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ABSTRACT 

In January 2000, an inexperienced young psychologist was jailed in Queensland for 

perjuring herself1 about the sexual relationships she was having with male inmates in 

a Queensland prison. Several years earlier, an experienced senior psychologist in 

Queensland DCS was jailed for the abuse of male inmates who complied with his 

sexual demands in return for favourable parole reports. Colleagues incredulously 

shook their heads and wondered why? How did these relationships, whether abusive 

or not, develop? Were they a product of the types of individuals involved? Were they, 

as some theorists would argue, for personal gain such as sexual services, status and 

power? Were the non-custodial staff members poor ethical decision-makers? Were 

they or the inmates attempting to redress the imbalance of power? Did lack of 

adequate training and preparedness for the toughness and harshness of a prison 

environment, or the inadequacy of ethical training contribute? What role did poor 

management, lack of adequate supervision or inadequate or absent regulation play? 

Did the “culture” of a correctional centre, similar to that observed in policing, impact 

on both staff and inmates to the extent that cognitive neutralisations could be 

developed to justify the behaviours? 

 

 To answer ‘why’, this thesis specifically examined the nature of unacceptable 

relationships between inmates and non-custodial staff, whether in the form of minor 

professional boundary transgressions, official misconduct or outright corruption, and 

asked: What key factors in a correctional environment initiate misconduct, and, once 

facilitated, permit its continuance? 

 

Examination of the literature to locate this problem revealed multiple theoretical 

perspectives (individual, regulatory, organisational and situational), with little in the 

way of previous empirical studies. Therefore, a framework of explanation was 

developed from Ekblom and Tilley’s Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity (2000) 

model, incorporating components of Tittle’s (1995) balance of control theory and 

Tsang’s (2002) notion of moral rationalisation. A multi-method research design that 

could triangulate quantitative and qualitative outcomes from three studies, test a case-
                                                 
1 While under investigation by the Queensland Criminal Justice Commission 
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study, and sequentially build information against the model of explanation, was 

proposed. Subsequently, the second research question asked was: Can the factors, 

once identified, be applied to a model of explanation that posits that crime occurs 

with the conjunction of a number of situational opportunities and a well-resourced 

offender?  

 

The findings of the three studies contribute significantly to the field of penology and 

criminology, not only because they present a typology of non-custodial staff 

behaviours for the first time, but also because they identify a number of important 

processes and factors involved in the interaction between non-custodial staff and 

inmates. Primary amongst these was the influence of an unethical managerial culture 

within the correctional centre and the lack of rigorous regulation to encourage 

compliance with codes of conduct. The use of moral rationalisations that appealed to 

the higher professional good were suggested by staff as a means of neutralising minor 

boundary transgressions, as were the distortion of any negative consequences. Initial 

boundary crossings appear to be done more often than not in good faith, but represent 

the ‘soft capture’ of professional staff attempting to juggle the dual role of 

compassionate humanitarian with the demands of the secure good order of the prison. 

Equally, inmates, in their attempt to gain some control over their environment may 

allow staff to abuse their positions for fear of retribution or for favours. Induction or 

ethics training did not seem to make any difference to the perception of misconduct, 

and in fact, when non-custodial staff undertook the harsher, security-oriented training 

for custodial staff, they were more likely to be accepting of certain types of 

misconduct. Abuse of confidential information, and to a lesser extent negligence and 

deliberate indifference, were perceived by inmates as the worst forms of professional 

misconduct, yet non-custodial staff underestimated the power of information within a 

prison as negotiable currency. Equally, inmates were better able to predict the 

perceptions of non-custodial staff than vice-versa, indicting that they ‘knew’ staff, 

could recognise those who were vulnerable, and subsequently ‘groom’ them to 

transgress minor professional boundaries.  
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Although some evidence existed that there were higher levels of acceptance of 

misconduct in rural or regional correctional centres, away from the central locus of 

control of the DCS head Office in Brisbane city, the mixed gender of inmates in these 

centres as opposed to the city-based centres may have also influenced the results. The 

portrayal of inmate masculinity within a system of punishment, amongst female 

professional staff is a more contentious issue and features in the final 

recommendations made in this thesis, along with others related to increasing the 

capacity of crime preventers and decreasing the capacity of crime promoters in the 

prison environment. 

 

Finally, the thesis asked whether it was possible to effectively research the sensitive 

topic of corruption and misconduct in the threatening world of a prison? Prisons are 

de-humanising environments that are traditionally defensive and aggressive, and 

asking about the secretive side of misconduct posed ethical dilemmas and 

methodological challenges, both for the researched and the researcher. However, by 

adopting components of Appreciative Inquiry (Liebling, Price & Elliot, 1999) and 

principled intimacy (D Kennedy, 1997), it was possible to rigorously research the 

sensitive and sometimes dangerous topic of corruption in Queensland’s correctional 

centres. Nonetheless, it was done so at the cost of non-custodial staff respondent 

identification. Although their willingness to participate might have reflected their 

desire to equally understand ‘why’, the non-custodial staff only did so if they were 

able to remain anonymous. This limitation of the study suggests that a culture of 

secrecy and fear of retribution still remains in Queensland’s correctional centres 

despite efforts from regulatory bodies within the Qld Department of Corrective 

Services, and externally, to rectify the situation.  

 

The challenge therefore is for the findings of this research to be implemented into 

practical changes that reduce the likelihood of entrapment of non-custodial staff, that 

decrease the abuse of power that staff have over inmates, that recognises the 

adaptation that inmates must make to survive in a de-humanising environment, and 

that increases the ethical management of prisons. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 

 
 

A young female psychologist (Sally), unsupervised, and recently 
employed in a Queensland correctional centre is required to complete 
a Suicide Risk Assessment (RA) on a newly admitted inmate. Although 
never having completed such an assessment before, Sally completes 
the RA, drawing on what undergraduate knowledge she can, and finds 
the inmate to be at risk of suicide. She reports this verbally and in a 
written file submission to the prison’s nursing staff. Tragically, that 
evening the inmate hangs himself and Sally is requested by senior 
staff the next day to alter her original RA and psychology report to 
avoid repercussions for herself and management at the Coronial 
inquiry. Word gets out amongst the inmates that Sally made an error 
in her assessment and she is subsequently threatened, verbally and 
physically, by the dead inmate’s acquaintances. To protect her from 
these threats another group of inmates move in and offer to ‘look 
after’ Sally, also recognising the lack of support she has from 
custodial staff. Sally reports her concerns that custodial staff allow 
inmates to have such easy access to her office area, but nothing 
happens. In time, Sally develops a relationship with several of the 
inmates, is eventually reported to the Queensland Criminal Justice 
Commission after being transferred to another correctional centre, 
and is videoed having sex with an inmate despite denying the 
relationship. Consequently, Sally is charged with perjury and serves a 
nine-month sentence, effectively ending her career as a psychologist. 
The staff at both correctional centres where Sally worked remain in 
their positions, and the inmates progress through their sentences 
unhindered. 
 
 
 
When asked at interview why she was unable to report the situation 
Sally replied, “It’s (the correctional centre) like a family – you have 
to get into the culture – you have to get on with them and be accepted 
because if you’re different – if you’re young and female or you’re 
gay, you won’t survive. Then you become a part of that group and you 
do the same to other staff. If you’re not like them, they make it 
‘evident’ by giving you crappy work – difficult prisoners, boring, 
annoying, anything they know you don’t like, like protection or sex 
offenders, until you have had enough and then you go. You don’t tell 
as it will go through the centre like mine did – it went through to the 
GM that I was not interested - it’s bad for business and the 
consequences are too great – it gets to the point where they can set 
you up in an incident. Like how did that inmate know I had written the 
risk assessment when he confronted me a couple of days after? Staff 
must have told him”. (Précis of interview with ‘Sally’, and relevant 
details from CJC Complaints file) 
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This opening case scenario, compiled from the files of the Queensland Criminal 

Justice Commission (CJC)2 clearly focuses on some of the problems associated with 

the unique relationships that correctional staff develop with inmates, and the type of 

misconduct that can arise between them. For example, power is abused by 

superordinates and subordinates, the ‘mythology’ of women working in male prisons 

is highlighted, and the presence of a prison subculture both within and between 

inmates and staff members is apparent. In addition, the serious consequences that can 

emanate from relationships when they move beyond the boundaries of acceptable 

ethical and professional behaviour into the realm of misconduct are evident. More 

specifically, this extract from the CJC complaint files reflect concisely the problem 

that is the focus of this PhD study – misconduct between non-custodial staff and 

inmates within Queensland correctional centres. 

 

Issues regarding organisational culture, systemic misconduct, professional ethics, and 

justice within prisons are raised in this scenario, but primarily the questions are 

begged: How do interactions such as these between inmates and non-custodial staff 

occur in a correctional environment where surveillance and security are allegedly at 

such a high level? How do these relationships occur in an environment where 

professional boundaries and staff-inmate interactions are apparently clearly defined, 

and where an entire organisational section is dedicated to the training and preparation 

of staff for the harsh and brutal environment of a correctional centre? Why do 

professional staff become involved in inmate relationships, harbour information for 

them, indulge in sexual transgressions, assist in escape plans, isolate themselves from 

other peers and risk their careers? How do these interactions begin and what factors 

are involved in their perpetuation? 

 

Research Aim 

A euphemistic term, “misconduct” can span a myriad of behavioural interactions 

between inmates and non-custodial staff, ranging from minor professional boundary 
                                                 
2 The Qld CJC was amalgamated with the Queensland Crime Commission (QCC) in 2001 to become 
the Crime and Misconduct Commission (CMC). The current research was conducted under both the 
CJC and the CMC. The design, implementation and data gathering for this study were conducted at the 
time of the CJC, while the analysis, interpretations and conclusions were completed after the 
establishment of the CMC. Interspersed references made to both the CMC and the CJC are indicative 
of the time the actual tasks were undertaken in this study. 
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transgressions, such as sharing personal information, to outright official misconduct 

or corruption such as drug-running or sexual abuse. Because of its complexity, this 

research aims firstly to define misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff. It 

then focuses on identifying the factors involved in the interaction between inmates 

and non-custodial staff, to construct a typology of associated behaviours, and to 

develop concomitant prevention strategies suitable for implementation by the 

Queensland Department of Corrective Services (Queensland DCS)3. 

 
Research Questions 

Specifically the research poses the question - Under what circumstances is 

misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff most likely to occur? Does it 

develop because of the types of situations (Situational), the types of people 

(Individual), the type of punitive environment (Environmental), or the organisational 

approach to managing a correctional centre (Organisational/Regulatory) and/or the 

staff culture within that centre (Cultural)? A feature of this thesis is to also ask about 

the viability of research, such as this, undertaken in a correctional setting. Therefore, 

the additional questions are posed: Is it possible to conduct research on such a 

sensitive topic within a prison setting successfully? What sorts of methods are the 

most useful? 

 

The Problem of Misconduct between Inmates and Non-custodial staff 

Much is available to even the casual reader about fraudulent behaviour, corruption 

and misconduct within public administrative bodies, both around the world (Andvig, 

Fjeldstad, Amundsen, Sissener & Sφreide, 2000; D. Clarke, 1987; Klitgaard, 1997; 

Mallik, 1989; Scott, 1989; Wood, 1989) and in Australia (Crooke, 1989; Ernst & 

Young, 1996). Academic literature abounds with examinations of police corruption 

(Boni, 1995; Brereton & Ede, 1996; D. Clarke, 1987; Dixon, 1999; Kane, 2002; 

McCormack, 1987; Mollen, 1994; Weisburd & Greenspan, 2000), organisational 

(Alexander & Cohen, 1998; Azfar, Lee & Swamy, 2001; Hollinger & Clark, 1983) 

                                                 
3 The Queensland DCS is a separate State Government Department under the portfolio of Police and 
Corrective Services, sharing a common State Minister. Headed by a Director-General and Deputy 
Director-General, the DCS consists of five directorates, one being the Custodial Corrections 
Directorate responsible for managing the state’s 11 publicly run correctional centers. The two privately 
run prisons report to the Operational Support Services Directorate. 
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and ethical misconduct (Ashkanasay, Falkus & Callan, 2000; Ball, 2001; Kagan & 

Scholtz, 1984; Pfiffner, 1999; Rudnick, 2001), and the “capture” of public regulatory 

bodies such as taxation departments, environmental agencies and liquor licensing 

agencies (Alatas, 1990; Briody & Prenzler, 1998; Chan, 1996; ICAC, 1994; M.K. 

Sparrow, 2000).  Further, professionals responsible for the direct care and protection 

of patients or clients have also been examined for ethical and professional breaches of 

duty and codes of conduct, most notably in the medical profession (Chiu & Wilson, 

1996; Disch & Avery, 2001; Jewkes, Abrahams & Mvo, 1998; Peng, 2000; Raines, 

2000), education (Brown, 2001; DFEE, 1995; Jackson & Nuttall, 2001), child care 

(Fisk, Rakfield , Heffernan & Rowe, 1999; Gallagher, 1999; Smith, 1999; T. Thomas, 

2001), and more recently within the clergy (Andrews, 1998; M. Hill, Mamalakis, 

Butler & Gardner, 2001; Hudson, 2001). Their need for power, status, control, 

personal and financial gain have all been identified as reasons why these employees, 

with otherwise lucrative careers, put their “job on the line”, risk peer rejection, loss of 

family, face and reputation in addition to possible public humiliation and 

incarceration. But why risk so much? Are the benefits of corruption and misconduct 

so great that they outweigh the risks?   

 

Certainly most organisations offer substantial gains in the form of financial 

improvement, power and status acquisition, and perhaps career advancement to those 

who exploit and transgress legal and professional boundaries. But what about 

environments that do not have that much to offer? Within a prison setting, for 

example,  it would seem, on the surface at least, that any such benefits and gains to be 

had would be considerably fewer than the risks. What worth would there be in 

developing corrupt systems within an organisation that appears to offer few benefits?  

 

Colleagues are generally poorly paid, prisons have few resources and are usually asset 

poor, and inmates cannot easily access active criminal networks or money. 

Additionally, the prison system has the potential for violent and secretive pay-backs. 

Yet misconduct and corruption does occur in prison systems. Careers are lost, 

resources are depleted, both human and financial, and inmates have sentences 

extended. Public and professional humiliation result from ensuing media attention, 

especially the attention given to the sensational incidents of intimate relationships 
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between inmates and staff, be they sexual or not, and drug-running by staff on behalf 

on the inmates.  

 

Prisons have also been the subject of formal investigations and academic examination 

with regard to abuses of power and privilege. Several commissioned enquiries into 

Australian prisons (E. Johnson, 1991; J. Kennedy, 1988; Nagle, 1978) for example, 

have shown that official misconduct can be a major problem that often goes 

undetected until systemic corruption has taken root within the organisation. Abuse 

and misuse of resources, deliberate indifference towards inmates, brutality between 

both inmates and staff, drug trafficking and sexual abuse of inmates were some of the 

practices of misconduct identified by these commissions. Understandably, because of 

the role of containment and security within the prison, the predominant focus of the 

commissions’ inquiries was on the role of custodial officers, with only secondary 

references made to non-custodial staff. Yet non-custodial staff operate in the same 

environments as custodial staff and their work tasks bring them into equal, if not 

closer contact and interactions with inmates., suggesting that they may in fact be more 

vulnerable to misconduct with inmates. 

 

Research suggests that the prison environment idiosyncratically presents custodial 

staff with pressures and stresses that may lead to problematic relationships with 

inmates, but again, non-custodial staff contact with inmates has not met with the same 

scrutiny. Despite anecdotal evidence and media reports (APBNews, 2000; RSJ, 2000) 

indicating that problems of professional boundary transgressions do exist for this 

group of correctional staff, there is a paucity of applied research to address the issue 

of misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff. Unlike custodial staff, whose 

primary role is the safe containment of inmates, non-custodial staff must strike a 

balance between meeting the security demands of the prison, while offering empathy, 

support and direction to inmates in the process of rehabilitation, treatment, education 

and guidance. Medical staff, teachers, counsellors, psychologists, activities officers 

and chaplains are all placed in the position of having to establish a relationship 

conducive to optimising their service delivery to the inmate, but which does not create 

familiarity or compromise security (Anderson, Needels & Hall, 1998). 
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To correct these deficiencies, this research was part of a larger multidisciplinary 

response by the Queensland CJC and the Griffith University Key Centre for Ethics, 

Law, Justice and Governance (KCELJG) to examine the nature and extent of official 

misconduct in Queensland correctional centres. It was not the intention of this thesis 

to explore whether the same dynamics were at play between custodial staff and 

inmates, nor to explore the differences between the custodial and non-custodial staff 

groups – that was to be the focus of the larger study reported by Wortley and Grant 

(2003). Instead, this thesis specifically examined the nature of the interactions 

between inmates and non-custodial staff and aimed to identify under what 

circumstances inappropriate behaviour may begin, and once established, continue to 

be perpetuated.  

 

The study sought answers to whether inappropriate relationships between inmates and 

non-custodial staff were the product of the types of individuals involved, or the 

environment in which they existed. For example, is misconduct, as some theorists 

would argue, for personal gain such as sexual services, status and power (Grabosky & 

Lamour, 2000)? Or is it that the non-custodial staff member in particular is a poor 

ethical decision-maker (Andrews, 1998)? Is it an attempt to redress the imbalance of 

power (Tittle, 1995)? Does lack of adequate training (Sachs, 1999) and preparedness 

(ICAC, 1998; Phelps, 1999) for the toughness and harshness of a prison environment 

(Dilulio, 1987; Ditchfield, 1990; Kaufmann, 1988), or the inadequacy of ethical 

training (Stohr, Hemmens, Marsh, Barrier & Palhegyi, 2000) contribute? What role 

does poor management, lack of adequate supervision or inadequate or absent 

regulation (Sparrow, 2000) play? Does the “culture” of a correctional centre, similar 

to that observed in policing (Brereton & Ede, 1996; Chan, 1996; Dixon, 1999), impact 

on both staff and inmates to the extent that cognitive neutralisations develop to justify 

inappropriate relationships and associated behaviours?  

 

The complexity of Sally’s case, mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, and its 

serious outcomes especially highlight the difficulties experienced in investigating 

official misconduct by non-custodial staff in corrections. Although the Queensland 

Criminal Justice Commission (CJC) has considerable expertise and experience in the 

examination of misconduct and corruption in the Queensland Police Service and other 

public sectors, it does not have specific typologies or established procedures, and 
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idiosyncratic instruments or techniques of investigation for correctional institutions. 

This deficiency is seen as a serious impediment to the CJC effectively fulfilling its 

mandate in the corrections area4. At the time this research commenced, the CJC was 

utilising the police coding systems and template developed to investigate misconduct 

in the Queensland Police Service.  

 

Therefore, this research aimed to develop alternative modes of analysing and coding 

the information from the complaints files about non-custodial staff in correctional 

centres. This is not to say that this thesis was driven by grounded theory - rather that 

the lack of previous academic exploration in the area of misconduct between non-

custodial staff and inmates meant this study was breaking new ground with few 

precedents upon which to rely for contrast or comparison. 

 

Overview of Thesis 

This thesis is intended to not only address the endemically under-researched area of 

non-custodial staff misconduct and corruption in corrective settings, but also to 

specifically extend the body of knowledge related to misconduct between 

superordinates and subordinates. The thesis is divided into nine chapters. This, the 

first chapter, introduces the problem and overviews the importance of the research, 

both to the contemporary field of criminology and to the local regulatory agencies and 

the Queensland DCS. 

 

Chapter 2: Locating the Problem of Non-custodial staff Misconduct in Theoretical 
Literature 
Chapter 2 locates the issue of professional non-custodial misconduct in a theoretical 

context. It reviews the literature related to corruption and official misconduct and, 

drawing specifically on theories of criminal opportunity (Ekblom & Tilley, 2000), 

moral rationalisation (Bandura, 1999; Sykes & Matza, 1957; Tsang, 2002), the 

balance of control and power (Tittle, 1995) and contemporary regulatory models 

(Sparrow, 2000), it proposes a framework for the analysis of misconduct between 

inmates and non-custodial staff. The chapter concludes by identifying the gaps in 
                                                 
4 As an outcome of the Fitzgerald Inquiry in 1988, the Queensland Criminal Justice Commission was 
established to primarily address official misconduct and corruption in the Qld Police Service. Although 
its jurisdiction did extend to some other public service sectors, it was not until 1997, that the CJC was 
charged with the oversight of publicly managed correctional institutions in Queensland.  
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knowledge about misconduct, and the problems associated with researching sensitive 

topics in difficult and dangerous contexts.  

 

Chapter 3: The Contemporary Landscape of Queensland Corrections and Prison 
Regulation 

Chapter 3 provides a contemporary description of the Queensland DCS and the 

Queensland Crime and Misconduct Commission, reviews the history of reports and 

commissions into corruption in Queensland’s DCS, and outlines the benefits the 

research will have for the field of corrections and regulation.  

 

 

Chapter 4: Research Methodology 

Chapter 4, in its explanation of the research design, outlines two important 

components of the research design – first, the implementation of a multi-method 

quantitative and qualitative model of data collection and analysis and second, the 

rationale for adopting an Appreciative Inquiry (Liebling et al., 1999) approach to this 

research. The chapter concludes with a brief description of the preliminary procedures 

necessary to set the political and logistical groundwork for the three ensuing studies. 

 

 

Chapter 5: Study 1 - Analysis of the CJC Complaints Files 

The first study, reported in Chapter 5, focused on the identification of key issues and 

concepts surrounding the misconduct of non-custodial staff. Using qualitative content 

analysis, a typology of misconduct was developed from the complaints made against 

non-custodial staff between 1998 and 2002 to the Queensland Criminal Justice 

Commission. Utilising the typology, the categories were then quantitatively analysed 

to assess the contemporary picture of misconduct between inmates and non-custodial 

staff in Queensland correctional centres. Both sets of outcomes are reported in this 

chapter, which concludes with an overview of the primary domains identified. 

 

Chapter 6: Study 2 – Focus Groups of the Problem of Misconduct  

The second study, reported in Chapter 6, examined the results of separate focus 

groups of inmates and non-custodial staff that were conducted to complement the 

outcomes from Study 1. Thematic analysis of the focus group discussions revealed 
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complementary and additional concepts to those garnered from Study 1, and informed 

the construction of the non-standard survey instruments for Study 3, described in 

Chapter 7 

 

 

Chapter 7: Study 3 – Surveys and Interviews of Non-custodial staff and Inmates  

Chapter 7 details the development and implementation of the inmate and non-

custodial staff surveys, and the subsequent results. The outcomes are placed in context 

with the results from the previous two studies and are finally applied to Ekblom and 

Tilley’s (2000) model of Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity for goodness of fit as 

an explanation of professional misconduct.  

 

 

Chapter 8: Confirmatory Case Study 

Chapter 8 examines the case of ‘Sally’ in detail, with interviews from inmates and 

non-custodial staff working in the two correctional centres where she was employed. 

The chapter locates the chronological case events in the model of explanation 

developed from the previous results of Studies 1, 2 and 3 utilising the core themes of 

the Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity (Ekblom & Tilley, 2000). It examines the 

organisational culture amongst non-custodial staff members, the style of managing 

and supervising non-custodial staff, and the regulatory/reporting/whistle-blowing 

systems. Chapter 8 has been closed because of the confidential and serious nature of 

the information described. An overview of the main outcomes is given at the end of 

Chapter 8 for all other readers.  

 

 

Chapter 9: Discussion and Conclusions 

Chapter 9 returns to the original research questions and, by drawing together the 

overall findings of the three studies, answers each separately. Throughout the 

responses to each research question, several proposals for preventive strategies aimed 

at decreasing the occurrence of misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff 

are made, in the hope that they may inform future policy and procedures of the 

Queensland DCS, and possibly the modes of inquiry by the Queensland CMC.  
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Conclusion 

As an introduction, this chapter has highlighted the problematic nature of misconduct 

between non-custodial staff and inmates and posed several questions about how best 

to explore the factors involved in its occurrence. It has outlined this thesis across the 

eight remaining chapters. The next chapter now locates the problem of misconduct 

between inmates and non-custodial staff within the current literature on prisons, 

prisoners, corruption, ethics, regulation, organisation and cultural workplace 

understandings, and individual theories of cognitive dissonance. Finally, a model of 

explanation, framed on a multi-theoretical approach to misconduct between inmates 

and non-custodial staff, is constructed, ready for trialling over the subsequent studies. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Overview of Chapter 

This chapter situates the problem of official misconduct between non-custodial staff 

and inmates within contemporary empirical literature and traditional theoretical 

discourse. It is divided into four sections. The first examines theories of corruption 

and, in doing so, addresses the vexed problem of definition, measurement and 

reporting of official misconduct, inappropriate relationships and boundary 

transgressions. Definitions of misconduct are specifically explored in the context of 

the regulatory authorities that have jurisdiction over non-custodial staff in Queensland 

correctional centres. The second section reviews the nature of correctional staff-

inmate relationships predominantly through empirical studies with custodial and 

related correctional staff. The third section explores the broad theoretical domains of 

organisational culture and management, power and control, situational crime 

prevention, social learning and moral reasoning. It concludes that, despite the 

availability of literature about public-sector corruption, unethical behaviour in health 

service-delivery professions, and corruption by custodial staff in prisons, no literature 

appears to exist on the problems associated with professional boundary transgressions 

or serious official misconduct by non-custodial staff in prisons, making explanation 

elusive. Section four therefore discusses the nature of explanation and what is 

required for the current research questions to be adequately answered. It integrates 

pertinent empirical and theoretical findings from the literature review, and 

incorporates aspects of situational crime prevention, moral neutralisation and power 

balance into Ekblom and Tilley’s (2000) Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity model, 

specifically for the purposes of this research. The section concludes with an argument 

that this adapted theoretical model offers the best framework upon which to build and 

validate an explanation of misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff.  

 

Finally, the chapter concludes by posing three specific research questions designed to 

address the circumstances of misconduct between non-custodial staff and inmates, the 

nature of explanation and the problematic issues of researching in a prison setting. 
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Introduction 

Despite a wide review of relevant literature, no studies directly addressing the issue of 

misconduct between non-custodial staff and inmates within correctional settings, were 

found. Some literature addressing related issues in the field of child abuse in 

institutional care (Gallagher, 1999; Stanley, Manthorpe & Penhale, 1999; T. Thomas, 

2001) and inappropriate or unethical behaviour by staff in secure psychiatric settings 

(Tillinghaust, 2000) was available, but their extrapolation to correctional staff is 

problematic. Although these institutional settings have some similarities with prison 

settings, the custodial nature and philosophy of punishment sets correctional 

environments apart from others. The nature of the relationships that correctional staff 

members develop with those in their care are actually inherently different (Kaufmann, 

1988; Liebling & Price, 1998b). Certainly inmates lack power and control as do 

children and psychiatric patients in institutional care, but inmates are generally 

incarcerated for longer periods of time and are placed within a prison setting primarily 

as punishment with concomitant loss of freedoms and responsibilities.  

 

Arguably, the paucity of information and investigations into problematic relationships 

between non-custodial staff and inmates could well be one of the causative factors 

itself. The apparent lack of attention to the field relegates the work of non-custodial 

staff with inmates to the level of “uninteresting” or “unimportant”, despite the fact 

that several jail break-outs (APBNews, 2000) and allegations of drug running (CJC, 

1999) and money laundering (ICAC, 1999b) have arisen in relation to non-custodial 

staff. Often the media and any subsequent inquiries heavily influence the discourse 

about misconduct that may arise from these exposés. For example a cover story in a 

Queensland newspaper, the Courier-Mail, declared in its sub-title: 

Some like the danger – others want to make them good and save their souls. 
Whatever the reason, women like bad boys and the attraction is being fuelled 
by a resurgence of the bad boy in popular culture.(Simpson, 2001, p.4) 
 

The article, titled ‘Bad Boys', was an exposé of incidents and ‘interview grabs’ about 

inmates having sexual relationships with professional staff. The public’s interest, 

often driven by such sensational media reports, is usually one of curiosity rather than 

critical scrutiny requiring information and accountability from authorities or the 

institution involved. Additionally, the sexual nature of the incidents often means there 

is a lurid overlay in the reporting of the situation, as exemplified in the following 
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newspaper description of professional misconduct in which a young solicitor lost her 

career: 

One woman, who was a lawyer, tells the story that she was at the prison 
visiting a client. She was made to wait in a section of the prison and a 
prisoner, on his way to another part of the prison was made to wait near her. 
They struck up a conversation and she says: ‘He was the most exciting person 
I’d ever met.’ I always thought that was odd, because she had three degrees 
and an interesting life and he was actually illiterate and quite violent. After she 
had seen her client and returned to her chambers she telephoned the prison and 
told a lie that she was the inmate’s lawyer and needed a legal meeting with 
him, which meant that she could meet with him in a room with quite a lot of 
privacy. And so she arranged it for the next day and in her words: ‘He turned 
up and we ripped each other’s clothes off and had the most fantastic sex ever.’ 
(Simpson, 2001, p. 13) 

 

Equally, there are relatively few studies of corruption in correctional centres in 

comparison with the greater attention that has been focussed by criminologists on 

police corruption and the regulation of it. McCarthy’s study in 1981 appears to be the 

only specific study of corruption in prisons, but this again focuses only on custodial 

staff (McCarthy, 1981). There are some specific references made to non-custodial 

staff in legal literature (Vaughn, 1999) and in investigative literature, such as case 

presentations by ICAC5 (1999a), but these focus on litigation and the legal 

ramifications, rather than the underlying nature of the misconduct. As Wortley, 

Homel and Brereton (1999) have argued, there appears to be little known about the 

systematic nature of official misconduct amongst both custodial and non-custodial 

prison staff, primarily because prisons are by nature secretive organisations, with the 

behaviour of staff and inmates often being hidden from public view both literally and 

metaphorically. It is usually only through official enquiries (Johnston, 1991; J. 

Kennedy, 1988; Nagle, 1978) set up as responses to crises within the prison system 

that some insight into prisons’ organisational culture has been gained. Unfortunately, 

even these investigations make only oblique reference to inappropriate relationships 

                                                 
5 The Independent Commission Against Corruption (ICAC) in NSW was created by the ICAC Act 
1988. Its aims are to protect the public interest, prevent breaches of public trust and guide the conduct 
of public officials. The Act gives the ICAC significant powers and discretion to: expose corruption 
through investigations which can include public hearings; prevent corruption by giving advice and 
developing resistance to corrupt practices in public sector organisations; and educate the public sector 
and the community about corruption and the role of the ICAC. These functions aim to expose and 
minimise corruption that is within and affects the NSW public sector. The ICAC is a public authority, 
but is independent of the government of the day, and is accountable to the people of New South Wales 
(Australia) through the New South Wales Parliament. 
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between inmates and non-custodial staff, with their existence being noted, but not 

examined. Typically, it is reported that official misconduct and corruption are deeply 

rooted in systems within the prisons that have had little accountability or public 

scrutiny. Unfortunately, most of these formal enquiries and more recent penal 

literature have not concentrated on the underpinnings or causal factors contributing to 

official misconduct in prisons. Rather, they have investigated the frequency of its 

occurrence.  

 

Therefore, in order to situate this thesis within the current literature it has been 

necessary to trawl wider disciplines of literature such as regulation, ethics, corruption, 

policing, and organisational psychology, for related issues and understandings of the 

problem. All contribute some aspects to an understanding of the factors that may be at 

play in the development of these unique relationships. For example, policing literature 

and public sector literature (Grabosky & Lamour, 2000; Homel, Clarke & MacIntyre, 

1995; ICAC, 1994; Prenzler, 2000) reveal a number of factors that appear to be 

involved in official misconduct within those particular organisations: a) Nature of the 

work performed, b)Individual histories and dependencies, c)Working conditions, d) 

Organisational culture and e) Regulation of corruption (ICAC, 1998). In addition, a 

body of literature drawing on theoretical underpinnings of situational crime 

prevention (Homel, Ede & Prenzler, 2002), organisational psychology (Parilla, 

Hollinger & Clark) and ethics (Brereton & Ede, 1996; CJC, 1995b) is increasingly 

examining the nature of official misconduct, but again these have no specific 

references to professional staff working in correctional institutions. Instead, it seems 

an understanding of official misconduct between non-custodial staff and inmates sits 

somewhere amongst and overlapping, but not entirely within, the literature on 

corruption, organisational behaviour, ethics, crime prevention, regulation, individual 

psychology and the nature of prisons.  

 

Given that these are extensive areas of academic discourse, this literature review 

draws from each of these disciplines only those aspects which seem the most relevant, 

and which have assisted in developing a preliminary draft model of misconduct. The 

first section explores corruption literature and most specifically the areas of definition, 

measurement, reporting and detection. The second section concentrates on the 

theories relevant to misconduct – organisational theories, power and control theories 
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and situational crime prevention theories. Finally, the last section explores the nature 

of explanation and incorporates relevant theories into a model to be tested.  

 

Section 1: Corruption Literature 

 

The Nature and Definition of Corruption, Official Misconduct and 
Inappropriate Relationships 
 
It is difficult to examine the nature of corruption without spanning an enormous range 

of literature and academic disciplines. Political scientists, economists and sociologists 

tend to interpret corruption differently, with a continuum of diverse interpretations as 

a result (Punch, 1985). The behaviours can range from the involvement of 

multinational companies doing deals with major political parties (Azfar et al., 2001) 

or governments (Rose-Ackerman, 1999), the provision of luxury living items to 

prisoners by custodial staff in an entire US prison (Neumeister, 1997) and industrial 

sabotage (Haines & Lewis, 2000), to the misuse of overtime provisions, general 

counterproductive behaviour (Hollinger & Clark, 1983), and unethical relationships 

between co-workers (Alexander & Cohen, 1998).  In fact the difficulties in defining 

corruption precisely have spawned much debate about its true underlying nature. For 

example, even the simplest definition, ‘…the abuse of public office for private gain’ 

(Tiffen, 1999), is inadequate since it defines out of existence the possibility of private 

sector corruption, and takes for granted the vexed problem of who defines corruption. 

As Mirreles-Black and Ross (1995) noted: 

From some of the responses …, it was clear that one person’s definition of 
bribery and extortion was another’s definition of acceptable competitive 
business practice (p.30). 

 

Grabosky (1989) agrees, noting that the problem of definition means that some 

theoretical conceptualisations of corruption could be applied only to the private and 

not the public sector.  In some instances, models of corruption such as that of Kagan 

and Scholtz (1984) include behaviours that are motivated essentially by profit 

considerations, and as such beg the question of whether their explanatory reach is 

limited to the private sector. “The image one has of public servants is one of risk 

aversion, while business people are perceived to be risk takers” (Grabosky, 1989, 

p.7).  In fact, the very lack of definition in itself has been cited as a causative factor in 

the occurrence and perpetuation of corrupt behaviour. Using the most common 
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definition of the abuse of public office for private gain as an example, Dixon (1999), 

in his examination of policing, concluded that imprecise definitions of corruption 

could actually encourage an attitude where “…no-one is held publicly accountable for 

misdeeds that do not sink to the level of crime” (p.22) .  

 

There is also evidence that where there is no clear delineation between what is 

considered inappropriate or appropriate, or where succinct information about which 

behaviours actually constitute official misconduct and/or corruption is not available, 

workplace misconduct ranging from theft (Horning, 1970 in ICAC, 1998) to 

management fraud (Cressey, 1986 in ICAC, 1998) appears more likely to occur. It 

seems that clarity of definition of misconduct impacts on the clarity of the types of 

consequences that flow from such behaviour, both to the individual and to the 

organisation (Cressey, 1973). If organisational policies relating to appropriate 

workplace behaviour or codes of conduct are not expressed in clear terms and made 

readily available to those within the entire organisation, the very behaviour which it is 

trying to prevent can, in fact, be facilitated. Hollinger and Clark (1983), in a study of 

employee theft, identified the importance of providing clear consistent messages 

about which behaviours were not acceptable within an organisation:  

Those firms with the least theft were characterised by a pervasive and 
consistent message from all departments within the organisation that theft was 
not acceptable behaviour. The companies experiencing the most theft were 
those who inadvertently signalled that they were concerned with neither the 
property nor the wellbeing of their employees. (p.145) 

 

For the purpose of this study, therefore, it was also important to utilise definitions that 

made clear distinctions between the terms ‘corrupt behaviour’, ‘official misconduct’ 

and ‘inappropriate relationship’ to avoid misinterpretation and confusion. The 

definitions needed to incorporate the capacity for public service as well as private 

operations (such as private health practitioners), and for the notion of public as well as 

private gain. The definitions used by the two regulatory bodies in Australia 

responsible for the oversight of prisons in NSW (ICAC) and Queensland (CJC) 

appeared to meet these criteria in addition to being applicable to individuals as well as 

groups. They were therefore adopted for the purposes of this study to cover the types 

of behaviour under examination: 
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Corruption: Conduct of any person (whether or not a public official) that adversely 

affects, or that could adversely affect, either directly or indirectly, the 

honest or impartial exercise of official functions by any public official, 

any group or body of public officials or any public authority (ICAC, 

1998). 

Official Misconduct: Involves conduct of such a nature that it constitutes, or could 

constitute, a criminal offence or a disciplinary breach (of a relevant Act) 

warranting dismissal. The conduct must involve the person acting in his 

or her public service role in a manner that is not honest or impartial, 

involves a breach of trust, or a misuse of information (CJC, 1995a). 

Inappropriate Relationship: Between a non-custodial DCS staff member and an 

inmate is one that exceeds the boundaries - as generally accepted within 

that profession - of such professional relationships. These relationships 

can be sexual or non-sexual, voluntary of forced. An inappropriate 

relationship affects the way in which the member of staff performs his 

or her duties or makes professional judgements, or raises a reasonable 

perception that he or she is compromised or not acting impartially in the 

performance of his or her professional functions (CJC, 2001). 

 

Inappropriate relationships between DCS staff and prisoners are not limited to 

relationships of a sexual nature and can include emotional relationships such as 

friendships. They are also not limited to cases where staff have actually been 

compromised in their actions or decisions, but extend to situations where a reasonable 

perception of partiality has arisen in respect of the prisoner with whom they have the 

relationship (CJC 2001, p.2). They may or may not include breaches of the 

Queensland DCS Code of Conduct which is issued to all departmental staff and is 

based on a number of relevant pieces of legislation and guided by ethical principles as 

stated in the Public Sector Act 1994. Section 5.2: Respect for People (Appendix 2.1). 

These relationships may include unethical behaviour as well as ethical behaviour. 

Once the relationship develops to a point where the staff member is actually involved 

in misconduct considered to be of an official kind and/or corrupt, then it is argued that 

the dynamics change and the balance of power and control shifts between the players. 

Consequences are more serious and the negotiating power of the inmate to report or 

divulge the misconduct increases substantially.  
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The Nature and Definition of ‘Boundary’ and ‘Boundary Transgressions’ 
The term ‘boundary’ is often utilised in defining the space between a patient or client 

and the person delivering some care-related service. The concept of boundary in 

health care initially emerged in the fields of psychiatry and psychotherapy to assist in 

the understanding of aspects of the patient-professional relationship (Martinez, 2000). 

Because these relationships can be intensely intimate, it is necessary to consider 

where the demarcation of appropriate responses from both parties lie. In the standard 

approach to the concept of ‘boundary’, consideration can range from “….sexual 

misconduct with patients at one end, while discussions of how to respond to gifts or 

whether to refrain from physical contact with patients are included at the other end of 

the continuum” (Martinez, 2002, p.187). As with most psychological or social 

systems, the definition of boundary is best described as something existing between 

the client and the health professional: 

 

Boundaries are the limits that allow for a safe connection based on the client’s 
needs. When these limits are altered, what is allowed in the relationship 
becomes ambiguous. Such ambiguity is often experienced as an intrusion into 
the sphere of safety (M.R. Petersen, 1992, p. 74). 
 
 

More recently, a review of boundary dilemmas between patients and professionals 

revealed a vast array of issues for consideration (Nadelson & Notman, 2002). Moral 

rules and clearly defined professional roles were emphasised as essential to prevent 

boundary crossings and violations, as was the need to be able to differentiate between 

the two. Minor boundary crossings, which are not exploitative and which can 

sometimes be helpful, such as holding someone’s hand when they are distressed, are 

considered to be clearly different to boundary violations. The latter are more likely to 

be damaging and exploitative of the power differential in the relationship. From an 

ethical perspective, boundary crossings could be, at times, simple misjudgements or 

misunderstandings (Nadelson & Notman, 2002, p. 192). 

 

The Nature and Definition of Dual Relationships 

Dual roles occur where there are two or more clearly defined roles within a set of 

professional tasks.  Other relationships that co-exist simultaneously with the patient-

carer relationship have traditionally always had the potential to undermine the carer’s 

ability to focus primarily on the patient’s wellbeing (Nadelson & Notman, 2002). 
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However, when the ‘other’ relationship is an imposed one that must be complied with, 

the complications and potential to affect the carer’s judgment are increased. Such is 

the case for non-custodial staff, who, traditionally trained to be in a helping 

professional role, are obliged to adopt the role of ‘guardian’ or ‘keeper’ within a 

correctional setting, whether explicitly by assisting with custodial duties, or implicitly 

by simply working inside the prison alongside other authoritative staff. 

 

Dual roles must therefore be considered in the development of any professionalism, 

especially for non-custodial staff. Cultivating discernment and good judgment in a 

profession requires decisions about what is right for the patient as well as what sort of 

professional the carer wants to be. As Luban (1988) so eloquently states: 

…commitments to the duties of a profession, to a career, or to major social 
institutions…These can be, they frequently are, among the deepest loyalties 
and commitments in our lives: and it cannot be right to ask us to reconsider 
them, to trade them off, again and again. A person who was willing to do this, 
we may think, is morally frightening, not commendable (p.142). 

