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 Introduction
The Uniting Church in Australia, and the Synod of Victoria 
and Tasmania, has committed itself to prevent family, 
domestic and sexual violence in all their forms and to 
support survivors of these forms of abuse. 

One criminal justice option that has continued to grow 
in use is electronic monitoring of those that have broken 
the law or been accused for breaking the law. Electronic 
monitoring requires the person who has broken the law to 
wear an anklet that allows their location to be determined. 
It can be used as a response to crimes such as family, 
domestic and sexual violence and drink driving. 

Advocates for electronic monitoring argue it can assist in 
deterring re-offending and can serve as an alternative to 
imprisonment, allowing the person to continue to live in 
the community. Those opposed to electronic monitoring 
argue that it has the same impact on the person being 
monitored as being sent to prison. 

In Tasmania, electronic monitoring is being trialled for 
repeat family violence offenders on bail.

In Victoria, Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party has advocated for 
electronic monitoring to address both family violence and 
alcohol-related criminal offences; the latter using alcohol 
monitoring anklets.

The following consultation paper from the Justice and 
International Mission Cluster is seeking the views of 
Uniting Church members on what position the Synod 
should adopt, if any, in relation to electronic monitoring as 
a measure to prevent crime, make the community safer 
and assist in the rehabilitation of offenders.

The reason to consider electronic monitoring is out 
of the Synod’s commitment to support measures to 
address family, domestic and sexual violence. Electronic 
monitoring raises a number of theological and ethical 
issues, and so congregation members are invited to 
discern whether the Synod should adopt a position.

Consideration of electronic monitoring as a possible tool 
for crime prevention, community safety and rehabilitation 
of offenders will not detract from existing positions of the 
Synod in the area of criminal justice. Existing positions 
include:

		Advocating the prevention of crime and addressing 
the cause of crime is far preferable to dealing with 
crimes after they have occurred;

		Prison should be a last resort, for the purpose of 
keeping community safe from unacceptable risks of 
on-going criminal behaviour that would cause harm to 
people;

		Support for programs and services that assist 
survivors of crime;

		Support for programs and services that assist in 
the rehabilitation of those that have broken the 
law, including mentoring programs, housing and 
employment support; and

		Support for restorative justice programs where 
they serve the needs of survivors, offenders and the 
community generally.
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Executive Summary
Theological considerations  
on criminal justice
Central to the biblical account of creation is the affirmation 
that human beings are made in the image of God. The 
implication is that human beings are created for a unique 
relationship with God, one that gives us our value as 
people. Our wholeness and worth do not depend on what 
we achieve or do, nor on what others may feel or believe 
about us. 1

As people created in the image of God, we are created 
for community; we are social beings. No form of penalty 
should remove people from human relationships.2 

Remembering that we are all connected by our 
humanness through being made in God’s image, 
Christians are challenged to extend compassion to both 
victims and offenders in the criminal justice system, to heal 
our broken communities and break the cycle of harm.

Restorative justice principles made up of restoration, 
reconciliation and restitution involving the offender, the 
survivor and the community are fundamental Christian 
precepts. 

Electronic Monitoring
Electronic monitoring has typically been used as a means 
to supervise people who have broken the law and to 
enforce restrictions on them while they are living in the 
community.3  It may be used as a condition for a person to 
receive bail, parole, to allow for early release from prison or 

as part of a community sentence or suspended sentence 
instead of being sent to prison.4  It can be used to enforce 
conditions associated with bail, community sentencing 
or parole, such as requiring the person to stay away from 
people they have harmed or to not go within a certain 
distance of a school. 5

One area where electronic monitoring has been used in 
in response to family violence. In Victoria there has been 
an increasing problem of detected breaches of family 
violence intervention orders. Between the 2015-2016 
financial year and the 2019-2020 financial year, there was 
a 53% increase in the breaches of such orders. 6

  
The Victorian Family Violence Reform Implementation 
Monitor received several submissions indicating that 
many survivors are concerned about the high rates 
of family violence intervention order breaches and a 
perceived lack of consequences for these breaches by 
perpetrators. 7

 
As a result of these breaches, women reported 
experiencing relentless harassment, surveillance, 
stalking and intimidation over many years. They were in 
constant dread of being followed or suddenly finding the 
perpetrator standing next to them. The survivors could 
not envisage a time when the perpetrator would cease to 
threaten them.8

  
Survivors reported having to move house multiple times 
because perpetrators had discovered where they live 
and continued to stalk and harass them. 9  In some cases 
furniture had to be abandoned because of the cost of 
transport to move it or because they needed to move into 
an emergency refuge. 10

1Anglican General Synod Social Responsibilities Commission, Australian Catholic Social Justice Council, Australian Council of Churches Commission on Church and Society, 
and Uniting Church in Australia Assembly Social Responsibility and Justice Committee, ‘Prison. The Last Resort’, 1988, 31.
2Ibid., 32.
3Romy Winter, Ebba Herrlander Birgerson, Roberta Julian, Ron Frey, Peter Lucas, Kimberley Norris and Mandy Matthewson, ‘Evaluation of Project Vigilance: Electronic Monitor-
ing of Family Violence Offenders’, Tasmanian Institute of Law Enforcement Studies, University of Tasmania, July 2021, 2.
4Jyoti Belur, Amy Thornton, Lisa Tompson, Matthew Manning, Aiden Sidebottom, Kate Bowers, ‘A systematic review of the effectiveness of the electronic monitoring of offend-
ers’, Journal of Criminal Justice 68, (2020), 1.
5Lacey Schaefer, ‘Electronic monitoring bracelets are only crime deterrence tools, they can’t ‘fix’ offenders’, The Conversation, 5 June 2019.
6Victorian Family Violence Reform Implementation Monitor, ‘Report of the Family Violence Reform Implementation Monitor’, 1 November 2020, 5.
7Ibid., 70.
8Ruth Webber, ‘A Study of Family Violence Safety Notices and Intervention Orders’, Christian Research Association Pointers 30, March 2020, 10.
9Ibid., 12.  10Ibid., 15.
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The Australian Institute of Criminology found a small 
number of family violence perpetrators were found to 
account for a disproportionate amount of family violence 
and other criminal activity.11

 
A review of 40 studies that evaluated electronic 
monitoring across 11 countries found the sanction had not 
worked to reduce crime in all the ways it had been used. 
However, there had been positive impacts in enforcing 
family violence orders for offenders on bail and for high-
risk sex offenders after they are released from prison. 
The success of electronic monitoring improved where 
the offender was also provided with support, treatment, 
housing and employment.12

   
Studies have found that those subjected to electronic 
monitoring have had mixed experiences. On the 
positive side, some perpetrators subjected to electronic 
monitoring have reported that it has caused them to 
reflect, facilitated better relationships and increased 
employment opportunities. Some have preferred it to 
being sent to prison. Others subjected to electronic 
monitoring have reported that they found it punitive, 
restrictive, controlling, created feelings of shame and of 
being labelled. There have also been reports of it having 
negative impacts on families. 13

 
Tasmanian Police have recently trialled the use of 
electronic monitoring in relation to family violence 
offences for perpetrators on bail. The trial of electronic 
monitoring resulted in over a 75% reduction in high-
risk of violence incidents for perpetrators fitted with 
the electronic monitoring. 14 There was also an 80% 
reduction in violent breaches of the electronic monitoring 
conditions.15  Survivors reported the electronic monitoring, 
and the police support associated with it, increased their 
sense of safety.16  Only four of those being monitored 
agreed to be interviewed about their experience. One 
of the four reported a positive experience of being on 
the electronic monitoring.17  The other three stated they 
would opt for imprisonment in the future over electronic 
monitoring. 18

Request for feedback
The JIM Cluster is keen to hear from Uniting Church 
members their views on what position the Synod should 
take on the role of electronic monitoring in the criminal 
justice system, if a position is taken at all. We are also 
eager to have conversations with members on the issue 
to help shape the position the Synod adopts.

Written feedback can be provided to:
Justice and International Mission Cluster
Centre for Theology and Ministry
29 College Crescent
Parkville, Victoria, 3052

Feedback or requests for a conversation can also be 
provided by e-mail to mark.zirnsak@victas.uca.org.au. 

For a direct phone conversation or to set up a 
conversation call (03) 9340 8807.

Comments and feedback are requested by Monday 30 
May 2022.

Questions for consideration
The following are questions you might wish to discuss 
with other members of your congregation or address in 
your feedback to us. However, do not feel constrained by 
these questions. We welcome any feedback.

1. Do you agree with the existing positions of the Synod 
(as outlined earlier) with regards to crime prevention and 
rehabilitation of people who have broken the law? Why 
or why not? In what ways do these positions align with or 
challenge your theology?

2. Should the Synod adopt a position on electronic 
monitoring in the criminal justice system? Why or why 
not? Positions that can be taken could be to oppose 
electronic monitoring in all cases, generally support it or 
support it under certain conditions.

Adopting a position of always opposing electronic 
monitoring or generally supporting it would not require 
further detail. If the Synod provided conditional support 
for electronic monitoring, then there are a number of 
additional considerations addressed by the following 
questions. 

11Christopher Dowling, Hayley Boxall and Anthony Morgan, ‘The criminal career trajectories of domestic violence offenders’, Australian Institute of Criminology, Trends & Issues 
No. 624, April 2021, 2.
12Lacey Schaefer and Gemma Williams, ‘A Literature Scan of the Effectiveness of Electronic Monitoring with Community-Supervised Offenders’, Griffith University, 2019, iv.
13Flora Fitzalan Howard, ‘The Experience of Electronic Monitoring and the Implications for Effective Use’, The Howard Journal 59(1), (2020) 18.
14Romy Winter, Ebba Herrlander Birgerson, Roberta Julian, Ron Frey, Peter Lucas, Kimberley Norris and Mandy Matthewson, ‘Evaluation of Project Vigilance: Electronic Monitor-
ing of Family Violence Offenders’, Tasmanian Institute of Law Enforcement Studies, University of Tasmania, July 2021, 15.
15Ibid., 13.  16Ibid., 30.  17Ibid., 27.  18Ibid., 27.
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3. If the Synod adopted a position of conditional support 
for electronic monitoring, should it apply only to certain 
types of offences? If so, which criminal offences might it 
best be applied to?

4. If the Synod adopted a position of conditional support 
for electronic monitoring, should it only apply to certain 
types of people who have broken the law? For example, 
should it only be applied to serious repeat offenders, 
where other strategies for rehabilitation have failed? 
Should it never be used for children below the age of 18?

5. If the Synod adopted a position of conditional support, 
at what stage in the criminal justice process should it be 
considered?
		To enforce bail conditions that are needed to ensure 

the safety of others in the community?

		To enforce family violence intervention orders to 
protect survivors of family violence from some forms 
of violence, harassment and intimidation?

		As an alternative to prison, where it would provide 
greater assurance that a person will not commit 
further harmful criminal actions while in the 
community?

		As a measure to enforce parole conditions needed to 
ensure the safety of others in the community?

6. If the Synod adopted a position of conditional support, 
should the person who has broken the law have a right 
to oppose electronic monitoring, with the court then to 
decide on what sentence will apply in the absence of 
electronic monitoring?
  

