of all prisoners who resided in a particular unit was obtained and every 

fourth name was selected (Hagan, 1989).  However, this procedure was not practical due 

to the large number of prisoners at work, education, and programs when interviews were 

being conducted.  In order to rectify this problem, an accidental or convenience sampling 

procedure was employed (Hagan, 1989).  This involved the researcher approaching 

prisoners at SDL and Woodford in various locations (such as units, walkways, and 

education/programs) seeking participation.  At Arthur Gorrie and Brisbane Womens, 

officers sought prisoner participation.   

 

The researcher and prisoner who had agreed to be involved in the research went into an 

interview room.  The researcher explained that participation was voluntary, informed the 

participant of the procedures that would be employed to ensure anonymity and 

confidentiality, and went through the informed consent form with the prisoner and 
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obtained their signature.  Consideration was given to two competing issues in 

determining how questionnaires would be administered.  As a group, prisoners are 

particularly concerned with anonymity and have low literacy levels (Liebling, 1999, 2001).  

In an attempt to balance these two competing demands, prisoners were handed the 

questionnaire and asked whether they would like to complete it themselves.  This method 

afforded greater anonymity.  In a few cases, prisoners asked if they could be asked the 

questions.  Where this request was made, prisoners participated in an interview that was 

based on the questionnaire.  While this procedure is not ideal and it is acknowledged that 

it introduces some bias, it was necessary due to the nature of the prisoner population.  

Interviews and surveys took approximately 20 minutes to complete.   

 

Data Analysis and Assumption Testing 

The data from the completed Questionnaires was entered into the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS) for analysis.  Prior to analysis, the data were checked for any 

data entry errors, missing values, and to ensure that it complied with the assumptions of 

the statistical analyses that were to be performed.  In some cases, missing data were 

replaced (the Likert scale questions in Part One and Five of the Questionnaire).  In other 

cases, missing data were examined to determine whether there had been any response 

biases (opened ended responses in Part Two and Five of the Questionnaire).  Finally, the 

open-ended responses (in Part Two and Five of the Questionnaire) were coded.  

 

These aspects of data analysis are procedural and presented in this section for several 

reasons.  Firstly, similar assumption testing was used in several analyses and violations 

were dealt with in the same way.  Therefore, assumption testing is presented in this 

section to reduce repetition.  Secondly, an examination of response patterns to the open-

ended questions is procedural, as respondents could have provided several responses to 

these questions.  These responses needed to be explored to determine whether there 

were any response biases.  While prisoner responses may have been considered results, 

the issue of whether the questions introduced bias is procedural.  Finally, the approaches 

used to code open-ended questions are presented in this section as they were undertaken 

prior to analysis.  As similar approaches were used, they are also presented in this section 

to reduce repetition.   
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Assumption Testing - Part One of the Questionnaire 

Because a mixed-design ANOVA was going to be used to determine whether officers 

and prisoners attached different purposes to CCTV surveillance or viewed the 

effectiveness of CCTV surveillance differently (Part 1 of the Questionnaire), this data 

was checked to ensure compliance with the assumption of this analysis.  These include 

having less than 5% missing data, sample size, normality, homogeneity of variance-

covariance matrices, an absence of outliers, linearity, multicollinearity, and sphericity 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).   

 

Preliminary assumption testing indicated that there were several violations.  Ten of the 

variables that explored purposes of CCTV surveillance and 11 of the variables that 

investigated the effectiveness of CCTV surveillance exceeded the recommended 5% 

missing data.  The maximum amount of missing data on any one variable was 19%.  An 

examination of the missing data for officers and then prisoners for items relating to 

purposes and effectiveness indicated that some participants only answered the first part 

of each sub-question by relating the purposes or effectiveness of CCTV surveillance to 

prisoners and not to officers or visitors.  It is therefore apparent that some officers and 

prisoners misunderstood the question.  While there is no generally agreed on method for 

handling missing data, the group mean substitution method was used (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2001).  This involved replacing the missing data with the mean for officers or 

prisoners on the applicable item.  Although mean substitution reduces the variability, this 

approach was adopted to maintain any differences that existed between officer and 

prisoner responses.   

 

Box’s M test was used to test for homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices and was 

violated in the ANOVA that explored differences between officers and prisoners in the 

purposes that they attached to CCTV surveillance (F (120, 263674.10) = 2.50, p=.000) 

and in the ANOVA that explored differences between officers and prisoners in how 

effective they believed CCTV surveillance was (F (120, 263674.10) = 3.00, p=.000).  

Because this assumption was violated, Pillai’s criterion was used to assess multivariate 

significance in both analyses instead of Wilk’s Lambada (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).   

 

Mauchly’s Test was used to investigate the assumption of sphericity.  For the first 

analysis that explored the purposes of CCTV, Mauchley’s test indicated that the 
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assumption had been violated for Purpose (Mauchly’s W=.60, χ2=166.32, df=9, p=.000), 

Target (Mauchly’s W=.96, χ2=12.50, df=2, p=.002), and Purpose x Target (Mauchly’s 

W=.23, χ2=483.73, df=35, p=.000).  In the second analysis that investigated the 

effectiveness of CCTV, the assumption of sphericity had been violated for Purpose 

(Mauchly’s W=.81, χ2=66.81, df=9, p=.000) and Purpose x Target (Mauchly’s W=.32, 

χ2=368.42, df=35, p=.000) but that sphericity could be assumed for Target (Mauchly’s 

W=.100, χ2=, df=1.06, p=.59).  Where sphericity could not be assumed, Greenhouse-

Geisser’s significance tests were used to determine with-in subject significance 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).   

 

The assumption of equality of variance was assessed using Levene’s Test of Equality of 

Error Variances.  In the first analysis that examined the purposes of CCTV surveillance, 

three items violated this assumption: (i) CCTV was installed to detect visitors who are 

misbehaving (F (1, 327)=14.36, p=.000), (ii) CCTV was installed to make officers feel 

safer (F (1, 327)=9.86, p=.002), and (iii) CCTV was installed to enhance the management 

and control of visitors (F (1, 327)=6.00, p=0.02).  In the second analysis that explored 

the effectiveness of CCTV surveillance, six items violated the equality of variance 

assumption.  These items were how effective is CCTV surveillance at: (i) preventing 

officer misbehaviour (F (1, 327)=13.69, p=.000), (ii) detecting officers who misbehave (F 

(1, 327)=14.08, p=.000), (iii) gathering evidence against officers (F (1, 327)=11.65), 

p=.001), (iv) making prisoners feel safer (F (1, 327)=5.10, p=.025), (v) enhancing the 

management and control of officers (F (1, 327)=4.04, p=.045), and (vi) enhancing the 

management and control of visitors (F (1, 327)=5.12, p=.024).  For these items that 

violated the equality of variance assumption, a more conservative alpha level (<.01) was 

set for assessing the significance of the univariate F-test (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).   

 

Response Patterns for Open-Ended Questions 

Response patterns were examined for the three questions that required participants to 

provide open-ended responses.  These questions asked participants to identify safe and 

unsafe locations, provide reasons why locations were safe and unsafe, and identify 

drawbacks of CCTV in prison.  Each of these will now be examined in-turn.   

 

Officers tended to identify more unsafe locations than safe locations while prisoners 

tended to identify more safe locations than unsafe locations (Table 5.5).    Table 5.6 and  
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Table 5.7 present matrices of the number of safe and unsafe locations identified by 

officers and prisoners.  About a quarter (24%) of officers and a third (35%) of prisoners 

failed to identify any safe and unsafe locations.  This indicates that officers or prisoners 

either skipped the question completely or could not think of any safe or unsafe locations 

within prison. 

 

  Table 5.5:  Response rate – Number of safe and unsafe locations identified by participants  

 Safe Unsafe 

 N M SD n M SD 

Officers 263 1.93 1.81 274 2.01 1.91 

Prisoners 255 1.32 1.46 167 0.87 1.43 

 

 

  Table 5.6:  Response matrix – Number of safe and unsafe locations identified by officers  

  Number of unsafe locations identified 

    0 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

0 33 3 2 2 1 2 43 

 24.3% 2.2% 1.5% 1.5% 0.7% 1.5% 31.6% 

 

1 8 5 5 4  2 24 

 5.9% 3.7% 3.7% 2.9%  1.5% 17.6% 

 

2 2 4 5 5 2 3 21 

 1.5% 2.9% 3.7% 3.7% 1.5% 2.2% 15.4% 

 

3 2  4 2 1 5 14 

 1.5%  2.9% 1.5% 0.7% 3.7% 10.3% 

 

4 1  2 4 4 4 15 

 0.7%  1.5% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 11.0% 

 

5 3 2 1 2 2 9 19 

 2.2% 1.5% 0.7% 1.5% 1.5% 6.6% 14.0% 

 

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
Sa

fe
 lo

ca
ti

on
s 

Total 49 14 19 19 10 25 136 

    36.0% 10.3% 14.0% 14.0% 7.4% 18.4% 100.0% 
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 Table 5.7:  Response matrix – Number of safe and unsafe locations identified by prisoners  

  Number of unsafe locations identified 

  0 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

0 68 7    1 76 

 35.2% 3.6%    0.5% 39.4% 

 

1 20 11 6 2 5 3 47 

 10.4% 5.7% 3.1% 1.0% 2.6% 1.6% 24.4% 

 

2 14 8 5 3  2 32 

 7.3% 4.1% 2.6% 1.6%  1.0% 16.6% 

 

3 8 4 2 2  2 18 

 4.1% 2.1% 1.0% 1.0%  1.0% 9.3% 

 

4 6 1 2  1  10 

 3.1% 0.5% 1.0%  0.5%  5.2% 

 

5 4 1 1 1  3 10 

 2.1% 0.5% .5% 0.5%  1.6% 5.2% 

 

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
Sa

fe
 lo

ca
ti

on
s 

Total 120 32 16 8 6 11 193 

  62.2% 16.6% 8.3% 4.1% 3.1% 5.7% 100.0% 

 

 

Non-response to this question is not considered to be a major issue.  Few officers or 

prisoners who responded to this question identified at least one safe location and failed 

to identify at least one unsafe location or vice versa.  Seven percent of officers identified 

zero safe locations and reported at least one unsafe location and 12 percent of officers 

identified zero unsafe locations and one or more safe locations.  Four percent of 

prisoners identified zero safe locations and at least one or more unsafe locations and 12 

percent of prisoners identified zero unsafe locations and at least one safe location.   

 

The number of officers and prisoners who provided reasons regarding why particular 

locations were safe or unsafe are presented in Table 5.8.  Over four-fifths of officers and 

prisoners who identified a particular location as being safe or unsafe provided a reason 

justifying why the location was safe or unsafe.  Therefore, non-response to this question 

was also not considered to be a major issue.   
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   Table 5.8:  Number of locations with reason why location was considered safe or unsafe 

 Safe Unsafe 

Participant Reason 
Provided 

Number 
Identified 

Percentage 
with Reason

Reason 
Provided 

Number 
Identified 

Percentage 
with Reason 

Officers 221 263 84.0% 257 274 94.5% 

 

Prisoners  204 255 80.0% 150 167 89.8% 

 

 

 
The final question that required participants to provide an open-ended response related 

to the drawbacks that participants associated with CCTV in prison.  Nearly three-

quarters (71%) of officers identified at least one drawback that they associated with 

CCTV in prison.  The response rate was lower for prisoners, with about half of prisoners 

(48%) providing at least one drawback of CCTV in prison.  This signifies that many 

prisoners either could not think of any drawbacks or did not want to answer this 

question.  Table 5.9 provides an outline of the number of drawbacks identified in officer 

and prisoner responses.  Most officers and prisoners provided one drawback.  

 
 
Table 5.9:  Response rates – Number of drawbacks in open-ended responses  

 
Number Officers Prisoners 

 n % n % 
1 74 77.1 75 80.6 

 

2 19 19.8 18 19.4 
 

3 3 3.1 
 

  
 

Total 96 100.0 93 100.0 
 
 
 

Coding of Open-Ended Responses 

The final procedure applied to the data involved coding the open-ended responses to 

three questions.  These were the locations that were identified as safe and unsafe, the 

reasons provided regarding why locations were safe and unsafe, and the drawbacks that 

were associated with CCTV in prison by officers and prisoners.  The open-ended 

responses to these questions were coded using two approaches.  The locations identified 

as safe and unsafe and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance were coded using start-lists 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994).  A start-list of possible locations (Appendix 4) and 

drawbacks of CCTV surveillance (Appendix 5) were used and these codes were revised 
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using the filling-in method whereby additional codes were added to ensure that coding 

adequately reflected the free-text data (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  A procedure called 

surfacing was used to code the reasons why locations were considered safe or unsafe.  

This involved identifying categories from the open-ended responses (Miles & Huberman, 

1994).   

 

Where more than one reason was given by a participant regarding why a particular 

location was safe or unsafe, the first reason given by the respondent was coded (except 

where camera and officers surveillance were both mentioned).  The drawbacks that 

participants provided in open-ended responses were coded until all drawbacks were 

identified.  That is, coding enabled each participant to identify more than one drawback.  

Because these coding procedures were descriptive and straightforward, it was decided 

that check-coding to ensure reliability was not required (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

Coding resulted in the identification of 28 location categories (Table 5.10).   

 
 

Table 5.10:  Location categories resulting from coding procedure  

Location Category 

1.   Car park 15.  Education/Programs 

2.   Gatehouse/front gate/reception/bulk stores 16.  Industries/Workshops 

3.   Control Room 17.  Gym/Hall 

4.   Officers station (fish bowl) 18.  Visits 

5.   Office 19.  Residential/Residential Compound 

6.   Interview room 20.  Oval 

7.   Staff room 21.  Tennis court 

8.   Officer’s mess 22.  Detention unit 

9.   Main kitchen 23.  Medical/Health centre/Observation unit 

10.  Cell 24.  Barber shop 

11.  Cell landing/stairs 25.  Walkways 

12.  Unit (including common areas) 26.  All locations/Location not specific 

13.  Unit laundry 27.  Location not in prison 

14.  Exercise Yard 28.  Other 

 

Coding resulted in the identification of 14 categories regarding why officers and 

prisoners believed locations were safe and nine categories regarding why they believed 

locations were unsafe.  The reasons why locations were considered safe and unsafe and 

definitions associated with the categories are displayed in Table 5.11 and Table 5.12.   
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Table 5.11:  Categories regarding why locations were safe resulting from coding procedure and   
associated definitions  

Why Location Safe Category  Definition 
1.   Camera surveillance Cameras or CCTV surveillance 

 

2.   Officer surveillance Officer/staff presence or high officer/prisoner ratio 
 

3.   Camera and officer surveillance Cameras or CCTV surveillance and officer/staff presence or high 
officer/prisoner ratio; general surveillance or observation 
 

5.   Locked door (on own, secure 
area, limited access)  

No/minimal contact with prisoners, controlled access to location, or 
physical barriers to prevent access 
 

6.   Know location/type of prisoners 
in location 

Know prisoners or particular type of prisoner in location is more 
trustworthy 
 

7.   Back-up is nearby Back-up is nearby or easy response 
 

8.   Open area  Open or sparse location 
 

9.   Everyone having fun/respect 
space 

Prisoners value location and do not compromise its continued use 

10. Ownership of space Prisoner ownership of location indicated by phrases such as my 
bedroom, my unit, home, or my space 
 

11. Nothing to be scared of Nothing to be scared of or emphasis on who prisoner/officer is 
 

12. Many people Large number of people in location 
 

13. Not a reason  Not a reason why location would be considered safe 
 

14. Other  Responses that were not covered by categories one through eleven 
 

 

Table 5.12   Categories regarding why locations were unsafe resulting from coding procedure and 
associated definitions 

Why Location Unsafe Category Definition 

1.  No/inadequate camera  
surveillance 

No or limited CCTV surveillance, poor quality camera picture, blind 
spots in location 
 

2.  No/inadequate officer surveillance No officer surveillance, low officer to prisoner ratio, inadequate 
staffing, or too many prisoners 
 

3.  No/inadequate camera and officer 
surveillance 

No/low level of general surveillance or observation; isolated/alone in 
location 
 

4.  Items in location (potential 
weapons) 

Prisoner access to potential weapons 
 
 

5.  Response time Long response time should an incident occur in location  
 

6.  Inadequate exit Exit would be difficult should incident occur in location 
 

7.  Misbehaviour has/could occur 
there 

Misbehaviour has or could occur in location (including officer abuse) 
 
 

8.  Type of/exposure to prisoners Particular type of prisoner or general prisoners in location are not 
trustworthy 
 

9.  Other  Responses that were not covered by categories one through eight 
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Eleven categories were identified relating to the disadvantages or drawbacks of CCTV 

(Table 5.13).   

 
Table 5.13:  Categories regarding the drawbacks of CCTV resulting from the coding procedure 

Drawback of CCTV 

1.   Privacy (being watched). 

2.   Psychological effect of CCTV. 

3.   Displacement. 

4.   Open to officer abuse. 

5.   Blind spots (not enough cameras, limited viewing capabilities). 

6.  Not constantly monitored or recorded (more staff required, insufficient manpower, used to replace staff). 

7.   Loss of interaction. 

8.   Not as effective as personal observation. 

9.   Incident may be misrepresented. 

10. Technical faults/problems or deficiencies with system. 

11. Other 

 

 

5.2. Results  

The characteristics of the officer and prisoner participants and how the officer and 

prisoner participants differed at each of the four prisons will be examined in Section 

5.2.1.  The analyses that were performed to address the research questions that were the 

focus of this chapter will then be reported (Section 5.2.2 to 5.2.8). 

 

5.2.1. Demographic Statistics of the Sample on the Basis of Prison and Use of 

Demographics in Future Analyses 

To determine whether officers or prisoners from the four prisons had different 

characteristics, chi-square analyses and ANOVA were performed (Table 5.14).  There 

was a greater proportion of officers from Arthur Gorrie who were female while a greater 

proportion of officers from the other three prisons were male (χ2 (3, N=126) = 25, 

p<.001).  Respondent officers from Arthur Gorrie tended to be younger than officers 

from the other three prisons (F (3, 115) = 3.71, p<.005).  There was no difference in the 

length of time that officers at the four prisons had worked in prison environments (F (3, 

3780) = 1.19, p=0.32) and no education differences were found (χ2 (3, N=118) = 4.69, 

p=.20).  Small cell sizes prevented determining whether respondent officers who 

identified themselves as Indigenous were more likely to be employed at any particular 
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prison.  The QDCS was unable to provide information at this level regarding the 

characteristics of officers working at the four prisons.  Consequently, there was no way 

of determining the representativeness of the officers included in the sample.   

 

Table 5.14:  Descriptive statistics of officers and prisoners on the basis of prison  

 Prison 
Respondent 
Status 

 Arthur 
Gorrie 

Brisbane 
Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 
 
 

Officers Number  26 
(13.5%) 

55 
(40.4%) 

42 
(30.9%) 

13 
(9.6%) 

136 
(100.0%) 

 

 Gender M – 9 
(39.1%) 
F – 14 

(60.9%) 

M – 40 
(83.3%) 
F – 8 

(16.7%) 

M – 38 
(90.5%) 

F – 4 
(9.5%) 

M – 11 
(84.6%) 
F – 2 

(15.4%) 

M – 98 
(77.8%) 
F – 28 

(22.2%) 
 

 Age       
      Range 23-56 25-59 26-56 30-58 23-59 
      Mean 37.59 44.63 41.90 44.85 42.36 
      SD 9.76 8.68 9.30 10.61 9.58 

 

 Identify as Indigenous 3 0 0 2 5 
  (11.5%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (15.4%) (3.7%) 

 

 Not completed Year 12 4 10 3 3 20 
  (15.4%) (18.2%) (7.1%) (23.1%) (14.7%) 

 

 Total time worked in 
   prison environments  
 (months) 

     

      Range 12-174 36-204 3-216 4-336 3-336 
      Mean 72.15 96.56 99.80 88.92 92.68 
      SD 43.86 48.55 58.27 85.89 56.57 
Prisoners  Number 26 

(13.5%) 
43 

(22.3%) 
80 

(41.5%) 
44 

(22.8%) 
193 

(100.0%) 
 

 Gender M – 26 
(100.0%) 

 
 

F – 43 
(100.0%) 

M –80 
(100.0%) 

M – 44 
(100.0%) 

M - 150 
(77.7) 

F -   43 
(22.3%) 

 

 Age       
      Range 18-61 19-55 18-61 18-58 18-61 
      Mean 33.52 33.85 31.97 31.02 32.37 
      SD 11.25 10.41 8.85 11.15 10.09 

 

 Identify as Indigenous  6 5 13 7 31 
  (23.1%) (11.6%) (3.8%) (15.9%) (16.1%) 

 

 Not completed Year 12 15 13 37 35 100 
  (57.7%) (30.2%) (46.3%) (79.6%) (51.8%) 

 

 Total time served in 
   prison (months) 

     

      Range 2-72 1-180 2-432 1-216 1-432 
      Mean 25.81 45.96 86.63 53.48 62.47 
      SD 26.65 49.75 84.61 44.64 66.46 
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All female prisoners were housed at Brisbane Womens and all male prisoners were 

housed at Arthur Gorrie, SDL, or Woodford.  Prisoners from the four prisons were 

around the same age (F (3, 176)=0.69, p=.56).  However, prisoners at SDL had spent 

longer periods of time in prison than prisoners located at the three other prisons (F (3, 

145) = 21551, p<.01).  Prisoners at Woodford were less likely to have completed year 12 

while prisoners from Brisbane Womens were more likely to have completed year 12 (χ2 

(3, N=178) = 21.50, p<.001).  Small cell sizes did not enable comparisons to be made 

regarding whether respondent prisoners who identified themselves as Indigenous were 

more likely to be housed at a particular prison.  Because the QDCS was unable to 

provide information relating to the characteristics of prisoners housed at the four 

prisons, the representativeness of prisoners included in the sample remained unknown. 

 

Several analyses were then performed to examine for differences between the officers 

and prisoners.  Prisoners were younger than officers (t (297)=-7.12, p<.001).  Officers 

were significantly more likely to have completed year 12 than prisoners (χ2 (1, 

N=296)=45.31, p<.001).  Prisoners had spent less time in prison than officers (t (264)=-

3.92, p<.001) and were more likely to be Indigenous (χ2 (1, N=329)=5.69, p<.05).  No 

significant differences were found in the gender (χ2(1, N=319)=0, p=.99) of prisoners 

and officers included in the sample. 

 

Given the small cell sizes of demographic measures when considered across the prisons, 

subsequent analyses focused only on respondent status (officer/prisoner).  While this 

may introduce a bias, the use of other demographics would have resulted in unequal cell 

sizes and resulted in problems with power (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  Additionally, 

other independent variables were not the focus of the research and would have made the 

analyses complex to interpret.  Therefore, reduced models were used to provide a broad 

examination of differences between officers and prisoners perceptions of the purposes 

and effectiveness of CCTV and to aid interpretation.   

 

5.2.2. Perceived Purposes of CCTV Surveillance 

The first focused research question that was addressed in this study was, “What purposes 

do officers and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance?”.  The means and standard 

deviations for the various purposes of CCTV surveillance on the basis of whether 

officers or prisoners believed that each purpose was targeted towards prisoners, officers, 
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or visitors are presented in Table 5.15.  While it is acknowledged that respondents may 

have selected the mid-point because of indecision or lack of an opinion, means that were 

below three (on the five point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly 

agree) were held to indicate that CCTV did not serve a particular purpose and means that 

were above three were held to indicate that CCTV did serve a particular purpose.  

Officers and prisoners believed that CCTV served multiple purposes (highlighted in 

bold) in prison.  Only the statement “CCTV was installed to scare off officers from 

misbehaving” was not associated with CCTV by officers.   
 
 

Table 5.15:  Means and standard deviations of the purposes of CCTV surveillance by targets  

Target 
Prisoners Officers Visitors 

Respondent 
Status 

Statement 

M SD M SD M SD 
Officers 1.  CCTV was installed to scare off  

________ from misbehaving 
 

3.52 1.26 2.89 1.31 3.35 1.31 

 2.  CCTV was installed to catch 
________ who are misbehaving 

 

4.15 0.85 3.30 1.24 3.97 0.92 

 3.   CCTV was installed to gather 
evidence against _________ 

 

4.02 1.08 3.38 1.31 3.86 1.07 

 4.  CCTV was installed to make 
_______ feel safer 

 

3.21 1.23 3.47 1.23 3.22 1.20 

 5.  CCTV was installed to enhance the 
management and control of 
________ 

 

4.08 0.97 3.17 1.28 3.64 1.18 

Prisoners 1.  CCTV was installed to scare off  
________ from misbehaving 

 

3.79 1.27 3.05 1.31 3.43 1.21 

 2.  CCTV was installed to catch 
________ who are misbehaving 

 

4.20 0.94 3.28 1.23 3.60 1.16 

 3.  CCTV was installed to gather 
evidence against _________ 

 

4.22 0.97 3.24 1.29 3.67 1.22 

 4.  CCTV was installed to make 
_______ feel safer 

 

3.20 1.32 4.02 1.10 3.51 1.20 

 5.  CCTV was installed to enhance the 
management and control of 
________ 

 

4.20 0.99 3.48 1.24 3.82 1.07 

 
 
To determine whether officers and prisoners attached different purposes to CCTV 

surveillance on the basis of who was targeted by the camera surveillance, a 2 x (3 x 5) 

mixed design ANOVA was performed.  In the analysis, the between-subjects factor was 

Respondents Status (officer/prisoner) and the within-subjects factors were Target 

(prisoners/officers/visitors) and Purpose (prevention/detecting/gathering evidence/ 
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improving safety/access control).  Assumption testing was conducted and violations 

were dealt with as outlined in Section 5.1.3. 

 

Table 5.16 displays the source table of this analysis.  Main effects were found for 

Respondent Status, Purpose, and Target.  Two-way interaction effects were found for 

Purpose x Respondent Status and Purpose x Target.  A three-way interaction effect was 

also found between Purpose x Target x Respondent Status.   

 
Table 5.16:  Summary table for mixed design ANOVA examining Respondent Status x Purpose 
x Target 

Source SS df MS F 

Between Subjects     

Respondent Status 11.65 1 11.65 2.12* 

Error 1794.79 327 5.49  

Within Subjects      

Purpose 145.78 3.22 45.26 27.66** 

Purpose x Respondent Status 27.33 3.22 8.49 5.19** 

Error (Purpose) 1723.57 1053.22 1.64  

Target 224.04 1.93 116.24 78.57** 

Target x Respondent Status 6.28 1.93 3.26 2.20 

Error (Target) 932.40 630.30 1.48  

Purpose x Target 237.03 5.66 41.85 52.22** 

Purpose x Target x Respondent Status 24.22 5.66 4.28 5.34** 

Error (Total) 1484.21 1851.92 .80  

    * p<.05, ** p<.001 

 
The nature of the three-way interaction was explored by focusing on the two-way 

interactions between Purpose and Respondent Status and between Purpose and Target.  

Post-hoc analyses were performed to determine the nature of the significant difference.  

Figure 5.1 presents the interaction between Purpose and Respondent Status for 

prisoners, officers, and visitors.  Independent sample t-test (Appendix 6) indicated that 

there were three significant differences.  Prisoners were more likely than officers to 

believe that a purpose of CCTV was to improve officer safety and that another purpose 

of CCTV was to enhance the management and control (access control) of officers.  

Officers were more likely than prisoners to believe that a purpose of CCTV was to detect 

visitor misbehaviour.   
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Figure 5.1:  Differences between the purposes that officers and prisoners attached to CCTV 
surveillance for each target of surveillance (prisoners, officers, and visitors) 
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Figure 5.2 presents the interaction between Purpose and Target.  A series of paired 

sample t-tests were performed to determine whether respondents (officers or prisoners) 

believed that the purposes of CCTV were primarily targeted at prisoners, officers, or 

visitors.  All but one independent sample t-test was significant (Appendix 7).  Findings 

indicated that officers believed that the purposes of prevention, detection, gathering 

evidence, and access control were primarily targeted at prisoners, followed by visitors, 

and then officers.  Prisoners also believed that these purposes of CCTV were targeted at 

the main users of the environment in the same order.  When the beneficial effect of 

CCTV was considered, officers believed that CCTV had the purpose of improving 

officer safety and then equally served the purpose of improving prisoner and visitor 

safety.  Prisoners believed that CCTV had the purpose of improving officer safety, 

followed by visitor safety, and then prisoner safety.   

 

In summary, calculation of means and standard deviations indicated that officers and 

prisoners attached multiple purposes to CCTV surveillance.  Prisoners tended to believe 

that CCTV served all purposes.  Officers believed that CCTV served all purposes with 

the exception of preventing officers from misbehaving.  Results of the ANOVA 

indicated that officers and prisoners attached different purposes to CCTV surveillance on 

the basis of who was the target of camera surveillance.  A series of independent sample t-

tests were conducted to explore differences between officer and prisoner beliefs about 

the purposes of CCTV.  Prisoners were more likely than officers to believe that CCTV 

served the purposes of improving officer safety and improving officer access control.  

Officers were more likely than prisoners to believe that a purpose of CCTV was to detect 

visitor misbehaviour.  Paired sample t-tests were used to explore differences in the 

targets that officers and prisoners believed the purposes of surveillance were used for.  

The negative or controlling aspects of CCTV surveillance at preventing, detecting, 

gathering evidence, and enhancing management and control were viewed as being 

primarily targeted at prisoners.  The beneficial effect of CCTV surveillance at improving 

safety was viewed as primarily being targeted at officers or visitors rather than prisoners, 

although prisoners tended to subscribe to this view to a greater extent than officers. 
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Figure 5.2:  Differences in the targets of surveillance that officers and prisoners attached to CCTV 
surveillance for each purpose   
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5.2.3. Effectiveness of CCTV surveillance  

The second focused research question addressed in the study was, “How effective do 

officers and prisoners believe CCTV is at achieving the purposes associated with the use 

of CCTV in prison?”.  Means and standard deviations were calculated for the question 

that explored how effective CCTV surveillance was at achieving each purpose for each of 

the main users of the environment.  On the basis of the Likert scale responses (ranging 

from not effective to very effective), means that were below three were held to indicate 

that CCTV was not effective at achieving a particular purpose and means that were 

above three were held to indicate that CCTV was effective at achieving a particular 

purpose.  The mean officer and prisoner responses for each question are displayed in 

Table 5.17.  The purposes that officers and prisoners believed CCTV effectively achieved 

are in bold.   

 

Table 5.17:  Means and standard deviations showing the effectiveness of CCTV surveillance on the 
basis of the main targets  

Target 
Prisoners Officers Visitors 

Respondent 
Status 

How effective is CCTV surveillance at: 

M SD M SD M SD 
Officers 1.  Preventing ________misbehaviour 

 
2.82 1.02 3.06 0.98 3.15 0.96 

 

 2.  Catching ________ who misbehave 
 3.11 1.02 2.88 1.03 3.20 0.98 

 

 3.  Gathering evidence against 
________ 
 

3.32 1.08 2.98 1.16 3.33 1.02 
 

 4.  Making ________ feel safer 
 2.61 1.12 2.81 1.17 2.83 1.10 

 

 5.  Enhancing management and control 
of __________ 

 
3.23 1.01 2.83 1.08 3.21 0.95 

 

Prisoners 1.  Preventing ________misbehaviour 
 

2.82 1.18 2.65 1.23 2.98 1.16 
 

 2.  Catching ________ who misbehave 
 3.10 1.14 2.49 1.28 2.96 1.12 

 

 3.  Gathering evidence against 
________ 
 

3.54 1.16 2.69 1.37 3.30 1.19 
 

 4.  Making ________ feel safer 
 2.73 1.31 3.56 1.13 3.33 1.18 

 

 5.  Enhancing management and control 
of __________ 

 
3.67 1.13 3.22 1.32 3.56 1.18 
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Prisoners did not believe that CCTV prevented misbehaviour by anyone in the prison 

environment while officers believed that CCTV prevented officer and visitor 

misbehaviour.  Both officers and prisoners tended to believe that CCTV was effective at 

detecting prisoner misbehaviour and officers also believed that CCTV was effective at 

detecting misbehaviour by visitors.  Neither officers nor prisoners believed that CCTV 

effectively detected officer misbehaviour.  Officers and prisoners also tended to believe 

that CCTV was effective at gathering evidence against prisoners and visitors but was not 

effective at gathering evidence against officers.  Officers did not believe that CCTV was 

effective at improving the safety of anyone in the prison environment while prisoners 

tended to believe that CCTV improved officer and visitor safety.  Officers believed that 

CCTV was effective at enhancing the management and control of prisoners and visitors.  