 

That correctional teachers, chaplains, psychologists, doctors and nurses are committed 

to their career is not being questioned here in this study. Rather that the commitment 

to their career and its associated ethics and codes can often be in direct contrast to the 

expectations, policies and procedures of a prison. The resultant conflict may then 

become the point of vulnerability for, or misinterpretation of, aberrant professional 

conduct. A study comparing military and civilian psychiatrists revealed that the 

former reported higher levels of external pressure to engage in dual relationships 

(Hines, Ader, Change & Rundell, 1998). The military psychiatrists were hypothesised 

to be under greater dual-agency conflict than civilian professionals because of the 

demands of the hierarchical system of the armed forces. In a similar vein to non-

custodial staff in prison settings, the military psychiatrists were considered ‘double 

agents’ who experienced conflicting responsibilities, confused loyalties and 

contradictory goals. Within bureaucracies, health profession staff can feel pressed to 

make compromises in addressing the needs of their patient in order to meet the needs 

of the organisation (Weitzel, 1976). Ultimately the question becomes whether to serve 

the organisation or the individual patient/client.  
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To counteract the problems of duality, and as a means of ensuring safe emotional and 

physical detachment, correctional settings traditionally encourage distance between 

staff and inmates (Marquart, Barnhill & Balshaw-Biddle, 2001). If an officer is to 

retain authority necessary to exercise coercive power, then informal relationships 

which cross these boundaries, or discretionary rule enforcement, cannot be tolerated 

(Hepburn & Albonetti, 1980). However, it is just these very principles that act as 

detractors from successful therapeutic interactions between psychologists, 

counsellors, chaplains and medical staff, whose tasks necessitate closeness and the 

development of trust. For the non-custodial staff, the role conflict is therefore greater 

than for the custodial staff, who can default to the singular goal of custody. Some 

studies have suggested that lower security prisons experience these role conflicts 

more so than medium or high security prisons, where the allowance for staff 

discretion is less (Hepburn & Albonetti, 1980). What ensues is a dilemma for the 

prison health professional. Where and whose boundaries are to be complied with? 

What quality of care should be offered and who is the actual client – the inmate or the 

prison and the organisation that drives its policies? These dilemmas are addressed in 

this research as an integral component of the development of misconduct between 

inmates and non-custodial staff.  

 

In summary, the issue of definition is extremely important for two reasons. First, it 

assists in the understanding of what behaviours are considered to be minor boundary 

transgressions, what are considered breaches of codes of professional conduct and 

what are indicators of serious official misconduct and/or corruption. By clarifying 

these definitions, this thesis can now use a general term that the reader will know 

encompasses several of these definitions. When referring to misconduct, this research 

means those inappropriate relationships, boundary transgressions and breaches of 

codes of conduct that have not yet reached the more serious level of official 

misconduct.  Secondly, it would appear that how clearly and succinctly defined 

‘unacceptable behaviour’ is, and how readily the information is made available to 

those it needs to target, actually influences the very behaviour itself. In other words, 

the issue of definition sharpens and clarifies compliance, detection and reporting of 

misconduct, and consequently, how it is researched.  
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The Nature of Reporting, Measuring and Detecting Misconduct 

Tiffen (1999) argues that often trends in corruption and trends in its exposure may not 

be running in tandem. Disentangling changes in incidence of corruption from changes 

in its reporting and detection therefore becomes problematic. Regulators often do not 

make the process of reporting to them an easy process, and the literature on whistle-

blowing has exposed much of the nature of this problem. 

 
Whistle-blowing 

Whistle-blowing has attracted much attention in the past decade. Sometimes defined 

in heroic terms (McMillan, 1989) to imply the public-spiritedness of the act of 

reporting, a whistle-blower is usually a current or former member of an organisation 

who makes an accusation against that organisation with the principal motive of 

advancing public interest (Graham, 1987). Multinational companies within the 

tobacco, banking and insurance industries have all been brought to their knees when 

an internal agent has been prepared to disclose information. Unfortunately promises 

from regulatory authorities to protect and provide anonymity in exchange for the 

information (something the agency should ostensibly have gained itself) often fails, 

and the whistle-blower is the chief victim of the punitive power of the organisation. 

Detection of corruption or misconduct is made especially difficult because the 

behaviour targeted tends to be clandestine, secretive and often associated with threats 

of retribution if reported. Crooke (1989) notes that the clandestine nature of corrupt 

interaction leaves the payer and the payee satisfied, but unlikely to communicate their 

actions to another person. He argues that “investigations into corruption face 

difficulties at the threshold” (p.59). Equally, those involved in, or able to observe 

corruption, are often reluctant to provide information because of the ramifications to 

career, family, reputation or more seriously, to their personal safety.  

 

Flying in the face of the “…timeless principle that societies have an obligation to 

work at suppressing illegal or corrupt behaviour that is occurring within” (McMillan, 

1989, p.91), whistle-blowers can also be perceived as displaying public disloyalty to 

the organisation. As a result, employees learn that confronting authority is to invite 

retaliation. A study in the USA of a group of 233 whistle-blowers revealed that 90% 

lost their jobs or were demoted, 27% faced lawsuits, 6% faced psychiatric or medical 
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referral, 25% admitted alcohol abuse, 17% lost their homes, 15% were subsequently 

divorced, 10% attempted suicide and 8% went bankrupt (Soeken in McMillan, 1989, 

p.91).   

 

More recently a study of nurses in Western Australia (McDonald & Ahern, 2002b) 

revealed that there were severe professional reprisals if a nurse reported misconduct, 

but there were few professional consequences if the nurse remained silent. Ten per 

cent of the sampled whistle-blowers reported that their careers had been halted, and 

94% suffered stress-related emotional problems, specifically anger, anxiety and 

disillusionment. Interestingly, of the non-whistleblowers sampled, a higher percentage 

suffered emotional problems related to guilt, shame and unworthiness (McDonald & 

Ahern, 2002a), suggesting that the costs of retaining information and knowledge 

about misconduct can be just as difficult and ethically conflicting. Orbe and King 

(2000) point out that the tension created in these dilemmas becomes commonplace for 

nurses working in situations where organisational wrongdoing is the norm. 

Consequently, the quality of their work suffers.  

 

With no references to non-custodial staff whistle-blowing in prisons, it is difficult to 

extrapolate from the few studies of professional health care workers involved in 

whistle-blowing. Nonetheless, the ethical dilemmas created are the same, if not more 

pronounced within a correctional setting, because of the code of silence that exists 

amongst staff (Stohr, Hemmens, Kifer & Schoeler, 2000). Even though some studies 

have reported that non-custodial staff are more likely to report agreement with ethical 

behaviour than custodial staff (Stohr, Hemmens, Kifer et al., 2000), it is uncertain if 

this is a reflection of their professional background training, or of the differences in 

roles within the prison.  

 

Formal and Informal Regulation 

Given that prisons are already overlaid with a punitive ideal, negative outcomes such 

as those discussed above would only add to the reluctance of staff to report 

misconduct. To therefore rely on self-regulation within a correctional organisation is 

problematic. Professional licensing boards have varying degrees of authority, but 

often labour under the legalities of peer review actions (Jorgensen & Sutherland, 
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2001; Wisconsin. Board of Nursing, 2001) and struggle with whose responsibility 

monitoring is -  the organisation for whom the individual works, or the professional 

board (Breenan, 1999).  Additionally, the ‘code of silence’ which traditionally 

permeates policing (Chan, 1996; Trautman, 2001), also exists within the workplace 

culture of corrections, and actively works against disclosure of information about 

misconduct (Stohr, Hemmens, Kifer et al., 2000).  

 

Training in ethics has been suggested as a preventive strategy to overcome 

misconduct and reluctance to report.  Imparting an ethical sense to the police is 

regarded as necessary by Kleinig (1990), especially to counteract the subcultural 

pressures to conform to group norms. However, little empirical evidence exists that 

can validate the preventative worth of ethics training, and arguably, correctional staff 

experience a qualitatively different experience to police officers. Therefore, much in 

the way of prevention and reporting must fall to the regulatory agents responsible for 

the detection of misconduct in prisons. The process (Pope & Vogl, 2000) and the 

fairness of the policies surrounding the investigation of complaints, and the 

management of incidents of misconduct (Niehoff & Paul, 2000) can influence the 

extent to which staff comply in the first place. The ethical behaviour of the regulators 

can also influence staff behaviour (Furnham, 1998). Managers, especially, who are 

responsible for providing the ethical leadership and ensuring compliance required to 

maintain an organisational climate and culture focussed on appropriate behaviour and 

relationships with inmates, become powerful role models. 

 

Furthermore, regulators are not immune to becoming involved in misconduct 

themselves, either through lack of vigilance about the compliance of their staff 

(Sparrow, 2000) or in their vulnerability to being ‘captured’ by the very environment 

in which they operate (Prenzler, 1997, 2000). Regulatory capture by officers involved 

in investigations has been reported in the NSW and Queensland Police Services 

(Chan, 1992; Prenzler, 1997; Prenzler & Mackay, 1995), in environmental regulatory 

services (CJC, 1994) and in the NSW prison service (ICAC, 1999a). The NSW 

Independent Commission Against Crime (ICAC) identified a number of common risk 

factors found in the work practices of regulators: a) poor appreciation of roles and 

responsibilities - for whom do I work ?; b) conflicts of interests - misplaced loyalties; 

c) excessive autonomy - too much freedom; d) delegated authority - exercising power; 
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e) high levels of discretion; f) regulatory capture; g) post-separation employment - the 

regulator’s next job/secondary employment; h) improper use of confidential 

information and i) use of improper or unlawful compliance methods. ICAC 

recommended that agencies whose responsibilities included minimising the risks of 

corruption and official misconduct consider these factors seriously.  

 

Last, but by no means least important, is the possibility that misconduct is not 

reported simply because there is a high level of indifference to the consequences. 

Inmates are not ranked highly as human beings in society. Although the execution of 

the court’s sentencing directions can attract considerable public scrutiny and debate, 

imprisonment per se and the organisational and administrative running of prisons 

receive the least critical accountability of all public or government services. What 

happens to inmates is often not important to those outside the prison walls. Any 

negative consequences brought about by inmate misconduct can simply be seen as 

‘just desserts’.  

 

Likewise, poor or abusive treatment of inmates by correctional staff is viewed with 

equal indifference. Among some professions, it is has been reported that only those 

staff who are unable to be employed elsewhere, who have dubious backgrounds, or 

whose incompetence has resulted in them leaving other less tolerant organisations, 

work in prisons (Skolnick, 1998). Poor, unethical or corrupt behaviour may simply be 

perceived as unimportant when directed at inmates. For example, a review of 

physicians convicted of misconduct in the USA revealed that some unlicensed doctors 

were employed later as staff in jails and prisons, despite having been officially de-

registered (Skolnick, 1998). Some had been guilty of the sexual abuse of previous 

patients. That inmates are valued so little is as much a reflection of society’s attitude 

to them, as it is of the society itself:  

It is unethical and inhumane to say that a physician isn’t trustworthy or good 
enough to treat people in the community, but that he or she is good enough to 
care for inmates of correctional facilities…If physicians who have been 
disciplined for past misconduct are congregating in correctional settings, it 
should be a concern of the regulatory authorities. The practice is reckless and 
dangerous. (p. 1391) 
 

Often, if misconduct by a professional staff member in prison reaches unacceptably 

serious proportions, resignation is considered a viable option to prosecution or 
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disciplinary action. Although resignation may arguably reinforce integrity, buttress 

responsibility, support accountability and provide leverage and ‘boundary drawing’ in 

other contexts (Dobel, 1999), it is not the case in corrections. Frequently used as a 

mechanism to manage misconduct, it can be the option of choice for staff who then 

move on to another state or another prison (as evidenced in Chapter 8 case study). 

 

In summary then, it is not only important to focus on the definition of misconduct, but 

also on what mechanisms are available to detect, regulate and report it. Without clear 

definitions of employee deviance, it becomes difficult to achieve quantification with 

any precision, and to develop subsequent measurements for detection. If compliant 

behaviour is to be achieved, then those responsible for its regulation need to be clear 

about the methods of detection and reporting. The three concepts - definition, 

measurement and reporting - appear therefore to be entwined. Equally, regulators 

need to work within ethical organisational frameworks that encourage reporting and 

exposure without the risk of repercussions. The literature indicates that this area of 

misconduct is under-researched and problematic, as organisations such as those 

within corrections attempt to counter the staff culture that develops a code of 

protective secrecy.  

 
 

Section 2: Staff-Prisoner Relationships 

 
Nature of Staff-Prisoner Relationships 

One of the earliest and most influential studies to contribute to the understanding of 

the personal dynamics within a prison is best known as the Stanford Prison 

Experiment (Haney, Banks & Zimbardo, 1973). The study, which allocated students 

to the role of an officer or a prisoner in a mock prison set-up, was halted due to the 

extreme reactions of the majority of participants. Zimbardo and his colleagues 

concluded that the powerful social forces of punishment and power changed the 

behaviour of the students to such an extent that the majority of their interactions were 

dangerously negative and hostile. They concluded that regardless of the type of 

person, anyone placed in the role of punisher or prisoner was capable of adopting a 

dominant, punitive role or a submissive, subordinate role respectively. Preconceived 

notions of the characteristics and stereotypes of the prison officer and prisoner 
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apparently had significant impact on the types of behaviours people in these roles 

displayed. 

 

Subsequent and more contemporary studies of staff-inmate interactions have focussed 

on the differences between correctional officers, and a number of typologies have 

emerged based primarily on role allocations and attitudes to punishment (Kaufmann, 

1988). Generally the categories fall into custodial/punitive types or human 

service/rehabilitation-oriented types (Klofas & Toch, 1982). Whether such typologies 

can apply to non-custodial staff is debatable, but it would be reasonable to assume 

that some factors influencing custodial staff (Kaufmann 1988) might also play a role 

in the approach non-custodial staff take to inmates. One examination of the modes of 

association between custodial staff and inmates did include some nurses and 

therapists in their sample group, and identified four characteristics to illustrate the 

different types of relationships (Ben-David, 1992): Staff perception of inmates, the 

orientation of the relationship, a relation model and the social distance between staff 

and inmates reportedly influenced the manner in which staff related to inmates.  The 

relation model included several different dimensions of physician-patient interaction: 

an active-passive dimension, a guidance-cooperation dimension, and mutual 

participation. Social distance referred to that ‘gap’ between staff and inmates in total 

institutions (Goffman, 1968) which began as quite formal and distanced, moved 

through ‘informal relations’ (McEwan, 1980) and ultimately onto ‘intimacy’ (Kallen, 

1984). Ben-David concluded, contrary to Goffman, that social distance between 

prison staff and inmates is diverse and not necessarily fixed and/or hostile.  

 

Additionally Ben-David, Silfen and Cohen (1996) argued that fear of personal, 

professional and job insecurity – yet another dimension - affected the nature of 

relationships between staff and inmates. Although this study was conducted only with 

custodial staff, it may be that non-custodial staff, especially those who work in high 

security and high protection sections of a prison, equally experience the same fears 

and insecurities. Ben-David et al. (1996) found that the greater the anxiety and fear 

felt by custodial officers, the more punitively oriented they became. Staff tended to 

retreat to the safety of social boundaries and physical distance typical of the ‘punitive 

staff type’, with feelings of inadequacy and powerlessness. Further, when job 

insecurity or lack of peer, managerial or administrative support was added to by fear 
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for personal and physical security, the relations between staff and inmates were even 

more likely to be affected. This was especially so for female staff.  

 

Since other studies have also indicated that female staff  are more likely to be affected 

by perceptions of risk and victimisation in a correctional setting (Farkas, 2000), the 

issue of gender becomes an important one to consider in relation to staff-inmate 

relationships and professional interactions. 

 

Gender 
The majority of studies examining gender differences in relation to misconduct in 

correctional settings have focussed primarily on the sexual abuse of female inmates 

by male correctional staff. Significant work done for the Correctional Service of 

Canada (2000) independently reviewed the policy and operational impacts of cross-

gender staffing in federal women’s penitentiaries and recommended an end to the use 

of front-line male primary workers in facilities for federally sentenced women 

inmates. This was a substantial step away from the movement commenced in the 

1970s to incorporate women into the front-line positions of custodial staff (C.B. 

Petersen, 1982). Opportunities for female staff had increased to the point where 

women held managerial and supervisory positions within correctional settings. The 

issue of cross-gender staffing was therefore perceived to have been addressed and 

appropriate training made available for both male and female staff (Hemmens, Stohr, 

Schoeler & Miller, 2002). For the Correctional Service of Canada to then remove 

male staff from primary interaction with female inmates is indicative of the endemic 

nature of the problem of sexual abuse by male staff of female inmates, and of the 

serious nature of cross-gender staffing in prisons. 

 

Much of the literature and studies examining the sexual misconduct of staff against 

inmates has reflected significant differences for male and female inmates (Baro, 

1997). Female inmates have been found to be less likely to report sexual assaults by 

staff (GAO, 1999) due to fear of retaliation and vulnerability, and to have fewer 

successful prosecutions of male sexual harassment or assault on women (Coyle, 2002; 

Lutze & Murphy, 1999). The ultra-masculine prison environment can mean that 

sexual assault is often treated in the same manner as in the general community. In fact 
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the prison system discourages complaints from female inmates, curtails their 

investigation, treats the complainant with a combination of indifference and suspicion, 

and exposes the female inmate to the risk of retaliation from both officers and fellow 

prisoners (Lutze & Murphy, 1999).  

 

The issue of gender in prisons encompasses large expanses of academic literature, and 

feminist theories of gender, power and social learning prevail. It is beyond the scope 

of this thesis to examine them, and since the inmate population in Queensland is 

predominantly male, with only one female prison, the focus is on male inmates only. 

This is not to say that the issue of gender and associated notions of femininity are not 

relevant to this study – they are extremely pertinent to the issues of female staff 

within male correctional facilities. Nor is the issue of homosexual abuse between 

male staff and male inmates not relevant, as evidence exists that male rape is a 

problem in prisons that is rarely examined officially (Dumond, 2000). Rather, a 

discourse on feminist notions of gender is not as relevant to this study as masculinity 

is, given the large number of male inmates in the sample population. In addition, 

treating the issue of masculinity as incidental in correctional studies has unfortunately 

been the norm (Gelsthorpe & Morris, 1990; Sim, 1994), and this needs to be 

redressed. 

 
Masculinity 

Masculinity is a predominant construct in understanding prisons, but because of the 

emphasis on the subordination of women under a global system of patriarchy, much 

of the literature on gender prison studies has historically focussed on feminist issues 

and not on masculinity. Recently, however there has been greater attention paid to the 

fact that, within strong patriarchal systems, men can be victims as well as perpetrators 

of abuse. With closer examination, more complex conceptualisations of masculinity 

are emerging (Hearn & Morgan, 1990; Jeffersen, 1997).  

 

Most notably there has been a shift towards consideration of multiple masculinities 

which has ultimately led to a change in the structure of gender relationships. Jewkes 

(2002), for example, argues that some of the ambiguities associated with the inherent 

term of patriarchy can be overcome by additionally considering the merits of 

‘fratriarchy’ (brothers). Both Brod (1990) and Remy (1990) have also utilised the 
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term fratriarchy to account for the disjunction between the facts of public male power 

and the feelings of individual male powerlessness, an experience common to male 

inmates competing in a world that demands certain male expectations be seen to be 

met. As in a brotherly sibship, new inmates are trialled and compete against each 

other for the attention of those who have similar power within the family structure.  

 

In the context of this study, male inmates could be seen to be competing for the 

attention of staff whose time and concern they wish to attract. Non-custodial staff are 

more likely to be the recipients of these behaviours since custodial staff attention is 

generally unwanted and authoritarian, in much the same manner as a disciplinary 

father. The interaction between male inmates and non-custodial staff therefore is 

probably more complex than sexual interaction, and therefore other constructs of 

masculinity including the public façade that male inmates present in order to survive 

the brutal experience of incarceration, must also be taken into consideration. For 

instance inmates, in order to survive and adapt to the prison subculture, often separate 

the private male self from the public male self. The socially sanctioned public identity 

constructed of the male inmate is based on ‘macho’ characteristics, and must be 

maintained in order to survive the power relations inside a prison (Grapendaal, 1990; 

Shannon & Morgan, 1996). Like many social institutions, prisons organise masculine 

power through constructs of sexuality, socialising their inhabitants in the ways of 

‘doing heterosexuality’ as a means of gaining acceptance by the group (Thurston, 

1996). Boasting about sexual conquests, sexually intimidating women in the 

institutions and indulging in misogyny is viewed favourably in male prisons 

(Mathieson, 1990). Interestingly, homosexuality, usually viewed by ‘masculine’ 

inmates as abhorrent, is a prominent feature in male prisons. As Scacco (1975) points 

out, a male inmate who rapes another male inmate is paradoxically perceived as a 

‘double man’, a symbol indicative of the rapist’s superordinancy. Sexual predators, on 

the other hand, can make the prison world unpredictable and threatening and are 

therefore not condoned by the majority of male inmates (M. King, 1992).  

 

To keep the personal self private, male inmates therefore commonly express their 

public masculine façade through overt displays of physical prowess. The “…serious 

pursuit of an excessively muscular physique is significant in terms of the presentation 

of self as a powerful and self-controlled individual” (Jewkes, 2002, p. 19). 
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Bodybuilding and gym workouts become a regular part of inmate life in prison. And 

as King and McDermott (1995) have reported, this behaviour can serve to both ward 

off potential sexual advances as well as to assert physical authority. Not only is 

physical prowess a means of gaining ground and control over other inmates, it can 

also assert authority over correctional staff, especially female staff. Equally, the 

masculinity of bodybuilding in prison can serve to individuate an inmate from the 

others who are all dressed in prison-issue clothing, and ensure that they are more 

noticeable and physically attractive to staff (Ward Jouve, 1988). It would then stand 

to reason that inmates might specifically seek out non-custodial staff who assist in this 

process of ‘masculinising’ or in maintaining the inmate’s public self. The subsequent 

relationships developed with these staff, such as Activities Officers and Gym 

Instructors, would then become integral to the inmate’s survival in the harsh and often 

brutal male prison environment. 

 

Compromised staff-inmate interactions 

A predominant feature of the therapeutic relationship between inmates and 

professional staff is the non-custodial staff member’s ability to work with extremely 

difficult, sometimes dangerous and often manipulative inmates. The people-skills 

utilised to establish rapport with an inmate, while still retaining a position of humane 

authority and control, are difficult to develop and require appropriate clinical 

supervision and/or professional mentorship (Standards Committee, 1999). Kennedy 

(1997) explored these skills in the Boston Gun Project where street youth workers 

were gathering intelligence about gang murders from gang members. He described 

‘principled intimacy’ as a form of interaction that allowed for authority and control to 

exist, while at the same time establishing a position of closeness and the development 

of trust. 

 

In the few reviews of inmates developing relationships with correctional staff (Salter, 

2003; Topham, 1999)  the notion of principled or moral distance interestingly has not 

been mooted. Training and the time spent together are focused on, but not the nature 

of the interaction between the staff member and the inmate. Instead, the processes by 

which inmates ‘get around’, ‘manipulate’, ‘groom’ or ‘re-define’ the caring aspects of 

staff are usually highlighted. Topham (1999) has examined the intricate and 
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sophisticated ‘system of deception’ mounted by inmates when manoeuvring and 

manipulating staff into a position where they will have them ‘on side’ and ‘under 

control’. He lists a number of stages inmates go through to manoeuvre staff to comply 

with their demands: a)The observation process; b)The selection of a victim; c) The 

testing of the limits (usually with minor items of contraband); d)The support system 

(togetherness and understanding); e) Empathy/sympathy - plea for help; f) We/they 

syndrome; g) Offer of protection; h) Allusion to sex; i)The touch system; j) The 

rumour clinic;  and k) The lever. The final ‘Sting’ occurs when the staff member gives 

in to the requirements of the inmate, resigns, or risks the possibility of retaliation, and 

exposes the situation.  

 

More recently, in an examination of sexual predators, Salter (2003) wrote briefly 

about the seductions that inmates utilise, arguing that the compromises achieved by 

inmates with staff were more a reflection of the techniques used rather than the type 

of staff member involved. ‘Not every staff member or volunteer can be seduced, but 

given enough time and opportunity, the techniques offenders use will work on 

somebody’ (p. 139). After interviewing inmates who had had relationships with 

correctional staff, Salter categorised the process as commencing with the acquisition 

of personal staff information through inmates talking with staff, overhearing their 

conversations or observing their behaviour. Then, the inmate selected a target based 

on the gathered information and the staff member’s ‘vulnerability’, usually measured 

according to their willingness to care for the inmate. “Religious staff are considered 

easiest to manipulate because they look for the good in people, but any sort of caring 

is fair game” (p.151). The next stage involved tactics of seduction, which, argued 

Salter, were based on the role of reciprocity – something inmates ‘….intuitively 

recognise’ (p.151). Something is usually offered to the staff member first, in the form 

of protection, ego-boosting, small favours or comments that make the staff member 

feel powerful. Finally, in a similar vein to Topham’s ‘Lever’ stage, personal 

relationships are built, based on shared information with the staff member that can be 

later used as blackmail.  

 

Personal information becomes the currency of negotiation in order for the inmate to 

demand favours of the staff member. The relationship, usually abusive and 

threatening at its culmination, only ends when the inmate has what he/she wishes 
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from the staff member. Ultimately it is often the inmate, with nothing more to lose, 

who reports the staff member’s indiscretion to the authorities. 

 

Inmate adaptation 

What is interesting in Salter’s (2003) discourse is the assumption that the perpetrator 

is the inmate. Yet it can sometimes be the case that the needs of correctional staff are 

equally met in these scenarios or favours done for them in return (Marquart et al., 

2001). The behaviour of the inmates may also not be as predatory as implied, but 

rather an indication of the adaptation required to cope in the isolating and self-

diminishing experience of incarceration. Bottoms (1999a)  reports that this adaptation 

creates a ‘safety paradox’ in which inmates largely cope successfully with the 

environment by developing social and psychological strategies of survival, despite the 

constant threat of violence and danger,. They integrate into the inmate subculture 

utilising norms that prohibit personal disclosure, but which can heighten self-

protection and the predictability of routine.  

 

Generally inmates do not trust that correctional staff will protect them (Edgar, 

O'Donnell & Martin, 2002) and develop their own counter-culture, which has been 

described as having three primary components (Lambropoulou, 1999), for protection.  

There is usually a dominant restricted access cell, which embodies the leaders or 

‘heavies’ of the inmate population. Then there is a sub-group of the inmate population 

who wish to be included in the exclusive leaders’ cell, but are activated only when the 

leaders choose to. The third cell constitutes the majority of inmates, who are only 

mobilised occasionally in disruptive behaviour or serious conflicts with other groups.  

 

Predominant in these groups is the prevailing notion of ‘us’ and ‘them’, whereby 

inmates establish a set of perceptions about the roles of staff around them. Empirical 

evidence from psychological studies (Price, 1996) suggests that when there is an 

absence of the we bonding, the disordered-self experiences disruption to identity, self 

organisation, moral development and integrity of existence. The person remains 

instead in the role of one as protection, and fails to acquire a sense of humanity of 

others, often lacking ownership for their own actions.  For inmates, remaining 
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singularly oriented towards the preservation of self is almost mandatory during 

incarceration. However, doing so means that the inmate can constantly fall into the 

‘victim’ role, which only further enhances the sense of isolation. In the absence of 

benevolent attachments and adequate moral structures from indifferent correctional 

staff around them, inmates can easily resort to corrupt, perverse or cruel behaviours as 

a way of relieving psychic pain (Price, 1996).  

 

In contrast, if inmates feel meaningfully engaged with staff and activities, their 

alienation lessens and they are less likely to engage in destructive or manipulative 

tactics. Huebner (2003) examined the complexity of the relationship between 

remunerative and coercive controls of inmates and found that inmates were 

significantly less likely to assault staff if involved in a work program. It seemed that if 

inmates were involved in something meaningful rather than being isolated, they were 

less angry and confrontational. That some inmates seek solace in the intimacy of 

interaction with caring non-custodial staff is therefore understandable. However, 

without a complete understanding of these psychodynamics, inexperienced non-

custodial staff misinterpret the apparently positive approaches by inmates. The 

interesting question then becomes: who is the victim, who is the perpetrator? Who is 

the instigator? Who is the follower? Are female staff more vulnerable than male staff? 

In order to answer these questions and others posed by the above review of empirical 

studies, it is necessary now to turn to the literature to locate these issues of inmate 

prisonisation, misconduct, masculinity and staff types within theoretical contexts.  

 

Section 3: Other Theoretical Perspectives 

 
This section situates the issue of misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff 

within contemporary and traditional theoretical literature from the perspectives of the 

organisation, the individual, and the situational and environmental prison setting.  

Although these perspectives each have distinct theoretical positions, all have a critical 

place in understanding the nature of prisons and those who work, or are incarcerated 

in, the institutions. 
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The Organisational Perspective 

There is extensive literature to support the notion that an inadequate or poorly 

organised workplace has negative effects on employees (Furnham, 1999; Katzell & 

Thompson, 1990), and that the level of job satisfaction and work motivation can also 

influence staff becoming involved in petty workplace misdemeanours  (Locke, 1984) 

or misconduct (ICAC, 1999). McCarthy (1981), in a study of routine forms of 

employee misconduct within American state correctional facilities, found that poor 

staff morale and lack of commitment by line staff were contributing conditions to 

corruption. Equally, poor work conditions which create stress for correctional staff 

(Liebling & Price, 1998a), as well as poor pay conditions, lack of adequate resources 

for service delivery (Waters, 1999) and lack of adequate managerial support 

(Constable & Russell, 1998), may also act as precipitators.  

 

Furnham (1999), in his examination of examples of stressful jobs, listed eleven 

occupations that he considered highly stressful because of danger, extreme pressure, 

or having responsibility without control. Four of these occupations were directly 

related to roles found in a prison setting - Prison Officer, Social Worker, Therapist 

and Junior Doctor. He also identified organisations with unpleasant physical 

conditions as the ones with the greatest turnover of staff.  

 

Similarly, distressing or unsupportive relationships between staff can affect work 

performance. For example, (Cooperrider, 1990) identified a number of factors which 

have significance for the current study, that of role conflict and role ambiguity. They 

found that role conflict in particular did not occur in environments where friendliness 

and social support existed in the workplace. But in work environments where there 

was too much responsibility or lack of participation in decision-making, staff felt they 

had little control and that their roles were ambiguous. Both Furnham (1999) and 

Cooperrider (1990) argue that these types of stressors can breed anxiety, distress, fear 

and anger amongst the workforce, which in turn can create a workplace vulnerable to 

misdemeanours by employees. Ben-David et al. (1996) suggested that unless 

measures were taken to reduce anxiety and fear amongst custodial staff, the demand 

for them to develop reasonably close relationships with the inmate, in order to assist 

in rehabilitation would become intolerable.  
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Equally, stress and anxiety can affect inmates. For example, a study of the mental 

health of several British prisons reported that inmates identified negative relationships 

between themselves and custodial staff as affecting the overall levels of stress within 

the jail (Nurse, Woodcock & Ormsby, 2003). Staff groups described a ‘circle of 

stress’: the prison culture and staff shortages created high stress levels, which resulted 

in a higher incidence of staff sickness and leave, which then produced greater stress 

for the remaining staff, and which eventually decreased staff availability even further. 

Similarly, staff shortages have a flow-on affect on inmates who are consequently 

locked down for longer periods of time, creating further inmate frustration that is 

sometimes aimed at staff.  

 

Other stressors such as harassment and bullying can also influence the levels of staff 

burnout, especially in prisons (Savicki, Cooley & Gjesvold, 2003; Triplett, Mullings 

& Scarborough, 1996). Inexperienced officers, tend to suffer increased levels of 

emotional exhaustion and decreased levels of personal accomplishment (Moragn, Van 

Haveren & Pearson, 2002), while female officers in particular are more likely to be 

concerned about safety and risk of victimisation (Gordon, Moriarty & Grant, 2003). A 

recent study of correctional nurses in Alberta federal correctional institutions, found 

that they were frequently exposed to traumatic events and consequently were at risk 

of developing Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (Lavack-Pambrun, 2002). Personal 

safety and exposure to risk and harm has also recently been mooted as a global 

workplace health and safety issue (ILO, 2002) and, in some circles, considered as a 

form of workplace violence (Hoel, Sparks & Cooper, 2003). Having to listen to the 

stories of murders, rapes, robbery with violence and grievous assaults, as inmates 

relay their experiences for the purposes of assessment and classification, can be 

highly traumatic for some non-custodial staff, especially those inexperienced in the 

field. These staff can feel as violated and traumatised as the inmates’ victims, as 

evidenced in the following extract from a nurse’s personal response to working with 

sex offenders: 

I have heard horrendous details of abuse and pain and suffering. I have gone 
home from work some nights feeling nauseated and repulsed by what I heard. 
I have felt frustrated and disillusioned with treatment failures. I am more 
aware of how unsafe the world can be, and carry pepper spray and have an 
alarm system in my house. I am more cynical and suspicious of people’s 
motives, such as someone being described as ‘so good with kids’. (Scheela, 
1999, p. 34) 
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The impact of trauma, concerns for personal safety, and stress and burnout may 

eventually pressure some staff to commit misdemeanours in the workplace. Staff may 

become resentful because they have little control over their environment or because 

they lose faith in the integrity of the organisation. Either way, it can be assumed that 

in a prison these factors would be particularly significant given the range of 

psychopathology amongst inmates and the general philosophy of punishment. Gibbs, 

Puzzanchera, Hanrahan and Giever (1998), for example, examined the relationship 

between personal safety and environmental concerns, sense of control and emotional 

wellbeing. They concluded that environmental concerns for personal safety influenced 

wellbeing directly, and the individual’s sense of control in the workplace indirectly. 

Similarly, stress, fear and trauma experienced by correctional staff has been argued by 

some to have the same prisonisation effect (Houston, Gibbons & Jones, 1988) as that 

experienced by inmates within correctional settings(Alpert, 1979; Bukstel, 1980).  

 

Prisonisation was first coined as a term by Clemmer (1940) as the “…taking on, in 

greater or lesser degree, the folkways, mores, customs and general culture of the 

penitentiary” ( p.270), and has been the central theme of debate between proponents 

of the deprivation and importation models for decades. The deprivation model 

purports that the pressures and problems caused by the actual experience of 

incarceration create the inmate subculture; while the importation model emphasises 

the effects that pre-prison socialisation and experience can have on the inmate social 

system. Recently, however, there has been a move away from the polarisation of these 

two views towards an integrative model (Lambropoulou, 1999), which espouses that 

the inmate’s behaviour in prison is influenced by pre-institutional experiences (i.e. 

social background), institutional (i.e. type of prison) and post-institutional factors (i.e. 

job opportunities after release) (C.W. Thomas & Foster, 1972; C.W. Thomas & 

Petersen, 1977). The shift to the integration model coincided with the transition from 

the ‘Big House’ era (i.e. the time of the ‘Big American Prison’ with huge square 

buildings, thick granite walls and a capacity for 2,500-3,000 inmates) to the era of the 

rehabilitative ideal in ‘correctional’ institutions. However, regardless of the 

exportation or importation argument, the experience is the same for both inmates and 

staff. The environment is threatening, overwhelming and demanding. Further, 

contemporary Australian prisons, at least, appear to be focussing away from the 

rehabilitative ideal and are returning, in part, to the hard-line punitive model with 
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‘truth in sentencing’ becoming a liberal cry from the community. Consequently, the 

demand on staff to cope with the dual role of punishment and rehabilitation is 

heightened. Role conflict again emerges and job dissatisfaction subsequently 

escalates.  

 

This position is supported by contemporary empirical literature which now suggests 

that stressors, autonomy, participation, supervision, position, security and 

dangerousness in the prison workplace, generally have a larger effect on job 

satisfaction than the personal characteristics of correctional staff (Lambert, Hogan & 

Barton, 2002). Staff who are dissatisfied are also more likely to be detached from 

their commitment and task role (Britton, 1997). As correctional settings become 

increasingly controlling, harsh and punitive, staff are therefore more likely to be 

forced into personal processes of disengagement in order to cope. Liebling and Price 

(1998b) noted just such a trend when reviewing literature covering staff-prisoner 

relationships. Custodial staff were reporting a desensitisation process over a period of 

time,  “…a numbing of the sentiments of disgust, pity or shock” (Genders & Player, 

1995 in Liebling & Price, p.4).  

 

Desensitisation and depersonalisation can also eventually affect the attitude that 

prison staff take towards the inmates. For example, a survey of Western Australian 

correctional officers’ attitudes revealed a systematic and significant relationship 

between three commonly held beliefs - their reliance on disciplinary authority, their 

negative stereo-typing of inmates and their antagonism towards non-custodial staff 

(Williams, 1983). Specifically, the primary task of the correctional officer to confine 

inmates in custody, and the resultant conflict that arose with inmates, were directly 

related to the officers’ attitudes. Thus, the extent to which an officer feels comfortable 

in his/her role, is without conflict and perceives him/herself to be working in a just 

and fair organisation, will be reflected in the manner in which his/her custodial task 

will be carried out. If their attitudes are negative and harsh, then the antecedents may 

well lie in certain characteristics of their negative, harsh custodial role. These factors 

all affect levels of work-related stress, a feature of the workplace recognised 

extensively in organisational literature, as being linked to poor work output, increased 

levels of role conflict and family-job conflict (Triplett et al., 1996). For staff in 

prisons, these stress-related factors can, in turn, decrease their ability to effectively 



 38

cope with institutional problems, changing policies and practices and the alienation 

encouraged by isolation from inmates, peers and superiors (Poole & Regoli, 1983). 

Staff become dissatisfied and vulnerable to the demands made of them by inmates 

(McCarthy, 1981), who may sense their disenchantment and disillusion with the 

organisation.  

 

If, on the other hand, the organisation can be seen to be fair and just, job satisfaction 

tends to be higher (Cropanzano, 1993), particularly in a correctional setting where 

both procedural and distributive justice are highly valued  organisationally. A recent 

study of the impact of organisational justice on correctional staff (Lambert, 2003) 

found that procedural justice, in particular, had a significant positive effect on the 

organisational commitment of  staff. Compliance with official organisational rules 

and goals and positive employee social responsibility have also had positive outcomes 

of high levels of job satisfaction and organisational commitment. For these reasons, 

the role of management is an exceptionally important one, especially in a prison 

setting. How managers and supervisors conduct themselves and how they implement 

and direct the goals and policies of the correctional organisation is imperative to the 

cultural ethos and ethical behaviour of subordinate staff.  

 

Management within the Organisation 

Contemporary organisations now look to compassionate leadership and have 

identified ethical managerial behaviour as an integral component for organisational 

success. If managers behave in ethical and compassionate ways, staff will in turn 

behave the same way (R.P. Hill & Stephens, 2003). Ethical behaviour in the 

workplace has been linked with how managers handle staff conflicts, how managers 

use their power as supervisors, their involvement in organisational politics and how 

their managerial practices are incorporated into the dynamics of group power 

(Furnham, 1997). The manner in which supervisors use their power and influence is 

therefore an important consideration for this research, given that power and its use are 

integral to the good order of a prison. Managers in prisons not only have to ensure the 

security and containment of inmates, they are also responsible for the conduct and 

direction of both custodial and non-custodial staff. 
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Studies have also indicated that while workers’ attitudes are copied, reflected or 

modelled from co-workers, their work values are also influenced by supervisors 

(Weiss, 2002). Weiss found that the modelling of work values was influenced by the 

supervisor’s behaviour, the similarity being greater when there was a positive 

relationship between the worker and the supervisor. Interestingly, workers with low 

self-esteem modelled the values and behaviour of supervisors more strongly than 

subordinates with high self-esteem. These findings were based on a model of social 

learning developed by Bandura (1977), whereby individuals are affected by the 

behaviours of others around them. Bandura empirically supported his argument with 

studies of aggressive behaviour in children. He described a modelling process in 

which the individual disengages from those around him/her and is then able to copy or 

model the behaviour of those who have become more important or have more impact. 

The process of cognitively disengaging (Bandura, 1973, 1977) from what is known to 

be acceptable behaviour can occur through the weakening of social bonds with 

appropriate models and the strengthening of bonds with others considered 

inappropriate.  

 

This model has clear application to organisational cultures in that staff, exposed to 

unethical or poor leadership/management, may adopt the same work patterns and 

behaviour. For example, if situational determinants (Bandura, 1977)  that reinforce the 

modelled behaviour (such as positive encouragement from superiors and 

acknowledgement from co-workers engaging in the same behaviour) are also present 

in the workplace, then the behaviours are more likely to continue. If management or 

the overall organisational culture within a prison is based on unethical practices, then 

staff could experience a weakening of bonds with others who have previously 

influenced their workplace ethics, and instead be influenced by the approval and value 

they receive from unethical correctional work colleagues and superordinates. 

Acceptance in the workplace, particularly for new and inexperienced staff, is 

important. The prison environment, where staff must rely on each other heavily for 

support and protection, may further exacerbate the need to be incorporated into the 

staff culture. Although the ethics of the prison workplace, based on an ideology of 

punishment, can be at odds with the professional ethics of non-custodial staff, the 

need to feel a part of the staff group and to be recognised positively by management 

might arguably override the dilemma. In this way non-custodial staff might be able to 
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escape the stressors created when attempting to maintain a different self in the face of 

pressure to conform (Elovainio, Kivimaki & Vahtera, 2002), and also attract positive 

encouragement and reinforcement from supervisors and managers. 