Note on language in this paper

The paper uses ‘survivor’ wherever it makes sense to do 
so, rather than ‘victim’. We recognise that some people 
don’t like to define their past or present experiences by 
labels. In some cases, the label the person prefers will 
change over time. We recognise there is a wide spectrum 
of language used by people from ‘victim’ to ‘thriver’ and 
even ‘warrior’. Whatever word people choose (or if they 
choose no word at all), we understand human beings 
cannot be reduced to any single experience. 

Similarly, the paper uses the terms ‘person who has 
broken the law’, ‘offender’ and ‘perpetrator’. We recognise 
that the harmful criminal actions a person has carried out 
should not completely define who they are or label them 
forever. In urging empathy for those that commit crimes, 
the former executive director of the Washington State 
Criminal Justice Training Commission and police officer, 
Sue Rahr, said of people breaking the law “You’re seeing 
them in many cases on the worst day of their life. They’re 
going to be acting like jerks, but that’s because of their 
situation.”19 

 

 

19Jamil Zaki, ‘The War for Kindness. Building Empathy in a Fractured World’, Robinson, London, 2019, 129.
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Positions of the Synod 
on Criminal Justice
The following section outlines the resolutions of previous 
Synod meetings on the issue of the criminal justice 
system, which are relevant in considering the issue of 
electronic monitoring.

1988  -  88.5.1  The Synod resolved:
(a) To declare its conviction:
 (i)  that our society must seek to minimize 

imprisonment;

 (ii)  that imprisonment must be a last resort in which 
the loss of liberty is the sole punishment;

 (iii)  that prisons must be humane, and managed justly.

(b) That the Victorian Government:
 (i)  be commended for the significant steps 

taken during its term of office to improve the 
prison system and to provide alternatives to 
imprisonment;

 (ii)  be urged to undertake a full examination of 
alternative models of sentencing, imprisonment 
and prison structures;

 (iii)  be requested to establish appropriate support 
programs to facilitate the transition from prison to 
community life;

 (iv)  be requested to review its decision to suspend all 
unescorted leave for all prisoners;

 (v)  be requested to institute an Inquiry into injury, 
suicide and other deaths in custody, and to 
establish a task force charged with the reduction 
of injury and deaths in prisons, especially in relation 
to Aboriginal people;

 (vi)  be encouraged to address social conditions which 
may underlie much criminal behaviour.

(c)  To declare that the Church’s role in relation to 
prisons includes two forms:

 (i) advocacy for prison reform; and

 (ii)  the provision of ministry in prisons through 
chaplaincy and other visitation and support 
programs.

(d)  That Parishes and Uniting Church members be 
encouraged:

 (i)  to study the documents “I was in Prison” and 
“Prison, the Last Resort”;

 (ii)  to support programs of assistance for prisoners, 
for families of prisoners, for people released from 
prisons, and for victims of crimes;

 (iii)  to inform their local government and State 
parliamentary representatives of this Synod’s call 
for prison reform.

1993 - 93.4.3.4  The Synod resolved:
(a)  That the Victorian Government be advised 

that this Synod opposes the Sentencing 
(Amendment) Act 1993 for the following 
reasons:

 (i)  Sentences should only be imposed on people who 
have been found guilty of committing a crime.

 (ii)  People should not be incarcerated for crimes they 
might commit.

 (iii)  The issue of indefinite sentences diverts attention 
away from the need to provide rehabilitation 
programs and other assistance for prisoners 
during the term of their sentences.

 (iv)  The introduction of severe penalties for crimes 
will lead to longer trials and an increased prison 
population in an already overcrowded system.

 (v)  The introduction of severe penalties for crimes will 
lead to higher costs to the community to maintain 
both the courts and the prison system.

1999 - 99.4.4  The Synod resolved:
To call upon the State government:
(a)  To abandon any proposal to privatise Youth Detention 

in Victoria.

(b)  To increase funding levels to those parts of the 
Juvenile Justice system that facilitate community-
based rehabilitation of young offenders.

(c)  To hold, as a matter of urgency, an independent inquiry 
into the Juvenile Justice system with the intention of 
evaluating, researching, discovering and providing 
the best possible system of community-based 
rehabilitation for young offenders.
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(d)  To facilitate earlier intervention by investing more 
extensively in support services within the primary and 
secondary phases of state education.

In 2000, the meeting of the Uniting Church National 
Assembly adopted the following resolution in relation to 
sentencing:

00.21.02   The Assembly resolved:
In the spirit of this year of Jubilee:
(i) to record its:
 (i)  opposition to Mandatory Sentencing in any 

jurisdiction and under any conditions;

 (ii)  desire that all Australians have access to fair and 
discretionary sentencing;

 (iii)  disappointment that Indigenous Australians are 
often disadvantaged within the criminal justice 
system; 

 (iv)  expectation that sentencing of juveniles occur 
within the parameters set by the International 
Convention on the Rights of the Child and United 
Nations Rules for the Protection of Juveniles 
Deprived of their Liberty; 

 (v)  expectation that Australia fulfil its obligations 
under the United Nations Declaration of Human 
Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights; 

 (vi)  expectation that Australia will meet the United 
Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the 
treatment of Prisoners 1955; 

 (vii)  support for a restorative and rehabilitative justice 
system within Australia;

(ii)  to call on the Australian Government to use both 
advocacy and its legislative authority to outlaw the 
practice of mandatory sentencing within this nation;

(iii)  to convey the beliefs outlined in (a) and (b) to the 
Prime Minister, Leader of the Opposition, the 
Leaders of other parties in the Senate and House of 
Representatives;

(iv)  to convey the beliefs outlined in (a) and (b) to all State 
Premiers, Territory Chief Ministers and Leaders of 
other parties within these jurisdictions;

In addition, both the Uniting Church National Assembly 
meetings and the Synod meetings have adopted 
resolutions on addressing sexual abuse, which is 
relevant to considering the Synod adopting a position on 
electronic monitoring.

The 1991 National Assembly meeting adopted the 
following resolution:

 91.18.1/2  The Assembly resolved:
 To receive the report (of the Commission for Women 
and Men)

(a)     That sexual violence be deplored as a sin against 

God and humanity.

(b)    That it be recognized that the origin of sexual 
violence lies in the practice of inequality of the 
sexes;

(c)    That it be confessed that sexual violence is 
disturbingly frequent within the Uniting Church 
community as it is in the wider community;

(d)    That it be acknowledged that in the past, the 
church has often made inappropriate responses 
or no response to victims/survivors of sexual 
violence.  This has been experienced by many as a 
further violation;

(e)    That the church be committed to hearing the 
voices of those who are victims of sexual violence;

(f)    That the actions of people who work for the end 
of such violence and who support its victims/
survivors be supported;

(g)    That the urgent need for the church community 
to become part of a “network of prevention” in the 
area of sexual violence be recognized;

(h)    That the publication “The Pastoral Report to the 
Churches on Sexual Violence Against Women 
and Children of the Church Community” be 
commended to presbyteries and parishes as a 
guide for study and action.

The resolution committed the Uniting Church to hear 
the voices of survivors of sexual abuse and to be part of 
broader efforts to prevent sexual violence.

The Synod of Victoria and Tasmania adopted the 
following resolution in 1993 that urged the Victorian 
Government to adopt measures to prevent the sexual 
abuse of women and children and to assist survivors of 
sexual abuse:

93.4.3.5  The Synod resolved:
That the Victorian Government be requested to 
provide for the protection of women and children from 
rape, domestic violence and incest by:

(i)  Developing and maintaining long term programs of 
preventative community education.

(ii)    Requiring the Department of Public Prosecutions 
to provide information and advice to victims.

(iii)    Collecting and publishing accurate information 
concerning sex crimes.

(iv)    Enhancing education for police officers, in 
particular for the officers of the Uniform and 
Community Policing Unit, so that they better 
understand and can better implement codes of 
practice for sexual assault victims.

(v)  Increasing support for victims of sexual assault 
by resourcing programs specializing in offering 
services to victims.

(vi)  Encouraging and resourcing research and 
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education designed to assist judges in sentencing, 
particularly sentencing involving crimes of sexual 
assault.

In 1994, the Synod meeting adopted the following 
resolution that called on the Victorian Government to 
take a holistic response to child sexual abuse in the 
community:

94.2.4.1 The Synod resolved:
(a)  That the Synod call on the Victorian Government 

to provide additional funding for preventative 
services to assist children “at-risk” of child abuse.

(b)  That the Synod requests the Victorian government 
to develop a “holistic” strategy to respond to 
child abuse which ensures that once reports 
are investigated that families receive long term 
support.

(c)  That the Synod encourages Ministers and Parish 
leaders to attend the “Strengthening Vulnerable 
Families” day and/or use the resources developed.

The 2017 Synod meeting adopted the following resolution 
on family violence:

The Synod resolved by consensus:

(a)  T o theologically affirm that all people are created in 
nothing less than the image of God, are loved by 
God, and inherently deserve to live in safety and 
free of any form of physical or emotional violence 
as these demean humanity, dignity, and a sense 
of self-worth;

(b)  To give thanks to God for:
 (i)  the prophetic courage and witness of those who 

have come forward to share their experiences of 
family violence within the Church and Christian 
community, through whom God works to 
correct what is wrong in the life of the church 
(Basis of Union, paragraph 18); and

 (ii)  the various ways in which light has been shed 
on the place of church and theology in the 
serious issue that is family violence, including 
through the work of public figures, journalists, 
and government commissions;

(c)  To acknowledge and lament with sorrow and 
humility:

 (i)  the presence of domestic and family violence 
within the Church, Christian community, and 
wider society, and the role that theologies 
grounded in gender inequality have played in its 
legitimation;

 (ii)  the reality that Christian communities have 
sometimes failed to acknowledge the presence 
of such violence, whether physical, emotional, 
spiritual or financial, in their midst.