Prisoners believed that CCTV effectively enhanced the management and control of the 

three main users of the prison environment. 

 

To determine whether officers and prisoners had differing views regarding the 

effectiveness of CCTV in prison, another 2 x (3 x 5) mixed design ANOVA was 

performed.  The between-subjects factor was Respondent Status (officer/prisoner) and 

the with-in subjects factors were Target (prisoners/officers/visitors) and Perceived 

Effectiveness (prevention/detecting/gathering evidence/improving safety/access 

control).  Assumption testing was conducted and violations were dealt with as described 

in Section 5.1.3.   

 

Table 5.18 displays the source table of this analysis.  Two-way interaction effects were 

found for Perceived Effectiveness x Respondent Status and Perceived Effectiveness x 

Target.  A three-way interaction effect was also found between Perceived Effectiveness x 

Target x Respondent Status.   
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Table 5.18: Summary table for mixed design ANOVA examining Respondent Status x 
Effectiveness x Target 

Source SS df MS F 

Between Subjects     

Respondent Status 7.73 1 7.73 1.03 

Error 2458 327 7.51  

Within Subjects      

Perceived Effectiveness 103.47 3.68 28.11 25.79* 

Perceived Effectiveness x Respondent 
Status 
 

99.97 4 24.99 24.92* 

Error (Purpose) 1311.90 1203.80 1.09  

Target 60.51 2 30.26 26.17* 

Target x Respondent Status 4.09 2 2.05 1.77 

Error (Target) 756.10 651.89 1.16  

Perceived Effectiveness x Target 131.26 5.89 22.27 38.68* 

Perceived Effectiveness x Target x 
Respondent Status 
 

35.28 8 4.41 10.40* 

Error (Total) 1109.77 2616 .42  

* p < .001 
 

To explore the nature of the three-way interaction, the two-way interactions between 

Perceived Effectiveness x Respondents Status and between Perceived Effectiveness x 

Target were examined.  Figure 5.3 displays the interaction between Perceived 

Effectiveness and Respondent Status for prisoners, officers, and visitors.  Independent 

sample t-tests were performed to determine whether there were differences between how 

effective officers and prisoners believed CCTV was at achieving each purpose for the 

main users of the prison environment (Appendix 8).  Prisoners were more likely than 

officers to believe that CCTV was effective at enhancing prisoner access control.  

Officers believed that CCTV was more effective than prisoners at preventing, detecting, 

and gathering evidence against officers.  Prisoners believed that CCTV was more 

effective than officers at improving safety and enabling access control of officers.  

Officers were more likely than prisoners to believe that CCTV was effective at detecting 

visitor misbehaviour.  Prisoners were more likely than officers to believe that CCTV 

improved the safety and enabled access control of visitors.   
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Figure 5.3:  Differences in how effective officers and prisoners believed CCTV surveillance was at 
achieving each purpose for each target of surveillance (prisoners, officers, and visitors) 
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Figure 5.4 presents the interaction between Perceived Effectiveness and Target.  A series 

of paired sample t-tests were performed to determine whether respondents (officers or 

prisoners) believed that CCTV was more effective at achieving a particular purpose on 

the basis of whether it was targeted at prisoners, officers, or visitors (Appendix 9).  

Findings indicated that officers believed that CCTV was more effective at preventing 

officer or visitor misbehaviour than prisoner misbehaviour.  Officers believed that CCTV 

was equally effective at detecting, gathering evidence against, and aiding access control   

of prisoners and visitors. Officers believed that CCTV was more effective at detecting 

prisoner or visitor misbehaviour than officer misbehaviour.  Officers believed that CCTV 

was more effective at gathering evidence against prisoners or visitors than officers.  

Likewise, access control was viewed as being more effective for prisoners or visitors than 

officers.  No difference was found between how effective officers believed CCTV was at 

improving the safety of officers and visitors but significant differences were found 

between prisoners and officers and prisoners and visitors.  This indicates that officers 

believed that CCTV was more effective at improving the safety of officers and visitors 

than prisoners. 

 

Prisoners believed that CCTV was equally effective at preventing, detecting, and aiding 

access control for prisoners and visitors.  Prisoners believed that CCTV was more 

effective at preventing prisoner and visitor misbehaviour than officer misbehaviour.  

Likewise, prisoners believed that CCTV was more effective at detecting prisoner or 

visitor misbehaviour than officer misbehaviour and was more effective at aiding access 

control for prisoners or visitors than officers.  Significant differences were found 

between prisoners’ beliefs regarding how effective CCTV was at gathering evidence 

against prisoners and officers, against prisoners and visitors, and against officers and 

visitors.  This indicates that prisoners believed CCTV was most effective at gathering 

evidence against prisoners and was least effective at gathering evidence against officers.  

Significant differences were also found between how effective CCTV was believed to be 

by prisoners at improving the safety of prisoners and officers, the safety of prisoners and 

visitors, and the safety of officers and visitors.  This indicates that prisoners believed that 

CCTV was most effective at improving the safety of officers and was least effective at 

improving the safety of prisoners.   
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Figure 5.4:  Differences in the effectiveness of CCTV based on who were the targets of surveillance  
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In summary, the second focused research question explored how effective officers and 

prisoners believed CCTV surveillance was at achieving the purposes of CCTV 

surveillance for the main users of the environment.  There was general consensus 

between officers and prisoners that CCTV did not prevent misbehaviour or improve 

prisoner safety and that CCTV did detect, gather evidence against, and enhance the 

management and control of prisoners.  CCTV was viewed as achieving few purposes 

when targeted at officers.  In this regard, the only purpose that officers believed CCTV 

was effective at achieving was preventing officer misbehaviour.  Prisoners believed that 

CCTV was effective at making officers feel safer and enhancing the management and 

control of officers.  CCTV was viewed as effectively achieving most purposes when 

targeted at visitors.  However, officers believed that CCTV did not make visitors feel 

safer and prisoners believed that CCTV did not prevent or detect visitor misbehaviour.   

 

An ANOVA was performed to determine if there were differences between officers and 

prisoners views regarding the effectiveness of CCTV and to determine whether officers 

or prisoners believed that effectiveness varied on the basis of whether the target of 

surveillance was prisoners, officers, or visitors.  Officers were more likely than prisoners 

to believe that CCTV effectively prevented officer misbehaviour, detected officer and 

visitor misbehaviour, and gathered evidence against officers.  Prisoners were more likely 

that officers to believe that CCTV was effective at providing access control for prisoners, 

officers, and visitors and improved the safety of officers and visitors.   

 

Officers and prisoners believed that CCTV was more effective at detecting, gathering 

evidence against, and enhancing the management and control of prisoners or visitors to a 

greater extent than officers.  Prisoners believed that CCTV was more effective at 

preventing either officer or visitor misbehaviour than prisoner misbehaviour while 

prisoners believed that CCTV was more effective at preventing prisoner or visitor 

misbehaviour than officer misbehaviour.  CCTV was believed by officers and prisoners 

to be more effective at improving the safety of officers or visitors than prisoners. 
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5.2.4. Safe and Unsafe Locations in Prison 

The third focused research question that was explored in the current study was, “What 

locations are viewed by officers and prisoners as safe and unsafe?”.  To address this 

question, officers and prisoners were asked to identify up to five locations where they felt 

safe and unsafe and provide reasons why these locations were safe or unsafe (Appendix 

3).  Section 5.1.3 on page 94 sets out the number of locations that were identified and the 

number of locations where a reason was given regarding why the location was safe or 

unsafe.  Additionally, Section 5.1.3 sets out how the coding of locations and reasons 

provided by officers and prisoners regarding why locations were safe or unsafe was 

undertaken.  The locations identified by officers and prisoners were examined on an 

institution-by-institution basis.  This was done because SCP acknowledges that there may 

be subtle differences in feelings of safety based on highly specific features of the 

environment.  An examination of the locations that were identified by officers, prisoners, 

and differences between the locations that were identified by officers and prisoners was 

undertaken.  The reasons why officers and prisoners identified particular locations as safe 

and unsafe were then considered.   

   

Officer Perceptions of Safe and Unsafe Locations in Prison 

Officers at Arthur Gorrie and SDL viewed the officer’s station, control room, and unit as 

being safe locations (Table 5.19).  Similarly, officers at Woodford believed the officer’s 

station and control room were safe locations.  Walkways were also viewed as being safe 

at Woodford.  Officers at Brisbane Womens believed the unit, gatehouse, walkways, and 

office were safe locations.   
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Table 5.19:  Officer perceptions of safe locations at the four prisons  

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 

Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 

 n % n % n % n % n % 

Officer's Station (Fish Bowl) 30 27.8 4 7.8 15 20.5 5 16.1 54 20.5 

Control Room 10 9.3 4 7.8 16 21.9 11 35.5 41 15.6 

Unit (including Common Areas) 14 13.0 5 9.8 8 11.0 1 3.2 28 10.6 

Gatehouse/Front 
Gate/Reception/Bulk Stores 
 

8 7.4 5 9.8 5 6.8 3 9.7 21 8.0 

Officer's Mess 9 8.3   7 9.6 2 6.5 18 6.8 

Walkways 5 4.6 5 9.8 4 5.5 4 12.9 18 6.8 

Office   5 9.8 4 5.5 1 3.2 10 3.8 

Oval 6 5.6 1 2.0 2 2.7   9 3.4 

Medical/Health Centre/Observation 
Unit 
 

7 6.5 1 2.0     8 3.0 

Location Not in Prison 3 2.8 2 3.9 2 2.7 1 3.2 8 3.0 

Visits 4 3.7   3 4.1   7 2.7 

Detention Unit 2 1.9 2 3.9 2 2.7   6 2.3 

Car Park 2 1.9 1 2.0 2 2.7   5 1.9 

Residential/Residential Compound   3 5.9   2 6.5 5 1.9 

All Locations/Location Not Specific   2 3.9 2 2.7 1 3.2 5 1.9 

Education/Programs 1 0.9 3 5.9     4 1.5 

Main Kitchen   2 3.9 1 1.4   3 1.1 

Industries/Workshop 1 0.9 2 3.9     3 1.1 

Staff Room 2 1.9       2 0.8 

Gym/Hall   1 2.0     1 0.4 

Other 4 3.7 3 5.9     7 2.7 

Total  108 100 51 100 73 100 31 100 263 100 

 

 

Officers at Arthur Gorrie viewed the unit, oval, and medical centre as being unsafe 

locations (Table 5.20).  At SDL officers viewed industries/workshops as a particularly 

unsafe location and also believed units and the main kitchen were unsafe.  Officers at 

Woodford believed education/programs were particularly unsafe and also believed the 

gym/hall, industries/workshops, and main kitchen were unsafe.  At Brisbane Womens, 

education/programs, interview rooms, and exercise yards were viewed as unsafe 

locations.   
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Table 5.20:  Officer perceptions of unsafe locations at the four prisons   

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 

Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 

 n % n % n % n % n % 

Unit (including Common Areas) 33 30.3 1 2.5 15 17.0 1 2.7 50 18.2

Industries/Workshop 1 0.9 2 5.0 34 38.6 5 13.5 42 15.3

Oval 16 14.7 2 5.0 6 6.8 1 2.7 25 9.1 

Education/Programs 3 2.8 8 20.0 5 5.7 8 21.6 24 8.8 

Main Kitchen 6 5.5   11 12.5 5 13.5 22 8.0 

Walkways 6 5.5 2 5.0 5 5.7 6 16.2 19 6.9 

Gym/Hall 7 6.4 2 5.0 5 5.7 1 2.7 15 5.5 

Exercise Yard 7 6.4 4 10.0   3 8.1 14 5.1 

Medical/Health Centre/Observation 
Unit 
 

10 9.2 1 2.5 2 2.3 1 2.7 14 5.1 

Interview Room 1 0.9 6 15.0     7 2.6 

Gatehouse/Front 
Gate/Reception/Bulk Stores 
 

2 1.8 2 5.0   1 2.7 5 1.8 

Cell 3 2.8   2 2.3   5 1.8 

All Locations/Location Not Specific 2 1.8 2 5.0 1 1.1   5 1.8 

Control Room 2 1.8   1 1.1   3 1.1 

Cell Landing/Stairs 3 2.8       3 1.1 

Tennis Court  0.0 3 7.5     3 1.1 

Detention Unit  0.0 3 7.5     3 1.1 

Officer's Mess 1 0.9   1 1.1   2 0.7 

Unit Laundry 2 1.8       2 0.7 

Residential/Residential Compound   1 2.5   1 2.7 2 0.7 

Car Park 1 0.9       1 0.4 

Officer's Station (Fish Bowl)       1 2.7 1 0.4 

Visits       1 2.7 1 0.4 

Location Not in Prison 1 0.9       1 0.4 

Other 2 1.8 1 2.5   2 5.4 5 1.8 

Total 109 100 40 100 88 100 37 100 274 100 

 

Prisoner Perceptions of Safe and Unsafe Locations in Prison 

Units and cells were considered to be safe locations by prisoners at all four prisons 

(Table 5.21).  Prisoners at Arthur Gorrie and SDL also believed that walkways were safe.  

Additionally, visits was perceived as being a safe location at SDL and 

education/programs was believed to be safe at Brisbane Womens and Woodford.   
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 Table 5.21:  Prisoner perceptions of safe locations at the four prisons 

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 

Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 

 n % n % n % n % n % 

Unit (including Common Areas) 19 32.2 13 36.1 20 22.7 19 26.4 71 27.8

Cell 11 18.6 5 13.9 24 27.3 20 27.8 60 23.5

Walkways 5 8.5 2 5.6 9 10.2 3 4.2 19 7.5 

Visits 1 1.7 1 2.8 9 10.2 4 5.6 15 5.9 

Education/Programs   3 8.3 3 3.4 8 11.1 14 5.5 

Exercise Yard   4 11.1 3 3.4 3 4.2 10 3.9 

Oval   4 11.1 3 3.4 2 2.8 9 3.5 

All Locations/Location Not Specific 1 1.7   3 3.4 4 5.6 8 3.1 

Industries/Workshop 4 6.8 1 2.8   1 1.4 6 2.4 

Medical/Health Centre/Observation 
Unit 
 

3 5.1   3 3.4   6 2.4 

Officer's Station (Fish Bowl)     4 4.5 1 1.4 5 2.0 

Gym/Hall 3 5.1 1 2.8   1 1.4 5 2.0 

Residential/Residential Compound 3 5.1     2 2.8 5 2.0 

Office 2 3.4   2 2.3   4 1.6 

Gatehouse/Front 
Gate/Reception/Bulk Stores 
 

2 3.4 1 2.8     3 1.2 

Unit Laundry     1 1.1 1 1.4 2 0.8 

Detention Unit   1 2.8 1 1.1   2 0.8 

Control Room       1 1.4 1 0.4 

Other 5 8.5    3 3.4 2 2.8 10 3.9 

Total  59 100 36 100 88 100 72 100 255 100 

 

 

Prisoners at SDL and Woodford believed that the oval and unit were unsafe locations.  

Education/programs was also believed to be unsafe by many prisoners at SDL and the 

exercise yard at Woodford was believed to be unsafe (Table 5.22).  No information about 

the unsafe locations at Arthur Gorrie or Brisbane Womens was available due to the small 

number of unsafe locations that were identified at these two prisons.   
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Table 5.22:  Prisoner perceptions of unsafe locations at the four prisons 

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 
Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 

 n % n % n % n % n % 

Oval 1 6.7 1 8.3 8 11.6 14 19.7 24 14.4

Unit (including Common Areas)     8 11.6 13 18.3 21 12.6

Education/Programs 2 13.3   13 18.8 2 2.8 17 10.2

Walkways 3 20.0 1 8.3 5 7.2 7 9.9 16 9.6 

Exercise Yard     2 2.9 11 15.5 13 7.8 

Detention Unit 1 6.7 6 50.0 3 4.3 2 2.8 12 7.2 

All Locations/Location Not Specific 1 6.7 1 8.3 2 2.9 5 7.0 9 5.4 

Cell 1 6.7 1 8.3 4 5.8 2 2.8 8 4.8 

Industries/Workshop 1 6.7   6 8.7 1 1.4 8 4.8 

Unit Laundry     1 1.4 5 7.0 6 3.6 

Gym/Hall 1 6.7 1 8.3 2 2.9 1 1.4 5 3.0 

Residential/Residential Compound       5 7.0 5 3.0 

Cell Landing/Stairs     3 4.3 1 1.4 4 2.4 

Visits     3 4.3   3 1.8 

Barber Shop     3 4.3   3 1.8 

Officer's Station (Fish Bowl)     2 2.9   2 1.2 

Office     1 1.4   1 0.6 

Tennis Court 1 6.7       1 0.6 

Medical/Health Centre/Observation 
Unit 
 

  1 8.3     1 0.6 

Other 3 20.0   3 4.3 2 2.8 8 4.8 

Total 15 100 12 100 69 100 71 100 167 100 

 

Differences in Perceptions of Safe and Unsafe Locations in Prison 

It may be concluded that officers and prisoners tended to identify different locations as 

being safe and unsafe (Table 5.23).  Officers and prisoners at Brisbane Womens and 

Woodford had different views regarding whether education/programs was safe or 

unsafe.  Officers at these prisons believed this location was unsafe while prisoners 

believed this location was safe.  Officers identified officer’s stations and control rooms as 

safe locations but prisoners did not identify these locations as safe.  Prisoners identified 

cells as safe locations but officers did not believe these locations were safe.  The one 

location that evoked mixed feelings was units.  Some officer and prisoners viewed this 

location as safe while other viewed this location as unsafe.  Given that different locations 

were identified as safe and unsafe by officers and prisoners, the reasons why the 

locations were viewed as safe and unsafe were examined.   
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   Table 5.23:  Top three locations identified as safe and unsafe by officers and prisoners  

Location Officers Prisoners   
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Unit (including Common Areas)         
Education/Programs         
Walkways         

Cell         
Officer's Station (Fish Bowl)         

Control Room         

Oval         
Exercise Yard         
Main Kitchen         

Industries/Workshop         

Medical/Health Centre/Observation 

Unit 

 

        

Interview Room         

Visits         

Gatehouse/Front 

Gate/Reception/Bulk Stores 
        

Office         

  = Safe,  = Unsafe,  = Viewed as safe by some and as unsafe by others. 

 

Reasons Why Locations Were Believed to be Safe or Unsafe 

The reasons given by officers and prisoners regarding why locations were considered safe 

and unsafe were then explored.  Only the reasons given by officers and prisoners at the 

prisons where the locations were viewed as safe, unsafe, or where there were different 

opinions regarding whether the location was safe or unsafe were considered (as based on 

Table 5.23).  Having a locked door that prevented access to a particular location was an 

important factor in why officers believed that officers’ stations, control rooms, gatehouse 

locations, and offices were safe locations (Table 5.24).  Officers considered units safe 

because of camera surveillance, officer surveillance, or a combination of camera and 

officer surveillance.  Camera surveillance was given as the prime reason why officers 

considered walkways as safe.  
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Table 5.24:  Reasons why locations were perceived safe at relevant prison/s 
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Unit 8 
38.1% 

6 
28.6% 

5 
23.8%

 2 
9.5% 

     21 
100% 

 

Walkways 3 
60.0% 

 1 
20.0%

      1 
20.0%

5 
100% 

 

Officers Station    46 
95.8%

     2 
4.2 

48 
100% 

 

Control Room  3 
8.3% 

 32 
88.9%

     1 
2.8% 

36 
100% 

 

Gatehouse/front 
gate/reception 

   2 
100%

      2 
100% 

 

O
ff

ic
er

s 

Office    4 
100%

      4 
100% 

 

Unit 10 
16.9% 

8 
13.6% 

7 
11.8%

6 
10.2%

20 
33.9%

1 
1.7% 

5 
8.5% 

 2 
3.4% 

 59 
100% 

 

Education / 
Programs 

 1 
10.0% 

  9 
90.0%

     10 
100% 

 

Walkways 4 
44.4% 

2 
22.2% 

1 
11.2%

  2 
22.2%

    9 
100% 

 

P
ri

so
n

er
s 

Cell 2 
4.2% 

  31 
64.6%

  14 
29.2%

1 
2.0% 

  48 
100% 

 

The main reasons given by prisoners regarding why cells were safe were because the door 

could be locked to prevent access by anyone else and because of a sense of ownership of 

the space.  Knowledge of the location or the type of prisoner in the location was believed 

by prisoners to be important in why education/program areas and units were safe.  Units 

were also considered safe because of camera surveillance and officer surveillance.  The 

main reason given by prisoners regarding why walkways were safe was because of camera 

surveillance.   

 

The reasons why officers and prisoners believed locations were unsafe were then 

examined.  It is apparent that officers believed locations were unsafe because of a lack of 

camera or officers surveillance (Table 5.25).  Lack of camera and officers surveillance 

were important reasons why officers considered units, education/programs, and 
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industries/workshops unsafe.  Inadequate camera surveillance was viewed by officers as 

the main reason why exercise yards and the main kitchen were unsafe while inadequate 

officer surveillance was believed to be the main reason why ovals, medical/health 

centres, and interview rooms were considered unsafe.  Prisoners believed that units and 

education/programs were unsafe locations due to inadequate camera surveillance in these 

locations.   

 

Table 5.25:  Reasons why locations were perceived unsafe at relevant prison/s 
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Unit 8 
17.4% 

20 
43.5% 

7 
15.2% 

1 
2.2% 

 3 
6.5% 

1 
2.2% 

6 
13.0% 

46 
100% 

 

Education / 
Programs 

4 
25.0% 

7 
43.8% 

2 
12.5% 

 1 
6.2% 

  2 
12.5% 

16 
100% 

 

Oval 1 
7.1% 

11 
78.6% 

2 
14.3% 

     14 
100% 

 

Exercise Yard 4 
100% 

       4 
100% 

 

Main Kitchen 5 
62.5% 

  2 
25.0% 

   1 
12.5% 

8 
100% 

 

Industries / 
Workshops 

8 
21.1% 

18 
47.4% 

6 
15.8% 

4 
10.5% 

   2 
5.2% 

38 
100% 

 

Medical / 
Health Centre 

 7 
77.8% 

1 
11.1 

1 
11.1 

    9 
100% 
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Interview Room  2 
50.0% 

  1 
25.0% 

1 
25.0% 

  4 
100% 

 

Unit 8 
50.0% 

1 
6.2% 

3 
18.8% 

1 
6.2% 

   3 
18.8% 

16 
100% 

 

Education / 
Programs 

8 
66.7% 

1 
8.3% 

3 
25.0% 

     12 
100% 

 

Oval 1 
16.7% 

1 
16.7% 

1 
16.7% 

 2 
33.2% 

  1 
16.7% 

6 
100% 
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Exercise Yard 2 
15.4% 

2 
15.4% 

4 
30.8% 

 2 
15.4% 

1 
7.6% 

2 
15.4% 

 13 
100% 
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In summary, this section examined the locations officers and prisoners believed were safe 

and unsafe and reasons why they believed particular locations were safe or unsafe.  

Officers stations, control rooms, gatehouse locations, and offices were considered safe 

by officers and cells were considered safe by prisoners because a locked door prevented 

access by anyone else to these locations.  Additionally, prisoners believed cells were safe 

because they had a sense of ownership over this space.  Officers and prisoners 

considered walkways to be safe primarily because of camera surveillance.  Officers and 

prisoners who viewed units as a safe location indicated that camera and officer 

surveillance made this location safe.  Prisoners also believed that knowledge of the 

location or type of prisoner made units and education/programs safe.  Officers and 

prisoners emphasised the role that inadequate officer or camera surveillance played in 

making locations unsafe.   

 

5.2.5. Impact of CCTV on Safety 

The previous section highlighted the importance that officers and prisoners attached to 

camera surveillance in some safe locations and the lack of camera surveillance in some 

unsafe locations.  This suggests that CCTV does have some impact on safety.  The 

impact of CCTV on safety was further explored by determining whether officers and 

prisoners believed CCTV improved safety in locations with CCTV or would improve 

safety in locations without CCTV or where officers and prisoners did not know whether 

the location was under camera surveillance.  The specific safe and unsafe locations where 

CCTV was viewed as improving or having no effect on safety were then explored.   

 

Effect of CCTV on Safety in Locations With and Without CCTV 

There appeared to be no difference between officers and prisoners in the proportion of 

safe or unsafe locations that they believed were under camera surveillance or were not 

under camera surveillance (Table 5.26).  They believed that about half of safe locations 

and one-third of unsafe locations were under camera surveillance.  There was no 

difference between officers and prisoners in the proportion of safe locations that were 

believed to be safer because of CCTV and little difference in the proportion of unsafe 

locations that were believed safer because of CCTV.  Camera surveillance was viewed as 

improving safety in approximately two-thirds of locations that were identified as safe and 

less than one-third of locations identified as unsafe.  A greater proportion of prisoners 

believed that CCTV improved safety in unsafe locations.   
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Table 5.26:  Perceived Impact of CCTV on safe and unsafe locations  

Safe or 
unsafe 

location 
identified 

Respondent No of 
locations 
identified

Number who 
believed 

location was 
under CCTV? 

If under 
CCTV, does it 

increase 
safety? 

If not under 
CCTV or d.k, 
would you feel 
safer if location 

had CCTV? 
Yes – 72 
(58.5%) 

 

 
Yes – 130 
(52.6%) No –  51 

(41.5%) 
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(75.0%) 

 

Yes – 77 
(60.6%) 
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(66.27%) 

 
No    - 26 
(16.8%) 

 

Yes – 12 
(29.3%) 
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(27.88%) No   - 29 

(70.7%) 
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At least three-quarters of officers and prisoners believed that camera surveillance would 

not improve safety in locations that were safe but did not currently have CCTV.  

Prisoners were more likely than officers to subscribe to this view.  Both officers and 

prisoners tended to believe that unsafe locations would be safer if camera surveillance 

was added to these locations.  However, a greater proportion of officers believed that 

CCTV would improve safety in unsafe locations that did not have CCTV.  Therefore, it 

may be concluded that while CCTV is advocated as a way of improving safety in unsafe 

locations that are not under camera surveillance, it is viewed as offering little benefit for 

locations that are already considered safe.  The belief that CCTV does not improve safety 

in many unsafe locations that are under camera surveillance suggests that aspects of the 

environment may mediate the effect of CCTV on safety. 

 

Effect of CCTV on Safety in Specific Locations 

To determine whether CCTV had more of an impact on safety in particular locations, the 

effect that CCTV had (in locations with cameras) or would have (in locations without 

cameras) on feelings of safety were explored.  While different views were expressed 

regarding the impact of CCTV on safety in most of the locations that were identified as 

safe, several locations stood out (Table 5.27).  Officers proposed that units and walkways 

and prisoners proposed that walkways were safe locations that were safer because of the 

presence of cameras.  Control rooms, officers’ stations, and the officers’ mess were 

identified by officers and cells and education/programs were identified by prisoners as 

safe locations that would not have improved safety if cameras were installed in these 

locations.   

 

Several locations also stood out when the unsafe locations were examined (Table 5.28).  

Officers tended to believe that CCTV did not improve safety in several unsafe locations 

that were under camera surveillance, including units, the oval, and the medical/health 

centre.  Industries/workshops, the main kitchen, and education/programs were 

identified by officers and units were identified by prisoners as unsafe locations that were 

not currently under camera surveillance that would have improved safety if cameras were 

installed.   
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Table 5.27:  Safe locations identified by officers and prisoners and whether CCTV does or would improve safety 

Location Officers Prisoners 
 Does CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Would CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Does CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Would CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
 Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total 

Car Park 2 3 5          
2.8% 5.9% 4.1%          

4 6 10 1 7 8 1 1 2  1 1 Gatehouse/Front 
Gate/Reception/Bulk Store 5.6% 11.8% 8.1% 3.8% 9.0% 7.7% 1.3% 2.0% 1.6%  1.1% 1.0% 
Control Room  4 4 2 25 27       

 7.8% 3.3% 7.7% 32.1% 26.0%       
Officer's Station (Fish Bowl) 9 20 29 3 17 20 3  3 1 1 2 

12.5% 39.2% 23.6% 11.5% 21.8% 19.2% 3.9%  2.4% 9.1% 1.1% 2.0% 
Office  1 1 2 5 7 1  1  2 2 

 2.0% .8% 7.7% 6.4% 6.7% 1.3%  .8%  2.2% 2.0% 
Staff Room     2 2       

    2.6% 1.9%       
Officer's Mess    2 12 14       

   7.7% 15.4% 13.5%       
Main Kitchen    1 1 2       

   3.8% 1.3% 1.9%       
Cell       4 2 6 3 44 47 

      5.2% 4.0% 4.7% 27.3% 49.4% 47.0% 
Unit (including Common Areas) 20 2 22 4  4 29 18 47 3 14 17 

27.8% 3.9% 17.9% 15.4%  3.8% 37.7% 36.0% 37.0% 27.3% 15.7% 17.0% 
Unit Laundry       1  1  1 1 

      1.3%  .8%  1.1% 1.0% 
Exercise Yard       1 5 6 1 3 4 

      1.3% 10.0% 4.7% 9.1% 3.4% 4.0% 
Education/Programs    2 1 3 3  3  10 10 

   7.7% 1.3% 2.9% 3.9%  2.4%  11.2% 10.0% 
Industries/Workshop     3  3     3 3 

   11.5%  2.9%     3.4% 3.0% 
Continued over page 
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Location Officers Prisoners 
 Does CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Would CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Does CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Would CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
 Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total 

Gym/Hall       2  2 1 1 2 
      2.6%  1.6% 9.1% 1.1% 2.0% 

Visits 5 2 7    7 7 14    
6.9% 3.9% 5.7%    9.1% 14.0% 11.0%    

2 1 3 1  1 3 2 5    Residential/Residential 
Compound   2.8% 2.0% 2.4% 3.8%  1.0% 3.9% 4.0% 3.9%    
Oval 5 2 7 1  1 3 3 6  2 2 

6.9% 3.9% 5.7% 3.8%  1.0% 3.9% 6.0% 4.7%  2.2% 2.0% 
Detention Unit 4 2 6    1 1 2    

5.6% 3.9% 4.9%    1.3% 2.0% 1.6%    
5 1 6 1  1 2 3 5    Medical/Health 

Centre/Observation Unit   6.9% 2.0% 4.9% 3.8%  1.0% 2.6% 6.0% 3.9%    
Walkways 9 1 10 1 4 5 12 5 17  1 1 

12.5% 2.0% 8.1% 3.8% 5.1% 4.8% 15.6% 10.0% 13.4%  1.1% 1.0% 
All Locations/Not Specific 3 1 4 1  1 2 1 3 1 2 3 

4.2% 2.0% 3.3% 3.8%  1.0% 2.6% 2.0% 2.4% 9.1% 2.2% 3.0% 
Location Not in Prison 3 4 7  1 1       

4.2% 7.8% 5.7%  1.3% 1.0%       
Other 1 1 2 1 3 4 2 2 4 1 4 5 

1.4% 2.0% 1.6% 3.8% 3.8% 3.8% 2.6% 4.0% 3.1% 9.1% 4.5% 5.0% 
Total  72 51 123 26 78 104 77 50 127 11 89 100 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 5.28:  Unsafe locations identified by officers and prisoners and whether CCTV does or would improve safety  

Location Officers Prisoners 
 Does CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Would CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Does CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Would CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
 Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total 
Car Park    1  1       

   .8%  .6%       
   3 1 4       Gatehouse/Front 

Gate/Reception/Bulk Stores     2.3% 3.8% 2.6%       
Control Room  1 1  1 1       

 1.5% 1.2%  3.8% .6%       
Officer's Station (Fish Bowl)    1  1    1  1 

   .8%  .6%    1.4%  .9% 
Office           1 1 

          2.3% .9% 
Interview Room  2 2 3 1 4       

 2.9% 2.4% 2.3% 3.8% 2.6%       
Officer's Mess  1 1 1  1       

 1.5% 1.2% .8%  .6%       
Main Kitchen     19 3 22       

   14.7% 11.5% 14.2%       
Cell  1 1 2  2    3 4 7 

 1.5% 1.2% 1.6%  1.3%    4.3% 9.3% 6.3% 
Cell Landing/Stairs  2 2 1  1    2 2 4 

 2.9% 2.4% .8%  .6%    2.9% 4.7% 3.6% 
4 28 32 10 3 13  3 3 11 4 15 Unit (including Common 

Areas)  23.5% 41.2% 37.6% 7.8% 11.5% 8.4%  10.3% 7.3% 15.9% 9.3% 13.4% 
Unit Laundry     2  2    6  6 

   1.6%  1.3%    8.7%  5.4% 
Exercise Yard 1 2 3 8 1 9  1 1 8 4 12 

5.9% 2.9% 3.5% 6.2% 3.8% 5.8%  3.4% 2.4% 11.6% 9.3% 10.7% 
Continued over page 
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Location Officers Prisoners 
 Does CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Would CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Does CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
Would CCTV in Location Make 

Safer 
 Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total 
Education/Programs 3  3 17 3 20  2 2 9 6 15 

17.6%  3.5% 13.2% 11.5% 12.9%  6.9% 4.9% 13.0% 14.0% 13.4% 
Industries/Workshop 1  1 35 1 36 1  1 4 3 7 

5.9%  1.2% 27.1% 3.8% 23.2% 8.3%  2.4% 5.8% 7.0% 6.3% 
Gym/Hall 1  1 11 2 13  2 2 2 1 3 

5.9%  1.2% 8.5% 7.7% 8.4%  6.9% 4.9% 2.9% 2.3% 2.7% 
Visits        2 2 1  1 

       6.9% 4.9% 1.4%  .9% 
1  1 1  1    5  5 Residential/Residential 

Compound  5.9%  1.2% .8%  .6%    7.2%  4.5% 
Oval 3 15 18 1 2 3 4 8 12 5 5 10 

17.6% 22.1% 21.2% .8% 7.7% 1.9% 33.3% 27.6% 29.3% 7.2% 11.6% 8.9% 
Tennis Court    2  2  1 1    

   1.6%  1.3%  3.4% 2.4%    
Detention Unit 1  1 2  2 2 4 6 3 3 6 

5.9%  1.2% 1.6%  1.3% 16.7% 13.8% 14.6% 4.3% 7.0% 5.4% 
 8 8 2 2 4  1 1    Medical/Health 

Centre/Observation Unit   11.8% 9.4% 1.6% 7.7% 2.6%  3.4% 2.4%    
Barber Shop          1 2 3 

         1.4% 4.7% 2.7% 
Walkways 1 6 7 6 3 9 2 3 5 4 4 8 

5.9% 8.8% 8.2% 4.7% 11.5% 5.8% 16.7% 10.3% 12.2% 5.8% 9.3% 7.1% 
All Locations/ Not Specific    1 1 2 3 2 5 1  1 

   .8% 3.8% 1.3% 25.0% 6.9% 12.2% 1.4%  .9% 
Location Not in Prison  1 1          

 1.5% 1.2%          
Other 1 1 2  2 2    3 4 7 

5.9% 1.5% 2.4%  7.7% 1.3%    4.3% 9.3% 6.3% 
Total  17 68 85 129 26 155 12 29 41 69 43 112 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Therefore, it can be concluded that camera surveillance was viewed by officers and 

prisoners as improving safety on walkways.  CCTV was viewed as having less impact on 

safety in locations where prisoners (cells) or officers (control rooms, officers’ stations) 

could prevent access to the location by anyone else.  Additionally, CCTV was viewed by 

officers as having little impact where officers congregate (officers’ mess) or where 

prisoners require medication attention (medical/health centre).  Isolated locations where 

prisoners congregate and engage in structured activity (industries/workshops, main 

kitchen, and education/programs) were viewed by officers as locations that would 

benefit form the installation of cameras.  Interestingly, officers did not believe that 

camera surveillance improved safety on ovals.  This may reflect the longer length of time 

it would take for officers to respond to this location.  Some officers proposed that units 

were safer because of cameras while others proposed that cameras did not improve 

safety.  Prisoners indicated that units would be safer if cameras were installed.  These 

different views about the effect of camera surveillance on safety in units may reflect the 

limited camera surveillance that occurs in units.   