 

Without encouragement and support, workers can also become angered by the 

injustices and feel resentment towards their work environment (Furnham, 1999). They 

are consequently able to justify the committing of acts that will detract from the 

reputation of the organisation. For example, stressed workers in the stressed 

environment described by Furnham (1999) could justify taking home office stationery 

or equipment on the grounds that they were being asked to endure so much at work 

that they deserved the ‘little extra’. Or workers who receive poor pay, or are at salary 

levels which do not adequately reflect their commensurate duties and tasks, may well 

justify using the organisational car for personal use on the basis that the organisation 

‘owes’ them for the extra work they are doing for nothing. When staff feel that they 

are not being sufficiently rewarded for a difficult job, their commitment to the 

organisation’s goals diminishes.  

 

The strong link between low levels of job satisfaction and organisational commitment, 

and negative work behaviours by correctional staff such as reduced job performance, 

theft, sabotage, absenteeism, early retirement and staff turnover (Dennis, 1998; Hulin, 

Roznowski & Hachiya, 1985; O. Mitchell, MacKenzie, Styve & Gover, 2000; 

Robinson, Porporino & Simourd, 1997) suggests that moral justifications are also a 

feature of prison misconduct and corruption.  For example, Dabney and Vaughn 

(2000) analysed the social control mechanisms used by physicians who had been sued 

by inmates in the US prison system and found, amongst other strategies, that the 

physicians utilised their rationalisations about prisoner litigation as justification for 

not providing adequate medical care.  Given the deprived physical surroundings 

which are often a feature of correctional settings, the stress of containment and 

custody which non-custodial staff have to work within, and the poor pay they receive 

relative to similar professions, both in other government departments and the private 

sector, it would seem likely that staff in correctional settings could utilise moral 

neutralisations to justify inappropriate behaviour and misconduct. Recognised within 

criminology as a means by which individuals can cognitively neutralise their criminal 

responsibility, models of moral neutralisation (Sykes & Matza, 1957; Tsang, 2002) 
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offer relevant psychological perspectives for this research, and are also worthy of 

review.  

 
The Psychological Perspective: Cognitive Processes and Moral Reasoning  

Sykes and Matza first explored the existence of a cognitive mode of neutralising 

immoral behaviour in 1957. When confronted with the possibility of engaging in 

immoral acts, whether voluntarily or involuntarily, most humans experience a moral 

dilemma. Based on the theory of cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957) – a 

psychological state in which tension occurs as a result of conflict between two or 

more simultaneous, conflicting ideas, beliefs or opinions - Sykes and Matza (1957) 

argued that an individual is forced to neutralise the immorality of a crime in order to 

commit it. That is, the cognitive dissonance created between the immorality or 

wrongness of a criminal or deviant act can be resolved by abandoning/modifying the 

previously held beliefs/values/opinions. In this way one particular view can be 

bolstered to overwhelm the other so that committing the crime/immoral act becomes 

acceptable and palatable. Both the identification of the dissonance, and the cognitive 

process taken to overcome it, are based solely on the perception of the individual, not 

necessarily on logical consistency.  

 

Sykes and Matza (1957) particularly emphasised the power of denial and 

rationalisation to modify previously held beliefs, and based their model on moral 

neutralisation – the process whereby a criminal does not perceive self or his/her 

behaviour as criminal or wrong. They argued that generally offenders are not morally 

committed to their crimes and usually share the values and legal proscriptions of the 

wider community.  

 

Therefore the dissonance created between the offender’s values and his/her criminal 

behaviour could be resolved by a process of self-deception and distortion.  The 

offender could employ a variety of excuses or techniques of moral neutralisation, as 

outlined in the Table 2.1, to portray criminal behaviour as non-criminal and as an 

exception to the rule.  
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Table 2.1: Techniques of Moral Neutralisation (Sykes and Matza, 1957) 
Techniques of Moral 
Neutralisation  

Characteristics of Technique* 

Denial of responsibility 
“I didn’t mean it” 

Approaching a ‘billiard ball’ conception of self, the 
individual asserts that he/she is the victim of 
circumstances into which he/she is pushed or pulled 
by forces beyond his/her control (unhappy 
childhood, peer pressure, drunkenness) 
 

Denial of injury 
“It didn’t really hurt anybody” 
 

The individual supposes that his/her acts don’t cause 
any real harm, damage, or injury (because the victim 
can afford the damage, because a theft can be viewed 
as borrowing, or because a gang fight is a private 
problem) 
 

Denial of the victims 
“They had it coming to them” 
 

The individual considers that his/her act is rightful 
since the victim is physically absent, unknown or 
abstract, or since the victim deserves a punishment 
(as a member of a stigmatised minority or because of 
past misdeeds) 
 

Condemnation of the 
condemners 
“Everybody’s picking on me” 

The individual counter-attacks by accusing the very 
ones who accuse him/her, focusing on their motives 
and behaviours 
 

Appeal to higher loyalties 
 “I didn’t do it for myself” 
 

The individual justifies a temporary violation of the 
laws because he/she had to bow to a stronger 
commitment (family, friendship) 

* Reproduced with permission from Peretti-Watel 2003, p.27 
 
 

By utilising moral constraint or neutralisations, the offender is able to simultaneously 

violate social standards, while retaining them. The offender can deny responsibility or 

injury for their actions, or they may deny that the recipients of their offence are in fact 

victims. Alternatively, the offender may condemn those who judge their behaviour to 

be immoral or appeal to a higher cause for justification of their offence. 

 

More recently, Tsang (2002) has added to this model and the notion of moral 

neutralisation by demonstrating how situational factors can obscure  or reveal the 

moral relevance of an individual’s actions. The more ‘situational obscurers’ brought 

together in an organisation or group, the greater potential there is for 

immoral/evil/corrupt behaviour. Factors such as obedience to authority and the 

agenetic state, the effect of roles, deindividuation, routinization, depersonalisation of 

the actor, the inaction of others, and evil organisations, corrupt corporations or 

military, can all obscure moral perceptions and values. Like Sykes and Matza, Tsang 
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draws on the concepts of cognitive dissonance, self affirmation (Steele, 1988) and 

moral disengagement (Bandura, 1991, 1999) to understand most forms of misconduct, 

corruption and evil, and makes two assumptions in her model: first, that morality 

needs to be valued by the individual, and second, that the individual needs to perceive 

that moral principles are relevant to the particular situation.  

 

If the morality is obscured, the individual is able to rationalise their behaviour without 

considering the moral relevance or impact of their actions. If the situational aspects do 

not impinge on or obscure the relevance of morality, the individual engages in 

misconduct without rationalisation taking place. Tsang describes six different 

methods of moral rationalisation, each outlined in Table 2.2.  

 

Table 2.2: Methods of Moral Rationalisation (Tsang, 2002) 
Methods of Moral rationalisation  Characteristics of methods 
Reconstructing Conduct 
 

Moral justification 
Euphemistic language 
Advantageous comparison 
 

Obscuring Personal Causal Agency
 

Displacement of responsibility 
Diffusion of responsibility 
 

Disregarding or Distorting the 
Consequences of an Action 
 

Selective inattention 
Cognitive avoidance of effects 

Blaming And Dehumanising 
Victims 
 

Dehumanisation 
Attributions of blame 
Moral exclusion 
 

The Action Of Others 
 

Inaction of bystanders 
Reactions of other perpetrators 
 

Fragmentation of Self Fragmentation of ‘bad self’ away from 
‘good self’ to preserve a moral self-concept  
Compartmentalising Public vs. Private life 
Self affirmation 

Thus, it is the interaction of the situational obscurers with moral rationalisation that 

can lead to the violation of moral principles. In its minor form, moral rationalisation is 

prevalent in small unethical acts such as exam cheating or tax evasion; and in its most 

extreme form, in acts of evil and atrocities on the scale of the Holocaust. However, it 

is the inclusion of situational factors in Tsang’s model that offers an understanding of  
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what non-custodial staff might do when faced with the seductive demands from 

inmates for better care, more time, sympathy for their inhumane treatment, or possibly 

advocacy for better conditions. Non-custodial staff work in an environment that 

demands obedience to authority and which subjects individuals to situations that de-

personalise and de-individuate. Viewed through Tsang’s model, the prison 

environment acts as situational obscurer of moral relevance simply by the nature of its 

operation. In some situations, staff could act immorally without having to resort to 

moral rationalisation.  

 

Equally, when faced with the demands of custodial order in the prison and the 

compassionate needs of the isolated and/or psychologically disturbed inmate, non-

custodial staff may utilise these methods of moral rationalisation to condone their own 

responses. If non-custodial staff become used to the process of moral rationalisation 

or neutralisation, is it then possible that they utilise it to justify more serious 

behaviours such as misconduct? For example, could they use this process to justify 

their abuse of the power and control they have over inmates? According to Tsang’s 

argument, the seductive aspects of power and the control it affords over others could 

act as a situational obscurer of moral relevancy. 

 

The Power and Control Perspective 

The authority to punish is a powerful one in modern Western civilisation, and has 

been the source of abuse and misuse in various organisations. Studies of policing, 

where similar powers exist, and where control of decision-making is in the hands of 

authority and not necessarily the citizen, have added to an understanding of corruption 

and misconduct (Chan, 1996, 1999; O'Leary & Griffin, 1995; Perry, 2001; Prenzler, 

2000; Trautman, 2001). More specifically Osse (1997) and Catlin and Maupin (2002) 

have suggested that it is often the inability to use discretion in the implementation of 

their powers that has played a part in the development of corrupt behaviour amongst 

police. Both ICAC (1999) and the CJC (1999) have identified the level of discretion 

exercised within a position as being a risk factor in corruption. 
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Difficult to define and therefore problematic to train and develop staff in the art of its 

use, discretion has also been identified as an extremely important aspect of the work 

of correctional staff (Liebling, 2000).  The use of discretion is the ‘silent skill’ that 

officers require in their custodial work. The ability to judge situations, to know when 

to allow for flexibility and when to adhere closely to rules and regulations appears to 

set an exceptional officer apart from an officer just doing his/her job. Bottoms, Hay 

and Sparks (1990) go so far as to argue that the relationships that exist between 

officers and inmates are the core of the operations of a prison. If these are driven by 

appropriate discretion on the part of the officers, then the relationships with inmates 

tend to be positive and mutually beneficial, and the prison works well. However, since 

correctional environments are also places where the power distribution between staff 

and inmates is heavily weighted in favour of the staff for a variety of reasons, staff 

discretion can potentially be abused and used against powerless inmates. The abuse of 

discretionary powers and the high level of control which staff have over inmates 

therefore become important factors in the examination of inappropriate or unethical 

relationships between staff and inmates.  

 

Arguably, custodial staff have a higher level of control, because of the demands for 

security over inmates, than non-custodial staff. However, certain responsibilities that 

non-custodial staff have allow for a great deal of discretion and decision-making 

which potentially is power-laden and therefore controlling. To date there appears to 

be no theoretical or empirical examination of this crucial aspect of non-custodial work 

in a correctional setting, although studies between clients or patients and health 

professionals and clergy, have revealed the power differential to be a major factor in 

abuse or unethical professional conduct. Taylor (1996), for example, describes the 

most striking finding in her examination of clergy who intermittently sexually abused 

clients as their apparent strong, unmet dependency needs and a need to please others. 

She concluded that when such clergy have power over a more vulnerable adult, they 

were prone to strong feelings that contaminated their judgment and their desire to 

help, thereby making them vulnerable to boundary violations.  

 

It would seem, then, that this research, in order to redress the deficit in the 

understanding of discretionary abuses, would need to closely scrutinise the power 

balance between staff and inmates. Many theories of control abound, but Tittle’s 
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Control Balance theory (1995) seems the most relevant model for this research, 

because it can explain the shifting power exists between inmates and non-custodial 

staff as each attempts to maintain or gain their share of control. Described as a general 

theory of control that integrates essential elements from differential association, 

anomie, Marxian conflict, social control, deterrence and routine activities theories (in 

Vold, Bernard & Snipes, 1998, p.304), Tittle’s model explains both conformity and 

deviance.  Conformity is associated with the balance of control rather than control 

itself. In other words, people are likely to conform when the control they can exert 

over others is approximately equal (and perceived to be equal) to the control that is 

exerted over them by others. Deviance occurs when those controlled by others attempt 

to escape that control, while people who exercise control over others tend to engage in 

deviance in order to extend that control, i.e. the control ratio is imbalanced.  

 

Tittle identifies two types of control imbalance: control deficit, when the numerator 

(control subjected to) exceeds the denominator (control exerted); and control surplus, 

when the numerator is less than the denominator, each able to generate different forms 

of deviance to regain control balance. This formula could be applied to the interaction 

between non-custodial staff and inmates. Given that power and control are major 

issues for staff and inmates in a correctional setting, it could be argued that inmates 

especially, who have little or no control, are constantly in a state of trying to gain 

some control over staff. Staff, on the other hand, have the majority of control, and are 

arguably in a constant state of trying to maintain that control. When inappropriate 

relationships develop between inmates and non-custodial staff, both parties may be 

attempting to control the balance of power. In other words, the staff member could be 

attempting to maintain their control by allowing the inmate to develop a dependency 

on them and by giving them favours. Equally, inmates may be attempting to gain a 

personal attachment, manipulating for personal gain, or setting up for bribery, in order 

to have some control over the staff member.  

 

However, the balance of control and power does not exist in a vacuum. The context 

and environment of a prison create a unique situational setting, in which different 

factors can exacerbate or lessen the conflict between the powerful and powerless. 

Situational literature adds significantly to this perspective.  
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The Situational Perspective: Situational Crime Prevention 

Homel, Clark and MacIntyre (1995), in their development of a comprehensive 

classification of forms of corruption using the police complaints files of the 

Queensland CJC as a database, noted:  

There are few situational studies of corruption, perhaps because researchers 
interested in this arcane field have been preoccupied hitherto with 
demonstrating that situational crime prevention works well with the kinds of 
offences (such as street offences or burglary) that traditional criminological 
theories would suggest are preventable only through attention to fundamental 
psychological or social processes. (p.7) 
 

They concluded that not only was an improved management system that limited 

opportunities to offend needed, but also, parallel strategies developed which 

strengthened the ethical climate of organisations. This approach was also argued by 

Bottoms, Hay and Sparks (1990) in their comparative examination of ‘control 

problems’ (p.186) at two English prisons with quite different operational regimes. 

They described the differences as reflective of contemporary approaches to crime 

prevention, namely situational and social (p. 189), and drew on Hough, Clarke and 

Mayhew’s (1980) typology of measures of crime prevention to consider possible  

solutions to prison disorder. Target hardening, target removal, removing the means for 

crime, restrictions on the movements of potential offenders, surveillance and 

environmental management were discussed, but not to the exclusion of the social 

approaches that may better suit some prisons. Drawing on Giddens’ (1984) 

structuration theory, which emphasises routines in everyday life, Bottoms et al. (1990) 

argued that aspects of routinisation, acceptable to inmates and delivered in a fair and 

reasonable way, legitimate a regime, and therefore may decrease the likelihood of 

disorder. 

 

More recently, Wortley (2000) has specifically examined the types of situations in 

correctional settings that prevent misconduct from occurring, but which might  

equally induce such behaviour. Wortley argues that opportunity reduction, first 

presented by Cornish and Clarke (1986) and later advanced by Clarke  (1992) and 

Clarke and Homel (1997), is only half the situational crime prevention story, and that 

criminal behaviour is more complex than can be explained by simply the person-

situation interaction premise of situational crime prevention theories. He argues that 



 48

some strategies intended to reduce opportunities may in fact induce individuals to 

carry out behaviours that they would not have otherwise considered (p.3). In other 

words, an individual’s inclination to commit some form of deviant or criminal 

behaviour may be situationally dependent, and there may well be certain elements in 

the individual’s setting and environment that actually precipitate misconduct or 

deviant behaviour. On this basis, Wortley developed a two-stage model for 

conceptualising both inclination and opportunity. The first stage involves the 

situational forces which precipitate criminal conduct, and the second stage those 

forces which, once the behaviour is initiated, impact on the benefits or costs should 

the behaviour continue. This model also has two feedback loops, where Wortley 

argues that over-attention to the control of precipitating factors may in fact permit the 

performance of unwanted behaviour by diminishing the potency of opportunity 

reducing strategies. The other loop exists where over-control at the opportunity 

reduction stage (second stage) may be equally counterproductive and increase 

precipitating pressures on behaviour. 

 

This model has particular relevance for any study within a correctional setting, given 

that the situational aspects of prisons can be quite harsh and isolating not only for 

staff, but also for inmates. Locks and gates, isolation cells, suicide watches, physical 

crisis intervention and entire lock-downs are all harsh aspects of the environment in 

which correctional staff work. These could all act as prompts for certain behaviour, or 

equally as limiters of certain behaviours for staff.  Equally, the impact of the 

interaction between the environmental factors of the prison and the social and cultural 

aspects can create a situational context unique to prisons. It could be argued that 

overly strict rules of work and involvement with the punishment of inmates may alter 

not only staff behaviour (Lockhard, 1991; Lombardo, 1989), but also their attitudes 

towards themselves and inmates.  

 

The weight of evidence from psychological, psychiatric, and correction 
research leads inexorably to the conclusion that for the vast majority of 
inmates, the maximum security prison environment predictably results in 
excessive stress; mental, emotional and behavioural debilitation; and further 
incapacity to adapt to the world outside prison (De-Wolfe & De-Wolfe, 1979, 
p.497). 
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What happens within the spaces of a prison is therefore relevant for this research. 

Each space, whether a cell, an observation pod or a gym, is laden with tension, 

punishment and the conjunction of human psychopathology. How these spaces are 

used in a prison setting may also impact on the nature of misconduct between non-

custodial staff and inmates. The next section explores this contention further. 

 

Environment and Space  
Recently there has been an interest in the role that ‘space’ and ‘place’ play in the 

workplace, particularly those that are highly conflictual or stressful. Malone (2003) 

spent some years contextualising the notion of space in the Emergency Department of 

an American hospital, and its impact on the staff and the patients. He concluded that 

the over-ambitious application of market-driven rationalisation to health services 

distorted some of the human experience of everyday health practices. Technologies of 

industrial production and management can obstruct institutional goals of increased 

efficiency and productivity, and some ‘places’, high in emotion, moral distress, 

mistrust and anxiety, are more vulnerable to this process than others.   

 

Like emergency wards, units within prison are highly emotionally charged, and the 

space in which these actions and behaviours, and interactions between staff and 

inmates occur are also vulnerable places. They are contexts in which people, emotions 

and the environment collide. The resulting juxtaposition is where the human 

connection between inmate and staff member occurs, and where the most 

vulnerability to disorder or chaos therefore can occur. For example, when inmates 

require the services of health, educational, religious or counselling staff, their physical 

access is continually thwarted by rules and custodial priorities. They must be 

accompanied by custodial staff, are examined under surveillance with little privacy, 

and often wait for long periods as each is processed.  

 

The space, the architectural access, the place within which inmates are either afforded 

privacy or not (Kantrowitz, 1996), all impact on the quality of the interaction between 

them and non-custodial staff. In addition, non-custodial staff units are usually situated 

away from inmate accommodation units. So in fact the regulatory construction of 

prison naturalises the inmate as a depersonalised unit (Casey, 1997), and equally can 
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be so for the staff whose offices and work spaces are ‘nested places’. That is, the non-

custodial staff work in an office space, inside a programmes/treatment block, inside a 

secure non-accommodation section, inside a prison. Movement of the staff, depending 

on the level of security in the correctional centre, is also limited, and dictated by the 

need to maintain secure order.  

 

Thus space and place, slightly different concepts to the situational, are important and 

relevant concepts in the consideration of misconduct between non-custodial staff and 

inmates, who must be able to access each other in some form for the inappropriate 

interaction to occur. 

 

Summary of Theoretical Perspectives 
 

There are a number of distinct theoretical approaches to the explanation of 

misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff: the organisational perspective, 

which argues that the type of management and the climate within which staff work 

can create a culture of compliance or a culture of secrecy, disharmony and 

dissatisfaction which may eventually result in misconduct; the psychological 

approach to cognitive dissonance, whereby individuals may engage in moral 

reasoning, rationalisation or denial in order to behave in a criminal or unacceptable 

way; the use and abuse of power and control in order to maintain a powerful position 

or to move out of a position without influence; and the situational perspective that 

purports the interaction between the individual and the environment either encourages 

or discourages misconduct.  

 

Despite their differing viewpoints, each perspective offers critical explanations of the 

nature of misconduct. Therefore, the next section draws these different perspectives 

together through an examination of the nature of explanation itself. The integrated 

framework is developed as a model of explanation of misconduct within which the 

research questions can be couched and against which they can be tested empirically. 
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Section 4:  Integration Of Theoretical Perspectives And Empirical Studies: A 
Model Of Explanation 

 
The Nature of Answers and Explanation 

Although it is easy to ask questions, going beyond the ‘what’ to the ‘why’, is much 

more complex (Blaikie, 2003). It involves a foray into the world of explanatory 

analysis and the much disputed notion of causation. Since it is postulated here that 

both how and why questions are to be asked of the data collected for this PhD 

research, then some consideration needs to be given to the nature of explanation. 

 

There are two main views on the nature of causation. First, the Successionist 

perspective, whereby events in the world are explained as though they follow a logical 

or regular sequence. From the perspective of the successionist, there are no causes, 

only connections or sequences in social life. A change of status in one event is 

explained by the event that preceded it. The sequence of events forms a ‘natural 

necessity’; they could not happen otherwise. The task of science is to discover these 

sequences of events and use them for explanation and prediction. The view is 

associated with Positivism and dictates that two conditions are responsible for the 

occurrence of an event: the Necessary condition, the contextual factors that need to be 

present; and the Sufficient conditions, those factors that actually produce the event in 

that context. 

 

Second, the Generative view of causation (Pawson, 1989; Pawson & Tilley, 1997) 

whereby events in the world cannot be seen as being discrete and isolatable; they are 

part of a network or system of events. To isolate them artificially is to produce 

connections that may bear little relationship to how things actually function. 

Establishing connections or relationships is only the starting point. It is necessary to 

discover the underlying structures and mechanisms that generate the observed 

phenomenon.  As Blaikie (2003) explains, “Explanations are produced by the ‘causal 

powers’ or ‘tendencies’ of things to behave in a particular way” (, p.32), and Pawson 

(1989) concludes, “A mechanism is not thus a single variable but an account of the 

constitution and behaviour of those things that are responsible for the manifest 

reality.” (p.130) 
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Taking these two notions of explanation into consideration, it would seem that to seek 

a causative theory of misconduct might be implausible in light of the questions being 

asked of the world of non-custodial staff in prisons. Rather, it would seem more 

feasible to follow the successionist line of thinking, whereby the necessary and 

sufficient conditions for misconduct to occur become the focus of study; and to 

likewise draw from the generative viewpoint that pre-emptive conditions are not 

discrete and isolatable, but instead reflect underlying concepts and interactions that 

generate the boundary transgressions that precede misconduct. 

 

Most theories discussed in this review have generally been based on the ‘what’ 

component of analytic explanation, and not enough on the ‘why’. Although these 

theories do include reference and inclusion of situational and environmental factors 

(hot-spots, poorly lit areas, unpopulated public spaces and so on), they tend not to 

contextualise the criminal behaviour being explained in terms of the interactions 

between the cognitive and personality structures of the individual and the social and 

cultural context in which it is occurring. Certainly, the theories capture these aspects, 

but not as a whole. For example, Situational Crime Prevention (SCP) theories have 

some components of explanation that allow the whole to be taken into account, but no 

one particular theory is able to do it all. The Rational Choice Theory (RCT) (Cornish 

& Clarke, 1986; Clarke, 1997) of crime - the notion of specific cognitive decisions 

being made within a process which has a beginning (initiating the crime), a middle 

(maintaining/continuing the crime) and an end (desisting from the behaviour) - 

attempts to address both the internal and external world of the offender. Routine 

Activities Theory (RAT) (R. Clarke & Felson, 1993)endeavours to contextualise the 

whole by examining the convergence in space of a motivated offender, suitable 

targets and capable guardians, but like RCT, it tends to focus on ‘what’ is causing the 

criminal behaviour rather than ‘why’ it is occurring.  

 

Tittle’s (1995) theory of Control Balance does go some way to explaining why there 

may be propensities for some people to behave in a criminal manner, whether through 

the commission of atrocities or through the simpler committing of anti-social peer 

group behaviour. However, his theory does not take into account the context within 

which the power imbalances are occurring. Certainly, it considers the amount of 

power within the environment, or the controls the surroundings afford to the offender. 
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But it does not place these alongside other elements within that context which might 

also be impacting on the offender, and his/her perception of their control over various 

situations in that context. The same can be said of the model of cognitive moral 

neutralisations (Sykes & Matza, 1957). Although several types of neutralising 

cognitive mechanisms are outlined to explain how those involved in criminal 

behaviour might neutralise the immorality or associated guilt of their crimes, again 

there is little mention of the physical, social or cultural context in which the cognitive 

restructuring occurs. 

 

It was these omissions that led two prominent criminologists recently to construct a 

framework of explanation of criminal behaviour that would not only address both the 

internal and external worlds of the individual, but also take into account the roles 

played by all those involved and the overall context within which the entire aberrant, 

deviant or criminal behaviour was happening.  

 

Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity Model (Ekblom & Tilley, 2000) 

Drawing heavily on RAT, in 2000 Ekblom and Tilley developed a model which, they 

argued, combined a situational crime prevention (SCP) perspective with an offender-

oriented approach. By bringing the offender into the equation more fully, he/she could 

then be construed of, not merely in terms of predispositions and motives, but also in 

terms of capacities, capabilities and resources. They argue that SCP, which needed to 

isolate itself academically in the 1980s and 1990s in order to develop an independent 

identity away from the traditional offender-oriented approaches, “…was now 

sufficiently well established and sufficiently mature, to begin to move out of its self-

imposed ghetto and into integration with offender-oriented criminology and crime 

prevention” (p. 376). They believed they were able to move this process forward by 

specifically focusing on offender resources, but doing so within a conceptual 

framework for the immediate causes of criminal events. Their model, termed the 

‘Conjunction Of Criminal Opportunity’, focussed on the coming together of a likely 

offender, a suitable target and the absence of a capable guardian. But most 

importantly, Ekblom and Tilley (2000) attempted, in the vein of the Successionists, to 

explain WHY the offender was likely, WHY the target was suitable and WHY the 

guardians were capable. Specifically, they also added ‘environment’ to the model. 
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They argued that a criminal event happens with the right conjunction of criminal 

opportunity, and with the necessary ‘immediate precursors’ of crime described as: 

1. A vulnerable and attractive target of crime (person, object, service, system or 

information) in a  

2. Vulnerable target enclosure (compound, room, building, safe, container) 

3. The absence of willing and able crime preventers – i.e. those who actively 

make crime less likely to happen by either shaping the situation or influencing 

the offender before the criminal event (calming an angry friend, hiding 

valuables, refusing to become involved in ‘us vs. them’ games), intervening 

during the event (halting a fight, sounding the alarm) or reacting after it, the 

anticipation of which deters the offender, and the realisation of which may 

prevent the next crime (pursuit, arrest, identification). 

4. The presence of unwitting, careless or deliberate crime promoters – i.e. 

those who actively make crime more likely to happen by either shaping the 

situation or influencing the offender (supplying, leaving goods around), 

intervening during the event (egging on an assailant, agreeing with negative 

management), or reacting after (e.g. conveying approval, buying stolen goods 

or contraband, sending inappropriate e-mails). 

5. A wider environment logistically favourable for the offender and crime 

promoters and unfavourable for the crime preventers (e.g. an environment that 

promotes concealment or inhibits pursuit, or a wealthy neighbourhood which 

may attract the offence or motivate it, e. g. thin walls leading to too much 

noise and neighbourhood disputes). There are two distinguishable 

environments. First, contextual, which covers the wider neighbourhood in 

which the event occurs, and second, focal, which covers the immediate 

surroundings of an unenclosed target. 

6. A potential offender, who is criminally predisposed, motivated and, 

crucially, adequately resourced. The conjuncture of these three elements 

enables the offender to make decisions about the committing of a potential 

crime. 

 

It is the inclusion also of a potential offender being adequately resourced both 

physically and emotionally that sets this model of explanation apart from others. 

Ekblom and Tilley’s (2000) explanation provides an understanding of why it was that 



 55

some people might be predisposed and motivated, but not become involved in deviant 

behaviour. Without resources, of which there are two types, the individual is highly 

unlikely to offend. First, ‘core competencies’ are the individual’s personal resources 

(crime-relevant personal capacities – strength, nerve, charm, persuasiveness, 

leadership), cognitive resources (knowledge acquisition capacity), and moral 

resources (moral scruples and the psychological methods of their neutralisation). The 

second are the environment’s facilitatory resources (tools, weapons, transportation 

etc.) and collaborative resources (membership of a collaborative and self-enforcing 

criminal subculture with skill-mix and capacity to network.). By including these 

resources with other necessary precursors to crime, Ekblom and Tilley’s (2000) model 

of Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity follows the Generative notion of causative 

explanation by addressing the underlying structures that contribute to the ultimate 

commission of a criminal behaviour. Equally, because Ekblom and Tilley (2000) 

attempt to explain ‘WHY’, they also follow a Successionist line. Their model 

therefore offers the best of both approaches to the nature of explanation. 

 

An Integrated Model of Explanation 

The Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity framework offers an ideal model of 

explanation for misconduct between non-custodial staff and inmates within the 

context of a prison. It allows all the main players to be considered, and sets them in 

the wider environment of the prison where the enclosures may be attractive (the 

programmes areas where non-custodial staff work) and where the organisational 

culture of the workplace may offer both personal and facilitatory resources. The non-

custodial staff and inmates may be considered as either the targets or the potential 

offenders, depending on the nature of the interaction. And the custodial staff, 

managers and supervisors may be considered as crime promoters or crime preventers, 

depending on the role they take in relation to inmate and non-custodial staff 

relationships.  

 

This model also offers this study a reference point upon which the previously 

uncharted area of misconduct by non-custodial staff in prisons can be anchored, while 

information is acquired and built over the course of the research.  
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Because Ekblom and Tilley have included and emphasised the importance of a 

potential offender’s moral resources, their model of explanation additionally allows 

for the integration of Tsang’s (2002) notion of moral rationalisation as a moral 

resource of the offender. By doing so, the moral neutralisation perspective might help 

to account for why staff and/or inmates become engaged in harmful, morally 

conflictual or unethical behaviours. Similarly, the incorporation of Tittle’s theory of 

Control Balance into the model of explanation may account for why a potential 

offender becomes motivated to become involved in types of misconduct that redress 

the lack of control inmates often experience, or the extended control that non-

custodial staff can have over them in a prison setting.  If these theories are drawn 

together in the Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity model, it would permit the 

individual factors of inmates and non-custodial staff, the organisational factors in 

the context of the workplace culture, the environmental factors that exist in a prison 

to harshen and de-humanise, and the regulatory factors in the form of the managerial 

or supervisory crime preventers or promoters, to be considered as possible concepts of 

explanation of misconduct, and for the following research questions to be posed: 

 

Research Questions  

1. Under what circumstances is misconduct between inmates and non-custodial 

staff most likely to occur?   

 
Do they develop because of the types of situations (Situational), the types of 
people (Individual), the type of punitive environment (Environmental) or the 
organisational approach to managing a correctional centre 
(Organisational/Regulatory) and/or the staff culture within that centre (Cultural)?  
 

2. Can these factors be incorporated into the Conjunction of Criminal 
Opportunity model of explanation?  

 

Because of the novelty of investigation and research in this area the study also asks: 

 

3. Is it possible to conduct research successfully on a sensitive topic such as 

misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff members, within a 

prison setting? 
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Conclusion 

To conclude, the relevant literature about the possible factors involved in the 

relationship between inmates and non-custodial staff is extensive. It involves issues of 

power and control, moral and ethical discretion, and an understanding of the 

public/private self of the masculine inmate. Impacting on the interaction are external 

situational factors, the organisational culture and the prison subculture. How the 

relationship between inmates and non-custodial staff develops, and is appropriately 

handled, depends on many possible factors such as training, regulation, ethical 

management and an ability to integrate the dual roles of custodian and carer. The 

literature offers some direction about how these issues are involved in misconduct, 

but does not holistically apply them to the experience of non-custodial staff in prisons. 

Clearly gaps exist in the understanding of non-custodial staff members’ interactions 

with inmates; about the impact of masculinity on these interactions and the 

subsequent therapeutic relationships developed between staff and inmates; about the 

nature of the power imbalances in prisons; about the impact of cognitive dissonance 

on the dual roles and relationships that non-custodial staff have within a correctional 

setting; and finally of the idiosyncratic subculture of both custodial and non-custodial 

staff working alongside each other in the spaces and places of a punitive environment. 

By integrating several theoretical perspectives, however, a possible model of 

explanation, based on Ekblom and Tilley’s (2000) Conjunction of Criminal 

Opportunity has been developed, against which the primary research questions are 

posed. First, what are the factors involved in misconduct between inmates and non-

custodial staff? Second, can these factors be incorporated into the model of 

explanation? Third, is it possible to conduct successful and rigorous research on the 

sensitive topic of misconduct in prisons?  

 

The next chapter locates the research to answer these questions within the 

contemporary scene of the Queensland DCS and the current interest and needs of the 

CJC as the regulatory body responsible for the oversight of the DCS. It also describes 

the initial preparation for the research, the overall aims designed to redress current 

omissions in the field of prison misconduct and regulatory practices. 
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CHAPTER 3: THE CONTEMPORARY QUEENSLAND CORRECTIONAL 

CONTEXT 

 
Overview of Chapter 
This chapter contextualises the proposed research within the Australian, and specifically 

Queensland, correctional landscape, which has undergone major reviews and a number 

of Royal Commissions over the past two decades. How these investigations have 

impacted on the current climate of the Queensland DCS is discussed with specific 

attention to the staff profiles of each correctional centre. In addition, the relationship 

this study, partnered with another large ‘Corruption in Corrections’6 study, has with the 

stakeholders7 and with the Queensland Criminal Justice Commission8 is also described. 

The chapter concludes with an overview of the research aims and describes the initial 

political and logistical procedures that were a necessary prelude to the three sequential 

studies to follow.  

 
Recent History of the Queensland DCS 

A number of investigations and Commissions of Review have already dotted the 

historical horizon of Queensland corrections. With these investigations have come a 

number of significant changes in organisational structure, philosophy of treatment and 

containment, and the inclusion of multidisciplinary staffing. A particularly important 

review was conducted by Kennedy in 1998 as a result of general concerns about the 

management of Queensland’s prisons, and in particular, prisoner rioting and prison 

                                                 
6 This PhD study was part of a larger joint project between the School of Criminology and Criminal 
Justice, Griffith University and the Queensland CJC, aimed at the advancement of theoretical and 
practical understandings of official misconduct within correctional systems.  Titled ‘Corruption in 
Corrections’, the larger study was a multi-disciplinary response to the current deficiency in fundamental 
and applied research on the issue of official misconduct within Queensland institutions. However, the 
primary focus of the Corruption in Corrections project was on the custodial staff and their involvement in 
broader categories of official misconduct and corruption. Therefore the decision to focus the PhD study 
on non-custodial staff was made not only as a response to the apparent lack of any work in this field to 
date, but also as a complementary adjunct to the larger study. 
7 As an industry partner partially funding the APAI scholarship for this PhD study, the CJC stood to gain 
not only techniques and methods for measuring and preventing official misconduct amongst custodial 
staff, but also to gain similar instruments and methodologies for non-custodial staff, hopefully with 
resultant reductions in the inappropriate relationships which precede these behaviours. 
8 In Queensland, responsibility for the oversight of official misconduct in publicly managed correctional 
institutions has recently been transferred to the CJC. Although the CJC has considerable experience in 
dealing with official misconduct in the Queensland Police Service and other public sectors, the lack of 
research and literature on procedures for dealing with misconduct within correctional systems is an 
impediment to the successful fulfilment of its role in this area (Wortley, 2003). 
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officer strikes, which came to a head during 1987. The Kennedy Review (1988) 

outlined 80 specific recommendations that were to transform the administration and 

management of prisons in Queensland. At the time of the Review, the Comptroller 

General of Prisoners in Brisbane administered prisons, and adjunct bodies such as 

Community Corrections (which was at the time still a recent innovation) were 

administered by a Parole Board.  

 

Kennedy (1998) recommended the establishment of a single statutory body to oversee 

all corrections (including prisons and community corrections) and subsequently the 

Queensland Corrective Services Commission (QCSC) was constituted in December 

1988. Overseeing the Commission was an eight-person board to provide community 

input into policy and to help drive reform. Kennedy also recommended the closure of 

the original, but antiquated Boggo Road prison (the original Queensland prison based in 

the city of Brisbane), and the building of new prisons incorporating the latest design 

features drawn primarily from the USA. Kennedy directed the Queensland Government 

to consider tendering the management of new facilities to private enterprise, beginning 

with the soon-to-opened Borallon Correctional Centre, which ultimately became the 

first contract-managed prison in Australia.  

 

In 1997, the QCSC underwent further radical restructure. The government embarked on 

a policy of corporatisation, splitting the organisation into two entities. The bulk of the 

organisation – those sections involved in service delivery – was re-established as a 

corporate body, Queensland Corrections (QCORR). The QCSC was reduced to a small 

organisation concerned only with service purchasing and regulating functions. In the 

short term, QCORR retained most of its service delivery functions. However, an 

ambitious plan of full corporatisation was set in place whereby over time QCORR 

would have to tender for all contracts against other private providers.  

 

As part of the 1988 legislation that established the QCSC following the Kennedy 

Review, there was a requirement to undertake another review in ten years to assess the 

outcomes of the changes made and to make any further adjustments to the processes put 

in place to prevent the initial complaints. This review, known as the Peach Report, was 

completed in 1999 (Peach, 1999). It recommended further restructuring of Queensland 

Corrections. Corporatisation was to be dismantled and QCSC and QCORR were to be 
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re-amalgamated under a departmental structure known as the Queensland Department of 

Corrective Services (DCS). The Commission and the Board were to be abolished and 

replaced by a Director-General, the position eventually being charged to Peach himself. 

The final changes were implemented on 1 May 1999.  

 

Corrections in Queensland have therefore experienced three major organisational 

restructures since 1988. Over the same period, there has been rapid growth both in 

prisoner numbers (from 2,374 daily average in 1988 to 4,492 in 2000) and staff numbers 

(1,288 in 1988 to 2,933 in 2000). The staffing profile has also changed with an 

expansion of non-custodial staff services and the increased employment of 

psychologists, teachers and medical staff. At the same time, further riots in 1993 and 

1997 and a number of notorious escapes have resulted in an increased focus on prison 

security.  

 

In response to these security concerns, and to accommodate the increased prisoner 

numbers, there have been major investments in capital works. Four old prisons have 

been decommissioned (Moreton A and B, Fairlea Women’s and Rockhampton) and 

seven new institutions have been built – Borallon and Arthur Gorrie, both private 

prisons run by an American based company, and Capricornia, Lotus Glen, Wolston and 

Woodford, all of which are located in regional areas around Queensland. In addition 

there has been a general upgrading of security hardware (such as electronic surveillance 

equipment and hummers).  These changes meant that the role of both non-custodial and 

custodial staff also changed. 

 

Custodial staff have taken on a greater responsibility for the case management of 

inmates’ sentences. Where previously they might not have even known the nature of a 

prisoner’s offence, custodial staff are now expected to know personal details, 

behavioural problems, family matters and programme involvement of inmates allocated 

to their case management load. Consequently, the working relationship between 

custodial staff and non-custodial staff has altered. The former has become more reliant 

on the input of non-custodial staff, joint reporting in some cases is now required and the 

custodial officers need to be aware of the behavioural management plans of the inmates 

in their care.  
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Equally, the role of non-custodial staff has changed. Once only in a minor role or 

visiting capacity, non-custodial staff now hold positions that require permanent 

attendance at correctional centres. Individual therapy has by and large been replaced 

with group therapy both short and long term dedicated to a small number of generic 

problematic behaviours such as addictions, anger management and violence prevention. 

These changes mean that non-custodial staff are now an integral part of the prison 

culture and have had to seek their place within the hierarchical structure of the 

workplace. How they are managed and how they interact with their custodial peers 

impacts on their job satisfaction and their place in the organisational culture of the 

correctional centre.  

 

Additionally, non-custodial staff establish different relationships with the inmates now 

that they are permanently posted at correctional centres. In some centres, many non-

custodial staff have risen to positions of operational management and subsequently 

supervise custodial staff and prison operations. The consequence of all these 

organisational changes impact on this study and need to be taken into consideration 

when examining the role of each of the professional groups within the non-custodial 

staff sample.   