(d)  To reject any abuse of theology to legitimate family 
violence, recognising that theologies which affirm 
gender equality and human dignity have been 
identified as having an essential role to play in the 
prevention of family violence and/or bringing it to 
light; and

(e) To request the Standing Committee:
  (i)  to consider recommendation 165 arising out 

of the Victorian Royal Commission into Family 
Violence, which suggests faith communities 
review processes for receiving and managing 
reports of family violence, and report any 
progress on this matter to the 2019 Synod 
meeting; and

  (ii)  to consider a process, which might include the 
provision of resources, by which the Synod, its 
presbyteries, and congregations, can mark the 
‘16 Days of Activism Against Gender-Based 
Violence’ each year.
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Jesus’ restoration of people  
to community
God’s care for humankind has found unique and ultimate 
expression in the saving activity of Jesus Christ. In our 
response to God we are called to bear within us the image 
of the Christ. 24

Jesus debated the religious leaders he encountered 
because of a loss of the sense of covenant solidarity in the 
community: the law was no longer being administered for 
the purpose of restoring the community and people. 25

Jesus did not give up on the person before him, no matter 
how challenging their behaviour or demanding their need. 
He found the opportunity for the sinner’s repentance and 
transformation, and re-established the person into the 
life of the community. At the same time, he challenged 
the community to be accepting and hospitable to those 
returning to society. 26

In his ministry Jesus helped people to break out of the 
seemingly indelible labels that society had trapped them 
in (see for example the Samaritan woman at the well in 
John 4:7-30, Zacchaeus the tax collector in Luke 19:1-10, 
the man by the pool in John 5:5-15). Jesus opened up the 
possibility, denied by others, that they can again belong to 
the community and be daughters and sons of God.27

 
In the parable of the Prodigal Son, it is easy to understand 
the anger of the hard-working son who remained by 
his father’s side. For his brother, who had deserted and 
disgraced the family, he had nothing but contempt. 28

Theological 
considerations on 
criminal justice
I have come to call not the righteous but sinners to 
repentance. Luke 5:32

Made in the image of God
Central to the biblical account of creation is the affirmation 
that human beings are made ‘in the image of God’ (Gen 
1:26). The implication is that human beings are created 
for a unique relationship with God, one that gives us our 
value as people. Our wholeness and worth do not depend 
on what we achieve or do, nor on what others may feel or 
believe about us.20

 
The author of Genesis proclaimed a great and liberating 
message: all people are made in God’s image and find 
their life in God. Even though the relationship between 
God and humankind has been distorted by pride and 
disobedience, God still cares for humankind. All people 
are entitled to live life free from harassment and danger. 21

 
As people created in the image of God, we are created 
for community; we are social beings. No form of penalty 
should remove people from human relationships.22

 
As people made in the image of God we are morally 
responsible persons, answerable to God and each other. 23

20Anglican General Synod Social Responsibilities Commission, Australian Catholic Social Justice Council, Australian Council of Churches Commission on Church and Society, 
and Uniting Church in Australia Assembly Social Responsibility and Justice Committee, ‘Prison. The Last Resort’, 1988, 31.
21Ibid., 31.  22Ibid., 32.  23Ibid., 32.  24Ibid., 31.  25Ibid., 33.
26Australian Catholic Bishops Conference, ‘Building Bridges, Not Walls. Prisons and the justice system’, 2011, 
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The parable contains a strong challenge to any 
community that is too ready to judge and condemn. The 
father’s unconditional love for his repentant son calls us 
to recognise that reconciliation and acceptance is more 
important to us than any feelings of vengeance or the 
desire to alienate the other.29

 
Christian principles of compassion 
and restoration
Remembering that we are all interrelated, Christians are 
challenged to extend compassion to both victims and 
offenders in the criminal justice system, to heal our broken 
communities and break the cycle of harm.

Restorative justice principles made up of restoration, 
reconciliation and restitution involving the offender, the 
survivor and the community are fundamental Christian 
precepts.30

  
The Australian churches have taken a general position 
that prison should only be used as the last resort. 
Imprisonment should only be used where no other 
sanction can achieve the purpose intended by law. 
Imprisonment may be appropriate for those who are 
dangerous or will not cease offending, or where the 
seriousness of the offence demands it (such as murder 
and rape).31  

Concern for justice for all means that there is never 
any justification for treating an offender on the basis of 
revenge. Revenge is emotional, often vindictive and cruel, 
usually destructive, and open to abuse. 32

A preoccupation with ‘getting tough on crime’ hinders 
rehabilitation of offenders and can make life after release 
just another experience of blame and exclusion. 33

Christian response to survivors  
of crime
Cheap grace is the preaching of forgiveness without 
requiring repentance….
Dietrich Bonhoeffer, The Cost of Discipleship

God’s love and compassion for those who are survivors 
of crime is profoundly shown in the Parable of the Good 
Samaritan (Lk 10:25-37). The response of the Samaritan 
is to provide practical and meaningful care to the survivor. 
The Parable ends with the injunction “Go and do likewise”.

Christian theological thought has shaped Western 
empathy for survivors of crime. The use of ‘victim’ for 
those impacted by crime has its roots as a modern 
development of Christian ideology. The crucified Christ 
is referred to as both a sacrificial lamb and victim in 
theological writings of the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries. In these texts a more overtly sacrificial 
interpretation of the life and death of Jesus is presented. 
The subsequent development of the victim label in 
colloquial language as a term for victims of crimes 
and disasters has been catalysed by the incremental 
humanisation of the stories of the Pasion of Christ 
and a growing understanding of the psychological 
mechanisms of scapegoating. Through ordinary people’s 
identification with the deep suffering of Christ, the concept 
of victimhood has found its way into the popular cultures 
and languages of the West. The idea of victimhood has 
developed out of Christian theology and permeated 
everyday language.34

 
The association between the deep suffering of the 
crucified Christ and the use of the word victim therefore 
elicits the emotional response of compassion. 35

There is a danger in Christian communities developing a 
theology so focused on the rehabilitation and restoration 
of the offender, they neglect support and restoration for 
survivors. As Howard Zehr observed:36 

The Church should be a place of refuge, but often 
we have not known how to listen, how to be present 
to victims. We have told them that their anger is 
wrong, that they need to move on, to forgive and 
forget. We have denied them their right to mourn 
and instead have laid new burdens on them. All this 
is understandable – as part of our effort to distance 
ourselves from pain and vulnerability – but not at all 
helpful.

There is also a risk of misreading the Gospels and 
expecting victims of crime to unconditionally forgive 
their abusers.37  There is a need for a holistic theology 
that supports both survivors and perpetrators, while 
seeking to bring about healing and restoration. Such a 
pursuit cannot be at the expense of placing members of 
the community at risk of serious harm at the hands of an 
offender that is intent on continuing to inflict such harm on 
others.

29Ibid., 13.
30Anglican General Synod Social Responsibilities Commission, Australian Catholic Social Justice Council, Australian Council of Churches Commission on Church and Society, 
and Uniting Church in Australia Assembly Social Responsibility and Justice Committee, ‘Prison. The Last Resort’, 1988, 33.
31Ibid., 34.  32Ibid., 33.
33Australian Catholic Bishops Conference, ‘Building Bridges, Not Walls. Prisons and the justice system’, 2011, 
34Jan J. Van Dijk, ‘In the shadow of Christ? On the use of the word “victim” for those affected by crime’, Criminal Justice Ethics, January 2008, 18.
35Ibid., 19.
36Howard Zehr, ‘Restoring Justice’, in L. Barnes Lampman and M. D. Shattuck, ‘God and the Victim: Theological Reflections on Evil, Victimisation, Justice and Forgiveness’, Wm B. 
Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 1999, 151.
37Jan J. Van Dijk, ‘In the shadow of Christ? On the use of the word “victim” for those affected by crime’, Criminal Justice Ethics, January 2008, 19-20.
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It has been a common experience for survivors of family 
violence to report their pastors and religious leaders have 
encouraged them to forgiving their abuser and “turning 
the other cheek” (Luke 6:29). Too often survivors of family 
violence are retraumatised by pastors and other well-
meaning Christians who press forgiveness upon them as 
if it were something which, if they tried hard enough, they 
could will into happening.38

  
The World Council of Churches in their ‘Child 
Safeguarding Policy’ offered the following theological 
reflection on churches response to child sexual abuse:39

 
It is the duty and commitment of the church 
to safeguard and respect all children, not only 
those inside our church community without any 
discrimination or distinction. Our personal authority 
and responsibility in relation to children is expressed 
in diakonia, which means self-sacrificial care of 
their spiritual and physical well-being, following the 
example of Christ (Philippians 2:5-8; Matthew 25).

Each person within the community should be aware 
of and should carry its personal responsibility to 
exercise their authority and responsibility in the right 
way and hold each other accountable. 

Where abuse is discovered, the legal system takes 
its own course, and the church must co-operate with 
it. At the same time, as the body of Christ, we have a 
responsibility to:

			Accompany victims, placing them at the centre 
of our compassion and healing care, and

				Accompany perpetrators towards repentance 
and restoration.

Where Christian theology places the emphasis on the 
unconditional forgiveness of the offender, supporting 
survivors of crime can be perceived as morally hazardous 
when they are angry and vengeful. By reaching out to 
victims of crime, there is a fear one may become an 
accomplice to unchristian thoughts and activities. 40

 
Often the theological inclination to restoration has 
meant that when churches reach out to victims of crime, 
it is not usually for the sake of the survivor but with a 
view to reconciling them with their offenders.41  One of 
the dangers with such an approach is that where the 
survivor feels unable to forgive their abuser they end up 

feeling guilty about their inability to do so. The survivor 
feeling guilty about their inability to forgive may forsake 
the solidarity and support they need and deserve.42  
The “ideal victim” of restorative justice is someone who 
carries their suffering gracefully and offers their attackers 
unconditional forgiveness. Such forgiveness serves 
the interests of both community and offender but not 
necessarily the interests of the survivor. 43 Thus, Christian 
restorative justice initiatives need to meet the genuine and 
legitimate needs of both the survivor and the offender, 
without embracing any desire for vengeance or revenge 
by the survivor. Of course, such a position carries with it 
the question of who determines what are the genuine and 
legitimate needs of the survivor and the offender.

38Pamela Cooper-White, ‘The Cry of Tamar. Violence against Women and the Church’s Response’, Second Edition, Fortress Press, Minneapolis, 2012, 251. 
39World Council of Churches, ‘Child Safeguarding Policy’, 2018, 4.
40Jan J. Van Dijk, ‘In the shadow of Christ? On the use of the word “victim” for those affected by crime’, Criminal Justice Ethics, January 2008, 20.
41 Ibid., 20.  42 Ibid., 20.  43 Ibid., 20.
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Family Violence Problem 
Electronic Monitoring 
might address
The on-going problem of family violence perpetrators 
breaching family violence intervention orders with limited 
consequence is a problem that a well-designed and 
resourced electronic monitoring program may help 
address.

In Victoria, Victoria Police can issue family violence safety 
notices to a perpetrator to offer immediate protection to 
a survivor. The police can also apply to the Magistrates’ 
Court for a family violence intervention order.44 

In Victoria there has been an increasing problem of 
detected  breaches of family violence intervention orders. 
There was a 53% increase in the breaches of such orders 
between the 2015-2016 financial year to the 2019-2020 
financial year. In that period there was an increase from 
9,364  to 14,356 alleged offenders charged with breaching 
a family violence intervention order as the principal 
offence.45   In the same period the number of charges laid 
for breaches of family violence intervention orders has 
steadily increased from 37,956 to 49,612. 46 The growth is 
a sign that more survivors are willing to report breaches 
of the orders and police are more willing to record the 
reports. 47

The Victorian Family Violence Reform Implementation 
Monitor has pointed out that when a survivor of family 
violence initially separates from their abuser it is a 
significant risk factor for escalating violence or for the 
survivor to be murdered.48  In the view of the Monitor, it 
is therefore vital the abuser is monitored.49  The Monitor 

received several submissions indicating that many 
survivors and service providers are concerned about 
the high rates of family violence intervention order 
breaches and a perceived lack of consequences for 
these  breaches. Domestic Violence Victoria advised 
that enforcement of family violence intervention orders 
remained ‘inconsistent and unreliable’. 50 The Monitor 
had reports that perpetrators are still able to conduct 
horrific violence and continually breach family violence 
intervention orders with often very little response from the 
justice system.51 

The failure to be able to enforce family violence 
intervention orders has undermined efforts by the 
Victorian Government to allow the survivor to stay in the 
family home and the perpetrator being the one that needs 
to move out.52  In the case where a survivor remains in 
the family home, a violent or abusive perpetrator knows 
where they are and the survivor needs a safeguard 
against being targeted for further abuse by the 
perpetrator.

