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Abstract

This chapter explores the police custody cell from the perspective of policing staff. Legally it
is the cornerstone of the criminal investigation process, being the place where arrested
persons are taken while charging decisions are made. Police custody is a liminal space, one
where detainees are monitored extensively and where detainees are ‘betwixt and between’
their previous existence. It is therefore a complex and multi-faceted environment that has,
until recently, been treated in a fairly monolithic way. This chapter draws on 15 hours of
observations and 12 interviews with police officers and custody staff. It argues that the police

custody cell is a space of monitoring risk and emotional turmoil are managed by staff.. Commented [JT1]: We only had 125 words for the
abstract so just had to shave a little off.

Commented [AW2R1]: Thanks!

Introduction

Once someone has been arrested, they are taken to police custody in order for investigations
into the allegations made against them to be examined. Legally, therefore, police custody is
the cornerstone of the British criminal investigations process, facilitating decisions taken
about whether to charge or release detainees (Skinns et al. 2017). Until recently, police
custody was interpreted as a fairly benign space where detainees were held before decisions
were taken. Recent work, however, has argued that far from being a passive experience, the
cell becomes a place of emotion where detainees contemplate and consider the impact of
detention on their future lives (Wooff and Skinns 2017). Liminality is a useful concept for
exploring this emotional uncertainty of being in a cell. More commonly applied in health and

education settings (Atkinson and Robson 2012), it refers to the ‘interstructural state’ in which



the person is ‘betwixt or between’ socially constructed identities (Turner 1967). Although |
have argued elsewhere that police custody in general can be considered a liminal experience
for many detainees (Wooff and Skinns 2017), the cell in particular is frequently the period
where, emotionally, detainees experience the liminality of custody. Not only are they cut off
from the outside physically and metaphorically, but when detainees are in their cell they are
acutely aware that the decisions being taken about them will potentially impact on their future
life. Jewkes (2011: 278) argues that, in the context of those who are on indeterminate
sentences, liminality is frequently experienced when we go from a period of stability to ‘one
of ambiguity’. The cell in police custody is the space where detainees experience those
feelings.

Indeed, environmental psychology can provide theoretical understandings of the
impact of the building design on the social interaction among users, with a growing body of
scholarship linking prison architecture to the way that prisoners and staff interact
(Beijersbergen et al. 2016; Jewkes 2013; Laws and Crewe 2016; Liebling 2004; Moran 2011;
Moran et al. 2017). Understanding the role of the police custody cell in the way(s) that
relationships between risk, emotion and resistance can be managed by staff at the scale of the
cell can elucidate understandings of this carceral space. In particular, emotions in police
custody tend to be intensified (Wooff and Skinns 2017). These emotions can be heightened
by the physical environment of the cell, where the detainee is kept in a highly controlled,
windowless and stark space, often uncertain of the outcome of their case. It is also a space
where staff exert control over detainees by monitoring, regulating and managing emotions
through their (in)actions in a bid to minimise risk to detainees and staff. Frequently the cell is
used to de-escalate situations, where detainees who are arrested and are too violent, un-
cooperative or incoherent through drink or drugs to be dealt with immediately, are taken

straight to the cell. This makes the time a detainee is in a police cell an inherently risky



period, where risk of suicide and self-harm is heightened (Williams et al. 2017). As a result,
the cell can be a place where the detainee exercises their power in the context of custody,
resisting, being violent and, importantly, a place where emotions are actively managed by
staff.

As in prison settings there is a complex interaction between risk and emotion, with
resistance commonly being the culmination of the emotional turmoil experienced by a
detainee in a police custody cell. Following Laws and Crewe’s (2016) work on emotion
management in prisons, the police custody environment can impact emotionally on the
detainee in a number of ways. This includes the cognitive change, which refers to how we
‘reappraise or transform’ and ‘how we think of situations” (Laws and Crewe 2016: 538), but
can also refer to the emotional realisation that often occurs when someone is brought in to
custody that their life may alter significantly once a decision has been taken about whether to
charge or release them. In other words, although the average time someone tends to be held in
police is 9-10 hours (Skinns 2011), the particular spaces in a custody suite elicit different
emotions and these can cause ‘emotional aftershocks’ in the life of an individual once they
have been released (Wooff and Skinns 2017). The role police staff have in managing these
emotional transactions is also significant and it is the police cell that is a site for this.

Although the charge bar® and the broader custody environment is important (see
Roach Anleu et al. [2015] for a discussion of emotions in courtrooms), particularly in
considering ‘emotion zones’, this chapter focuses specifically on the cell within the custody
suite. The cell is where the detainee tends to spend most of their time when they are in police
custody: it is where, aside from being interviewed or getting fingerprints and DNA taken
(which tends to be brief), the detainee will be held. It is also the site where rights and
entitlements can be given or denied, underscoring the lack of control the detainee has in the

situation and the power differential between the staff and suspects. Uniquely in the criminal



justice estate, police custody cells increasingly have closed circuit television (CCTV). CCTV
is one way that officers manage the risk of detainees self-harming, putting those deemed as a
high-risk in cells (where available) with CCTV. However this also raises complex questions
about privacy versus risk and the extent to which officers can monitor and intervene to
support and manage the emotional turmoil of detainees. The chapter will draw on data
gathered as part of a research project examining risk and efficiency in police custody in
Scotland and will use the lens of the police custody cell to consider how the emotions of the
detainee can be managed by considering the risk posed by the person and inter-relatedly, their
emotion as often expressed through forms of resistance. This chapter will argue that
understanding the cell as a site of risk, emotion and resistance in a dynamic way allows

interrogation of the way(s) that the cell can be used to manage emotion.