 
 

5.2.6. Locations that Should and Should Not be Under Camera Surveillance 

Because officers and prisoners believed that the effectiveness of CCTV at improving 

safety did vary on the basis of location, it was considered likely that they would only 

advocate its use in some locations.  The fifth focused research question that was explored 

by the study was, “What locations do officers and prisoners believe should or should not 

be under camera surveillance and what effect do feelings of safety have on beliefs?”.  To 

explore this issue, officers and prisoners were presented with a list of the locations in 

prison and asked to tick a box indicating that they believed CCTV should be used in the 

location or a box indicating that they believed CCTV should not be used in the location 

(Appendix 3).  This approach enabled officers and prisoners to consider specific features 

of the environment (such as misbehaviour and levels of safety in the location) and 

whether they believe CCTV was justified (giving consideration to issues such as privacy). 

 

Officers and prisoners either believed that CCTV should be used in a location should not 

be used in a location, or they did not provide a response regarding whether CCTV 

should be used in a location (Table 5.29).  The 25 (8%) respondents who did not indicate 

that any locations should or should not be under camera surveillance were excluded from 

the analysis.  Non-response to a particular item was therefore used as an indicator that 
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officers or prisoners were ambivalent about whether CCTV should or should not be used 

in the particular location.   

 

  Table 5.29:  Beliefs regarding whether locations should be under CCTV surveillance 

 Should Location be Under Camera Surveillance 
Location Officers Prisoners 
 Yes No D.K Yes No D.K 
Cells 95 15 21 11 152 10 
 72.5% 11.5% 16.0% 6.4% 87.9% 5.8% 

 

Chapel 88 17 26 49 90 34 
 67.2% 13.0% 19.8% 28.3% 52.0% 19.7% 

 

Classroom 111 5 15 60 75 38 
 84.7% 3.8% 11.5% 34.7% 43.4% 22.0% 

 

Corridors (hallways) 120 1 9 106 36 31 
 92.3% .8% 6.9% 61.3% 20.8% 17.9% 

 

Gym 115 4 12 82 58 33 
 87.8% 3.1% 9.2% 47.4% 33.5% 19.1% 

 

Hospital 119 2 10 90 50 33 
 90.8% 1.5% 7.6% 52.0% 28.9% 19.1% 

 

Kitchen 116 3 12 77 57 39 
 88.5% 2.3% 9.2% 44.5% 32.9% 22.5% 

 

Library 107 2 22 52 75 46 
 81.7% 1.5% 16.8% 30.1% 43.4% 26.6% 

 

Meal room 78 28 24 72 57 44 
 60.0% 21.5% 18.5% 41.6% 32.9% 25.4% 

 

Reception 117 2 12 91 40 42 
 89.3% 1.5% 9.2% 52.6% 23.1% 24.3% 

 

Detention Unit 124 2 5 107 41 25 
 94.7% 1.5% 3.8% 61.8% 23.7% 14.5% 

 

Shop 90 5 36 58 63 52 
 68.7% 3.8% 27.5% 33.5% 36.4% 30.1% 

 

Visitors room 118 2 11 68 78 27 
 90.1% 1.5% 8.4% 39.3% 45.1% 15.6% 

 

Inmate working areas 122 1 8 83 52 38 
 93.1% .8% 6.1% 48.0% 30.1% 22.0% 

 

Officer working areas (fish bowl) 39 76 16 105 32 36 
 29.8% 58.0% 12.2% 60.7% 18.5% 20.8% 

 

The yard 114 1 16 76 62 35 
 87.0% .8% 12.2% 43.9% 35.8% 20.2% 

 

 
 

Officers supported the presence of cameras in all locations except for officer working 

areas (fish bowl).  Over four-fifths of officers believed that CCTV should be used in 

education/programs (classrooms), on walkways (corridors or hallways), in the gym/hall, 

medical/health centre (hospital), kitchen, library, reception, detention unit, visits, and in 
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industries/workshops (prisoner working areas).  However, over half of officers believed 

that CCTV should not be used in officer working areas and about one-fifth believed that 

CCTV should not be used in the meal room.   

 

Prisoners expressed more ambivalent attitudes regarding the locations that should and 

should not be under camera surveillance with about one-in-five not giving any clear 

indication for most locations.  However, prisoners were clearly of the view that cells 

should not be under camera surveillance.  About half of prisoners believed that CCTV 

should be used on walkways (corridors), in the medical/health centre (hospital), 

reception, detention unit, and in officer working areas.   

 

Therefore, officers and prisoners believed that a range of locations should and should 

not be under camera surveillance and this was influenced by the perceived ability of 

CCTV to improve safety in particular locations.  Both officers and prisoners believed 

that CCTV should be used on walkways.  As mentioned previously, this location tended 

to be viewed as a safe location that was safer because of CCTV.  Officers believed that 

cameras should be installed in industries/workshops, the kitchen, and 

education/programs.  These locations were considered unsafe and camera installation 

was viewed as offering improved safety.  Although officers believed that camera 

surveillance would not improve safety in medical/health centres, officers still believed 

that this location should be under camera surveillance.  Additionally, officers believed 

that CCTV should be used in the library, reception, detention unit, and in visits.  

Prisoners indicated support for camera surveillance in medical/health centres, reception, 

the detention unit, and in officer working areas.  Perhaps CCTV was advocated in these 

locations as it was viewed as serving other purposes such as gathering evidence rather 

than enhancing safety.   

 

Officers and prisoners did not want camera surveillance in locations that were not under 

surveillance but were considered safe.  For officers, these locations were officers working 

areas such as control rooms and officers’ stations and for prisoners this location was 

cells.  To summarise, there was a relationship between the effect that CCTV had on 

feelings of safety and the level of support for camera surveillance in particular locations.  

Cameras were advocated in locations where they were associated with improved safety or 
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in locations where installation was associated with improved safety and were not 

advocated in locations that were viewed as safe.   

 

5.2.7. Types of Misbehaviour that CCTV Was Believed to Prevent 

In addition to exploring the locations where officers and prisoners believed CCTV 

should and should not be used, the research explored the types of misbehaviour that they 

believed CCTV may be useful at preventing.  This was done as SCP emphasises the 

importance of highly specific locations and highly specific types of offending behaviour.  

The sixth focused research question was “What types of misbehaviour do officers and 

prisoners believe CCTV effectively prevented?”.  Officers and prisoners were presented 

with the types of misbehaviour and asked to tick a box indicating that they believed 

CCTV may be useful at preventing each type of misbehaviour or a box indicating that 

they did not believe CCTV was a useful strategy for preventing the type of misbehaviour 

(Appendix 3).  Thirty-three respondents, who did not indicate that CCTV was effective 

or not effective at preventing any type of misbehaviour, were excluded from the analysis.   

 

Officers believed that CCTV prevented all forms of misbehaviour except for verbal 

abuse (Table 5.30).  About three quarters of officers believed that CCTV was effective at 

preventing escape, sexual assault/rape, self-harm/suicide, vandalism, smuggling drugs 

into prison, and smuggling other contraband into prison.  Officers expressed more 

ambivalent views regarding whether CCTV could prevent minor physical assaults, theft, 

drug use, and serious physical assaults.  Officers did not believe that CCTV could 

prevent verbal abuse. 

 

Prisoners believed that CCTV prevented escape and about half indicated that CCTV 

prevented serious physical assaults, sexual assault/rape, and self-harm/suicide.  Prisoners 

did not believe CCTV prevented verbal abuse.  Similar numbers of prisoners indicated 

that CCTV was an effective strategy and CCTV was not an effective strategy for the 

remaining types of misbehaviour.   

 

In summary, both officers and prisoners believed CCTV prevented escape, sexual 

assault/rape, and self-harm/suicide.  These similar beliefs may reflect the greater 

attention paid to camera surveillance in locations such as on fence lines and in 

medical/heath centres.  Additionally, officers believed that CCTV prevented vandalism, 
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smuggling drugs into prison, and smuggling other contraband into prison and prisoners 

believed that CCTV prevented serious physical assaults.  Perhaps officers over-estimated 

the deterrent value of CCTV for these types of misbehaviour and prisoners believed 

CCTV prevented serious assaults by enabling the early identification of assaults and 

intervention.  Officers and prisoners did not believe CCTV prevented verbal abuse 

reflecting the inability of CCTV to monitor or record audio.   

 
  Table 5.30: Beliefs regarding whether CCTV could prevent particular types of misbehaviour 

Respondent Would CCTV be Useful at 
Preventing Officers Prisoners 

 Yes No D.K Yes No D.K 
Verbal abuse 16 103 9 29 128 11 
 12.5% 80.5% 7.0% 17.3% 76.2% 6.5% 

 

Theft  80 39 9 77 81 10 
 62.5% 30.5% 7.0% 45.8% 48.2% 6.0% 

 

Vandalism 92 29 7 82 70 16 
 71.9% 22.7% 5.5% 48.8% 41.7% 9.5% 

 

Drug use 82 36 10 73 77 18 
 64.1% 28.1% 7.8% 43.5% 45.8% 10.7% 

 

Smuggling drugs into prison 91 33 4 83 66 19 
 71.1% 25.8% 3.1% 49.4% 39.3% 11.3% 

 

92 27 9 76 64 28 Smuggling other contraband 
(excluding drugs) into prison 71.9% 21.1% 7.0% 45.2% 38.1% 16.7% 

 

75 43 10 67 77 24 Minor physical assaults (grabbed, 
pushed, shoved) 58.6% 33.6% 7.8% 39.9% 45.8% 14.3% 

 

86 32 10 84 67 17 Serious physical assaults (involving 
weapon or resulting in injury). 67.2% 25.0% 7.8% 50.0% 39.9% 10.1% 

 

Sexual assault/rape 94 29 5 94 60 14 
 73.4% 22.7% 3.9% 56.0% 35.7% 8.3% 

 

Self harm/suicide 94 30 4 87 66 15 
 73.4% 23.4% 3.1% 51.8% 39.3% 8.9% 

 

Escape 111 15 2 132 20 16 
 86.7% 11.7% 1.6% 78.6% 11.9% 9.5% 

 

 
 

5.2.8. Drawbacks of CCTV in Prison  

The final focused research question addressed in the study was, “What drawbacks do 

officers and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance?”.  Two types of questions were used 

to address this question (Appendix 3).  Firstly, officers and prisoners were asked to 

indicated their level of agreement with 29 statements that explored issues surrounding 

the use of CCTV in prison.  A five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to 

strongly agree was used.  Secondly, one open-ended question was asked.  This was, 
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“What drawbacks or disadvantages do you associate with CCTV in the prison 

environment?”.   

 

Likert Scale Questions 

Officer and prisoner responses to the 29 Likert scale questions that investigated issues 

surrounding the use of CCTV in prison were reduced to three components using 

Principal Component Analysis (PCA).  Following this, a MANOVA was performed to 

examine whether officers and prisoners had different attitudes towards these 

components.  Prior to performing PCA, the data were examined to ensure compliance 

with assumptions.  The factorability of the correlation matrix was supported.  The 

correlation matrix contained coefficients of .3 or above.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value 

exceeded the recommended vale of .6 and Barlett’s Test of Sphericity was statistically 

significant (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 

 
On the basis of Kaiser’s criterion, eight components had an eigenvalue of one or more.  

These eight components explained a total of 60.07% of the variance.  Because Kaiser’s 

criterion has been criticised on the basis that it retains too many components, the 

screeplot was inspected (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  Cattell’s (1966) screetest suggested 

that four components should be retained because there was a clear break after the fourth 

component suggesting that these components explained more of the variance than the 

remaining components.  Varimax rotation was performed to aid interpretation of these 

four components.  The rotated solution indicated a complex structure.  Eight items 

loaded on more than one component.  Four out of the seven items that loaded on the 

fourth component were also loading on other components and three of these had weaker 

loadings on component four than the alternative component.   

 
Given that the fourth component added to the complexity of the structure, three 

components were extracted with interpretation aided through the use of Varimax 

rotation.  The three component solution was conceptually much easier to interpret (Table 

5.31).  This solution indicated that each component had a number of strong loadings but 

that three items did not load on any component.  The items that did not load (<.3) on 

any component were items five, six, and eight (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  These items 

related to whether officers or prisoners minded being watched by the cameras.  Three 

items (20, 28, and 29) loaded on two components.  The three items that loaded on two
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 Table 5.31:  Three Factor Rotated Solution  

Statement   Component 
  Mean SD h2 1 2 3 

19. CCTV makes it harder for officers to fabricate evidence 
 

3.17 1.13 .53 .713   

18. CCTV makes it harder for inmates to fabricate evidence 
 

3.38 1.05 .51 .709   

16. CCTV is reassuring as it enables inmates falsely accused to prove
their innocence 

2.95 1.14 .45 .660   

21. The tapes are well kept and never go missing 
 

2.52 1.14 .40 .631   

1. CCTV system is used effectively in this institution as officers pay
close attention to monitors and rarely leave monitors unattended 

2.97 1.19 .43 .627   

25. Officers who misbehave worry that their behaviour was seen or
recorded by the CCTV system 

3.03 1.11 .38 .574   

3. Most of what occurs is viewed on monitors and officers take
action if rules are violated by officers 

2.52 1.18 .40 .559   

20. The CCTV system records most instances of misbehaviour 
 

2.59 1.16 .50 .555 .429  

17. CCTV is reassuring as it enables officers falsely accused to prove
their innocence 

3.23 1.11 .30 .532   

4. Only those who misbehave have any reason to be afraid of the 
cameras 

3.17 1.34 .36 .501   

24. Inmates who misbehave worry that their behaviour was seen or
recorded by the CCTV system 

3.02 1.12 .34 .494   

2. Most of what occurs is viewed on monitors and officers take
action if rules are violated by inmates 

3.07 1.22 .36 .464   

6. Officers don't mind being watched by the cameras 
 

2.87 1.27 .16    

23. The cameras are infra-red and can see at night 
 

2.66 1.10 .53  .716  

9. CCTV is used by officers to target inmates they don't like 
 

2.93 1.32 .55  .702  

7. The cameras invade inmate privacy 
 

3.18 1.54 .45  .661  

22. The cameras can pick up both visual and audio 
 

2.67 1.16 .41  .618  

10. CCTV is used by officers to target inmates who are "trouble
makers" 

3.55 1.10 .29  .511  

14. Without CCTV, there would be more interaction between 
officers and inmates 

2.54 1.21 .26  .484  

29. There are many blind spots where officers go to misbehave 
 

3.19 1.24 .42  .462 .445 

15. Without CCTV, there would be more interaction among inmates 
 

2.73 1.21 .27  .412  

8. The cameras invade officer privacy 
 

2.87 1.34 .00    

26. Inmates are aware of the locations that are and aren't under
surveillance 

3.88 0.96 .54   .723 

27. Officers are aware of the locations that are and aren't under
surveillance 

3.91 1.00 .43   .645 

13. CCTV affects behaviour as inmates try to avoid being watched or
change their behaviour in front of the cameras 

3.41 1.10 .31   .510 

28. There are many blind spots where inmates go to misbehave 
 

3.77 1.04 .49  -.492 .496 

11. Inmates are aware when the camreas are watching them 
 

3.52 1.13 .31   .495 

12. Officers are aware when the cameras are watching them 
 

3.44 1.17 .36   .433 

5. Inmates don't mind being watched by the cameras 
 

2.46 1.22 .11    
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components were kept with the component that had the higher loading (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2001).  The three component solution explained a total of 37.71% of the variance, 

with component one accounting for 15.69%, component two accounting for 12.76%, 

and component three accounting for 9.26% of the variance. 

 

Component one (items 1, 2, 3, 4, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24, and 25) appeared to measure 

the utility of CCTV.  These items related to whether CCTV made it harder to fabricate 

evidence, reassured those falsely accused, and items relating to the how effective CCTV 

was in prison as based on the close observation of monitors, recording of misbehaviour 

and usefulness of recordings, and whether action was taken against those observed 

misbehaving.  The second component (items 7, 9, 10, 14, 15, 22, 23, and 29) appeared to 

measure the reach or pervasiveness of CCTV in everyday prison life.  These items 

included the reach of the CCTV system such as whether it was infrared or whether it 

could pick-up both audio and visual, whether the system was used to target certain 

prisoners, and the effect of CCTV surveillance on interaction and privacy.  The final 

component (items 11, 12, 13, 26, 27, and 28) related to the level of awareness regarding 

where to go and not to go because of CCTV.  These items related to the level of 

awareness regarding the locations that were and were not under surveillance, when 

cameras were watching, and whether blind-spots were sought out by prisoners.  The 

three factors that did not load (5, 6, and 8) related to whether officers and prisoners 

minded being watched by the cameras and did not conceptually fit into any component.  

 

In the MANOVA, the three components were used as sub-scales.  The reliability of each 

sub-scale was assessed using Cronbah’s alpha coefficient.  Results indicated that the first 

(items 1, 2, 3, 4, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24, and 25) and second (items 7, 9, 10, 14, 15, 22, 

23, and 29) sub-scales were reliable (α = .84; α = .76).  While the third sub-scale (items 

11, 12, 13, 26, 27, and 28) was less reliable (α = .64), it was nevertheless considered 

acceptable for social science research (Hagan, 1989).  For each sub-scale, the raw scores 

were summed.   

 

Differences between officer and prisoner attitudes on the three sub-scales that explored 

the utility, reach, and awareness of CCTV in prison were then explored using a one way 

MANOVA.  The data were screened to ensure compliance with assumptions.  Box’s M 

test indicated that the assumption of equality of covariance matrices was not violated (F 
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(6, 377621.70) = 1.95, p=.07).  Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances indicated 

that the first (F (1, 262)=1.10, p=.30), second (F (1, 262)=0.08, p=.78), and third (F (1, 

262)=.44, p=.51) scales had not violated the equality of variance assumption.   

 

In the analysis, the dependent variables were the three sub-scales (Utility, Reach, and 

Awareness) and the independent variable was Respondent’s Status (officer/prisoner).  

Table 5.32 displays the source table of this analysis.  There was a significant difference 

between officers and prisoners on the Reach sub-scale.  Prisoners (M=26.87, SD=4.33) 

believed that CCTV had a greater reach and was more pervasive in everyday prison life 

than officers (M=19.18, SD=4.33).  

 

Table 5.32:  Summary table for MANOVA examining differences between officer and prisoner 
beliefs regarding the utility, reach, and awareness of CCTV sub-scales 

 
Sub-Scale SS df Mean Square F 

Utility 43.57 1 43.57 0.65 

Reach 3792.90 1 3792.90 202.15* 

Awareness  35.41 1 35.41 2.41 

Total 360429.25 264   

       * p < .001 

 

Other Drawbacks 

The drawbacks that officers and prisoners associated with CCTV were also assessed by 

asking one open-ended question (Appendix 3).  The number of drawbacks that were 

identified by officers and prisoners and the coding procedure that was used is outlined in 

Section 5.1.3.  The three main drawbacks that officers associated with CCTV were that it 

was not constantly monitored or recorded, had blind-spots, and had a negative 

psychological impact on staff (Table 5.33).   
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  Table 5.33:  Drawbacks of CCTV in prison identified by officers 

Drawback Drawback 1 Drawback 2 Drawback 3 Total 
 n % n % n % n % 
Not constantly monitored / 
recorded (more staff required) 
 

33 34.4 4 19.1     37 30.8 

Blind spots 
 

23 24 5 23.8   28 23.3 

Psychological effect 
 

9 9.4 2 9.5 1 33.3 12 10.0 

Privacy 
 

7 7.3 2 9.5   9 7.5 

Technical faults 
 

5 5.2 3 14.3   8 6.7 

Incident may be misrepresented 
 

5 5.2 2 9.5   7 5.8 

Open to officer abuse 
 

2 2.1 1 4.8 1 33.3 4 3.3 

Displacement 
 

  2 9.5   2 1.7 

Not as effective as personal 
observation 
 

2 2.1     2 1.7 

Loss of interaction 
 

    1 33.3 1 0.8 

Other 
 

10 10.4     10 8.3 

Total 
 

96 100 21 100 3 100 120 100 

 

 
CCTV was not constantly monitored was evident from many responses.  Officers made 

comments such as there were not “enough cameras with operators”, there was a “lack of 

staff to effectively monitor all CCTVs”, “it’s hard to capture all events”, or “it’s not 

always recording”.  Many officers associated the inability to monitor CCTV with the 

reduced staffing levels that the CCTV system itself facilitated and made statements such 

as CCTV enabled management to “reduce officer numbers by replacing them with 

cameras”, CCTV was “used for staff replacement or staff reduction purposes”, or 

referred to the “amount of staff it takes to watch monitors”.  Other officers referred to 

the difficulties posed by constant monitoring and made statements such as “you cannot 

monitor CCTV for long periods of time and not get bored” or that those who undertake 

monitoring should have a dedicated post “whose job was just to monitor cameras and 

not mix it up with other duties”.   

 

Many officers believed that blind spots caused by not having enough cameras were a 

drawback of CCTV in prison.  Officers made statements such as the “lack of cameras 

provides many blind spots”, the “blind-spots are known”, “inmates know where they are 

and will plan to use blind spots”, or “prisoners watch the cameras in order to detect 

when they can slip in and out of an area or continue to an area unable to be picked-up”.  
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Others believed that there were “not enough cameras” or made specific reference to 

locations that did not have adequate camera coverage such as there was a “lack of 

coverage in older units”.   

 

The psychological impact of CCTV was another frequently mentioned drawback that 

officers associated with CCTV.  The specific psychological effect mentioned by officers 

was associated with feelings that they were being spied on by management.  Officers 

made statements such as the “big-brother syndrome can affect work performance in staff 

– are head office or movement tuning in today”, “officer may feel threatened as if being 

spied upon by management”, or CCTV resulted in a “certain amount of paranoia 

particularly among staff”. 

 

The three main drawbacks of CCTV mentioned by prisoners were that it invaded 

privacy, was open to officer abuse, and had a negative psychological impact on prisoners 

(Table 5.34).  About 10% of drawbacks identified by prisoners were not in fact 

drawbacks of CCTV surveillance because they misunderstood the question.  Prisoners 

who believed CCTV invaded privacy made comments such as “all have privacy issues”, 

“cameras in cells are an invasion of privacy”, cameras “in toilets can be an invasion of 

privacy”  or cameras “invade privacy – especially in obs [the observational unit].  They 

watch you shower, shit, etc.  24/7”.   

 

Some prisoners who believed the CCTV system was open to officer abuse indicated that 

the system had been used inappropriately at times.  Prisoners made comments such as 

it’s “being used for other purposes than the designed purpose such as spying or mucking 

around”, “many play games”, or it’s used for “prying on females”.  Other prisoners made 

reference to the limited oversight of officers who control the CCTV system and made 

comments such as “who watches the watchers”.  In this vein, some prisoners reported 

that officers use the CCTV system to their advantage because they “can turn it off and 

on (put in on another unit)” or that “officers change the tape to their advantage”.   
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Table 5.34:  Drawbacks of CCTV in prison identified by prisoners  

Drawback Drawback 1 Drawback 2 Total 

  n % n % n % 

Privacy 53 53.5 1 5.6 54 48.7 

Open to officer abuse 5 5.1 7 38.9 12 10.8 

Psychological effect 6 6.1 5 27.8 11 9.9 

Displacement 5 5.1 2 11.1 7 6.3 

Blind-spots 4 4.0 1 5.6 5 4.5 

Not constantly monitored/recorded 

(more staff required) 

3 3.0 1 5.6 4 3.6 

Incident may be misrepresented 2 8.1 1 5.6 3 2.7 

Loss of interaction 1 1.0   1 0.9 

Technical faults 1 1.0   1 0.9 

Other 13 13.1   13 11.7 

Total 93 100 18 100 111 100 

 

Some prisoners believed that a drawback of CCTV was that it had a negative 

psychological impact.  Prisoners made statements such as you “can’t have a feed in 

peace”, there is an “uneasy feeling of being observed at all times”, “it can be an invasive 

feeling not knowing if you are being watched”, “when no privacy, lots of stress”, or 

CCTV “can make you paranoid.  The camera’s on you and you think they’re investigating 

you”. 

 

In summary, prisoners believed that CCTV had a greater reach than officers.  Officers 

and prisoners attached different drawbacks to CCTV.  Officers reported the drawbacks 

of CCTV were that it was not constantly monitored or recorded, had blind-spots, and 

had a psychological negative psychological impact on staff.  Prisoners believed that the 

drawbacks of CCTV were that it invaded their privacy, was open to officer abuse, and 

had a negative psychological impact on prisoners.   

 

5.3. Summary and Conclusions  

RQ i:  Perceived Purposes of CCTV Surveillance  

In conclusion, officer and prisoner attitudes regarding the purposes, effectiveness, and 

drawbacks of CCTV in prison were explored in this study.  Officers and prisoners 

attached multiple purposes to camera surveillance and few differences between officers 

and prisoners were apparent.  The negative or controlling aspects of camera surveillance 
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were targeted primarily at prisoners and the beneficial effect of CCTV at improving 

safety was viewed as being targeted at officers.   

 

RQ ii:  Effectiveness of CCTV Surveillance 

Officers and prisoners did not believe that CCTV was effective at achieving many of the 

purposes that they associated with CCTV in prison.  There were few differences between 

officers and prisoners in how effective they believed CCTV was at achieving the 

purposes directed at prisoners.  Officers were more likely than prisoners to believe that 

CCTV was effective at achieving purposes (prevention, detection, and gathering 

evidence) when targeted at officers.  Prisoners believed that CCTV was more effective 

than officers at achieving two purposes (access control and improving safety) when 

targeted at officers and visitors.  When the effectiveness was examined on the basis of 

who the targets of surveillance were, CCTV was believed to be most effective at 

achieving the negative or controlling purposes when these purposes were targeted at 

prisoners or visitors and was viewed as being most effective at improving the safety of 

officers and visitors.   

 

RQ iii and iv:  Safe/Unsafe Locations and the Impact of CCTV on Safety 

Different locations were identified by officers and prisoners as safe and unsafe reflecting 

the differing access that officers and prisoners have to locations in prison.  The locations 

that were identified also varied somewhat between the prisons.  Officers and prisoners 

believed that camera surveillance did improve safety in locations that they believed were 

safe and would improve safety in most locations that they identified as unsafe.  They did 

not believe that camera surveillance improved safety in about one-third of locations that 

they considered unsafe and believed that camera surveillance would not improve safety in 

locations that they considered safe.  An examination of the effect of CCTV on the basis 

of location indicated that whether CCTV improves safety is affected by features of the 

micro-environment.  CCTV was viewed as having little effect on safety in locations that 

can be locked to prevent access by anyone else or where officers congregate.  Cameras 

were viewed as having the greatest potential to improve safety in locations where 

prisoners congregate and engage in structured activity.   
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RQ v:  Locations that Should and Should Not be Under Camera Surveillance 

Officers and prisoners supported the presence of CCTV in locations where it improved 

safety (walkways) and officers supported the presence of CCTV in locations where they 

believed it would improve safety (industries/workshops, the kitchen, and 

education/programs).  Additional locations that officers and prisoners believed should be 

under camera surveillance where CCTV was not viewed as having an impact on safety 

were examined.  It was argued that CCTV may serve other purposes (such as gathering 

evidence) in these locations.  Cameras were not advocated in locations that were viewed 

by officers (control rooms and officers’ stations) or prisoners (cells) as safe locations.   

 

RQ vi :  Types of Misbehaviour that CCTV Was Believed to Prevent 

There was consensus among officers and prisoners that CCTV prevented escape, sexual 

assault/rape, and self-harm/suicide.  It was argued that CCTV may have a greater effect 

on these types of misbehaviour because greater attention is paid to CCTV on fence-lines 

and in medical/health centres.  Additionally, officers believed that cameras prevented 

vandalism and smuggling drugs and other contraband into prison and prisoners believed 

that cameras prevented serious physical assaults.  Officers and prisoners did not believe 

CCTV prevented verbal abuse reflecting the inability of CCTV to monitor or record 

audio.   

