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How far has the privatisation 
of prisons developed in 
Australia?
Eighteenth century English prisons were 
controlled and run by gaolers as a prof
itable enterprise.1 In Australia in 1989 
there were no prisoners being held in 
private correctional centres. In 1990, 
there were 244 prisoners at Borallon 
Correctional Centre, Australia’s first 
fully private adult prison this century. 
Borallon Correctional Centre is located 
near Ipswich in the south-east of 
Queensland. The centre is owned and 
managed by Corrections Corporation of 
Australia (CCA), a private company 
incorporated in Queensland in 1989. 
The ownership o f CCA is a jo in t 
arrangement by equal shares between 
W ormald Security (a subsidiary of 
Racal Chubb Holding Pty Ltd), 
Corrections Corporation of America, 
one of the largest operators of private 
prisons in America, and John Holland 
Holdings Ltd.

In 1991 four governments announced 
that they would be building and operat
ing private prisons. The New South 
Wales Government has given a consor
tium comprising Wackenhut, ADT, and 
Thiess Contractors a contract which 
allows them to design, build and operate 
a 600 bed prison at Junee. The Northern 
Territory Government is in the early 
stages of the tendering process and has 
advertised for suitably qualified and 
experienced organisations to design, 
construct and manage a prison at Alice 
Springs. The Director of the Australian 
Institute o f Criminology, Professor 
Chappell, reported to a conference that

If current developm ents continue in 
Australia at the same speed they have 
until now, there is a distinct possibility 
that this country will have more privately 
managed correctional facilities than any 
other nation in the world.2

The Queensland Corrective Services 
Commission (QCSC) has called for 
‘expressions of interest from companies 
which wish to be considered as potential 
tenderers for the contract management 
of their Remand and Reception Centre 
at Wacol near Brisbane. The centre due 
for operation in early 1992, will be a 
380 bed facility serving separate remand

and reception functions’.1 In 1992, there 
could be as many as 1824 adults in pri
vatised correctional centres throughout 
Australia and these figures do not take 
into account other forms o f private 
intervention into citizens lives such as 
community correction centres, halfway 
houses and home detention. Tasmania 
and the ACT have not expressed interest 
in privatising correctional centres. The 
Victorian Labor Government is the only 
government that has a policy that does 
not include the privatisation of prisons 
and there are no plans to develop one. 
South Australia is monitoring the devel
opment in other States and could well 
privatise in the future. The Secretary to 
the SA Minister for Corrective Services 
indicated that:

the Minister of Correctional Services has 
on several occasions publicly stated that 
significant reductions must be made in 
the cost of operating the State’s correc
tional services. It would be preferred if 
such reductions could occur through the 
identification o f more effective and effi
cient means to utilise the existing correc
tional system and resources. Some dis
cussions have taken place in order to try 
and ach ieve this outcom e. . . . The 
Minister has indicated that he is not pre
pared to allow intransigence by any vest
ed interest to hinder the Government’s 
aim to operate an efficient correctional 
system. A ll parties involved in those 
negotiations have had this made clear to 
them.4

It is clear that a major transformation 
of corrections is occurring in Australia. 
State governments are attempting to 
redefine their obligations to their citi
zens, yet there has been little public dis
cussion research into this process of 
change. Little is known about the back
ground of Corrections Corporation of 
America (CCAm) or Wackenhut, major 
partners in the development of private 
prisons in Australia. It is difficult to 
gain access to detailed financial infor
m ation about CCA ’s operation at 
Borallon Correctional Centre. This is 
because the company successfully 
claims commercial confidentiality on 
most of its operations, financial and pol
icy information.

CCAm, the parent company of CCA, 
has become a major provider of correc-
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tions in America. In 1991, CCAm had 
‘19 facilities under contract in six US 
States and one in Australia with a total 
bed capacity of 6262’.5 Financial infor
mation about CCAm indicates that run
ning private prisons is an extremely 
profitable business. The same financial 
information is not readily available in 
Australia. CCA does not publish finan
cial information about its companies’ 
financial affairs. CCA has systematical
ly avoided revealing information about 
the profitability of its private corrections 
operations. The General Manager of 
Borallon, when asked for specific infor
mation about his company’s profits, was 
elusive. ‘We managed to come in on 
budget on the first year and did make a 
profit. The amount o f our profits is a 
private matter for our company and I 
wouldn’t be prepared to discuss it’.6 
CCAm’s first quarter results for 1991 
show profitability that would be consid
ered healthy for any company.