Methodology

The chapter draws on data from a study funded by the Scottish Institute of Policing Research,
entitled ‘Measuring Risk and Efficiency in Police Custody in Scotland’ (2015-2017). In order
to develop an understanding of the varying nature of police custody across Scotland, two
contrasting case study locations were selected. The urban case study was a large, inner-city
custody suite operating a fairly typical management structure with 52 cells. The rural case
study operated a dispersed custody model, where the remote rural custody estate was
managed by a central urban-based custody Sergeant and team. These contrasting locations
offered varying opportunities and challenges and offered insights in to how the cell was a site

of risk, emotion and resistance.
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in the police cell and draws upon 12 semi-structured interviews with staff and 15 hours of

observation across the two custody sites. Participants included Custody Sergeants, Custody



Inspectors, Police Constables (PCs) in custody and Police Custody Support Officers
(PCSOs). Strategic interviews were also conducted with senior custody managers, at the rank
of Superintendent. Non-participant observation was conducted by observing different shifts
working in a custody suite on different days and times, including Friday and Saturday nights
and recording ‘systematic description of events and behaviours’ (Marshall and Rossman
2011: 79). Data was transcribed, coded and analysed and thematic analysis allowed themes to
be developed such as the ways that risk, emotion and resistance were managed by custody

staff via the space of the prison cell.

The cell as a site of physical and emotional risk

Managing risk and ‘risky’ populations is a core part of role of working in custody. As
Williams et al. (2017) note, a lack of bespoke training on mental health and a “one-size fits
all” approach to risk assessment leads to custody staff feeling under pressure and ill-equipped
to deal with the multitude of risks related to health. Those detainees coming into custody
frequently have complex healthcare needs that pose a risk to the detainee and also to the staff
managing them. As Rekrut-Lapa and Lapa (2014) note, those coming in to police custody
with mental health issues are over represented compared to the general populations. Hence it
is likely staff are required to managed complex healthcare risks of detainees.(see Rekrut-Lapa
and Lapa 2014; Skinns 2011; Williams et al. 2017) As this chapter will demonstrate, the
custody cell is a site where many of these risks, such as those of self-harm and violence, can
be amplified. The cell, then, is a site of increased risk of harm where the “corrosive effects of
the custody environment” (Cummins 2008:41) can be observable. Staff are therefore tasked
with managing and monitoring these acts of harm and the space of the cell is central to this

interaction.



Some forms of self-harm in custody can be understood as a form of resistance that
allow the detainee to exert some control over the situation (Cummins 2008). Staff practices
are significant in order to mitigate further risk of harm and the process of monitoring is
central to their work during containment within the cell. In Cummins’ (2008: 44) study, he
notes that in the cell, the *most common methods of self-harm used in these incidents were
ligatures and head butting/punching the cell walls’. Preventative methods are often deployed
such as putting detainees in a rip-proof blue suit. However, interestingly, Cummins (2008)
notes that the blue paper suits, in themselves, do not prevent incidents of self-harm taking
place. Conversely they discovered that due to the indignity detainees felt while in these suits,
being placed in them might actually be a contributory factor towards self-harm (Cummins
2008). Dignity and the conditions of the custody cell therefore appear to be important in
helping to reduce self-harm in the cell. That is, the cell itself can impact on the emotions of
the detainee. As a result staff have to navigate and respond to these situations.

As this chapter highlights, the cell environment often makes it challenging to
effectively manage risk due to the custody estate dating back many years (Skinns et al. 2017).
This impacts directly on the conditions of the cell and type of environment, with older
buildings described as ‘subterreanean” with a lack of light and ventilation problematic in
custody suites across the Police Scotland custody estate (Skinns 2011). The impact of the
environment of police custody on staff and detainees is beginning to be examined, with
Skinns and Wooff (forthcoming) noting that detainees felt they were treated with more
dignity in custody suites in which detainees perceived as having better conditions. As one

sergeant explains the cell remains the key space of risk within the custody suite:

Yes, when a detainee is put in the cell that can be risky. We obviously do risk

assessments [these are a set of standard questions asked to all detainees] when we are



booking people in and anyone | am worried about | tend to put in the observation
cells, and make sure they are being monitored. But sometimes it isn’t possible to do a
risk assessment straight away or people deteriorate ... you need to constantly be

thinking ‘what if?” (Sergeant, urban suite)

This quote highlights that risk is the lens through which staff in custody most often view
detainees, particularly inside the cells. It shows the importance of considering risk in a
dynamic way?, but also highlights the cell as a key site of risk within the custody suite. This
is particularly the case when detainees are sent ‘straight to the cell” (Williams et al. 2017).
This tends to happen to detainees who are particularly drunk, heavily under the influence of

drugs or are being violent:

When people are first brought in and they are a potential threat, the cops will have
done their part, i.e. they will be maybe handcuffed to the rear, fast strapped on the
legs around the knees and the ankles, and if they’re going to spit, they’ll have a spit
hood on the prisoner as well. Generally someone like that isn’t going to stand here
and give their name, date of birth, whatever, so they are then taken up to a cell with

no risk assessment. (PCSO, urban suite)

When a detainee is taken straight to cell, the ‘risks are amplified’ (Williams et al.
2017). That is, the risk to both the detainee and staff is increased if the detainee is taken to the
cell without going through the normal ‘booking in” processes. Yet, in these instances the cell
is deployed as a safe space for the detainee to calm down and be closely monitored. Safety of

the detainees is compounded by the safety of staff. The risk to staff emerges as both the



physical risk that a detainee may harm them because they are being violent and from the

wider threat to their livelihoods if someone dies in police custody:

We’re trained, there’s officer safety training that we do once a year, and it’s about a
two man teaming or three man teaming someone into a cell, to get them safely into
the cell and unwrapped from handcuffs and restraints and such in a safe way for the
prisoner and the staff ... it’s about everybody getting gout of that cell safe and the
prisoner being safe as well. Risk wise, when someone is in a cell and we know they

are a spitter or whatever. (PCSO, urban suite)

In this example the cell is an area of risk for the officer especially when a detainee is being
violent. This is particularly true in the older custody estate, where cells tend to be enclosed
and cramped and it can be hard to carry out approved cell-exit tactics®. The cell in these
circumstances becomes a key point where the physical (and emotional) risk of harm is
heightened to both staff and detainees and the cell becomes a containing space for the staff to
manage the emotional outpourings of detainees. Furthermore in older custody facilities, the
cell space can be an extra burden for the staff to manage, where the physical design can
hinder the approved cell exit tactics by having narrow doorways which reduces the number of
staff able to carry out the procedure. In this sense, the police custody cell has the potential to
become a physical site of danger for the staff and resistance for the detainee (see later
section). When detainees are put in their cell, they can be placed there for a number of hours
before being processed, receiving their rights and accessing an appropriate adult or lawyer as
required. Minimising risk in the police custody cell therefore requires careful consideration of

the health of detainees, both physically and mentally. As one Sergeant notes, ‘[managing]



that risk is about making the right decision, particularly when they are in cells to avoid the
worst scenario of death in custody’.

The risk of harm to a police officer is only one dimension of the cell as a site of risk.
As Skinns et al. (2017) highlight, risk in police custody appears to be more about the risk
posed to detainees, usually as a result of a complex set of vulnerabilities. As McKinnon and
Grubin (2010) note, mental health issues feature frequently among people coming in to
custody, with the police cell being identified as a time of particular risk. One of the best ways
to minimise the risks to inmates is through the use of CCTV (Williams et al. 2017). The
Royal Commission on Criminal Justice (Doxford 1993) recommended the use of CCTV in
custody, while as Newburn and Hayman (2002) note, the Police Complaints Authority
recommended CCTV was expanded beyond police custody areas and into individual cells. In
Scotland, most custody centres have at least one cell with CCTV, most have a two or three
cells with CCTV and newer suites are being designed with CCTV in every cell. Naturally,
risk assessments and decisions have to be taken about which detainees to put in the cells with
CCTV - normally those designated as most vulnerable. All respondents to Williams et al. ’s
(2017) study suggested that CCTV in cells was invaluable in helping minimise risk in these
spaces. In my study, respondents also highlighted the importance of CCTV in helping
minimise risk in a custody cells, drawing a clear link between the built custody environment,

risk in cells and CCTV:

CCTV is invaluable, but you’ll have seen, some of our estate is pretty old ... not very
modern and lacking in technology. It’s not very modern and the cells, well without
CCTV you feel a bit blind. As a custody sergeant I’m wary when people are in cells
without CCTV, yes PCSOs [police custody support officers] are doing checks, but

you never know. CCTV adds a safety net. (Custody Sergeant, urban suite)



CCTV in these circumstances is there to help staff monitor detainees, but it also
underlines the social control that it enables. At the scale of the cell, CCTV symbolises the
exertion of control by the officers in a space which, albeit temporarily, is someone’s private
space where they use the toilet, sleep and eat.. Although in cases where there are specific
worries about a detainee they may be put under ‘constant observation’ (monitored by a police
officer or PCSO at all times), there is a larger group of detainees who may not need
immediate healthcare input, but who nevertheless pose a risk of self-harm or alcohol
withdrawal (Skinns 2011). The case study locations had limited CCTV provision and as
Skinns (2011: 83) notes, ‘CCTV is only as good as the people monitoring them’. In one of
our case study locations, police officers were expected to sit in a room and monitor four small

TV screen CCTV cameras for up to two hours at a time:

As the Custody Inspector shows us round what feels like a rabbit warren of corridors
and cells, we reach what looks like a cubby hole. In there are five TV screens, not the
modern flatscreen type, but old square thick monitors about 14 inches across, two
flickering. It is possible to make out the blurry outlines of two detainees. There is a
PC in there staring at the four screens with his phone out. Walking in behind, the
Inspector snidely remarks that he shouldn’t have a phone out whilst on constant
observation duty. He says he has been there for two hours, his radio battery has died
and he needs relieved by the next shift. He hasn’t been able to call the booking in
desks because they are too far away and he hasn’t been able to leave his constant

observation. (Observation notes, urban suite)
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The College of Policing (2018) have guidelines on the monitoring of CCTV, with
clear evidence that someone should not monitor more than four CCTV monitors at a time and
that the monitors should have a clear picture. Additionally, a recent inspection by Her
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary in Scotland (2018) noted a number of deficiencies in

the monitoring of CCTV in the custody estate in Scotland:

For example, at one centre we visited, no one was monitoring the CCTV screen on
which a detainee should have been constantly observed and, at another centre, we
found magazines in an area only used for constant observations, suggesting staff may
not be sufficiently focused on their task. Custody staff also told us about officers
engaged in constant observations using their mobile phones. (Her Majesty’s

Inspectorate of Constabulary in Scotland 2018: 15)