 

Institution Profiles: Queensland Correctional Centres 

At the time both studies were undertaken, there were thirteen operational correctional 

centres in Queensland, two of which, Borallon and Arthur Gorrie, were private. The 

profiles of these correctional centres are summarised in Table 3.1. Despite the increase 

in prisoner numbers in recent years, the prison building programme has meant that all 

except two institutions (Wolston and Woodford) were operating below capacity.  
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Table 3.1: Location, Level of Security, Inmate capacity and Inmate by gender across Queensland correctional centres  
(as at 30 June 2000) 

Institution Location Security* Inmate 
 

Capacity Comments 

Arthur Gorrie Brisbane L,M,H,X 603 m 84.9% - remand & reception 
- private (ACM) 

Borallon Ipswich L,M 479 m 97.4% - private (CCA) 
- campus style design 

Brisbane Women’s Brisbane 
(Wacol Precinct) 

L,M,H 182 f 67.4% - secure & residential-style units 
- opened July 1999 

Darling Downs Toowoomba L,O 156 m 91.8% - prepare prisoners for return to 
community  

Lotus Glen Mareeba L,M,H,O 477 m 93.3% - local remand &   reception 
Moreton B Brisbane 

(Wacol Precinct) 
L,M,H 138 m 

1 f 
82.2% - protection prisoners 

- sex offenders program 
- closed during research 

Numinbah Gold Coast L,O 88 m 
22 f 

69.2% - prepare prisoners for return to  
community 

Palen Creek Rathdowney L,O,F 134 m 72.4% - hostel-style accommodation 
Rockhampton Rockhampton L,M,H,O 319 m 91.4%  - mainstream & protection prisoners 
Sir David Longlands Brisbane 

(Wacol Precinct) 
H,X 274 m 84.6% - mainstream & protection prisoners 

- state-of the-art security systems  
Townsville Townsville L,M,H,O 439 m 

53 f 
84.0% - local reception  

Wolston Brisbane 
(Wacol Precinct) 

L,M,H 549 m 106.6% ◊ - prison industries complex 
- opened 1999  

Woodford Woodford L,M,H,X 568 m 100.4% ◊ - redeveloped 1997 
- undergoing further expansion 
- state-of-the-art security systems 

Source: DCS Annual Report, 1999-2000, p.10-11 
* L=low; M=medium; H=high; X=maximum; O=open farm; F=fine defaulters annexe 
◊ At the time this information was provided, Moreton B was in the process of being de-commissioned and inmates were being moved to both Wolston and 
Woodford Centres, accounting for the above capacity rates 
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Staff Profiles 

Staffing in the correctional centres also reflects some of the more recent departmental 

changes. With a greater emphasis on the provision of programmes, especially sexual 

offender treatment programmes, there has been an increase in non-custodial staffing 

levels, particularly in the centres which house maximum and medium level inmates 

(Figure 3.1). 
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Fig 3.1: Percentages of Non-custodial staff Within Individual Correctional Centres 

(CCs) and across the Queensland DCS 
 

Moreton and Wolston, both with dedicated Sexual Offender Treatment Programs 

(SOTP), have the highest percentage of non-custodial staff across the state. Townsville, 

the next highest with 13%, delivers an SOTP for indigenous inmates, but because of its 

isolated location and the provision of both male and female inmate facilities for North 

Queensland, TCC has more custodial staff than similar sized centres in the Wacol 

precinct. Darling Downs, Palen Creek and Numinbah (all regional low security centres) 

have the lowest percentage of non-custodial staff, ostensibly because of the lesser 

demand for programmes. Like custodial staff, there are a number of non-custodial staff 

who work less than the equivalent of .5 casual time. As indicated in Table 3.2, there is a 

substantial number of staff, particularly nurses, who work either half time or less as 

temporary or casual.  
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Table 3.2 : Non-Custodial Centre Staff By Gender, Employment Status, Overtime, Resignations And Terminations 
 

Non Custodial Staff 

Permanent 

 
Correctional 

Centre* 
No. in 
Centre 

% 
Female 

%  
Perm 

M F 

Mean No. of 
overtime hrs 

per wk 

Absentee 
days (year 

to Nov) 

Resignations 
(Year to 

Nov) 

Terminated 
Staff 

Darling Downs 7 73.7% 84.2% 1 4 0 8 3 0 

Lotus Glen 42 72.4% 81.6% 11 22 6.9 608.77 4 7 

Moreton 114 67.5% 51.2% 14 29 0.8 1342.67 17 4 

Numinbah 10 88.9% 61.1%  6 1.6 324.85 1 1 

Palen Creek 10 56.0% 76.0% 4 4 1.8 37.88 3 0 

Rockhampton 49 54.3% 73.3% 12 15 3.4 430.4 12 6 

SDL 35 56.2% 71.4% 9 12 0.9 727.21 9 4 

T’ville 63 66.9% 60.6% 7 20 1.7 1171.47 6 0 

Woodford 27 60.0% 70.1%  14 1.5 280.22 3 5 

Wolston 55 76.2% 63.5% 7 14 2.5 740.62 8 5 

Womens 113 83.2% 64.6% 5 44 1.5 574.8 5 0 

Source: Queensland DCS Human Resources – Run : 21 Nov 2000 
* Figures not available for private providers Arthur Gorrie and Borallon 
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Moreton and Townsville have particularly high numbers of absentee days, the former 

possibly because of staff taking accrued leave prior to the decommissioning. 

Townsville, however, substantially outweighs the other centres for absentee days, and 

this may be a reflection of some staffing problems. It is worth noting that both these 

centres have the highest proportion of casual staff. With regard to overtime, Lotus Glen 

is significantly higher than the other centres. 

 

Rockhampton and Moreton have had the most resignations, but this probably reflects 

the process of decommissioning at Moreton and the imminent closure of Rockhampton. 

Many of these staff were absorbed into other centres during this period. The higher 

levels of resignations at SDL and Wolston are noteworthy. Both these centres hold 

maximum-security prisoners and have dedicated units to deal with particularly difficult 

inmates. Given the size of the centres, the number of staff dismissals at Lotus Glen is 

particularly high, and warranted further investigation as a centre experiencing problems 

with staff. Townsville has the highest proportion of female to male non-custodial staff – 

almost three times as many as the other centres. 

The amount of experience that non-custodial staff bring to their positions may also have 

implications for the levels and nature of misconduct. Figure 3.2 shows the number of 

years that non-custodial staff have spent in their current positions.  

 

 
Fig 3.2: Length of service (years) with Queensland DCS 
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Most non-custodial staff have been in their positions between 1 and 4 years.  Townsville 

has the highest proportion of staff only remaining for a year or less, whilst Women’s 

has the highest proportion of non-custodial staff remaining in their job for 5 to 10 years, 

indicating a higher level of staff stability. The shorter the period spent within the centre, 

the less experience the staff have with the centre’s culture. This may or may not be 

advantageous. If the centre is fraught with unethical management or staff misconduct, 

then the less time spent in that cultural context, the better. The longer the staff spend in 

such an environment, the greater the pressure to conform and comply with the peer 

group’s behaviour becomes. Although with more time spent in the job, non-custodial 

staff become more experienced and mature, they must inevitably make a decision 

between their own beliefs and that of the peer group with whom they are working. 

 

The History of Investigation of Misconduct in Queensland Prisons 
 
Excluding the Kennedy Review, there have been three published inquiries examining 

misconduct in the Queensland correctional system since 1988. In 1991 the CJC – 

although they as yet had no ongoing oversight role – investigated a series of allegations 

of misconduct by custodial staff that were raised in the Queensland Parliament 

(Bingham, 1991). The matters included allegations that female prisoners had been 

coerced into prostitution by staff, that staff were involved in drug trafficking, and that 

there was widespread theft and fraud at certain institutions. The inquiry found 

insufficient evidence to support any of the allegations.  

 

In 1996 the Commission of Inquiry into Drugs in Queensland Custodial Correctional 

Centres (Mengler, 1996) found evidence that some officers were engaged in trafficking 

drugs, although it stressed that this was a relatively minor source of drugs and that only 

a small percentage of officers were involved. The report recommended random searches 

of prison staff and restrictions on personal property brought into the prison. Finally, the 

CJC (2000) reported on fraud and maladministration within prison industries. This 

report was not the result of a public inquiry but rather arose from CJC investigations. 

Again, misconduct was found not to be rife, but the report detailed two case studies 

involving elaborate financial fraud by officers. 
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While not explicitly concerned with misconduct, Kennedy (1988) found that ‘a number’ 

of officers were corrupt, and outlined cases of illegal violence against prisoners, the 

trafficking of drugs, supplying a gun to prisoners, exchanging favours for sex (both 

homosexual and heterosexual), placing young prisoners with known homosexual 

‘heavies’, and ‘setting-up’ prisoners to secure compliance (p. 137 -138). While these 

enquires found little evidence of widespread misconduct, each addressed the need for 

effective ongoing oversight and investigation. Kennedy (1998) argued that the 

responses to corruption were inadequate, and expressed concern that it was common 

practice to allow corrupt officers to resign rather than to bring charges against them. 

Kennedy recommended the establishment of two investigative bodies – an external 

Police Prison Liaison Unit operated by the Queensland Police Service and an Internal 

Investigation Unit answering directly to the Commissioner for Corrective Services (p. 

52). Instead of following Kennedy’s preferred option for two bodies, in 1989 the 

Corrective Services Investigation Unit (CSIU) was established.  

 

The CSIU is a designated Queensland Police Service unit situated within the 

Department of Corrective Services. It is staffed by sworn Queensland Police officers 

(current authorised strength of 24) and is responsible for investigating any criminal 

matter within correctional centres. Most of their work involves the prosecution of 

offences carried out by prisoners. However, in the course of these investigations they 

may also investigate criminal matters involving staff, particularly where there are 

allegations of assault.   

 

Kennedy also recommended the establishment of an Operational Audit Bureau to 

“…provide continuous surveillance throughout the organisation to ensure Commission 

policy procedures and standards are maintained in all levels of management” (p. 51). An 

Internal Audit Unit (IAU) was subsequently established in 1990 as an administrative 

unit within the correctional organisation. The IAU did not have direct responsibility for 

the CSIU, but did refer cases of suspected criminal behaviour by staff to them. When 

the CJC took on the external oversight role for corrections, the IAU became responsible 

for liaison between the two organisations and for reporting suspected official 

misconduct to the CJC/CMC. During the data collection for this, the IAU was replaced 

by the Ethical Standards Unit (ESU) in October 2001. 
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An additional investigative body was formed following recommendations by Mengler 

(1996). Mengler believed that the CSIU lacked the resources to undertake necessary 

proactive intelligence. He argued that a more ‘tactical’ and ‘strategic’ approach to 

information gathering was required that may involve the use of informers, surveillance 

and other covert activities. Accordingly, in 1996 the Proactive Intelligence Network 

(PIN) – later renamed the Department of Corrective Services Intelligence Group 

(DCSIG) – was established. This unit is located within Corrections but headed by a 

senior police officer and jointly staffed by serving police and civilian correctional 

employees. Where appropriate, the results of intelligence investigations are passed to 

the CSIU for further action.  

 

Investigative and Regulatory Bodies  

Throughout the post-Kennedy period, prisoners have had the opportunity to make 

complaints directly to the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative 

Investigations (PCAI), also known as the Ombudsman, to Official Visitors and the 

Queensland Crime and Misconduct Commission. Unlike the CMC the Ombudsman, on 

the other hand, does not have any official jurisdiction in the matter of official 

misconduct. However, the Ombudsman does have a designated unit to deal with 

administrative problems within Queensland corrective services. These include matters 

concerning the proper provision of information, services and proper procedures. The 

Ombudsman makes twice-yearly visits (in person) to every correctional centre to 

personally discuss any matters of concern with inmates. Similarly, Official Visitors 

regularly visit the correctional centres throughout the state. Employed directly by, and 

answerable to the Queensland DCS, Official Visitors are able to hear complaints on site 

and refer or report to the Ombudsman’s Office, the Crime and Misconduct Commission, 

or the ESU. 

 

The Role of the Crime and Misconduct Commission (CMC) 

When the CJC was established under the Criminal Justice Act of 1989, Queensland 

Corrections was not designated as a ‘unit of public administration’ and so fell outside 

the responsibility of the CJC. In his report, Bingham (1981) recommended that 

Corrections be reclassified as a unit of public administration, a recommendation also 

reiterated by Mengler (1996). However, it was not until 1997 that Corrections was made 
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subject to specific external oversight via the CJC, and a further three years before 

contract-managed institutions were included in 2000. 

 

As the definition of official misconduct indicates, the CMC is required to deal only with 

serious matters that involve criminal offences or behaviour that warrants dismissal. 

Several definitions under different Government Acts9 are utilised for the purposes of 

these complaints, which clearly distinguish between official misconduct and 

misconduct.  

 

In its contemporary role the Crime and Misconduct Commission outlines its mission as 

one of combating crime and improving public sector integrity. The Commission: 

 targets and prevents major crime, including organised crime and paedophilia, 

and gathers evidence for prosecution action and the confiscation of proceeds 

of organised crime 

 handles complaints and conducts investigations about misconduct in the 

public service 

 takes a leading role in building the capacity of agencies to prevent and deal 

with misconduct 

 undertakes research, intelligence and prevention activities to perform its 

functions 

 provides protection to witnesses who assist law enforcement in Queensland 

(CMC, 2002). 

 

In addition to its investigative functions, the CMC also has a preventative and an 

educative role. For example, the inquiry into prison industries10 (CJC, 2000c) 

highlighted a number of steps – especially changes to financial management procedures 

and corporate governance – that needed to be undertaken.  

The Crime and Misconduct Commission can receive complaints or reports about 

suspected official misconduct from a member of the public, a public servant or a police 

                                                 
9 Section 1.4 of the Police Service Administration Act 1990; Section 87 (2) of the Public Service Act 
1996, Section 4 of the Local Government Act 1993. 
10 This review was undertaken as a result of several complaints to the CJC about staff within certain 
prison industries involved in the creation of false invoices, the maintenance of fictitious businesses, the 
misappropriation of payments intended for the DCS, price rigging, and the receipt of ‘kickbacks’ from a 
private business. The final report also focussed on the provision of preventative steps to limit future 
opportunities for corruption. 
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officer. Public servants in accordance with the Whistleblowers Protection Act 1994 can 

also make public interest disclosures.  

 

Prisoners have the absolute right to lodge a complaint directly with the CMC and to 

receive unopened and uncensored correspondence from the CMC.   

 

The CJC Seeding Study 

The Crime and Misconduct Commission also, from time to time, conducts special 

Collection Plans. Their visits are made known to the centre and all staff and inmates are 

interviewed whether they volunteer information or not11. It was during one of these 

Collection Plans that the initial information relating to a psychologist involved in sexual 

relationships with inmates across two centres was first exposed. This case was 

significant in that it instigated a major formal review by the CJC of staff misconduct in 

Queensland Corrections. Intending initially to have a broader scope, the CJC Project 

was eventually narrowed, due to political and organisational issues, to report only the 

overall state of inappropriate or sexual relationships by correctional staff, and to focus 

instead on prevention recommendations favourable to the DCS.  

 

The current PhD research was a component of the initial CJC project, but separated 

from its jurisdiction when the terms of reference changed. Nevertheless, the PhD study 

remained under the auspices of the CJC and was able to utilise its authority to assist in 

gaining access to confidential complaint cases. In addition, by maintaining the focus on 

the under-researched area of non-custodial staff relationships with inmates, this PhD 

study could aim not only to redress the gaps in academic knowledge, but would also add 

to the contemporary regulatory field of the Queensland Crime and Misconduct 

Commission by building a typology of non-custodial staff misconduct. 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
11 Originally it was intended that every centre in Queensland would be the recipient of a Collection Plan. 
However, with the introduction of a ‘hot-line’ telephone trial into Townsville and Wolston, the Collection 
Plans were discontinued. Intensive resourcing and the levels of disruption involved in these Collection 
Plans contributed to the Crime and Misconduct Commission trialling the phone lines that inmates could 
access at any time without centre staff listening in. The lines went directly to the complaints section of the 
Crime and Misconduct Commission. 
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Overall Aims of the Research 

This research aims to achieve a number of outcomes: 

1. To redress the lack of knowledge and scientific inquiry in the area of professional 

misconduct amongst non-custodial staff in correctional facilities 

2. To develop an understanding of the factors and dynamics involved in misconduct 

between inmates and non-custodial staff, which will inform practical prevention 

strategies for the Queensland DCS 

3. To develop a typology of misconduct with concomitant coding procedures for use 

by the Queensland Crime and Misconduct Commission in their investigative and 

regulatory role of the Queensland corrective services. 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has reviewed the history of the Queensland corrective services and the 

regulatory bodies responsible for its oversight. It is apparent that major organisational 

changes to the Queensland DCS over the past decade have impacted on the nature of 

staffing in the correctional centres.  The building and incorporation of privately run 

prisons in Queensland, together with the closure of the state’s original and most 

antiquated of prisons, have seen significant changes in staff structures, lines of 

accountability and the overall regulation of the Queensland DCS as a component of the 

public sector. Tenure of employment has shifted to include many part-time and casual 

positions, the roles of staff have become more complex, custodial staff have adopted 

case management roles and non-custodial staff have taken on minor custodial tasks.  As 

staff roles have changed, so too have the types of interactions they have with inmates in 

terms of the delivery of rehabilitative services and sentence management. Regulation of 

misconduct by DCS staff has also altered and the Queensland CMC now has 

jurisdiction over the staff of correctional centres, but to date has not developed a 

typology of misconduct idiosyncratic to custodial or non-custodial staff. This research, 

seeded by an initial investigation into sexual misconduct between correctional staff and 

inmates by the CJC, aims to redress these gaps, and the next chapter outlines the design 

and methods employed to achieve these aims. A number of contentious and problematic 

issues, particularly those surrounding methodological design, operationalisation of 

concepts, and the ethical matter of collecting and collating sensitive and incriminating 

data in a prison, are addressed. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH DESIGN - METHODOLOGICAL 
CONSIDERATIONS AND RESEARCH PREPARATION 

 
 

Chapter Overview 

Two primary issues have emerged from the previous chapter. First, that there is a lack 

of previous empirical studies about misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff 

and therefore a lack of related procedures and materials by which to conduct research in 

this field. Secondly, it appears that multiple factors are possibly involved in this 

apparently complex interaction between inmates and non-custodial staff. The challenge 

then is posed – how best to design an experimental model that incorporates the 

necessary methodological rigours required of criminological research, while at the same 

time appreciating and recognising the sensitive, complex and volatile nature of the topic 

under investigation. This chapter addresses both these aspects. First, it explores the 

methodological literature to develop a multi-method design incorporating conceptually 

driven sequential sampling and triangulation. Secondly, it reviews the issues most 

pertinent to the idiosyncratic nature of conducting research in a punitive and often 

violent environment. Unlike other research environments, prisons present the researcher 

with particular political and organisational obstacles, defensive subjects and potentially 

dangerous laboratories. This chapter, therefore, aims to identify the best methods by 

which the questions posed in the previous chapters could be answered. The chapter 

concludes with a brief review of the preliminary procedures necessary to lay the 

groundwork for the ensuing three empirical studies. 

 

Section 1: Designing The Research 

How best to incorporate the complexity of theoretically and empirically identified 

factors from the literature review and the subsequently posed questions into a succinct 

and economical design? To narrow the field of investigation to one or two specific 

components of the model of explanation might result in important contributing factors 

being missed or ignored. On the other hand, attempting to examine all factors 

individually within one study was equally problematic and beyond the scope of this 

thesis. Such an examination would also have resulted in a superficial analysis that 

ignored the deeper interactions between factors. Equally, the research design had to take 

into account that data might often be limited, ‘veiled’ and possibly untrue. It was 
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possible that there would be vexatious responses from participants, guarded and over-

simplified responses, or simply deflecting responses that were not a true reflection of 

the situations being examined. This inherent difficulty in obtaining information about 

the sensitive and hidden topic of misconduct and corruption meant that the research 

design would also have to ensure triangulation of outcomes collected from several 

different data sources.  

 

Three sequential studies 

In essence then, the design needed to incorporate a number of separate studies, each 

focussed on gathering small ‘pictures’ of information. As the overall research 

progressed, an increasingly larger and further validated picture of misconduct could be 

built, culminating in a model of explanation that could be applied to an individual case 

study for verification and generalisability. This type of design also allowed for 

increasingly beneficial relationships to develop between the researcher and the 

correctional centre management and staff. Known as conceptually-driven sequential 

sampling (Miles & Huberman, 1994), this type of research design would evaluate the 

best questions to ask as research progresses, and the manner in which they should be 

asked.  

 

To answer the main research questions in this study, it was First necessary to identify 

the contemporary nature and frequency of misconduct between inmates and non-

custodial staff in Queensland correctional centres. Complaints received by regulators 

would have to be examined. To gather information about possible factors involved in 

misconduct, both inmates and non-custodial staff would then have to contribute their 

perceptions, opinions and attitudes qualitatively. Therefore a survey instrument would 

have to be designed and possibly preliminary discussions/interviews/focus groups to 

inform the design of the questionnaires. The best design appeared to be that which 

would gather information from both the regulatory files as the confirmed data, and from 

focus groups as the perceptual data. Together these could inform the development of 

survey instruments to measure the influence of the preliminary factors on inmates and 

non-custodial staff. Eventually, a three-study design was chosen, which allowed for 

sequentially acquired factors to be tested at each stage of the research against the model 

of explanation drawn from theory.  
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The First Study: Analysis of the CJC Complaints Files 

The first study, an examination of the complaints files of the Criminal Justice 

Commission, was designed to establish the extent and nature of reported official 

misconduct in the state of Queensland’s correctional centres. It identified the nature of 

the investigative process of the CJC and the involvement of any other regulatory bodies. 

By employing quantitative content analysis, a typology of behaviours was developed 

that would eventually inform the construction of the survey instruments in subsequent 

studies. 

 

The Second Study: Qualitative Focus Groups 

The second study employed focus groups methodology to identify primary factors and 

definitional issues from the perspectives of inmates and non-custodial staff. The groups 

were designed to focus on contributing factors, possible differences between subgroups 

within the staff or inmate populations, and ideas and opinions about prevention. 

Utilising qualitative thematic analysis, group themes were identified and, together with 

the outcomes of Study 1, informed the development of the non-standard survey 

instruments for Study 3.  

 

The Third Study: Quantitative Survey of Inmates and Non-custodial Staff  

Conducted across the entire state of Queensland, Study 3 explored the non-custodial 

staff and inmate levels of acceptance of misconduct, their attitudes towards grooming 

behaviours and moral reasoning, and their opinions about management and their task 

environment. This study incorporated a questionnaire survey of both non-custodial staff 

members and inmates, in addition to semi-structured interviews with the Managers of 

Offender Development – those staff responsible for the supervision and management of 

non-custodial staff in each correctional centre. This enabled an examination of the 

regulatory input of managers in context with the participants’ perceptions of the 

correctional centre subculture and managerial leadership. The quantitative results of this 

study were finally incorporated into the model of explanation. The model was then 

tested for its overall applicability to an individual case drawn originally from the CJC 

complaints files. 
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The Confirmatory Case Study 

The case study acted as a confirmatory tool to test the outcomes of the previous three 

studies. It therefore played a validating role in the research strategy and allowed for 

some degree of generalisation to be made about the model of explanation. A case study 

was identified during the examination of the complaints files in Study 1, and 

contextualised in the centre in which the alleged misconduct occurred.  

 

Table 4.1 outlines the multi-study plan designed to meet the need for this particularly 

comprehensive research methodology with a multi-disciplinary character, and a capacity 

to incorporate a large number of factors. The nature of each of the three studies, the 

corresponding research question and the method of analysis are described for each 

study. As issues emerge over the duration of the research, multiple implications, 

expectations and predictions within each case are generated, and therefore necessitate an 

‘interim analysis’ at each point (Campbell, (1979). The interim analyses for each study 

are also included in the table. 

 

Table 4.1: Design of Sequential Studies, Units and Methods of Analysis and 
Corresponding Interim Analysis 

Study Main 
Question 

Unit of 
Analysis 

Method of 
Analysis 

Interim 
Analysis 

Study 1: 
CJC 
Complaint 
files 

What is the 
nature and 
extent of 
reported 
misconduct? 

Alleged 
misconduct 
reported to the 
Qld CJC 

Quantitative 
Content 
Analysis of CJC 
case files 

Provide concepts 
for construction 
of surveys in 
Study 2 

Study 2:  
Focus groups 

What are the 
main factors 
involved in 
misconduct and 
definition? 

Perceptions of 
non-custodial 
staff and inmates 

Qualitative 
Content 
Analysis of 
focus group 
narratives 

Provide concepts 
for construction 
of surveys in 
Study 2 

Study 3: 
Questionnaire 
Surveys and 
Interviews 

What are the 
attitudes of non-
custodial staff 
and inmates to 
misconduct? 

Perceptions of 
non-custodial 
staff and inmates 
across all 
correctional 
centres in 
Queensland 

Quantitative: 
MANOVA 
Factor Analysis 

Provide 
framework for 
examination of 
case study 

Case Study What 
contributed to 
the misconduct 
between a non-
custodial staff 
member and an 

Charged and 
incarcerated 
psychologist 

Qualitative: 
Thematic 
Analysis  

Triangulation of 
Studies 1, 2 and 
3 
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inmate? 
Although this research design appears to have the hallmarks of grounded theory because 

of its sequential, iterative nature, it is also a confirmatory research design, commencing 

with a strong conceptual framework based on Ekblom and Tilley's model of 

Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity (2000). It tests whether the conceptual domains 

actually fit the experience of non-custodial staff in Queensland's correctional centres. 

Yin (1993) refers to this process as “analytic generalisation” (p.50), where a previously 

developed theory is used as a template with which to compare the empirical results of a 

case study. If two or more cases are shown to support the same theory, replication may 

be claimed. To some extent this investigation does both - tests a theory (Conjunction of 

Criminal Opportunity), but in parallel is building a model of explanation from the 

domains of information gathered as the investigation progresses. It is not until the final 

case study that both can be validated and ‘fitted’ to the other. There are arguments both 

for and against this approach.  

 

Section 2: Rationale For Research Design 

 
This section examines the arguments for and against the contribution of qualitative and 

quantitative methods, and triangulation. It addresses the vexed issue of merging 

different types of results and the subsequent effects on validity and generalisation. It is 

argued that to best address a phenomenon as complex as human misconduct, a multi-

method triangulation research design is required, despite some criticisms. 

 
Combining Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches 

This research design employed both qualitative and quantitative approaches to data 

collection and analysis across the three studies. It did so because there are substantial 

benefits in combining both methods, particularly when researching a human behaviour 

that has not previously been under investigation (Bowen, 2002). The conspicuous lack 

of research in the area of non-custodial prison staff misconduct meant that no one single 

measure was going to adequately provide all the necessary information. Therefore a 

multi-method approach that would span several types of data collection and incorporate 

objective measurements of misconduct, as well as the subjective personal experiences of 

non-custodial staff and inmates, was developed. The resulting multiple perspectives not 

only reflected the complexity of the human phenomenon of misconduct under study 



 77

here, but equally addressed the threat to internal validity that the fluid nature of human 

behaviour can present to the researcher.  

 

The advantages of combining both qualitative and quantitative analysis and sampling lie 

in the strengths each approach offers. Qualitative analysis allows an examination of 

small sample sizes, in particular the case study, and the development of customised 

survey tools where there is little prior instrumentation. Quantitative analysis and 

sampling, on the other hand, de-emphasise the subjectivity of the researcher – which 

was an important issue for the researcher collecting data in correctional centres where 

she had previously worked.  Quantitative data collection can also balance out the ‘elite 

bias’ of high-status respondents in qualitative group interviews or focus groups. In this 

study, the potential for the opinions of a few inmates who were verbally competent and 

confident to be over-represented was high. Equally, inmates who hold some form of 

peer status are usually leaders in articulating the ideas of the general population, and are 

willing to ‘talk hard’ about problematic areas in their centres. This could have resulted 

in skewed outcomes, and inappropriate conclusions being drawn from the qualitative 

data of Studies 1 and 2, unless confirmed by the quantitative analysis of the larger data 

set in Study 3.  

 

By combining both qualitative and quantitative methods, specific variables such as 

perceptions of seriousness, job satisfaction, moral neutralisations and training could be 

measured objectively, while at the same qualitatively exploring the situational context 

of each correctional centre. Had the research relied on one method at the expense of 

another, it ran the risk of omitting important data. For example, to only review the data 

contained within the CJC files would mean examining only the official misconduct 

reported to authorities. It would not reveal the personal perceptions and observations of 

non-custodial staff, inmates and management, nor would it necessarily reveal the reality 

of the organisational culture of each centre. Only interviews and concerted extensive 

surveying would be able to piece together the extent and nature of misconduct as it 

existed in Queensland correctional centres. Equally important was how these different 

methods were linked to prevent them from standing alone as isolated groups of data, 

and for this reason three levels of linkage were adopted (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  
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The first level, quantitizing, forms a part of Study 1, where qualitative data in the form 

of descriptions about the allegations of misconduct are converted into ‘types’ through 

content analysis, ‘counted’ directly, and analysed as quantitative data. The second level, 

described as the linkage between distinct data types, is utilised in Study 3 and the case 

study, where the qualitative data from staff interviews is linked with the quantitative 

data about misconduct scenarios. The third level, multimethod, refers to the overall 

study design. Drawing from one of the multimethod designs described by Miles and 

Huberman, Figure 4.1 illustrates the linkage design for this research.   

 

QUANTITATIVE 
CJC files  
 
Exploration         QUANTITATIVE    QUALITATIVE
                 Questionnaire          Case Study 
QUALITATIVE           (Deepen Test Findings) 
Focus Groups            

 
Fig. 4.1: Linkage Design of Qualitative and Quantitative Data 

(from Miles and Huberman 1994, p. 41) 
 

By combining both qualitative and quantitative strategies in the above pattern, the final 

case study acts as a ‘test’ or a verification tool of the collated results from the previous 

two studies.  Adopting a multi-method approach such as this allowed for the 

triangulation of data and results, and the avoidance of type I and II errors (Bowen, 2002; 

de Weerd-Nederhof, 2001; Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 1989). Gathering information about 

the phenomenon of misconduct through several methods meant the results from each 

study could be confirmed or refuted. The greater the convergence of results, the greater 

the increase in internal validity. 

 

Multi-Method Triangulation 

Particularly complex subject matter, such as human social behaviour, demands multiple 

methods to ensure rigour and internal validity within the research and generalisability of 

findings (Meijer, Verloop & Beijaard, 2002). Additionally, the more detailed and multi-

dimensional the perspectives taken of a particular phenomenon, the greater the internal 

validity. Since this design entailed the merging of both subjective and objective types of 

information gathering (method) and both qualitative and quantitative analysis of data 

(source), triangulation was achieved by method, by theory and by data type (Miles & 
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Huberman, 1994). The design allowed for flexibility and an in-depth approach that a 

single study would not have, by ensuring that unpredicted factors (third order variables) 

would be more likely to be identified as contributing to misconduct. Although criticism 

has been aimed at the triangulation method, namely that it is too time-consuming, that it 

is too complex and that it does not allow for post hoc analysis until the research is too 

far advanced, these were overcome by careful attention to the combination of 

quantitative and qualitative analysis and results, and to regular evaluation of the 

research process as it progressed. Appendix 4.1 reviews these criticisms in further detail 

and describes the subsequent responses taken by this study to counteract them. 

 

Combining Qualitative and Quantitative Data Analysis 

With the breadth of the investigative power of triangulation go the increased possibility 

of paradox and contradictions, and the vexed issue of triangulating different methods of 

analysing sets of data collected from different sources, by different methods, and 

possibly with different instruments. Bowen (2002) reports from a large review of 

literature on triangulation that the issue of analysis generated a number of questions, 

namely: how to combine numerical, linguistic and textual data? How to interpret 

divergent results between numerical and linguistic data? What to do with overlapping 

concepts that emerge from the data and are not clearly differentiated from each other? 

Whether and how to weight data sources? Whether each different method used be 

considered equally sensitive and weighted equally? 

 

Silverman (2000) warns against multi-method analysis unless the ground rules outlined 

by Fielding and Fielding (1986) are observed, i.e. always begin from a theoretical 

perspective (interactionism) and choose methods and data which will provide an 

account of structure and meaning from within that perspective. He further cautions 

against mixing the structural contexts of interactions being studied, particularly noting 

that treating social reality as constructed in different ways in different contexts means 

that ultimately the researcher cannot appeal to a single phenomenon which all data 

collected represents. Mason (1996) also gives a clear example of the flawed integration 

of combining data  - that of interview data of individuals’ perceptions with discourse 

analysis of texts. Since Discourse Analysis assumes all accounts are socially 

constructed, it is arguably impossible to analyse individual interviews as definitive 
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versions of reality. It is argued here, however, that by maintaining uniform 

conceptualisation and construction of the domain of misconduct across all three studies 

(Mason, 1996), and by adopting two clear theories that formed the model of explanation 

to be tested, this study met most of these criticisms and sustained an homogenous 

perspective of the reality of a prison setting.  

 

Since the issue of rigour in research is linked with the choice of data analysis, it was 

important for this study to address the problem of combining the various types of 

qualitative and quantitative analyses from the outset. Certainly, the argument for the 

triangulation of methods of data collection is well established in the literature, but the 

same could not be said for the triangulation of the methods of analysis. Searching for 

precedents and established designs of combining outcomes was difficult, as many 

studies that utilised both qualitative and quantitative analyses simply reported their 

separate results, pointing out where similarities or dissimilarities occurred. Added to the 

problematic nature of the chosen research design was the propensity for qualitative 

literature to argue that terms such as rigour, reliability and validity were pertinent only 

to the quantitative paradigm (Altheide & Johnson, 1998; Leininger, 1994). One study 

did emerge that addressed both these omissions. Meijer, Verkoop and Beijaard (2002), 

in their study on teachers’ practical knowledge, focussed on a procedural examination 

of their methodology to ensure transparency. By building in accountable checks of their 

working method as the study progressed, they were able to combine both qualitative and 

quantitative analyses of their data. Their model, for reasons of accountability and 

generalisability was therefore adopted for the current study. Table 4.312 describes the 

application of Meijer et al.’s model to this study. The adapted model meant that it was 

possible to avoid premature closure of analysis and to regularly examine congruence 

between question and method. Each incident in the research process was assessed and 

re-direction undertaken when necessary. This allowed for the integration of both the 

qualitative results and the quantitative results, regardless of the mode of analysis (i.e. 

computer generated SPSS multiple regression, correlation, content analysis, thematic 

analysis, or case analysis). The theoretical framework was used to indicate relationships 

in the data, which in turn formed the basis for the analysis.  

                                                 
12 Reproduced from Meijer, Verloop, and Beijaard (2002), ‘Multi-method triangulation in a qualitative 
study on teachers’ practical knowledge: An attempt to increase internal validity.’ Quality and Quantity, 
vol. 36, p. 153. 
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Table 4.2: Triangulation and Combination of Qualitative and Quantitative Analysis and Results 
Step Elements of Misconduct Pre-Analysis Steps in Analysis Outcomes 
1. Analysing the 

content  
• CJC files  
• focus groups 
 

Extent, and situational 
nature of reported 
misconduct  
 
Staff and inmates’ beliefs 
 

Preliminary definition 
and development of 
categories of misconduct 
Preliminary identification 
of staff and inmate beliefs 

1a. Describe the content of 
each category of reported 
misconduct 
 
1b. Describe and interpret staff 
and inmate beliefs 
 

Identification, description 
of categories of reported 
misconduct 
 
Patterns of inmate and 
non-custodial staff beliefs 
about misconduct 
 

2. Analysing: 
• inmate and non-

custodial staff 
questionnaires and  

 
 

Levels of acceptance 
Reporting misconduct 
Grooming 
Training 
Job Satisfaction 
Moral neutralisations 
Management Style 
Prevention 
 

Enhancing the set of 
categories and identified 
factors  

2a.  Describe the content of 
each category of moral 
neutralisations, organisational 
culture, prevention, grooming, 
management knowledge and 
organisational culture 
2b. Describe and interpret 
moral neutralisations, 
organisational culture, 
prevention, grooming, 
management knowledge and 
organisational culture 
 

Description of levels of 
acceptance, reporting, 
grooming, training, job 
satisfaction, moral 
neutralisations, 
management style and 
prevention 
 
 
Patterns in factors of 
misconduct 

3. Combining results of 
the previous steps:    
• Test case study 

Misconduct:  Behaviour, 
cognitions, beliefs, 
perceptions, contributing 
factors, prevention 

Establish final set of 
factors/domains  
 
Test against Conjunction 
of Criminal Opportunity 
theory 

3a. Describe the content of 
each factor of misconduct 
3b. Describe and interpret each 
factor of misconduct 

Description of factors 
involved in misconduct 
by non-custodial staff  
Model of explanation of 
misconduct between non-
custodial staff and 
inmates 
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In summary, this section has examined how qualitative and quantitative research 

methods were drawn together to provide several distinct advantages over reliance on 

one method only. By utilising a multi-method triangulation of three sequential studies, 

the threat of error or poor rigour could be minimised and the validity and 

generalisability of the results and outcomes optimised. A procedure in which the 

relationship between design and implementation was regularly evaluated and verified 

throughout the research would ensure congruence amongst question formulation, 

literature, recruitment, data collection strategies and analysis across all three studies. 

Furthermore, it is argued that this design would counteract the traditional criticisms of 

multi-method triangulation, that time, complexity and lack of intermittent post-hoc 

analysis render it unviable. Data could be systematically checked and the ‘fit’ of the 

data with the conceptual work of analysis and interpretation monitored, and constantly 

re-confirmed. Although an area fraught with difficulty, the intended combination of 

qualitatively and quantitatively analysed outcomes, it is concluded, is also possible by 

ensuring common conceptualisation across all three studies, and adherence to a core 

theoretical framework adopted from the literature - in this case, Ekblom and Tilley’s 

Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity  (2000). 

 

Section 3: Methodological Considerations Of Researching In Prisons  
 

Just as the design of the three studies presented a contentious issue for this research, 

so too did the problem of how best to implement this design into the reality of the 

prison settings identified as the subject of inquiry.  This section places the research 

design into the unique environment of a prison. It explores the role of research in the 

social and moral context of a prison setting and examines the impact that researching 

sensitive topics in prisons can have on both the participants and the researcher. It 

explores the ethical dilemmas of balancing subjective approaches to both the 

superordinate and the subordinate participants in prison studies, the impact of the 

threatening, potentially violent context of a prison on research, and the extent to 

which the researcher’s subjective experiences of fear, favour and necessary collusion 

impact on the validity of the data collection and subsequent analysis and outcomes. 

Within the context of methodological rigour, the vexed issues of voluntarism 

(particularly as it relates to inmate participants) and the ethical problems associated 

with confidentiality are discussed. This section also explores the suitability of an 
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Appreciative Inquiry (AI) approach to this study and argues that it can be adapted to 

the investigation of a morally charged issue such as the study of misconduct. An 

important feature of this section is the discussion of the principles guiding the design 

and implementation of research methods in prisons. 

 

The Idiosyncratic Nature of Prison Research 

In an article in which she discusses the theory, practice and allegiances of prisons 

research, Liebling (2001) states, 

…social research is also a human process and it can therefore be fraught with 
personal dilemmas. All research is political, potentially volatile and hazardous 
– it involves other people, living and working in complex worlds where power 
lies in both expected and unexpected places and is used in frightening ways; 
dilemmas have to be resolved situationally and spontaneously. Research is a 
political act because it involves wielding power, wading in other people’s 
power perhaps feeling powerless. It involves subjecting our ‘selves’ to 
challenge and change, sometimes ‘to the edge’ (Ferrell and Hamm, 1998). It 
takes political astuteness and distance, and above all, being true to the data. (p. 
481) 

 

Although these can be issues faced by any researcher in the field, they create serious 

concerns for the study of sensitive topics, particularly when undertaken in the 

sometimes violent and abusive environment of a prison. Prisons are unique 

environments - as organisational settings they present with the typical dynamics and 

processes of other institutions, but unlike most organisations, the prison workplace 

culture is tempered or mediated by the organisational goal of containment and 

punishment (Dilulio, 1987; Kaufmann, 1988; Sparks, Bottoms & Hay, 1996; Sykes, 

1958). Most institutions providing human services have as their goal the intention of 

working towards a healthier client, where opportunities and encouragement are 

offered as the client progresses and becomes ‘better’. Prisons, however, are tempered 

with the constant notion of containment and punishment, so that the inmate’s progress 

is often mediated by the removal or non-existence of rewards. Each day ends with 

‘lock-downs’, a constant reminder of containment, regardless of the progress an 

inmate may have made during that day. Many domestic events are removed and the 

physical environment is littered with reminders of the lack of freedom of movement.   

 

The correctional centre not only presents as a destitute physical environment, but its 

focus on punishment and lack of positive human recognition can create a context 
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where even those not incarcerated can fall victim to the bleakness, the mundane 

routine and constant imposition of security over humanity. Even researchers, it is 

argued, are not immune to this. 

 

The role of researching in prison is fraught with difficulties that are idiosyncratic to a 

correctional setting - obtaining security clearances, gaining access to inmates, gaining 

trust of suspicious inmates, working in a violent environment, avoiding moral 

judgements of offences committed by inmates, and particularly, avoiding taking sides 

of either the powerful superordinate or the powerless subordinate. Moreover, 

participants required for the research are correctional staff, traditionally reluctant to 

accept outsiders into their domain (Kaufmann, 1988; Liebling, 1999). There is a 

tendency by prison staff to believe that outsiders are not truly interested in their 

thankless task of containing the ‘scum of society’, which at best is only minimally 

recognised or appreciated by the community in general. Equally inmates, also 

research participants, are reluctant to engage in research that may jeopardise their 

progress through their sentence, that may exploit their position of powerlessness, and 

which ultimately may be of no possible gain for them at a time in their lives when 

gain is important. 

 

Appreciative Inquiry 

The current study was not immune to any of the above problems. It was necessary to 

adopt an approach which would lessen the resistance by the potential participants, yet 

at the same time maintain enough distance from the topic under investigation that the 

problems of unintentional researcher bias and intersubjectivity (Hollway & Jefferson, 

2000) did not impact negatively on the data and the outcomes.  To approach a 

correctional setting too robustly and critically can result in the participant groups 

closing down and taking a defensive stance. To this end, aspects of the Appreciative 

Inquiry (AI) approach  utilised in investigations of prisons in England were explored 

(Cooperrider, 1990; Liebling, 1999; Liebling, Elliot & Arnold, 2001).  