For the three months ended 31 March, 
CCAm’s revenues increased 40.9% to 
$16.5 million from $11.7 million in the 
first quarter o f  1990. The com pany’s 
operating profit rose 24.4% to $2.4 mil
lion in 1991 from $1.9 m illion in the 
comparable 1990 quarter. . .  For the peri
od ended March 1991, CCAm’s current 
assets were $20 364 936 with its total 
assets being $96 900 533. Current liabili
ties w ere $11 900  219 . Dr Grants, 
President o f  CEO, expects continual 
improvements o f  earnings over 1991. 
The income tax paid on these earnings 
was $3000 and the income tax paid to the 
three months ended March 1991 was 
$0.00.7
Similarly, Wackenhut Corrections 

Corporation has a profitable corrections 
division which started operations in
1989. This division contributed approxi
mately $17 million to the increase in 
revenues from 1988-1989.*

These are high profits for the compa
nies, but are there any costs or savings 
to the state? Advocates of privatisation 
argue that companies that privatise pris
ons do so at a reduced cost to govern
ment This reduction, according to the 
advocates o f privatisation  occurs 
through internal and external efficien
cies.

A  popular justification?
A popular justification for the privatisa
tion of prisons in Queensland has been 
the perception that private companies 
manage organisations more efficiently 
and effectively. Underlying the push for 
privatisation is the expectation that sav
ings will accrue to governments that pri
vatise while, at the same time, the pub

lic can be made to feel secure that law 
and order is still prioritised. This is 
achieved by maintaining high expendi
ture on prisons through the involvement 
of private companies in a prison build
ing and operating scheme. Law and 
order policy is not limited to the Liberal 
governm ent. The QCSC and Mr 
M illiner, M inister for Justice and 
Corrective Services, have deliberately 
adopted strategies of increasing the 
severity of punishment, criminalising 
more spheres of activity and expanding 
private influence in penology as appro
priate directions for corrective services 
in the 1990s.

If we accept this popular justification 
for privatising prisons, several questions 
are relevant Is private enterprise more 
efficient than public enterprise in man
aging corrections and will private enter
prise lead to a reduction in government 
built and operated prisons? Will private 
enterprise provide a yardstick for quali
ty with which to compare public sector 
performance? Will the private sector be 
more accountable to government than 
the public sector? The simplest way to 
get preliminary answers to these ques
tions is to examine Borallon in detail.

It is crucial that this popular econom
ic justification be critically evaluated in 
terms of actual practices in penal policy 
within Queensland. One must be cog
nisant of this popular justification as a 
form of political strategy satisfying gov
ernment desire to create an impression 
of fiscal responsibility in harsh econom
ic tim es. Although the connection 
between privatisation and efficiency is 
stressed in debates about justifications 
for privatising penology, other more 
significant factors seem to be at work.

Since early  1988 when the 
Queensland Government established 
the C om m ission o f Review into 
Corrective Services and subsequent the 
QCSC, considerable pressure to change 
has been brought to bear on the correc
tions system. Privatising prisons and 
community corrections can be seen as 
one element in this process. The funda
m ental question is, what does the 
Government hope to achieve by pri
vatising penology? It is clear that it is 
using privatisation as a strategy of 
power to negotiate w ith industrial 
unions. Privatisation is being used as a 
bargaining chip and the industrial 
unions are being told that ‘you either 
comply with our agenda, or we will 
privatise’. The Remand and Reception 
Centre at Wacol is a good example of 
this. Because of a failure by the QCSC

and the Q ueensland State Service 
Union to agree on staffing and opera
tional matters, the Minister stepped in 
and announced a privatisation initia
tive.’