These accounts highlight the limitation of CCTV and the challenges of monitoring
someone constantly on a small CCTV screen whilst they are located in their cells. Aside from
the physical limitations of monitoring CCTV, questions also remain about whether the
proliferation of CCTV is entirely beneficial to the detainee or whether it is a mechanism
through which the police can be more readily held to account. It enables the cell to be a site
of constant observation, where although risk can be minimized by its use, the notion of
constantly being observed in a private space could be problematic for some detainees. Such is
the routinisation of CCTV being deployed in custody cells, this nuance is rarely considered.
Officers routinely talked about CCTV helping reduce the risks to them in relation to CCTV in

cells, enhancing their own feelings of safety:
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The cameras are there; | see them as my protection. | know that it protects me. Some
of the prisoners know it’s there, so they play up to it. But ultimately I’m more

concerned for what it would mean for me. So it is my protection. (PC, urban suite)

For this PC the CCTV helps to mitigate against physical risks. Interestingly, whilst
CCTV is encouraged in police custody cells, it is not commonplace in prison cells (Allard et
al., 2008), perhaps underlining the different purposes of the cell. In custody, advocating the
widespread use of CCTV in cells suggests that the right to monitor and surveil a detainee is
more important than a right to privacy in the cell. In prisons, the cell represents a (more)
private space, with Laws and Crewe (2016:535) arguing that ‘personal cells were used as
spaces where more challenging emotions could be processed and ventilated’. However,
despite what the application of widespread in-cell CCTV might say about the ways that staff
view the custody suite cell, this study identifies the cell as a site of pain — where boredom,
anger, fear, shame, guilt and worry coalesce as detainees are forced to spend a lot of time

reflecting on what has happened.

Managing emotional turmoil

Because of the nature of police custody, painful emotions are undoubtedly a feature of the
detainee journey. Emotions have been considered as ‘deviations from rationality” (Mercer
2005: 98), but as Hughes (2009: 199) argues, emotions are at the heart of human existence
and ‘take on even greater importance during times conflict’, stress and pressure. Indeed the
cell is a space of emotional pain, where detainees regularly vent their frustration and anger;
focusing on the way that the cell is a site for this emotional turmoil is important for

understanding how emotion management in a custody suite operates.
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The cell is a particular spatial context, where connections are imbued with power, a
lack of explicit choice and a space where the detainees’ bodies and environment are
impermanent, but are affected by interactions between and with others in generating new
forms of embodied materiality. The design of a police custody cell, for example, is stark,
without any form of stimulation. There are no televisions, the cells are painted in beige
monotone, books are rarely offered or available and there is no way of telling the time (see
Wooff and Skinns [2017] for further discussion). A mattress is available in most cells, while
pillows and blankets are offered to detainees considered not at risk of self-harm.

In contrast to the stark visible nature of the cell, it is often the site of the most
colourful emotional outpourings in custody. In part this is because when in the cell, the
detainee is ‘behind closed doors’ and in the most private sphere in custody, notwithstanding
the impact of CCTV discussed above. As Skinns and Wooff (2017) have argued, it is the
space in custody where the physical space impacts on the body and the reality of the situation
hits home. Indeed, the transition to the cell from other spaces in the custody is significant,
with different areas of custody eliciting different emotions. Previous work argues that
‘emotional realisation tends to happen at the charge desk, whilst cognitive change and a more
contemplative mood tends to happen in the cell’ (Wooff and Skinns 2017: 11), highlighting
the importance of understanding the cell as a space within a custody suite.

This is particularly clear with detainees who experience ‘a cognitive change’,
described by Crewe and Laws (2016) as the ways that we reappraise or transform how we
think of specific situations. Police custody cells are the site where this often happens in a
police station, because it is the site where people are sent to calm down when they are

brought in and are acting violently. As one police officer noted:
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We send them straight to cell if they are being argumentative or violent. It’s not worth

the hassle. (Custody Sergeant, urban suite)

Not only is this disorientating for the individual — particularly if they wake up from alcohol-
or drug-related sleep — but the cell becomes a site that is used to try and encourage an
emotional change in detainees. Here they are actively encouraged by staff to calm down and

manage their emotional outbursts. As one PCSO notes:

You do see a lot of detainees change when they go to the cell. Sometimes they come
in kicking and screaming and within a few minutes are really upset. (PCSO, rural

suite)

The cell in this context can be a site of distress, pain and panic. This is something which
reinforces the findings of other studies, underlining the importance of understanding painful
emotions in this context (Williams et al 2017; Skinns et al 2017). In the study by Skinns and
colleagues, a detainee talks of being ‘devastated ... the fact that | was sitting in that cell, the
room just felt like it was closing in on us’ (Skinns et al 2017: 11), highlighting the link
between the physical environment of the cell and the sense of reflection and despair.