 

Based on an approach of investigating organisations that stimulated organisational 

growth and change (Cooperrider, 1990), AI  looks  beyond the naturalistic 

appreciation (Matza, 1969) of a social reality by those who inhabit it, and encourages 



 85

social actors to reflect explicitly upon their most positive experiences (Liebling et al., 

1999). It focuses on the identification of positive interactions, rather than persistent 

and constant problem identification, with the correctional staff. Time is spent getting 

to know the correctional staff in their working environment, rather than adopting a 

distant aloof or reserved objective approach as a researcher. Focus in the investigative 

process is on the positive aspects of correctional work rather than on the negative 

aspects, of which there are many. For example, Liebling and her colleagues asked 

custodial staff what they thought the best aspects of their job were, and what they 

liked and appreciated most about their role. In addition, AI places much emphasis on 

the interaction between the researcher and the researched. An effort is made to 

understand the ‘reality’ of the person being examined, rather than treating them as a 

clinical subject. Curiosity for the new and the different in prisons is high. However, 

AI can sometimes be perceived as threatening to the routine and order of the inmates’ 

and staff’s lives. Therefore, a researcher must be conscious of their entrance into, and 

involvement with, the hierarchy of inmates and the staff subculture. Their presence 

alone can alter the manner in which inmates and staff may interact and the 

information that is revealed or concealed. By adopting the AI mode of inquiry, the 

current study could enhance traditional ‘problem-oriented’ research methodology with 

techniques that engaged inmates and non-custodial staff in a meaningful process and 

which they could understand and develop a commitment to (Liebling et al., 2001).  

 

Personal Role of the Researcher in Appreciative Inquiry 

Liebling (1999) and her team discovered that, despite rigorous and disciplined social 

scientific methodology, once their research on custodial staff and inmates in UK 

prisons actually began, other factors such as the researcher’s judgement, intuition, 

creative instinct, various personal abilities to connect with others, and 

‘ethnographically inclined selves’, played an important part in its progress. Liebling 

termed the researcher’s involvement as that of a ‘reserved participant’ rather than as a 

passive agent seeking data, and emphasised the moral dimension of social research in 

prisons, noting that “…human feeling (of the researcher) is a chief agent of realist 

research…our emotions do not need to be reconciled with our so-called data. They 

constitute data” (1999, p.164). 
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The role of a researcher within a correctional centre is a particularly sensitive and 

difficult one, security notwithstanding. Unintended, unexpected situations 

experienced throughout this study impacted significantly on the current study, and 

these are reported in each of the studies in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 respectively, but they 

also impacted on the researcher. Intuition, subjectivity and the perspective of the 

researcher were affected while listening to the multiple voices of staff and inmates in 

a punitive environment. Certainly, these situations may have affected some of the 

outcomes of the study, since interpretation of results, particularly qualitative analysis, 

is done within the frame of reference of the researcher. It is the author’s contention, 

however, that in the case of research in prisons, such subjectivity is not a 

methodological flaw, but rather a strength that allows for the human impact of the 

punitive environment of a prison to be examined within the context of the topic under 

examination. 

 

Participant-Researcher Collusion 

Collusion between researcher and the researched is relevant in any study where each 

side is known to the other. Behr (2002) for example, reflects on the research he did as 

a member of the German Police Force and discusses how difficult it was to maintain 

‘moral indifference’ as the researcher in his own workplace. Reviewing the 

advantages and disadvantages of a researcher’s social proximity to his fields of study, 

Behr reported that, on the one hand, there was greater trust as a result of his common 

background with the subjects, but on the other hand, there was an expectation that he 

have a commitment to a shared ground of meaning. In the study reported in this 

thesis, the researcher had previously worked for the Queensland DCS and 

consequently shared some social proximity with many of the non-custodial staff, 

management and executive staff. Balancing the trust that some participants placed in 

the researcher, and for special consideration, with the necessary distance required to 

observe and research, was the challenge.  

 

Allegiances 

Inevitably the issue of allegiances becomes prominent in the course of researching in 

prisons. Becker (1970) stated that it is a natural product of research that investigators 

develop a deep sympathy for those being studied, particularly the extremely deviant 
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subcultures. Becker argued that eventually the researcher would go against the rest of 

society (as represented by the institutions of control), believing that deviants are at 

least as good as all other people. He warned, however, that by adopting an allegiance 

with a subgroup, the researcher ran the risk of ‘whitewashing’ the deviant subculture. 

Subsequently researchers were vulnerable to valid criticism that their studies, and the 

consequent outcomes, were distorted or at best biased, and therefore not a true 

reflection of the social reality being studied. Some, on the other hand, argue that the 

‘distorted reality’ is actually closer to the truth in extreme environments that lack the 

ordinariness of day-to-day life. They would argue that prisons (Liebling et al., 1999), 

refugee camps (Kopinak, 1999), and terrorist enclaves (Pouligny, 2002), where 

violence, suicide and disorder can predominate, may be better represented by a 

humanitarian, sympathetic analysis than a purely objective summation of factors at 

play. Becker (1970) more interestingly argues that, although it is inevitable that the 

researcher will take sides, the real issue becomes: whose side do we take? And 

Liebling (2001) further raises the issue of whether the ‘side taken’, or the sympathetic 

allegiances that researchers develop with prisoners they are studying, can actually 

strengthen and enhance a study.  

 

Ultimately the completion of the writing and reporting of this study will hold some 

consequences for those in management within the DCS, and this was a serious issue 

to be considered. For this reason, the analysis of the results of this study required 

reflection, deconstruction, moral engagement and sensitivity to the possible political 

consequences (Bottoms, 1999b; Liebling, 2001) of the research outcomes.  

 

From the perspective of the subordinates, and following the notion of Bottoms (1999) 

that it is the integration of multiple perspectives of those in the prison environment 

that builds a true picture of the social phenomenon occurring behind the walls, more 

than just the non-custodial staff accounts were sought for this study. The inclusion of 

the inmates as relevant participants was initially a vexed issue for the research 

(vexatious allegations, security and safety, access), but it was imperative to gain their 

perspective as integral players in the world of Queensland prisons, and as the ‘other 

half’ of the interactions with non-custodial staff. By looking through as many 

windows as possible (Sherman, 1978), multiple perspectives could be collected and 

collated and the understanding of  misconduct in correctional centres optimised. 
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Researching Sensitive Issues in Prisons 

An issue of real concern in this research was the level of sensitivity of the topic being 

researched. Conducting it within the social context of a prison, where violence and 

retribution are considered part of the mechanisms of survival, only compounded the 

seriousness of the undertaking. McCosker, Barnard and Gerber (2001) reviewed the 

literature regarding the researching of sensitive topics and concluded that it was not 

only the sample participants that ethics committees need to ensure were protected 

from harm, but also the researchers, the transcribers, supervisors and readers of 

publications who may be placed at risk. Further, what actually defined a ‘sensitive’ 

topic depended on the cultural and social context within which they existed. Lee 

(1993) suggests there are three types of sensitive topics: those issues related to the 

private, stressful, or the sacred, such as death or sexuality; those issues which may 

evoke stigmatisation or fear; and finally those issues that are related to a political 

threat, or are subject to controversy or social conflict. Each of these when researched 

“…poses a substantial threat to those who are or have been involved” (p.4). Further to 

these considerations, Sieber and Stanley (1988) argue that sensitive studies are those  

“…in which there are potential consequences or implications, either directly for the 

participants in the research or for the class of individuals represented by the research” 

(p.52). 

 

In approaching the current topic of misconduct in correctional centres, there was no 

doubt that there were potential dangers in attempting to enquire about and ‘invade’ 

systems of collusion that might have existed within correctional centres for some 

years. Not only was there the probability that an organised system of corruption might 

be ‘stumbled upon’, there was also the concomitant potential to place inmates or staff 

who provided the information, in dangerous positions of ‘payback’. Equally, the 

researcher had a shared work background with many of the non-custodial staff. This 

relationship could draw offers of collusion to prevent reporting certain incidents and 

had the potential to place the research in ethical jeopardy.  

 

Of equal consideration was the effect this sensitive issue might have on the degree of 

voluntarism, especially from the group of participants with the least amount of power 

and control over the research – the inmates. Inmates may well have been faced with 
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the dilemma of participating: if they did, they may have been perceived as being a 

‘dog’ by other inmates, with quite violent consequences in the realm of the inmate 

world; if they did not, they may have been perceived by staff as being unco-operative, 

and subsequently risked losing positions of favour or trust. Because of these potential 

problems, certain methodological and technical issues needed to be considered during 

this research - primarily how to conceptualise the topic, defining and accessing the 

sample and addressing mistrust, concealment and dissimulation between the 

researcher and the participants. 

 

Very little is available in the literature about the safety issues surrounding 

participation in research about ‘sensitive’ issues or topics, although some have 

focussed on the psychological wellbeing of the researcher and participants (Cowles, 

1988; Dunn, 1991) and on the researcher individually (Burr, 1996; B. Johnson & 

Clarke, 2003). McCosker et al. (2001) recommend that certain safety protocols and 

guidelines be in place at the beginning of the research process to ensure the maximum 

safety possible. Therefore this study designed a protocol that ensured the optimum 

physical and psychological safety for both inmates, the staff and the researcher 

(Appendix 4. 2). 

 

To research the experiences of anyone within a prison is impossible without 

considering the emotional intricacies of the experience of incarceration or those doing 

the incarcerating. Liebling (1999) argues that the most truthful account of prisons lies 

in the convergence of the qualitative ‘truths’ of the sociological nature of prisons, and 

the quantitative findings of individual differences both of prisoners and prisons. She 

argues that the subjective feeling of ‘pain’, for the inmates, the incarcerators and the 

researchers, is an integral component of researching in prisons, and as such should not 

be excluded from any account of the investigations undertaken. Finally, Liebling and 

Stanko (2001) argue that the turmoil and havoc evidenced in the subject of violence 

and disorder is rarely accounted for in researching these topics. An objectification of 

the issues is not only expected, but where highly emotive accounts exist, they can 

often be discounted because of their qualitative, unmeasurable, subjective nature. 

Scholarly investigations of human suffering, abuse, manipulation and interrogation 

are often expected to be precise, rational and reasonable. Yet, in this current study, the 

possibility of listening to the reports of administrative abuse, of manipulation of 
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sentence management, of denigration of inmates by staff, of the fear of staff of heavy, 

manipulative inmates, of unethical management, all raised for this researcher the same 

questions raised at the ESR Violence Research Programme seminar (1988) (Liebling 

& Stanko, 2001): 

• Do I have to worry that the findings of this study will harm people? 
• How do I cope with the anger that arises when I witness and document 

institutional injustices that hurt or degrade people? 
• Is there something distinct about studying violence, as opposed to research we 

conduct in violent or potentially violent settings? 
 

Ultimately however, this author recognised that, when researching any prison, it is the 

crucial responsibility of the researcher to strike a balance between respect for the 

response of the participants, and the distance necessary to clarify the things left 

unsaid, the half-truths, falsehoods and misrepresentations made in good faith or 

otherwise (Pouligny, 2002). In addition to suppression and distortion due to the 

passage of time, there might well be conscious lying by both staff and inmates about 

incidents of misconduct, or attempts to cover up existing corruption. What was 

important in this study was the retention of objectification in the analysis of the 

participants’ reconstruction narratives.  It is the secretive nature of correctional 

environments, the darker story of prisons “which is rarely acknowledged, either in 

crime statistics or the public consciousness” (Edney, 1997, p.289), and the ‘code of 

silence’ which exists amongst inmates, that renders research that enquires into 

anything more than statistical collections of behavioural acts, difficult and replete 

with unexpected detours and adaptations. Thus the multi-method research design, 

outlined in the first section, had the potential for flexibility and the ability to adapt to 

the demands of highly protected and guarded, untrusting inmates, and equally 

suspicious and defensive staff.  

 

Nonetheless, the amount of support the research attracted and the access it could gain 

to staff and inmates would have everything to do with the co-operation of the 

Queensland DCS administrators and senior executive staff. Therefore, it was essential 

that preliminary groundwork be laid down at the senior organisational level and at the 

individual correctional centre level. The next section outlines the strategies 

undertaken to ensure the research met with the least resistance possible and gained the 

co-operation of participants from the outset. 
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Section 4:  Preliminary Procedures 

 
As previously discussed, research in a prison setting is both difficult and 

idiosyncratically problematic. Added to this in the current study was the level of 

sensitivity of the topic being explored. A deliberate political approach therefore 

needed to be taken in order to set the ground for the research to run smoothly and 

without interruptions. It was important to collaborate with key stakeholders, but not at 

the cost of losing access to sensitive data, gaining access only to pre-selected staff or 

inmates, or to have requests denied by ill-informed or reluctant management and staff. 

Primary amongst this approach was the relationship established with the Head Office 

Executive staff as key stakeholders and with the General Managers of each 

correctional centre at the outset of the research. Of equal importance was the amount 

of ‘informal’ time spent establishing good working relationships with both 

management and staff in each correctional centre where the research was to be 

conducted. Utilising some aspects of Appreciative Inquiry (Elliot, 1998; Liebling, 

Price & Elliot, 1999), informal discussions about daily routines, and about 

expectations staff have of prisoners and about their expectations of the job, were 

undertaken as important precursors to the actual study.  

 

Negotiations with Key Stakeholders 

This research was one component of a major joint project between the School of 

Criminology and Criminal Justice (CCJ), Griffith University and the Queensland 

CMC, designed to investigate the nature of corruption within the Queensland DCS. 

The PhD Study focussed on non-custodial staff, while the CJC study complimented it 

with a study of custodial staff. Initial negotiations for the research were therefore 

conducted jointly with the various government departments and key stakeholders. 

 

An important issue that emerged during these negotiations was the traditional conflict 

existing between custodial and non-custodial staff across all correctional centres. At 

the time the studies were commencing the serious case of ‘Sally’ (the psychologist 

accused of inappropriate relationships with inmates) had hit the headlines of the state 

newspapers. Morale amongst the non-custodial staff was reportedly low, and the 

traditional ideological differences between custodial and non-custodial staff had been 

refuelled. The climate was one of persecution of ‘treatment staff’ by the media 
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regarding misconduct and inappropriate relationships, and subsequently the 

Queensland DCS Director-General expressed concerns about further research 

impacting negatively on the staff. Therefore it was imperative from the outset to give 

reassurances to both executive and managerial staff that this research would focus 

throughout on the causes and mediating factors of misconduct, rather than the actual 

collection of data about frequency and allegations amongst staff. The ethical nature of 

the research was paramount, in that staff had to be approached sensitively without any 

indictors of pressure or coercion to participate in the research. There was a clear 

undertaking that the staff would be thoroughly informed of the nature of the research 

well in advance of the data collection, and be made aware of the involvement of the 

CJC as a research partner.  

 

The involvement of the CJC was a double-edged sword. It was effective in gaining 

access to reluctant management and staff. However, it sometimes meant that staff and 

inmates were reticent about participating, and questioned the investigative motive of 

the research. Therefore the neutrality and separateness of the researcher as a student 

of Griffith University was emphasised to ensure some level of impartiality. The very 

nature of the research topic was difficult and sensitive as it was, but in this milieu and 

with the then current environment of media hype, it was made even more contentious 

and problematic amongst the participants. Additionally, ongoing meetings with 

executive staff from all DCS units were held regularly. The Management Committee 

for this research and the wider project were also regularly briefed on any 

developments, theoretical framing of the research and any methodological changes. In 

this way the collaborative relationship with the DCS at executive level was 

maintained. The following procedures to engage all staff in the research process were 

undertaken to ensure they were fully informed, were under no pressure to engage in 

the research, and that centre management supported the research both implicitly and 

explicitly. 

 

Informing General Managers 
Six months before commencing data collection, the researcher made a formal 

presentation at the biannual Queensland DCS General Managers’ conference, 

outlining the nature of the research, the intended procedures, and the types of survey 

instruments. This meeting was important because it gave General Managers the 
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opportunity to offer advice about strategies to access staff during periods of ‘lock-

down’ in the correctional centres, but more importantly to voice their concerns about: 

 

• investigations into the management of misconduct within each of their 

correctional centres 

• the effect the research might have on both staff and inmates 

• the issue of the security of inmates following participation in the research 

• the guidelines necessary to ensure the safety and security of the researchers. 

 

Following this conference a letter was issued from the DCS Director-General’s office 

under her signature, informing each General Manager of the importance of the 

research. This letter carried with it implicit support of the research as well as clear 

directives to allow staff to be involved at the discretion of each individual, and not at 

the discretion of the centre’s General Manager. Security passes given to the 

researchers were cleared at the highest level; these allowed for free unescorted 

movement throughout the correctional centres.  

 

Informing Non-Custodial Staff  

In order to ensure that the selection and recruitment of participants for each of the 

three studies would be made as easy as possible, some preliminary information 

sessions were conducted to inform and alert prospective participants of the research. 

A month prior to Study 1 commencing, a presentation was made to the non-custodial 

staff at their quarterly two-day seminar held at the DCS Training Centre. A half day 

was dedicated to explaining the background to the research, the nature of the studies, 

the expected outcomes in relation to benefits for staff and the organisation, and to 

allow for the participants to raise any concerns they may have had. Two important 

issues were highlighted at this presentation: 

 

• The researcher had high priority access to all the Crime and Misconduct 

Commission allegation files. In this way all staff were aware that any allegations 

made against them, with or without foundation, were already known to the 

researcher. It was expected that this would enhance the likelihood that those staff 

would participate in the research as they would not have to attempt to cover up 

previous involvements, and also that the process of the research was open and 
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transparent and that no information, although known about them, would be 

identifiable or made known to others. 

 
• The issue of person, place and time, integral in the gathering of any data or 

information about inmates or staff in prison, was stressed. Under no circumstance 

would any information that could identify a person, a place or a time be sought, or 

received by the researcher. Not only would this be in breach of the security 

guidelines for non-custodial staff interviewing and/or assessing inmates, it would 

also place the researcher in a position of having knowledge about alleged 

incidents, thereby forcing disclosure to the CJC. Clear details of how to make 

reports to the Crime and Misconduct Commission were given if the staff felt that 

there was any incident they felt they needed to report.  

 

Informing Inmates 

None of the inmate groupings in Studies 2 or 3 were randomly chosen from the 

general male inmate population. For reasons of security that related to the safety of 

both the inmates and the researcher, availability of inmates on the day, and contextual 

and managerial differences between correctional centres, the inmates were selectively 

chosen for these studies. Although this may detract from their representativeness of 

the inmate population at large, it is argued that they do adequately represent that sub-

group of inmates who have significant contact with non-custodial staff, whether 

through rehabilitation or educational programmes, medical or religious needs, or 

involvement in physical activities programmes and sport. Not all inmates come into 

contact with non-custodial staff through the time of their sentence. Some short-term 

inmates may have limited interaction, if any, with non-custodial staff and therefore 

have little idea of the dynamics or the situations that exist between inmates and non-

custodial staff. Although it could be argued that their perspective and opinions of the 

relationships that form between non-custodial staff and inmates may have contributed 

as a control in this study, it was not within the scope of this thesis to address contrasts 

and differences. Rather, it was to concentrate on extracting the factors that are 

involved in the interactions between two parties by gleaning information from the 

actors themselves. 
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Conclusion 

 
In conclusion, this chapter has addressed two major considerations of researching in 

prisons: first, the technical problems of designing adequate methods of investigation 

that allow for flexibility and sensitivity to the problematic world of the inmates and 

staff, and secondly, the effects on the researcher and the participants within the social 

and moral context of incarceration. Both were integral to ensuring that this piece of 

prison research could retain integrity and validity despite being placed in a dangerous 

setting with factors preventing traditional methodological design. A sequential multi-

method form of triangulation was chosen specifically to counteract problems arising 

where there have been no previous studies, and with no survey instruments at hand. 

Combining qualitative and quantitative data collection, analysis and interpretation is 

also addressed despite literature suggesting it can be problematic. By ensuring an 

ethical and valued approach to both non-custodial staff and inmates and employing 

the strategies of Liebling’s Appreciative Inquiry, the research optimised the response 

rate and inclusion of participants. The preparatory procedures necessary to ensure the 

best possible access to the correctional centres and the strategic importance of 

negotiating with key stakeholders were shown to be necessary to ensure the smooth 

running of a difficult and somewhat threatening piece of research.. 

 

The following three chapters now describe in detail the three sequential studies 

designed specifically to answer the research questions related to misconduct between 

non-custodial staff and inmates, and to achieve the overall aims of contributing 

significantly to the field of misconduct in corrections. Details of the materials, 

procedures, and participants for Study 1, 2 and 3 are described in full in Chapters 5, 6 

and 7 respectively to avoid confusion between the different studies. 
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CHAPTER 5: STUDY 1: ANALYSIS OF THE QLD CJC COMPLAINTS 

FILES  

 
Chapter Overview 
 
The following chapter details the first of three studies conducted sequentially over the 

PhD research project. Being the first, this study aims to provide the preliminary 

framework upon which further information about professional misconduct by non-

custodial staff can subsequently be built. To achieve this aim, the study focuses on 

two main questions – what is the extent and the nature of reported misconduct in 

Queensland correctional centres? The chapter outlines the methodology utilised to 

extract complaints data from CJC files and details the qualitative and quantitative 

content analysis of the allegations of misconduct, reported formally to the CJC 

between 1998 and 2002. In addition, a number of key themes are identified and these, 

together with the findings of Study 2, inform the construction of non-standard survey 

instruments for Study 3, which explores the views of non-custodial staff and inmates 

towards professional misconduct. 

 

Aim 

The purpose of this study is to establish the first layer of information about the nature 

of misconduct in Queensland correctional centres. Thereafter, a second and third layer 

of information, gathered in Studies 2 and 3 (and described in Chapters 6 and 7 

respectively), build on this initial framework to construct a final model of explanation 

for professional misconduct by non-custodial staff.   

 

Research Questions 

 
To achieve the objective of identifying the initial key factors, Study 1 examines the 

complaints about misconduct made to the CJC, and poses the questions: 

Research Question 1 

Under what circumstances does misconduct between inmates and non-

custodial staff occur? 

Research Question 2 
What is the extent of misconduct between non-custodial staff and inmates, 

particularly in Queensland correctional centres? 
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In order to identify and measure the nature and extent of allegations of non-custodial 

staff misconduct reported to the Queensland CJC between January 1998 and January 

2002, the following information was sought from the CJC complaints files: 

1. What types of misconduct are reported to the CJC? 

2. Where does misconduct occur in the prison environment? 

3. Who reports these incidents of misconduct? 

4. Who is involved in the incidents of misconduct? 

a. Who is the primary participant? 

b. Who is the secondary participant? 

5. What methods of investigation are utilised for these complaints? 

6. What are the outcomes of these allegations? 

 

Data Sources 

The CJC complaints database13, named Compass, holds information on each official 

misconduct complaint reported to the CJC against members of the Queensland 

Department of Corrective Services. It is constructed on information extracted from 

each hard-copy complaint file, but holds only the essential identifying descriptive 

fields of each allegation of misconduct, such as the nature of the complaint, the 

primary participant, the complainant and the outcomes. The brief précis generated 

about each complaint by the Compass database was enough to identify the cases of 

allegations against non-custodial staff in the Queensland DCS, but did not provide the 

rich descriptive data of the extensive investigations in the hard-copy files. Therefore 

Compass was utilised only as an initial screening tool for the selection of non-

custodial staff complaints files. Rather than search through all CJC hard-copy files, it 

was expeditious to extract cases of complaints involving non-custodial staff in this 

way, and then research the complaints files for the answers to Study 1’s research 

questions.  

 

                                                 
13 The CJC complaints database has been in operation since the establishment of the CJC’s Complaints 
Section in April 1990. However it was not until December 1997, when the CJC assumed jurisdiction 
over Queensland Corrections (QCORR) – the agency responsible for the operation of state-run 
correctional centres and a unit of public administration – that a specific database pertaining to 
complaints about corrections staff was established. Since the CJC has no jurisdiction over the staff of 
privately run correctional facilities, the complaints database contains no information regarding the 
Arthur Gorrie or Borallon prison staff. 
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The CJC’s hard-copy paper files detail the allegations and subsequent investigations 

undertaken to prove or dismiss complaints about members of the Queensland Public 

Service, the DCS and, as the focus of this study, non-custodial staff. When a 

complaint is first made to the CJC, a file is opened and the process of the 

investigation outlined sequentially. All reports, correspondence, transcripts, 

evidentiary material including videos, tapes and interviews, briefs and specialist 

reports are kept in the hard-copy file.  

 

Method 

 Sampling of Complaints Files from Compass Database 

Complaints files analysed for this study were dated between December 1997 and June 

2002. In order to examine these files, security clearance and approval were gained 

from the Director of Research and Prevention Division, Crime and Misconduct 

Commission, to access high-level complaints files. Complaints files were drawn from 

the Crime and Misconduct Commission’s Complaints Compass database by entering 

the following field search prompt indicators related to the Queensland DCS: a) 

professional – teacher, nurse, psychologist, doctor, chaplain, counsellor, ATSI 

counsellor, Family Support Officer, Activities Officer, and b) management – 

supervisor, sentence management. Each output included the incident file number, the 

status of the investigation – whether or not it had been completed or was still open 

pending ongoing investigation, and the security status of the investigation. It also 

included a brief description of the allegation, the participants involved, and the 

outcome, if reached. The synopses of the allegations contained key indicators related 

to the incidents and were also used to select files. In total 68 files were identified and 

extracted for examination for Study 1. 

 

Extraction of Variables from Complaints File Information 

At the time this study was conducted, no coding categories had been specifically 

developed by the CJC for the identification of types of corruption and misconduct 

within correctional settings. Instead, the CJC was drawing on an elaborate code 

developed on the basis of the initial several hundred complaints against Police that the 
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CJC received after its establishment in 199714. Since these complaints were primarily 

against the Queensland Police Service, the code list reflected a ‘policing’ 

interpretation of corruption and misconduct. For example, there were sections for 

allegations against the handling of evidence, prostitution and traffic/vehicles - 

arguably irrelevant for correctional staff. In May 2000 a revision of these codes 

resulted in the addition of more sub-types, but the list retained its strong ‘policing’ 

interpretation.  

 

Two readings of the CJC complaints files took place initially, the first to establish 

basic themes and groupings, the second to identify the subcategories and to code the 

text units. Any description (whether in the form of an Intelligence report, a Police 

report, a referral, a letter of complaint, an interview transcript, a CJC staff report, A 

DCS staff report, a CJC file note, an investigator’s report or file-note, recorded 

telephone conversation or video-tape, or letters of communication between 

government departments) relating to the alleged misconduct was treated as a 

misconduct text-unit. Specific code words were sought inside the text-units, but 

themes were also sought which might identify the types of control and power balances 

between and within interactions between inmates and non-custodial staff. Patterns of 

behaviour, cross-referencing of repeated incidents and offenders, as well as indices of 

systemic misconduct within entire centres were noted. Where the CJC descriptions of 

the alleged behaviours did not completely ‘fit’ the police allegation typology, these 

complaints files were set aside for further specific analysis. The second round of 

reading the complaints files was more intensive, and classified the files into sub-

groups of allegations based on the nature of the behaviours described in the reports, 

interviews and investigations. Where the descriptive data was found, files were colour 

tagged and thus the process of classification began.  

 

Method of Analysis of Complaints Files: Content Analysis (CA) 

The complaints files were content analysed iteratively to produce a classification of 

misconduct allegation categories and to identify core themes within the texts that 

related to misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff. Although often 

                                                 
14 In fact the Allegation Type and Subtypes were developed from the 1993 QPS Complaints Code List, 
again predominantly dealing with the Queensland Police Service and other regulatory bodies. 
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criticised for its inability to identify ‘latent content’ (Ahuvia, 2000), for being 

inherently reductive, especially with complex texts, and just simply too time 

consuming (CSU, 2001), Content Analysis had both qualitative and quantitative 

applications to the textual material of the CJC files. Quantitative content analysis had 

the capacity to code, count and compare any text unit which took the form of a  

‘single-word or symbol’, a ‘theme’, a ‘character’, a ‘paragraph, sentence or other 

grammatical units’ or ‘items’ (Holsti, 1969). Equally, an identified theme was 

considered to be the most useful unit for the qualitative content analysis (Bos & 

Tarnai, 1999). Described by Holsti (1969) as a “…single assertion about some 

subject” (p.647), a ‘theme’ could reflect the underlying latent variables involved in 

the interaction between inmates and non-custodial staff. Therefore, as well as 

counting and coding individual theoretically driven words within the text units, this 

analysis also focussed on counting and coding underlying themes which best 

encapsulated certain types of behaviours related to misconduct and classified them as 

major categories. In this way not only the presence (frequency of misconduct) and 

meaning (typology of misconduct) were calculated, but also the relationship between 

texts or sets of texts identified, which in turn allowed inferences to be made about the 

messages within the texts.  That is, both conceptual analysis and relational analysis of 

the complaints files were undertaken (Mayring, 2000).  

 

Since category construction is integral to the process of analysing the content of texts, 

the traditional prerequisites outlined by Holsti (1968), that categories should be valid, 

mutually exclusive and transparent, were adhered to. The CJC complaints files were 

coded down (Homel, 1989) from categories that were developed in two distinct ways. 

First, the textual units were classified according to their applicability to the Police 

typology of allegations of official misconduct currently used by the CJC. Where the 

text units could not be exclusively classified without losing their correctional context, 

the second approach – classification according to the theoretical framework of Power 

Imbalance (Tittle, 1995) and the notion of Discretion, as outlined by Liebling, 

Padfield and Arnold (2000) -  was undertaken. 

 

The final Codebook was developed over five draftings of the data entry fields, until 

the best chronological order of information from the CJC complaints files was 

reached. This expedited the recording of data directly from the file entries, which in 
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some cases covered more than five full files of official letters, transcribed interviews, 

videotapes and government reports. Several modifications were necessary to the 

descriptors of ‘assault’, before the final codebook was constructed and prepared for 

entry into an SPSS database. Twenty files randomly chosen were trialled and cross-

referenced with the other researcher for accuracy, inclusion of all available data, and 

categorisations. On all occasions, there was congruence between the two researchers. 

Where necessary, direct quotes were taken from information in the file to better 

illustrate a process or incident. 

 

Data from all files was entered into an SPSS database to enable quantitative analysis 

of the information. The focus was primarily on descriptive and distributional analyses, 

with some examination of correlations and cross tabulations. It was expected that 

broad trends would emerge within the nature and type of complaints that would then 

serve as further constructs for the development of the survey questionnaire in Study 3. 

 

Results And Discussion 

There are two sections to these results. The first describes the results of the content 

analysis of the CJC complaints files to develop the categories of misconduct between 

inmates and non-custodial staff. The resultant typology answers the first question of 

this study: What is the nature of misconduct between non-custodial staff and inmates 

in Queensland correctional centres? The second section describes the outcomes of the 

analysis of this typology against the other variables extracted from the CJC 

complaints files and contributes part of the answer to the second research question of 

this study: What is the extent of misconduct between non-custodial staff and inmates 

in Queensland correctional centres? 

  

Section 1: Misconduct Typology 

At the completion of the content analysis there was a total of 6 major categories of 

non-custodial staff misconduct, with a number of sub-categories relating to each. The 

final categories are outlined in Table 5.1, with the number of incidents calculated 

from the complaints files for each sub-category also included.  
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Table 5.1: Categories, Sub-categories and Number of Incidents of Reported 
Misconduct 

Category Sub-category No. of 
Incidents 

Power Imbalance Physical 
Physical Assault 
Sexual Assault 
Verbal threat of physical harm: Staff to inmate 
Verbal threat of physical harm: Inmate to staff 
Indecent assault 
Invasion of Privacy 
Failure to protect 
Sexual harassment 
Total  

 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
5 
5 
3 

19 
 Discretionary -  

Sentence Management 
Breach of confidentiality 
Abuse of Confidential information 
Breach by Custodial Officers on Non custodial  report 
Withdrawal of privileges/Visits 
Unfair Treatment 
Favouritism 
Total 

 
10 
6 
7 
2 
1 
6 

10 
42 

 Administrative  
Tampering with urine sample 
Appropriating stores 
Performing unwarranted tasks under duress/threat 
Over servicing by staff 
Interfere with mail/telephone call 
Total  

 
1 
1 
1 
6 
3 

12 
Inappropriate 
Behaviour 

Inappropriate Treatment 
Inappropriate Behaviour (General) 
Sexual Relationship 
Inappropriate Relationship 
Total 

5 
2 
8 
3 

18 
Unethical 
Behaviour 

Lying 
Misuse of confidential information 
Total 

2 
22 
24 

Corrupt Behaviour Fraud 
Drug Dealing 
Stealing 
Bribery 
Total  

3 
11 
1 
2 

17 
Yes No Breach of Code  DCS Code of Conduct                                      } 

APS Code                                                          } 
Nursing Code                                                    } 
Qld Education Dept Code for Teachers            }    

45 18 

Yes No Failure to Follow 
Process 
(Personal gain) 

Deliberate indifference                                      } 
Pervert Justice                                                   } 
Hinder investigation                                          } 
Failure to report                                                 } 
Deliberate delay                                                 } 

40 27 
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Categorisation from Text Units 

The first sub-category contained behaviours that reflected the misuse or abuse of the 

physical advantage that a superordinate can have over a subordinate. It was classified 

as Physical Power Imbalance, and included behaviours where an attempt was made 

by the perpetrator to gain more control or to remove control from another.  In some 

cases these behaviours were adequately explained by the descriptors currently used in 

the police typology. For example, Physical Assault and Sexual Harassment were 

retained from the Police code list, as they had universal definitional application 

legally and were clearly referring to the same types of behaviour. It appeared that 

even within a prison context, the description of the Police code type fitted for the 

physical power imbalance that existed between correctional centre staff and inmates. 

By using the Power Imbalance domain as a guide, it was possible to then break 

behaviours into physical, discretionary or administrative categories, without losing the 

inclusion of the subtypes utilised by the CJC. 

 

The following text unit extracts best describe the behaviours classified within the sub-

category of Physical Power Imbalance: 

I thought he was going to hit me – he was menacing and shaking. His face was 
red and his voice was so loud I’m surprised the CO’s did not hear him  
(Interview with psychologist in complaint about sexual relationship with male 
inmate – Coded as Verbal Threat of physical harm) 

Prisoners’ Legal service reports excessive force used by BWCC staff on an 
inmate to whom an inappropriate drug (Narcan) was administered despite 
clear symptoms that such administration was unnecessary. Incident recorded 
on videotape. (CJC file report – coded as Physical Assault) 

WDCC prisoner, in letter to his MLA regarding his “wrongful conviction” re 
child sexual offences, refers to allegations that psychologist running 
rehabilitative programme has been “making advances” to prisoner attending 
course. (CJC file report – coded as Sexual Harassment) 

Inmate claims psychologist assaulted him several years ago during an angry 
altercation about inmate being removed from the SOTP. Inmate’s story 
corroborated by a CO witness at the meeting.  Inmate’s initial complaint to 
CJC in letter form was intercepted by staff and inmate was allegedly advised 
not to formally report incident to CJC, to ‘wait until things cooled down’. 
Despite two other psychologists reporting inmate’s behaviour to GM, no 
breaches for assault of a staff member appear on inmate’s file. Eventually, 
following a series of negative psychological reports on file, inmate complains 
to CJC. (Description of Complaint field note – coded as Physical Assault and 
Invasion of Privacy) 
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Snr. Psychologist authorised an adult prisoner as ‘mentor’ of younger inmate 
in Boys Yard, did not follow Section 38 of Corrective Services Act 199815 
knowing that the older inmate had a previous charge of rape, and ignoring a 
letter from the younger inmate that he was in fear of his life. Eventually older 
inmate was charged with series of sexual assaults against younger inmate. 
(Description of Complaint notes –Coded as Failure to Protect) 

 

In order to arrange groupings of the remaining text-units, the next step of 

classification was informed by the arguments of Liebling (2000) and Liebling, 

Padfield, & Arnold (2000) regarding the use and misuse of discretion, and by the  

notions of moral rationalisation (Tsang, 2002) and moral neutralisation (Sykes & 

Matza, 1957). Peculiar to the prison context is the daily decision-making of life that is 

done for inmates by others. Replicated only in prisoner of war environments, a 

superordinate group of people charged with the power of punishment have almost 

total parental control for the day-to-day living decisions of a subordinate group of 

adult people. Such a system is open to extremes of abuse as well as discreet and minor 

misuse of the superordinates’ position. Sometimes the decision-making process can 

be a long and complex one, as evidenced in Sentence Management decisions where 

security levels as well as the inmate’s progress, assessed from many reference points, 

are considered, discussed and reviewed before an outcome is reached. The behaviours 

directly related to the misuse or abuse of this, and other decision-making processes 

within correctional centres, were separately identified from those behaviours related 

to the abuse or misuse of physical control, and were classified as Discretionary. The 

sub-category of Discretionary Power Imbalance is best illustrated by a section of a 

letter sent to the CJC in which an inmate is requesting that entries into his file be 

examined in relation to him being an escape risk: 

The problem many prisoners have is misinformation going to “decision 
makers”. There must be a difference between what is “true” and speculation. 
As it stands now all of our files, be it true or speculative (misinformation) go 
to “decision makers” and we are judged on that information, be it 
Classification Boards, Correctional Boards or Parole Board. 

All of the above “Intelligence Reports” were not true, I was never questioned, 
breached or charged with any of the above. Yet, this misinformation has 
stopped my progression through the system for many years, I am into my 9th 
year of a life sentence and still in maximum security because of the above 

                                                 
15 Section 38: Prisoner under 18 years of age. Subject to any direction given by the 
Commission in a particular case, a prisoner who is under the age of 18 years shall at all times 
be kept apart from any prisoner who is of or above the age of 18 years. 
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reports. This is common practice to slow down anyone’s progression through 
the system, and it works. If this is not abuse of power, what is? 
(Extract from inmate’s letter of complaint to the CJC – Complaints File) 

 

In most cases these were legitimate decision-making capacities that staff held in 

various roles, but they were either used to gain advantage over the subordinate staff or 

inmate, to intimidate, or alternatively were inept responses to role responsibilities. For 

example: 

Inmate reports that false information regarding his HIV status has been 
entered in his file. (CJC file report – coded as Breach of Confidentiality) 

Inmate alleges disclosure of confidential information by prison counsellor to 
the victim of the alleged attempted murder by the inmate. Further alleges notes 
made by the counsellor contain fabricated evidence. (CJC file report – coded 
as Abuse of Confidential Information) 

Inmate reports that Sentence Management Unit Co-ordinator is 
“discriminating against inmates”, by transferring inmates from the residential 
area to the secure area within the centre, and to do so, is solely relying 
upon/utilising information provided by an inmate informant. (CJC file report – 
coded as Sentence Management) 

Anonymous complaint alleging an employee in the Office of Sentence 
Management who boasts of having contacts in law enforcement agencies, 
particularly QPS with whom he regularly “swaps details” on prisoners in 
custody and/or persons. (CJC file report – coded as Sentence Management) 

Inmate reported to Official Visitor that GM had refused him access to 
computer – when Official Visitor visited again, inmate claims that GM 
threatened to transfer inmate if he continued with complaint. (Description of 
Complaint notes – coded as Unfair Treatment) 

DCS Intell group advise that non-custodial staff member supplies special food 
stuffs to an inmate with whom he has “a sort of relationship”. Supplies seeds 
for the inmate’s garden. (CJC file report – coded as Favouritism) 

Psychologist claimed missed promotion in favour of counsellor in sexual 
relationship with GM. (Description of compliant notes – coded as 
Favouritism) 

Sexual offender prisoner complains he has not been granted parole 3 months 
after his non-parole period ended despite ‘pleading guilty to a lesser charges 
and in so doing avoided the girl the trauma of going before a jury and not 
clogging up the court system, being an exemplary prisoner and completing 
two of the required courses to redeem himself” (CJC file report – coded as 
Sentence Management) 

GM withdrew Leave of Absence for inmate to attend psychologist following 
complaints by inmate’s girlfriend to DCS about inmate’s treatment at the 
centre. (Description of complaint notes – coded as Withdrawal of Privileges)  
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CSIG report suspected breach of discipline by prison psychologist, in relation 
to her correspondence with the previous psychologist who has been charged 
with several counts of perjury. (CJC case file – Breach of Confidentiality)  

 

Within the text-units of the complaints files there were also descriptions of behaviours 

that did not carry the same implications as they might within the policing context. For 

example, interfering with inmate mail and telephone calls is definitively different to 

tampering with evidence within a Police context. The former relates specifically to 

DCS policy regarding the privacy and access that inmates can have to their mail, and 

is balanced with the security needs of the prison, while the latter refers to specific 

legislation around the handling of criminal evidence. In some cases inmate telephone 

calls are legitimately monitored and taped for security purposes, while in others, such 

as the direct line for complaints to the CJC, they must remain confidential to 

maximise the opportunity for inmates to report misconduct.  

 

These behaviours did not relate to physical or discretionary abuse or misuse, but they 

were nonetheless an abuse of the position the staff member involved had. Behaviour, 

rather than decisions, was targeted for allegations of misconduct, but they did not 

carry the forceful abuse of power or control that the first grouping did. These 

allegations instead included the conduct or application of administrative type duties 

and as such were categorised as Administrative to distinguish them from the Physical 

and Discretionary sub-categories: 

Anonymous complaint that non-custodial staff at centre has stolen petrol from 
the prison farm complex for use in own private vehicle. (CJC file report – 
coded as Appropriating Stores) 

And the MOD here has asked some inmates to help with the reports she has to 
do for her studies outside. (Inmate letter of complaint – coded as Performing 
unwarranted tasks under duress/threat) 

Caller complained management was opening he and other inmates’ mail. Also 
complained that all calls, (including Project Sutton) were taped. (CJC file 
report – coded as Interfere with Mail) 

Mother of inmate reported that psychologist was having a relationship with 
another inmate and causing conflict between the two. Investigation reveals 
that psychologist has previously been warned of excessive time being spent 
with inmate, counselled about it and sent on recreation leave. (Description of 
Complaint notes – coded as Over Servicing by Staff) 
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Although these sub-categories did not exhaust all the text units from the complaints 

files, the common theme across all of them was the misuse or abuse of a 

superordinate’s power over another. Therefore they were classified as sub-categories 

of the main category of Power Imbalance.  