The Family Violence Reform Implementation Monitor 
did receive reports that in some cases perpetrators 
failed to understand the requirements of a family 
violence intervention order they are subjected to. The 
misunderstanding led to some of the breaches in the 
orders. 53

The Christian Research Association interviewed six 
women who had taken out family violence intervention 
orders. The women reported experiencing relentless 
harassment, surveillance, stalking and intimidation 
over many years. They were in constant dread of being 
followed or suddenly finding the perpetrator standing next 
to them. The survivors could not envisage a time when the 
perpetrator would cease to threaten them.54

  

44 Victorian Family Violence Reform Implementation Monitor, ‘Report of the Family Violence Reform Implementation Monitor’, 1 November 2020, 82.
45 Ibid., 5.  46 Ibid., 5.  47 Ibid., 83.  48 Ibid., 70.  49 Ibid., 70.  50 Ibid., 70.  51 Ibid., 83.  52 Ibid., 78.  53 Ibid., 83-84, 123.
54 Ruth Webber, ‘A Study of Family Violence Safety Notices and Intervention Orders’, Christian Research Association Pointers 30, March 2020, 10.
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Stalking was a common experience with perpetrators 
appearing at women’s homes, workplaces, shopping 
centres or children’s school. The stalking seriously 
impacted the ability of the survivor to move freely around 
their community.55

 
Survivors felt that their abusers repeatedly breached 
family violence intervention orders because they 
could get away with it and because it showed they 
could still exercise control over their victims. There was 
acknowledgement that some of the offenders breach 
because they have a mental illness, are emotionally 
unstable, have a drug addiction or fail to understand the 
requirements of the order.56

 
To try and keep themselves safe, the survivors adopted 
a range of strategies, many of which restricted the way 
they were able to live. Some had CCTV installed at their 
home to ensure they would have evidence of when the 
family violence intervention order was breached. Women 
planned escape routes in advance when going out, in 
case the perpetrator ambushed them. The strategies 
adopted did not allow them to be free from the fear they 
would be abused again. 57

Survivors reported having to move house multiple times 
because perpetrators had discovered where they live 
and continued to stalk and harass them. 58 In some cases, 
furniture had to be abandoned because of the cost of 
transport to move it or because they needed to move into 
an emergency refuge.59

 
The rate of family violence across Australia reported by 
survivors themselves, as compared to the rate reported to 
police, remained relatively stable from 2005 to 2019.60

 
A review of the empirical literature by the Australian 
Institute of Criminology found that the majority of family 
violence perpetrators are involved in other criminal 
activity. The family violence only forms part of their 
criminal behaviour.61  A small number of family violence 
perpetrators were found to account for a disproportionate 
amount of family violence and other criminal activity. 
The flipside is that the majority of people who carry out 
family violence do so occasionally and account for a small 
number of family violence related offences.62

 

Murders by intimate partners make up approximately 
25% of all murders in Australia. On average, one woman 
is murdered every week by a current or former partner 

and one man is murdered every month by a current or 
former partner.63  In 93% of cases, the women murdered 
were being subjected to abuse prior to the murder. 64 
Consistent with other forms of homicide, murders by 
intimate partners have been decreasing over time.65  
Threats of violence and stalking are regarded as acute 
predictors for intimate partner homicide.66 

Family violence tends to increase in frequency as the 
perpetrators enter their twenties. It is the age at which 
many of them enter their first serious relationship, which 
has been shown to suppress other criminal behaviour but 
increase family violence offending.67

 
Analysis of the behaviour of 2,076 family violence 
perpetrators in NSW by the Australian Institute of 
Criminology found that on average they committed their 
first detected criminal offence at the age of 16. On average, 
they committed 19.3 criminal offences in a 10 year period 
from their first offence. Police took action against an 
average of 7.3 of those offences. Approximately 95% of 
the offenders were subject to police action more than 
once.68 
 
Studies that have examined family violence behaviour 
over time for an offender have found after an initial period 
of escalation, the family violence incidents peak and then 
stablise.69  There is mixed evidence as to whether it is 
typical that the severity of family violence increases over 
time.70

  
Like most people who commit crime, many family 
violence perpetrators have chaotic lives, weak 
connections with others, and are highly impulsive and 
reckless. 71

55 Ibid., 10.  56 Ibid., 11.  57 Ibid., 11, 13.  58 Ibid., 12.  59  Ibid., 15.
60 Anthony Morgan, Hayley Boxall, Christopher Dowling and Rick Brown, ‘Police repeat domestic violence: Would focused deterrence work in Australia?’, Australian Institute of 
Criminology, Trends & issues No. 593, March 2020, 1.
61  Christopher Dowling, Hayley Boxall and Anthony Morgan, ‘The criminal career trajectories of domestic violence offenders’, Australian Institute of Criminology, Trends & Issues 
No. 624, April 2021, 2.
62  Ibid., 2.
63Hayley Boxall and Siohban Lawler, ‘How does domestic violence escalate over time?’, Australian Institute of Criminology, Trends and Issues, No. 626, May 2021, 9.
64  Ibid., 9.  65  Ibid., 9.  66 Ibid., 10.
67Christopher Dowling, Hayley Boxall and Anthony Morgan, ‘The criminal career trajectories of domestic violence offenders’, Australian Institute of Criminology, Trends & Issues 
No. 624, April 2021, 2.
68 Ibid., 5.
69 Hayley Boxall and Siohban Lawler, ‘How does domestic violence escalate over time?’, Australian Institute of Criminology, Trends and Issues, No. 626, May 2021, 5. 
70 Ibid., 6-7.
71 Christopher Dowling, Hayley Boxall and Anthony Morgan, ‘The criminal career trajectories of domestic violence offenders’, Australian Institute of Criminology, Trends & Issues 
No. 624, April 2021, 12.



16    Improving community safety or just another form of imprisonment?  Electronic monitoring in the criminal justice system. Consultation Paper

For first-time and less frequent family violence offenders 
interventions such as alcohol and drug counselling, 
clinical psychological treatment, cognitive-behavioural 
programs and social and employment skills programs 
are more likely to be successful at curbing or ending the 
offending behaviour.72

 
Short prison sentences appear to have little impact on 
deterring family violence perpetrators compared to 
sanctions that involve the person being in the community. 
A study conducted by the NSW Bureau of Crime 
Statistics and Research examined family violence related 
offences finalised in the NSW Local Courts between 
January 2009 and December 2013. The research 
matched 3,224 offenders in pairs. One of the pair received 
a prison sentence of 12 months or less and the other 
received a suspended sentence of two years of less, 
that allowed them to remain in the community. Analysis 
showed that family-violence related offending was not 
significantly different between the pairs. After a year, 20% 
of those sent to prison and 20% of those that received a 
suspended sentence had perpetrated at least one new 
family violence offence. After three years, the proportions 
were 34.2% of those sent to prison and 32.3% of those on 
suspended sentences had committed at least one new 
family violence offence. 73

 
These observations can be considered relevant to 
considering if electronic monitoring should only be 
targeted at repeat offenders.
 

72 Ibid., 12.
73Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Monitoring perpetrator interventions in Australia’, 2021, 30.
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Use of electronic 
monitoring in the 
criminal justice system
In general terms, attempts to address criminal behaviour 
will only be successful insofar as they address the 
actual causes of the criminal behaviour. Where the 
assumed cause of the criminal behaviour is incorrect, an 
intervention is unlikely to be successful. Determining why 
some interventions work and why others fail is largely a 
consequence of the design of the intervention and the 
accuracy of the theoretical assumption it is based upon. 
Thus, many programs do not work because their theory 
of why people are breaking the law is inaccurate and 
their response is then misguided. Others have no effect 
because, although the theory of the offending behaviour 
may have been correct, the execution failed to target 
the specific cause of the criminal behaviour.74  Thus, the 
‘success’ of electronic monitoring will depend on what 
the assumed criminal behaviour it is trying to address and 
if the assumption is correct. It will also depend on which 
type of monitoring selected is appropriate and what 
other supports are provided alongside the electronic 
monitoring.

Electronic monitoring has typically been used as a means 
to supervise people who have broken the law and to 
enforce restrictions on them while they are living in the 
community.75  It may be used as a condition for a person to 
receive bail, parole, to allow for early release from prison or 
as part of a community sentence or suspended sentence 
instead of being sent to prison.76  It can also be used to 

enforce conditions associated with bail, community 
sentencing or parole, such as requiring the person to stay 
away from people they have harmed or to not go within a 
certain distance of a school.77 

Electronic monitoring can also be used to enforce a 
requirement that the offender not consume alcohol, with 
devices that detect alcohol in the wearer’s sweat.78

 
Different electronic monitoring programs have been 
pursued as a means to:79 

	Punish offenders;

		Deter of the person from committing crime while being 
monitored due to the increased risk of the crime being 
detected;

		Restrict the movement of offenders to reduce their 
opportunity to commit further crimes;

		Rehabilitate offenders, by supporting and reinforcing 
the offenders need to attend treatment and enhancing 
accountability and compliance; and

		Reduce costs of the criminal justice system, as placing 
people on electronic monitoring is usually a lower cost 
than sending them to prison.

The goal or goals against which an electronic monitoring 
program is being assessed will determine whether the 
program is assessed as successful or unsuccessful.

Electronic monitoring was first introduced in Australia 
in the 1980s as part pf promoting community-based 
sanctions. It was as an attempt to decrease prison over-
crowding, decreasing prison building costs, and increase 
the chance of successful integration upon release.80

 

74Lacey Schaefer and Gemma Williams, ‘A Literature Scan of the Effectiveness of Electronic Monitoring with Community-Supervised Offenders’, Griffith University, 2019, 10.
75Romy Winter, Ebba Herrlander Birgerson, Roberta Julian, Ron Frey, Peter Lucas, Kimberley Norris and Mandy Matthewson, ‘Evaluation of Project Vigilance: Electronic 
Monitoring of Family Violence Offenders’, Tasmanian Institute of Law Enforcement Studies, University of Tasmania, July 2021, 2.
76Jyoti Belur, Amy Thornton, Lisa Tompson, Matthew Manning, Aiden Sidebottom, Kate Bowers, ‘A systematic review of the effectiveness of the electronic monitoring of 
offenders’, Journal of Criminal Justice 68, (2020), 1.
77Lacey Schaefer, ‘Electronic monitoring bracelets are only crime deterrence tools, they can’t ‘fix’ offenders’, The Conversation, 5 June 2019.
78Flora Fitzalan Howard, ‘The Experience of Electronic Monitoring and the Implications for Effective Use’, The Howard Journal 59(1), (2020) 17.
79Lacey Schaefer and Gemma Williams, ‘A Literature Scan of the Effectiveness of Electronic Monitoring with Community-Supervised Offenders’, Griffith University, 2019, 5-8.
80Romy Winter, Ebba Herrlander Birgerson, Roberta Julian, Ron Frey, Peter Lucas, Kimberley Norris and Mandy Matthewson, ‘Evaluation of Project Vigilance: Electronic 
Monitoring of Family Violence Offenders’, Tasmanian Institute of Law Enforcement Studies, University of Tasmania, July 2021, 2.
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Victoria already uses electronic monitoring in the criminal 
justice system. It can be used by Corrections Victoria to 
assist in the monitoring and management of Community 
Corrections Orders, Parole Orders and post-sentence 
Supervision Orders.81  Post-sentence Supervision Orders 
that may include electronic monitoring can be applied 
to that have committed rape, incest, sexual assault of a 
child, online child sexual abuse, murder, manslaughter, 
kidnapping and intentionally or recklessly causing 
serious injury.82  The Court can apply the post-sentence 
Supervision Order where it determines that the person 
poses an unacceptable risk of reoffending by committing 
a serious sexual or violent crime.83  The post-sentence 
Supervision Order can include the requirement to wear an 
alcohol detection anklet, to ensure the person complies 
with a requirement not to consume alcohol.84 

The Queensland Bail (Domestic Violence) and Another 
Act Amendment Act 2017 allows a court to impose 
electronic monitoring as a condition of bail for all 
defendants.85

South Australia also uses electronic monitoring to 
supervise some offenders in the community.86

 
Electronic monitoring has also been used in the US, New 
Zealand, the UK and across the rest of Europe as well.87

  
Assessments of  
Electronic Monitoring
There have been a number of recent assessments 
of multiple studies on the effectiveness and impact of 
electronic monitoring. However, given the wide range of 
purposes, settings, legal systems and law enforcement 
cultures electronic monitoring has been used in, there 
is  need to approach any review that tries to make a 
combined assessment with caution. Lessons can be 
drawn by comparing the different applications and 
settings in which electronic monitoring has been used.