 

RQ vii:  Drawbacks of CCTV in Prison  

Prisoners were more likely than officers to believe that CCTV had greater reach and was 

more pervasive in everyday prison life.  This is hardly surprising given that prisoners do 

not know the system as well as officers and the inability of prisoners to freely remove 

themselves for specific situations or locations.  The three main drawbacks that officers 

identified were that CCTV was not constantly monitored or recoded, had blind-spots, 

and had a negative psychological impact on officers due to the belief that CCTV was 

used by managers to spy on officers.  Drawbacks associated with CCTV by prisoners 

included that it invaded their privacy, was open to officer abuse, and had a negative 

psychological impact on prisoners.  Therefore, officers believed that CCTV should be 

used more (monitoring, recording, cameras) but should not be targeted in their working 

areas or on staff whereas prisoners were more concerned about their rights.   
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Conclusions  

The focus of this chapter was on officer and prisoner perceptions regarding the 

purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance in prison.  In exploring the 

effectiveness of CCTV surveillance, the approach provided by SCP was applied to the 

prison environment.  Several issues were examined including the impact that CCTV had 

on locations that were identified as safe or unsafe, the locations where officers believed 

CCTV should and should not be used, and the types of misbehaviour that officers and 

prisoners believed CCTV may prevent.  The next chapter will further apply SCP to the 

prison environment by examining the spatial and temporal patterns of misbehaviour and 

the impact that camera surveillance has on misbehaviour.  Links will be made between 

the findings presented in this chapter regarding safe and unsafe locations and where 

misbehaviour occurs to determine whether there is a relationship between feelings of 

safety and the occurrence of misbehaviour.  One type of misbehaviour (prisoner-on-

prisoner assault) will be explored to determine whether Wortley’s (2002) proposition 

holds ground.  Wortley (2002) proposed that situational techniques such as CCTV are 

more effective at preventing misbehaviour that is a result of a decision based on 

opportunities in the environment than misbehaviour that may be caused by precipitators 

in the environment.   
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CHAPTER 6:  PRISONER MISBEHAVIOUR AND  
THE IMPACT OF CCTV 

 

 

The methods and results associated with the third study are presented in this chapter.  

The study will use archival operational data that records instances of prisoner 

misbehaviour to examine prisoner misbehaviour from the approach provided by 

situational crime prevention (SCP).  After exploring how prevalent misbehaviour is in 

Queensland prisons, the micro-environments in the four prisons that are the focus of the 

research presented in this thesis will be examined.  The spatial and temporal patterns of 

misbehaviour that occurred will be explored to determine whether any patterns emerge.  

The spatial relationship between prisoner misbehaviour and feelings of safety (as 

identified in the previous chapter) will be investigated.  The effect of closed circuit 

television (CCTV) surveillance on prisoner misbehaviour will be explored by examining 

the spatial patters of misbehaviour on the basis of whether locations where misbehaviour 

occurred were or were not under camera surveillance.  Finally, the research will focus on 

one type of prisoner misbehaviour (prisoner-on-prisoner assaults) to explore Wortley’s 

(2002) contention that cameras would be more effective at preventing misbehaviour that 

is a product of a decision based on opportunities in the environment than misbehaviour 

that may occur because of the stresses and strains of the physical environment.   

 

The focused research questions that will be addressed are: 

(i) How prevalent is prisoner misbehaviour in Queensland prisons? 

(ii) What are the spatial and temporal patterns of misbehaviour? 

(iii) What is the relationship between feelings of safety and the occurrence of 

misbehaviour? 

(iv) Does misbehaviour tend to take place in locations that are not under camera 

surveillance? 

(v) Does CCTV prevent or displace prisoner-on-prisoners assaults involving a 

weapon or more than one perpetrator to a greater extent than prisoner-on-

prisoner assaults that do not involve a weapon or only involve one 

perpetrator? 
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6.1. Method 

This study was based on official Queensland Department of Corrective Services (QDCS) 

operational data.  Prior to obtaining the data from the QDCS, ethics approval to conduct 

research was obtained from the Griffith University Human Ethics Committee and 

permission to access data was obtained from the QDCS.  The researcher then contacted 

the Information Management Branch of the QDCS and outlined the nature of the data 

that was required.  The data that were requested and subsequently received related to 

incidents occurring within prisons managed by the QDCS and the data fields included 

prisoner identification number, incident identification number, the type of incident, date 

and time of incident, prison where incident occurred, and several free-text fields 

including the specific location within the prison where the incident occurred (for 

incidents occurring after 21 October 1997), incident description, incident cause, and 

action that had been taken as a result of the incident.  To protect the privacy of prisoners 

in the database, no identifying information such as names was requested or provided.   

 
The data that were supplied by the QDCS were archival incident report data.  An 

incident is any significant event that occurs in prison, including breaches of laws or rules 

that may result in criminal prosecution or breach hearings and emergencies.  When an 

incident occurs in prison, witnessing and responding officers complete an incident report 

by entering information relating to the incident into an electronic database called CIS 

(Correctional Information System).  This database requires officers to provide specific 

information about the incident including the time, date, type, location, description, cause, 

and action.  Incident reports are usually entered into CIS immediately after an incident 

has occurred and provision is made for officers to update their reports as new 

information surfaces.  Each incident is given a unique incident number that enables 

several reports about the same incident to be completed and linked.  Information that is 

entered into CIS is stored in the QDCS mainframe computer and is accessible by other 

officers.   

 
It should be noted that there are three main limitations associated with the use of official 

operational data in general and the archival incident data that the current study was based 

on in particular.  First, official operational data that records instances of offending 

behaviour underestimates its occurrence (Eichenthal & Blatchford, 1997; Eichenthal & 

Jacobs, 1991; O’Donnell & Edgar, 1996, 1998).  Perhaps the primary reason why official 

data underestimates the prevalence of offending behaviour in the prison environment is 
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that prisoners often conceal victimisation to avoid retaliation and to adhere to the 

prisoner code of silence (Davies, 1982; King, 1992).  Even where prisoner misbehaviour 

is reported to prison officials, it may be considered too trivial or there may be insufficient 

evidence resulting in the misbehaviour being handled informally and thus never 

becoming part of the official record (O’Donnell & Edgar, 1996).  The second limitation 

associated with the use of official data is that the level of misbehaviour in each prison or 

over time may be distorted by disproportionate security practices whereby certain 

locations, times, or types of prisoners are targeted and by the agendas of individual 

prisoners and officers (Benton, Obenland, & Arch, 1975; Cooley, 1993; Hewitt, Poole, & 

Regoli, 1984).  Therefore, the prevalence of misbehaviour in prisons may reflect the 

security and reporting practices adopted in particular prisons at particular times and may 

not provide an accurate reflection of the true nature of misbehaviour occurring in prison.  

The third limitation associated with using official data is that the information contained 

in the database is not subject to any external controls or checks.  Therefore, there is no 

way of assessing or ensuring that information in the database is accurate and complete. 

 

6.1.1. Data Checking and Data Cleaning 

The data that was supplied by the QDCS contained 16,947 incident reports that had been 

completed at the twelve prisons that were operational as at 6 November 2003.  These 

reports related to incidents that had occurred between 24 June 1992 and 6 November 

2003.  Specific information contained in the data file included the incident number, type 

of incident, date and time of incident, prison where incident occurred, and several free-

text fields including incident description, incident cause, and action that had been taken 

as a result of the incident.  Additionally, the data file included one free-text location field 

that provided information about the specific location in prison where the incident 

occurred for incidents occurring after 21 October 1997.   

 
Because the specific location where incidents occurred was of central importance to the 

current study, all incident reports that related to incidents occurring prior to 22 October 

1997 were excluded from the data file.  This resulted in the exclusion of 6,191 incident 

reports leaving 10,756 incident reports.  Given that the data related to incident reports 

rather than incidents, many incidents were duplicated.  Duplication resulted in cases 

where officers completed incident reports for several prisoners that related to the same 

incident or where several officers completed reports relating to the same prisoner.  

Duplicated incident reports (n=6,566) were excluded from the data file.  This left 4,190 
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incidents that had occurred at the nine prisons.  Six of these prisons had incident data for 

the full period of time (22/10/1997 to 6/11/2003).  Given that three of the prisons that 

were operational in 2002 had been built after 22 October 1997, these prisons only 

included incidents that had occurred since they received their first prisoners.  Brisbane 

Womens and Wolston were built in 1999 and Capricornia was built in 2001.  Therefore, 

the prisons should not be compared on the basis of the extent of misbehaviour unless 

allowance is made for the different lengths of time that misbehaviour could have 

occurred in prisons.   

 

6.1.2. Data Coding/Recoding 

Types of Misbehaviour in Queensland Prisons  

The data that were supplied by the QDCS were coded or recoded in several ways.  

Nineteen of the 41 QDCS incident types were removed (Table 6.1).  Ten incident types 

were removed because they did not involve prisoner misbehaviour.  Officer-on-prisoner 

assault and non-offender detection, supply, or possession of substance involved 

misbehaviour by staff or visitors.  Death – natural causes, death – unknown causes, 

discharged in error, and system failure related to incidents that were not caused by 

prisoners.  Injury, major security incidents, medical emergency, and other – specify 

nature were more general categories that involved incidents that were either not a result 

of prisoner misbehaviour or were a result of prisoner misbehaviour but were not 

classified as such due to insufficient evidence.   

 
Four incident types were removed because the location where they took place was not 

accurately recorded or because they did not take place in prison.  Alcohol – fail 

test/under the influence and drugs – fail test/under the influence were removed because 

the locations where these types of misbehaviour took place were frequently recorded as 

the location where the positive test for alcohol or drugs took place rather than the 

location where the misbehaviour took place.  Escape – offender from another place and 

revocation – breach of release conditions were removed because they did not take place 

in prison. 

 
Five incident types were removed because they did not fit into how prisoner 

misbehaviour had been conceptualised in the literature and either were rare events or 

were broad categories of behaviour.  The literature indicated that prisoner misbehaviour 

included behaviour resulting in physical, psychological, and economic victimisation.  An 
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additional category was added to include types of misbehaviour that did not involve the 

victimisation of other identifiable individuals.  This incorporated misbehaviour that was 

viewed by previous research as being problematic for the successful control and 

management of prisoners.  Five incident types were removed because they were not 

identified as problematic types of misbehaviour in the literature.  Three of these were 

rare events (break and enter, hunger strike, and major disturbances – non-violent 

demonstration) and two of these (offensive behaviour and prohibited article – other) 

were broader categories of behaviour.   

 
Table 6.1:  QDCS incident types removed from the data file  

QDCS Incident Category 
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Alcohol - fail test/under the influence 
 

 2 1  1 6 2  10 2  1 25
Assault (minor) - staff on offender 
 

5  1   2 1  2 1   12
Break/enter - facility or property 
 

       1     1 
Death - natural causes 
 

1     1  1  2 1 1 7 
Death - unknown causes 
 

         2 2  4 
Discharged in error 
 

     1       1 
Drugs - fail test/under the influence 
 

124 71 8 29 62 15 69 14 28 29 8 43 500
Escape - offender from other place 
 

           1 1 
Hunger strike 
 

3 1  2  2    4 2 1 15
Injury 
 

105 96 16 14 33 18 46 16 22 42 28 47 483
Major disturbances - non-violent 
demonstrations 
 

4         2 1 1 8 

Major security incidents 
 

2           3 5 
Medical emergency 
 

109 22 19 11 10 41 5 13 12 82 61 32 417
Offensive behaviour 
 

42 4 1  1 12   1 3 1 2 67
Other - specify nature 
 

83 18 12 8 16 10 6 3 17 12 9 25 219
Prohibited article – other 
 

18 25 22 5 7 3 3  3 12 4 23 125
Revocation - breach of release conditions
 

1            1 
Substance - non-offender - detection, 
supply, possession 
 

102 7 25 22 6 4 4  17 37 2 19 245

System failure 
 

 1          1 2 
Total 
 

599 247 105 91 136 115 136 48 112 230 119 201 2138
 

The remaining 22 incident types were recoded to reflect the types of misbehaviour 

included in the typology of prisoner misbehaviour (Table 6.2).  This included types of 

misbehaviour resulting in physical victimisation, psychological victimisation, economic 
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victimisation, and forms of misbehaviour that did not result in the victimisation of other 

identifiable individuals.  Twelve distinct types of misbehaviour occurring at the 12 

prisons were identified.   

 
   Table 6.2:  Types of misbehaviour based on QDCS incident categories  

Type of Misbehaviour QDCS Incident Category
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Prisoner-on-Prisoner 
Assault 

Assault (major) - offender on 
offender 18 16 2   5 1 1 7 13 2 9 74 

 Assault (minor) - offender on 
offender 438 84 72 66 25 93 4 4 98 162 93 89 1232

 Total 456 100 74 66 25 98 5 5 105 175 95 98 1306
Prisoner-on-Officer 
Assault 

Assault (major) - offender on 
staff 1         1  4 6 

 Assault (minor) - offender on 
staff 23 5 4 1  8 1  4 6  10 62 

 Total 24 5 4 1  8 1  4 7  14 68 
Sexual Assault Assault - sexual 5 1  3 2 4  3 7 7 3 2 37 
Threats/Verbal Abuse - 
Prisoner-on-Prisoner 

Threats against offender  2 3  3 5 8  2 2 2 4 32 

Threats/Verbal Abuse - 
Prisoner-on-Officer 

Threats against staff 20 2 3  1 8 1  1 1 1 8 47 

Property loss/theft Property loss/theft - offender 4   1 1     1 2 1 10 
 Property loss/theft - other 1  1 1   1 1 2 1 2 2 12 
 Total 5  1 2 1  1 1 2 2 4 3 22 
Damage/Vandalism Damage - offender 

accommodation/cell 18 2 5 2 1  2  7 6 1 9 53 

 Damage - office/building 1 1   1 2    1  1 7 
 Damage - property 12 4 8 8 1 9 2 1 5 2 3 11 67 
 Total 31 7 13 10 3 11 4 1 12 9 4 21 127
Riot Major disturbances - violent 

demonstrations/riot  2    1   1 1   5 

Escape - preparation, 
attempted, or escape 

Escape - attempted 1    1 1 1      4 

 Escape - preparation 1    2     1  1 5 
 Escape  1   1 1 6 2  1   12 
 Total 2 1   4 2 7 2  2  1 21 
Self-Harm/Attempted 
Suicide 

Attempted suicide 6  1   2  1 4 2 1 2 19 

 Self mutilation 47 6 9 5 1 9   3 19 8 6 113
 Total 53 6 10 5 1 11  1 7 21 9 8 132
Suicide Death - suicide 3     1    4   8 
Drug Possession Prohibited article - drug or 

related implement 36 33 8 1 8 13 10 1 4 15 4 24 157

 Substance - offender 
possession 24 11 3 2 10 11 7 2 1 5 3 10 89 

 Substance - offender supply    1         1 
 Total 60 44 11 4 18 24 17 3 5 20 7 33 247
Total  659 170 119 91 58 173 44 16 146 251 125 192 2052
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Locations Where Misbehaviour Took Place and if Under CCTV 

The locations where misbehaviour took place were free-text fields that were recorded by 

officers when they completed their incident reports.  These locations were coded for the 

four selected prisons on the basis of particular locations that were identified during the 

physical audits (Section 4.2.2).  One additional category was added.  Unit was added 

because misbehaviour was frequently stated as occurring in the unit and the exact 

location in the unit where the misbehaviour occurred was unknown.  This coding 

procedure resulted in the identification of 16 locations where misbehaviour occurred.  

Because coding was extremely straightforward, reliability coding was not performed 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994).   

 
The specific locations where prisoner misbehaviour occurred at the four selected prisons 

were then coded on the basis of whether the location was under camera surveillance, was 

not under camera surveillance, or whether there was insufficient information to 

determine whether the location was under camera surveillance.  This coding procedure 

used two methods.  First, locations were coded based on whether the location was found 

to be under camera surveillance during the physical audits that were conducted in Study 

One (Table 6.3).    .   

 
  Table 6.3:  Locations that were and were not under camera surveillance at four selected prisons 

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 
Womens 

SDL Woodford 

Oval Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Detention Unit (cells) Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Secure Unit Common Areas Yes Yes Some Yes 

Medical / Health / Observation Unit  Yes Yes Yes Some 

Secure Units Some Some Some Some 

Walkways / Other Outer Locations Some Some Some Some 

Secure Unit Cell landing/stairs No Yes Some Yes 

Residential Compound  N/A Some N/A Some 

Cell No Some No Some 

Secure Unit Laundry  No No No No 

Exercise yards No No No No 

Education/Programs No No No No 

Gym/Hall No No No No 

Industries/Workshop No No No No 

Residential Units N/A No N/A No 

Other Some Some Some Some 
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Reliability coding was then performed to ensure that locations were correctly coded as 

being or not being under camera surveillance.  The four general managers who were 

interviewed in Study One were provided with the list of locations where prisoner 

misbehaviour had occurred within the prison where they worked and they were asked to 

identify whether locations were under camera surveillance, were not under camera 

surveillance, or whether they did not know whether the location was under camera 

surveillance.  Few differences emerged in the locations that were identified as being or 

not being under camera surveillance by managers compared with physical audits.  Where 

differences occurred, managers were contacted to confirm that the particular location 

was or was not under surveillance and the manager’s opinion was considered final.   

 

Hostile and Instrumental Aggression 

The final coding procedure that was employed in the study involved coding prisoner-on-

prisoner assaults that occurred at the four selected prisons as hostile or instrumental.  

Prisoner-on-prisoner assaults were coded on the basis of information contained in the 

free-text fields (description, cause, and action) in incident reports.  Attempts were initially 

made to employ the procedure provided by Cornell, Warren, Hawk, Stafford, Oram, and 

Pine (1996) for coding violent incidents as hostile or instrumental.  This procedure was 

based on eight specific elements of incidents including the degree of planning, goal-

directedness, provocation, arousal, severity of violence and whether the victim knew the 

aggressor or whether the incident involved intoxication or psychosis.  This approach 

proved fruitless because there was insufficient detail contained in free-text fields to draw 

many of the conclusions that this coding procedure required. 

 

Prisoner-on-prisoner assaults were coded as hostile or instrumental on the basis of 

whether a weapon was involved and the number of perpetrators who were involved in 

the assault.  The literature indicated that hostile aggression had been associated in the 

prison environment with assaults involving a single perpetrator or assaults not involving 

a weapon (Atlas, 1983).  Conversely, instrumental aggression had been viewed as 

involving more than one perpetrator or involving a weapon (Atlas, 1983).  While it has 

been proposed that motivation is also an important element in classifying aggressive 

behaviour as hostile or instrumental, incident reports frequently did not provide 

information regarding motivation, only made suggestions, or provided motives that could 

be viewed as both hostile or instrumental.  Given that most prisoner-on-prisoner assaults 
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only involve a single perpetrator and do not involve a weapon, it was assumed that 

officers would make reference to these atypical features of assaults in the free-text fields 

(description, cause, and action) of incident reports.   

 

6.2. Results 

Presented in this section are the results of the analyses that were performed to address 

the focused research questions that were associated with this study.  First, the prevalence 

of prisoner misbehaviour in Queensland prisons will be examined.  The micro-

environments of the four prisons that were the focus of the research will then be 

explored to address the remaining focused research questions in accordance with the 

approach provided by SCP.  Second, the spatial and temporal patterns of misbehaviour 

will be explored.  Third, the relationship between misbehaviour and feelings of safety will 

be explored.  Finally, the research will investigate the possible effect of camera 

surveillance on misbehaviour and whether CCTV appears to have a different impact on 

prisoner-on-prisoner assaults on the basis of whether they involved a weapon and on the 

basis of the number of perpetrators involved.   

 

6.2.1. The Prevalence of Prisoner Misbehaviour in Queensland Prisons 

The first focused research question addressed in the study was, “How prevalent is 

prisoner misbehaviour in Queensland prisons?”.  Annual misbehaviour incident rates 

were calculated for the 12 prisons in Queensland that were operational in 1992 (Table 

6.4).  These rates took into account the average daily prisoner population and the number 

of years that prisons had been operational.  The three open prisons (Darling Downs, 

Numinbah, and Palen Creek) had lower misbehaviour rates with the notable exception of 

escape and drug possession.  This is probably a result of allocation procedures and the 

reduced levels of security at these prisons that provide greater opportunities for escape 

and for obtaining drugs.  The lack of fences around open prisons facilitates escape.  Drug 

possession is facilitated in open prisons by the reduced level of visitor scrutiny.   
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  Table 6.4:  Annual misbehaviour incident rates (per 100 prisoners) at the twelve QDCS prisons 

Type of Misbehaviour Included in Study Other 
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Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 
 

11.82 9.54 4.97 2.73 3.62 8.78 2.93 3.29 0.78 0.66 5.94 4.24 4.95

Prisoner-on-Officer Assault 
 

0.62 0.52 0.19 0.39 0.18 0.13  0.27 0.16  0.24  0.23

Sexual Assault 
 

0.13  0.33 0.06 0.04 0.40 0.24 0.13  0.39 0.24 0.13 0.17

Threats/Verbal Abuse – 
Prisoner-on-Prisoner 
 

 0.39 0.10 0.11 0.07  0.35 0.17 1.25  0.07 0.09 0.22

Threats/Verbal Abuse – 
Prisoner-on-Officer 
 

0.52 0.39 0.05 0.22 0.07  0.12 0.27 0.16  0.03 0.05 0.16

Property loss/theft 
 

0.13 0.13 0.10 0.08  0.27 0.12  0.16 0.13 0.07 0.18 0.11

Damage/Vandalism 
 

0.80 1.68 0.57 0.59 0.25 1.33 0.35 0.37 0.62 0.13 0.31 0.18 0.60

Riot 
 

  0.05  0.07   0.03   0.03  0.02

Escape – preparation, 
attempted, or escape 
 

0.05   0.03 0.04  0.47 0.07 1.09 0.26 0.07  0.17

Self-Harm/Attempted 
Suicide 
 

1.37 1.23 0.33 0.22 0.22 0.67 0.12 0.37  0.13 0.71 0.40 0.48

Suicide 
 

0.08       0.03   0.14  0.02

Drug Possession 
 

1.56 1.42 0.27 0.92 1.59 0.53 2.11 0.80 2.65 0.39 0.68 0.31 1.11

Total Misbehaviour 
 

17.08 15.34 6.91 5.35 6.16 12.10 6.81 5.80 6.85 2.10 8.52 5.58 8.24

Calculated by dividing the number of incidents by the average annual daily population and dividing the result by 
the number of years the prison has been operational and multiplying the result by 100.  Prisons that were not 
fully operational for the six years (1997/98 to 2002/03) included Brisbane Womens (1997/98 to 2002/03), 
Capricornia (2001/02 to 2002/03), and Wolston (1999/00 to 2002/03). 

 

Two of the prisons that were the focus of the current research (Arthur Gorrie and 

Brisbane Womens) had higher than average misbehaviour rates while Sir David 

Longlands (SDL) and Woodford had lower than average misbehaviour rates.  Brisbane 

Womens had higher than average rates for all forms of misbehaviour while Arthur 

Gorrie had higher than average rates for all types of misbehaviour with the exception of 

sexual assault and escape.  SDL had lower than average misbehaviour rates for all types 

of misbehaviour with the exception of prisoner-on-prisoner assault, sexual assault, and 

riots.  Woodford had lower than average misbehaviour rates with the exception of 

prisoner-on-officer assaults, threats/verbal abuse – prisoner-on-officer, and 

damage/vandalism.  Therefore, it can be concluded the current study incorporated 

prisons experiencing different types of problems and different levels of misbehaviour.   
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6.2.2. Spatial and Temporal Patterns of Misbehaviour  

The second focused research question addressed in the study was, “What are the spatial 

and temporal patterns of misbehaviour?”.  In accordance with the approach provided by 

SCP, the spatial and temporal patterns of misbehaviour will be investigated on a prison-

by-prison basis to get an over-view of where and when all types of misbehaviour 

occurred.  Consideration will then given to where and when the different types of 

prisoner misbehaviour occurred on a prison-by-prison basis and possible reasons why 

particular locations or times were hot-spots.  The particular locations and times that are 

identified as hot-spots may provide useful information to officers and be used to guide 

decisions regarding where and when CCTV surveillance should be targeted.   

 
Spatial Patterns of Misbehaviour 

Prisoner misbehaviour tended to occur in cells, units, common areas, and exercise yards 

(Table 6.5).  Misbehaviour at the prisons tended to be dispersed through these locations.  

Hot-spots are highlighted in bold.  Cells, units, and common areas were hot-spots at 

Arthur Gorrie and common areas and exercise yards were hot-spots at Brisbane 

Womens.  Units were hot-spots for misbehaviour at SDL.  Misbehaviour at Woodford 

was more evenly dispersed throughout the four locations.   

 
  Table 6.5:  Locations where misbehaviour occurred at the four prisons  

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 
Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 

 
 
 

n % n % n % n % n % 

Cell 
 

162 24.6 16 13.4 31 21.2 22 11.5 231 20.7 
Unit 
 

119 18.1 11 9.2 43 29.5 28 14.6 201 18.0 
Common Area 
 

128 19.4 21 17.6 17 11.6 31 16.1 197 17.7 
Exercise Yard 
 

69 10.5 19 16.0 15 10.3 24 12.5 127 11.4 
Walkways/Outer Locations 
 

34 5.2 12 10.1 8 5.5 7 3.6 61 5.5 
Medical/Observation Unit 
 

46 7.0 3 2.5 2 1.4 5 2.6 56 5.0 
Residential Unit 
 

  13 10.9   30 15.6 43 3.9 
Oval 
 

36 5.5 1 0.8 6 4.1 1 0.5 44 3.9 
Industries/Workshop 
 

2 0.3 2 1.7 12 8.2 9 4.7 25 2.2 
Cell Landing/Stairs 
 

15 2.3 1 0.8   3 1.6 19 1.7 
Gym 
 

4 0.6 8 6.7 5 3.4   17 1.5 
Laundry 
 

7 1.1 3 2.5 3 2.1 3 1.6 16 1.4 
Residential Compound 
 

  3 2.5   12 6.3 15 1.3 
Education/Programs 
 

3 0.5 2 1.7 4 2.7 5 2.6 14 1.3 
Detention Unit 
 

5 0.8 1 0.8   2 1.0 8 0.7 
Other 
 

29 4.4 3 2.5   10 5.2 42 3.8 

Total 659 100 119 100 146 100 192 100 1116 100 
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The spatial patterns of misbehaviour were then explored for prisoner-on-prisoner assault, 

drug possession, self-harm/attempted suicide, damage/vandalism, prisoner-on-officer 

assault, and the less frequently occurring forms of prisoner misbehaviour on a prison-by-

prison basis.  Prisoner-on-prisoner assaults tended to take place in common areas, units, 

exercise yards, and cells (Table 6.6).  Unit common areas were hot-spots for prisoner-on-

prisoner assaults at Arthur Gorrie, Brisbane Womens, and Woodford.  The exercise yard 

at Woodford was also a hot-spot for prisoner-on-prisoner assaults.  Units were problem 

locations for prisoner-on-prisoner assaults at SDL.   

 

Table 6.6:  Locations of prisoner-on-prisoner assaults at the four prisons  

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 
Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 

 n % n % n % n % n % 
Common Area 

 
120 26.3 17 23.0 17 16.2 27 27.6 181 24.7 

Unit 

 
97 21.3 4 5.4 31 29.5 18 18.4 150 20.5 

Exercise Yard 

 
65 14.3 17 23.0 14 13.3 21 21.4 117 16.0 

Cell 

 
67 14.7 1 1.4 13 12.4 2 2.0 83 11.3 

Walkways/Outer Locations 

 
29 6.4 10 13.5 4 3.8 5 5.1 48 6.5 

Oval 

 
34 7.5 1 1.4 6 5.7 1 1.0 42 5.7 

Industries/Workshop 

 
2 0.4 2 2.7 11 10.5 3 3.1 18 2.5 

Medical/Observation Unit 

 
17 3.7       17 2.3 

Cell Landing/Stairs 

 
11 2.4 1 1.4   2 2.0 14 1.9 

Residential Unit 

 
  6 8.1   8 8.2 14 1.9 

Laundry 

 
6 1.3 3 4.1 2 1.9 2 2.0 13 1.8 

Gym 

 
1 0.2 8 10.8 4 3.8   13 1.8 

Residential Compound 

 
  2 2.7   8 8.2 10 1.4 

Education/Programs 

 
2 0.4 2 2.7 3 2.9 1 1.0 8 1.1 

Other 

 
5 1.1       5 .7 

Total  
 

456 100 74 100 105 100 98 100 733 100 
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Drug possession tended to take place in cells and residential units (Table 6.7).  Cells were 

hot-spots for drug possession at Arthur Gorrie and SDL.  Residential units were hot-

spots for drug possession at Brisbane Womens and Woodford.   

 

 Table 6.7:  Locations of drug possession at the four prisons  

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 
Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 

 n % n % n % n % n % 
Cell 
 

38 63.3 2 18.2 3 60.0 7 21.2 50 45.9 
Residential Unit 
 

  3 27.3   13 39.4 16 14.7 
Unit 
 

6 10.0 2 18.2 1 20.0 1 3.0 10 9.2 
Common Area 
 

  2 18.2   1 3.0 3 2.8 
Walkways/Outer Locations 
 

2 3.3   1 20.0   3 2.8 
Exercise Yard 
 

  1 9.1   1 3.0 2 1.8 
Education/Programs 
 

      2 6.1 2 1.8 
Industries/Workshop 
 

      2 6.1 2 1.8 
Medical/Observation Unit 
 

1 1.7     1 3.0 2 1.8 
Laundry 
 

      1 3.0 1 0.9 
Gym 
 

1 1.7       1 0.9 
Detention Unit 
 

1 1.7       1 0.9 
Other 
 

11 18.3 1 9.1   4 12.1% 16 14.7 
Total  
 

60 100 11 100 5 100 33 100 109 100 
 
 
Self-harm/attempted suicide tended to take place in cells, medical/observation units, and 

in residential units (Table 6.8).  Cells and medical/observation units were hot-spots at 

Arthur Gorrie.  Cells were also hot-spots at Brisbane Womens and SDL.  The residential 

unit at Woodford was a hot-spot for self-harm/attempted suicide.   
 

  Table 6.8:  Locations of self-harm/attempted suicide at the four prisons  

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 
Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 

 n % n % n % n % n % 
Cell 
 

33 62.3 7 70.0 6 85.7 1 12.5 47 60.3
Medical/Observation Unit 
 

14 26.4       14 17.9
Residential Unit 
 

  2 20.0   4 50.0 6 7.7 
Unit 
 

2 3.8   1 14.3   3 3.8 
Exercise Yard 
 

1 1.9 1 10.0   1 12.5 3 3.8 
Detention Unit 
 

1 1.9     1 12.5 2 2.6 
Residential Compound 
 

      1 12.5 1 1.3 
Other 
 

2 3.8       2 2.6 
Total 
 

53 100 10 100 7 100 8 100 78 100 
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Damage/vandalism (Table 6.9) tended to take place in cells, medical/observation units, 

units, and residential units.  Cells were hot-spots for damage/vandalism at all four 

prisons.  The medical/observation unit at Arthur Gorrie and units at Brisbane Womens 

and SDL were also hot-spots.  Additionally, damage/vandalism tended to take place in 

residential units at Woodford.  