 

Of the remaining complaints files, some of the allegations were self-evident, but were 

not included in the Police code types. For example, a Breach of the DCS Code of 

Conduct or related professional codes of ethical behaviour was obvious because of the 

clear boundaries articulated in the professional codes. The DCS Code of Conduct was 

included separately because of the importance it has in regulating the prison-specific 

professional behaviour of staff. Often it is the only reference point for the regulation 

and compliance with professional behaviour and interactions by the non-custodial 

staff16.  

 

Similarly, an instance where management handled a case of reported misconduct 

personally, rather than applying the appropriate departmental policy, could clearly be 

identified separately as a failure to follow the appropriate processes of reporting. In 

line with the allegation code from the CJC policing typology of ‘Professional 

Misconduct’ (Ref), behaviours that indicated a lack of action that should have been 

taken by a non-custodial staff member according to their role and/or job description 

were coded as Failure to Follow Process. 

During investigation of allegation of an Admin Officer having relationship 
with an inmate, centre reports reveal that Intell Officer at same correctional 
centre had earlier complaints and an admission from the AO of the 
relationship, but did not act on information. (Coding notes – description of 
allegation – Coded as Failure to Follow Process) 

 

Other groupings were those behaviours that indicated no abuse or misuse of power or 

control, but were considered examples of misconduct, i.e. where both parties were 

willingly involved in misconduct, as opposed to a situation where force, explicitly or 

implicitly, was applied. Sexual relationships between consenting non-custodial staff 

and inmates were included in this Inappropriate Behaviour category. Generally 

                                                 
16 It is a document reportedly sighted by all non-custodial staff, signed by them and the signature page 

returned to Head Office as proof of comprehension and implied compliance.  
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committed for personal gain, rather than to have an advantage over another who had 

less power or control of a situation, these behaviours included the treatment of 

inmates as well as relationships. In some cases non-custodial staff believed they were 

capable of treating inmates without the necessary training.  

Inmate complained that girlfriend had been unnecessarily bodysearched for 
drugs (and car as well) during a visit. Staff later apologised. Inmate’s 
girlfriend was previously a counsellor at another centre and in a relationship 
with that centre’s SM Co-ordinator. The SM Co-ordinator now in relationship 
with Snr. Advisor of SM in DCS Head Office, allegedly requested search be 
done. Coded by CJC as “excessive attention”. (Description of complaint notes 
– coded as Inappropriate Treatment) 
 
Complaint to the Minister that the GM had “abused power” by leaving a note 
for his neighbour to fix his fence which was written on GM’s departmental 
business card. (Description of complaint notes – coded as Inappropriate 
Behaviour - general) 

 

Similarly, Unethical Behaviour was separated from the Power Imbalance sub-

categories to include genuine instances of non-custodial staff mistakenly misusing 

information, either through lack of understanding of processes, or simply lack of 

training and experience. It also included lying. Misuse of confidential information 

was included here separately to Breach of Confidentiality (under Discretionary Power 

Imbalance), to distinguish between intentional abuses of power and accidental or 

inadvertent misuse of confidential information.    

Report on inmate written by counsellor is on-forwarded to Immigration 
Department in regard to inmate’s deportation hearing. Report contains 
incorrect reference to previous sentence and influences decision of Dept. 
(Description of complaint notes – coded as Misuse of Confidential 
Information) 
 

The Corrupt Behaviour category included those behaviours that met the definitions 

drawn from literature and which are discussed in detail in chapter 2. There is a 

distinction drawn between corruption and misconduct, where corruption includes 

some material reward or violation of the criminal law, while misconduct is a 

behaviour that violates departmental rules or guidelines without the promise of a 

material reward or gain. There were no differences with regard to these behaviours 

and those described in the Police Allegation typology, since they all fell within legal 

definitions and were contained within the criminal law of the state of Queensland. In 

general, the main forms of corruption include bribery, embezzlement, fraud and 
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extortion (NORAD, 2000). As there were no allegations of embezzlement or extortion 

found in the CJC complaint files, these categories were removed.  

Bribery was defined as  

The payment (in money or kind) that is given or taken in a corrupt 
relationship. To pay or receive a bribe is corruption per se, and should be 
understood as the essence of corruption. A bribe is a fixed sum, a certain 
percentage of a contract, or any other favour in money or kind, usually paid to 
a state official who can make contracts on behalf of the state or otherwise 
distribute benefits to companies or individuals, businessmen and clients. There 
are many equivalent terms to bribery, like kickbacks, gratuities, baksheesh, 
sweeteners, pay-offs, speed ~ and grease money, which are all notions of 
corruption as perceived from below, from the public. These are payments 
needed or demanded to make things pass swifter, smoother or more favourably 
through the state bureaucracy. (NORAD, 2000, Chapter 2, p.1) 
 

Fraud was defined as  
 

an economic crime that involves some kind of trickery, swindle or deceit. It is 
a broader legal and popular term that covers more than bribery and 
embezzlement. It is fraud for instance when state agencies and state 
representatives are engaged in illegal trade networks, counterfeit and 
racketing, and when forgery, smuggling and other organised economic crime 
is propped up by “official” sanction and involvement. It is fraud when 
ministers and top bureaucrats take a share for closing their eyes on this; it is 
serious fraud when they have an active role in it. (NORAD, 2000, Chapter 2, 
p.1) 
 

Theft was defined as  

the act of stealing; specifically, the felonious taking and removing of personal 
property, with an intent to deprive the rightful owner of the same; larceny. It is 
immaterial whether the appropriation is made with a view to gain, or is made 
for the thief's own benefit. (NORAD, 2000, Chapter 2, p.1) 
 

To separate theft from fraud, a distinction was made about the intention of the 

behaviours. The ABS (2003) defines theft as involving the intention of deprivation 

without force, threat of force, use of coercive measures, or deceit, whereas fraud is 

defined as a deceptive behaviour, deliberately practised to secure unfair or unlawful 

gain.  

 

Multiple cases 

In some cases the reported alleged behaviours masked other related behaviours that 

were not explicitly reported to the CJC, but which appeared in embedded text-units in 

the complaints files. For example, a complaint that a MOD had falsely completed a 
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risk assessment after the death of an inmate was recorded as ‘fabricated evidence’ in 

the CJC files. Yet analysis of the contents of the file revealed that the MOD had 

allegations of sexual harassment against him from non-custodial female staff in the 

same centre. To ensure that this behaviour was included in the study, this case was 

coded as ‘inappropriate behaviour’ (inept supervision), ‘breach of code of conduct’, 

and ‘unethical behaviour’, rather than simply being recorded as one incident of 

misconduct.  

 

Other examples reflected the systemic nature of misconduct in a correctional centre 

and involved multiple complaints, including both custodial and non-custodial staff. 

Although these allegations included custodial staff, they were also coded for the 

purpose of this study because the actions of non-custodial staff were involved. An 

example of this was evident in a complaints file that identified the allegations of 

‘failure to perform duty’, ‘corruption’ and ‘favouritism’. The CJC investigative 

reports indicated that the General Manager in the centre was obstructive and 

threatening towards staff who were making complaints to the CJC. The subsequent 

CJC investigation revealed inmates who had not been dealt with over matters relating 

to drug taking and dealing within the prison, middle management who failed to follow 

through recommendations by counsellors for inmates to be transferred due to threats, 

and non-custodial staff supervisors who colluded with nursing staff tampering with 

urine sampling or ignoring positive results. In essence, this report was describing a 

culture within the centre that made whistleblowing difficult, if not impossible, and 

where the investigation by the CJC was thwarted by the upper management’s refusal 

to co-operate: 

He (Security Intelligence Officer for the correctional centre) advised he had 
been told directly by X (Correctional centre General Manager) to back-off his 
activities (investigations into staff bringing drugs into the correctional centre) 
as it was allegedly causing too much upset amongst the prisoners in the centre. 
He advised he had not approached anyone at the Criminal Justice Commission 
or any other person in senior management, as he was alone when the 
conversations took place, he had not recorded them and thus they could not be 
corroborated. He advised that to make an allegation of this nature without the 
proof to back it up would be foolhardy and it had the potential to backfire on 
him with repercussions long-term. 
(Memo dated 23/6/00 from A/Inspector l, Corrective Service Team to AB, 
CJC File No 2) 
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In this case the behaviours of the GM, responsible for the supervision of non-custodial 

staff in the centre, was coded as Power Imbalance - Discretionary – Favouritism - in 

order to reflect the power imbalance that existed between the two parties, and the type 

of abuse of power that the GM was involved in. Although there was no clear 

indication that the GM had threatened the staff member with consequences for not 

‘backing-off’ his duties, the threat is nonetheless implicit, and clearly related to the 

fact that the GM can make decisions about the employment status of the staff member 

(rather than vice versa). The nurses’ behaviours involved in taking urine samples in 

this case was recorded as Power Imbalance – Other – Tampering with Urine Samples, 

and the non-custodial staff supervisor’s behaviour as Failure to follow process, and 

Power Imbalance – Unethical behaviour – Misuse of confidential information. 

 

By examining the entire allegation and any related incidents, it was also possible to 

identify factors that preceded the alleged incident of misconduct. For example, a file 

recording the allegation type: Misuse of Confidential Information indicated that an 

ATSI17 counsellor had received information directly by fax from someone outside the 

prison and handed it on to the inmate. A small report in the file described the 

Intelligence unit at the centre, noting frequent contact between the inmate and non-

custodial staff member, with concerns that the relationship may have been 

inappropriate. This was then coded as Power Imbalance – Administrative – Over 

servicing in addition to Unethical behaviour – misuse of confidential information, 

reflecting both the official file allegations as well as the preceding events. 

 
Section 2: Results 

 

The Extent of Misconduct 

Taking into account the duplication of Breach of Code of Conduct (24.71%) and 

Failure to Follow Process (26.25%) in most of the allegations of misconduct, it is 

clear when the percentages of the recorded allegations are compared (Figure 5.1), that 

Discretionary Power abuses are the predominant type of misconduct between non-

custodial staff and inmates. Unethical Behaviour (11%) is the second highest form of 

misconduct after Discretionary Power Imbalances.  

                                                 
17 ATSI – Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
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When considered together with Inappropriate Behaviour (8%), these behaviours, 

generally the precursors to more serious forms of misconduct, account for 19% of the 

misconduct reported to the CJC. Interestingly, Physical Power abuses slightly exceed 

Administrative ones, suggesting that the prison subculture of brutality and physical 

punishment might influence some of the interactions non-custodial staff have with 

inmates.  
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Fig. 5.1: Percentage of Reported Misconduct 

 
Of obvious concern is the 8% of corrupt behaviours that involved serious drug 

allegations and attempts at bribery and fraud. Overall, the results are concerning, 

given the resources that are dedicated to selection and training of non-custodial staff 

by the Queensland DCS.  

 

Breach of Code of Conduct and Failure to Follow Process 

In terms of the nature of allegations (Figure 5.1), over half were breaches of the DCS 

Code of Conduct (24.71%) or Failure to Follow Process (26.25%). This was to be 

expected as the data collection allowed for multiple counts within single files. It was 

proposed in this thesis that the allegations of serious misconduct would also include 

less serious and minor breaches of codes of conduct and/or or ethical boundary 

transgressions. Although they may not have been the primary complaint being 
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reported to the CJC, these unethical and inappropriate behaviours by non-custodial 

staff usually became evident in the subsequent CJC investigation. Because this study 

focussed on the precipitating factors of misconduct between non-custodial staff and 

inmates, initial boundary transgressions and failures to follow, or indifferences to, 

process were coded and counted. Therefore it is reasonable to assume that, although 

not the primary complaint, failure to follow process and breaching the code of 

conduct were involved in most of the allegations made to the CJC about non-custodial 

staff.  

 

Corrupt Behaviour 

The most serious of the allegation types - Corrupt Behaviour (6.56%) - was only 

slightly different to the incidence of reported Inappropriate Behaviour (6.94%) and 

Power Imbalance - physical (5.01%). It would be expected that Corrupt Behaviour 

would have been the least reported, yet here it is equal to the less serious complaint of 

Inappropriate Behaviour. This may mean that less serious misconduct is not reported 

until it develops further and becomes a more serious complaint. The content analysis 

of the CJC complaints files suggested also that these less serious types of behaviours 

often preceded the more serious allegations of official misconduct and corruption. 

Alternatively, resignation of staff before the complaint of official misconduct could be 

investigated may account for the lower incidence of serious allegation types.  

 

Power Imbalance – Physical 

Only 13 cases fell into this category, as shown in Table 5.2. However, the nature of 

the behaviours described in this category suggests a professional indifference to the 

humanity and rights of inmates and perhaps more seriously, a propensity by some 

non-custodial staff to fail to protect those inmates relying on a stronger advocate to 

negotiate the prison system for them.  Young inmates in particular are at risk of 

assault and abuse in prisons, as are sexual offenders and psychiatrically disturbed 

inmates. Not only do the non-custodial staff have a strong duty of care to protect these 

inmates through behavioural management programs and risk assessments, they must 

also comply with their own ethical standards of care. 
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Table 5.2: Frequency and Commentary of Sub-Categories of Physical Power 
Imbalance 

Power Imbalance Sub-

Categories 

No. of 

Incidents

Comments 

Physical Assault 1 Psychologist against inmate 
Verbal threat: Staff to 
inmate 

2 Threats of physical harm or removal of 
protection and return to mainstream inmate 
population 

Invasion of privacy 5 Generally encroaching on inmate’s personal 
space in cell without permission; forced 
administration of drugs or urine samples 

Failure to protect 5 Several incidents of failing to protect adult 
inmates against threats from other inmates or 
younger inmates from sexual predators  

Total 13  
 

In several cases in the CJC files this care was not only absent, but in some incidents, 

the indifference appeared deliberate. In one case a senior psychologist had refused to 

accept the request of other staff and an inmate to not place a young offender in the 

same area as a known sexual predator. Not only did the senior psychologist place the 

two inmates together, against other professional advice she gave the older inmate the 

position of mentor to other young inmates. The subsequent attack and sexual assault 

on the young inmate was traumatic and resulted in another complaint to the CJC. The 

allegation was not perceived by the CJC to warrant further investigation and was 

handed back to the DCS for disciplinary action. Needless to say, that a psychologist 

was operating in a senior position with such a level of indifference to the care and 

protection of inmates in her charge is deeply concerning. That other non-custodial 

staff in the centre felt that they could not report her is of even greater concern, and 

perhaps reflects the culture of the centre as much as it does the individual staff 

members. 

 

Power Imbalance – Discretionary 

The high occurrence of Power Imbalances-Discretionary (16.6%) sub-category, where 

the accused reportedly used a position of power inappropriately or abusively, suggests 

that the issue of balance of control in misconduct is a feature to be considered, 

especially as it relates to the use of decision-making power.  
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Fig 5.2:  Discretionary Power Imbalance Sub-types (%) 
 

As Figure 5.2 indicates, Sentence Management decisions and Favouritism account 

for the majority of Discretionary misconduct allegations. The predominance of these 

two sub-categories reflects the impact that poor, abusive or misused decision-making 

can have. Text analysis of the files relevant to these allegations indicated that inmates 

were clearly unhappy about the decisions that were made regarding the management 

of their sentences. Or simply, as the example below indicates in a letter of complaint 

to the CJC from an inmate, that sentences were being managed with indifference: 

 

In August 1999 my Sentence management Review was given to another 
prisoner, that prisoner gave the Review to me. It had been torn in two pieces. 
I spoke with the Manager, XXXX and handed him the review. I complained 
to him about my review being made available to a prisoner other than myself. 
I pointed out to Mr XXX the implication of such personal information being 
made available to another prisoner. Mr XX said that he would return the 
review to the Classification Committee and he assured me that such a blunder 
would not happen again. However, the assurance given to me by Mr XXX 
was a hollow one. Last month the blunder was repeated when my Sentence 
Management Review was given to a trusted prisoner. 
You may not consider this to be a very serious matter, but to a prisoner, it is 
indeed a serious matter, possibly a matter of life and death. You would be 
well aware that one prisoner having certain information about another 
prisoner, such as his particular crime, is reason enough to inflict harm upon 
that other prisoner. No doubt there are other confidential matters on one’s 
review that may bring about threats, coercion, blackmail as well as violence. 
(Letter contained in the CJC Complaints Registry from an inmate in RCC) 
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Predominantly the complaints focused on the themes of ‘unfairness’, confusion 

about, or refusal to complete mandatory prescribed rehabilitation programs, and most 

disturbingly, the implication that certain inmates are favoured if they ‘toe the line’. 

That is, they are more likely to have applications for movement to other centres with 

lower security considered, if they are perceived as compliant and obedient. 

Applications for positions of trust were similarly reported to be given to inmates who 

had teachers and programmes staff ‘on side’. In effect, it appeared that the decision-

making capacity of some non-custodial staff was the predominant factor in 

misconduct. 

 

In a particularly complex complaint to the CJC, it was reported that a counsellor 

revealed confidential information about an inmate (gained as part of a mandatory 

assessment) to the alleged victim of that inmate. The counsellor was prepared to 

appear in court and testify against the inmate based on the information acquired 

through the course of the inmate’s assessment in the correctional centre. The power 

of the use or misuse of information is best described in the following extract from 

that inmate’s letter of complaint to the CJC: 

I recently appeared in (name removed) Magistrate’s Court and was shocked to 
discover that two correctional workers were appearing to testify against me. 
These two workers were counselors (sic) here who address risk management, 
that is the risk of inmates committing suicide. Now one of these workers was 
a long time friend of the person whom (sic) my case relates to ………Now 
this counsellor has gone to the person in my case and disclosed information 
out of my file…….So not only have these people mis-used there (sic) position 
here to faulsly (sic) create information to use against me, but they have also 
broken the laws that they are supposed to be upholding. One of these people 
are now on the sentence management team here and will have input to how I 
am to serve my sentence and involved in the fabrication of reports for security 
classification, parole ect (sic) and I find this unacceptable. (Inmate letter of 
complaint to CJC) 
 

The allegation against the counsellor was found to be true and resulted in an internal 

DCS, and later an external court-directed investigation. The case is discussed later in 

Chapter 8 as a component of a larger systemic culture of misconduct and indifference 

in the correctional centre. Suffice to say at this point, there appears to be a 

relationship between the professional sentence management group, favouritism, and 

the manner in which confidential information about inmates is actually used. This 

contention is further supported by an examination of the Unethical Behaviour 
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category and the component sub-type behaviours (Figure 5.3), which accounted for 

9.26% of the allegations of misconduct. 

 

Unethical Behaviour 

Although Unethical Behaviour accounted for only 9.26% of the overall allegation 

types, it is worthy of note that the majority of these were also related to the misuse of 

confidential information (79%) about inmates (Figure 5.3). Given that it is generally 

Sentence Management staff who have all the information about inmates at their 

disposal, it is not surprising to see that the issue of how information is used – whether 

as ways of favouring inmates through the management of their sentence, or through 

manipulation of inmates’ movement within the system - accounts for 70% of the 

Unethical Behaviour category. 

Misuse of 
confidential info

79%

Other
8%

Lying 
13%

 
Fig 5.3: Sub-Categories of Unethical Behaviour Category 

 

Misuse and abuse of such personal details about inmates is a predominant theme 

across these two categories of Unethical and Discretionary Power Imbalance, and is 

exemplified by the following complaint from an inmate to the CJC: 

My problems started on my first parole application…I asked my Sentence 
management Officer XXX, how my parole application was going. She informed 
me that the gentleman who was doing the applications saw my application and he 
was of the opinion that I would not get parole, so he did not lodge the application. 
I asked her if he could do that and she said no…The Parole board deferred my 
application for Home Detention and parole because I was not a low security 
inmate…I had a Sentence Management review shortly after my court case. In the 
review I had lost 12 points for course work and behaviour. When my total was 
added up, I was told I was a 36 point medium security prisoner. I told the lady 
from Sentence management that she had made a 15 point mistake with my 
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classification, but she told me she had checked it and it was right. That day I 
called my family and asked them to speak with Sentence Management in the 
city…My family verified that I was right. I explained this to the Sentence 
Management here and they re-checked it and found out I was right. So I told them 
that when the 15 points came off that I would be a 21 point low security prisoner. 
When I received my verification back from the city, I was told I was a 25 point 
medium security prisoner. The reason for this was that they told me I was doubly 
scored for programs. I wrote to the Sentence Management team in the city and 
spoke to the Sentence Management team at WDCC and showed them on paper 
where it showed that I was doubly scored for my programs. They would not listen. 
I called my family and they spoke to Prisoners Legal Services for me and sent all 
the appropriate paperwork. Prisoners Legal Services sent a letter to the parole 
board and also one to Sentence management in the city outlining where the 
mistake had been made. Eventually it was verified that a mistake was made, but 
by then the Board had replied to me regarding my application for parole and stated 
that I was not a low security prisoner. I appealed this and they received the 
documents from the Prisoners Legal Aid. They then wrote back and stated that 
they wanted me to complete six months on a farm. I received the reply to my 
parole application on the 9th March 1999, I put my application in on the 28th 
September 1998. (Letter on Complaints Registry from an inmate addressed to Mr. 
Peter Beattie, Premier of Queensland) 

 

Lying, again although only small (13%), indicates that there may be times when non-

custodial staff are less than diligent with collecting personal information about 

inmates or simply do not reveal the truth when it is their word against that of an 

inmate. 

 

Inappropriate Behaviour 

Inappropriate Behaviour, when broken into the subcategories, is predominantly 

accounted for by allegations of sexual relationships (44%) between inmates and non-

custodial staff, as indicated in Figure 5.4 below. This might suggest that the training 

and information regarding sexual interaction between inmates and staff is not as 

effective as might be hoped and that a better understanding of why it occurs is 

required in order to develop appropriate prevention measures. Non-sexual 

relationships, on the other hand, only accounted for 17% of the allegations, suggesting 

that relationships that develop inappropriately eventually become sexualised or 

alternatively are not considered serious enough to report before they reach the stage of 

becoming sexual. 
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Fig 5.4: Sub-Categories of the Inappropriate Behaviour Category 
 

Inappropriate treatment, an early indicator of misconduct (CJC, 2000b, 2000a; ICAC, 

1998) accounts for over a quarter (28%) of the inappropriate behaviour category. An 

examination of these complaints files revealed that the cases of inappropriate 

treatment were predominantly complaints about over-servicing by psychologists and 

counsellors of inmates, where the staff spent too long with inmates in one-to-one 

therapeutic situations. Identified also by the CJC (2000b) as an indicator of emerging 

inappropriate behaviour, this finding lends further weight to the issue of over-

servicing as an important precursor to more serious types of misconduct between 

inmates and non-custodial staff. Often these cases also included allegations of sexual 

relationships or impropriety between the non-custodial staff members and the 

inmates, so it is quite possible that the sub-types of inappropriate treatment and sexual 

relationships are linked. For example, a complaint about a psychologist who had been 

spending excessive amounts of time in one-to-one sessions with an inmate resulted in 

an internal review of her relationship with the inmate. Although there was no 

evidence found to suggest a relationship, the report, under the hand of the GM 

accused above for not responding to drug allegations in the centre, noted: 

During 1997 and 1998 it was found necessary, on a number of occasions for 
senior management and the Senior Psychologist Operations, Mr. X to counsel 
Miss Y about her time management practices. Miss Y was having great 
difficulty in shifting from the model of psychological intervention comprising 
extensive and intensive individual psychotherapy to the new model of program 
delivery coupled with limited and brief individual intervention…Due to these 
concerns a decision was taken in January 1998 to move Miss Y to another 
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centre. It was considered this move would assist her to gain greater control of 
her time management practices and to assist her with further professional 
development. 
(Extract from a Briefing Note, Queensland Corrections, on File No: 502-03-
07-162) 

 

Participants in Alleged Misconduct 

In order to distinguish between the different people involved in the alleged incidents 

of misconduct, two categories were developed. These were based on the type of 

involvement the person had in the interaction between the staff and inmates and 

whether the individual was the perpetrator or the victim:  

• Primary participant – The person/s reported as having committed the act of 

misconduct or corruption 

• Secondary participant – The person/s reported as being involved in collusion with 

the primary participant OR who was the victim of the primary participant through 

threat or coercion. 

 

Primary participant in Alleged Misconduct 

The primary staff involved in the allegation in each complaint is illustrated in Figure 

5.5 below. The majority of complaints are against those staff involved in Sentence 

Management (20.9%) – that is, the area responsible for the overseeing and decision-

making about an inmate’s progression through his/her sentence. Perceived as an area 

of high importance to all inmates, the duties and processes of Sentence Management 

are often the target of criticism and conflict by inmates. Many complaints focussed on 

the notion of ‘fairness’ and the perceived lack of information being provided for 

inmates or their involvement in the decision-making processes. The second major 

participants are the management staff (20.9%) – those responsible for the 

management of the correctional centre as well as the supervisors of non-custodial staff 

members. It could be argued that this group of staff are higher than others because 

their roles often include responsibility for the work performance of other non-

custodial staff members. Alternatively it may well be that the number of complaints is 

a reflection of the managerial culture in some correctional centres.  Together both 

these groups of staff represent those most involved in the direct decision-making 

about an inmate’s sentence, and it is not surprising that they are the recipients of the 

majority of complaints. 
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Fig 5.5: Primary Participant/Accused in CJC Complaint 
 

The next grouping of non-custodial staff, however, represents those who are 

responsible for the therapeutic interaction with inmates, and the most likely to be 

vulnerable to transgress the professional boundaries of client-patient intimacy. The 

Psychologists (11.9%) and the Counsellors (13.4%) both share these interactions with 

the inmates and this may account for the similarity in their involvement as primary 

participants. Teachers and Nurses are clustered together with 7.5 % and 9% 

respectively, and this may also be because of the similarity of their interaction with 

inmates in that they are both service deliverers – one of education and the other of 

medical provisions. 

 

Of particular note is that there are no reported allegations in the CJC files against 

Activities Officers (AO). The reason for this may lie in the nature of the relationship 

that AOs have with inmates. Activities Officers are engaged predominantly in sports 

and fitness training with the inmates. In the male domain of a prison, physical 

prowess is generally perceived positively. It can be an indicator of power and 

strength, but also serve as a bargaining chip for an inmate who is capable of offering 

other inmates protection. Physical activity offers one of the few outlets to inmates 

where strength and competition can exist without conflict. In this context, Activities 



 122

Officers tend to be seen by inmates as being in allegiance with them, rather than being 

aligned against them on the side of the system of punishment. That is, they participate 

equally with the inmates in the world of physical power. The balance here is not one 

of competing for control, as Tittle’s model might suggest. Nor do the Activities 

Officers necessarily have confidential information about inmates that they could use 

against them. Rather, the interaction between the AOs and the inmates, in general, 

tends to be at a physical level and without the implication of punitive control. It could 

well be that because of the perceived allegiance with inmates, Activities Officers are 

less likely to be groomed by inmates to get them ‘on-side’. This, at least, would 

account for the lack of boundary transgressions by AOs. However, it would not 

explain, nor prevent, AOs from being involved in misconduct for their own gain.   

 

When cross-tabulated with professional group (Appendix 5.1), each centre revealed 

different patterns of misconduct amongst the primary participants. For example, the 

majority of Sentence Management staff against whom the complaints were made were 

from TCC (21.4%) and NCC (21.4%). Given that both these centres are pre-release 

centres where inmates spend the latter part of their sentence, it was expected that 

sentence management, particularly pre-release and parole conditions, would be of 

high concern to inmates. Twenty-eight percent (28.6%) of the complaints about 

management came from LGCC, while managerial staff from both SDLCC and NCC 

both equally accounted for fourteen percent (14.3%). However, of the three centres 

accounting for the majority of the primary participants, SDLCC, TCC and LGCC 

respectively, there were slightly different patterns of professional group rankings. 

 

The majority of complaints at SDLCC were against Counsellors (41.7%), with sixteen 

percent (16.7%) of complaints each being against Senior Psychologists and 

management. SDLCC is a maximum-security correctional centre and provides a large 

number of intensive therapy programmes for inmates serving long sentences for 

violent, drug/alcohol-related, and/or sexual offences. This environment would present 

considerably more opportunities for interaction between staff and inmates, and this 

may account for the higher incidence of misconduct by the staff involved in 

implementing the rehabilitation programmes. TCC, on the other hand, had as many 

complaints against Sentence Management (27.3%) as against Nursing staff (27.3%), 

while ATSI counsellors accounted for eighteen percent (18.2%). Of particular note 
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here though, is that TCC accounted for half the number of allegations against 

correctional centre nursing staff across the state of Queensland. Similarly, TCC 

accounts for half the total allegations against Administrative staff, and most 

concerning, for two-thirds (66%) of all allegations against ATSI staff. TCC has a high 

indigenous inmate population and also employs a large number of nursing and 

counselling staff in response to the needs of that population.  

 

LGCC, however, with a higher proportion of indigenous inmates, reflects a different 

pattern with forty-four percent (44.4%) of the primary participants being managerial 

or supervisory staff, thirty-three percent (33.3%) being psychologists, and the 

remainder being equally accounted for by Nursing staff (11.1%) and Senior 

Psychologists (11.1%).  Given that LGCC is the third highest centre for non-custodial 

staff misconduct complaints in the state, the level of management involvement in 

these allegations is concerning. A picture emerges from the files of a correctional 

centre where managerial misconduct within the workplace may be influencing a 

culture of acceptance of boundary transgressions or procedural aberrations. Certainly, 

LGCC warrants further examination, particularly the effect of the management style 

on non-custodial staff and their roles.  

 

Interestingly, although both TCC and LGCC are centres located in more rural areas of 

Queensland, different patterns of misconduct exist even though the two are the most 

distanced from the central locus of control in the Brisbane Wacol precinct. The 

context and workplace culture in TCC and LGCC are markedly different. TCC, for 

example, incarcerates female inmates and has fewer low-classification inmates. The 

centre also houses a number of high-profile long-term dangerous inmates, and is built 

on the older Victorian prison design. LGCC, on the other hand, has a unit 

management design which allows for greater surveillance of inmate movement, and 

has a workplace culture reflective of the tropical northern Queensland – one of 

decreased work demands in hot weather (Ministry of Labour, 2003) and generally 

dismissive of interference from the southern locus of control. 

 

In general, the results indicate that complaints focus on staff whose roles surround 

either the management of the correctional centre, the management of non-custodial 

staff or the actual interaction of therapeutic staff – psychologists, nurses, counsellors –  



 124

with inmates. The question that emerges is whether it is the nature of interaction that 

non-custodial staff have with inmates, or the actual professional tasks they undertake 

or the position they hold.  For example, although Activities Officers are professionally 

trained in the interaction they establish with inmates, they do not necessarily develop 

therapeutic relationships with inmates in the same way that psychologists and 

counsellors do. Nor are they expected to. Equally, Sentence Management staff, 

although having a substantial input into the inmate’s progress through his/her time in 

prison, are not expected to have an interactive role with the inmates. Rather the 

Sentence Management Officer performs assessments of the inmate’s progress, collates 

records and other reports about the inmate, and administers the process of review   On 

the other hand, some non-custodial staff have specific roles where they are expected 

to interact closely with inmates and develop therapeutic relationships which nurture 

the rehabilitative process. So, do these different types of interactions have an effect on 

the amount and type of allegations of misconduct?  

 

To explore this question further, the professional groups were collapsed into 

categories that reflected the nature of the interactions they had with inmates, as 

outlined below: 

 Indigenous Interaction:  – Staff interact with inmates on the basis of 

indigenous cultural mores, strong familial ties and culture-specific gender 

relationships (includes ATSI staff, Family Officers and Elders) 

 Interactive – Staff interact with inmates through specific tasks, but not 

necessarily at a personal level (Includes Activities Officers, nursing staff and 

teachers) 

 Therapeutic – Staff primarily work with inmates on a therapeutic basis – 

based on emotionally trusting interaction where inmate is encouraged to divulge 

personal information  

 Sentence Management  - Staff primarily interact with inmate on an 

administrative basis - staff inform and monitor information regarding sentence  

 Executive/Management – Staff Management of personnel and centre. 

 

To test whether the type of interaction was a significant factor impacting on the extent 

of involvement of certain professional groups in misconduct, the non-custodial staff 

categories were subjected to a chi-square and revealed a significant difference 
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between these groupings, χ2  (df =5, n = 67) = 19.59, p = .001. As Figure 5.6 below 

indicates, it is the Therapeutic group, that is, the counsellors, chaplains and 

psychologists, who are significantly more likely to be accused as the primary 

participant in misconduct, and the ATSI staff who are the least likely to be the 

recipients of allegations.  

 
 

Therapeutic 
Exec/Man 

Sentence Man
Interactive

Trade/Admin/Stores
ATSI

 

30 

20 

10 

0 

20 

15
14

11

4 
3 

 
Fig 5.6: Incidence (%) of Misconduct based on interaction with inmates 

 
 

Those staff whose role is primarily to interact closely, albeit professionally, with 

inmates, whose tasks involve the development of interpersonal, therapeutic 

allegiances with inmates, and who may ‘treat’ inmates over long periods of time, were 

the group most likely to be the primary participant in a complaint to the CJC. 

 

Management and Executive staff, whose role is to direct and supervise the non-

custodial staff involved in these interactions with inmates, accounted for the second 

group. Management, especially, must ensure that ethical and professional therapeutic 

relationships are developed with inmates receiving rehabilitation programmes and 

individual intervention from non-custodial staff. Since managerial staff are often also 

responsible for the clinical supervision (whether provided by themselves or by others 

external to the DCS) of non-custodial staff involved in therapeutic interactions with 
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inmates, this may explain why they have a high rate of occurrence as primary 

participants. If they are failing to monitor or detect misconduct by non-custodial staff 

under them, then it is probable that they would also be reported to the CJC for their 

related lack of competence or deliberate indifference. 

 
Secondary Participant in Alleged Misconduct 

Not unexpectedly, the major secondary participants involved in the complaints to the 

CJC were inmates. The files reflected that the inmate was usually the recipient of the 

misconduct, either as a victim or as a secondary accomplice who was aware of the 

misconduct but did/could/would not report it. As Fig 5.7 indicates, although other 

categories of staff featured, their numbers were minimal compared to the proportion 

of inmates as secondary participants.  
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Fig. 5.7: Secondary Participant (Victim) involved In CJC Complaint 

 

 

Custodial staff, however, do feature here for the first time in the results. Examination 

of these cases revealed that the custodial staff were usually accomplices to the alleged 

misconduct and were on friendly terms with the non-custodial staff member who was 

the accused in the allegation. 
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Gender of Participants in Alleged Misconduct 

Gender is the only demographic variable that could be examined in relation to the 

allegations of misconduct against non-custodial staff. The CJC file reports did not 

include age, educational level, length of service within the department, training or 

previous experience. In very few instances, some of this information could be 

extracted from interviews where the issue was relevant, but not enough to warrant 

examination. Equally, gender was not explicitly sought by the CJC. It was more likely 

to be available for extraction in interviews and other text-units. Nonetheless, a Chi-

square analysis could not be conducted since 17 cells (85.0%) had expected counts 

less than 5. The minimum expected cell count was .63, significantly lower than the 

necessary 5 in order to not violate the assumption of ‘minimum expected cell 

frequency’ (Pallant, 2001, p.259). Therefore cross-tabulations were conducted without 

the weighting of numbers. 

 

When gender of both the primary participant and the secondary participant were 

examined together, it is evident from Table 5.3 that female non-custodial staff 

predominantly become involved in allegations of misconduct with male inmates, and 

male non-custodial staff with marginally more male than female inmates.  

 

Table 5.3: Gender of Primary Participant (Accused) Against  
Gender of Secondary Participant (Victim)  

 Victim Total 

Accused Female Male  

Female  6.1% (2) 93.9% (31) 100% (33) 

Male 25.0% (4) 75.0% (12) 100% (16) 

Total 12.2% (6)  87.3% (43) 49 

 
 

However, when the primary participant group is broken down into professional 

groups, it is only the managerial staff who are equally involved with male and female 

inmates. As Fig 5.8 below shows, counselling staff, trades staff and sentence 

management are marginally involved with female inmates, but the remainder of the 

professional groups’ allegations of misconduct are involved solely with male inmates.  
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Fig. 5.8: Professional Role of Accused Against Gender of Victim of Misconduct 
 

Although there are far fewer female than male inmates in Queensland correctional 

centres, all non-custodial staff groups operate with both sexes of inmates across the 

DCS. Therefore, the inappropriate interaction between female staff and male inmates 

appears to occur with higher frequency than between male staff and female inmates. 

 

Finally, if the professional categories of non-custodial staff reported to the CJC as 

primary participants in alleged misconduct are examined by gender, it is apparent that 

many more female staff appear to become involved in reported misconduct than male 

staff. Of note, as Fig 5.9 below shows, is that management are the sole exception to 

this, with twice as many male staff involved in misconduct than female staff, most 

probably due to the higher proportion of male managerial staff in most centres. 
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Fig 5.9: Gender of Accused Non-custodial staff by Professional Role 
 
 
 
Centre Location of Misconduct 
This code identified the correctional centre in which the misconduct occurred. There 

were 13 codes each reflecting one of the 11 state-owned correctional centres and the 2 

privately managed correctional centres. Table 5.4 indicates the frequency of 

complaints in each centre examined by this study. 

 

The most common location of complaints about non-custodial staff misconduct was 

Sir David Longlands Correctional Centre, accounting for 17.9% of the total 

complaints across the state of Queensland.  Only marginally different was Townsville 

CC (16.4%). Both these centres contain maximum security units (MSU) as well as a 

number of the state’s most difficult prisoners. SDL has a history of allegations of 

serious corruption and has experienced some of the most notorious in-prison murders 

and riots.  
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However, the elevated allegation rate of SDL may be explained by the intensive 

collection plan18 conducted by the CJC, prior to this study’s data analysis, in 1999 at 

SDLCC.   

 
Table 5.4: Frequency of Complaints made to Criminal Justice Commission per 

Correctional Centre between Dec 1998 and Jan 2002 

Centre Location Frequency Percent 
Sir David Longlands CC 12 17.9 
Townsville CC 11 16.4 
Lotus Glen CC 9 13.4 
Numinbah CC 8 11.9 
Rockhampton CC 6 9.0 
Brisbane Womens CC 4 6.0 
Wolston CC 4 6.0 
Moreton A CC* 3 4.5 
Palen Creek CC 3 4.5 
Moreton B CC 2 3.0 
Woodford CC 2 3.0 
Darling Downs CC 1 1.5 
External 1 1.5 
AGCC 1 1.5 
Total 67 100.0 

*Just prior to the collection of the data from the CJC Complaints files, both Moreton A and 
B Correctional Centres were de-commissioned and the majority of non-custodial staff were 
re-located to Wolston Correctional Centre.  

 

The least common were Arthur Gorrie (1.5%) and Borallon Correctional Centre 

(which registered no complaints), both privately run prisons. Their lower complaint 

rate is most likely attributable to the fact that the CJC had no jurisdiction over the 

privately run private providers of correctional services for much of the time period 

examined. The external complaint was of several executive staff located at the Head 

Office of the DCS. The ‘clustering’ of Townsville (16.4%), Lotus Glen (13.4%), 

Numinbah Correctional Centre (11%) and Rockhampton (9%) suggests there may be 

some common features involved in either the type of complaints or the location. Of 

note, though, is that Rockhampton Correctional Centre had similarly undergone an 

intense CJC data gathering operation just prior to this research commencing which, 

                                                 
18 In circumstances where patterns of reporting of misconduct are noted, CJC staff visit a correctional 
centre for special ‘collection’ of official misconduct data. Under this type of scrutiny, many more 
inmates reportedly approached the CJC ‘on the ground’ with complaints, than may have been the case 
normally. Operations such as these are often undertaken by the CJC in response to a ‘cluster’ of 
complaints or a particularly serious complaint of OM or corruption. 
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like SDLCC, might also account for the elevated levels of complaints. The question 

then remains, why the elevations in Townsville, Lotus Glen and Numinbah? All three 

centres are located away from the locus of control of Head Office in Brisbane – 

Numinbah being the closest situated some 90 kilometres away, while Lotus Glen and 

Townsville are located in the far north of Queensland. All three centres have an open 

section where inmates are placed prior to release into the community, and all three, 

because of their locations, draw predominantly on the local community for their 

staffing.  

 

In terms of reported complaints per non-custodial staff member (Table 5.5), it was 

evident that Numinbah Correctional Centre has the highest ratio of complaints per 

non-custodial staff member with a 1: 1 ratio.  

Table 5.5: Ratio Of Complaints To Non-Custodial Staff 
 
 

CENTRE 

 
 NUMBER OF NON-

CUSTODUAL STAFF  
 

 
NUMBER OF 

COMPLAINTS 
MADE 

RATIO: 
NON-

CUSTODIAL 
STAFF TO 

COMPLAINTS 
BWCC 34   4 .11 
DD CC 6 1 .16 
LGCC 20 9 .45 
NCC 8 8 1.00 
PCCC 9 3 .33 
RCC 24 6 .25 
SDLCC 35  12 .35 
TCC 41   11 .26 
WDCC 46   2 .04 
WCC 54   4 .07 
AGCC# Na 1  
BCCC# Na 0  
MACC Na 3  
MBCC Na 2  

 

Comparatively, Numinbah’s ratio is almost twice as much as the other correctional 

centres. Lotus Glen again is relatively high, with almost a complaint for every two 

non-custodial staff members, while Rockhampton, perhaps artificially high due to the 

CJC operation, Townsville and Palen Creek again ‘cluster’ in a range of 1: .4 and 1: 

.3. 

                                                 
# Both Arthur Gorrie Correctional Centre and Borallon Correctional Centre, as privately run 
institutions, did not provide staff details for the purpose of this research 

    Includes part-time nursing staff 
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Location of Misconduct within the Correctional Centre  

Since the interaction between the prison environment and the individual is reported to 

be important, the ‘task environment’ of staff and the incarcerating environment of 

inmates were taken into consideration. Each of the environments shown in Table 5.6 

below was coded as a different ‘task’ or ‘purpose’ within the correctional centre. 