Lotus Glen Correctional Centre has 
been threatened with privatisation on 
several occasions when it failed to 
agree with budgetary and staffing 
requirements set by the QCSC. It was 
reported that senior management at 
Lotus Glen were so tired of the threat 
by QCSC to privatise the correctional 
centre, that they put a privatisation 
package together and submitted it to 
the QCSC. One senior manager at the 
facility said:

We were so sick of being threatened with 
privatisation  that w e put a package  
together asking for tenders to be called 
for private parties interested in managing 
Lotus Glen. The management team here 
would have submitted a tender. If the 
standard o f service o f Borallon is any
thing to go by, we believe we could run a 
correctional centre much more efficiently 
and provide better programs than CCA. 
The QCSC can’t be too serious about it 
though because we haven’t heard any
thing about our proposal in the six  
months since we submitted it'*

Another cause for privatisation may 
be the desire of the QCSC to change 
existing work practices within the state 
sector. Undoubtedly, the ‘quasi-mili- 
taristic’ attitude o f some of the old 
guard prison officers is an impediment 
to the reform process. It is questionable 
whether privatisation will achieve this 
as these individuals are unlikely to 
work in the private system. It also does 
not necessarily follow that a private 
prison will not develop some of the 
unfavourable characteristics of some of 
the older and more notorious prisons. 
A final reason for privatisation may be 
the need to finance an expansion of 
prison building in a period when capi
tal and infrastructure are increasingly 
costly in relation to shrinking state 
budgets. Econom ic recession  has 
caused a shortage of money for prisons 
because o f a demand for increasing 
w elfare and social assistance. 
Privatisation of prisons has the added 
ideological advantage of the right-wing 
agenda to increase social control, yet 
sim ultaneously reduce government 
expenditure."

Cost, efficiency and 
accountability
Adequate research by governments 
into the legal and policy issues associ
ated with privatisation has not been 
undertaken in A ustralia. Both the
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Kleinwort Benson Report of NSW and 
the C om m ission o f R eview  into 
Corrective Services in Queensland are 
superficial in their analysis of the justi
fication for privatising corrections, and 
once it is privatised, the economic ben
efits of this move.12 The superficiality 
of these reports is even more inexcus
able when it is considered that they 
were used to justify the pri
vatisation o f penology in 
their respective States. The 
following are only some dif
ficu lties  w ith p rivatis ing  
prisons that should have 
been exam ined in these 
reports and it by no means is 
an attem pt to lis t a ll the 
philosophical, legal, social 
and political issues associat
ed with p riv a tisa tio n  of 
penology:
• Is it philosophically justi

fiab le  to allow  private  
enterprise to profit from 
punishment? What are the 
effects of allowing profit 
from punishment? How 
will people react to being the subject 
of profit? Will people become just 
another commodity to be traded in 
the market place? Is it appropriate 
that imprisonment which involves 
suffering be transformed into a com
mercial innovation? Should impris
onment be treated differently from 
profiting from illness, e.g. private 
health service?
Will the privatisation of prisons in 
Australia lead to a two-tiered system 
in which the better behaved prison
ers will be sent to the private sector, 
leaving the so-called intractables to 
the public sector? This is already 
evident at Borallon which takes a 
select prison population who are not 
protection prisoners.
How will the involvement of multi
national corporations affec t the 
emerging right wing ideology that 
stresses law and order? Will the 
investm ent o f p rivate capital in 
penology stimulate a massive prison 
building expansion beyond what 
would be possible if the public sec
tor were financing construction and 
management of prisons?

• How will maximising profits, a gen
uine concern of private companies, 
affect the type and operation of pris
ons? will die objective of lowering 
expenditure in order to maximise 
profits, lead to a reduction in pro
grams for inmates, maximum elec

tronic surveillance, minimum staff, 
minimum programs, minimum con
tact between prisoners and prison 
staff, liquid diet, few family visits 
and less recreational time?
To what extent is privatisation of 
prisons seen as a means of funding 
programs that government can no 
longer adequately fund?