 

 Table 6.9:  Locations of damage/vandalism at the four prisons  

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 
Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 

 n % n % n % n % n % 
Cell 

 
13 41.9 4 30.8 5 41.7 9 42.9 31 40.3

Medical/Observation Unit 

 
8 25.8 1 7.7   1 4.8 10 13.0

Unit 

 
2 6.5 3 23.1 3 25.0   8 10.4

Residential Unit 

 
  1 7.7   5 23.8 6 7.8 

Detention Unit 

 
2 6.5 1 7.7   1 4.8 4 5.2 

Common Area 

 
1 3.2 1 7.7   1 4.8 3 3.9 

Industries/Workshop 

 
      3 14.3 3 3.9 

Cell Landing/Stairs 

 
2 6.5       2 2.6 

Walkways/Outer Locations 

 
1 3.2   1 8.3   2 2.6 

Laundry 

 
    1 8.3   1 1.3 

Exercise Yard 

 
    1 8.3   1 1.3 

Residential Compound 

 
      1 4.8 1 1.3 

Gym 

 
    1 8.3   1 1.3 

Other 

 
2 6.5 2 15.4     4 5.2 

Total 
 

31 100 13 100 12 100 21 100 77 100 

 

 

Prisoner-on-officer assaults tended to be dispersed through units, cells, and 

medical/observation units but the small number of assaults that occurred restricted the 

determination of spatial patterns (Table 6.10).  It is apparent, however, that prisoner-on-

officer assaults tended to take place in units at Arthur Gorrie and Woodford. 
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 Table 6.10:  Locations of prisoner-on-officer assaults at the four prisons  

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 
Womens 

SDL Woodford Total 

 n % n % n  n % n % 
Unit 

 
6 25.0     4 28.6 10 21.7 

Cell 

 
4 16.7 2 50.0   3 21.4 9 19.6 

Medical/Observation Unit 

 
4 16.7 1 25.0 2 50.0   7 15.2 

Common Area 

 
2 8.3 1 25.0   2 14.3 5 10.9 

Cell Landing/Stairs 

 
2 8.3     1 7.1 3 6.5 

Walkways/Outer 
Locations 

 

    2 50.0 1 7.1 3 6.5 

Exercise Yard 

 
2 8.3       2 4.3 

Residential Compound 

 
      1 7.1 1 2.2 

Education/Programs 

 
      1 7.1 1 2.2 

Gym 

 
1 4.2       1 2.2 

Detention Unit 

 
1 4.2       1 2.2 

Other 

 
2 8.3     1 7.1 3 6.5 

Total 
 

24 100 4 100 4 100 14 100 46 100 

 
 

Table 6.11 displays the locations where less frequently occurring forms of prisoner 

misbehaviour occurred.  The small number of these types of misbehaviour restricted the 

determination of spatial patterns.  Nevertheless, prisoner-on-prisoner threats and verbal 

abuse that occurred (at Brisbane Womens, SDL, and Woodford) tended to take place in 

units.  Most instances of sexual assault (at Arthur Gorrie and SDL) and suicide (at Arthur 

Gorrie) took place in cells.   
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 Table 6.11:  Locations of less frequently occurring prisoner misbehaviour at the four prisons  

Arthur 
Gorrie 

Brisbane 
Womens

SDL Woodford Total Type of Misbehaviour Location  

n % n % n % n % n % 

Unit   2 66.7 2 100 4 100 8 88.9
Walkways/Outer 
Locations 

  1 33.3     1 11.1
Threats/Verbal Abuse – 
Prisoner-on-Prisoner 

Total   3 100 2 100 4 100 9 100 

Cell 3 60.0   4 57.1   7 50.0
Unit 1 20.0   3 42.9   4 28.6
Laundry 1 20.0       1 7.1 
Exercise Yard       1 50.0 1 7.1 
Residential Compound       1 50.0 1 7.1 

Sexual Assault 

Total  5 100   7 100 2 100 14 100
Education/Programs 1 20.0   1 50.0 1 33.3 3 27.3
Residential Unit   1 100     1 9.1 
Industries/Workshop     1 50.0   1 9.1 
Medical/Observation 
Unit 

      1 33.3 1 9.1 

Walkways/Outer 
Locations 

1 20.0       1 9.1 

Other 3 60.0     1 33.3 4 36.4

Property Loss/Theft 

Total  5 100 1 100 2 100 3 100 11 100
Unit 5 25.0   1 100 1 12.5 7 21.9
Common Area 5 25.0       5 15.6
Medical/Observation 
Unit 

2 10.0 1 33.3   2 25.0 5 15.6

Walkways/Outer 
Locations 

1 5.0 1 33.3   1 12.5 3 9.4 

Cell 1 5.0       1 3.1 
Exercise Yard 1 5.0       1 3.1 
Residential Compound   1 33.3     1 3.1 
Gym 1 5.0       1 3.1 
Industries/Workshop       1 12.5 1 3.1 
Oval 1 5.0       1 3.1 
Other 3 15.0     3 37.5 6 18.8

Threats/Verbal Abuse – 
Prisoner-on-Officer 

Total  20 100 3 100 1 100 8 100 32 100
Oval 1 50.0       1 33.3
Other 1 50.0     1 100 2 66.7

Escape (Preparation, 
Attempted, and Escape) 

Total  2 100     1 100 3 100
Cell 3 100       3 100Suicide 
Total  3 100       3 100
Unit     1 100   1 100Riot 
Total      1 100   1 100

 
 

When the five most frequently occurring types of prisoner misbehaviour are considered, 

cells, units, residential units, common areas, medication/observation units, and exercise 

yards were hot-spots (Table 6.12).  This is not surprising given that prisoners tend to 

spend most of their time in these locations.  Cells were a hot-spot for drug possession at 

Arthur Gorrie and SDL and were a hot-spot for self-harm/attempted suicide and 

damage/vandalism at Arthur Gorrie, Brisbane Womens, and SDL.  Cells were also a 

primary location for damage/vandalism at Woodford.  Similarly, residential units were a 
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hot-spot for drug-possession at the two prisons that had this location and were a prime 

location where self-harm/attempted suicide and damage/vandalism occurred at 

Woodford. 

 

Table 6.12:  Hot-spots where misbehaviour took place 

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane 
Womens 

SDL Woodford 

Cell 2, 3, 4 3, 4 2, 3, 4 4 

Unit 5 4 1, 4 5 

Residential Unit N/A 2 N/A 2, 3, 4 

Common Area 1 1  1 

Medical/Observation Unit 3, 4    

Exercise Yard  1   

Key:  1 = Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 
2 = Drug Possession 
3 = Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide 
4 = Damage/Vandalism 
5 = Prisoner-on-Officer Assault 
N/A = Not Applicable 

 

Aspects of cell and residential unit environments that provide opportunities for these 

types of behaviour include that they are semi-private spaces where prisoners spend a 

great deal of time by themselves.  Given that it is the only semi-private space available to 

prisoners, it would be the main location where contraband such as drugs are hidden and 

private behaviour such as self-harm/attempted suicide is performed.  Additionally, the 

long periods of time spent by prisoners in cells may cause boredom or frustration, which 

may manifest itself in damage/vandalism.   

 

Units were the primary location for prisoner-on-prisoner assault at SDL, 

damage/vandalism at Brisbane Womens and SDL, and prisoner-on-officer assault at 

Arthur Gorrie and Woodford.  This location was non-specific in that misbehaviour may 

have occurred in common areas, cells, or exercise yards.  These locations are similar 

because prisoners spend a great deal of time in them.  Prisoners congregate and engage in 

unstructured activity in common areas and exercise yards and there is typically less 

supervision in exercise yards than common areas.  This provides opportunities for 

prisoner-on-prisoner assault.  Therefore, it is not surprising that common areas at Arthur 

Gorrie, Brisbane Womens, and Woodford and the exercise yard at Brisbane Womens 

were hot-spots for prisoner-on-prisoner assault.  The length of time that prisoners spend 
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in units and the minimal supervision in exercise yards and cells provides opportunities 

for damage/vandalism.  Because officers usually enter these locations to conduct head 

counts, cell searches, or if there is a problem, this provides opportunities for prisoner-on-

officer assault.   

 

The medical/observation unit at Arthur Gorrie was found to be a hot-spot for self-

harm/attempted suicide and prisoner-on-officer assault.  Arthur Gorrie is the only prison 

that has a large observation unit (W1) that operates similarly to a normal unit with the 

exception that prisoners are under observation.  Many prisoners in the unit have 

psychological disorders and are on medication.  To aid observation, officers are 

permanently in the unit and all cells in the unit have cameras.  These factors provide 

greater opportunities for these types of misbehaviour.   

  

Temporal Patterns of Misbehaviour 

The temporal patterns of prisoner misbehaviour were examined by exploring the 

particular time, day, and month when each type of misbehaviour occurred.  The rarity of 

some types of misbehaviour meant that no patterns or trends emerged regarding when 

specific types of misbehaviour occurred.  For instance, little was to be gained from 

investigating the time that the one riot took place.  Therefore, the five most frequently 

occurring types of misbehaviour were examined.  Prisoner misbehaviour increased after 

8am at Brisbane Womens, SDL, and Woodford and after 7am at Arthur Gorrie 

(Appendix 10).  Misbehaviour decreased before 6pm at Arthur Gorrie, SDL, and 

Woodford and before 7pm at Brisbane Womens.  This period of time reflects the time 

when prisoners are let out of their cells to when they are locked down.  Because there did 

not appear to be any other major differences between the prisons in the times when the 

various types of misbehaviour occurred, the times when misbehaviour occurred at the 

four prisons was investigated on an aggregated basis (Figure 6.1).  
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Figure 6.1:  Times when the five most frequently occurring types of misbehaviour occurred (ie: 1 = 1-1:59am) 
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Most types of misbehaviour were fairly evenly spread throughout the period of time that 

prisoners were let out of their cells.  There was a notable decrease in prisoner-on-

prisoner assaults around lunch-time (12pm to 3pm) when most prisoners are locked in 

their cells.  A significant proportion of damage/vandalism and self-harm/attempted 

suicide also occurred between 6pm and 6:59pm when prisoners were initially locked 

down.  Self-harm/attempted suicide also seemed to occur between 8pm and 9:59pm 

after prisoners had been locked down for a short period of time.   

 

The days and months when misbehaviour occurred at the four prisons were also similar 

(Appendix 11).  Therefore, the days and months when misbehaviour occurred at these 

prisons were explored on an aggregated basis (Figure 6.2).  Prisoner-on-prisoner assaults 

peaked on Tuesdays and Wednesdays and dropped-off to remain relatively constant on 

other days.  Drug possession remained fairly constant from Mondays to Wednesdays and 

decreased for the remainder of the week.  This may reflect drugs being brought into 

prison on the weekends during visits and greater attention given to the detection of drugs 

at the start of the week. Self-harm/attempted suicide peaked on Tuesdays and Fridays.  

Damage/vandalism peaked on Tuesdays and steadily decreased for the remainder of the 

week.  Prisoner-on-officer assaults were relatively constant throughout the week. 

 

Because prisoner-on-prisoner assaults were a large proportion of total misbehaviour, it is 

not surprising that total misbehaviour and prisoner-on-prisoner assaults have similar 

monthly patterns (Figure 6.3).  Prisoner-on-prisoner assaults peaked in January and July 

and bottomed out in September.  This is not fully consistent with previous findings that 

have reported relationships between hot summer months and high assault levels (Atlas, 

1982, 1984; Ganjavi, Scell, & Cachon, 1985; Megargee, 1977; Porporino, Soherty, & 

Swatsky, 1987; Steinke, 1991).  In Brisbane, January is a hot summer month (average 

temperature is 25 ° C), July is a cooler winter month (average temperature is 16 ° C), and 

September occurs in spring and has a more moderate temperature (average temperature 

is 21 ° C) (Brisbane Weather, 2005).  Therefore, findings suggest that discomfort caused 

by extremes in temperature were associated with higher prisoner-on-prisoner assault 

levels.  Drug possession peaked in April and September.  Self-harm/attempted suicide 

and damage/vandalism tended to occur between May and July.  Prisoner-on-officer 

assaults tended to occur between April and July. 
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Figure 6.2:  Days when the five most frequently occurring types of misbehaviour occurred 
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Figure 6.3:  Months when five most frequently occurring types of misbehaviour occurred  
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In summary, cells, units, residential units, common areas, medical/observational units, 

and exercise yards were hot-spots for misbehaviour.  These locations were problem areas 

for similar kinds of behaviour at the prisons.  An examination of the specific features of 

these locations showed that the types of misbehaviour could be explained with reference 

to the opportunities for misbehaviour in the specific locations.  The spatial patterns also 

showed that most misbehaviour occurred when the opportunities for misbehaviour were 

greatest.  That is, most misbehaviour occurred between the time when prisoners were let 

out of their cells and when they were locked-down in their cells at night.  Not 

surprisingly, there was also a significant decrease in prisoner-on-prisoner assaults when 

prisoners were locked in their cells at lunch-time.   

 

6.2.3. Impact of Misbehaviour on Feelings of Safety 

The third focused research question addressed in the study was, “What is the relationship 

between feelings of safety and the occurrence of misbehaviour?”.  To explore this 

question, the locations that were identified by officers and prisoners as safe and unsafe in 

Study Two were compared with the extent of misbehaviour that occurred in these 

locations.   

 

Officers tended to view locations as unsafe if misbehaviour occurred in the location and 

view locations as safe if misbehaviour did not occur in the location (Table 6.13).  Four-

fifths (81%) of locations identified by officers as unsafe were locations where 

misbehaviour had occurred.  Officers tended to underestimate how unsafe cells and 

exercise yards were.  Officers may not have viewed these locations as unsafe because they 

infrequently go into these locations.  When they do go into these locations, another 

officer always accompanies them.  These factors may have lead officers to assess the 

perceived risk in cells and exercise yards as minimal.  Officers overestimated how unsafe 

ovals, industries/workshops, and education/programs were.  These locations may have 

been viewed as unsafe despite low levels of misbehaviour because of the lower levels of 

officer and camera surveillance in these locations.  Additionally, the increased response-

time to get to the oval and the availability of potential weapons in industries/workshops 

may have contributed to these locations being viewed as unsafe.  Interestingly, officers at 

Brisbane Womens were less likely to identify a location as unsafe because of the 

existence of prisoner misbehaviour.  This may indicate that officers did not attach as 

much weight to past instances of prisoner misbehaviour in their assessment of unsafe 
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locations because of the female prison population.  Two-thirds (66%) of locations 

identified by officers as safe did not have any prisoner misbehaviour.  These were 

typically locations where prisoners did not have access such as officers’ stations, control 

rooms, and the gatehouse.   

 

Some prisoners identified locations where prisoner misbehaviour occurred as safe while 

others identified these locations as unsafe (Table 6.14).  Nearly 90% of safe and unsafe 

locations that were identified by prisoners were locations where prisoner misbehaviour 

had occurred.  This may reflect the inability of prisoners to access locations around the 

prison that had no misbehaviour.  It is also conceivable that those who felt safe in unsafe 

locations were responsible for the misbehaviour and felt they had nothing to fear.  

Prisoners underestimated how unsafe units and cells were.  They may have 

underestimated how unsafe they were in these locations because they spend a great deal 

of time in them and familiarity with the environment and fellow prisoners may have 

enhanced their perceptions of safety.  Like officers, prisoners overestimated how unsafe 

ovals and education/programs were and the same reasoning why this was the case is 

applicable.  Additionally, prisoners overestimated how unsafe detention units were.  In 

this location, prisoners are isolated which may have increased fears for safety.   

 

In summary, there did appear to be a relationship between feelings of safety and prisoner 

misbehaviour.  Officers identified locations as safe if there was no misbehaviour and 

identified locations as unsafe if there was misbehaviour.  The vast majority of locations 

identified by prisoners were where misbehaviour had occurred and these locations were 

viewed by some prisoners as safe and by other prisoners as unsafe.  It was suggested that 

restricted access may have been one cause of this finding.  Alternatively, it was suggested 

that prisoners who engaged in misbehaviour may have felt safe in unsafe locations.  The 

locations where officers and prisoners overestimated and underestimated their level of 

safety were explored and possible reasons investigated.    
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  Table 6.13:  Percent of misbehaviour occurring in locations and percent of officers viewing locations as safe and unsafe  

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane Womens SDL Woodford Total 
 % Misb. % Safe % Unsafe % Misb. % Safe % Unsafe % Misb. % Safe % Unsafe % Misb. % Safe % Unsafe % Misb. % Safe  % Unsafe 

Unit (incl. common area) 37.5 13.0 30.3 26.8 9.8 2.5 41.1 11.0 17.0 30.7 3.2 2.7 35.7 10.6 18.2 
Cell 24.6  2.8 13.4   21.2  2.3 11.5   20.7  1.8 
Exercise Yard 10.5  6.4 16.0  10.0 10.3   12.5  8.1 11.4  5.1 
Walkways/Outer Locations 5.2 4.6 5.5 10.1 9.8 5.0 5.5 5.5 5.7 3.6 12.9 16.2 5.5 6.8 6.9 
Medical/Observation Unit 7.0 6.5 9.2 2.5 2.0 2.5 1.4  2.3 2.6  2.7 5.0 3.0 5.1 
Residential Unit    10.9      15.6   3.9   
Oval 5.5 5.6 14.7 0.8 2.0 5.0 4.1 2.7 6.8 0.5  2.7 3.9 3.4 9.1 
Other 4.4 3.7 1.8 2.5 5.9 2.5    5.2  5.4 3.8 2.7 1.8 
Industries/Workshop 0.3 0.9 0.9 1.7 3.9 5.0 8.2  38.6 4.7  13.5 2.2 1.1 15.3 
Cell Landing/Stairs 2.3  2.8 0.8      1.6   1.7  1.1 
Gym/Hall 0.6  6.4 6.7 2.0 5.0 3.4  5.7   2.7 1.5 0.4 5.5 
Laundry 1.1  1.8 2.5   2.1   1.6   1.4  0.7 
Residential Compound    2.5 5.9 2.5    6.3 6.5 2.7 1.3 1.9 0.7 
Education/Programs 0.5 0.9 2.8 1.7 5.9 20.0 2.7  5.7 2.6  21.6 1.3 1.5 8.8 
Detention Unit 0.8 1.9  0.8 3.9 7.5 2.7   1.0   0.7 2.3 1.1 
Total  100 37.1 85.4 100 51.1 67.5 100 19.2 84.1 100 22.6 78.3 100 33.7 81.2 
Officer's Station (Fish Bowl)  27.8   7.8   20.5   16.1 2.7  20.5 0.4 
Control Room  9.3 1.8  7.8   21.9 1.1  35.5   15.6 1.1 
Gatehouse/Front Gate  7.4 1.8  9.8 5.0  6.8 2.7  9.7   8.0 1.8 
Officer's Mess  8.3 0.9     9.6 1.1  6.5   6.8 0.7 
Office     9.8   5.5   3.2   3.8  
Location Not in Prison  2.8 0.9  3.9   2.7   3.2   3.0 0.4 
Visits  3.7      4.1    2.7  2.7 0.4 
Car Park  1.9 0.9  2.0   2.7      1.9 0.4 
All Locations/Not Specific   1.8  3.9 5.0  2.7 1.1  3.2   1.9 1.8 
Main Kitchen   5.5  3.9   1.4 12.5   13.5  1.1 8.0 
Tennis Court      7.5         1.1 
Staff Room  1.9            0.8  
Interview Room    0.9   15.0         2.6 
Total   62.9 14.6  48.9 32.5  80.8 15.9  77.4 21.7  66.3 18.8 
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    Table 6.14:  Percent of misbehaviour occurring in locations and percent of prisoners viewing locations as safe and unsafe 

Location Arthur Gorrie Brisbane Womens SDL Woodford Total 
 

% Misb. % Safe % Unsafe % Misb. % Safe % Unsafe % Misb. % Safe % Unsafe % Misb. % Safe % Unsafe % Misb. % Safe  % Unsafe 

Unit (incl. common area) 37.5 32.2  26.8 36.1  41.1 22.7 11.6 30.7 26.4 18.3 35.7 27.8 12.6 
Cell 24.6 18.6 6.7 13.4 13.9 8.3 21.2 27.3 5.8 11.5 27.8 2.8 20.7 23.5 4.8 
Exercise Yard 10.5   16.0 11.1  10.3 3.4 2.9 12.5 4.2 15.5 11.4 3.9 7.8 
Walkways/Outer Locations 5.2 8.5 20.0 10.1 5.6 8.3 5.5 10.2 7.2 3.6 4.2 9.9 5.5 7.5 9.6 
Medical/Observation Unit 7.0 5.1  2.5  8.3 1.4 3.4  2.6   5.0 2.4 0.6 
Residential Unit    10.9      15.6   3.9   
Oval 5.5  6.7 0.8  8.3 4.1 3.4 11.6 0.5 2.8 19.7 3.9 3.5 14.4 
Other 4.4 8.5 20.0 2.5 11.1   3.4 4.3 5.2 2.8 2.8 3.8 3.9 4.8 
Industries/Workshop 0.3 6.8 6.7 1.7 2.8  8.2  8.7 4.7 1.4 1.4 2.2 2.4 4.8 
Cell Landing/Stairs 2.3   0.8     4.3 1.6  1.4 1.7  2.4 
Gym/Hall 0.6 5.1 6.7 6.7 2.8 8.3 3.4  2.9  1.4 1.4 1.5 2.0 3.0 
Laundry 1.1   2.5   2.1 1.1 1.4 1.6 1.4 7.0 1.4 0.8 3.6 
Residential Compound  5.1  2.5      6.3 2.8 7.0 1.3 2.0 3.0 
Education/Programs 0.5  13.3 1.7 8.3  2.7 3.4 18.8 2.6 11.1 2.8 1.3 5.5 10.2 
Detention Unit 0.8  6.7 0.8 2.8 50.0 2.7 1.1 4.3 1.0  2.8 0.7 0.8 7.2 
Total  100 89.9 86.8 100 94.5 91.5 100 79.4 83.8 100 86.3 92.8 100 86.0 88.8 

Visits  1.7   2.8   10.2 4.3  5.6   5.9 1.8 
Officer's Station (Fish Bowl)        4.5 2.9  1.4   2.0 1.2 
All Locations/Not Specific  1.7 6.7   8.3  3.4 2.9  5.6 7.2  3.1 5.4 
Office  3.4      2.3 1.4     1.6 0.6 
Gatehouse/Front 
Gate/Reception/Bulk Stores 

 3.4   2.8         1.2  

Control Room           1.4   0.4  
Barber Shop         4.3      1.8 
Tennis Court   6.7            0.6 
Total   10.1 13.2  5.5 8.5  20.6 16.2  13.7 7.2  14.0 11.2 
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6.2.4. Impact of CCTV Surveillance on Misbehaviour  

The fourth focused research question explored by the study was, “Does misbehaviour 

tend to take place in locations that are not under camera surveillance?”.  To address this 

question, the specific locations where misbehaviour occurred were coded as being under 

camera surveillance, not being under camera surveillance, or as not known whether under 

camera surveillance as described in Section 6.1.2.  The types of misbehaviour and 

whether they occurred in locations that were or were not under camera surveillance were 

then examined.  Misbehaviour occurring in locations where it was not known whether 

the particular location was under camera surveillance were excluded.   

 

Despite differences between the prisons in the amount of misbehaviour occurring in 

locations with or without camera surveillance (Table 6.15), the four prisons were 

explored on an aggregated basis.  This was necessary because the amount of each type of 

misbehaviour when considered across the four prisons and whether locations in the 

prisons had or did not have camera surveillance was small and produced problems with 

power.  

 

Table 6.15:  Misbehaviour occurring at the four prisons on basis of whether occurred under 
camera surveillance  

Prison     Did Misbehaviour Occur Under CCTV? 

 Yes No Total 

 n % n % n % 

Arthur Gorrie 228 42.7 306 57.3 534 100 

Brisbane Womens 46 42.6 62 57.4 108 100 

SDL 14 10.1 125 89.9 139 100 

Woodford 43 28.7 107 71.3 150 100 

Total 331 35.6 600 64.4 931 100 

 

 

Chi-square analysis indicated that the five most frequently occurring types of 

misbehaviour differed on the basis of whether they occurred in locations that were or 

were not under camera surveillance (χ2 (4, N=875) = 34.13, p<.001).   Around three-

quarters of drug possession, self-harm/attempted suicide, and damage/vandalism 

occurred in locations that were not under camera surveillance (Table 6.16).  Just under 

half of prisoner-on-prisoner and prisoner-on-officers assaults took place in locations that 

were under CCTV surveillance.   
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  Table 6.16:  Misbehaviour occurring under and not under camera surveillance  

Location CCTV Surveillance?   

  Yes No Total 

 n % n % n % 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 246 41.2 351 58.8 597 100 

Drug Possession 15 15.3 83 84.7 98 100. 

Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide 17 23.0 57 77.0 74 100 

Damage/Vandalism 19 26.8 52 73.2 71 100 

Prisoner-on-Officer Assault 15 42.9 20 57.1 35 100 

Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Officer 15 60.0 10 40.0 25 100 

Sexual Assault   12 100 12 100 

Property loss/theft 1 10.0 9 90.0 10 100 

Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Prisoner 1 33.3 2 66.7 3 100 

Escape - Preparation, Attempted, or Escape 2 100   2 100 

Suicide   3 100 3 100 

Riot   1 100 1 100 

Total  331 35.6 600 64.4 931 100 

 

 

Other less frequently occurring types of misbehaviour also tended to take place in 

locations that were not under camera surveillance.  All sexual assaults and suicides and 

most property loss/thefts occurred in locations that were not under camera surveillance 

suggesting the private nature of these behaviours.  Only two forms of misbehaviour 

tended to occur in locations that were under camera surveillance, escape and 

threats/verbal abuse  (prisoner-on-officer).  This may be due to the fact that escape 

requires penetration of the fence-line and this location is under CCTV surveillance.  

While greater proportions of misbehaviour occurring in locations that are not under 

camera surveillance may indicate that CCTV has an effect on misbehaviour, there are 

other possible reasons for these findings and these will be explored in more depth in 

Chapter 7.   

 

In summary, several types of misbehaviour tended not to take place in locations under 

camera surveillance.  These were drug possession, self-harm/attempted suicide, 

damage/vandalism, sexual assault, suicide, and property loss/theft.  Other forms of 

misbehaviour occurred in locations with and without CCTV (prisoner-on-prisoner and 

prisoner-on-officer assaults) or occurred more frequently in locations that were under 

camera surveillance (escape and threats/verbal abuse). 
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6.2.5. Impact of CCTV on Hostile and Instrumental Assaults 

The final focused research question that was investigated in the study was, “Does CCTV 

prevent or displace prisoner-on-prisoner assaults involving a weapon or more than one 

perpetrator to a greater extent than prisoner-on-prisoner assaults that do not involve a 

weapon or only involve one perpetrator?”.  This question was addressed by coding the 

free-text fields contained in incident reports on the basis of whether assaults involved a 

weapon or more than one perpetrator as described in Section 6.1.2.  Only a small 

number of assaults involved the use of a weapon or had more than one perpetrator 

(Table 6.17).  Only seven cases involved the use of a weapon and more than one 

perpetrator.  The majority of assaults did not involve the use of a weapon and only 

involved one perpetrator (n=639).  These two objective factors were taken as proxies to 

determine whether assaults were hostile (not involving a weapon or only involving one 

perpetrator) or instrumental (involving a weapon or involving more than one 

perpetrator).  The extent of hostile and instrumental assaults that occurred in locations 

that were and were not under camera surveillance were then explored and consideration 

was given to the locations where hostile and instrumental assaults occurred. 

 

Table 6.17:  Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assaults on the basis of whether they involved the use of a 
weapon or had more than one perpetrator  

 
   More than One Perpetrator  

   Yes No Total 

Yes 7 19 26 

  26.9% 73.1% 100.0% 

No 67 639 706 

In
vo

lv
ed

 a
 

W
ea

p
on

? 

  9.5% 90.5% 100.0% 

 Total 74 658 732 

   10.1% 89.9% 100.0% 

 

 

While the prisons did differ on the basis of the number of assaults that involved a 

weapon and on the basis of the number of perpetrators involved (Table 6.18), the four 

prisons were examined on an aggregated basis.  This was necessary because there were 

too few assaults when considered within the four prisons and across the two factors that 

were taken as proxies for determination of whether assaults were hostile or instrumental. 
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    Table 6.18:  Prisoner-on-prisoner assaults at the four prisons involving a weapon or more than one 
perpetrator 

Question Prison Yes No Total 

 n % n % n % 

Arthur Gorrie 8 1.8% 448 98.2% 456 100.0%

Brisbane Womens 3 4.1% 71 95.9% 74 100.0%

SDL 9 8.7% 95 91.3% 104 100.0%

Woodford 6 6.1% 92 93.9% 98 100.0%

Did Misbehaviour 
Involve Weapon? 

Total 26 3.6% 706 96.4% 732 100.0%

Arthur Gorrie 38 8.3% 418 91.7% 456 100.0%

Brisbane Womens 6 8.1% 68 91.9% 74 100.0%

SDL 21 20.2% 83 79.8% 104 100.0%

Woodford 9 9.2% 89 90.8% 98 100.0%

Did Misbehaviour 
Involve More 
Than One 
Perpetrator? 

Total 74 10.1% 658 89.9% 732 100.0%

 

 

Two chi-square analyses were performed to determine whether hostile and instrumental 

assaults differed on the basis of whether the location where they took place was or was 

not under camera surveillance.  Prisoner-on-prisoner assaults that did not involve a 

weapon were significantly different from assaults that involved a weapon (χ2 (1, N=596) 

= 7.20, p<.01) on the basis of whether the locations where assaults took place were or 

were not under camera surveillance.  Similarly, assaults that involved one perpetrator 

were significantly different from assaults that involved more than one perpetrator (χ2 (1, 

N=596) = 11.13, p<.001) on the basis of whether locations were or were not under 

CCTV surveillance.   

 

Assaults that involved a weapon or more than one perpetrator were more likely to take 

place in locations that were not under camera surveillance than assaults that did not 

involve a weapon and only involved one perpetrator (Table 6.19).  Slightly over half of 

the assaults that did not involve a weapon (58%) or assaults that only involved one 

perpetrator (56%) took place in locations that were not under camera surveillance.  The 

clear majority of assaults that involved a weapon (86%) or more than one perpetrator 

(78%) occurred in locations that were not under camera surveillance.   
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Table 6.19:  Prisoner-on-prisoner assaults involving a weapon or more than one perpetrator 
occurring in locations that were or were not under camera surveillance  

     Was the Location Under Camera Surveillance 

Yes No Total Weapon 

n % n % n % 

Weapon Used 3 13.6% 19 86.4% 22 100.0% 

No Weapon Used 243 42.3% 331 57.7% 574 100.0% 

Total 246 41.3% 350 58.7% 596 100.0% 

No of Perpetrators n % n % n % 

More than One 14 21.9% 50 78.1% 64 100.0% 

One 232 43.6% 300 56.4% 532 100.0% 

Total 246 41.3% 350 58.7% 596 100.0% 

 

 

The finding that prisoner-on-prisoner assaults involving a weapon or more than one 

perpetrator tend to occur in locations that are not under camera surveillance may indicate 

that CCTV has a greater effect on planned assaults and either prevented or displaced 

such behaviour.  This lends some weight to Wortley’s (2002) contention that the 

opportunity reduction techniques of SCP are less applicable to misbehaviour that may be 

precipitated or prompted by the environment Of course, there may be alternative 

explanations and consideration must be given to the limitations associated with the data 

and analytical technique that has been employed.  These will be explored further in 

Chapter 7.   