 

Table 5.6: Categories of Environmental Location Within Correctional Centre 
Task Environment of 

Non-custodial staff 
Participants Involved 

Group programmes room  Used by non-custodial staff and inmates 

one-to-one interview 

room  

Used by one non-custodial staff member and one inmate 

Accommodation Unit  Used by inmates and custodial staff 

Officers’ Staff Area  Used only be custodial staff 

Cell  Used only by inmates and infrequently by custodial staff 

Administration area  Trusted inmates only and administrative staff 

Oval  Inmates, Activities Officers and single custodial staff 

Classroom/Library  Trusted inmates, inmates and teachers 

DU/MSU  Isolation units for inmates. Custodial staff 

Hospital/Medical Centre Medical staff, inmates and other non-custodial staff 

Gym  Inmates, Activities Officers and single custodial staff 

Office of staff member  Staff member and one inmate 

Management area  All staff and trusted inmates only 

Stores  Inmates and stores staff 

 

 

As evidenced in Figure 5.10, misconduct was more likely to occur in the 

Administrative and Management areas of centres. Similarly, Programmes areas used 

for the delivery of educational and rehabilitation groups, and the areas where inmates 

are locked down such as cells, accommodation blocks and maximum and solitary 

confinement, feature prominently as the location for misconduct to occur. These three 

areas differed proportionally from the hospital, stores, industry and office areas. 

Given that these proportional differences were statistically different (χ2 = 18.880, df = 

6, α = 0.004), it is worth examining the situational aspects of these different settings 

more closely. 
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Fig 5.10: Location of Misconduct (%) Within Centres 
 

The previous analysis of allegation types revealed that most complaints made to the 

CJC were focussed on the abuse of decision-making by non-custodial staff, in 

particular the decisions surrounding the management of an inmate’s sentence. Inmates 

place great import on the personal and confidential information used about them in 

the process of Sentence Management, as incorrect or misused information can prevent 

the inmate from re-classification to lower security levels. Sentence management 

meetings, which inmates personally attend for their case to be heard, are usually held 

in the management areas of centres, or in the administrative areas of the 

accommodation blocks. This may well account for the 26% of allegations of 

misconduct being reported by inmates as occurring in these locations, and is borne out 

by a cross-tabulation of allegation types and location (although cell sizes of less than 

5 negated statistical inference from these results).  

 

However, it does not explain the 24% and 22% respectively of the programmes and 

confinement areas. These are areas that, unlike the lower scoring locations, are 

heavily monitored with security, CCTV and custodial personnel. Arguably, 

misconduct would be more difficult to act out under such scrutiny and surveillance. 

What these areas share, though, is the type of interaction between inmates and staff. 

In all cases, there are groups of inmates relating to only one or a few staff members. 

For example, the Programmes area activities are in large rooms where groups of 
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inmates receive educational or rehabilitation courses from one teacher or counsellor. 

These locations also include libraries, which at times may not have any staff present 

due to the presence of trusted inmates. Although quite different in context, the cells, 

boys’ yard and accommodation blocks are similarly peopled by large groups of 

inmates with proportionally only a few staff present. Thus it may not be the presence 

of surveillance that deters the incidence of misconduct, but rather the ratio of staff to 

inmates. Where larger numbers of inmates inhabit the space with few staff 

oversighting the activities, it may be possible for distractions and deliberate 

‘crowding’ to offer opportunities for misconduct. Ekblom and Tilley (2000) describe 

certain spaces vulnerable to crime as being attractive and vulnerable target areas. It is 

possible that inmates are able to render certain locations more attractive for 

misconduct, because of the ratio differences with staff. Inmates certainly know these 

areas well, as they live and work in them on a daily basis. Additionally, the 

preponderance of surveillance by CCTV and other hard security (locks, bars, bolted-

down furniture) may lull those responsible for human custodial surveillance into a 

false sense of security. It would seem a reasonable assumption that increased 

technological surveillance would render these locations secure and well-monitored. 

Perhaps custodial staff then default some of their ‘monitoring’ over to technical 

scrutiny and unwittingly become less vigilant. If precursory behaviours to misconduct 

are subtle and ambiguous, this lowered level of vigilance would ensure that the early 

development of misconduct could pass unheeded and without intervention.  

 

Additionally, Wortley (2000) has argued that sometimes the over-hardening of such 

environments actually creates another type of criminal behaviour in reaction to the 

target hardening. In this case, inmates and staff involved in misconduct may utilise 

the more relaxed approach by custodial staff in areas of incarceration to their 

advantage.  

 

In support of these arguments are the unexpectedly low reported rates of misconduct 

occurring in areas that have no surveillance, and where staff are on a one-to-one basis 

with inmates. Whether in offices or in isolated counselling rooms where custodial 

staff observe only from a distance to enhance confidentiality and privacy, non-

custodial staff are usually in close confinement with inmates. Staff offices do not have 

CCTV and may often not have windows through which the interactions between staff 
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and inmates can be observed. Yet these areas do not feature significantly as areas 

where misconduct predominates. Similarly Stores, Industries and the Hospital are 

areas where inmates usually relate to the staff involved on a one-to-one basis, despite 

other inmates being around. For example, the hospital may have many inmates in the 

waiting room, but when visiting a medical officer or nurse, they are given privacy 

within a single office or consulting room. So it may well be that, when in individual 

close proximity, the likelihood of misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff 

is less, due to the lowered ‘crowding’ effect.  

 

On the other hand, the lower incidence of one-to-one locations as places where 

misconduct occurs might simply reflect a lack of detection and subsequent reporting. 

With lower levels of surveillance and monitoring, these areas might be more attractive 

targets that sustain misconduct that is undetectable. Either way, although both 

arguments have some credibility, the former has statistical support while the latter is 

tenuous on this point. 

 

Previous Complaints and Cross-files 

This field of information sought duplication or linkage of CJC complaints file 

numbers with a yes/no response. If a complainant or accused was involved in another 

case that the CJC had investigated, the duplication and cross-file number was noted. 

Where previous complaints had been received, links were identified between 

complainants or perpetrators of misconduct, and/or between cases in the same centres 

or under the same management. Identified ‘clusters’ of cases assisted in the selection 

of which correctional centre to case study for Study 3. 

 

When the data for each centre’s complaints was examined for related or linked 

complaints, it was found, expectedly because of the deliberate CJC collection plan, 

that SDL had the highest numbers of cross-files. Of the 12 complaints files dealing 

with matters at SDL, 8 had related matters or connected investigations, the majority 

being within the same centre. SDL accounted for 44.4% of the overall number of 

cross-files (18 in total) and again this could be explained by the fact that the 

concentration of the CJC operation meant that the nature of the complaints was often 

linked with other complaints or complainants in the same centre. On the other hand, 
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although Townsville and Lotus Glen each accounted for 22.2% and 11.1% 

respectively of the total cross-files, these files were related to matters from other 

centres. In fact the files indicated that the majority of the cross-files were of matters in 

the other centre. That is, the Lotus Glen files often crossed matters or participants 

from Townsville and vice versa. Of note were the results for Numinbah, where there 

were no cross-files reported at all, despite the high ratio of complaints per non-

custodial staff. This may indicate that all of Numinbah complaints were incidents 

committed within the centre in isolation, rather than as part of connected systems of 

misconduct that may exist in larger centres with larger numbers of staff. Of the total 

number of complaints examined in this study, 26.9% had files where there had been 

previous complaints about the non-custodial staff member, or where the complainant 

had also reported other incidents of misconduct. 

 

Investigation of Allegations of Misconduct 

Method of Complaint 

The manner in which people made their complaint to the CJC was coded according to 

the allegation being submitted either by telephone, letter, collection plan by CJC, or in 

person. As seen in Fig 5.11, the main method of complaint to the CJC was by letter, 

accounting for 65% of the allegations of misconduct made about non-custodial staff.  

12.7

65.1

11.1 7.9 1.6
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

Telephone Letter Collection plan
by CJC

In person Telephone and
Letter

 
 

Fig. 5.11:  Method of Complaint to the CJC 
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Both telephone and collection plans by the CJC were about equal in their utilisation, 

which may suggest that the alleged anonymity of a telephone is not as important as 

may be thought. When the methods of complaint were cross-tabbed with centre 

location, the CJC collection plan did indeed have an impact at the Rockhampton 

Correctional Centre. Of all complaints made to the CJC by letter, only 7% came from 

Rockhampton. Additionally, of all complaints made by telephone, only 12.5% came 

from Rockhampton, suggesting that it is difficult to identify whether the reported 

complaints from Rockhampton would have been made, were it not for the physical 

presence of the CJC staff in the correctional centres explicitly encouraging inmates 

and staff to report misdemeanours and misconduct during a concerted collection plan. 

Similarly, 41% of the total complaints made from SDL were done so as a result of the 

collection plan done there in 2000, and 40% of the total ‘in person’ complaints made 

to the CJC were from SDL, reflecting again the methodology of the CJC collection 

plans, whereby every inmate in the centre was personally interviewed.  

 

Complainant  

This variable was coded and identified by the first point at which the complaint was 

made. Sometimes this information was more deeply contained in reports and 

interviews collected later in the CJC investigation, rather than at the first point the 

complainant came into contact with the CJC. Similarly the complainant on the CJC 

record may not have been the actual person who had initially raised the complaint. 

For example, a letter written anonymously by an inmate to an Intelligence Officer in a 

correctional centre might have contained enough evidence to commence an 

investigation – the CJC file would record that the complainant was the Intell Officer, 

rather than the inmate. For the purpose of this research, the inmate was coded as the 

complainant, again to focus on the initial stages of the misconduct. 

 

Of all the complaints examined for this study, 64.2% (43) were made by the 

complainant themselves, that is, the person against whom the incident had occurred. 

In the main, it was the inmate who made the formal report to the CJC, accounting for 

69.76% of the complainant-reported allegations.  The remaining 13 allegations 

(30.2%) were instigated directly by non-custodial staff members. The lower 

percentage of non-custodial staff reporting may be suggestive of them choosing 

alternative means of dealing with misconduct rather than utilising the formal 
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processes available. Inmates, on the other hand, most probably do utilise the formal 

reporting processes more frequently as there are no alternatives available to them. 

 

Of the remaining allegations, only 7% were made by work colleagues, and similarly 

another 7% were made by either an external agency or by the Unit of the DCS. In a 

small percentage of cases (1.5%), a report was made by both the complainant and a 

colleague, quite possibly for support. Only 1.5% of the complaints made to the CJC 

were anonymous, suggesting that inmates in particular do not necessarily make 

adequate use of the anonymous telephone reporting system available to them from 

each centre.  
 
Interviews 

Often the complainant or the primary participants were not interviewed even if there 

was contradiction in the reporting of events between the two. Only 46.3% of 

complainants (n = 21) were interviewed as a result of their allegations made to the 

CJC. Of those cases where interviews of the complainant took place, only 38.7% also 

conducted interviews with the accused. In total, of the 68 complaints files examined, 

only 15 interviews took place to garner further information from the accused 

perpetrator of misconduct. Some of these were unable to be conducted because the 

accused had either resigned or was unavailable, but the low rate of interview may also 

go some way to explaining why there are few substantiated outcomes from these files. 

 

Organisations Involved in Investigation of Alleged Misconduct 

Many files indicated that there was often more than one agency involved in the 

investigation of a complaint made to the CJC. Three main agencies – the CJC, the 

DCS and the Office of the Ombudsman - worked either alone, or in various 

combinations with each other. Therefore the coding categories allowed for all possible 

combinations, as there may have been some connection between the nature of the 

outcome of investigations and the agencies involved.  

 

As can be seen from Fig 5.12, there is a similar percentage of investigations 

performed by the CJC solely (46.3%) and by the CJC in collaboration with the DCS 

(43.3%).  
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Fig 5.12: Percentage of Organisations Involved in Investigation of Allegations of 
Misconduct 

 

Referrals 

If the CJC requested any information or involvement from another agency, it was 

considered a referral. There could be multiple referrals in one complaints file. To 

distinguish each referral, the reason why the case was referred as well as which 

agency was requested to become involved to contribute information or take on the 

investigation, was recorded. The agencies and their responses, both in terms of time 

and content, were also recorded.  

 

The results reveal that in the majority (n = 13: 68.42%) of cases where there appeared 

to be some degree of substantiation to the complaint made to the CJC, the CJC would 

refer to the DCS for investigation, rather than pursuing the allegations themselves as 

the designated investigative body. Statements such as ‘allegations can be adequately 

dealt with by the DCS’ would be recorded as the outcome, yet nothing on file would 

indicate that indeed the complaint had been dealt with, let alone adequately. Months 

could pass before the DCS, urged by reminder letters every few months, responded to 

the request for an internal investigation. Advice from the CJC for the DCS ‘to 

consider disciplinary procedures’ was rarely heeded, or at least nothing on file 

indicated that it had been. In one case only was there some evidence of the DCS 
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responding to a direction for discipline of a staff member. Following multiple 

communications from the CJC for a staff member, found to be in breach of the use of 

confidential inmate information, to be re-trained, the GM of a particular centre finally 

responded, albeit reluctantly:  

On or about 21 Nov 2000 I received a Private and Confidential letter from the 
Director of Human Resources in respect to both the abovenamed staff insisting 
that arrangements be made for both staff to attend a training session on the 
following issues…  
(Letter addressed to the Director, Internal Audit DCS from General Manager)  

 

This letter was sent some 19 months after the original letter of complaint was received 

by the CJC from an inmate whose confidential file information had been misused. 

Most of the time was consumed in the decision-making process of the CJC to 

determine the merits of an investigation, and in the time eventually spent completing 

the internal investigation of the non-custodial staff by the DCS. Only after a lengthy 

process where the inmate persisted and refused to accept the initial finding of the CJC 

not to pursue the matter, was this case eventually investigated by the CJC.  The 

apparent reluctance by the CJC to investigate this case and the separate issue of the 

tardiness of the DCS in responding to an eventual referral for an internal 

investigation, both warrant further examination here in this study. The two issues 

highlight integral problems with the initial screening and evaluation of the nature of a 

complaint made to the CJC, whether or not the complaint constitutes official 

misconduct and therefore merits further investigation. This particular complaint 

(discussed in detail in Chapter 8 as part of the confirmatory case study) elucidates the 

‘intangible’ component in the relationship between the DCS and the CJC. It highlights 

how the need to maintain ‘co-operation’ over compliance can sometimes infiltrate the 

working relationship between the regulator and the regulated, almost to the point of 

collusion. It further exemplifies how discretion can not only affect the assessment of a 

complaint, but also prejudice the subsequent investigation, and how ultimately 

compliance and regulation are compromised when internal staff investigate their 

peers. In addition, it also clearly underscores some of the problems with the processes 

of assessment of the seriousness and validity of complaints made, particularly by 

inmates, to the CJC about DCS staff. 
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Following are the results of the DCS investigated complaints extracted from the 

complaints files.  

 

DCS Investigated Cases 

When the DCS is requested by the CJC to clarify or provide further information, there 

are two different responses – one where staff from the same centre in which the 

alleged misconduct took place are used to collect information, or the other where 

different centre staff are used for the same purpose. In reality, the former situation 

meant that peers of staff were actually being used, by agency, in the CJC investigation 

of an allegation. Sometimes the staff responsible for the collection of information 

were Intell Officers within correctional centres. In other cases they were staff 

designated by either DCS Head Office, or the correctional centre’s General Manager 

(specified staff). These staff, unless specifically allocated Intelligence Officers, do not 

have expertise in formal investigative practices, and often are the peers of the alleged 

offender or of the complainant. The results, shown in Table 5.7, indicate that in cases 

where internal DCS investigations have been conducted by the same centre staff (at 

the request of the CJC), outcomes have often resulted in internal discipline only. 

 

Table 5.7: Outcome of Complaint by DCS Internal or External Staff 
Investigation 

 
 Same 

centre, 
Intelligence 

Staff 

Same 
Centre, 

Staff 
specified 

Different 
Centre, 

Intelligence 
Staff 

Different 
Centre, 

Staff 
specified 

Total 

Not enough 
evidence 

3 (60%) 0 0 1 (20%) 4 (23.5%) 

No suspicion 
of OM 

1 (20%) 1 (20%) 0 1 (20%) 3 (17.6%) 

Not OM 1 (20%) 0 0 0 1 (5.9%) 
Internal 
Discipline 

0 2 (40%) 1 (50%) 3 (60%) 6 (35.3%) 

Substantiated 
and referred 

0 0 1 (50%) 0 1 (5.9%) 

Substantiated 
and 

Investigated 

0 1 (20%) 0 0 1 (5.9%) 

No outcome 
at this Stage 

0 1 (20%) 0 0 1 (5.9%)  

Total 5 (100%) 5 (100%) 2 (100%) 5 (100%) 17 (100%) 
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Of those complaints resulting in internal discipline only, 33% of the investigations 

were conducted by specified, non-trained staff within the same centre, while 50% 

were accounted for by specified staff from another centre. Although selecting staff 

from other centres should ensure some degree of objectivity, this method does not 

allow for the fact that these staff are also untrained in investigative procedures and, 

where centres are long distances away from Head Office, staff often come from 

neighbouring centres. For example, investigations conducted in TCC often draw staff 

from LGCC, also located in the far north. These two centres have close working 

relationships and often second staff and back-fill positions from each other’s 

personnel pool. In general the staff are usually well known to each other and are 

aware of the centre ‘culture’ that exists. 

 

When trained staff, in the form of same centre Intell (Intelligence) staff, are selected 

for the internal investigation, the percentage of cases resulting in ‘internal discipline 

only’ drops to 16.7%. When different centre Intell staff investigate, the cases resulting 

in ‘substantiation and referral back to the CJC’ rises to 100%, suggesting that there is 

a greater likelihood of misconduct being uncovered when complaints are investigated 

by appropriately trained staff who are not peers of the alleged perpetrator of 

misconduct. 

 

Outcome of Complaint 

The outcomes were coded as per the outcome categories used exactly in the CJC 

complaints files. As indicated in Table 5.8, 23% of the complaints made to the CJC 

regarding non-custodial staff were deemed to have ‘No suspicion of Official 

Misconduct’, while 21 % of the cases did not present enough evidence to warrant 

further investigation. Whether these allegations were vexatious in nature or whether 

there was simply not enough credence placed on the report is difficult to ascertain 

from the case files. Very little is written about the decision-making process of the CJC 

to commence an investigation. Some files contained what seemed to be genuine 

instances of misconduct, but were not pursued by the CJC. In fact, overall there 

appeared to be theme of general unwillingness to take the word of an inmate against a 

staff member, and this was often cited as the reason why no further action would be 

taken to investigate the allegation. 
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Table 5.8: Frequency of Outcomes of Complaints of Misconduct to the CJC 

Type of Outcome Frequency Percentage 
  Not enough evidence 14 21.2% 
  No suspicion of Official Misconduct 15 22.7% 
  Not Official Misconduct 8 12.1% 
  Resignation from DCS 5 7.6% 
  Internal discipline by DCS 13 19.7% 
  Substantiated and referred 3 4.5% 
  Substantiated and investigated 3 4.5% 
  No outcome at this time 5 7.6% 

 
 
Intell reports, on the other hand, were generally accepted as being reliable, but were 

infrequently followed up or verified through other sources. In the instances where 

other parties were investigated by the CJC for corroborating evidence, the initial 

complaint to the CJC was either of an extremely serious nature, or in the case 

discussed in Chapter 8, the complaint had developed from initial unsubstantiated 

reports that had progressively become more serious over time. In total, over half - 

56% of the complaints (23% No suspicion of OM; 21% Not enough evidence; 12% 

Not OM) - were not acted upon by the CJC following an initial assessment. Eight 

percent of the complaints were finalised when the non-custodial staff accused of 

misconduct resigned from the DCS before an investigation commenced or was 

finalised. Thus, in effect, 64% of the complaints resulted in no formally substantiated 

outcome. Of those cases where there was some basis for investigation (38%), the 

majority were referred to the DCS for internal discipline (20%) or for further 

investigation and substantiation (5%) by another agency or by the CJC.  

 

It would be simple to assume that the high rate of unsubstantiated complaints was a 

product of inmates fabricating or vexatiously reporting complaints. The popular 

perception of inmates as ‘liars’ or at a minimum ‘dishonest’, however, would, in this 

study, too easily dismiss the existence of underlying factors. Drawing on the 

qualitative content analysis of the files, it would appear that there were no vexatious 

complaints made against non-custodial staff. Certainly, some files contained text-units 

that reflected the use of angry language, but this appeared to be more a product of 

inmate frustration at the CJC procedures and processes, than revenge. What appears to 

be more relevant, and arguably possible, is that the minor complaints made to the CJC 

are not considered serious enough to warrant the consumption of human resources or 
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the time taken to investigate them. This attitude is also shared by the DCS who, at 

times, added notes that the complaining inmate could be bothersome or had 

previously made multiple complaints, thereby diminishing the veracity of the current 

allegation. 

  

Outcomes and Participants 

Of particular interest in this analysis of complaints was whether or not certain 

professional groups were more likely to have complaints against them substantiated. 

Are certain non-custodial staff involved in more serious misconduct than others? How 

successful are the investigations against non-custodial staff? Are many of the 

allegations vexatious?  

 

Of all the 68 complaints made to the CJC about non-custodial staff, only six cases 

were found to be substantiated, one each against a psychologist and an administrative 

officer, and two each against teachers and management. This is quite a low 

substantiation rate given the amount of time and human resources the CJC utilises in 

the examination of the complaints. It would be presumptuous to assume that 

allegations not found to be substantiated were fabrications or vexatious, since the CJC 

has a number of outcomes categories that suggest there may be some indicators of 

misconduct, but not enough evidence to proceed. The CJC has various explanations 

for the outcomes of their review of a complaint, but there does not appear to be 

consistency within the explanations. 

 

Sometimes the justification for not progressing further with a complaint is in the form 

of a hand-written file note, other times in the form of several letters of correspondence 

between the CJC and the DCS. Interestingly, the types of categories used by the CJC 

as the basis for decision-making about whether or not to progress to a full 

investigation suggest that there is some indicator of inappropriate behaviour but not 

enough to meet the definition of Official Misconduct19. In such cases, they are 

referred to another agency such as the Ombudsman’s Office or the Equal 

Opportunities Board of Queensland. Although both psychologists and counsellors are 

                                                 
19 The definition of ‘Official Misconduct’ according to the Crime and Misconduct Act 2001, Part 4, 
Division 2 – Official Misconduct, Section 14. 
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equally represented in the complaints (12.1% and 13.6% respectively), the outcomes 

are vastly different. Unlike psychologists, who predominantly receive internal 

discipline from the DCS, the majority of counsellors who receive a complaint against 

them resign before an investigation can take place (60%).  

 

Of the Managerial staff that had complaints made against them, 23.1% were directed 

by the CJC to receive some form of internal discipline, indicating that there was at 

least some concern about the behaviour that was reported. No correspondence 

between the DCS and the CJC regarding the disciplinary responses of the DCS, 

appeared to be held on the CJC complaint files. Information from an interview with a 

representative from the DCS Department of Human Resources (HR) indicated that 

HR did not hold information regarding these incidences on personnel files. Instead, it 

was likely that the information may be held on the staff members’ files at the 

correctional centre. Subsequent interviews with HR correctional centre staff revealed 

that no information regarding internal discipline is formally kept on HR personnel 

files. The internal disciplinary process is ostensibly not documented, except in brief 

letter form if the CJC specifically requests it. Instead, the senior manager or executive 

diarises interviews and any resultant disciplinary action regarding breaches of 

behaviour by management or staff. Ostensibly, diarising is done to ensure that a 

record of action exists.  

 

However, it also means that there is no permanent official record of the misconduct 

complaint to jeopardise the future employment prospects of the staff member. At a 

minimum, this lack of formal documentation reflects poor oversight and management 

of staffing issues. At best, it prevents the collation of patterns of misconduct and 

condones the re-employment of staff who are experiencing difficulties in maintaining 

ethical and professional boundaries in their workplace. Of the remaining complaints 

against management, 38.5% were found to have no suspicion of Official Misconduct, 

yet 14.5% were found to be substantiated.  

 

Debriefing of Complainant of Misconduct 

The CJC devotes an entire section of its Charter to an explanation about what a 

complainant can expect of the CJC’s response. Included is a commitment to “…keep 

you informed of our progress and report to all interested parties the outcome of the 
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investigation” (CJC website). Closure of the investigation can be important to the 

complainant in terms of their perception of the efficacy of the regulatory agency, and 

especially if the person involved is a whistleblower. However, of all complaints made 

to the CJC relating to non-custodial staff misconduct, only half (55.2%) were notified 

of the outcome of the investigation and even fewer (3%) were debriefed as a part of 

the investigation. There was no pattern to the likelihood of debriefing across centres, 

within the type of misconduct or participants involved, suggesting that the possibility 

of receiving a debriefing from the CJC is random at best. 

 

Qualitative Results 

The above quantitative results gave an operational insight into the nature of the 

complaints made to the CJC. But the complaint files also revealed a number of 

conceptual patterns when they were thematically analysed. By combining the 

collection of quantitative demographic and descriptive data firstly, and then the 

identification of qualitative data through textual content analysis, the best analysis of 

the files was achieved. Latent variables - unobserved concepts - which may have been 

at play in misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff, were then identified 

by drawing themes and inferences from textual messages (Gray & Densten, 1998). 

These themes and inferences were not drawn arbitrarily; but rather were guided by the 

theoretical framework and model of explanation generated from the literature review.  

 

Themes – Latent variables 

The following excerpts indicate the latent concepts of ‘workplace culture’, and 

‘capture’, not categories included in the police allegation types, in addition to the 

clear allegation types of corruption, tampering, and favouritism: 

In this centre, a high proportion of staff are either related, lovers or husband 
and wife. Not only does this create many conflicts of intrest (sic), it has also 
resulted in certain groups forming who seem to get together and victimise not 
only inmates they don’t like but also certain staff. At the moment I am aware 
at least 3 cases which involve defamation, doctoring of documents and 
victimisation. (Letter of complaint by inmate to the CJC) 

 
Sometimes explicit, at others merely intimated, these themes nonetheless, emerged 

across most of the files and left the reader aware of their existence although unable to 

be clearly operationalised for quantitative measurement.  
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Similarly, the following excerpt reveals the latent concept of ‘deliberate indifference’, 

and ‘ostracisation’, again not a category in the Police allegation types – but which are 

highly relevant factors in the understanding of misconduct: 

Only last week, a 19 year old boy, who was well known to be in a depressed 
state was left unattended in a cell and consiquently (sic) hung himself. Staff 
here just don’t care, they know he found out his girlfriend cheated on him, that 
he was looking at a lengthy prison term. It was exactly the same for me. There 
was one or two caring staff here, but they get singled out and don’t last. 
(Letter of complaint by inmate to the CJC) 

 

Many other examples existed, but it was the sum total of them that defined the latent 

variables of workplace culture, capture, deliberate indifference and ostracisation. 

Therefore, they were also utilised to inform the analysis of the confirmatory case 

study at the completion of the research’s three empirical studies. 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has described the content analysis of complaints made to the CJC 

regarding the professional misconduct of non-custodial staff. The results indicate that 

the abuse of discretionary power is the most commonly reported form of misconduct, 

probably because these allegations relate to the concerns inmates have about sentence 

management. There are several centres that clearly have more allegations reported 

than others, although this may be a reflection of the concentrated collection plan by 

the CJC. There appear to be problematic areas surrounding the outcomes of 

complaints, and the nature and timeliness of the responses from the DCS to referrals 

from the CJC for internal management of complaints or disciplinary action. Although 

no one particular professional group within the DCS is more likely to have complaints 

made again them, those non-custodial staff involved in therapeutic interactions with 

inmates are. And it is the inmates who predominantly bring allegations against staff. 

Unexpectedly, the areas within a prison that are heavily used by inmates and staff, and 

which have a considerable amount of surveillance, both human and technical, are 

most vulnerable, and appear to be where the initial forms of minor misconduct occur. 

 

The nature of the collaborative relationship between the CJC and the DCS and the 

extent to which both parties use discretion in their interactions with each other, appear 

to be moderating factors in the outcomes of the investigations. Difficult to clearly 
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elucidate and measure, this confusing and apparently ambivalent relationship between 

the CJC and the DCS was an emergent theme in the overall reading of the files.  

 

Study 1 does make a distinction between the facticity and quality of misconduct by 

separately exploring the factual investigations of inappropriate behaviours. The 

research accepts the position, however, that other definitions of misconduct may exist, 

especially by those actually involved in its existence. Although it has been established 

that misconduct does occur, like most secretive behaviours, not all misconduct is 

reported, for a variety of reasons. Other factors may exist, and what of the nature of 

the interaction between inmates and non-custodial staff that leads to misconduct? This 

chapter aimed to build a picture of the reality of misconduct, as it existed between 

inmates and non-custodial staff in Queensland correctional centres, utilising factual 

reports of their behaviour. It is the purpose of Study 2, described in the next chapter, 

to garner the insights, awarenesses and sensitivities of those involved in that reality. 

By encouraging the opinions and views of non-custodial staff and inmates in focus 

groups, a complementary perspective of the reality of misconduct is gained. Then, by 

combining both the factual and the qualitative, as two distinct components, further 

validation of both can be gained and a model of explanation about the existence of 

misconduct in the Queensland correctional centres constructed.  
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CHAPTER 6: STUDY 2 -FOCUS GROUPS  

 

 

Overview of Chapter 

 

This chapter explains the rationale, process and outcomes of Study 2, conducted to both 

complement and enhance the findings of Study 1. Focussing on the definitional aspects 

of misconduct, Study 2 utilised focus groups to question inmates and custodial and non-

custodial staff about the meaning that misconduct had for them personally. This chapter 

explains the methodology adopted to enhance group discussion of the specific issues of 

prevention, causes and the type and content of questions that would be used later in a 

questionnaire. The information gathered from the focus groups is thematically analysed 

and compared between participant groups. The resultant themes are discussed at the end 

of this chapter, and amalgamated with the results of the analysis of the CJC complaints 

files to formulate a set of key concepts. It is these key factors that will subsequently be 

utilised to construct a questionnaire to survey the attitudes and perceptions of non-

custodial staff across all Queensland correctional centres in Study 3. A feature of this 

chapter is the identification of a number of methodological issues related to the problem 

of selecting and engaging inmates for prison research. 

 

Aim  

This study has two aims, the primary one being to identify the main factors involved in 

misconduct between non-custodial staff and inmates, as perceived by the inmates and 

non-custodial staff themselves.  

 

The second aim of this study is to continue the development of the model of explanation 

of misconduct outlined in Chapter 3. The first study of this research has given some 

indicators of the context in which misconduct can occur in Queensland correctional 

centres, but was not able to explore the opinions and perceptions of the staff and 

inmates involved. Study 2 redresses that gap and explores the perceptions of employees 

and clients within a correctional organisation, by providing an arena that is conducive to 

free discussion and openness about a difficult topic.  
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Focus Group Methodology  

Focus group methodology had several advantages for the investigation into non-

custodial staff misconduct undertaken in this study.  

 

First, focus groups explored personal attitudes and views in a forum where all 

participants provided input, whether involved in the topic of interest or not (Morgan & 

Krueger, 1993). As a method of investigation, focus groups offered the easiest and least 

threatening means of garnering information about misconduct and corruption in prisons, 

a topic usually difficult to observe or measure (Suter, 2000). Research on sensitive 

topics had traditionally relied on the use of one-to-one interviews or anonymous self-

completion questionnaires, and most of the methodological literature was concerned 

with ensuring participants’ safety in these settings (Lee, 1993; Roberts, 1981; Zeller, 

1993). However, it has become increasingly evident that participants may be more 

likely to self-disclose or share personal experiences in a group setting rather than in a 

dyadic setting (Carey, 1994; Kitzinger, 1995; Morgan & Krueger, 1998). Secondly, 

focus groups allowed observation and collection of a large amount of interaction on 

misconduct in a limited amount of time (Suter, 2000). In this study it was necessary to 

comply with the confines of strict timetables of inmate ‘down-time’ when inmates were 

available for activities outside their compulsory programmes. Gleaning data from 

inmates had to be as judicious and timely as possible. Third, focus groups had a 

particular advantage over other qualitative methodologies in that they allowed for more 

flexibility and adaptation in the unnatural social setting of a prison. As noted in Chapter 

3, researching in prisons is not only problematic but also unique (Liebling, 1996). 

Therefore any methodology adopted to investigate and explore the ideas held by both 

those incarcerated in or working within a correctional setting, had to be flexible and 

capable of adaptation.  

 

Arguably, flexibility may detract from the degree of rigour a certain methodology might 

have, but in this study, without flexibility, the focus groups may not have garnered the 

amount of information they eventually did. For the purpose of this study the focus 

groups acted as an exploratory technique, aimed at establishing a broad understanding 

of the issue of misconduct and at identifying preliminary indicators. The technical 

details of the role of the group facilitation are outlined in Appendix 6.1 for the reader’s 

interest. 
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Centre Selection 

At the first selected centre (FGCC1) the natural geographical beauty and recently built 

group facility, located away from inmate work and living areas, meant that the focus 

groups could be conducted in the most comfortable correctional setting available. The 

other selected correctional centre (FGCC2), however, was maximum security, where 

there was overt evidence of hard security technology and minimal softening of the 

environment. Thus the focus groups were conducted in reasonably minimalist sterile 

surroundings. The rooms were sparsely furnished and there was constant surveillance 

by custodial staff through the windows. Some focus groups were held in the Education 

and Programmes block. But in order to ensure that all inmates were heard and given the 

opportunity to voice their perceptions, it was necessary to also conduct group 

discussions in the accommodation units. In these circumstances, the facilitator 

attempted to make the discussion as informal as possible in order to counteract the high 

level of psychological containment and control that accompanied the environment. 

 

The two correctional centres were also selected because each of them had experienced 

substantial allegations of misconduct between staff and inmates, and because they 

represented all possible security levels.  

 

Participant Selection 

Inmates 

This study utilised purposeful sampling of inmates for the focus groups rather than 

random sampling, for several reasons.  The security mix of the inmate groups was an 

important consideration to ensure that no conflict situations arose. Inmates who had 

histories of aggression in group situations or high levels of resistance to inclusion in 

programmes were not included. Inmates were chosen from the same sections of their 

centre, in order that there was no mixing of the different security levels. Inmates were 

also selected on the basis of their time being served within the Queensland Department 

of Corrective Services. Those serving a sentence of less than one year were not 

included, as they would have had limited contact with non-custodial staff. On the day of 

the focus groups, inmates were approached to participate on the basis of their 

availability on that day. The researchers presented at morning muster to request inmate 

participation, or the inmates were called to individual interviews. Once recruited, the 
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inmates were informed that their participation in the group was voluntary and that they 

could leave the group at any time.  

 

At FGCC1, the low and open security correctional centre, a total 34 inmates aged 

between 23 and 46 years of age attended two focus groups, the first consisting of 23 

participants and the second consisting of 11 participants.  At FGCC2, a maximum-

security centre, the accommodation managers were requested to choose 10 – 15 inmates 

from the general unit population who complied with the selection criteria outlined 

above in this section. The first group resulted in 17 participants. In a high security unit 2 

inmates volunteered, and in a medium security unit another five volunteered. In total the 

3 focus groups resulted in 24 male inmates participating. In total 58 male inmates 

participated in five focus groups. 

 

Staff 

As with the inmates, a letter was sent to the senior management or the General Manager 

of the centre requesting that they inform the staff of our imminent visit. Staff were 

invited to attend voluntarily and were to notify the researchers upon our arrival at the 

centre of their intention to participate. The focus groups were to include custodial as 

well as non-custodial staff, as the major corruption study was also drawing on the data 

for its research purposes. The overall approach to staff was an equitable one, where 

neither the custodial nor the non-custodial staff were being isolated as the problem 

group. They were informed of the two separate studies and were invited to attend either 

the custodial or non-custodial staff focus group.  

 

At FGCC1 two groups – one custodial and one non-custodial - were conducted, with 

both female and male staff attending. Twelve custodial staff volunteered, 11 males and 

one female – this constituted all custodial staff who were available to attend on that day. 

All non-custodial staff volunteered to participate, three male and five female, eight in 

total, in the second group. Overall, 20 staff participated in the FGCC1 focus groups. At 

FGCC2 two focus groups were also carried out. 23 custodial staff – 22 males and one 

female attended the first group, while 12 non-custodial staff attended the second group 

– eight female and four male. Overall 35 staff participated in the FGCC2 focus groups. 

In total, across the two centres, 55 custodial and non-custodial staff participated in four 

focus groups. 
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Materials 

Focus Group Questions 

Questions were prepared to elicit information from inmates and custodial and non-

custodial staff that would provide data for research, but at the same time encourage 

open narration and discussion by the participants. The questions were intentionally 

open-ended to induce explanations, descriptions and illustrations (Krueger & Casey, 

2000). In addition the questions were uni-dimensional, so that the responses would not 

be clouded by other interpretations or confusion between options. An ‘opening 

question’ was developed that enabled all participants to contribute and encouraged 

initial conversation.  

What do you all understand by the directive that none of us can 

mention a person, a place or a time, which could identify an incident 

of corruption or misconduct? 

This question ensured that: 

• the topic was introduced into the cognition of the participants 

• the issue of the setting of boundaries of the focus group could be dealt with right 

at the outset without incurring a sense of dictatorship from the facilitator  

• there was no status distinction made between participants regarding power or 

control, as the concept was a familiar one to all participants 

• a clear message from the outset that no group participants were expected to 

discuss any incidents they knew or had heard of 

• the facilitator could begin identifying early in the task those participants who 

may need encouragement to respond to discussion and those who may dominate 

it. 

 

Focus Group Questions 

The following questions put to the staff focus group were straightforward and 

intentionally short: 

1. What causes staff to be corrupt? 

This question was designed to extract those factors which both inmates and 
non-custodial staff individually believed were at play in the interactions 
between them, and which may have caused misconduct or corruption to 
occur. It was hoped that the larger issues of management, organisational 
culture, prisonisation and regulation would be tapped into. Some prompts 
were prepared to elicit this information if it was not originally forthcoming. 
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2. What questions should we be asking about such behaviour? 

This question was designed to elicit the types and content of questions that 
could be used in Study 2’s survey instruments. The prompts for this question 
were aimed at eliciting opinions about the expected responses and outcomes 
to the nominated questions. 
 

3. Tell us the differences between corruption, official misconduct, 

professional misconduct, unethical/improper conduct and general 

negative behaviour? 

These questions were designed to elicit the indicators of definition from both 
inmates and non-custodial staff. It was thought that the definitions might 
possibly be different for both groups, and therefore to design a generic 
questionnaire without allowing for the differences in meaning might have 
rendered the survey instrument invalid, and the results difficult to generalise 
from.  
 

4. How does corruption affect your role? Does corrupt behaviour affect 

you personally? 

This question was intended to elicit some generalised, unidentifiable 
examples of corruption and misconduct without asking directly. Responses 
would hopefully reflect some of the outcomes and costs of corruption that 
could further be explored in later interviews. During this particular part of 
the focus groups, participants had to be reminded on several occasions that 
they were not to mention person, place or time. 

 

5. What could prevent it?  

This question was designed to elicit the failed strategies already attempted to 
prevent corruption and misconduct in Queensland Department of Corrective 
Services. The question was not asked directly as it was thought that any 
reference to negative/failed actions by those in management or authority 
might elicit anti-authoritarian responses for the sake of it, or references about 
other concerns inmates may have had about management.  

 

Procedure 

Each group was run over a period of an hour and a half to two hours with the researcher 

and the assistant being the only people present with participants. Following the initial 

question, the ensuing questions and resultant discussion were facilitated through 

supportive prompts or questions. Because of the nature of the topic of misconduct and 

corruption, a data collection technique that would not allow voice or facial recognition 
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was utilised. Hand-written20 notes were the method of choice, since the participants 

could verify the notes at any time, and if they wished, alter them. Interestingly, this 

opportunity was not taken by any participant. This is not to say that the method of data 

collection was ultimately irrelevant to them, but rather that they perhaps trusted the 

technique of hand-taken notes, and therefore had no need to check their validity. 

 

Data Analysis 

The recorded notes from the focus groups were collated and typed into single sentences 

in preparation for thematic analysis. Instead of specific words being sought, attention 

was paid to themes across the texts. It was not intended that this analysis would be as 

intensive and specific as Study 1. Since this study served primarily as a preliminary, 

exploratory technique to provide outcomes for a larger research component, then the 

data was able to be analysed less vigorously (Morgan, 1997). General thematic analysis 

was considered both suitable and viable. Following Morgan’s argument, therefore, the 

data from the focus groups was analysed with the specific information needs of the 

larger Study 3 in mind. That is: Under what circumstances does misconduct between 

non-custodial staff and inmates occur? 

 

 

Results And Discussion 

Two aspects of the focus group study that emerged unexpectedly are addressed before 

the focus group outcomes are reported in this section. First, the impact of the research 

on the correctional centres visited and the resultant problems with management are 

described. Secondly, several contentious issues between different groups of staff are 

reported and discussed in reference to misconduct between inmates and non-custodial 

staff.  

 

 

 
                                                 
20 Recording data in any electronic form had several disadvantages. First, entering maximum security 
correctional settings with recording instruments became problematic for security reasons. Although it 
would have been possible to gain permission from the Queensland DCS, the logistics of obtaining 
clearance throughout the separate sections of each prison unit were problematic. Second and more 
importantly, tape recording or videoing the focus groups presented a problem to many inmates. Informal 
discussions with inmates and non-custodial staff prior to the research indicated that both parties would be 
reluctant to allow their information to be collected as taped data. 
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Methodological Results: Impact of the Research 

Centre Selection  

At FGCC1 the custodial staff were obviously uninformed about the research, despite the 

briefing documents that went with the request to management. They knew of the 

researchers’ arrival, but claimed they had little idea of what was happening. Some 

custodial staff appeared passively hostile to the interruption of their day and took quite 

some time arranging for the group room to be cleared of an unscheduled staff meeting.  