Schaefer and Williams (2019) examined 40 studies that 
evaluated electronic monitoring across 11 countries.88  
They found that 41% of the studies could not be assessed 
as providing clear evidence as to the impact of electronic 
monitoring due to the methodology used in the studies. Of 
those studies that had a rigorous research design, 32% 
found positive impacts from electronic monitoring, 4% 
found net negative impacts and 23% found that electronic 
monitoring made no difference to outcomes. 89  

They concluded:90  Generally, there is no consistent 
evidence that electronic monitoring is routinely effective, 
despite evaluations utilising a range of applications and 
outcomes.

However, there is sufficient evidence to conclude that 
electronic monitoring can work. Positive effects of 
electronic monitoring have been reported in the literature 
for domestic violence offenders subject to no contact 
orders (pre-trial), offenders with short prison sentences 
(front-end), offenders with short to moderate prison 
sentences (early release), high-risk gang offenders (back-
end), and high-risk sex offenders (back-end). Offenders 
who had stable accommodation and stable employment 
fared better, as did older offenders and those with higher 
levels of education. The role of social support was also 
related to program success (although at times it functioned 
as a risk factor). Several studies reported that there were 
lower rates of failure for offenders who lived with a parent/
spouse, and offenders who were married.

Lacey Schaefer, senior lecturer in Criminology and 
Criminal Justice from Griffith University, further published 
to state electronic monitoring can be an effective 
tool for discouraging recidivism. However, electronic 
monitoring will be most effective when it is used to 
support supervision that limits a person’s access to 
opportunities to commit crime. Such supervision should 
help them redesign their routines so that any risky 
settings are avoided and are replaced with more positive 
influences.  She argued, “More broadly, it is imperative that 
correctional authorities provide rehabilitative interventions 
that address the underlying factors that contribute 
towards a person’s criminal behaviour.”

A 2001 report examined the Home Detention Curfew 
scheme that was introduced in England and Wales in 
1999. Under the scheme, prisoners sentenced to between 
three months and four years in prison were eligible 
for a release of up to 60 days subjected to electronic 
monitoring to ensure they complied with a curfew time 
they needed to be in their home. Over the first 16 months 
of the scheme, more than 21,000 people were released 
to serve the final segment of their prison sentence in 
the community under home curfew. The number meant 
that 30% of eligible prisoners were released onto home 
curfew. Less than 4% of those released on home curfew 
were returned to prison for breaching the conditions of the 
curfew. Only 9% of those subject to the Home Detention 

81Victoria Police, submission to the Victorian Law Reform Commission on Stalking, August 2021, 8.
82Victorian Post Sentence Authority, ‘Submission to the Inquiry into Victoria’s Criminal Justice System’, 1 September 2021, 1.
83Ibid., 2.  84Ibid., 3.
85Queensland Police Service, ‘The Domestic and family Violence GPS-enabled Electronic Monitoring Technology Evaluation Report’, April 2019, 5.
86http://www.corrections.sa.gov.au
87Jyoti Belur, Amy Thornton, Lisa Tompson, Matthew Manning, Aiden Sidebottom, Kate Bowers, ‘A systematic review of the effectiveness of the electronic monitoring of 
offenders’, Journal of Criminal Justice 68, (2020), 1.
88Lacey Schaefer and Gemma Williams, ‘A Literature Scan of the Effectiveness of Electronic Monitoring with Community-Supervised Offenders’, Griffith University, 2019, iii, 13
89Ibid., iv.  90Ibid., iv.
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Curfew scheme were convicted of a new crime within 
six months of the electronic monitoring ending. That 
compared to 30% of those released from prison who had 
not participated in the Home Detention Curfew scheme 
being reconvicted within six months of their release.91

  
Of the studies reviewed by Schaefer and Williams (2019), 
one published in 2002 found there was no direct effect 
on reducing the time before violent men on parole were 
returned to prison across a four-year period. The study 
did find electronic monitoring reduced re-offending by sex 
offenders. 92

A 2008 study of the use of electronic monitoring of 
high-risk sex offenders in the US state of Indiana reported 
that 48% of those being monitored violated their parole 
conditions during six months of monitoring. The rate of 
violating parole was 62% for those not being monitored. 
Of the 133 people being monitored, only eight were 
rearrested for a new offence, of which only one was for a 
sex offence.93

Research published in 2009 found that the three-year 
recidivism rate on one electronic monitoring program was 
26% for perpetrators subject to electronic monitoring 
with treatment and support, compared to 38% for those 
subjected to electronic monitoring without treatment or 
support.94

 
Schaefer and Williams (2019) reported on a study of the 
use of electronic monitoring in Florida between 2001 
and 2007. In Florida electronic monitoring was used for 
people on probation, for community control orders and for 
those released from prison. The study compared 5,034 
people on electronic monitoring to 266,991 without such 
monitoring. The researchers found electronic monitoring 
reduced those absconding from supervision or doing 
something that resulted in their order being revoked 
by 31%. Medium and high-risk offenders experienced 
greater compliance with requirements while on electronic 
monitoring, the effect was lower for violent offenders.95

  
A 2010 study of the use of electronic monitoring for 
high-risk sex offenders in California found that electronic 
monitoring had no impact on recidivism rates.96  Another 
study of high-risk sex offenders on parole subjected to 
electronic monitoring in California was conducted in 
2015. It found those subjected to electronic monitoring 
were less likely to commit a new offence (19% of those 
on electronic monitoring compared to 35% of those not 
subject to monitoring). However, there was no difference 
between the proportion of each group that violated the 
conditions of their parole and were returned to prison.97 
 

A third study published in 2015 of high-risk sex offenders in 
California on parole subject to electronic monitoring found 
there was no statistically significant difference in parole 
violations or offending committed by those subjected to 
electronic monitoring and those that were not.98 

A 2013 report on the use of electronic monitoring of 
high-risk gang members in California. The electronic 
monitoring made no difference to parole violations. 
However, it did reduce the rates of arrest (47% for those 
being monitored compared to 56% for those not being 
monitored) and arrests for violent offences (12.5% for 
those being monitored compared to 20% for those 
not being monitored). However, 79% of those being 
monitored were returned to prison compared to 69% of 
those not being monitored. The researchers believed the 
increased rate of return to prison was due to electronic 
monitoring increasing the detection of criminal offences 
by those being monitored. 99

 
A 2013 study of the use of electronic monitoring in 
Argentina found the return to custody for a new offence 
was 13% for those being monitored compared to 22% for 
those not being monitored. The researchers estimated 
that placing people on electronic monitoring compared 
to sending them to prison resulted in a 48% reduction in 
recidivism. 100

A paper published in 2016 on the use of electronic 
monitoring in France found converting prison sentences 
to electronic monitoring supervision reduced the 
probability or the person being reconvicted by 9 to 11% 
after five years. They also reported that those subjected 
to electronic monitoring that did reoffend committed 
less serious crimes. The researchers suggested that 
electronic monitoring had the greatest impact in reducing 
reoffending by:101 

	Parents;

	Those already sentenced to prison;

	Those who were supervised for longer periods; and

		Those who were required to work while under 
supervision.

A 2016 paper on the use of electronic monitoring in 
Norway reported that its use was introduced in 2008 in 
such a way as to reduce the number of people sent to 
prison. People sentenced to prison for a sentence of four 
months or less can apply to be subjected to electronic 
monitoring instead. Nearly 80% of those eligible to apply 
do so, and have of those are allowed to electronically 
monitored instead of being imprisoned. Those subjected 
to electronic monitoring are required to develop a 

 91Ibid., 24.  92Ibid., 20.  93Ibid., 21.
94Romy Winter, Ebba Herrlander Birgerson, Roberta Julian, Ron Frey, Peter Lucas, Kimberley Norris and Mandy Matthewson, ‘Evaluation of Project Vigilance: Electronic 
Monitoring of Family Violence Offenders’, Tasmanian Institute of Law Enforcement Studies, University of Tasmania, July 2021, 19.
95Lacey Schaefer and Gemma Williams, ‘A Literature Scan of the Effectiveness of Electronic Monitoring with Community-Supervised Offenders’, Griffith University, 2019, 17.
96Ibid., 22.  97Ibid., 22.  98Ibid., 22.  99Ibid., 20.  100Ibid., 20.  101Ibid., 17.
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structured weekly plan in collaboration with a correctional 
officer. The weekly plan must meet three requirements:

		The person must participate in 15 to 40 hours of 
activity each week (which is typically work);

		They must attend all their appointments with 
corrective services (which includes drug testing and 
treatment programs); and

		They must complete their voluntary activities related 
to personal needs (such as doctor’s appointments 
and shopping).

The researchers found that the electronic monitoring 
reduced reoffending rates by 19% in a two year period. 
However, electronic monitoring made no difference to the 
severity or frequency of those that did reoffend.102 
 
A 2018 study on the use of electronic monitoring in 
Germany with small groups of offenders found that 
electronic monitoring increased reoffending for those 
subjected to home detention and those released early 
from prison into employment. However, the results 
were not definitive due to the small number of offenders 
involved in the study.103

 
A follow up paper published in 2019 assessed the use 
of electronic monitoring in Norway between 2008 and 
2011. It considered 2,441 people subjected to electronic 
monitoring compared to 48,636 that were not subjected 
to electronic monitoring. The research found there was 
a 15% reduction in recidivism. Electronic monitoring 
was found to the most effective for those who did not 
have a previous prison record and those without recent 
experiences of unemployment.104

 

An analysis of the use of electronic monitoring in NSW 
published in 2019 found that electronic monitoring 
reduced reoffending within two years by 16%, compared 
with people sent to prison.105  The reduction in offending 
was found to be concentrated in those who are less than 
30 years old. For those below 30 years old, serving a 
sentence under electronic monitoring rather than in prison 
reduced reoffending within two years from 64% to 21%.  
The researchers also estimated that for people diverted 
from a prison sentence to electronic monitoring there is 
a saving of $30,000 on reduced supervision and future 
court and prison costs.107

 

Belur et al. (2020) conducted a systematic review of 34 
studies of electronic monitoring that were published 
between 2001 and 2016.108  They found the research 
varied between findings that electronic monitoring had 
no statistical impact on recidivism to findings that it did 
reduce recidivism.109  There was no impact of electronic 
monitoring on reducing detected parole violations.110  
However, the authors pointed out the result may be due to 
lumping all the studies in together. Electronic monitoring 
may be effective at reducing recidivism for certain crime 
types under certain conditions, such as limiting where 
the offender can travel to and providing treatment 
and support to address the causes of the offending 
behaviour.111 

Studies that compared sending a person to prison to 
diverting them to electronic monitoring found there 
was a reduction in recidivism with the use of electronic 
monitoring.112  However, the researchers cautioned that 
the results are based on very small sample sizes.