 

Given that assaults involving a weapon or more than one perpetrator tended to take 

place in locations that were not under CCTV surveillance, the locations where these 

assaults took place were examined (Table 6.20).  A larger proportion of prisoner-on-

prisoner assaults that involved a weapon compared with assaults that did not involve a 

weapon occurred in cells, units, and exercise yards.  Common areas were the only 

location where assaults were less likely to involve the use of a weapon.  A greater 

proportion of assaults that involved more than one perpetrator compared with assaults 

that only involved one perpetrator occurred in cells.  Therefore, it would appear that 

cells, units, and exercise yards are locations where instrumental assaults tended to take 

place.  
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Table 6.20:  Locations where assaults involving a weapon and more than one perpetrator took place  

Did the Assault Involve a Weapon? Did the Assault Involve More Than One Perpetrator  

Yes No Total Yes No Total 

 Location  

n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Unit 7 26.9 143 20.3 150 20.5 14 18.9 136 20.7 150 20.5 

Exercise Yard 6 23.1 111 15.7 117 16.0 9 12.2 108 16.4 117 16.0 

Common Area 5 19.2 175 24.8 180 24.6 11 14.9 169 25.7 180 24.6 

Cell 4 15.4 79 11.2 83 11.3 21 28.4 62 9.4 83 11.3 

Residential Unit 3 11.5 11 1.6 14 1.9 2 2.7 12 1.8 14 1.9 

Laundry 1 3.8 12 1.7 13 1.8 2 2.7 11 1.7 13 1.8 

Residential Compound   10 1.4 10 1.4 2 2.7 8 1.2 10 1.4 

Gym   13 1.8 13 1.8 1 1.4 12 1.8 13 1.8 

Industries/Workshop   18 2.5 18 2.5 3 4.1 15 2.3 18 2.5 

Oval   42 5.9 42 5.7 3 4.1 39 5.9 42 5.7 

Walkways/Outer Locations   48 6.8 48 6.6 5 6.8 43 6.5 48 6.6 

Other   44 5. 44 5.4 1 1.4 43 6.5 44 6.0 

Total  26 100 706 100 732 100 74 100 658 100 732 100 
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6.3. Summary and Conclusions  

In conclusion, the methods and results of the third study based on archival operational 

data that records instances of misbehaviour occurring in prison was presented in this 

chapter.  Firstly, the misbehaviour rates in Queensland prisons were explored before 

focusing on the four selected prisons.  These four prisons experienced different types 

and levels of misbehaviour.  Secondly, the spatial and temporal patterns of misbehaviour 

were investigated.  Cells, units, residential units, common areas, medical/observational 

units, and exercise yards were found to be hot-spot locations and these locations tended 

to experience similar kinds of behaviour at the four prisons.  An examination of the 

spatial and temporal patterns of misbehaviour supported the contention that 

misbehaviour was a product of opportunities in the environment.   

 

Thirdly, the relationship between feelings of safety and misbehaviour was explored.  

Officers’ feelings of safety appeared to be affected by misbehaviour to a greater extent 

than prisoners.  Officers tended to feel safe in locations where misbehaviour did not 

occur and feel unsafe in locations where misbehaviour occurred.  Prisoner responses 

seemed restricted to locations where misbehaviour occurred.  Some prisoners felt safe in 

locations with high levels of misbehaviour while others felt unsafe.  The restricted access 

that prisoners have to locations in prison and the likelihood that prisoners engaging in 

misbehaviour would not feel unsafe were proposed as reasons for this finding.  The 

locations where prisoners overestimated or underestimated their level of safety and 

possible explanations for these estimations were explored. 

 

Fourthly, the possible effect that CCTV had on misbehaviour was investigated by 

exploring whether misbehaviour took place in locations that were or were not under 

camera surveillance.  Several types of misbehaviour tended to occur in locations that 

were not under surveillance (drug possession, self-harm/attempted suicide, 

damage/vandalism, sexual assault, suicide, and property loss/theft).  Finally, the effect of 

camera surveillance on hostile and instrumental prisoner-on-prisoner assaults was 

explored.  Weapon (no/yes) and perpetrator (one/more than one) status were used as 

proxies to differentiate between hostile and instrumental assaults.  Instrumental assaults 

were more likely than hostile assaults to occur in locations that were not under camera 

surveillance.  While these findings indicate that CCTV may prevent misbehaviour and be 

more effective at preventing planned misbehaviour, other explanations are possible and 
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consideration must be given to the data and analytical technique that was used.  The next 

chapter will explore this issue in greater depth by exploring the implications of the 

research, the strengths and weaknesses of the research, and the implications arising out 

of the research.   
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CHAPTER 7:  DISCUSSION 

 

 

The purpose of the research presented in this thesis was to apply the approach provided 

by situational crime prevention (SCP) to determine how useful CCTV is in prison.  The 

review of the literature indicated that SCP was a more useful approach than the more 

traditional environment approaches that had been used in the prison environment.  

Despite the significant financial investments in CCTV in prison, little attention had 

explored its usefulness in this environment.  Research that had explored the usefulness of 

camera surveillance in community settings was examined to determine the aspects of 

CCTV to focus on in the prison environment. This research indicated that there were 

four aspects of camera surveillance that should be investigated and overarching research 

questions were framed accordingly.  Accordingly, the overarching research questions of 

the research presented in this thesis were:   

1. What is the nature of CCTV surveillance in prison?, 

2. What purposes are associated with CCTV surveillance in prison?, 

3. How effective is CCTV surveillance at achieving its intended purposes?, and 

4. What drawbacks are associated with CCTV in prison environments? 

 

Three studies were devised to address these overarching research questions.  Rather than 

being addressed singularly or sequentially, they were addressed throughout the three 

studies.  Because little was known about camera surveillance in prison, a top-down and 

narrowing approach was adopted that involved exploring the overarching research 

questions from mangers’, officers’, and prisoners’ viewpoints where possible.  The 

overarching research questions were explored more broadly to begin with and became 

more focused as the research was informed by findings.   

 

The first study investigated the nature of CCTV surveillance in prison and managers 

attitudes towards the purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance.  

These aspects of camera surveillance were explored using content analyses of legislation 

and procedure, information about the CCTV systems, physical audits of prisons, and 
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interviews that were conducted with prison managers and managers from head office.  

The focused research questions that were addressed in the first study were: 

(i) What is the legislative and procedural basis of CCTV in prison? 

(ii) What CCTV system design options are adopted in prison? 

(iii) What CCTV operational options are adopted in prison? 

(iv) What purposes do managers attach to CCTV surveillance? 

(v) How effective do managers believe CCTV is at preventing misbehaviour and 

improving safety? 

(vi) What drawbacks do managers associate with the use of CCTV in prison? 

 

The second study explored how officers and prisoners viewed the purposes, 

effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance and was based on analysis of officer 

and prisoner responses to surveys.  The focused research questions that were addressed 

in the second study were: 

(i) What purposes do officers and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance? 

(ii) How effective do officers and prisoners believe CCTV is at achieving the 

purposes associated with the use of CCTV in prison? 

(iii) What locations are viewed by officers and prisoners as safe and unsafe? 

(iv) What impact does CCTV have on feelings of safety? 

(v) What locations do officers and prisoners believe should and should not be 

under camera surveillance and what effect do feelings of safety have on 

beliefs? 

(vi) What types of behaviour do officers and prisoners believe CCTV prevents? 

(vii) What drawbacks do officers and prisoners attach to CCTV surveillance? 

 

The third study focused on determining how effective CCTV surveillance was at 

preventing prisoner misbehaviour.  It was based on analysis of archival operational data 

relating to instances of prisoner misbehaviour that occurred in prison.  The focused 

research questions that were addressed in the third study were: 

(i) How prevalent is prisoner misbehaviour in Queensland prisons? 

(ii) What are the spatial and temporal patterns of misbehaviour? 

(iii) What is the relationship between feelings of safety and the occurrence of 

misbehaviour? 
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(iv) Does misbehaviour tend to take place in locations that are not under camera 

surveillance? 

(v) Does CCTV prevent or displace prisoner-on-prisoners assaults involving a 

weapon or more than one perpetrator to a greater extent than prisoner-on-

prisoner assaults that do not involve a weapon or only involve one 

perpetrator.   

 

In this chapter, the findings will be summarised in the context of the overarching 

research questions.  Consideration will then be given to the strengths and weaknesses of 

the three studies that were conducted to address the research questions and the 

significance of the research findings.  The thesis will conclude by exploring the 

implications arising out of the research for practice, theory, and future research.   

 

7.1. Summary of Findings 

The research presented in this thesis supports to the contention that SCP is a useful 

approach that can effectively be applied to the prison environment and the problem of 

prisoner misbehaviour.  By focusing on highly specific problems (such as low feelings of 

safety or types of misbehaviour) and specific aspects of the prison environment that are 

viewed as providing opportunities for misbehaviour (such as specific locations or times 

when misbehaviour occurs), practical strategies can be developed in an attempt to 

improve feelings of safety and reduce misbehaviour.  In the development of strategies, 

appropriate use should be made of information relating to the spatial and temporal 

patterns associated with feelings of safety and misbehaviour.  By focusing on problem 

locations or times, strategies will be more effective than if employed on an ad-hoc basis.   

 

The first overarching research question examined the nature of CCTV surveillance in 

prison.  The CCTV system design and operational options that had been adopted in 

prison were explored because they would give insight into the intended purposes of 

camera surveillance and were viewed as inevitably impacting on the effectiveness and 

drawbacks that would be associated with CCTV surveillance.  Legislation relating to the 

use of camera surveillance suggested that CCTV was used to monitor visitors, detention 

units, and observation units.  The integration of CCTV with additional hardware 

indicated that CCTV was used to aid access control, for fence security, and to improve 

the safety of people wearing personal distress monitors.  Managers raised some doubt 
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regarding the ability of camera surveillance to prevent, detect, or proactively gather 

evidence due to the way CCTV was used.  There was a lack of recording and a passive 

monitoring strategy was employed where the active searching for misbehaviour was 

secondary to other duties of control room operators such as undertaking access control.   

 

The second overarching research question explored the purposes that were associated 

with CCTV surveillance in prison.  Managers indicated that all purposes that had been 

associated with CCTV surveillance in community settings (prevention, detection, 

improving safety, gathering evidence, and acting as a general site management tool) were 

transferable and applicable to the prison environment.  The final purpose, acting as a 

general site management tool, was viewed as involving access control.  Managers 

indicated that more than one of these purposes may operate concurrently and 

emphasised the role of camera surveillance at improving safety.  Similarly, officers and 

prisoners indicated that most of purposes of camera surveillance were transferable to 

prison for the three main users of the prison environment.  Only one purpose, the 

prevention of officer misbehaviour, was not viewed by officers as a goal of CCTV.  

Prisoners were more likely to believe that purposes of CCTV surveillance were 

improving officer safety and officer access control while officers were more likely to 

believe that a purpose of CCTV was to detect visitor misbehaviour.  Overall, the negative 

or controlling purposes of CCTV surveillance were viewed as being primarily targeted at 

prisoners and the beneficial effect of CCTV at improving safety was viewed as being 

targeted at officers.   

 

The third overarching research question investigated how effective CCTV surveillance 

was at achieving its intended purposes.  Managers believed that cameras had a positive 

effect on behaviour but were pessimistic about the ability of CCTV to improve safety.  

Officers and prisoners did not believe CCTV was effective at achieving many of its 

purposes for the main users of the environment.  Most purposes were viewed as being 

ineffective when targeted at officers.  However, officers were more likely than prisoners 

to believe that CCTV was effective at achieving most purposes when targeted at officers.  

Overall, officers and prisoners viewed CCTV as being most effective at achieving the 

negative or controlling purposes when targeted at prisoners or visitors and was viewed 

CCTV as being most effective at improving the safety of officers and visitors.   
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The issue of safety and the effect of CCTV on safety were then explored in greater detail.  

Officers and prisoners believed that locations where CCTV improved safety (walkways) 

should be under surveillance and officers believed that camera surveillance should be 

installed in locations where it would improve safety (industries/workshops, the kitchen, 

and education/programs).  Cameras were not advocated in locations that were perceived 

as safe locations by officers (control rooms and officers’ stations) or prisoners (cells).  

However, the exploration of the relationship between feelings of safety and misbehaviour 

indicated that prisoners over-estimated their level of safety in cell locations.  

Misbehaviour was found to have a greater effect on officer safety than prisoner safety.  It 

was argued that the restricted access of prisoners to locations where misbehaviour 

typically occurred and the likelihood that prisoners engaging in misbehaviour would not 

feel unsafe may be reasons for this finding. 

 

Camera surveillance seemed to improve the safety of officers and prisoners in locations 

that they believed were safe.  Officers and prisoners believed that camera surveillance 

would improve safety in locations where they felt unsafe.  Camera surveillance was 

viewed as not improving safety in about one-third of unsafe locations and officers and 

prisoners believed that the installation of camera surveillance in locations that they 

already considered safe would not improve safety.  Whether CCTV was viewed as 

improving safety was dependent on features of the micro-environment. CCTV was 

viewed as having least effect on safety in locations that could be locked to prevent access 

or where officers congregated.  Cameras were viewed as having the greatest potential to 

improve safety in locations where prisoners congregated and engaged in structured 

activity.   

 

The effectiveness of CCTV at preventing misbehaviour was then explored.  Officers and 

prisoners indicated that they believed CCTV prevented escape, sexual assault/rape, and 

self-harm/attempted suicide.  Officers also believed camera surveillance prevented 

vandalism and the smuggling of drugs and other contraband into prison and prisoners 

believed that CCTV prevented serious prisoner-on-prisoner assaults.  Officers and 

prisoners did not believe that CCTV prevented verbal abuse.  Analysis of archival 

operational data indicated that misbehaviour tended to occur in cells, units, residential 

units, common areas, medical/observational units, and exercise yards.  Several types of 

misbehaviour may have been affected by camera surveillance because they tended to 
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occur in locations that were not under surveillance.  These types of misbehaviour 

included drug possession, self-harm/attempted suicide, and damage/vandalism.  

Prisoner-on-prisoner assaults were then examined to explore the contention that 

situational techniques such as CCTV would be more effective at preventing or displacing 

misbehaviour resulting from a decision based on opportunities in the environment than 

misbehaviour that is not subject to the same cost-benefit calculus.  Support was found 

for this contention.  Weapon (no/yes) and perpetrator (one/more than one) were used as 

proxies to differentiate hostile and instrumental assaults.  Instrumental assaults were 

more likely to occur in locations that were not under surveillance.   

 

The final overarching research question explored the drawbacks that were associated 

with CCTV in prison environments.  Managers indicated that CCTV may negatively 

impact on prisoner privacy, that there was inadequate monitoring from control rooms, 

and that negative consequences could result from mandating or assuming constant 

monitoring.  Prisoners were more likely than officers to believe that CCTV had a greater 

reach and was more pervasive in everyday prison life.  Drawbacks associated with CCTV 

by managers were that it was not constantly monitored or recorded, had blind-spots, and 

had a negative psychological impact on officers due to the belief that it was used by 

management to spy on officers.  Drawbacks that prisoners attached to CCTV 

surveillance were that it invaded their privacy, was open to officer abuse, and had a 

negative psychological impact on prisoners.   

 

Overall, the findings suggest that the benefits that may come from the use of CCTV in 

prison are not being fully realised.  Despite the large financial investments in CCTV in 

prison, there is minimal guidance provided to operators regarding the ultimate purposes 

of camera surveillance.  The CCTV system design and operational options that have been 

adopted suggest that the purposes of camera surveillance in prison are access control, 

improving safety, and the reactive gathering of evidence while misbehaviour is in-

progress.  Additionally, cameras in visits, detention units, observation units, and on fence 

lines may have the ultimate purposes of detecting or preventing misbehaviour.  Whether 

CCTV serves the purposes of detecting or preventing misbehaviour in other locations or 

indeed facilitates the proactive gathering of evidence remains questionable.  Managers 

and officers indicated that there were several factors that may impact on the ability of 

CCTV to achieve these purposes including that a passive monitoring strategy was 
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employed, the lack of or inability to provide constant monitoring and recording, and the 

existence of blind-spots.  Nevertheless, support was found for the possibility that CCTV 

improved safety and prevented or displaced several types of misbehaviour, including 

assaults that involved a weapon or more than one perpetrator.   

  

7.2. Significance of the Research 

The research presented in this thesis is noteworthy because it applied the problem-

orientated approach provided by SCP to the prison environment and explored four 

aspects of CCTV surveillance that had not been adequately explored in this environment.  

This approach has rarely been applied to prison and few studies have investigated the 

effect of situational techniques in this environment.  Another noteworthy feature of the 

research is that it is the first of its kind to investigate Wortley’s (2002) contention that 

situational techniques such as CCTV will be more effective at preventing misbehaviour 

that is a product of a decision based on opportunities in the environment than 

misbehaviour that may be caused by the stresses and strains of the physical environment.    

 

The research adds to what is already known about safety in prison and supports Adler’s 

(1998) contention that feelings of safety are situational.  The research supports previous 

findings indicating that cells are a location where prisoners feel safe (Bradshaw, 2002; 

O’Donnell & Edgar, 1999).  However, the high level of misbehaviour that was found to 

occur in this location suggests that prisoners overestimate how safe they are in this 

location.  The findings regarding why particular locations were safe and unsafe adds to 

this growing body of research.  The relationship that was found between safety and the 

level of support for camera surveillance in particular locations demonstrates the 

importance of beliefs about safety.  These beliefs impact on attitudes towards particular 

crime prevention strategies.   

 

The findings also support the contention that prisoner misbehaviour occurs in locations 

that are poorly supervised or in locations where prisoners congregated and engaged in 

unstructured activity.  As with previous findings, suicide/self-harm was found to 

primarily occur in prisoner cells reflecting the private nature of such behaviour (Steinke, 

1991).  In accordance with previous findings, most prisoner-on-prisoner assaults 

occurred in locations where prisoners congregate and engage in unstructured activity 

such as common areas, units, and exercise yards (Dietz & Rada, 1983; Porporino, 1992; 



 

186 

Wener & Olsen, 1978).  However, as with previous research, cells were also found to be 

a location where assaults occurred (Porporino, 1992; Quinsey & Varney, 1977).   

 

Finally, the findings support Atlas’s (1983) contention that hostile prisoner-on-prisoner 

assaults were randomly distributed (in locations that were and were not under camera 

surveillance) and instrumental assaults tended to occur in less supervised areas.  The 

research in this thesis found that hostile prisoner-on-prisoner assaults were more likely in 

locations that were under camera surveillance and instrumental assaults were more likely 

in locations that were not under camera surveillance.  This suggests that the opportunity 

reducing strategies are most effective for planned behaviour.  Given that few assaults 

appeared to be planned, the impact of camera surveillance on assault is modest, especially 

when displaced instrumental assaults are taken into account. 

 

7.3. Limitations 

Despite the important findings of the research, the results must be interpreted within the 

context of certain research and methodological limitations.  These limitations include 

issues relating to sampling and data collection as well as data and analysis.   

 

7.3.1. Sampling and Data Collection 

One limitation of the research involves issues relating to sampling.  The four prisons and 

the managers who were selected for inclusion in the research were selected using a 

purposive sampling technique while the officers and prisoners were selected using an 

accidental or convenience sampling procedure (Babbie, 1998; Hagan 1989).  While 

attempts were made to use a probability sampling technique for the selection of 

prisoners, this was not practical due to the unavailability of many prisoners.  This 

highlights one of the many problems associated with conducting research in prison 

environments (Liebling, 1999, 2001).  Therefore, the representativeness of the attitudes 

and perceptions of participants who were included in the study is not known.  While 

there is no way of assessing the representativeness of participants, there are no apparent 

reasons why participants would be different from their respective populations.   

 

Another limitation associated with the research is that the data collection methods that 

were employed are subject to criticism.  The use of surveys and interviews to explore 

prisoner attitudes introduces some bias.  This approach was adopted to balance two 
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competing demands.  As a group, prisoners are particularly concerned with anonymity 

and have low literacy levels (Liebling, 1999, 2001).  Therefore, prisoners were initially 

handed a questionnaire and asked whether they would like to complete it themselves.  

However, some prisoners requested to participate in an interview.  Where this request 

was made, prisoners participated in an interview.  It is acknowledged that responses 

obtained through self-complete surveys afford participants greater anonymity and may 

result in more candid and truthful responses than interviews.  However, given the non-

contentious subject matter of surveys/interviews, it is considered likely that the different 

procedures would have had minimal effect on responses. In any case, interviews and self-

complete surveys are based on the assumption that participants understand and interpret 

questions in the same way and that every response means the same thing to all 

respondents (Babbie, 1998).  Findings are also reliant on the honesty of participants, and 

can be criticised for issues pertaining to self-report bias, such as social desirability 

response set (Babbie, 1998; McCall, 1978).   

 

7.3.2. Data and Analysis  

A further limitation associated with the research relates to the type of data that were 

used.  The purposes that managers, officers, and prisoners attached to camera 

surveillance and how effective they believed it was were attitudinal and the accuracy of 

perceptions remains a matter for conjecture.  While responses are artificial and do not 

provide an objective measure of the purposes or effectiveness of CCTV, they were 

explored as other more objective measures such as observation from control rooms were 

not viable due to privacy concerns expressed by the QDCS.   

 

Whether cameras improved safety was examined more objectively but the survey’s focus 

on CCTV may have influenced findings.  Officers and prisoners were asked to identify 

locations where they felt safe and unsafe, to identify reasons why locations were safe or 

unsafe, and to indicate how CCTV or the lack of CCTV impacted on safety.  Despite 

being a more objective measure of the impact that CCTV had on feelings of safety than 

attitudes or perceptions, the fact that the survey or interview focused on CCTV may have 

influenced responses.  While there is no way of assessing the impact that the focus on 

CCTV had on responses, it is arguable that this focus may have jogged the memories of 

participants and resulted in more respondents providing camera surveillance or lack of 

camera surveillance as a reason why they considered locations safe or unsafe.   
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The effect of camera surveillance on misbehaviour was also examined more objectively 

using archival data but this data is subject to three main criticisms.  Firstly, it was likely 

that the data underestimated the occurrence of misbehaviour because prisoners conceal 

victimisation or reported victimisation is not included in the database (Davies, 1982; 

Eichenthal & Blatchford, 1997; Eichenthal & Jacobs; King, 1992; O’Donnell & Edgar, 

1996, 1998).  Secondly, it was likely that the official data was distorted by 

disproportionate security practices whereby certain locations, times, or types of prisoner 

misbehaviour were targeted and the official record may reflect the security practices 

adopted in particular prisons at particular times.  Thirdly, official data is not subject to 

any external controls or checks and there was no way of assessing or ensuring that 

information in the database was accurate or complete.   

 

Additionally, the approach that was adopted to explore the effect of camera surveillance 

on misbehaviour may be criticised.  This approach was a quasi hot-spot analysis that 

compared the extent of the various types of misbehaviour that occurred in locations with 

camera surveillance with the extent that occurred in locations that were not under camera 

surveillance.  While findings indicated that some types of misbehaviour tended not to 

occur in locations with CCTV surveillance, the approach that was adopted only allows 

for speculations regarding the effect that camera surveillance has on misbehaviour for 

several reasons.   

 

The quasi hot-spot analysis did not take into account the purposes of particular locations, 

the length of time that officers and prisoners spent in particular locations, or other 

features of the environment that may be responsible for the extent of misbehaviour.  The 

purpose of a particular location has an impact on the number and type of prisoners who 

are found in the location and this affects the extent of misbehaviour in the location.  The 

length of time that prisoners spend in a particular location is also likely to have an effect 

on the extent of misbehaviour.  Higher levels of misbehaviour would be expected in 

locations where prisoners spent more time and lower levels of misbehaviour would be 

expected in locations where prisoners spent minimal time.  Finally, the quasi hot-spot 

analysis did not take into account other features in the prison environment that may 

impact on misbehaviour levels.  For example, it is likely that more dynamic security 

measures such as officer surveillance would also have an effect on the extent of 
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misbehaviour found in particular locations.  Unfortunately, there was no way of 

controlling for these factors in the quasi hot-spot design that was adopted. 

 

Alternative approaches that could have been used to explore whether CCTV prevented 

misbehaviour were not available.  One approach that could have been used would 

involve making longitudinal comparisons of misbehaviour rates before and after the 

installation of camera surveillance.  Longitudinal comparisons could be made for each 

location to explore the issue of displacement.  This approach would provide a more 

direct measure of the effect that CCTV surveillance had on misbehaviour.  

Unfortunately, a longitudinal design was not available as all prisons in Queensland were 

built with CCTV surveillance.  An alternative approach that could have been used would 

involve using a cross-sectional design with a control prison.  This would involve 

comparing the level of misbehaviour occurring in the various locations in one prison 

(with CCTV) with levels occurring in the same locations in another prison (without 

CCTV).  Unfortunately, a cross-sectional approach was not available as similar location 

in the prisons were and were not under camera surveillance.  Given that longitudinal and 

cross-sectional designs were not available, the quasi hot-spot analysis was considered the 

best way of gaining some insight into how camera surveillance may affect misbehaviour. 

 

The quasi hot-spot analysis was also used to explore the contention that CCTV would 

have more of an effect on instrumental forms of prisoner-on-prisoner assault by 

preventing or displacing such behaviour than hostile assaults.  Prisoner-on-prisoner 

assaults were categorised as instrumental or hostile on the basis of the literature (Atlas, 

1983).  Assaults were classified as instrumental if free-text fields indicated that a weapon 

or more than one perpetrator was involved and as hostile if free-text fields were silent on 

whether a weapon or more than one perpetrator were involved.  While it would have 

been ideal to include motivation into the coding procedure, this was not possible due to 

the lack of information in free-text fields.  It is therefore conceivable that some assaults 

may have been coded incorrectly.  Some instrumental assaults may have been classified as 

hostile as officers either did not know or did not include that a weapon was involved or 

that it involved more than one perpetrator in their report.   
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7.4. Implications 

This research has implications for practice, theory, and future research.  The practical 

implications relate to issues associated with the implementation of policy and procedure 

for the use of CCTV in prison, adoption of different monitoring and recording practices, 

and strategies aimed at improving safety and preventing misbehaviour.  The theoretical 

implication arising out of the research relates to the issue of whether provision should be 

made in the rational choice perspective (RCP) for the environment to be viewed as 

causing some offending behaviour independent of any opportunities.  Implications for 

future research include that future research should examine CCTV and other situational 

techniques in prison, adopt more objective measures and longitudinal designs if possible, 

and explore whether motivation has an impact on the effectiveness of SCP techniques.   

 

7.4.1. Practical Implications 

Policy and Procedure  

One implication arising out of the research is that there is a need for policy and 

procedure surrounding the use of CCTV in prison.  Few policies were found that related 

to camera surveillance and the purposes were not clearly outlined.  As a consequence, the 

practices that were adopted at the prisons differed.  The length of time that tapes were 

kept and that monitoring personnel undertook observational duties varied.  Given the 

substantial financial investments in CCTV technology in prisons, specific policies and 

procedures should be developed and implemented.  These should identify the purposes 

of camera surveillance, define training and monitoring procedures, and establish 

protocols regarding when and how the CCTV system is to be used.  Additionally, given 

the concern expressed by prisoners regarding the potential for officers to abuse the 

camera system, consideration should be given to establishing accountability guidelines 

and mechanisms that relate specifically to the CCTV system.   

 

Monitoring and Recording Practices 

Evidence indicated that there was a general perception among managers and officers that 

CCTV was not as effective as it could be for several reasons.  These were because a 

passive monitoring strategy was employed where the active searching for misbehaviour 

was secondary to other duties such as undertaking remote access control, there was a lack 

of or inability to provide constant monitoring and recording, and the existence of blind-

spots.  These factors may account for why CCTV was not viewed by officers or 
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prisoners as being effective at achieving many of the purposes that they associated with 

camera surveillance.  Perhaps a more pro-active monitoring and recording strategy could 

be employed that involves personnel having the sole task of searching for misbehaviour 

and recording and reviewing more camera footage as a normal aspect of prison life.   

  

Improving Safety and Preventing Misbehaviour  

Perhaps the most important implications arising from the research are that strategies 

should be implemented to improve feelings of safety and reduce misbehaviour in prison.  

Strategies should focus on the locations where officers and prisoners felt unsafe and 

where misbehaviour occurred as safety and misbehaviour can be affected most 

dramatically in these locations.  Consideration should also be given to why particular 

locations were viewed as unsafe and the types of misbehaviour occurring in particular 

locations to address the underlying motivations for misbehaviour. 

 

Industries/workshops, ovals, education/programs, and exercise yards were viewed as 

unsafe locations at most prisons.  While exercise yards had high levels of misbehaviour, it 

would appear that some other aspect of the environment was responsible for 

industries/workshops, ovals, and education/programs being perceived as unsafe.  

Perhaps the mixture of large numbers of prisoners from different living units in these 

locations at one time may explain why these locations are considered unsafe.  

Additionally, the availability of potential weapons in industries/workshops, the length of 

time that would be required to respond to an incident on the oval, and the low levels or 

absence of physical or camera surveillance in these locations may explain why these 

locations are perceived as unsafe.  Because findings indicated that camera surveillance 

may improve feelings of safety and reduce misbehaviour, the installation of cameras in 

these locations and cameras focusing solely on the oval should be considered.  

Alternatively, increasing the level of officer surveillance in these locations may improve 

safety.  Given officer and prisoner beliefs about the locations where cameras should and 

should not be used, the expansion of camera surveillance to these locations should raise 

few concerns.   

 

Particular locations that were hot-spots for misbehaviour at the prisons were cells, units, 

residential units, common areas, and exercise yards.  Because unit was a non-specific 

location and referred to general unit locations (common areas, cells, or exercise yards) 
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and these locations were already hot-spots, it can be excluded.  Cells and residential units 

(for prisons that have this location) are interesting locations because prisoners feel safe 

and a great deal of misbehaviour also occurs.  This typically includes drug possession, 

self-harm/attempted suicide, and damage/vandalism.  Given that these types of 

misbehaviour occurred rather than assaults, it is hardly surprising that prisoners felt safe 

in cells and residential units.  There is minimal officer surveillance and (with few 

exceptions) no camera surveillance in cells and residential units.  Given that these 

locations are the only semi-private locations that prisoners have access to, it is not 

surprising that prisoners choose to hide their drugs in this location.  The large amount of 

time that prisoners spend in these locations on their own may lead to feelings of 

loneliness, isolation, frustration, or boredom.  Feelings of loneliness and isolation may 

manifest in self-harm/attempted suicide while feelings of frustration and boredom may 

result in damage/vandalism. 

 

Drug-possession could be reduced by more regular and visible searches of cells and 

residential units aimed at increasing the perceived risk of hiding drugs in these locations. 

It is noted that most cells and residential units have televisions and this is one strategy 

that may reduce boredom.  Prisoners could be given access to other constructive 

activities in these locations aimed at reducing boredom to try and reduce the level of 

damage/vandalism.  It is also noted that a buddy program operates that involves pairing 

prisoners deemed at-risk of self-harm/suicide with another prisoner and allowing these 

prisoners to share cells.  In most other cases, prisoners have single cell accommodation 

to minimise the opportunities for other forms of misbehaviour such as sexual assault.  

This program uses prisoners to improve the level of surveillance and reduce feelings of 

loneliness and isolation and therefore reduce self-harm/suicide.  Perhaps greater use of 

this program is justified.   

 

Cells were also one of the locations where planned assaults (involving a weapon but 

particularly involving more than one perpetrator) took place.  Given the finding that 

camera surveillance has a negative psychological effect on some prisoners and the strong 

opposition to camera surveillance by prisoners in cell locations due to privacy concerns, 

camera surveillance should not be implemented directly in cells.  Perhaps the level of 

officer or camera surveillance could be increased around cell doors to screen entry/exit 
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to these locations and rules implemented that prohibit prisoners entering each other’s 

cells. 

 

Common areas were problem locations for prisoner-on-prisoner assaults.  Prisoners 

congregate in these locations and engage in unstructured activity.  There is usually camera 

and officer surveillance in common areas.  Interestingly, common areas were the only 

location where assaults involving the use of a weapon were less likely.  Additionally, 

assaults in this location tended to involve a single perpetrator.  This suggests that assaults 

in this location were less planned.  Rather than being based on a decision that involves 

the weighing of risks and rewards, situational factors in common areas may have 

increased the likelihood of the behaviour occurring or hastened its appearance.  If this 

contention is correct, strategies aimed at reducing the opportunities for assault in this 

location will have little effect.  Consideration needs to be given to possible underlying 

causes.  Wortley’s (2002) precipitation control strategies could be used as a guide for 

appropriate strategies that may be implemented.   

 

Another location where prisoner-on-prisoner assaults occurred was exercise yards.  

Prisoners also congregate in this location and engage in unstructured activity.  There is 

usually minimal officer surveillance and no camera surveillance in this location.    Given 

that assaults involving a weapon were more likely to occur in exercise yards, these 

assaults could be prevented through the implementation of opportunity-reduction 

strategies.  Improved officer and camera surveillance in exercise yards may not only 

improve safety in this location but also prevent prisoner-on-prisoner assaults.   