• Will the problem s causing over
crow ding in existing prisons be 
ignored? Will issues such as defini
tions of crime and criminal activity, 
levels of incarceration, and whether 
prison is an appropriate way to deal 
with many types o f m aladaptive 
behaviour, be ignored? Will discus
sion be diverted away from the cause 
of overcrowding to an obsession with 
solutions which stress technical effi
ciency in building prisons?
When examining privatisation of 

prisons, it is crucial for a proper analysis 
to have access to information from gov
ernment so that the public can partici
pate in the decision-making process. In 
this sense, access to information about 
issues of cost, efficiency and account
ability of private and public sector pris
ons is essential for the democratic pro
cess. The available statistical informa
tion from departmental sources indi
cates that Borallon costs more for custo
dial corrections from the period ending 
31 May 1991 for the State, than a com
parable prison such as Lotus Glen.11

Examining the Expenditure State
ment from 1 July 1990 to 31 May 1991, 
we can see that Borallon had an estimat
ed budget of $8.149m with an actual 
budget of $8.155m. The estimated bud
get is a determined budget for a given 
centre. Therefore Borallon was over 
budget for this period. For the same 
period Lotus Glen had an estimated

budget of $7.305m and an actual budget 
of $7.028m. This means that the actual 
budget was less than the estimated bud
get This indicates that Lotus Glen was 
able to operate efficiently within its 
budget whereas Borallon exceeded its 
budget The same trend exists in relation 
to the anticipated forecast to 30 June
1991. Borallon’s anticipated annual 

budget was $8.900m and 
its forecast was $8.909m. 
Therefore the forecast 
exceeded the annual bud
get. On the other hand, 
Lotus Glen did not 
exceed its forecasted bud
get. It was able to work 
w ithin the financial 
perim eters o f the 
Department so as to have 
nil variance.

Analysis of the unit 
costs from the QCSC 
indicate that Borallon had 
a net expenditure of 
$1.519m whereas Lotus 
Glen had a net expendi
ture of $ 1.328m. Crucially, 

the net daily unit cost per offender was 
$104.69 for Borallon and $101.54 for 
Lotus Glen. The Department changes 
this figure by adding the cost of over
heads to Lotus Glen, yet not adding a 
proportion of the overheads to Borallon. 
This artificially increases the unit cost 
per offender for Lotus Glen to a figure 
higher than the net daily unit cost at 
Borallon. Borallon uses die services of 
Head Office of the QCSC and other 
administrative support just as other pub
lic sector prisons do. Therefore it is 
unrealistic to expect the public sector to 
have this cost added on to their over
heads while at the same time excluding 
Borallon.14

These official figures are even less 
flattering to Borallon when it is consid
ered that Lotus Glen has significant dis
advantages in its operation that would 
make it more expensive to run than 
Borallon. Lotus Glen is isolated as it is 
located at Chewko in Far North 
Queensland. Lotus Glen performs all 
security classifications including a 
remand and reception function. Borallon 
does not take all security classifications; 
its inmates are a narrow group of well- 
adjusted medium security inmates who 
have no special behavioural or manage
ment needs. Borallon’s management 
actively rejects any protection inmates 
to avoid the additional costs associated 
with this group. Professor Byrne, after a 
review  of prisoner education in 
Queensland, concluded:
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It is easy to handle larger numbers with 
fewer staff if  they are less difficult, less 
violent and more motivated and have free 
movement For entry to Borallon is main
ly on demand from prisoners, and to the 
extent that the prisoners have moved to 
Borallon towards the latter end o f their 
sentences, they will also be the easier to 
handle.15

International evidence comparing 
private and public sector prison perfor
mance is limited. A report reviewing 
state agencies and programs commis
sioned by the Texas Legislature con
cluded after comparing a state and pri
vate correctional facility, that ‘no direct 
comparison could be diawn between the 
private pre-release facilities and an 
equivalent state facility because no 
state-run equivalent exists*.16 Another 
US report concludes that the prison 
operated at Hamilton County ‘by con
tracting for its prison management. . . 
has apparently received more and better 
prison services for less money’.17 The 
overseas comparisons are equivocal as 
to whether the private sector is more 
efficient, effective and accountable than 
public sector prisons. There have been 
reports that CCAm has been grossly 
inefficient and dishonest in its dealings 
with government agencies by deliber
ately overcharging for services.