There is a problem with trying to compare recidivism 
rates between programs where people are being subject 
to electronic monitoring and those where they are not. 
The evidence points to electronic monitoring increasing 
the likelihood that certain crimes will be detected. It also 
increases there will be evidence to assist in a successful 
prosecution compared to when an offender is not subject 
to electronic monitoring. Thus, it is possible that electronic 
monitoring may reduce reoffending by those being 
monitored compared to those not being monitored. At the 
same time, the electronic monitoring may detect a higher 
proportion of offending by those that reoffend compared 
to those not subject to electronic monitoring. So, with the 
better detection rate, despite a reduction in recidivism 
those being subject to electronic monitoring may have 
a higher re-conviction rate due to lower detection and 
conviction related to offences committed by those 
not being monitored. Thus, there is a need to treat 
comparison of recidivism rates between programs with 
electronic monitoring and those without it with caution.
 
Four studies that examined electronic monitoring for 
people convicted of sexual offences found there was a 
comparatively strong crime reduction effect.113
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Belur et al. (2020) reported that some studies found that 
in some cases electronic monitoring caused a great deal 
of stress for offenders and family members as a result of 
forced interactions during curfews of up to 12 hours when 
the offender was forced to remain in their home.114

 
In relation to family violence, the studies examined by 
Belur et al. (2020) conflicted with the findings of the 
studies examined by Schaefer and Williams (2019). While 
those examined by Schaefer and Williams (2019) found 
positive results for enforcing no-contact order pre-trial, 
the studies considered by Belur et al. (2020) conducted 
a decade ago found the use of electronic monitoring in 
family violence cases pre-sentencing of the perpetrator 
increased recidivism compared to control conditions.115

 
Studies have found that those subjected to electronic 
monitoring have had mixed experiences. On the positive 
side, some subjected to electronic monitoring have 
reported that it has caused them to reflect, facilitated 
relationships and employment opportunities. Some have 
preferred it to being sent to prison. Others subjected to 
electronic monitoring have reported that they found it 
punitive, restrictive, controlling, created feelings of shame 
and of being labelled. There have also been reports of it 
having negative impacts on families.116

  
Sanctions that impose shame on people who have 
broken the law increase the risks of recidivism. Feelings of 
shame have been negatively correlated with empathy.117  
Shame has been correlated to resentment and the 
externalisation of the blame for negative events.118  Shame 
not only inhibits empathy for others through an excessive 
negative focus on the self but also stimulated blaming of 
others and hostility towards them.119  In the treatment of 
sex offenders, it is suggested that rehabilitation is likely 
to be more successful if the person can be moved from 
feelings of shame (which is internally focused on them as 
a person) to guilt (which is focused on the terrible things 
they have done).120  Guilt moves the person towards 
accepting their actions were wrong and accept they were 
responsible for what occurred. Ideally, they move to want 
to confess, make reparation and seek forgiveness.121 

Fitzalan Howard (2020) analysed six previous studies 
that explored the experience of people being subjected 
to electronic monitoring.122  Five of the studies involved the 
use of radio frequency anklets and one was of offenders 
subject to home detention. The studies were conducted 
between 2002 and 2014 and involved between 21 and 78 
people being subjected to electronic monitoring.123  The 
themes that came out of the analysis of the six studies 
were:

		Some of those subjected to electronic monitoring 
reported that it created an opportunity for ‘headspace’ 
or ‘time out’. The time for reflection allowed them to 
consider their current circumstances or difficulties, 
their past and future. Electronic monitoring may offer 
the opportunity and motivation to disengage from 
previous routines and peer groups.124  

		Some people on electronic monitoring reported 
that it allowed them greater access to employment 
opportunities and maintaining previous employment. 
At the same time electronic monitoring can be 
a barrier to employment and limit the types of 
employment the person can access. 125

		People subjected to electronic monitoring tended to 
spend more time with family members. That could 
improve relationships or could result in strain and 
tension. Being in the community also meant greater 
potential to maintain contact with friends and relatives 
and access support. If the electronic monitoring 
involved phone calls to the person being monitored 
to check up on them in the middle of the night the 
whole household could be disrupted. It was found that 
women subjected to electronic monitoring were more 
likely to have their relationships with their children 
negatively impacted compared to men.126 

		Depending on the restrictions imposed by the 
electronic monitoring, it could make it harder for the 
person to offer support to, or care for, others.127 

		Electronic monitoring resulted in feelings of stigma, 
shame and embarrassment for some of those 
subjected to it. The desire to hide the device from 
others resulted in some of those being monitored 
avoiding other people.128  Feelings of shame and 
stigma can trigger feelings of powerlessness and 
depression. Stigma through labelling can affect 
people’s identities, how they see themselves and how 
society sees them. That then influences both how a 
person behaves and how others treat them and what 
opportunities they are given.129  

		Some of those subjected to electronic monitoring 
experienced it as restrictive and confining. Many of 
those subjected to electronic monitoring reported that 
home became a prison. Some reported a feeling of a 
lack of privacy.130 

		People on electronic monitoring reported feelings 
of anxiety, fear, stress and nervousness. People 
described living in a state of hyper-alertness and 
being constant vigilant and ‘on edge’. These feelings 
were often triggered by recognition that breaching 
the obligations imposed by the electronic monitoring 
could result in imprisonment. However, the extent 
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where the individual who has transgressed is subjected 
to a sanction that discourages them from transgressing 
again. There is also general deterrence, where the 
threat of a sanction deters a wider group of people in the 
community to comply with the law out of fear of being 
subjected to the sanction.

However, research has shown there are other ways to 
encourage people to comply with the law. For example, 
procedural justice theory maintains that experiencing 
fair and just procedures leads people to view the law 
and authority figures as more legitimate, and to greater 
compliance with, and commitment to obey, rules and laws. 
When we feel that processes are applied in a way that 
offer us voice and chance to participate, we perceive our 
treatment to be more respectful. When decision making is 
experienced as transparent, consistent and impartial, and 
we trust in the motives of the authority figure making the 
decision, we are more likely to perceive our treatment to 
be procedurally just.138

   
People subjected to electronic monitoring may regard it 
as procedurally just if they: 139

		understand why decisions about electronic 
monitoring and accompanying requirements have 
been made;

		understand the rules and discretion allowed for 
dealing with breaches or non-compliance;

	have the chance to consent to being monitored;

		feel that the monitoring officers treat them with 
respect and dignity;

		feel that they have a chance to discuss the decisions 
made; 

	have someone to go to with questions; and

		understand the hoped-for value or goal of being 
monitored in their case.

As an example of where a court found the use of 
electronic monitoring procedurally unfair, in early 2019 
the Georgia Supreme Court unanimously struck down a 
law that required sex offenders to wear and pay for GPS 
electronic monitoring for the rest of their lives. The court 
considered the electronic monitoring while in custody, on 
probation or parole was acceptable because during these 
sanctions there is a diminished expectation of privacy. 
The court took the view that once a person ha served 
their sentence for a crime their expectation for privacy is 
restored. 140

 

of these feelings were impacted by the level of 
obligations imposed by the electronic monitoring.131  

		Some on the electronic monitoring reported that 
their life was more ‘normal’ than life in prison. They 
experienced greater freedom and had greater 
autonomy and felt less controlled by other people. 
In places where the person being monitored was 
subjected to curfew hours in their home, their 
experience was one of being controlled, lacking 
personal choice and being very reliant on others.132 

		Those being monitored reported complying with the 
requirements of the monitoring primarily out of fear 
of punishment and wanting to avoid imprisonment. 
People with previous experience of prison appeared 
to be the most strongly deterred from possible on-
compliance. Some reported that electronic monitoring 
affected their behaviour but not their attitudes. Those 
who committed crime regularly, were committed to 
a criminal lifestyle, or who believed that change was 
out of their control, were unlikely to be affected in the 
longer term.133  

		Those subjected to electronic monitoring stated that 
they needed other interventions, treatments, support, 
purposeful activity, employment, and being able to 
make plans for the future in order to change their 
offending behaviour in the longer term. They stated 
they needed to feel the electronic monitoring was fair 
and that their interactions with people associated with 
electronic monitoring to be positive, responsive and 
supportive.134 

		The majority of those subjected to electronic 
monitoring still preferred it to imprisonment. Most 
believed the advantages of electronic monitoring 
outweighed the disadvantages when compared 
to being sent to prison.135  Women with children, 
especially single mothers, with little support placed 
on electronic monitoring often found it more stressful 
than prison.136 

Fitzalan Howard (2020) concluded electronic 
monitoring:137

 
… can be a challenging experience and it is clearly not 
a ‘soft’ sanction. It has very real advantages however; 
the findings illustrate the potential for EM to promote 
compliance and to contribute to rehabilitation and 
desistance.
 
Fitzalan Howard (2020) pointed out that much of the 
focus in public discussion of the criminal justice system 
is to promote deterrence. There is specific deterrence, 
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Negative experiences of electronic monitoring for 
offenders have also strongly related to how fit for purpose 
the monitoring equipment is. Problems arise when the 
person needs to spend a long time having to charge the 
anklet they are wearing. Negative experiences also result 
when there are blind spots in the tracking technology, so 
that the person is suspected of a breach when the device 
has lost reception from those doing the monitoring.

Electronic monitoring of offenders has been estimated 
to be 2.4 to 2.8 times more expensive than the cost of 
traditional parole or community supervision.141 

Electronic Monitoring to  
address family violence
The success of family violence interventions is generally 
measured by a decrease in physical and non-physical 
abuse and on the survivor’s feelings of safety, renewed 
control over their lives and the ability to make plans for the 
future.142 

Electronic monitoring can be used to create an exclusion 
and buffer zone for a perpetrator of family violence, which 
sets off an alarm should the individual come within a pre-
determined distance of the victim. 