These emotions were heightened through the deprivation of particular liberties and
staff are thus significant in regulating entitlements. At the time of the observations, the cell
represented a place where additional punishment could be metered out by depriving detainees
of particular entitlements. This was particularly the case for detainees who were assessed as
high risk by staff, with reading material being an example which was given to detainees in an
ad-hoc way and used as a way of getting detainees to behave. When asked about reading

material in cells, a Sergeant explained:
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We don’t routinely give reading material, but if someone is in here for the weekend or
has been behaving we’ll usually give them something ... depends [on behaviour]

really. (Sergeant, urban suite)

HMICS (2018) also noted that the provision of books and magazines was dependent on local
custody staff. While giving detainees something to read may seem like a small point, the
deprivation of small humanising elements of the cell can have a broader implications for
understanding power within the custody setting. Beyond this, without the distraction of
something to read or do, boredom, claustrophobia and deep self-reflection are more likely
(Wooff and Skinns 2017). This is even more apparent with entitlements such as sanitary ware

and toilet roll:

When | ask about the toilet roll when we are walking round, a PCSO remarks that ‘we
don’t give it out routinely because of risk of harm’, when | ask what sort of harm, he

states that ‘we had a swallower once.” (Observation notes, urban suite)

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary in Scotland (2018) also highlight the
importance of maintaining the dignity of menstruating women in custody, highlighting the
need for “‘providing a varied and adequate supply of sanitary protection, changes of
underwear, access to handwashing facilities and more frequent showers’ (2018: 19). The
inspection highlights a number of deficiencies across the custody estate relating to access to
handwashing in cells and a lack of female custody staff at many of the smaller facilities.
When in the cell, this means female detainees are often required to ask male staff for

assistance. Not only is this lack of provision degrading to the detainee, but serves to underline
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the way that the physical custody cell can negatively impact on the both the body (with a lack
of physical sanitary ware) and the mind. Beyond the emotional turmoil caused by being
arrested and held in a cell, the deprivation of these particular entitlements also symbolise a
broader power being applied by Sergeants in police custody (Wooff and Skinns 2017).
Additionally, the loss of dignity through deprivation of particular entitlements within the cell
reinforces the emotional burden that being locked in a cell can impact on the detainee.
Beyond the loss of dignity experienced by some detainees, the deprivation of
everyday items can also enhance the emotional isolation felt within a custody cell. For
example, the deprivation of a phone, a clock or music can make the detainee feel particularly
isolated, reflective and “in limbo” (Skinns and Wooff forthcoming; Wooff and Skinns
2017).Time is intimately linked to experiencing liminality, with our sense of time being
linked to the organised daily rhythms (Hale et al, 2010). The ‘temporal disruptions’, through
for example waking up in a police custody cell disorientated and confused after being
arrested, is heightened by a lack of sense of time in the cell. None of the Police Scotland
custody cells have a clock, which, alongside the lack of natural light in custody suites, means

that detainees (and staff) are often unaware and disorientated when it comes to the time:

The detainees forever buzz us [from the cell], constantly some of them. Often it is to

ask for the time, when they are getting out ... but you can’t ignore it. (PC, urban suite)

Detainees can press a buzzer to either summon staff or speak via an intercom to staff, on top
of being checked at a minimum of hourly. Staff often take a long time to respond to buzzers,
especially when it is busy, underlining the isolation of being held in a cell with little mental
stimulation, where time tends to pass slowly particularly when reflecting on what life may be

like once released from the cell and the ‘emotional aftershocks’ which may ensue (Wooff and
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Skinns 2017). The cell here becomes a closed, locked and isolated box. Rather than
minimising the emotional turmoil, through the simple action of not responding to buzzers in a
timely fashion, staff can heighten the distress among detainees. At least in other spaces in the
custody suite outwith the cell, the detainee is accompanied at all times and therefore has the
opportunity to communicate with staff.

Time and the liminal nature of being in the police cell, therefore play an important
role in understanding the way(s) that the negative emotions associated with being in custody
can be minimised. Not only are detainees deprived of everyday interaction by ‘being cut off’,
but also experience a loss of control over the processes, both metaphorically (they do not
know the outcome of the case and the implications of this on their life) and, sometimes,
physically (the police using coercive control to force the detainee into complying with
processes) (Skinns and Wooff forthcoming). The way the cell is designed physically and used
to exert control by staff leads to it being the site of much emotional uncertainty and anxiety,
which both makes it a particularly risky place, but can also lead detainees to resist in different

ways.

The cell as a site of resistance

The custody cell not only provides a space of risk and a space of intensified emotion, but
frequently is also a site of resistance. Resistance is a concept which has been discussed at
length in both the prisons and carceral geographies literature. As Moran and Jewkes (2015)
note, the carceral geographies literature has focused on, among other things, the role of the
incarcerated body in creating spaces; and draws on Sibley and VVan Hoven’s (2009: 1016) call
to understand space as ‘produced and re-produced on a daily basis’. In particular, Jewkes
(2013: 128) notes that ‘the powerful construct and exercise their power, but the weak

tactically create their own spaces within those places; making them temporarily their own as
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they occupy and move through them’. The relatively short temporal nature of the police
custody environment means that cells are only occupied for, on average, 9 or 10 hours
(Skinns 2011). This means that there are limited opportunities (and materials) available for
detainees to exercise their power in creating the custody cell as their own.

Thus, resistance in police custody tends to be relatively short lived, most clearly
being articulated as physical violence (either to the self or others), banging, shouting and
swearing and some more passive forms of resistance in the cell (such as continually pushing
the cell buzzer, refusing to leave the cell or damaging the cell). A lack of material goods
(pens, pencils, paper) means that bodily fluids can be a form of resistance in custody. Much
of the literature on “dirty protests*” focuses on prisons, with, for example, the dirty protests of
the troubles in Northern Ireland being highlighted (Aretxaga 1993; Conlon 2016). While dirty
protests do occur in police custody — I have seen this situation twice when undertaking
fieldwork — they tend to link to the anger and frustration at being deprived certain rights and
entitlements (e.qg. toilet roll) rather than as part of a wider, more coordinated political
statement. It is therefore an overt protest to their containment.