 

Finally, the medical unit at Arthur Gorrie, which contains many prisoners who have 

psychological disorders and are under suicide (observation) watch, was also a hot-spot 

for self-harm/attempted suicide.  Given that these prisoners have been identified as at-

risk, strategies have already been employed to detect or prevent this form of behaviour 

including cameras in cells and officers contained within the living area of the unit.  The 

fact that few suicides occur is evidence that early detection of these types of behaviours 

may be preventing suicides.   
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7.4.2. Theoretical Implications  

The theoretical implication arising from the research relates to the issue of whether 

provision should be made in the rational choice perspective (RCP) for the environment 

to be viewed as increasing the likelihood of  behaviour independent of any opportunities 

for offending behaviour in the environment.  This approach was adopted by Wortley 

(2002) in his two-stage model of situational prison control that allowed for a more 

dynamic person-environment relationship.  Misbehaviour was viewed as being initiated 

by precipitators in the environment and/or the opportunities for misbehaviour in the 

environment.  The prevention of prisoner misbehaviour prompted by the environment 

was viewed as only being affected by precipitation-control strategies.  Misbehaviour that 

was based on a cost-benefit decision was viewed as being affected by precipitation-

control strategies and opportunity reduction strategies. 

 

The most recent version of the RCP (Cornish & Clarke, 2003) acknowledged that the 

“anti-social predator” who is ready to offend and actively seeks out offending situations 

has traditionally been the default type of offender when reference has been made to the 

RCP.  Two additional types of offenders were acknowledged, the  “mundane offender” 

who merely encounters situations and the “provoked offender” who will not offend 

unless provoked.   It was proposed that offending behaviour by all types of offenders 

could be prevented by increasing effort, increasing risks, and reducing rewards.  

Additionally, it was recognised that offending behaviour by the “mundane offender” 

could be prevented by removing excuses and offending behaviour by the “provoked 

offender” could be prevented by removing excuses and/or reducing provocations.  

While the approach acknowledged the role that the physical environment may have in 

increasing the likelihood of offending behaviour, it still proposed that all behaviour was a 

result of a calculus that involved the weighing of the rewards and risks associated with 

offending and therefore stopped short of proposing a direct link between environment 

and behaviour.   

 

The findings of this research suggest that CCTV had more of an impact on instrumental 

than hostile prisoner-on-prisoner assaults.  Instrumental assaults were planned and the 

use of a weapon or involvement of more than one perpetrator was taken as evidence of 

this planning.  The fact that instrumental assaults tended to take place in locations 

without cameras to a greater extent than hostile assaults provides some evidence that this 
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opportunity reducing technique was more effective at preventing or displacing 

instrumental assaults.  Whether instrumental assaults were displaced from locations with 

camera surveillance to locations without camera surveillance is unknown but 

displacement is considered a formality given the planned nature of such behaviour.  The 

finding that common areas were a hot-spot for prisoner-on-prisoner assaults and that 

these tended not to involve the use of a weapon and only involve a single perpetrator 

lends some weight to the contention that factors in the environment may cause 

misbehaviour.  Prisoner-on-prisoner assaults occurred in this location despite the 

presence of officer and camera surveillance.  Perhaps the common room environment 

gives rise to institutional pressures that cause assaults.   

 

While more research is needed to support these findings, they support Wortley’s (2002) 

proposition that the RCP needs to incorporate a more dynamic view of the person-

environment relationship and allow for the possibility that offending behaviour may be 

caused by environmental factors.  Some behaviour may be performed that is not based 

on a cost-benefit calculus and this behaviour is less amenable to prevention using 

traditional opportunity-reducing strategies.  This type of behaviour should be addressed 

by controlling the precipitators in the environment that give rise to the misbehaviour.   

 

Ultimately, the exact reasons why a person engages in offending behaviour are unknown 

and any attempt to formulate a general explanation is theoretical.  The RCP proposes 

that all behaviour is purposive and based on a cost-benefit calculus.  That is, all 

behaviour including provoked behaviour occurs at a cognitive level.  Wortley (2002) 

contends that there are two processes, the first of which comes into operation before 

Cornish and Clarke’s (2003) purposive model, and involves behaviour occurring sub-

cognitively.  Whether behaviour is the result of cognitive thought processes or can result 

sub-cognitively is a theoretical issue and is unknowable.  Ultimately, the practical 

implications that arise out of the RCP and Wortley’s model are similar as both advocate 

minimising opportunities for offending behaviour.  Wortley’s model simply suggests that 

this may not be fruitful in all cases and that manipulating the environment to prevent 

behaviour that occurs sub-cognitively is also a viable option. 
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7.4.3. Implications for Future Research 

Future research should explore the effectiveness of situational techniques using more 

objective measures, longitudinal or cross-sectional designs, and explore whether 

motivation has an impact on the effectiveness of SCP techniques.  Given that SCP was 

found to be a useful approach when applied to the prison environment, future research 

should consider exploring the effectiveness of CCTV and other situational techniques in 

this environment.  While many aspects of the prison environment can easily be related to 

the opportunity-reducing techniques provided by SCP, few studies have investigated the 

usefulness of these techniques in this environment.  This is the first research that has 

examined camera surveillance and the effect of camera surveillance on safety and 

misbehaviour.   

 

While attitudes indicated that all purposes that are associated with CCTV in community 

settings are also purposes of CCTV in prison, confirmatory research is required.  Such 

research should consider using an observational study to provide more objective 

evidence of what purposes camera surveillance is used for in prison.  Although findings 

suggested that camera surveillance was associated with improved safety and lower levels 

of misbehaviour, more research is also needed to confirm these findings.  Ideally, 

research exploring the usefulness of situational techniques such as CCTV in prison 

would adopt longitudinal designs that compare safety and misbehaviour before and after 

implementation or cross-sectional designs that incorporate a control prison.   

 

Future research should also focus on the effect that motivation has on the effectiveness 

of SCP techniques.  This research may be undertaken in prison or community settings.  

The current research used weapon (no/yes) and perpetrator (one/more than one) status 

as proxies for hostile (unplanned) and instrumental (planned) behaviour.  Consideration 

could not be given to the actual motivations behind behaviour as free-text fields in 

incident reports did not contain sufficient detail.  Future research should consider ways 

of investigating the motivations behind behaviour in more depth to confirm whether 

situational techniques such as CCTV are more effective at preventing instrumental rather 

than hostile offending behaviour.  
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7.5. Conclusions  

The research presented in this thesis applied the approach provided by SCP to the prison 

environment to explore the usefulness of CCTV in prison.  This approach has rarely 

been applied to the prison environment and few studies have explored the effect of 

situational techniques in prison.  SCP was found to be a useful approach that could be 

applied to the prison environment and both safety and prisoner misbehaviour were 

found to be situational.  The four aspects of CCTV surveillance that were investigated 

were the nature, purposes, effectiveness, and drawbacks of CCTV surveillance.  Findings 

indicated that the benefits that may come from the use of camera surveillance in prison 

are not being fully realised due to the way CCTV is used.  Additionally, findings 

suggested that CCTV may be more useful for preventing instrumental rather than hostile 

misbehaviour.  Nevertheless, CCTV was found to have a positive effect on safety and 

prisoner misbehaviour.  The implications of these findings for practice, theory, and 

future research were discussed.   
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CHAPTER 9:  APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1: 

QDCS procedures included in content analysis.   
Offender Management Procedures 

• Admission  
• Advisory reports  
• Artwork produced by Prisoners  
• Assessment  
• Assessment - Community access  
• Breaches of discipline  
• Case management  
• Community Advisory Committees  
• Community based orders - court applications  
• Corrections Board Administration  
• Community Service Projects  
• Community work order  
• Conditional release  
• Contravention - Community based orders  
• Continuing Detention, Interim Detention and Supervision Orders  
• Correctional Industries' Operation  
• Crisis support unit  
• Disclosure of Confidential Information  
• Early Discharge  
• Education services  
• Exit  
• Funeral attendance by Indigenous prisoners  
• Induction  
• Interviewing offenders  
• Leave of absence  
• Maximum Security Orders  
• Offender programs  
• Offender transfer - community supervision  
• Offender transfer - Interstate / overseas  
• Official visitor review of maximum security orders  
• Planning  
• Post prison community based release orders  
• Prisoner Appearance before Corrections Board  
• Prisoner transfer  
• Protection  
• Remission  
• Review  
• Sexual assault  
• Substance testing  
• Suicide prevention  
• Temporary travel - Interstate / overseas  
• Use of Vehicles by Prisoners  
• Victim - Offender Mediation  
• Warrants 
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Offender Management Appendices  

•  Advice to Police about Prescribed Prisoner on Home Detention or Parole Agenda Example  
• Advisory Reports - Conduct of Interviews  
• Application by Department for Amendment of a Court Order  
• Assessment - Using the Risk Needs Inventory  
• Board Report - Post Prison Based Community Release Orders  
• Breaching SPER and Penalties and Sentences Act Fine Option Orders  
• Buddy System  
• Cancellation of Suspension Order Letter Example  
• Categories of Intervention Programs  
• Classification Guidelines  
• Classification of Community Service Projects  
• Contravention - Commonwealth Order  
• Contravention of Order - Penalties & Sentences Act 1992  
• Contravention Reports For Courts  
• Community Correctional Officer Report  
• Complaint and Summons  
• Completion - Fine Option Orders  
• Court Protocol  
• Definitions for Breaches of Discipline  
• Developing the Individual Management Plan - Community Custody  
• Developing the Individual Management Plan - Community Supervision  
• Developing the Initial Sentence Plan - Custodial  
• Evidentiary Requirements  
• Example of a Disciplinary Breach Register  
• Factors for Consideration - Suicide Contingency Plan  
• Formal Disciplinary Processes - Community Supervision  
• Guidelines for the Development of Individual Management Plans - Maximum Security Unit  
• Guidelines for the Organisation of an Exhibition  
• Home Detention Letter Example  
• Indicators of At Risk Behaviour  
• Joinder of Charges  
• Jurisdiction of Regional Community Corrections Boards  
• Leave of Absence Information for Sponsors  
• Legal Acceptability of Information  
• Offence Severity Scale  
• Parole Letter Example  
• Periods of Critical Risk  
• Prisoner Appearance Guidelines  
• Progression Matrix - Minimum Period of Time Spent in Secure Custody  
• Progress Reports  
• Process of Sentence Management  
• Referral - Drug-Alcohol  
• Referral - Psychiatric-Psychological Assessment  
• Release to Work Letter Example  
• Report for Department of Immigration and Ethnic Affairs  
• Report re Suitability for inclusion in Domestic Violence Perpetrators Program  
• Report re Prisoner Transfer to Queensland  
• Restitution / Compensation  
• Review Periods - Community Custody  
• Rights While on Supervision  
• Section 243 (3) Explanatory Notes  
• Sentence Management Definitions  
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• Sentence Management Delegations  
• Statement to Informed Person  
• Substance Testing - Definitions  
• Substance Testing - Information on Average Drug Retention Periods  
• Substance Testing - Interpretation of Results  
• Substance Testing - Taking the Sample for Laboratory Testing  
• Substance Testing - Female Prisoners - Secure & Open Custody  
• Substance Testing - Taking the Sample - Breath  
• Substance Testing - Taking the Sample - Mobile Testing Unit  
• Substance Testing - Taking the Sample - On the Spot Testing  
• Substance Testing - Random Testing for Statistical Purposes  
• Substance Testing - Refusal or Failure to Provide a Sample - Custodial Corrections  
• Substance Testing - Refusal or Failure to Provide a Sample - Community Corrections  
• Summary Case Management Process - Community Supervision  
• Surveillance - Community Service  
• Surveillance - Supervision Order  
• Warrant Bureau Letter Example 

Safety and Security Procedures  

• Detention units  
• Gate books, log books & registers  
• Maintenance of a facility and plant equipment  
• Personal identification  
• Search  
• Storage and Disposal of Audio and Video recordings used for monitoring purposes 
• Supervisor's handover at change of shifts  
• Tool control  
• Use of force  
• Visitors to a facility (Professional and other)  
• Visitors to prisoners (Personal visitor) 

Safety and Security Appendices  

•  Definitions for Gate Books, Log Books and Registers  
• Examples of Gate Books, Log Books and Registers  
• Behavioural Requirements - Separate Confinement  
• Daily Routine Detention Units  
• Authorised Property - Separate Confinement and At Risk Observations  
• Authorised Property - Special Treatment  
• Conditions of Issue of Blue ID Cards  
• Use and Security of Department of Corrective Services ID Cards  
• Definitions for Search  
• Example of a Personal Search  
• Example of a Strip Search  
• Definitions for Use of Force  
• Definitions for Visitors to a Facility (Professional & Other)  
• Appropriate Dress Standards  
• Prohibited Things  
• Weapons Schedule B 



 

226 

APPENDIX 2: 

Interview schedule used with managers from head office and general 
managers.   
 
Centre Issues: 

1. What role do you undertake within the department (functions, how long)? 
 

2. Does the department/centre have any policy, procedures, or protocols on CCTV 
or how it is supposed to be used  (and if so, can I obtain a copy)? 

 
3. Originally, who determined the placement of the cameras in each prison (ie: 

consultant)?  Was DCS involved in the decision?  On what basis were decisions 
made (ie: is it based on some kind of risk assessment)? 

 
4. Is there any documentation concerning the placement of original cameras (if so, 

can I obtain a copy)? 
 

5. At this centre, have there been additional cameras or monitors (not including 
routine maintenance) added since the prison was built? 

If yes, 
(a) When was the last time (year) that cameras or monitors were 

installed 
(b) Where were they installed? 
(c) Who determined the placement of additional cameras (ie: 

DCS after requests from centre, DCS after major incident – 
centre or head office)? 

(d) Is there any documentation concerning the placement of 
additional cameras (if so, can I obtain a copy)? 

 
6. Why does the department/centre have CCTV in prison (ie: duty of care)?  What 

do you believe are the general purposes of CCTV in prison (prevention / 
detection / access control / safety)?   

 
7. I’d now like you to think about the purposes of CCTV in the various locations 

throughout prison.  What are the purposes of having CCTV in: 
- MCR (Master Control Room – 1 camera) 
- Gate house 
- CSU (Crisis Support Unit – Medical Centre) 
- MSU (Maximum Security Unit) 
- Visits 
- Detention Unit 
- Observation cells 
- Units (some at SDL have none) 
- Block spines 
- Pathways 
- Oval 
- Fence  
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8. From the prisons that I’ve visited to date, there appears to be an absence of 
cameras in a few locations.  Is there any reason as to why these locations don’t 
have CCTV?   

- Education blocks/Program rooms 
- Industry buildings 
- Multi-purpose gym/hall / gym 
- Main stores / Reception Story or General Store 
- Exercise Yards 

 
 

9. Have there been any major prisoner incidents (ie: riots, murder, serious assaults) 
or incidents of staff misconduct that have been recorded by the CCTV system?  
Can we go into some specifics regarding each case:   

- What form of prisoner incident/staff misconduct? 
- How was CCTV used to detect/co-ordinate a response?   
- What evidentiary weight was given to the CCTV video evidence?   
- Was the prisoner/staff member found guilty? 
- Is there any way that I can obtain further information on this case (ie: was 

it a matter of public record)? 
 
Officer/Prisoner Issues: 

1. What training is provided to officers who use the cameras or view monitors? 
 

2. How long are shifts in the CCTV monitoring room? 
 

3. What are the duties of officers in monitoring rooms? 
 

4. What is recorded (real time/time lapse)? 
 

5. How long are tapes kept for? 
 

(Seek elaborated responses for questions 6 to 13). 
 

6. On a scale of 1 to 9, how much safer do you believe prisoners feel because of the 
CCTV? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

7. On a scale of 1 to 9, how much safer do you believe prisoners actually are 
because of the CCTV? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

8. On a scale of 1 to 9, how much safer do you believe officers feel because of the 
CCTV? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

9. On a scale of 1 to 9, how much safer do you believe officers actually are because 
of the CCTV? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

10. On a scale of 1 to 9, how much privacy do you believe prisoners feel they have 
lost because of the cameras? 
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1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

11. On a scale of 1 to 9, how much privacy do you believe prisoners have actually 
lost because of the cameras?   

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

12. On a scale of 1 to 9, how much privacy do you believe officers feel they have lost 
because of the cameras?   

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

13. On a scale of 1 to 9, how much privacy do you believe officers have actually lost 
because of the cameras? 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

14. Do you think that CCTV has any impact on how people behave (officers, 
prisoners, visitors)?  If so, how? 
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APPENDIX 3: 

Surveys/Interview Schedule – officers and prisoners.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Griffith University  

Research Project 

 
 
 
Closed Circuit Television in Prison 
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QUESTION 1:  People think that CCTV has a range of purposes in the community 
including preventing crime, detecting crime, gathering evidence and thus enabling 
successful prosecutions, increasing safety, and enhancing the general management of a 
particular location.  Lets go through these purposes and indicate the extent that you 
believe they apply to various individuals within the prison environment. 
 
 

Statement: Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1.  CCTV was installed to scare off  ________ from 
misbehaving 

     

                                                           Inmates 1 2 3 4 5 
                                                           Officers 1 2 3 4 5 
                                                           Visitors 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  CCTV was installed to catch ________ who are 
misbehaving 

     

                                                    Inmates 1 2 3 4 5 
                                                    Officers 1 2 3 4 5 
                                                    Visitors 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  CCTV was installed to gather evidence against 
_________ 

     

Inmates 1 2 3 4 5 
Officers 1 2 3 4 5 
Visitors 1 2 3 4 5 
4.  CCTV was installed to make _______ feel safer       
                                                    Inmates 1 2 3 4 5 
                                                    Officers 1 2 3 4 5 
                                                    Visitors 1 2 3 4 5 
5.  CCTV was installed to enhance the management and 
control of ___________ (eg: to know what they are doing 
and to control their movement throughout the prison).  

     

        Inmates 1 2 3 4 5 
        Officers 1 2 3 4 5 
        Visitors 1 2 3 4 5 

  
 
 
 
QUESTION 2:  Does CCTV serve any other purpose(s) within the prison environment? 
 

Yes   (Go to Q3)      No   (Go to Q4) 
 
 
 
QUESTION 3:  What other purposes does CCTV serve in the prison environment? 
 
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
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QUESTION 4:  Having identified the extent that you believe the various purposes apply 
to individuals within the prison environment, please indicate how effective you believe 
CCTV is at achieving the various purposes as it operates in this prison. 
 

How effective is CCTV surveillance at: Not 
Effective 

Not Very 
Effective 

Somewhat 
Effective 

Effective Very 
Effective 

1.  Preventing ________misbehaviour       
                         Inmate                                   1 2 3 4 5 
                         Officer 1 2 3 4 5 
                         Visitor 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  Catching ________ who misbehave      
                      Inmates 1 2 3 4 5 
                      Officers 1 2 3 4 5 
                      Visitors 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  Gathering evidence against___________      
                                                   Inmates              1 2 3 4 5 
                                                   Officers 1 2 3 4 5 
                                                   Visitors 1 2 3 4 5 
4.  Making ________ feel safer      
                   Inmates                                   1 2 3 4 5 
                   Officers 1 2 3 4 5 
                   Visitors 1 2 3 4 5 
5.  Enhancing management and control (to know 
what _______ are doing and to control their 
movement throughout the prison 

     

 Inmates                                   1 2 3 4 5 
 Officers 1 2 3 4 5 
 Visitors 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
QUESTION 5:  The next question looks at your personal beliefs regarding CCTV as it 
operates in this prison.  Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement. 
 

Statement: Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1.  The CCTV system is used effectively in this 
institution as officers pay close attention to 
monitors and rarely leave monitors unattended 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.  Most of what occurs is viewed on monitors 
and officers   take action if rules are violated by 
inmates 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  Most of what occurs is viewed on monitors 
and officers take action if rules are violated by 
officers 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  Only those who misbehave have any reason to 
be afraid of the cameras 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  Inmates don’t mind being watched by the 
cameras 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.  Officers don’t mind being watched by the 
cameras 

1 2 3 4 5 

7.  The cameras invade inmate privacy 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

8.  The cameras invade officer privacy 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

9.  CCTV is used by officers to target inmates they 
don’t like 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Statement: Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 
10. CCTV is used by officers to target inmates 
who are “trouble makers” 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. Inmates are aware when the cameras are 
watching them 

1 2 3 4 5 

12.  Officers are aware when the cameras are 
watching them 

1 2 3 4 5 

13.  CCTV affects behaviour as inmates try to 
avoid being watched or change their behaviour in 
front of the cameras 

1 2 3 4 5 

14.  Without CCTV, there would be more 
interaction between officers and inmates 

1 2 3 4 5 

15.  Without CCTV, there would be more 
interaction among inmates 

1 2 3 4 5 

16.  CCTV is reassuring as it enables inmates 
falsely accused to prove their innocence 

1 2 3 4 5 

17.  CCTV is reassuring as it enables officers 
falsely accused to prove their innocence 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. CCTV makes it harder for inmates to fabricate 
evidence 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. CCTV makes it harder for officers to fabricate 
evidence 

1 2 3 4 5 

20.  The CCTV system records most instances of 
misbehaviour 

1 2 3 4 5 

21. The tapes are well kept and never go missing 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

22. The cameras can pick up both visual and audio 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

23. The cameras are infra-red and can see at night 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

24.  Inmates who misbehave worry that their 
behaviour was seen or recorded by the CCTV 
system 

1 2 3 4 5 

25.  Officers who misbehave worry that their 
behaviour was seen or recorded by the CCTV 
system 

1 2 3 4 5 

26.  Inmates are aware of the locations that are 
and aren’t under surveillance 

1 2 3 4 5 

27.  Officers are aware of the locations that are 
and aren’t under surveillance 

1 2 3 4 5 

28.  There are many blind spots where inmates go 
to misbehave 

1 2 3 4 5 

29.  There are many blind spots where officers go 
to misbehave 

1 2 3 4 5 

30.  CCTV prevents misbehaviour that is planned  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

31.  CCTV prevents misbehaviour that occurs in the 
heat of the moment 

1 2 3 4 5 

32.  CCTV detects misbehaviour that is planned 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

33.  CCTV detects misbehaviour that occurs in the 
heat of the moment 

1 2 3 4 5 

34.  CCTV more effectively detects misbehaviour 
that takes a long time as opposed to misbehaviour 
that occurs quickly 

1 2 3 4 5 
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QUESTION 6:  What benefits or advantages do you believe CCTV offers in the prison 
environment? 
 
_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

QUESTION 7:  What drawbacks or disadvantages do you associate with CCTV in the 
prison environment and do you think these can be overcome (if so, how)? 
 
_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 
QUESTION 8:  Do you have any suggestions regarding how the CCTV system in this 
prison could be used more effectively or improved? 
 
_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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QUESTION 9:  We are now going to look at places around the prison where you feel safe 
and unsafe.  Being as specific as possible, please order five locations (ie: kitchen in B1.1) 
where you feel safe and five locations where you feel unsafe.  If you can’t think of five, 
please indicate as many as you can.   
 

Safe location? Why is this 
location safe? 

Is the area under CCTV 
surveillance? 

If yes, does the 
CCTV make you 
feel safe? 

If no or don’t know, 
would you feel safer 
if the location was 
under CCTV 
surveillance? 

1. 
 
 
 

  
Yes  /  No  / Don’t Know 

 
Yes  /  No 

 
Yes  /  No 

2. 
 
 
 

  
Yes  /  No  / Don’t Know 

 
Yes  /  No 

 
Yes  /  No 

3. 
 
 
 

  
Yes  /  No  / Don’t Know 

 
Yes  /  No 

 
Yes  /  No 

4. 
 
 
 

  
Yes  /  No  / Don’t Know 

 
Yes  /  No 

 
Yes  /  No 

5. 
 
 
 

  
Yes  /  No  / Don’t Know 

 
Yes  /  No 

 
Yes / No 

 
 

Unsafe 
location? 

Why is this 
location unsafe 
(what problems 
are there in this 
location)? 

Is the area under CCTV 
surveillance? 

If yes, does the 
CCTV make you 
feel safer? 

If no or don’t know, 
would you feel safer 
if the location was 
under CCTV 
surveillance? 

1. 
 
 
 

  
Yes  /  No  / Don’t Know 

 
Yes  /  No 

 
Yes  /  No 

2. 
 
 
 

  
Yes  /  No  / Don’t Know 

 
Yes  /  No 

 
Yes  /  No 

3. 
 
 
 

  
Yes  /  No  / Don’t Know 

 
Yes  /  No 

 
Yes  /  No 

4. 
 
 
 

  
Yes  /  No  / Don’t Know 

 
Yes  /  No 

 
Yes  /  No 

5. 
 
 
 

  
Yes  /  No  / Don’t Know 

 
Yes  /  No 

 
Yes / No 
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QUESTION 10:  Please think about the locations where you believe CCTV should and 
shouldn’t be used.  Please tick all the locations where you believe CCTV should definitely 
be used and where you believe CCTV should definitely not be used. 

 

Please tick to indicate the locations where you believe CCTV should 
definitely be used. 

Please tick to indicate the locations where you believe CCTV should 
definitely not be used.  

  Cells   Cells 

  Chapel   Chapel 

  Classroom   Classroom 

  Corridors (hallways)   Corridors (hallways) 

  Gym   Gym 

  Hospital   Hospital 

  Kitchen   Kitchen 

  Library   Library 

  Meal room   Meal room 

  Reception   Reception 

  Detention Unit   Detention Unit 

  Shop   Shop 

  Visitors room   Visitors room 

  Inmate working areas   Inmate working areas 

  Officer working areas (fish bowl)   Officer working areas (fish bowl) 

  The yard   The yard 

  Other (please specify) __________________   Other (please specify) __________________ 

  Other (please specify) __________________   Other (please specify) __________________ 

  CCTV should not be used to monitor any location   CCTV should be used to monitor all locations 

 

 

QUESTION 11:  Below is a list of behaviours.  Please indicate how useful you believe 
CCTV is at preventing (stopping people from doing) each form of behaviour within this 
prison. 

Please tick the behaviours that you believe CCTV may be useful 
at preventing. 

Please tick the behaviours that you believe CCTV is not useful at 
preventing  

  Verbal abuse   Verbal abuse 

  Theft    Theft  

  Vandalism   Vandalism 

  Drug use   Drug use 

  Smuggling drugs into prison   Smuggling drugs into prison 

  Smuggling other contraband (excluding drugs) into prison   Smuggling other contraband (excluding drugs) into prison 

  Minor physical assaults (grabbed, pushed, shoved)   Minor physical assaults (grabbed, pushed, shoved) 

  Serious physical assaults (involving weapon or resulting in   

    injury). 

  Serious physical assaults (involving weapon or resulting in   

    injury). 

  Sexual assault/rape   Sexual assault/rape 

  Self harm/suicide   Self harm/suicide 

  Escape   Escape 
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[Note:  This page applicable for officers] 

 

QUESTION 12:  Please finish off by providing some basic information about yourself.   
 
A. How old are you (in years)?  ________________ 
 
B. What is your gender?    Male         Female 
 
C. Do you identify with an ethnic group?    Yes        No    
 
        If yes, which one? ___________________________ 
 
 
D. What is your highest level of education: 
 

   Primary School (Grades 1-7) 
   Some high school (Grade 8 onwards) 
   Completed year 12 
   Some University/TAFE study 
   Bachelor’s degree 
   Postgraduate degree 
   Trade Qualification 
   Other (please state) _____________________ 

 
E. What is your current position title?  ____________________ 
 
F. How long have you worked in correctional centres?  ______________   
 
G. How long have you worked at this correctional centre?  ________________ 
 
 
 
Thank you for supporting and participating in this project. 
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[Note:  This page applicable for prisoners] 

 

QUESTION 12:  Please finish off by providing some basic information about yourself. 
 
 
A. How old are you (in years)?  ________________ 
 
B. What is your gender?    Male         Female 
 
C. Do you identify with an ethnic group?    Yes        No    
 
        If yes, which one? ___________________________ 
 
 
D. What is your highest level of education: 
 
   Primary School (Grades 1-7) 
   Some high school (Grade 8 onwards) 
   Completed year 12 
   Some University/TAFE study 
   Bachelor’s degree 
   Postgraduate degree 
   Trade Qualification 
   Other (please state) _____________________ 
 

E. What offence/s are you currently in prison for?  ______________________ 

 

F. How many times have you been in and out of prison? __________________ 

 

G. What is the total length of time you have spent in prison?  ___________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for supporting and participating in this project. 
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APPENDIX 4:  

Start-list of locations used in coding. 
 

1. Gatehouse/front gate/reception/bulk stores 

2. Control Room 

3. Officers station (fish bowl) 

4. Officer’s mess 

5. Cell 

6. Cell landing/stairs 

7. Unit (including common areas) 

8. Unit laundry 

9. Exercise Yard 

10. Education/Programs 

11. Industries/Workshops 

12. Gym/Hall 

13. Visits 

14. Residential/Residential Compound 

15. Oval 

16. Detention unit 

17. Medical/Health centre/Observation unit 

18. Walkways 
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APPENDIX 5: 

Start-list of drawbacks/disadvantages used in coding.   
 

1. Reduced privacy 

2. Displacement  

3. Officer abuse of system 

4. Blind-spots 

5. Inadequate monitoring/recording 

6. Incident may be misrepresented  

7. Technical faults/problems or deficiencies with system 
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APPENDIX 6:  

Results of independent sample t-tests exploring differences between the 
purposes that officers and prisoners attached to CCTV surveillance for each 
target of surveillance (prisoners, officers, and visitors). 
 
Results of independent sample t-tests exploring differences between officers and prisoners in the 
purposes that they associated with CCTV for prisoners, officers, and visitors 

Purpose Target of Surveillance 

 Prisoner Officer Visitor 

Prevention t (327) = 1.89, p=.06 t (327) = 1.22, p=.22 t (327) = .65, p=.51 

Detection t (327) = .48, p=.64 t (327) = -.22, p=.83 t (320.74) = -3.47** 

Gathering Evidence t (327) = 1.81, p=.07 t (327) = -1.07, p=.29 t (327) = -1.59, p=.11 

Improving Safety t (327) = -.04, p=.97 t (266) = 4.44*** t (327) = 2.34, p=.6 

Access Control t (327) = 1.05, p=.30 t (327) = 2.41* t (266) = 1.58, p=.12 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001.   
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APPENDIX 7: 

Results of paired sample t-tests exploring whether respondents believed that 
the purposes of CCTV were differentially targeted at prisoners, officers, or 
visitors.   
 
Results of paired sample t-tests exploring whether officers believed that the purposes of CCTV 
were targeted at prisoners, officers, or visitors differently 

Purpose Difference between Targets Finding 
Prevention 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (135) = 6.11*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (135) = 2.16* 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (135) = -4.35*** 

Detection 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (135) = 8.05*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (135) = 3.38** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (135) = -6.27*** 

Gathering Evidence 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (135) = 5.68*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (135) = 2.43* 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (135) = -4.70*** 

Improving Safety 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (135) = -2.59* 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (135) = -.16, p=.87 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (135) = 2.64** 

Access Control  
 

Prisoner-Officer t (135) = 8.43*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (135) = 5.48*** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (135) = -4.80*** 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

Results of paired sample t-tests exploring whether prisoners believed that the purposes of CCTV 
were targeted at prisoners, officers, or visitors differently 

Purpose Difference between Targets Finding 
Prevention 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (192) = 6.74*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (192) = 3.39** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (192) = -4.16*** 

Detection 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (192) = 9.86*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (192) = 7.02*** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (192) = -3.60*** 

Gathering Evidence 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (192) = 10.16*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (192) = 6.47*** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (192) = -4.96*** 

Improving Safety 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (192) = -7.98*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (192) = -3.28** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (192) = 6.00*** 

Access Control  
 

Prisoner-Officer t (192) = 7.14*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (192) = 4.80*** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (192) = -4.09*** 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001  
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APPENDIX 8: 

Results of independent sample t-tests exploring differences between how 
effective officers and prisoners believe CCTV was at achieving each purpose 
for each target of surveillance (prisoners, officers, and visitors). 
 