The US State which has experienced the 
greatest problem with the Corrections 
Corporation o f America’s operation of 
private prisons is Texas, where members 
o f the State Board o f Criminal Justice 
have claimed the company had ‘failed 
miserably* in providing job training, edu
cation programs and medical services to 
inmates, as required in contracts with the 
state. Of even more concern to taxpayers, 
the Board claimed the company had not 
rilled staff positions but had still accepted 
payment allocated for these positions 
from the state. This rorting o f the state 
coffers amounted to $155 000 in just nine 
months . . . Ben Gallant said an internal 
audit o f  fa c ilitie s  operated by the 
Corrections Corporation of America sug
gested the company was leaving some 
prison staff positions vacant thereby 
pocketing the money appropriated for 
salaries.18

These issues raise serious doubts 
about the efficiency of CCAm, a private 
sector participant in prison manage
ment Should these doubts be extended 
to CCA given that a major partner in 
CCA is CCAm? There has to date been 
no evidence of similar occurrences at 
Borallon. But even if there were, it is 
not likely that these sorts of problems 
would be detected  in the present 
Australian system. The difficulty is that 
Borallon is not subject to external

review by independent research. The 
only review undertaken of Borallon is 
by the QCSC contract monitor who is 
arguably ineffective. The QCSC is not 
providing a comprehensive audit of 
Borallon. Ultimately, efficiency cannot 
be separated from the system. Several 
questions need to be answered. Does 
Borallon, which was built as a total 
institution for all classifications of 
inmates, operate efficiently when it is 
used for a limited range of inmates? Is a 
burden placed on state prisons because 
of the special treatm ent given to 
Borallon? Will the increasing use of pri
vatisation mean further preferential spe
cialisation to the private sector, thus 
producing inflexibility and overall high
er costs to the state system?

A fundamental question with pri
vatising prisons is accountability. The 
idea of accountability needs to be care
fully defined and evaluated against the 
actual practices at Borallon. Accoun
tability can be expressed in four ways. 
First there is political acountability 
through political notions such as social 
contract Second there is organisational 
accountability, that is, the QCSC should 
be evaluating and monitoring the perfor
mance of private prisons in a regular 
and meaningful way. Third is legal 
accountability, which involves deci
sions being made by disciplinary tri
bunals that are constituted by unbiased 
and impartial individuals. The impartial
ity referred to is financial. The employ
ees of CCA are currently breaching 
inmates and determining appeals against 
breaches19 while, arguably, the company 
gains financial reward from the out
comes of these tribunals. The financial 
reward is ensuring contract renewal by 
transferring out inmates who are per
ceived as troublem akers. A typical 
review of a major breach20 of the prison 
offences section o f the Corrective 
Services Act at Borallon illustrates this 
point.

MO: You’re Ben Smith are you?
BS: Yes.21
MO: Ben, you were breached under reg
ulation 29(6) o f the Corrective Services 
Regulations for using a drug or medica
tion without permission. That drug is 
THC. You were subject to a urine analy
sis on the sixth of May. The reading is a 
four star reading which indicates a recent 
intake of marihuana.
BS: That’s not true. I haven’t had any
marihuana since I’ve been here. I have 
been a chronic smoker for fifteen years. 
The THC content in my body fat should 
be absolutely saturated. I ’ve been in 
prison four weeks now. I had my urine 
tested after three weeks. It’s got to come