As Skinns (2011) explores, being locked in a police cell is the epitome of a loss of
control, highlighted by the imbalance of power relations and the reliance of staff to respond
to their requests, particularly personal hygiene items. In Skinns’ (2011) study, detainees
discussed the impact of being locked up without a rhythm and without any control over any
part of the process or the custody cell. Resistance to the processes of police custody, however
minor, can reinsert a degree of power over containment, for example, forcing staff to attend
the cell frequently or not complying with requests for information. The staff’s experiences of
dealing with resistance are observable through emotional outburst as described in the

previous section. At one point during my observation:
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A young guy, 20 or so, is brought in kicking off and being aggressive. The sergeant at
the charge bar asks his name at which point he hurls some abuse and continues to
fight and shout. Sergeant instructs him to be taken ‘straight to cell’ where he is lifted
unceremoniously and taken to the first available cell. Two PCSOs follow them down
and he splays his arms and legs, refusing to go in to the cell [...] The officers perform
a “cell exit’ and leave him shouting ‘I f**kin hate this, | feel trapped’, to which the six

staff say ‘well you are’ with a chuckle... (Observation notes, urban suite)

This is one example of a situation which is repeated across the custody estate on a daily basis.
The detainee in this example spent the next five hours banging the cell door, shouting loudly.
The lack of empathy shown by staff heightened his agitation. He was monitored on CCTV,
but his aggressive nature meant that the risk assessment, fingerprinting and photographing

could not be carried out. Over time the staff do their best to negotiate with him:

Once the detainee has had time to ‘calm down’, | witness the staff repeatedly make
attempts to reason with the young guy, go to the cell and tell him if he calms down he
will get out quicker, he’ll be able to get a cup of tea and be processed. His anger still

apparent through the banging and shouting. (Observation notes, urban suite)

By constantly banging and shouting, detainees highlight their frustration by being in a cell,
but also resist the suggested behaviour norm of ‘getting your head down’ to help the time
pass more quickly (see Wooff and Skinns [2017]; See also Herrity [2018; this edition] for
discussion on the impact of noise in prisons). The noise associated with a detainee banging on
the police custody cell door or wall is not always seen as a negative by staff. While the staff

acknowledge that detainees who resist by creating a loud noise whilst inside the cell maybe
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annoying and present a physical risk to staff, the staff recognise that the noise at least

symbolises that they are alive:

It’s the silent ones you need to worry about. Or say they’ve been banging their hand

in the cell, I might get the doctor to come and look. More likely than not, I have to say
it would be for more psychological stuff. The injuries are easy, because injuries come

in, you get them to the hospital, the likes of heart pain, get an ambulance and get them
to the hospital. 1t’s more like psychological stuff, people come in and you’re a bit

concerned have they got psychiatric issues. (Sergeant, rural suite)

This Sergeant recognises that physical harm is observable and treatable, however the
invisible harms present challenging and complex work for staff. As has been explored earlier,
the risk of the detainee injuring themselves in the cell is one of the key concerns of custody
staff (Willaims et al. 2017). Yet this is perceived much easier to manage than those that
present with mental health problems.

The cell is also often used as a physical space for passive resistance. Shouting and
banging tend to be the most obvious forms of resistance in a police cell, however, more
passive forms of resistance were also apparent in our fieldwork. For example, acts of graffiti
were apparent in some of the cells that were observed. Graffiti has long been associated with
resistance (e.g. Ferrell 1995) since it is a physical marker of an unwillingness to comply with
the rules. Police services anticipate such acts of resistance and rules and the repercussions are
clearly outlined in cell signage (similar to that in the cell depicted in Figure #.1), which

indicate that if occupants’ commit criminal damage they will be charged.
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<lInsert Figure #.1: A photograph of Bishop Auckland police station in Durham (not the case

study location), which illustrates the stark nature of a police custody cell. (Source: Hill

[2017]) about here> Commented [JT5]:
Please do feel free to check you're happy with the
\ wording of the caption, which I've amended for
\ consistent style across the volume.

Interestingly, Figure #.1 also evokes the idea that the custody cell is a ‘home’ (‘Would you \ Inote that you have included a source for this image
\ but I don’t know if the publishers will see this as

, . . . B \ sufficient without permission being granted for
damage your own home?’), a slightly ironic and cruel statement given how desperate many || reproduction by the copyright holder.

detainees are to be at home (or how many may actually be homeless) and how stark and \ ;fltt:fnz‘t‘lglelzh;}rlg"éz ;‘k’;apgljf:uti‘r’l;hgz'r‘pi’q‘fs‘;?;‘nd;"‘“SS

\| sacrificing the image.

dehumanising a custody cell environment is. Nevertheless, despite the warnings graffiti is a (Commented [AW6RS]: This is grand - thank you.
Either permission or cutting the image is fine, I just
fairly regular occurrence in police custody. A lack of writing materials tend to mean that thought it starkly illustrated the points being made in

the chapter.

graffiti is scratched in to the paint and on one occasion | witnessed this being picked up on

(the limited) CCTV:

I am sitting with a PCSO who is monitoring a camera, a detainee with his back to the
door and blanket round. After a few mins the PCSO says ‘I think him in cell 2 is
writing on the wall’ ... the PCSO rushes down the corridor and | see him going into
the cell on the camera. When he comes back he explains the detainee was just
scratching at the wall, but ‘luckily no damage was done or that would be another

charge’. (Observation notes, urban suite)