Studies from 2004 and 2005 found that survivors of 
family violence that participated in electronic monitoring 
of the perpetrator found that they had an overall 
increased sense of safety during their participation in the 
monitoring.143 

Family violence tends to increase during times of 
separation, or when the survivor decides to leave or 
report the abuser to the police.144  The use of electronic 
monitoring can reduce the risk of the escalation of 
violence by enforcing compliance of no-contact orders 
during reporting and trial procedures. The reduced risk 
allows survivors to continue the complaint and to testify in 
the court procedures.145

 

However, electronic monitoring in family violence and 
stalking cases primarily protects victims’ physical safety. It 
does not address psychological abuse, emotional abuse 
or cyberstalking, so other support for survivors is also 
necessary.146 

Electronic monitoring has been used for family violence 
offending in the US. The perpetrator is fitted with an anklet 
and an exclusion zone is set around a survivor’s residence. 

The residence is equipped with a transmitter alerting 
police if the perpetrator comes within a set distance of the 
survivor’s residence.147

  
However, as a concern about the above US approach, 
Victoria Police are of the view that there are significant 
risks in using electronic monitoring for offenders in 
family violence and stalking cases in the absence of 
understanding where the people being targeted by 
the offender are.148  Thus, some of the recent uses of 
electronic monitoring in relation to family violence have 
invited the survivor to carry a tracking device. They are 
then contacted by the monitoring body if the perpetrator 
is approaching them. The offender may also be contacted 
and told to move away.

GPS monitoring is used in the UK on a voluntary basis 
during the bail stage of the criminal justice process. The 
perpetrator agrees to wear an anklet and the survivor has 
a handheld device to ensure the perpetrator complies 
with not approaching the survivor. 149

NSW has used electronic monitoring for perpetrators with 
a history of family violence who are released into home 
detention following imprisonment.150 

South Australia is using electronic monitoring for family 
violence offenders on bail, probation and parole.151

 

In Western Australia the Family Violence Legislation 
Reform Act 2020 introduced ‘serial family violence 
offender’ declarations. The Western Australian courts 
that convict a perpetrator of a prescribed family violence 
offence can declare them to be a ‘serial family violence 
offender’ if they have committed at least three prescribed 
offences, or at least two prescribed indictable-only 
offences.152  Part of the consequences of being declared a 
serial family violence offender in Western Australia are:153 

		If the court determines that the appropriate sentence 
for an offence committed by a declared offender is a 
non-custodial sentence the court must consider the 
application of an electronic monitoring requirement;

		If a declared offender is imprisoned for a family 
violence offence, the Prisoners Review Board is 
required to consider an order for electronic monitoring 
as part of any parole order, re-entry release order or 
post-sentence supervision order made in respect of a 
family violence offence; and 
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Therefore, GPS tracking should not be relied on to 
replace other forms of verification and monitoring, such 
as contact with police, service providers, a partner, 
family and other significant third parties. Without a 
concurrent, clearly structured and sufficiently resourced 
case management strategy to address the causes 
of DFV behaviour and the perpetrator’s criminogenic 
needs, GPS-enabled technology is unlikely to provide a 
risk reduction effect for victims of this crime.
 

A 2018 assessment of the use of electronic monitoring in 
the context of family violence by the Australian National 
Research Organisation for Women’s Safety concluded 
that the utility of electronic monitoring in the context of 
domestic violence is limited and conditional. Limitations 
arise from:157  

	The nature of family violence;

	The character of the offender;

	The capability of the technology itself; and,

	The criminogenic risks and needs of the offender.

They further concluded that the limitations can be 
overcome or otherwise addressed in an electronic 
monitoring program that prioritises survivor safety.

Tasmanian Police have trialled the use of electronic 
monitoring in relation to family violence offences. An 
evaluation of the trial by the Tasmanian Institute of Law 
Enforcement Studies of the University of Tasmania 
was published in July 2021.158   The Tasmanian trial has 
involved up to 100 GPS devices to track and monitor 
repeat, high-risk people who have perpetrated family 
violence. The electronic monitoring in Tasmania is not 
used as an alternative sentencing option, but as an added 
measure to enhance the safety of women and children 
who have experienced family violence.

The Tasmanian trial ran from November 2018 to 30 June 
2020.159  It was attached to the issuing of Family Violence 
Orders, not as a sentencing option after a trial for a family 
violence offence.160

 
The researchers argued that electronic monitoring needs 
to be viewed as complementary to existing strategies to 
address family violence and not as a replacement for any 
of them.161 

There were 76 perpetrators and 27 survivors who 
participated in the trial. All the perpetrators were male 
and all the survivors were female.162  The evaluation only 
managed to interview four perpetrators and four survivors 
that participated.163 

		Upon arrest for a future family violence offence, a 
declared offender will be subject to a presumption 
against bail and, if bail is granted, consideration must 
be given to imposing a home detention condition with 
electronic monitoring.

In May 2021, the Queensland Women’s Safety and Justice 
Taskforce recommended that electronic monitoring be 
a sanction that courts be required to consider for serial 
family violence offenders based on the existing Western 
Australian model.154

 
The Queensland Police Service published a report in 2019 
on their testing of the technical reliability of electronic 
monitoring. They found that the electronic monitoring 
anklet triggered all pre-set alarms when the person 
wearing it entered a place they should not be 51% of the 
time. In 23% of cases the anklet only triggered some of the 
alarms it should have. In 26% of cases the anklet failed to 
trigger the alarms it should have for the person entering 
places they were required not to enter. They also found 
the technology could not be relied upon to accuracy 
record the position of a person. 

They concluded the electronic monitoring data could 
only be used as corroborating evidence if needed in a 
prosecution of the violation of restrictions placed on a 
perpetrator.155  The Queensland Police Service concluded 
that if electronic monitoring were used to assist in the 
management of family violence perpetrators, at best, 
it would provide a moderate level of accuracy and 
reliability to track an individual’s movements and detect 
the breaching of a prohibited zone for that perpetrator. 
Further, they stated:156  

The findings demonstrate electronic monitoring alone 
does not provide a sufficient risk-mitigation solution 
for high-risk DFV [Domestic and Family Violence] 
perpetrators and is not an effective or reliable substitute 
for a robust perpetrator management framework. The 
findings suggest, it may be an appropriate consideration 
for lower-risk DFV perpetrators, assuming the risk 
can be accurately assessed, the technology reliably 
functions to an optimal standard in the physical 
location, and if used in conjunction with case 
management practices to manage the risk posed by 
a perpetrator released into the community. However, it 
is also important to note that compliance and attitudes 
towards monitoring on the part of the perpetrator or 
the victim may further reduce the impact of electronic 
monitoring.
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The trial of electronic monitoring resulted in over a 75% 
reduction in high-risk of violence incidents for perpetrators 
fitted with the electronic monitoring.164  There was also 
an 80% reduction in violent breaches of the electronic 
monitoring conditions.165 
 
Twenty-six of the perpetrators were monitored after they 
completed the electronic monitoring trial. There were 32 
family violence reports against 12 of these perpetrators 
after the completion of the electronic monitoring trial. 
In the 12 months prior to the electronic monitoring the 
12 perpetrators had generated 81 reported incidents 
of family violence.166  The researchers concluded the 
recidivism rate for perpetrators of family violence was 
about the same for those exiting electronic monitoring as 
for those that complete a prison sentence.167

 

In one case in the Tasmanian trial, the electronic 
monitoring allowed the survivor to have a break from 
contact with the perpetrator. The break allowed her to 
overcome a drug dependence, relocate, get her child 
back and get a job.168

  
In another case, the electronic monitoring device given 
to the survivor acted as a constant reminder of the 
family violence, which retraumatised her. However, after 
receiving a call that the perpetrator was in her proximity 
and was intercepted by police, her perception changed to 
viewing the electronic monitoring device as a ‘bubble of 
safety’.169

 
One survivor stated the electronic monitoring enabled 
her to prove that the perpetrator was harassing her and 
making her feel unsafe:170 

I’ve had a phone call from the monitoring unit where he 
came past home and stuff like that. So, like he’s breached 
there. But at least they can pick those things up because 
before that he was doing things that could never actually be 
pinned on him, not pinned, but he could never get in trouble 
for because we had no proof.

Survivors reported that the electronic monitoring, and the 
police support associated with it, did increase their sense 
of safety:171 

It’s a lot more comforting knowing that I’ve got it because, 
like I said, I can go to [name of suburb] and I’m not a nervous 
wreck anymore.

I’m more confident now to sort of leave [the area where I 
live], I guess, … now because I know I have that thing. So, 
if I have my daughter with me I am more comfortable in 
leaving because I have it.

I think the main thing is I want to reiterate that it was a 
positive experience having the device because it meant 
that it felt like I could actually have a bit more of a normal life 
again, that life wasn’t all about watching out for me, making 
sure he was there, or feeling like I was constantly having to 
perform investigations of where he was, or take pictures. It 
sort of gave me space to sort of just live a normal life without 
having to feel like I was monitoring where he was, what I 
was doing, I think. So, it sort of gave me a reprieve from him 
as well.

At least I know like we’re safe. He can’t just walk up to us 
now because I’d be notified before sort of it got to that, that 
he couldn’t walk up and just take [my child] or anything like 
that anymore.

I think it’s fantastic. If it wasn’t for this thing, I think I would still 
be quite a nervous wreck. So, it’s a fantastic thing.

The researchers concluded that the electronic monitoring 
program increased police response times to threats of 
family violence, which increased the sense of safety for 
survivors. 172

One survivor had the experience that the perpetrator 
started reverting to his previous behaviour once the 
electronic monitoring ended: 173

So, quite quickly, just he’s hanging around on the fringes, or 
turning up when he knows I’m at certain places, that sort of 
thing. I guess that’s the big change, is that sort of we’ve had 
to go back to that really keeping good records, watching 
where we are, that sort of stuff again.

By contrast, another survivor had not heard from the 
perpetrator for a year after the electronic monitoring had 
finished.174

 
Survivors indicated they were prefer the alleged 
perpetrators were in prison than out in the community on 
electronic monitoring. 175

The Tasmanian trial of electronic monitoring anecdotally 
found that alleged perpetrators that were subjected to 
electronic monitoring was more likely to get bail while 
awaiting trial for family violence offences.176  Alleged 
perpetrators can spend up to six months in detention 
waiting for their trial to come up.177

 

The alleged perpetrators interviewed in the Tasmanian 
trial reported feeling of being stigmatised by the anklet, 
making the following comments:178 
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It’s not worth it. I’d rather go to gaol. It took me three to four 
months to get used to it. Now I’m completely over it. 

The desire to go to prison, rather than being subjected to 
electronic monitoring, contrasts to other studies where 
the people being monitored preferred the monitoring to 
prison. As the Tasmanian study involved high-risk repeat 
offenders, it is more likely that the group of perpetrators 
involved have been in prison before. Thus, it is possible 
they were more willing to opt for prison than a cohort of 
perpetrators with less serious offending behaviour.

The researchers found that the Tasmanian trial resulted 
in an increased conviction rate for perpetrators of family 
violence who were being electronically monitored, as a 
result of there being proof of them violating family violence 
orders.

The researchers estimated the cost of electronic 
monitoring to be around $17,000 per perpetrator per 
year, compared with between $114,000 to $135,000 per 
perpetrator per year for imprisonment.183  These costs 
do not take into account the costs required to provide 
rehabilitation supports and services to the perpetrator if 
the period of electronic monitoring is more likely to result 
in a lasting change in behaviour.