back positive. I’ll back it up with medical 
proof.
MO: Have you got any medical ev i
dence?
BS: I’ve got to get medical evidence. I
have to wait for journals, but it’s written 
in a lot of journals that it takes up to six 
weeks at least before THC starts to break 
down. Since I’ve been here I have had 
four strip searches. For visits my visitors 
have been harassed. I have had three cell 
searches —  two illegal.
MO: We are dealing with this matter 
here right now.
BS: I realise that but this is all part of
i t  I have been picked out for some rea
son, numbered for some reason, and this 
is the only way they can get me.
MO: Well, the advice we have had from 
the Queensland Medical Laboratories is 
to the contrary and that is, four stars 
would indicate a recent marihuana intake. 
I f  you hadn’t sm oked marihuana for 
some time then your screening would not 
be so high.
BS: Did they take into account my
heavy prior usage?
MO: Not according to the QCSC doctor. 
BS: Well, then, I would like to take it
to an outside court.
MO: Well, you can’t, because it will be 
dealt with here and now. It’s a breach 
under the Corrective Service Act.
BS: I’ve got the right to take this to an
outside court. . .
MO: No, you have not got the right to 
do that at all. It’s a breach under the 
Corrective Services Act section 101 and 
we are dealing with it under s.102 today. 
BS: It’s not fair. I haven’t had any mar
ihuana since I’ve been here.
MO: Your urine has come back. I’ve got 
documentary evidence to the fact and the 
determination o f the breaching officer 
will stand.
BS: So I don’t get an opportunity to get
any documentary proof to say any differ
ent. That’s not really fair is it?
MO: It is fair. Away you go. Seven days 
stands. That’s it.
BS: Unbelievable.
MO: There is no good getting into an 
argument or you’ll go on. It’s like a mag
istrate’s court —  you pass sentence and 
that’s it. Take the prisoner to the bay. 
Security Correctional Officer (CCA): He 
is taking it to an outside court

(Laughter by MO and Security  
Correctional Officer)

The question arises, is it acceptable 
that employees of private companies 
make these decisions without the state 
reviewing the basis for these decisions? 
CCA within Borallon makes determina
tions on a daily basis which affect the 
rights of prison inmates without review 
by the state. Have the ramifications for
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allowing individuals who work for a 
private company to make disciplinary 
decisions, which is in essence a state 
responsibility, been properly explored?

The fourth way of expressing 
accountability is information account- 
abilty. Private prisons, and public ones 
for that matter too, should make avail
able contractual, financial and policy 
inform ation as a part of the public 
record. Currently in Queensland, all 
four types of accountability are being 
breached.

In relation to political accountability, 
the Queensland Labor Government had 
given an undertaking that it would not 
privatise correctional services.22 Yet it 
has clearly gone ahead with this pro
cess. The assumption is that private 
prisons will save money for the public 
sector. The question needs to be asked, 
does social responsib ility  involve 
engaging in a private prisons program 
when it may be more costly? Is it fiscal
ly more responsible to decrease govern
ment expenditure on education, health 
services, welfare services, law and order 
and public safety yet privatise prisons 
given that the available information on 
the cost of privatising prisons is at least 
equivocal?

Borallon has been secretive about its 
financial and policy operations.

In terms of legal accountability, who 
is responsible if an inmate is seriously 
injured by the negligence of CCA? Is 
CCA liable for its negligence like any 
other business? Is it proper that CCA 
should indemnify the government agen
cy and elected officials with which is 
contracts against liability and therefore 
de facto assume responsibility for cor
rective services? These are crucial ques
tions that neither the QCSC nor the 
General Manager of Borallon (in an 
interview  on 16 July 1991) could 
answer. The General Manager’s answer 
to a question about liability for injury to 
inmates was informative:

I am not sure; you would have to ask the 
C om m ission that. I don’t know if it 
would apply. The contract is a matter 
between CCA and the Commission and 
we would not be prepared to release it. 
There is an agreem ent betw een the 
QCSC and CCA that no copies o f the 
contract are to be released without the 
consent of both parties. I wouldn’t let you 
have a copy o f the contract. That could 
be detrimental to the company. I am not 
prepared to discuss the contract any fur
ther.

O rganisational accountability  is 
probably the most pressing difficulty in 
Queensland. As the General Manager of

Borallon said, ‘I t’s in the contract 
between the QCSC and our company 
that there will be a contract monitor on 
site and they will have to audit us thor
oughly’. The QCSC seems satisfied 
with current contract auditing of 
Borallon. In the 1991 Annual Report it 
states ‘Overall the contract auditing 
function of the Commission provides an 
ongoing assurance to both contractual 
parties that conditions and requirements 
are met’ (p.24). Likewise the General 
Manager of Borallon is satisfied with 
the contract monitor’s role. In answer to 
this question, the General Manager 
replied

I had some concerns about the contract 
monitor’s role when I first started here. 
Big Brother watching over us and inter
fering and being a de facto manager. We 
have had two contract monitors since we 
started and we have had an excellent rela
tionship with both of them. They haven’t 
been intrusive at all. I look upon it now 
as having a non-paid inspector o f the 
establishment. It’s nice to get that service 
you don’t have to pay for.