Similarly cell buzzers tended to create friction between staff and detainees. As
Skinns (2011) highlights, this may be about the practicalities of continually having to respond
to a persistent detainee buzzer call (or carry the associated risks of switching it off

completely), but control and power were also apparent features of the interactions:
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As a detainee is taken to his cell he becomes more agitated and presses his cell buzzer
lots of times. | see a PCSO reasoning with the detainee ... | presume he’s asking him
to stop ... At first the staff respond fairly quickly, but after repeated buzzing over a
period of 45 minutes, staff are less responsive to it. There is a brief discussion about
turning it off, but the detainee’s cell isn’t covered by CCTV so they decide not do
this. Instead they stop responding [except to normal checks] and hope the detainee

will get bored and stop buzzing which he does. (Observation notes, urban suite)

This interaction shows that the buzzer is a symbol of the way that the physical attributes of
the cell can be used as a passive form of resistance, while also underlining the subtle power
(beyond the obvious legal power) that the staff have over detainees in this environment.
Indeed, as Skinns (2011) notes, being held in a cell is a terrifying prospect for some,
something magnified when staff do not respond to buzzer calls. However, for others,
annoying the staff by repeatedly ringing the buzzer represents a small opportunity for them to
exert some form of power over the staff in the suite. Yet, in the context of the police cell,
staff often perceive that such acts, like the graffiti or the repeated buzzing, occur because the
detainee is simply bored. Acute boredom is a commonplace experience during cell
containment where overcoming this sensation can be a challenge (Armstrong 2018; Knight
2017). However, in this respect, the activities apparently stimulated by boredom are managed
by the very recognition and reliance of that particular emotion. Here, staff express their hope
that cell occupants will simply ‘get bored’ of their own acts of resistance.

Conclusion

Despite the small geographic space occupied by a police custody cell, it is arguably the most
important part of a custody suite for understanding the relationship between risk, emotion and

resistance in the police custody environment. This chapter has argued that far from being a
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passive space, the cell is a space through the emotions of the detainee can be managed by
considering the risk posed by the person and inter-relatedly, their emotion as often expressed
through forms of resistance. The cell is a site of risk for staff, where uncertainty pervades
about on-going drug and alcohol withdrawal; the implications of the emotional turmoil that
being locked in a cell might have on a detainees; and the impact of forms of resistance,
including self-harm, might have on a detainee’s well-being.

It is important to consider the agency of the detainee in the custody setting,
understanding that space and place determine personal experience and social practice (Sibley
and Van Hoven, 2008). Moreover, the design of the cell plays an active role in the emotional
and embodied experience of the detainee, with the bare walls, lack of basic goods and lack of
a sense of time, impacting on those in the space. As Wooff and Skinns (2017) note, the
physical space of custody at the micro-scale therefore explicitly and implicitly interacts with
those that are contained within it, deprived of their liberty. More than this, staff harness
police cell space as a tool through which to comprehend (and often alter) the detainees’
experiences of emotion, risk and resistance. Understanding the way(s) that power and control
are used at the scale of the cell goes someway to supporting and developing a more dignified
experience for the detainee, while also acknowledging the importance of mitigating risks
within the cell environment. Indeed, beginning to understand the complex links between the
painful emotions of detainees, the resistance that they may exhibit and the risk that they
present in the police custody cell is an important practical step for improving the police

custody cell environment.

References
Allard, T.J., Wortley, R.K. & Stewart, A.L. (2008). The effect of CCTV on prisoner

misbehavior. The Prison Journal, 88(3), 404-422.

23



Aretxaga, B. (1995). Dirty protest: symbolic overdetermination and gender in Northern
Ireland ethnic violence. Ethos, 23(2), 123-148.

Armstrong, S. (2018). The cell and the corridor: imprisonment as waiting, and waiting as
mobile. Time & Society, 27(2), 133-154.

Atkinson, S. & Robson, M. (2012). Arts and health as a practice of liminality: managing the
spaces of transformation for social and emotional wellbeing with primary school
children. Health & Place, 18(6), 1348-1355.

Beijersbergen, K.A., Dirkzwager, A.J., van der Laan, P.H. & Nieuwbeerta, P. (2016). A
social building? Prison architecture and staff-prisoner relationships. Crime &
Delinquency, 62(7), 843-874.

College of Polciing. (2018). Detention and Custody: CCTV.
https://lwww.app.college.police.uk/app-content/detention-and-custody-2/buildings-
and-facilities/cctv/#continual-cctv-cell-monitoring. Accessed 22 July 2019.

Conlon, K.L. (2016). “Neither Men nor Completely Women’’: The 1980 Armagh Dirty
Protest and Republican Resistance in Northern Irish Prisons. PhD Thesis, Ohio
University.

Crewe, B., Warr, J., Bennett, P. & Smith, A. (2014). The emotional geography of prison life.
Theoretical Criminology, 18(1), 56-74.

Cummins, . (2008). A place of safety? Self-harming behaviour in police custody. The

Journal of Adult Protection, 10(1), 36-47.

Commented [JT7]: Is there a full reference for this
please?

92. Commented [AW8R7]: Included this below

Formatted: Indent: Left: O cm, First line: 0 cm

Hale, B., Barrett, P. & Gauld, R. (2010). Temporality and liminality. In: B. Hale, P. Barrett &
R. Gauld (Eds.), The Age of Supported Independence: Voices of In-Home Care, (pp.

45-59). London: Springer.

24



Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary in Scotland. (2018). Inspection of Custody
Centres Across Scotland.
https://www.hmics.scot/sites/default/files/publications/HMICS20181019PUB.pdf
Accessed 18 April 2019.