Results of independent sample t-tests exploring differences between officers and prisoners in how 
effective they believed CCTV was at achieving each purpose for prisoners, officers, and visitors 

Purpose Target of Surveillance 

 Prisoner Officer Visitor 

Prevention t (327) = .00, p=1.00 t (323) = 3.71*** t (327) =1.59, p=.11 

Detection t (327) = .13, p=.90 t (323) = 3.40** t (327) = 2.27* 

Gathering Evidence t (327) = -1.76, p=.08 t (318) = 2.35* t (327) = .27, p=.79 

Improving Safety t (315) = -.93, p=.35 t (327) = -6.30*** t (327) = -4.24*** 

Access Control t (327) = -3.64*** t (319) = -3.20** t (319) = -3.30** 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001.   
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APPENDIX 9:  

Results of paired sample t-tests exploring whether respondents believed the 
effectiveness of CCTV at achieving a purpose differed on the basis of 
whether it was targeted at prisoners, officers, or visitors.   
 
Results of paired sample t-tests exploring whether officers believed that the effectiveness of CCTV 
differed on the basis of whether it was targeted at prisoners, officers, or visitors  

Purpose Difference between Targets Finding 
Prevention 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (135) =  -2.28* 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (135) = -4.68*** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (135) = -1.02, p=.31 

Detection 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (135) = 2.59* 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (135) = -1.46, p=.15 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (135) = -3.81*** 

Gathering Evidence 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (135) = 3.78*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (135) = -.22, p=.83 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (135) = -4.19*** 

Improving Safety 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (135) = -2.52* 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (135) = -2.79** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (135) = -.36, p=.72 

Access Control  
 

Prisoner-Officer t (135) = 4.79*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (135) = .48, p=.63 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (135) = -5.30*** 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

Results of paired sample t-tests exploring whether prisoners believed that the effectiveness of 
CCTV differed on the basis of whether it was targeted at prisoners, officers, or visitors 

Purpose Difference between Targets Finding 
Prevention 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (192) = 2.22* 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (192) = -1.89, p=.06 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (192) = -4.34*** 

Detection 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (192) = 6.87*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (192) = 1.76, p=.08 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (192) = -5.77*** 

Gathering Evidence 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (192) = 8.84*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (192) = 3.32** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (192) = -7.47*** 

Improving Safety 
 

Prisoner-Officer t (192) = -8.51*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (192) = -6.90*** 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (192) = 2.72** 

Access Control  
 

Prisoner-Officer t (192) = 5.67*** 
 
 

Prisoner-Visitor t (192) =1.28, p=.20 
 
 

Officer-Visitor  t (192) = -4.64*** 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
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APPENDIX 10: 

Times when misbehaviour occurred at the four prisons.  
 

Times of misbehaviour at Arthur Gorrie 

Time of Misbehaviour (ie: 1 to 1:59am) Type of Misbehaviour 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 Total 
2 1  1 1 1 32 35 42 35 49 39 39 22 37 51 42 13 2 4 1 2 2 3 456 Prisoner-on-Prisoner 

Assault 
 

.4% .2%  .2% .2% .2% 7.0% 7.7% 9.2% 7.7% 10.7% 8.6% 8.6% 4.8% 8.1% 11.2% 9.2% 2.9% .4% .9% .2% .4% .4% .7% 100% 

Drug Possession       9 3 6 10 5 1 3 8 6 3 2 2 1  1    60 
  
 

      15.0% 5.0% 10.0% 16.7% 8.3% 1.7% 5.0% 13.3% 10.0% 5.0% 3.3% 3.3% 1.7%  1.7%    100% 
2    1  1 1 3 2 3 1 2 4 6 1 4 8  7 3 2  2 53 Self-Harm/Attempted 

Suicide 
 

3.8%    1.9%  1.9% 1.9% 5.7% 3.8% 5.7% 1.9% 3.8% 7.5% 11.3% 1.9% 7.5% 15.1%  13.2% 5.7% 3.8%  3.8% 100.0% 

Damage/Vandalism   1     4  1 1 1 2 1 2 3  7 1 3 1  1 2 31 
  
 

  3.2%     12.9%  3.2% 3.2% 3.2% 6.5% 3.2% 6.5% 9.7%  22.6% 3.2% 9.7% 3.2%  3.2% 6.5% 100% 
   1  1 1 2 2 3 1 1  2 1 5 1   1  1 1  24 Prisoner-on-Officer 

Assault 
 

   4.2%  4.2% 4.2% 8.3% 8.3% 12.5% 4.2% 4.2%  8.3% 4.2% 20.8% 4.2%   4.2%  4.2% 4.2%  100% 

 1      2 5 3 4 1 1 1  1  1       20 Threats/Verbal Abuse -
Prisoner-on-Officer 
 

 5.0%      10.0% 25.0% 15.0% 20.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%  5.0%  5.0%       100% 

Sexual Assault         1    1    1   2     5 
  
 

        20.0%    20.0%    20.0%   40.0%     100% 
Property loss/theft           1   2  1 1        5 
  
 

          20.0%   40.0%  20.0% 20.0%        100% 
       1        1         2 Escape - preparation, 

attempted, or escape 
 

       50.0%        50.0%         100% 

Suicide 1     1     1              3 
  
 

33.3%     33.3%     33.3%              100% 

Total 5 2 1 2 2 3 43 48 59 54 65 44 48 40 52 66 51 31 4 17 6 5 4 7 659 
  .8% .3% .2% .3% .3% .5% 6.5% 7.3% 9.0% 8.2% 9.9% 6.7% 7.3% 6.1% 7.9% 10.0% 7.7% 4.7% .6% 2.6% .9% .8% .6% 1.1% 100% 
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Times of misbehaviour at Brisbane Womens   

Time of Misbehaviour (ie: 1 to 1:59am) Type of Misbehaviour 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 Total 
      1 12 10 7 5 8 1 3 4 9 4 8 1 1     74 Prisoner-on-Prisoner 

Assault 
 

      1.4% 16.2% 13.5% 9.5% 6.8% 10.8% 1.4% 4.1% 5.4% 12.2% 5.4% 10.8% 1.4% 1.4%     100% 

Drug Possession  1      2 1 2 1 1 1   1        1 11 
  
 

 9.1%      18.2% 9.1% 18.2% 9.1% 9.1% 9.1%   9.1%        9.1% 100% 

        1   1 1 1  1  1 2  1  1  10 Self-Harm/Attempted 
Suicide 
 

        10.0%   10.0% 10.0% 10.0%  10.0%  10.0% 20.0%  10.0%  10.0%  100% 

Damage/Vandalism      1 1 1 2   1 1  1  2 1  1    1 13 
  
 

     7.7% 7.7% 7.7% 15.4%   7.7% 7.7%  7.7%  15.4% 7.7%  7.7%    7.7% 100% 

       1  1   1           1 4 Prisoner-on-Officer 
Assault 
 

       25.0%  25.0%   25.0%           25.0% 100% 

       1 1 1               3 Threats/Verbal Abuse - 
Prisoner-on-Officer 
 

       33.3% 33.3% 33.3%               100% 

Property loss/theft                  1       1 
  
 

                 100%       100% 

         1     2          3 Threats/Verbal Abuse - 
Prisoner-on-Prisoner 
 

         33.3%     66.7%          100% 

Total   1    1 2 17 15 12 6 11 5 4 7 11 6 11 3 2 1  1 3 119 
   .8%    .8% 1.7% 14.3% 12.6% 10.1% 5.0% 9.2% 4.2% 3.4% 5.9% 9.2% 5.0% 9.2% 2.5% 1.7% .8%  .8% 2.5% 100% 
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 Times of misbehaviour at SDL 

Time of Misbehaviour (ie: 1 to 1:59am) Type of Misbehaviour 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 23 24 Total 
      2 10 13 9 9 8 9 11 9 9 11  1   1 3 105 Prisoner-on-Prisoner 

Assault  
 

      1.9% 9.5% 12.4% 8.6% 8.6% 7.6% 8.6% 10.5% 8.6% 8.6% 10.5%  1.0%   1.0% 2.9% 100 % 

Drug Possession       1 1     1    1    1   5 
  
       20.0% 20.0%     20.0%    20.0%    20.0%   100% 

       1    2   1 1   1 1    7 Self-Harm/Attempted 
Suicide 
 

       14.3%    28.6%   14.3% 14.3%   14.3% 14.3%    100% 

Damage/Vandalism       1   1 2  1  5       1 1 12 
  
 
 

      8.3%   8.3% 16.7%  8.3%  41.7%       8.3% 8.3% 100% 

        1  2       1      4 Prisoner-on-Officer 
Assault 
 

        25.0%  50.0%       25.0%      100% 

            1           1 Threats/Verbal Abuse - 
Prisoner-on-Officer 
 

            100%           100% 

Sexual Assault  1       2  3    1         7 
  
 

 14.3%       28.6%  42.9%    14.3%         100% 

Property loss/theft   1        1             2 
  
   50.0%        50.0%             100% 

            1 1          2 Threats/Verbal Abuse - 
Prisoner-on-Prisoner 
 

            50.0% 50.0%          100% 

                      1 1 Riot 
                        100% 100% 

Total  1 1    4 12 16 10 17 10 13 12 16 10 12 1 2 1 1 2 5 146 
   .7% .7%    2.7% 8.2% 11.0% 6.8% 11.6% 6.8% 8.9% 8.2% 11.0% 6.8% 8.2% .7% 1.4% .7% .7% 1.4% 3.4% 100% 
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Times of misbehaviour at Woodford 

Time of Misbehaviour (ie: 1 to 1:59am) Type of Misbehaviour 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 24 Total 
     1 5 7 7 10 10 5 8 8 5 8 15 6  1 2  98 Prisoner-on-Prisoner 

Assault 
 

     1.0% 5.1% 7.1% 7.1% 10.2% 10.2% 5.1% 8.2% 8.2% 5.1% 8.2% 15.3% 6.1%  1.0% 2.0%  100% 

 1    1  2 2 6 3 2 4 6 1  2 1 1   1 33 Drug Possession 
 
 
 

 3.0%    3.0%  6.1% 6.1% 18.2% 9.1% 6.1% 12.1% 18.2% 3.0%  6.1% 3.0% 3.0%   3.0% 100% 

  1      1 2   1 1  1     1  8 Self-Harm/Attempted 
Suicide 
 

  12.5%      12.5% 25.0%   12.5% 12.5%  12.5%     12.5%  100% 

Damage/Vandalism       1 2 3 3 1   1 1 8 1      21 
  
 

      4.8% 9.5% 14.3% 14.3% 4.8%   4.8% 4.8% 38.1% 4.8%      100% 

      2 1 3 1 1  1 2 1 1 1      14 Prisoner-on-Officer 
Assault 
 

      14.3% 7.1% 21.4% 7.1% 7.1%  7.1% 14.3% 7.1% 7.1% 7.1%      100 % 

       4  1   1 2         8 Threats/Verbal Abuse - 
Prisoner-on-Officer 
 

       50.0%  12.5%   12.5% 25.0%         100% 

Sexual Assault            1    1       2 
  
 

           50.0%    50.0%       100% 

Property loss/theft              1 1 1       3 
  
 

             33.3% 33.3% 33.3%       100% 

       1      1 1 1       4 Threats/Verbal Abuse - 
Prisoner-on-Prisoner 
 

       25.0%      25.0% 25.0% 25.0%       100% 

                1      1 Escape - preparation, 
attempted, or escape 
 

                100%      100% 

 Total  1 1   2 8 17 16 23 15 8 15 22 10 21 20 7 1 1 3 1 192 
   .5% .5%   1.0% 4.2% 8.9% 8.3% 12.0% 7.8% 4.2% 7.8% 11.5% 5.2% 10.9% 10.4% 3.6% .5% .5% 1.6% .5% 100% 
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Times of misbehaviour at all four prisons 

Time of Misbehaviour (ie: 1 to 1:59am) Type of Misbehaviour 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 Total 
2 1  1 1 2 40 64 72 61 73 60 57 44 55 77 72 27 4 6 3 2 3 6 733 Prisoner-on-Prisoner 

Assault 
  

.3% .1%  .1% .1% .3% 5.5% 8.7% 9.8% 8.3% 10.0% 8.2% 7.8% 6.0% 7.5% 10.5% 9.8% 3.7% .5% .8% .4% .3% .4% .8% 100% 

Drug Possession  2    1 10 8 9 18 9 4 9 14 7 4 5 3 2  2   2 109 
  
 

 1.8%    .9% 9.2% 7.3% 8.3% 16.5% 8.3% 3.7% 8.3% 12.8% 6.4% 3.7% 4.6% 2.8% 1.8%  1.8%   1.8% 100% 

2  1  1  1 2 5 4 3 4 4 6 7 4 4 9 3 8 5 2 1 2 78  Self-Harm/Attempted 
Suicide 
 

2.6%  1.3%  1.3%  1.3% 2.6% 6.4% 5.1% 3.8% 5.1% 5.1% 7.7% 9.0% 5.1% 5.1% 11.5% 3.8% 10.3% 6.4% 2.6% 1.3% 2.6% 100% 

Damage/Vandalism   1   1 3 7 5 5 4 2 4 2 9 11 3 8 1 4 1  2 4 77 
  
 

  1.3%   1.3% 3.9% 9.1% 6.5% 6.5% 5.2% 2.6% 5.2% 2.6% 11.7% 14.3% 3.9% 10.4% 1.3% 5.2% 1.3%  2.6% 5.2% 100% 

   1  1 3 4 6 5 4 1 2 4 2 6 2 1  1  1 1 1 46 Prisoner-on-Officer 
Assault 
 

   2.2%  2.2% 6.5% 8.7% 13.0% 10.9% 8.7% 2.2% 4.3% 8.7% 4.3% 13.0% 4.3% 2.2%  2.2%  2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 100% 

 1      7 6 5 4 1 3 3  1  1       32 Threats/Verbal Abuse - 
Prisoner-on-Officer 
 

 3.1%      21.9% 18.8% 15.6% 12.5% 3.1% 9.4% 9.4%  3.1%  3.1%       100% 

Sexual Assault  1       3  3 1 1  1 1 1   2     14 
  
 

 7.1%       21.4%  21.4% 7.1% 7.1%  7.1% 7.1% 7.1%   14.3%     100% 

Property loss/theft   1        2   3 1 2 1 1       11 
  
 

  9.1%        18.2%   27.3% 9.1% 18.2% 9.1% 9.1%       100% 

Threats/Verbal Abuse - 
Prisoner-on-Prisoner 
 

       1 
11.1%

 1 
11.1%

  1 
11.1% 

2 
22.2%

3 
33.3%

1 
11.1%

        9 
100% 

       1        1 1        3 Escape - preparation, 
attempted, or escape 
 

       33.3%        33.3% 33.3%        100% 

Suicide 1     1     1              3 
  
 

33.3%     33.3%     33.3%              100% 

Riot                        1 1 
                         100% 100% 
Total 5 5 3 2 2 6 57 94 106 99 103 73 81 78 85 108 89 50 10 21 11 5 7 16 1116 
  .4% .4% .3% .2% .2% .5% 5.1% 8.4% 9.5% 8.9% 9.2% 6.5% 7.3% 7.0% 7.6% 9.7% 8.0% 4.5% .9% 1.9% 1.0% .4% .6% 1.4% 100% 
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APPENDIX 11: 

Days and months when misbehaviour occurred at the four prisons.   
 

Day of misbehaviour – Arthur Gorrie  

Day of Misbehaviour  Type of Misbehaviour  
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday Total 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 60 72 67 61 62 67 67 456 
  
 13.2% 15.8% 14.7% 13.4% 13.6% 14.7% 14.7% 100% 
Prisoner-on-Officer Assault 6 1 3 5 4 2 3 24 
  
 25.0% 4.2% 12.5% 20.8% 16.7% 8.3% 12.5% 100% 
Sexual Assault 1 1  2 1   5 
  
 20.0% 20.0%  40.0% 20.0%   100% 
Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Officer 4  4 2 4 4 2 20 
  
 20.0%  20.0% 10.0% 20.0% 20.0% 10.0% 100% 
Property loss/theft   2  3   5 
  
   40.0%  60.0%   100% 
Damage/Vandalism 4 4 2 6 5 7 3 31 
  
 12.9% 12.9% 6.5% 19.4% 16.1% 22.6% 9.7% 100% 
Escape - preparation, attempted, or escape 1 1      2 
  
 50.0% 50.0%      100% 
Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide 5 12 7 6 9 8 6 53 
  
 9.4% 22.6% 13.2% 11.3% 17.0% 15.1% 11.3% 100% 
Suicide 1 1 1     3 
  
 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%     100% 
Drug Possession 10 13 10 11 7 6 3 60 
  
 16.7% 21.7% 16.7% 18.3% 11.7% 10.0% 5.0% 100% 
Total  92 105 96 93 95 94 84 659 
  14.0% 15.9% 14.6% 14.1% 14.4% 14.3% 12.7% 100% 
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Day of misbehaviour – Brisbane Womens  

Day of Misbehaviour  Type of Misbehaviour  
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday Total 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 12 13 8 6 8 11 16 74 
 
 16.2% 17.6% 10.8% 8.1% 10.8% 14.9% 21.6% 100% 
Prisoner-on-Officer Assault  2     2 4 
 
  50.0%     50.0% 100% 
Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Prisoner 1  1   1  3 
 
 33.3%  33.3%   33.3%  100% 
Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Officer 1  1  1   3 
 
 33.3%  33.3%  33.3%   100% 
Property loss/theft   1     1 
 
   100.0%     100% 
Damage/Vandalism 2 3 3 2 1 1 1 13 
 
 15.4% 23.1% 23.1% 15.4% 7.7% 7.7% 7.7% 100% 
Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide 2 2 1  1 1 3 10 
 
 20.0% 20.0% 10.0%  10.0% 10.0% 30.0% 100% 
Drug Possession 2 1 2 1 1 1 3 11 
 
 18.2% 9.1% 18.2% 9.1% 9.1% 9.1% 27.3% 100% 
Total 20 21 17 9 12 15 25 119 
 16.8% 17.6% 14.3% 7.6% 10.1% 12.6% 21.0% 100% 
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Day of misbehaviour – SDL  

Day of Misbehaviour  Type of Misbehaviour  
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday Total 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 19 17 18 13 14 13 11 105 
  
 18.1% 16.2% 17.1% 12.4% 13.3% 12.4% 10.5% 100% 
Prisoner-on-Officer Assault 1   1   2 4 
  
 25.0%   25.0%   50.0% 100% 
Sexual Assault 1 1 1 1 2  1 7 
  
 14.3% 14.3% 14.3% 14.3% 28.6%  14.3% 100% 
Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Prisoner  1    1  2 
  
  50.0%    50.0%  100% 
Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Officer    1    1 
  
    100.0%    100% 
Property loss/theft  1  1    2 
  
  50.0%  50.0%    100% 
Damage/Vandalism 3  2 2 3 1 1 12 
  
 25.0%  16.7% 16.7% 25.0% 8.3% 8.3% 100% 
Riot       1 1 
  
       100.0% 100% 
Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide  2  2 2  1 7 
  
  28.6%  28.6% 28.6%  14.3% 100% 
Drug Possession  1 2  1 1  5 
  
  20.0% 40.0%  20.0% 20.0%  100% 
Total  24 23 23 21 22 16 17 146 
  
 16.4% 15.8% 15.8% 14.4% 15.1% 11.0% 11.6% 100% 
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Day of misbehaviour – Woodford 

Day of Misbehaviour  Type of Misbehaviour  
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday Total 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 10 16 20 18 15 10 9 98 
  
 10.2% 16.3% 20.4% 18.4% 15.3% 10.2% 9.2% 100% 
Prisoner-on-Officer Assault 2 2 3 3 2 1 1 14 
  
 14.3% 14.3% 21.4% 21.4% 14.3% 7.1% 7.1% 100% 
Sexual Assault   1    1 2 
  
   50.0%    50.0% 100% 
Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Prisoner 1   1  1 1 4 
  
 25.0%   25.0%  25.0% 25.0% 100% 
Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Officer 1 3 1 1  1 1 8 
  
 12.5% 37.5% 12.5% 12.5%  12.5% 12.5% 100% 
Property loss/theft 2 1      3 
  
 66.7% 33.3%      100% 
Damage/Vandalism 4 3  10 2 1 1 21 
  
 19.0% 14.3%  47.6% 9.5% 4.8% 4.8% 100% 
Escape - preparation, attempted, or escape  1      1 
  
  100.0%      100% 
Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide 1 1 1 2 3   8 
  
 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 25.0% 37.5%   100% 
Drug Possession 8 5 6 3 6 3 2 33 
  
 24.2% 15.2% 18.2% 9.1% 18.2% 9.1% 6.1% 100% 
Total 29 32 32 38 28 17 16 192 
  
 15.1% 16.7% 16.7% 19.8% 14.6% 8.9% 8.3% 100% 
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Day of misbehaviour – all prisons  

Day of Misbehaviour  Type of Misbehaviour  
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday Total 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 101 118 113 98 99 101 103 733 
 
 13.8% 16.1% 15.4% 13.4% 13.5% 13.8% 14.1% 100% 
Prisoner-on-Officer Assault 9 5 6 9 6 3 8 46 
 
 19.6% 10.9% 13.0% 19.6% 13.0% 6.5% 17.4% 100% 
Sexual Assault 2 2 2 3 3  2 14 
 
 14.3% 14.3% 14.3% 21.4% 21.4%  14.3% 100% 
Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Prisoner 2 1 1 1  3 1 9 
 
 22.2% 11.1% 11.1% 11.1%  33.3% 11.1% 100% 
Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-on-Officer 6 3 6 4 5 5 3 32 
 
 18.8% 9.4% 18.8% 12.5% 15.6% 15.6% 9.4% 100% 
Property loss/theft 2 2 3 1 3   11 
 
 18.2% 18.2% 27.3% 9.1% 27.3%   100% 
Damage/Vandalism 13 10 7 20 11 10 6 77 
 
 16.9% 13.0% 9.1% 26.0% 14.3% 13.0% 7.8% 100% 
Riot       1 1 
 
       100.0% 100% 
Escape - preparation, attempted, or escape 1 2      3 
 
 33.3% 66.7%      100% 
Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide 8 17 9 10 15 9 10 78 
 
 10.3% 21.8% 11.5% 12.8% 19.2% 11.5% 12.8% 100% 
Suicide 1 1 1     3 
 
 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%     100% 
Drug Possession 20 20 20 15 15 11 8 109 
 
 18.3% 18.3% 18.3% 13.8% 13.8% 10.1% 7.3% 100% 
Total 165 181 168 161 157 142 142 1116 
 
 14.8% 16.2% 15.1% 14.4% 14.1% 12.7% 12.7% 100% 
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Month of misbehaviour – Arthur Gorrie 

Month of Misbehaviour  Type of Misbehaviour  
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 47 39 37 35 35 43 48 36 30 31 42 33 456 
  
 10.3% 8.6% 8.1% 7.7% 7.7% 9.4% 10.5% 7.9% 6.6% 6.8% 9.2% 7.2% 100% 
Prisoner-on-Officer Assault 1 1 2 4 4 2 4  1 2  3 24 
  
 4.2% 4.2% 8.3% 16.7% 16.7% 8.3% 16.7%  4.2% 8.3%  12.5% 100% 
Sexual Assault   1 1   2     1 5 
  
   20.0% 20.0%   40.0%     20.0% 100% 

3 2  4  2 4 4    1 20 Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-
on-Officer 
 

15.0% 10.0%  20.0%  10.0% 20.0% 20.0%    5.0% 100% 

Property loss/theft 1 1  1   1 1     5 
  
 20.0% 20.0%  20.0%   20.0% 20.0%     100% 
Damage/Vandalism 3 1 2 3 7 4 1 4 1 2 1 2 31 
  
 9.7% 3.2% 6.5% 9.7% 22.6% 12.9% 3.2% 12.9% 3.2% 6.5% 3.2% 6.5% 100% 

     1   1    2 Escape - preparation, attempted, or 
escape 
 

     50.0%   50.0%    100% 

Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide 3 5 3 2 9 8 6 4 2 5 3 3 53 
  
 5.7% 9.4% 5.7% 3.8% 17.0% 15.1% 11.3% 7.5% 3.8% 9.4% 5.7% 5.7% 100% 
Suicide       2 1     3 
  
       66.7% 33.3%     100% 
Drug Possession 4 2 6 7 7 3 6 4 9 6 4 2 60 
  
 6.7% 3.3% 10.0% 11.7% 11.7% 5.0% 10.0% 6.7% 15.0% 10.0% 6.7% 3.3% 100% 
Total  62 51 51 57 62 63 74 54 44 46 50 45 659 
  
 9.4% 7.7% 7.7% 8.6% 9.4% 9.6% 11.2% 8.2% 6.7% 7.0% 7.6% 6.8% 100% 
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Month of misbehaviour – Brisbane Womens  

Month of Misbehaviour  Type of Misbehaviour  
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 5 6 10 9 7 7 6 7 4 6 1 6 74 
 
 6.8% 8.1% 13.5% 12.2% 9.5% 9.5% 8.1% 9.5% 5.4% 8.1% 1.4% 8.1% 100% 
Prisoner-on-Officer Assault    1 1 1      1 4 
 
    25.0% 25.0% 25.0%      25.0% 100% 

  1   1 1      3 Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-
on-Prisoner 
 

  33.3%   33.3% 33.3%      100% 

   1    1  1   3 Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-
on-Officer 
 

   33.3%    33.3%  33.3%   100% 

Property loss/theft      1       1 
 
      100.0%       100% 
Damage/Vandalism 1 2 2   2 1 2 2  1  13 
 
 7.7% 15.4% 15.4%   15.4% 7.7% 15.4% 15.4%  7.7%  100% 
Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide 2 1 1  1 2 2    1  10 
 
 20.0% 10.0% 10.0%  10.0% 20.0% 20.0%    10.0%  100% 
Drug Possession 1 1 2 2   1 1 2   1 11 
 
 9.1% 9.1% 18.2% 18.2%   9.1% 9.1% 18.2%   9.1% 100% 
Total 9 10 16 13 9 14 11 11 8 7 3 8 119 
 
 7.6% 8.4% 13.4% 10.9% 7.6% 11.8% 9.2% 9.2% 6.7% 5.9% 2.5% 6.7% 100% 
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Month of misbehaviour – SDL 

Month of Misbehaviour  Type of Misbehaviour  
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 9 6 11 8 7 8 9 10 4 13 10 10 105 
  
 8.6% 5.7% 10.5% 7.6% 6.7% 7.6% 8.6% 9.5% 3.8% 12.4% 9.5% 9.5% 100% 
Prisoner-on-Officer Assault      1 1   1 1  4 
  
      25.0% 25.0%   25.0% 25.0%  100% 
Sexual Assault  1  2  1 1    2  7 
  
  14.3%  28.6%  14.3% 14.3%    28.6%  100% 

    1 1       2 Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-
on-Prisoner 
 

    50.0% 50.0%       100% 

          1  1 Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-
on-Officer 
 

          100%  100% 

Property loss/theft        1 1    2 
  
        50.0% 50.0%    100% 
Damage/Vandalism 3  1   1 1 1  2 3  12 
  
 25.0%  8.3%   8.3% 8.3% 8.3%  16.7% 25.0%  100% 
Riot       1      1 
  
       100.0%      100% 
Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide  1   1  1 1  1 1 1 7 
  
  14.3%   14.3%  14.3% 14.3%  14.3% 14.3% 14.3% 100% 
Drug Possession   1 1    1 1 1   5 
  
   20.0% 20.0%    20.0% 20.0% 20.0%   100% 
Total 12 8 13 11 9 12 14 14 6 18 18 11 146 
 
 8.2% 5.5% 8.9% 7.5% 6.2% 8.2% 9.6% 9.6% 4.1% 12.3% 12.3% 7.5% 100% 
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Month of misbehaviour – Woodford 

Month of Misbehaviour  Type of Misbehaviour  
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 9 5 8 4 11 8 10 10 5 14 8 6 98 
  
 9.2% 5.1% 8.2% 4.1% 11.2% 8.2% 10.2% 10.2% 5.1% 14.3% 8.2% 6.1% 100% 
Prisoner-on-Officer Assault  1  1 3 2    2 1 4 14 
  
  7.1%  7.1% 21.4% 14.3%    14.3% 7.1% 28.6% 100% 
Sexual Assault        1  1   2 
  
        50.0%  50.0%   100% 

      1 1   2  4 Threats/Verbal - Prisoner-on-
Prisoner 
 

      25.0% 25.0%   50.0%  100% 

2  1   1 2  1  1  8 Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-
on-Officer 
 

25.0%  12.5%   12.5% 25.0%  12.5%  12.5%  100% 

Property loss/theft 1      1 1     3 
  
 33.3%      33.3% 33.3%     100% 
Damage/Vandalism 2 3 1  1  7 1 3 1 1 1 21 
  
 9.5% 14.3% 4.8%  4.8%  33.3% 4.8% 14.3% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 100% 

     1       1 Escape - preparation, attempted, or 
escape 
 

     100.0%       100% 

Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide   1 1  3 1  1   1 8 
  
   12.5% 12.5%  37.5% 12.5%  12.5%   12.5% 100% 
Drug Possession 6 3 3 4 2  2 3 3 2 3 2 33 
  
 18.2% 9.1% 9.1% 12.1% 6.1%  6.1% 9.1% 9.1% 6.1% 9.1% 6.1% 100% 
Total 20 12 14 10 17 15 24 17 13 20 16 14 192 
  
 10.4% 6.3% 7.3% 5.2% 8.9% 7.8% 12.5% 8.9% 6.8% 10.4% 8.3% 7.3% 100% 
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Month of misbehaviour – all prisons  

Month of Misbehaviour  Type of Misbehaviour  
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

Prisoner-on-Prisoner Assault 70 56 66 56 60 66 73 63 43 64 61 55 733 
  
 9.5% 7.6% 9.0% 7.6% 8.2% 9.0% 10.0% 8.6% 5.9% 8.7% 8.3% 7.5% 100% 
Prisoner-on-Officer Assault 1 2 2 6 8 6 5  1 5 2 8 46 
  
 2.2% 4.3% 4.3% 13.0% 17.4% 13.0% 10.9%  2.2% 10.9% 4.3% 17.4% 100% 
Sexual Assault  1 1 3  1 3 1  1 2 1 14 
  
  7.1% 7.1% 21.4%  7.1% 21.4% 7.1%  7.1% 14.3% 7.1% 100% 

  1  1 2 2 1   2  9 Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-
on-Prisoner 
 

  11.1%  11.1% 22.2% 22.2% 11.1%   22.2%  100% 

5 2 1 5  3 6 5 1 1 2 1 32 Threats/Verbal Abuse - Prisoner-
on-Officer 
 

15.6% 6.3% 3.1% 15.6%  9.4% 18.8% 15.6% 3.1% 3.1% 6.3% 3.1% 100% 

Property loss/theft 2 1  1  1 2 3 1    11 
  
 18.2% 9.1%  9.1%  9.1% 18.2% 27.3% 9.1%    100% 
Damage/Vandalism 9 6 6 3 8 7 10 8 6 5 6 3 77 
  
 11.7% 7.8% 7.8% 3.9% 10.4% 9.1% 13.0% 10.4% 7.8% 6.5% 7.8% 3.9% 100% 
Riot       1      1 
  
       100.0%      100% 

     2   1    3 Escape - preparation, attempted, or 
escape 
 

     66.7%   33.3%    100% 

Self-Harm/Attempted Suicide 5 7 5 3 11 13 10 5 3 6 5 5 78 
  
 6.4% 9.0% 6.4% 3.8% 14.1% 16.7% 12.8% 6.4% 3.8% 7.7% 6.4% 6.4% 100% 
Suicide       2 1     3 
  
       66.7% 33.3%     100% 
Drug Possession 11 6 12 14 9 3 9 9 15 9 7 5 109 
  10.1% 

 
5.5% 11.0% 12.8% 8.3% 2.8% 8.3% 8.3% 13.8% 8.3% 6.4% 4.6% 100% 

Total 103 81 94 91 97 104 123 96 71 91 87 78 1116 
  9.2% 

 
7.3% 8.4% 8.2% 8.7% 9.3% 11.0% 8.6% 6.4% 8.2% 7.8% 7.0% 100% 

 
 