The evidence from the first 20 
months of the operation of Borallon 
indicates that the contract monitor is 
given too many centres to realistically 
monitor the performance of Borallon. 
The monitor was interviewed on 16 July 
1991 and said:

I’m responsible for five centres for audit 
purposes. The audit document stipulates 
the standards I am to monitor. There are 
two areas of audit —  operational perfor
mance and conditions of contract which 
are monitored once a year . . .  A lot of my 
work here is documentation, signing 
every movement in and out of the prison. 
Originally we were supposed to have an 
on site monitor five days per week, but 
that isn’t how it has worked o u t. . .  There 
have been very few incidents of signifi
cance that have occurred here [Borallon].

The contract monitor assigned to 
Borallon attends the facility one day per 
week with most of his time being taken 
up by administrative responsibilities not 
related to the auditing function of 
CCA’s performance. When these fac
tors are taken into account, the current 
time spent monitoring may be as little as 
one hour per week.

It is also difficult to know what is 
being monitored. The type of monitor
ing being done is superficial and focuses 
on quantitative rather than qualitative 
aspects of Borallon’s operations. For 
example, no evaluation of the quality of 
programs which includes industrial and 
trade training has been undertaken at 
Borallon by the monitor despite its 20 
months of operation:

W e are now look ing at qualitative  
aspects. We haven’t looked at this in the 
p ast. . .  [In response to a question about 
the industrial and trade training available 
at the centre, the monitor said] . . .  I have 
no audit experience in various areas of 
operation. I should get specialists in to 
check them. I haven’t got anyone in to 
look at the industrial trade training y et  
To do this job properly, you would have 
to have a number of different auditors to 
look at specific areas, and we just don’t 
have this. We have an audit division in 
the city with just three staff. We are 
responsible for all the correction centres 
and all the community correction centres 
in the state.

A significant question arises. How 
can claims be made about the superior 
efficiency of Borallon when a qualita
tive evaluation of the facility’s pro
grams has not been undertaken? Of 
more concern in the short term is that it 
appears that the QCSC has normalised 
Borallon in that it considers that no spe
cial monitoring is required for a private 
company which operates a correctional 
facility. In response to the question 
whether once a week is adequate to 
monitor Borallon, the contract monitor 
replied:

Yes, I think so. I would like to come in 
once a month. I don’t think we need an 
on site monitor. We should just do ran
dom spot checks. They would be more 
effective than for someone to be here on 
a regular basis. I don’t think a breach 
could occur here. I think it would be most 
extraordinary that a breach could occur 
here.

Conclusion
The rapid privatisation of prisons in 
Australia is a deliberate policy choice. It 
is unsatisfactory that privatisation 
should proceed without adequate pre
liminary research being done by govern
ments which choose to follow this 
course. Privatising prisons is a funda
mental change in penal practices in 
Australia. It raises fundamental issues 
about the proper role of government and 
an individual’s rights within society. 
Many issues need to be explicitly evalu
ated within the privatisation context — 
accountability, democracy, the identifi
cation of people as a source of profit, 
delegation of the power to punish, natu
ral justice and monitoring — are just 
some essential themes which need to be 
explored.

The issue of greater openness and 
accountability, so much the part of the 
ideological baggage of privatisation, 
needs to be tested against the actual 
experiences within institutions which 
are privatised. There is also the issue of
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a trust relationship between the citizen 
and the state. If an inmate is assaulted or 
injured in a private correction facility, 
has the state failed to uphold its respon
sibility? Ultimately the state cannot 
abrogate its obligation to provide a safe, 
accountable and efficient correctional 
service which encourages meaningful 
skill acquisition and socialisation to 
inmates imprisoned by the authority of 
the state.
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