Herrity, K. (2018) Music and identity in prison: music as a technology of the self. Prison
Service Journal, 239, 40-47.

Hill, L. (2017). Ever wondered what happens if you get arrested? Take a look behind the bars
at the police station. Chronicle Live. https://www.chroniclelive.co.uk/news/north-east-
news/what-happens-arrested-jail-police-13333656 Accessed 18 April 2019.

Hughes B (2009) Becoming emotional about international policing: exploring the relationship

between emotions and policing. International Peacekeeping, 16(2), 199-214.

//{ Commented [AW9]:

Commented [JT10]: Can you complete the reference

disrupted lifecourse. In: A. Liebling & S. Maruna (Eds.), The Effects of Imprisonment, please? E.g. is this a book or an online pub?
Commented [AW11R10]: I've removed the reference
(pp. 366—-390). London: Routledge. because it isn’t cited in chapter (it is a Home Office

Policing research group publication cited in Cummins)

Jewkes, Y. (2013). On carceral space and agency. In: D. Moran, N. Gill and D. Conlon
(Eds.), Carceral Spaces: Mobility and Agency in Imprisonment and Migrant

Detention, (pp. 127-132). London: Ashgate.

Laws, B. & Crewe, B. (2016). Emotion regulation among male prisoners. Theoretical
Criminology 20(4): 529-547.

Liebling, A. (2004). Prisons and Their Moral Performance: A Study of Values, Quality and
Prison Life. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Marshall, C. & Rossman, G. (2011). Designing Qualitative Research. London: Sage.

McKinnon, I. & Grubin, D. (2010). Health screening in police custody. Journal of Forensic

and Legal Medicine, 17(4), 209-212.

25



Mercer, J. (2005). Rationality and psychology in international politics. International
Organization, 59(1), 77-106.

Moran, D. (2011). Between outside and inside? Prison visiting rooms as liminal carceral
spaces. GeoJournal, 78(2), 339-351.

Moran, D. (2013). Between outside and inside? Prison visiting rooms as liminal carceral
spaces. GeoJournal, 78(2), 339-351.

Moran, D. & Jewkes, Y. (2015). Linking the carceral and the punitive state: a review of
research on prison architecture, design, technology and the lived experience of
carceral space. Annales de géographie, 2, 163-184.

Moran, D., Turner, J. & Schliehe, A. K. (2018). Conceptualizing the carceral in carceral
geography. Progress in Human Geography, 42(5), 666-686.

Newburn, T. & Hayman, S. (2002). Policing, Surveillance and Social Control: CCTV and
Police Monitoring of Suspects. Cullompton: Willan.

Rekrut-Lapa, T. & Lapa, A. (2014). Health needs of detainees in police custody in England
and Wales: literature review. Journal of Forensic and Legal Medicine, 27, 69-75.

Roach Anleu, S., Bergman Blix, S. & Mack, K. (2015). Researching emotion in courts and
the judiciary: A tale of two projects. Emotion Review, 7(2), 145-150.

Royal Commission on Criminal Justice. (1993). Chairman Viscount Ruciman of Doxford,

CMND 2263 Report,

ttps://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system /uploads/attach [Field Code Changed

ment data/file/271971/2263.pdf, accessed 7 August 2019.

Sibley, D. & Van Hoven, B. (2009). The contamination of personal space: boundary
construction in a prison environment. Area, 41(2), 198-206.
Skinns, L. (2011) Police Custody: Governance, Legitimacy and Reform in the Criminal

Justice Process. Oxon: Willan Publishing

26


https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271971/2263.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/271971/2263.pdf

Skinns, L. & Wooff, A. (forthcoming). Pain in police detention: A critical point in the ‘penal

Skinns, L., Rice, L., Sprawson, A. & Wooff, A. (2017). Police legitimacy in context: an
exploration of “soft” power in police custody in England. Policing: An International
Journal, 40(3), 601-613.

Skinns, L., Wooff, A. & Sprawson, A. (2017). Preliminary findings on police custody
delivery in the twenty-first century: is it ‘good’enough?. Policing and Society, 27(4),
358-371.

Turner, V. (1967). Betwixt and Between: The Liminal Period in Rites de Passage. London:
Cornell University Press.

Williams, E., Norman, J. & Sondhi, A. (2017). Understanding risks: practitioner’s
perceptions of the lottery of mental healthcare available for detainees in custody.
Policing: A Journal of Policy and Practice, 1-14, doi.org/10.1093/police/pax067

Wooff, A. & Skinns, L. (2018). The role of emotion, space and place in police custody in
England: towards a geography of police custody. Punishment & Society, 20(5), 562-

579.

! The charge bar is the desk where the Sergeant and booking in officers are located. It is
where a detainee is booked in to custody; where details of the arrest are relayed; where a risk
assessment is normally carried out; where the rights and entitlements of the detainee are
explained; and where a search is carried out. It is also the place where a charging decision is
relayed to the detainee. Most of these are raised platforms, which practically allows a better
view and therefore control of detainees, but arguably also symbolises the power of the police

over suspects (Skinns 2011).
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2 Dynamic risk assessment is the process of continually identifying potential issues, assessing
risk, taking action to reduce risk, monitoring and reviewing those decisions and accounting
for the actions taken.

% These are the authorise professional practice from the College of Policing which describe
how staff remove restraints from detainees within the cell and then exit the cell safely, with
minimum risk to staff and detainee.

4 “Dirty protests” is the vernacular for smearing excrement on the walls of the cell. This rose

to particular prominence during The Troubles in Northern Ireland in the late 1970s.
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