Following the release of the assessment into the 
Tasmanian trial of electronic monitoring for high-risk 
repeat offenders of family violence, the Tasmanian 
Government announced $2.4 million in funding to expand 
the scope of electronic monitoring of family violence 
offenders.184 

The results from the Tasmanian trial largely matched that 
of a US study published in 2012. The study examined the 
use of GPS monitoring to help enforce court-mandated 
“no-contact” orders in domestic and intimate violence 
cases prior to trial for the alleged offences. The study 
found the electronic monitoring had an impact on the 
behaviour of offenders over both the short and long term. 
Rates of arrest for breaching the no-contact orders were 
lower for those on electronic monitoring than those not 
being monitored. Rates of future family violence incidents 
decreased by over 30% and rates for rearrest for general 
offences decreased by over 40% at one of the two 
areas the electronic monitoring was used. At the second 
location, there was no impact on rearrest rates. 

Electronic monitoring resulted in higher conviction rates 
compared to those not being monitored. The researchers 
attributed the difference to the increased willingness of 
survivors to attend court proceedings in cases where the 
offender was subject to electronic monitoring.185

  

It’s easy to conceal but it could be smaller…. Feels like a 
ball and chain.

I can’t go to the pool. People look at me cos I’ve got the 
bracelet.

You have to hide it from your employer.

If my current girlfriend’s mother knew I had it, she would 
make her break up with me.

I went inside the zone and nearly breached it. I was 
working, packing up a house, and the police walked 
down the drive and said “you’ve just breached”, and I 
lost the job over it.

Alleged perpetrators also reported that the electronic 
monitoring had impacts on social aspects of their lives:179 

It’s annoying that I can’t go near my son’s school. It’s 
crappy that I haven’t been able to go to one assembly 
this year.

It doesn’t restrict me. But my ex is no longer in [name 
of suburb] but I can’t go and see family there cos it’s 
excluded and I’ve told them they’ve not amended it…, 
Said they would look into it but it hasn’t happened
.

One of the perpetrators of the four that were interviewed 
reported positive experience of being on the electronic 
monitoring:180 

I’ve been able to use the time to rehabilitate myself. 
It’s given us a year apart. I’ve had time to see a 
psychologist, go to anger management. A year apart so 
there’s no more damage to our relationship.

It’s made me a lot stronger, to be able to relate bail 
conditions and stuff like that. It’s been a help to me. It’s 
better than prison and proves you can change (to the 
Court).

Another of the alleged perpetrators stated:181 

It’s actually quietened me down a lot. I know what I’ve done 
wrong. I know I’ve created the issue. I’m trying to get help, 
counselling.

However, three of the four alleged perpetrators stated 
they would opt for imprisonment in the future over 
electronic monitoring:182 

I’d sooner go to gaol.

I wouldn’t do it again. I’ve actually lost my job over it.

179Ibid., 26.  180Ibid., 27.  181Ibid., 27.  182Ibid., 27.  183Ibid., 37.
184The Hon Elise Archer, Tasmanian Minister of Justice, Corrections, Workplace Safety and Consumer Affairs, ‘Protecting victims of family violence’, Media Release, 10 Nov  2021.
185Lacey Schaefer and Gemma Williams, ‘A Literature Scan of the Effectiveness of Electronic Monitoring with Community-Supervised Offenders’, Griffith University, 2019, 15.
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Electronic Monitoring to address 
alcohol related offending
The use of electronic monitoring to enforce requirements 
that an offender not consume alcohol flowed from an 
initiative introduced in South Dakota USA. People involved 
in repeat offences for drink driving and alcohol-related 
violence were sentenced to abstinence, enforced by 
regular random breath testing. Those that breached the 
requirement were immediately placed in prison for a night 
for a first breach and two nights in prison for a second 
breach.186  Of over 8 million scheduled breath tests, the 
offenders appeared and confirmed abstinence 99.1% 
of times.187  Independent evaluation found drink driving 
offences declined by 78%, assaults declined by 12% and 
family violence assaults declined by 16%. 188 The imposed 
sobriety also resulted in a 4.2% drop in the South Dakota’s 
all-cause adult mortality.189  The drop in mortality was 
higher for women, who would have otherwise suffered 
fatal consequences from excessive drinking by men.190

The South Dakota program is part of an approach that 
has been labelled ‘swift, certain and fair’. The Victorian 
Sentencing Advisory Council reviewed the evidence for 
the effectiveness of ‘swift, certain and fair’ programs in 
reducing criminal behaviour. They pointed to the South 
Dakota and the Hawaii HOPE program that seeks to 
reduce drug-related crimes as having positive results. 
However, ‘swift, fair and certain’ programs in four other US 
states had nearly identical rates of breaching conditions 
for those subject to the program as offenders not on the 
program. In some instances, the people on the ‘swift, 
certain and fair’ program had worse outcomes in terms of 
reoffending.191 

The Victorian Sentencing Advisory Council also raised 
concerns that ‘swift, certain and fair’ programs may have 
unfair impacts on people with brain injuries, mental illness 
or childcare responsibilities who break the law. 192

In 2017 the Victorian Sentencing Advisory Council 
concluded that: 193

There is insufficient evidence that a ‘swift, certain 
and fair’ approach to sentencing and sentence 
management of family violence offenders would 
be effective or appropriate in Victoria, and such an 
approach should not be implemented.
   

They stated their conclusion was based on:194

		The mixed evidence for the effectiveness of ‘swift, 
certain and fair’ approaches to offenders with 
substance-abuse issues;

		The absence of evidence for the effectiveness of 
‘swift, certain and fair’ approaches to family violence 
offenders;

		The potential risks to victim survivors and affected 
family members;

		The procedural fairness and human rights 
implications;

		The limited effectiveness of, and lack of capacity in 
Victoria for the imposition of, short custodial sanctions;

		The undesirability of mandatory sanctioning and 
compliance-based approaches; 

		The potential for a disproportionate impact on 
particular offender groups; and 

	Overwhelming stakeholder opposition.
 
A study published in 2009 evaluated the use of electronic 
monitoring for people released early from prison in 
Sweden. Those involved had been sentenced to at least 
two years in prison. By being subjected to electronic 
monitoring they were permitted to leave prison four 
months before their parole eligibility date. In addition to 
the electronic monitoring they were required to be in 
employment (which was arranged by Swedish corrective 
services if necessary) and they were subject to daily 
testing to ensure they had not consumed alcohol. Of 
those subjected to electronic monitoring, 28% were 
convicted of a new crime compared to 38% of those not 
subjected to electronic monitoring. Further, 13% of those 
subjected to electronic monitoring were given a new 
prison sentence compared to 21% of those not subject 
to electronic monitoring. The researchers found that the 
difference in reoffending was particularly large for those 
that had intermediate levels of previous criminality.195

  
In New Zealand in November 2016, the Parliament passed 
the Drug and Alcohol Testing of Community Based 
Offenders, Bailees and Other Persons Act 2016. The law 
enabled the Department of Corrections and the New 
Zealand Police to require offenders on sentences in the 
community or on bail to undergo drug and alcohol testing 
if they were subject to conditions that prohibited their 

186Ilora Finlay and Keith Humphreys, ‘Mandatory sobriety programmes for alcohol-involved criminal offenders’, Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine 110(2), (2017) 52; and 
Peter Miller and Bill Mathers, ‘24/7 Sobriety Project: A promising intervention model for Victroia?’ 
187Ilora Finlay and Keith Humphreys, ‘Mandatory sobriety programmes for alcohol-involved criminal offenders’, Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine 110(2), (2017) 52.
188Peter Miller and Bill Mathers, ‘24/7 Sobriety Project: A promising intervention model for Victoria?’.
189Ilora Finlay and Keith Humphreys, ‘Mandatory sobriety programmes for alcohol-involved criminal offenders’, Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine 110(2), (2017) 52.
190Ibid., 52.
191Victorian Sentencing Advisory Council, ‘’Swift, Certain and Fair’ Approaches to Sentencing and Managing Family Violence Offenders Factsheet’.
192Ibid.
193Anusha Kenny, Paul McGorrery and Donald Ritchie, ‘Swift, Certain and Fair Approaches to Sentencing Family Violence Offenders Report’, Victorian Sentencing Advisory 
Council, 2017, xi.
194Ibd., xi.
195Lacey Schaefer and Gemma Williams, ‘A Literature Scan of the Effectiveness of Electronic Monitoring with Community-Supervised Offenders’, Griffith University, 2019, 20.
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monitored and nine people breached the requirement.202  
There were also trials of alcohol detection tags in 
Humberside, Lincolnshire and North Yorkshire. People 
required to wear the ankle tags were 97% alcohol free 
for the period they wore the tags and 94% met the 
requirements placed on them while wearing the anklets. 
Some of those subjected to the tags reported a positive 
impact to their lives, wellbeing and behaviour.203  One 
person required to wear the tag stated:204

 
Since I had the tag removed I feel 100% in control of my 
drinking. I was worried to begin with that when I had the tag 
taken off I might go back to drinking again but the process 
gave me a better understanding of alcohol. I also didn’t 
want to go back to court.

I no longer need a drink to manage my emotions which 
is down to the tag and my probation officer – I’m much 
happier with my life now and pleased that more people can 
benefit from my experience of wearing the tags.

As a result of the trials in the UK, legislation was passed in 
the UK Parliament that allow courts to be able to sentence 
people in the UK to have to wear an alcohol detection 
ankle tag for up to 120 days. The legislation came into 
force on 19 May 2020.205  The penalties for being detected 
as having consumed alcohol can range from a fine, 
lengthening the period the ankle tag must be worn or 
imprisonment.206 

 

use of those substances. Courts and the Parole Board 
are able to impose abstinence conditions.196   Under the 
law the highest risk offenders can be required to wear an 
alcohol detection anklet.197

 
Researched found that offenders required to wear an 
alcohol detection anklet found the anklet uncomfortable. 
The device could be casually observed. Visibility of the 
device meant offenders could be identified as offenders 
by members of the public. That negatively impacted social 
interactions. Only a small number of offenders, 72, were 
required to wear the anklet.198  The researchers concluded 
there was little evidence to attest to the effectiveness of 
the alcohol detection anklets. Reoffending rates were 
not lower than what would be expected without the 
anklets being used.199  Due to the small number of people 
fitted with the anklets, the researchers were not able to 
determine if the anklets had any benefit in reducing family 
violence offences.200  They argued the available evidence 
was unfavourable to the continued investment in the 
relative expensive use of anklets.201 

In south London, there was a trial of alcohol detection 
tags. From 31 July 2014 to 31 July 2015, 111 people were 
sentenced to alcohol abstinence for an average of 75 
days. Their compliance was monitored with alcohol 
detection tags they were required to wear. The tags 
monitored for alcohol consumption by taking 45 
readings per day from the sweat of the person. Of those 
being monitored, 92% complied for the period of being 

197Ibid., 11.  198Ibid., 33.
199‘Pilot of alcohol and drug testing in the community: Evaluation final report. Research and Analysis’, 3 May 2019, 1.
200Ibid., 6.  201Ibid., 1.
202Ilora Finlay and Keith Humphreys, ‘Mandatory sobriety programmes for alcohol-involved criminal offenders’, Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine 110(2), (2017) 52.
203UK Government, ‘’Sobriety tags’ come into force’, Media Release, 19 May 2020.
204Ibid.  205Ibid.  206Ibid.
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