While this was happening, the researchers took an opportunity to walk around the small 

administrative area of buildings and to make it obvious that we could wait until there 

was adequate room available, rather than returning another day. Coffee was offered and 

during the ensuing informal discussions, it became apparent that the custodial staff were 

uncomfortable with the issue of corruption being discussed. They felt threatened by the 

reason for the research, and related that they thought there was little point in conducting 

the research when the inmates were unlikely to say anything, and if they did, it was 

likely to be vexatious and untrue. It was not until later in a focus group for the custodial 

staff that it became apparent that some custodial staff believed that their jobs were on 

the line because their centre had been chosen for the research.  

 

This experience at the first correctional centre confirmed that the topic of corruption and 

misconduct was a difficult and sensitive one, and that the manner in which the centres 

were prepared for the research, and the methodology utilised for the introduction of the 

researcher into the physical as well as cultural environment of the centres, were 

extremely important. Greater sensitivity and informed processes for every person 

involved would be necessary. For this researcher the experience of FGCC1 confirmed 

the suitability of an Appreciative Inquiry approach for the success of the research. 

Contact with the custodial staff, unit managers and middle management was as essential 

as the initial contact with the centre manager. As a consequence, extra days were added 

to the research itineraries at each centre to allow more informal interaction between the 

researcher and the ‘front-line’ staff. This enhanced the research rather than detracting 

from it, and supported the claims and arguments of Liebling, Price and Elliot (1999) 

about conducting effective research in prison environments. 

 

 



 157

FGCC1 Inmate Selection 

Unexpectedly, inmates were instructed to attend morning muster where the researcher 

would inform them of the nature of the study and request volunteers for the focus 

groups. It is not usual practice for anyone other than custodial staff to address an inmate 

muster. Yet this method was at the suggestion of the General Manager of the centre, 

who believed it was best that all inmates in the centre be aware of the nature of the 

group. It could be argued that by doing so, the General Manager was ensuring that any 

inmate who was involved in any form of misconduct with staff and/or management 

would not attend through fear of retribution. Equally, if inmates had ‘systems’ of 

misconduct or deals operating within their own ranks, either none of them would attend 

through an agreed code of silence, or alternatively all of them would attend to ensure 

that no one ‘dogged’ on the other. Like all research in prisons, it was important that the 

conduct of the centre’s routine not be interfered with by the presence of the research or 

the researcher. Therefore, it was necessary to follow the direction of the General 

Manager and to present the argument for attendance at the focus groups to all inmates at 

muster.  Eventually, because several ‘heavy’ inmates volunteered to participate, many 

other inmates followed – so much so that some had to be refused participation because 

of the large numbers. 

  

Contentious Focus Group Staff Issues 

It was apparent in each of the focus groups that a division existed between the ‘new’ 

and the ‘old’ staff in each centre. Newer staff sometimes saw the established routines of 

conducting duties and tasks as forms of misconduct or boundary transgressions. They 

described a ‘culture of acceptance’, where older staff reported to them that in order to 

get their job done expeditiously, they would need to “flex some of the rules” or 

“…..take no notice of that code of conduct otherwise you’ll never get anything done”. 

In support of this, the more experienced staff claimed this ‘flexibility’ was entrenched in 

the correctional practices and if all rules were adhered to, much of their day-to-day 

routine work would not be achieved. The older staff also argued that this difference 

between the two groups only existed because more contemporary training methods had 

introduced difficult or impossible procedures that were unworkable. Both these groups 

agreed that the conflict in interpretation could sometimes be a precipitating factor in the 

reporting of alleged misconduct.  
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The other contentious issue was the conflictual undertones between custodial and non-

custodial staff. Both sub-groups felt that the other misunderstood or did not fully 

understand their role and purpose, and that this sometimes resulted in a perception of 

misconduct by staff. Some custodial staff expressed views that rehabilitation and the 

presence of professional staff were unnecessary in a correctional setting.  Some 

expressed the view that it was not a matter of if non-custodial staff would become 

inappropriately involved with inmates, but rather when, because they were usually ill-

prepared for the nature of working in corrections, and often were not as well skilled as 

their colleagues employed in similar positions outside the system. 

“We don’t get the cream of the crop [you’re] stigmatised for working in jails”. 

(Custodial officer referring to non-custodial staff recruitment FGCC1) 

 

Non-custodial staff on the other hand described feelings of insignificance in the world 

of the prison, and reported often having to justify their position to custodial managers. 

Several instances were related where custodial staff deliberately thwarted the work of 

non-custodial staff. Two non-custodial staff described situations where specific 

directives from them about the management of difficult inmates had not been followed. 

Nursing staff in particular unanimously felt that their medical opinions were often 

perceived by custodial staff as the ‘soft option’ for inmates. Two nurses reported that, at 

times, custodial staff had refused to report an inmate’s request for medical attention. In 

general there was a sense of pessimism by non-custodial staff about the capacity of 

custodial staff to allow them legitimate room to implement their professional skills. If 

management in a centre was predominantly custodial, the feeling of being de-valued as 

a non-custodial staff member appeared stronger. 

 

Outcomes of Focus Groups 

As themes emerged from the focus groups, they were entered into a table (Table 6.1) 

against the three key areas of cause, definition and prevention. This ensured that similar 

terminology could be used for the purpose of triangulating outcomes with the other 

studies.
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Table 6.1: Themes from Inmate and Staff Focus Groups 
 Staff Focus group 

 
Inmate Focus Groups 

 
Causes Individual: 

• Personal gain 
• Lack of personal integrity 
• Sexualization of interaction with inmates, gender based 

Individual  
• Personal gain by staff - intentional misconduct 
• Incompetence – potentially more damaging 
• Professionalism of staff – personal grudges by staff can lasts 

for years 
•  ‘Type’ of person working in prison 
• perceived as unemployable elsewhere 

• unhappy and dissatisfied staff 

• younger staff, lacking life experience, vulnerable to inmate 
manipulation 

• Gender – women’s motives are suspect, especially in male 
correctional centres. 

 
  

Organisational/Systemic 
• Abuse of position to manipulate or gain 
• Interfere with provision of services 
• ‘Male’ work culture – women ‘mad’ or ‘bad’ 
• Job dissatisfaction 
• Rejection by peers 
“…because I would hate to have my peers reject me – charges 
are secondary.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Organisational/Systemic 
• Culture of distrust 
• Covert sexism towards inmates – assumption that all 

interactions with opposite sex intentionally sexual 
• Non-custodial staff easier to manipulate because of closer 

interaction 
• Gender – women need to be ‘stricter’ to counteract sexism in 

workplace 
• Conflict between custodial and non-custodial staff  
Low-level, day-to-day interaction breaches code, occurring as part 
of the processes of imprisonment and the supervision of people. 
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 Staff Focus group Inmate Focus Groups 

Regulation 
• Lack of regulation of ‘minor’ misconduct before more 

serious corruption occurs 
• Not seen to achieve substantive outcomes 
• Sometimes internal investigation conducted by peers 

Regulation 
• Perceived lack of access to grievance process 
• Processes ineffective and not trusted 

o Not seen to achieve substantive outcomes 

Causes 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Management 
• Acceptance by management of ‘low level’ misconduct 
• High level of staff resentment towards management  

breach of rules 
• Staff disempowered and scapegoated by management 
• Insufficient feedback to, and evaluation of staff by 

management 
• Mistrust and de-valuing of staff perceptions and 

contributions 
• Poor management of conflict between custodial and non-

custodial staff 
• Poor response to staff complaints  resentment  

misconduct 

 

Define Based on levels of ‘seriousness’ 
• Corruption ‘most serious’ 
• ‘Less serious’ more subtle and occurred over longer 

periods of time 
Criminal nature 
• Corruption 
• Official misconduct 
Workplace related 
• Misconduct between staff – personal vendettas 
Changing Stereotype 
• No longer based on violence 
Now more focused on systemic issues 

Defined as Breach of human rights: 
• Most serious misconduct is seen as demeaning the humanness 

of an inmate 
• Misuse of personal ‘information’ perceived as the most serious 

breach of rules 
• Staff who have the most information about an inmate are the 

most powerful 
• Criminal nature of misconduct less important 
 
 
Staff seen to be constantly trying to maintain control and power 
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 Staff Focus group Inmate Focus Groups 

Prevention Code of Conduct 
• Ineffective – too broad, open to interpretation 
• Training non-existent 
• Conflict with professional codes 
 
Staffing Levels 
• More personnel 
• Actual rather than espoused consultation by 

management 
• Match responsibilities with decision-making 
 
Management 
• Improved communication 
• Acceptance of responsibility for initial causes of 

misconduct 
• Improved training 
• Centre and HO accept responsibility where due 
 
Individual 
• Improved training 
• Allowance for self-selection – exposure to correctional 

environment in time between interview and 
commencement of duties. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Individual  

• Training increased 
• Better selection of professional staff 
• Experienced staff recruitment 
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The Individual 
Inexperienced, poorly trained staff 

Both inmates and staff in general agreed that non-custodial staff who got into 

difficulty with inmates tended to be immature and unable to cope with the rigours of 

working within a brutalising environment. The inmates perceived non-custodial staff 

as defaulting to their career in corrections only because they were unable to gain 

employment elsewhere. They believed therefore that the quality of staff was lower 

than elsewhere, and concomitantly had lower ethical standards and less commitment 

to organisational centre goals.  

“…type of people that are hired – they are straight off the dole queue.”  
(Inmate from FGCC1 focus group) 
 

“…most staff don’t want to be in this job.” (Inmate from FGCC1 focus group) 

 

Unlike the staff groups, the inmates had greater issue with the potential harm that 

professional incompetence can cause, as opposed to the intentional misconduct 

created by a desire for personal gain. Inmates tended to highlight the effects that 

misconduct could have on them when inept, inexperienced staff attempted to handle 

their complex, damaged and, at times, disturbed lives. There was a strong consensus 

amongst inmates that the breach of their human rights in this regard was a strong 

measure of misconduct. On the other hand, staff did not perceive this as a serious 

issue, and perceived mistakes or unintentional harm as part of the job rather than a 

misdemeanour that required attention. 

 

Gender 

There was also agreement about the contribution gender makes to the likelihood of 

misconduct occurring. Both groups of participants agreed that female staff are more 

likely to become involved in inappropriate relationships with male inmates, than male 

staff with female or male inmates. Although the staff group did not necessarily agree 

that female staff had ulterior motives for working in all-male prisons, the inmates 

generally viewed the reasons for female staff choosing to work in male correctional 

centres as suspicious. Some comments suggested that there is a control issue at play in 

the presence of female staff in a predominantly male environment.  
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“Female staff have ‘something to prove’ working in a male prison”. (Inmate in 
FGCC1 Focus group) 
 
“Some female staff here have problems with men – they just want to control 
them”. (Custodial staff in Focus Group FGCC1) 
 

Inmate focus groups reported concerns about the safety and security of female staff, 

while some custodial staff suggested that the presence of female staff meant that 

greater surveillance was necessary by their male peers. Themes such as these are 

suggestive of a predominantly male work culture in which women are perceived as 

less capable and requiring assistance in the form of protection. Additionally, the 

intimation that female staff may be attempting to resolve issues they have with males 

by working in an environment where they have power and control over a large 

number of male prisoners is suggestive of the perception that women are either ‘mad’ 

or ‘bad’. That is, they function within the organisational context by either sexualising 

their working relationships (‘bad’ women), or by emotionalising them (‘mad’ women) 

(Pollard & Sorbello, Nov 2000).  

 

Non-custodial staff recognised that often the closeness they developed with inmates 

was misinterpreted as inappropriate by custodial staff. Non-custodial staff felt that 

custodial staff did not have enough information or understanding about their 

therapeutic role or the interaction necessary to develop trusting relationships with 

inmates in programme groups. 

 

In conclusion, with regard to individual factors, both groups indicated that questions 

relating to: 

• the gender of non-custodial staff 

• the different types of interaction between male and female  

• the level of training staff have 

• the amount of previous experience in correctional centres  

• vulnerability to inmate manipulation 

• the level of job satisfaction 

• how much staff feel valued  

be included in the questionnaire. 
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Management 
Both groups were unanimous in that they considered most of the corruption to be the 

responsibility of executive, middle, and centre management. They reported that a lack 

of oversight and proficient management at this level enabled much of the more minor 

misdemeanours at a lower level to occur. There was some discussion that supervisors 

and managers either simply ignored misconduct by centre staff or had ‘favourites’ on 

staff who were exempt from regulation. Staff believed that if management was 

displaying unethical behaviour, ignoring complaints and not providing adequate 

feedback about their work performance, it was not surprising to find subordinates 

breaching rules and manipulating the work environment for personal gain. 

Reportedly, if any repercussions ever did occur, they predominantly did so at the 

lower levels of staffing, or to inmates. Consequently, staff reported feeling 

scapegoated by management, and there was a strong sense of resentment towards the 

managerial staff, who were perceived to not be supportive.  

 

On a similar note, the inmate focus groups gave a strong impression of being the 

primary recipient of any consequences for misconduct within centres, regardless of 

whether they were involved directly or not. Generally they reported being moved to 

other centres, and perceived staff as the recipients of few penalties. Inmates were 

aware that staff often resigned before any internal or external investigation took place.  

Most inmates believed they had no power or recourse when accused of involvement, 

and described their attempts to convince staff or management to examine any 

injustices against them, as virtually impossible. Inmates did not agree that their access 

to formal grievance processes was reasonable, and overall reported little faith in the 

prospect of outcomes. The inmate ‘grapevine’ operates strongly in Queensland 

because of the small size of the overall population and number of centres. It does not 

take long for a centre’s inmate populace to hear of a complaint being made to the 

CJC, nor of the repeated lack of formal investigations.  

 

The staff groups in particular report an unwillingness to make formal complaints 

about misconduct. Several reasons were given for this – some staff claim that nothing 

is seen to be done and therefore complaints are a fruitless exercise. Others point out 

that the acceptance of ‘low level misconduct’ by management means complaints will 
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not be progressed. But predominantly, staff agree that the rejection by their work 

colleagues would be far worse than the outcomes of reporting misconduct.  

“…because I would hate to have my peers reject me - charges are secondary” 
(Non-custodial staff member in FGCC1) 

 
Like the code of silence amongst inmates, it appears that some staff, at least, believe 

the repercussions from their peers to be so severe, that they do not report behaviour 

that they know to unacceptable, inappropriate, or perhaps corrupt. 

 

All groups reported disillusionment with Head Office and described a general picture 

of nepotism and favouritism amongst the staffing arrangements within the upper 

echelons of the organization. Regardless of whether this was the case or not, it is 

important to note that this was a strong theme throughout the custodial and non-

custodial staff responses. 

“I have seen stuff so far up I just put my head down and hoped nothing stuck.” 
(Staff participant in FGCC2 focus group) 

 

In conclusion, regarding managerial factors, both groups indicated that questions 

relating to: 

• competence of management to progress allegations of misconduct 

• management’s unethical behaviour 

• the effect of managerial incompetence on subordinate staff 

• management’s acceptance of misconduct 

• lack of confidence in Head Office 

• nepotism and favouritism amongst management 

• fear of reporting/whistleblowing 

• code of silence culture 

be included in the questionnaire. 

 

Regulation 
Not only were centre management seen to be reticent about internally investigating 

complaints of misconduct, but so too were external agencies. Although the process of 

regulation is made available to inmates and staff through the CJC and the 

Ombudsman’s Office, neither group professed much faith in the ability of these 

regulatory bodies to bring allegations into the formal arena of investigation. Staff 
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reported that substantive outcomes are not seen to be achieved from CJC 

investigations, despite the staff’s claim that misconduct is actually taking place.  Both 

staff and inmates reported that the level of misconduct was higher than that reported 

or investigated.   

 

In conclusion, with regard to regulatory factors, both groups indicated that questions 

relating to: 

• prevalence of types of misconduct 

• access to grievance and complaint processes 

• trust in whistleblowing/confidentiality of process 

• level of trust in regulatory system 

• level of acceptance of internal investigations, sometimes by own peers 

• fear of reporting 

be included in the questionnaire. 

 

Organisational/Systemic 
Both inmates and staff report that generally there is a culture of mistrust operating 

within the Queensland correctional system. This is not necessarily uncommon in a 

prison setting, as both staff and inmates are conscious of the power play that exists 

between them. Inmates are constantly attempting to negotiate a greater share of power 

in a system that affords them virtually none (Control Deficit: Tittle, 1995), while staff 

are continuously monitoring and maintaining the dominant power they have over the 

inmate population (Control Surplus: Tittle, 1995). In this study, staff expressed that 

without some degree of control, they feared collective retaliation by inmates in the 

form of riots or escapes, or individual violence and threats to personal safety and 

possibly family. According to Tittle’s theory, an environment such as this would be in 

a constant flux between control deficits and control surpluses, with each group all the 

while attempting, through repressive deviance (Tittle, 1995) or autonomous deviance, 

to reach their own control balance between the amount of control they need, and the 

amount of control they actually have. The focus groups attempted to name this ‘battle’ 

for control in their discussions, but an explanation eluded them. Instead they agreed 

that the ‘sense’ of constantly attempting to gain enough control in order to feel 

‘balanced’ in their environment permeated their lives and affected the interactions 
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they had on a daily basis with each other. The staff came close to describing this 

‘sense’ as being fear. Playing for the upper hand left an ambience of mistrust between 

staff and inmates and between management and staff. No group felt that their rightful 

power had been afforded to them. Inmates reported having none, and staff expressed 

that they required more to do their job. Both agreed that the other group abused their 

positions to attempt to gain an upper hand. That is, the staff perceived inmates 

retaliating through disobedience or manipulation, while the inmates perceived staff as 

abusing their power by removing privileges or entitlements.  

 

As powerful psychological states, both ‘fear’ and ‘dehumanisation’ hold legitimate 

status in arguments to justify behaviour that may otherwise be seen to be unacceptable 

or inappropriate. Within the typology of moral neutralisations outlined by Sykes and 

Matza (1957), these justifications would have been appealing to higher loyalties, 

whereby each group believed that their particular situation warranted their behaviour, 

despite the fact that at a larger more common level, others in the community may not 

have behaved in such a way. In other words, inmates justified their manipulation of 

staff on the basis that it prevented their loss of humanness, or that they were justified 

in their retaliation or vendettas when the loss of their human rights was at stake. 

Equally, staff argue their abuse of power over inmates as justifiable self preservation, 

maintenance of job security and family protection. Interestingly, neither the inmate 

nor staff focus groups mentioned comparable justifications for the misconduct or 

abuse of power and control by higher management within the centres, or the 

organisation at large.  

 

The staff focus group did relate that management generally did not trust the staff, 

showed low levels of respect for their opinions, and rarely asked them for input into 

processes or policies. In general the staff did not feel that they were involved 

significantly in the decision-making processes that affected their positions or their 

work environment. They reported that the types of things they were asked about paid 

only lip-service to their capacity to have meaningful input. Non-custodial staff in 

particular claimed that, despite offering suggestions about upgrading their 

professional development without extra expenditure, nothing eventuated from their 

proposals, nor were they given any feedback. As a consequence, staff claimed the 

level of job satisfaction was low. 
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Of particular importance for this study was the issue raised by inmates regarding the 

powerful status that information held in their world, and how its abuse and misuse 

underpinned much of the alleged misconduct against them. Their focus on how 

confidential information about their offence, their psychological status or their 

behavioural risk assessments was used against them or to control them, dominated 

their discussion. Personal information about inmates, they reported, was one of the 

most powerful tools that staff had against them and when used inappropriately, 

whether through deliberate indifference or intentional harm, was more influential and 

controlling than direct physical aggression. Given that it is the non-custodial staff who 

have most of this confidential information at their disposal, it is more likely that they 

have greater discretionary control over inmates than custodial staff. Because of the 

nature of their work with inmates, non-custodial staff have access to highly personal 

and sensitive information about inmates. How this confidential information is written 

in reports, to whom it is conveyed, where it is stored and how it is used in the process 

of managing an inmate’s sentence become extremely important to inmates. Therefore, 

its use and the decisions regarding its use by non-custodial staff become extremely 

powerful bargaining tools in the environment of balancing control between inmates 

and staff. Used punitively, confidential information can control individual inmate 

behaviour as well as entire units of inmates. Many inmates reported that the process 

of managing sentences is flawed and open to manipulation for this very reason. 

Claims of preferential treatment or favouritism to special inmates during the sentence 

management process dominated the focus groups. Inmates stated that often Sentence 

Management Officers were ex-custodial staff, who could hold old grudges against 

inmates. Similarly, if inmates complained about their reports or interviews, they felt 

they were persecuted and not afforded fair treatment.  

 

Staff also discussed the issue of discretionary control over confidential information, 

but appeared to place less importance on it. Certainly, they did not perceive the 

sharing of confidential information about inmates amongst themselves as misconduct, 

and even reported that in some circumstances it was important for more than one staff 

member to have particular information about an inmate. Thus there appeared to be a 

divergence of opinion between inmates and staff about the degree to which 

information about inmates is kept confidential, and this warrants further examination, 

given the level of importance that inmates place on it. They reported that management 
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also use information about them inappropriately, and are known to share confidential 

information about inmates, or at the very least to place little credence on its 

importance. For inmates, information about them was the only thing they could 

bargain with as well, and once given away, they lost control over who knew about 

them. An example of the manner in which information about an inmate can be abused 

is best illustrated in the following scenario that was related to the researcher 

informally over lunch at one of the correctional centres by a non-custodial staff 

member during the focus group implementation at FGCC1. 

 

Today a non-custodial staff member related to me a story that has left me 
incredulous at the systemic acceptance of breaches of security and 
confidentiality in the centre and the apparent lack of recognition of the few 
rights inmates have to some degree of humanness. This staff member took her 
adolescent son to the prison on a weekend when she was not working. An 
open farm, it was easily accessible, yet other staff must have seen her and her 
son there. Yet none questioned his presence on the prison grounds despite the 
fact that during the working week there are staff at the front entrance checking 
all visitors. She introduced her son to an inmate she knew in the centre and 
they reportedly spent some time walking around the centre administration 
buildings and general area. The inmate was known to the staff member and 
she related that he wouldn’t mind “because we get on so well during the week. 
He is the ‘heaviest’ inmate here”. Prior to the visit, the non-custodial staff 
member had told her son of the serious nature and extent of the inmate’s 
offences and that he had previously been known to be dangerous. The inmate 
was reportedly a physically large man who was heavily tattooed and had a 
demeanour that was ‘threatening’. This non-custodial staff member related to 
me that she had taken her son to visit this inmate to ‘teach him a lesson about 
what can happen to you if you go down the wrong path in life’. She laughingly 
related that it was her intention to frighten her son by showing him that this 
was the type of person he would have to be in prison with if he was ever 
incarcerated. The non-custodial staff member had also told her son that the 
inmate had been responsible for sexual offences against men. No permission 
was sought for this staff member’s son to officially visit – it was done simply 
on a “weekend outing”. But most importantly, the inmate’s permission was 
not sought, nor was he apparently aware of the purpose of this staff member’s 
visit on the Saturday morning. Most astonishing was the ease with which the 
staff member related this story to me over lunch in the hearing of other staff, 
and the acceptance with which it was told – as if this was not out of place, not 
a breach of prison security and least of all with any apparent understanding or 
respect for the rights of the inmate to not be used for what appeared to a 
‘lesson in life’ for her son’s foray into manhood. The frivolity of this 
conversation struck me significantly, and I wondered at the reaction of this 
inmate had he known the reason behind the unexpected ‘social visit’. 

 (Researcher’s diary notes – Focus group study – FGCC1) 
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In conclusion, with regard to organisational and systemic factors, both groups 

indicated that questions relating to: 

• the discretionary use of confidential information 

• the role that fear plays in staff control of inmates 

• the role of power and control over inmates  

• culture of distrust amongst staff and inmates 

• the amount of job dissatisfaction and its impact on misconduct 

• the role of moral neutralisations as justification for abuse of power and control 

over inmates 

be included in the questionnaire. 

 

Prevention 
Both staff and inmate focus groups agreed that the issues raised in relation to all of the 

above areas of concern be utilised as prevention strategies. Therefore questions 

related to: 

• better training and preparation of staff 

• review of code of conduct and standards of ethical behaviour 

• review of management proficiencies 

• better staff selection processes 

• examination of the efficacy of regulatory bodies and processes 

should be included in the questionnaire. 

 

Definition 
With regard to the definition of misconduct, custodial staff tended to be more concrete 

and focussed upon corruption that could be seen clearly and measured, for example 

fraud, assault and misuse of resources. Non-custodial staff tended to focus upon 

behaviour relating to interactions between inmates and staff, for example harassment.  

However, both groups did concur with regard to the continuum of seriousness, with 

corruption occupying the more serious end, and breaches of the code of conduct and 

minor boundary transgressions occupying the other end. This position differed 

markedly from that of the inmates, who collectively related that the breaching of their 

human rights was the most serious form of misconduct. Criminal activity to the 

inmates was not as serious, most probably because they were already perpetrators of 
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the criminal code outside prison. For the inmates, another ‘code’ appeared to be more 

important: that of the respect and recognition of the small amount of human rights 

they were still entitled to despite their incarceration. How staff handled and dealt with 

the inmates’ sense of self, personal or sensitive information was considered to be the 

yardstick by which misconduct should be defined and measured. 

“They are frightened to take away our non-recognition”  
“They need to have a status”  

 

Finally, there was an historic context to the definitional aspect of misconduct reported 

by the focus group. Both staff and inmates agreed that much of the misconduct was 

more manipulative than it had once been in the past.  Most staff felt that although 

inmates were less violent than in the past, they were much smarter and better at 

manipulating staff, and that these changes amongst the types of inmates being 

incarcerated were not adequately addressed in the training of existing staff. However, 

most acknowledged that recent changes to the training meant that new staff coming 

into the centres were often better equipped than many of the staff that had been there 

for some time.   

“Used to be abuse against inmates, bastardisation, now more about using the 
system.” 
“Abuse of power used to be physically, now more emotional.” 

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the focus groups’ results suggest that management, regulation, 

individual responsibility and organisational systemic culture are the common themes 

perceived by staff and inmates to be involved in misconduct, although there are 

several contentious issues between custodial and non-custodial staff, and between the 

more established staff members and more recent employees. Overall, there were 

reports of misconduct existing at all levels of the system, with staff strongly feeling 

powerless and resentful about the position middle management took towards them. A 

sense of mistrust of the system, and of the grievance and complaints processes, 

pervaded the focus groups. There was agreement that much misconduct originated 

with minor transgressions involved in the everyday duties of staff and their 

interactions with inmates, but what began as harmless behaviour ‘snowballed’ out of 

control and became corruption through lack of proper management at lower levels. 

The level of congruency between and within the focus groups suggests that these 
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indicators provide a substantial basis on which to construct the survey instruments for 

Study 3. When these indicators were combined with the outcomes of the first study, 

which analysed the CJC complaints files, again there was considerable similarity in 

the key factors, adding further substantiation to the overall results. Based on the initial 

question posed at the beginning of Study 1: What is the nature of the problem of 

misconduct amongst non-custodial staff in Queensland?, it was now possible to 

outline the framework of a model of explanation of misconduct between non-

custodial staff and inmates in Queensland correctional centres as constructed in 

Figure 6.1. 

 

However, this model was still unable to explain why some staff perceived misconduct 

differently. Why were certain types of staff more highly represented in reported 

misconduct than others? Was it their training, their individual background, the type of 

inmate in their centre, the type of management they worked under? The subsequent 

survey instruments, developed from the outcomes of Studies 1 and 2, and designed to 

answer these questions by quantitatively capturing the personal perspectives of staff 

and inmates to misconduct, are described in the next chapter. The results of the 

questionnaires and interviews are also applied to the model of explanation developed 

thus far, with additional interactions and relationships between the factors. 
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Fig 6.1: Model of Inmate and Non-custodial Staff Focus Group Factors  
 

 

Individual 
• Gender: 

o Female staff 
o Male inmate 

• Inexperienced staff 
• Non-custodial staff  
• Poorly trained 
• Staff involved in therapeutic 

interaction Management 
• Scapegoats staff 
• Mistrust and de-value 

staff 
• Poor response to staff 

complaints 
• Staff resent management’s 

unethical behaviour 
• Not perceived as 

responding to allegations 
by inmates or staff 

• Abuse of power over 
inmates  

• Poor role models 
• Poor supervision of staff 

Cultural/Context 
• Conflict between non-

custodial and custodial 
staff  

• Traditional acceptance 
of minor transgressions 

• Male work culture  
• Culture of distrust 
• Fear of retaliation or 

ostracisation by peers 
• Fear of loss of control 

over inmates 

Regulation 
• Lack of response to 

initial minor 
transgressions 

• Lack of access to 
grievance processes 

• Substantive outcomes are 
not seen to be achieved 

• Code of conduct 
ineffective and too broad 

• Inmate who usually 
reports 

• Lack of whistleblowing 
protection 

Environmental 
• Open 

unmonitored 
spaces with free 
inmate access 

• Geographically 
isolated centres 
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CHAPTER 7: STUDY 3 - PERCEPTIONS OF MISCONDUCT 

 
 
Overview of Chapter 
 
This chapter describes the third study conducted as part of this thesis. The study was 

designed to measure the attitudes and perceptions of inmates and non-custodial staff 

about misconduct. It utilised the outcomes of the previous two studies, and identified 

factors from the literature to construct survey questionnaires, which were then 

administered to all non-custodial staff and a selection of inmates across every 

correctional centre in Queensland. The development of the survey instruments and the 

experimental design of Study 3 are briefly outlined in the first section of this chapter. (A 

detailed description of the instrument construction is available in Appendices for the 

reader’s interest.) The second section reports the analysis and results of the inmate and 

non-custodial staff survey data. As with the preceding two reports of the nature of 

misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff, this chapter also contains the full 

discussion of results, leaving the concluding chapter of the thesis as the focal point for 

the integration of all outcomes. The chapter does, however, conclude with the 

incorporation of the identified factors into the Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity 

model of explanation.  

 
Aims  

 
The aims of Study 3 were to: 
 

1. Develop survey instruments from the results of Studies1 and 2 that measure the 
extent to which non-custodial staff and inmates accept misconduct. 

2. Obtain indicators of non-custodial staff’s and inmates’ opinions about the causes 
of misconduct and about the effectiveness of prevention strategies. 

 
To meet these aims the research questions focused on the identification of, and 

relationship between, levels of acceptance of misconduct and the other identified factors 

from Studies 1 and 2: staff experience and training, gender, poor supervision, and age; 

and from the literature: job satisfaction, grooming by inmates, moral neutralisations, 

organisational mismanagement and situational factors.  
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Research Questions 

The study therefore posed the following questions: 
 

1. Are there differences between non-custodial staff in their levels of acceptance of 
misconduct, according to: 

a. age  
b. gender  
c. length of time in their current job position  
d. professional role  
e. correctional centre location  
f. level of training? 

 
2. Are there differences between inmates in their levels of acceptance of 

misconduct, according to: 
a. age 
b. the number of correctional centres sentences served in  
c. correctional centre location? 

 
3. Are there differences between inmate and non-custodial staff responses in 

general? 
 

4. What factors do staff perceive as being involved in misconduct? 
 

5. What factors do staff perceive as being effective in preventing misconduct? 
 

6. Is there a relationship between the levels of acceptance of misconduct and  
a. moral neutralisation  
b. training 
c. gender 
d. professional role 
e. age 
f. length of employment in corrections 
g. frequency of grooming behaviours by inmates 
h. prevalence of contributing factors in centres 
j. job satisfaction? 
 

The independent and dependent variables are set out in Table 7.1 below. 
 

Table 7.1: Independent and Dependent Variables 
Independent variables Dependent variables 
Age Acceptance of misconduct 
Gender Likelihood of discovery 
Time in position (staff) Action taken to misconduct 
Time in different centres (inmates) Grooming 
Training (staff) Moral Reasoning 
Professional role (staff) Organisational Culture 
Correctional centre (staff and inmates) 

• location 
Prevention strategies 
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Section 1: Experimental Design 

 
Participants  

 
Non-custodial Staff Sample 
Overall, 288 non-custodial staff volunteered and completed the questionnaire, a 

response rate of 91.42%, which, in the field of prison research, is high (Appendix 7.1). 

Despite the high response rate, however, and for reasons outlined in the second section 

of this chapter, there was a significant amount of missing data on three of the six 

identifying independent variables – namely, age, gender and professional role. In some 

centres even two of these variables would have clearly identified the respondent. The 

profiles for these respondent characteristics are therefore not presented here, since they 

could not be utilised in the analysis as independent variables. (They are however 

contained in Appendix 7.1 for the reader’s interest). The remaining independent 

variables - ‘Centre Location’, ‘Number of years in current role – (YCR)’ and ‘Number 

of Years spent in the DCS - (YDCS)’ were retained. YCR and YDCS had minimal 

missing data, but multicollinearity testing revealed high correlations between the two, 

suggesting they were measuring the same dimensions. Therefore the YDCS was 

removed in favour of YCR, since all respondents were able to reply to the latter (Table 

7.2). 

 

Table 7.2: Years of Experience in Current position and Correctional centre 
location of Non-custodial staff Respondents 

 Years in current role  

 Centre 
< 12 

months 1-2 years 
3-5 

years 
6-9 

years
10 years 
or more Total 

 Brisbane Womens 0 2 4 5 0 11 
  Darling Downs 0 1 3 1 0 5 
  Lotus Glen 7 12 8 6 1 34 
  Numinbah 1 3 0 2 0 6 
  Palen Creek 4 1 2 2 0 9 
  Rockhampton 4 4 4 0 1 13 
  SDL 3 3 10 2 7 25 
  Townsville 12 9 10 3 2 36 
  Woodford 7 9 15 4 1 36 
  Wolston 0 11 15 4 7 37 
  Arthur Gorrie 9 6 8 2 0 25 
  Borallon 13 11 5 4 1 34 
Total 60 72 84 35 20 271 
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In total, nearly half (48.7%) of the non-custodial staff had worked for less than 2 years 

in their current positions. Almost half of these again had worked for less than 12 

months, suggesting that the majority of the non-custodial staff, at the time of the survey, 

were inexperienced in their current positions. Given that 37.6% also reported having 

only worked for less than two years in total within Queensland corrections, it is 

reasonable to assume that there is a low level of overall prison experience across non-

custodial staff in the Queensland DCS. 

  

When centre location and years spent in current role were cross-tabulated (Appendix 

7.2), the majority of non-custodial staff who had only worked in their positions for less 

than a year were located at Townsville Correctional Centre (20%), and Borallon (22%), 

both regional correctional centres. There was a reasonably even distribution of staff 

with one to two years of experience across Townsville (12.5%), Woodford (12.5%), 

Wolston (15%), Borallon (15%) and Lotus Glen (16.7%), while other centres had less 

than 10% each. The longest serving respondents were from Brisbane Women’s, with 

45.5% of their non-custodial staff spending between 6 and 9 years in their current 

positions. This was expected, as there are no other female correctional centres in 

Queensland for staff to transfer to. Within their own centres’ staff cohorts, the majority 

of non-custodial staff from Darling Downs (60%), SDL (40%), Woodford (41.7%) and 

Wolston (41%) had held their current positions for 3-5 years, suggesting a reasonable 

degree of job stability within the centres. In summary, the profile of the non-custodial 

staff sample population represented the overall Queensland DCS non-custodial staff 

profile (Appendix 7.1). 

 

Inmate Sample 

Only inmates who had contact with non-custodial staff and were involved in therapeutic 

programmes, educational classes, counselling, activities, religious services, or had 

regular contact with the medical services over and above mandatory medical checks 

upon admission, were included in this study. Inmates’ names were randomly chosen 

from the programme attendance register, but were reviewed with the Manager of 

Offender Development to eliminate any problematic mix in the groups. Only one centre 

altered the random list to remove an inmate who was a perpetrator against another 

inmate’s girlfriend.  
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In total, 87 inmates from 4 correctional centres, aged 18–60 years, voluntarily 

participated to complete the questionnaire for Study 3 (Appendix 7.3). The inmates 

were drawn from four centres because of the difficulty in gaining access to them in 

other maximum-security centres. Nonetheless, the four centres – Townsville, Woodford, 

Wolston, and Darling Downs - were representative of all other centres in that one was 

located in the urban Wacol precinct (WCC), one was a low security open prison in a 

rural area (DDCC), one was a large centre with a cross section of security levels in a 

remote area (TCC) and one was a high security prison with dedicated treatment and 

programme delivery (WDCC). Of the total sample, a third were aged between 31 and 40 

years, with 17.2% aged between 18 and 25 years, and 16.1% between 26 and 30 years. 

In the older age group, 11.5% were aged between 41 and 50 years, with 5.7% over 50. 

Only nine inmates did not record their age on the questionnaire. Of the total 87 

questionnaires completed, only seven were done with the assistance of staff due to 

literacy problems, indicating that the majority of this inmate sample had a reasonable 

level of operational literacy. The inmate sample may therefore not be representative of 

the overall Queensland inmate population, but this was expected, as the selected 

inmates were drawn from the population based on their interaction with non-custodial 

staff.  

 

Inmates recorded the number of centres in which they had been incarcerated, thereby 

providing information about the extent of their prison experience without having to 

report their length of sentence. The highest percentage (28.7%) had spent some time in 

more than four centres, indicating that their sentences were probably longer. About the 

same number of inmates had spent time in either one or two centres (20.7% and 25.3% 

respectively), suggesting that almost half the respondents had not been moved 

extensively through the system. Again this could well be accounted for by the 

programme needs of the inmate sample. Inmates receiving these dedicated programmes 

in specific centres would be less likely to move from centre to centre. Because the 

recommendations from court are adhered to strongly, inmates are often not allowed to 

move through their sentence into low or open centres until they have completed certain 

treatment programmes. 
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Materials 

 
The Questionnaires 

Because the purpose of the questionnaires was to achieve two distinct aims – one to 

identify the level of acceptance of misconduct by respondents and the other to identify 

contributing factors, they were constructed in two parts. The first part focused on 16 

specific scenarios constructed to reflect incidents of misconduct extracted from the CJC 

files. The second section focused on causation and prevention. The same format 

followed for both the inmate questionnaire and the non-custodial staff questionnaires. A 

detailed description of the construction of both questionnaires is contained in Appendix 

7.4. However, several conceptual domains identified in Studies 1 and 2 informed their 

development, and are important to note here:   

• Relationships:  In this domain questions focused on the factors considered to be 

involved in the development of relationships, where they may physically occur 

within a correctional setting, how the culture of the correctional centre may 

influence these relationships, and the perception by staff and inmates of the 

seriousness of their occurrence. A number of case scenarios developed from 

information gained from targeted focus groups, from case studies extracted from 

CJC files, and from police ethics training were included. They ranged in order of 

seriousness from minor transgressions of the Queensland DCS Code of Conduct, or 

the professional codes of conduct within the nursing, psychology and theological 

fields, through specific breaches of security, to outright misconduct and corruption. 

 

• The Individual: In this domain questions focused on the decisions, both moral and 

ethical, which staff make in relation to their own and others’ behaviours. It also 

asked about their perceptions of their interactions with inmates, and about personal 

and professional demographic information. 

 

• Organisation and Culture: In this domain questions focused on the cultural and 

organisational factors operational in each correctional centre, the manner in which 

the detection and management of misconduct occurred, the ethical and management 

practices of managers and supervisors, and the cultural mores and expectations of 

staff working within a punitive environment. 
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• Regulation: In this domain questions focused on both the formal and informal 

regulatory processes and policies of each correctional centre, and on the personal 

choices staff might make in relation to their own involvement in misconduct. 

 

• Environment: In this domain questions focused on the environmental design and 

cues that existed within the working areas of non-custodial staff, the spaces where 

interactions occurred with inmates and the physical security afforded to non-

custodial staff. 

 

Constructed as booklets, the inmate questionnaire (Appendix 7.5) contained 12 

questions, and the non-custodial staff (Appendix 7.6) questionnaire, 13 questions21. 

Both included quantitative questions measured on a Likert scale of 1 – 4, as well as 

several open-ended questions that provided qualitative string data22.   

 

Not all questions were repeated in the inmate and non-custodial staff questionnaires 

simply because of the different prison experiences that each group has. In Table 7.3, 

these individual questions are denoted as (I) for the inmate survey and (NCS) for the 

non-custodial staff. However, within the shared experiences of the prison environment, 

some comparisons between inmates and non-custodial staff were possible and therefore 

the common questions asked of both groups are denoted as (I and NCS) in Table 7.3.  

 

The reader will note also that not all the questions are reported in this thesis. Some 

questions (highlighted in Table 7.3) were developed for the purposes of future research 

for the Queensland Crime and Misconduct Commission and the Queensland DCS. 

Although their results have been prepared for the two agencies concerned, they are not 

reported here. For the reader’s interest the questions and their construction can be 

viewed in full in the questionnaire booklets in Appendices 7.5 and 7.6 respectively. 

 

 

                                                 
21 The booklets were colour-coded to identify centres. 
22 For respondents with literacy problems, numerical scales were constructed on A4 sheets for them to 
indicate their response to an interviewer-read question. If the respondent was unable to comprehend the 
numerical scaling from 1 – 4, they were asked to give verbal answers ranging from ‘A lot’ to ‘None at 
all’. The language in the stem statements of each question was simplified for comprehension in the inmate 
survey, but essentially maintained the same prompts as those in the non-custodial staff survey. 



 181

 

Table 7.3: Comparison of Inmate (I) and Non-Custodial Staff (NCS) Questions 
 
 

Question 

 
 

Nature Of The Question 

No. of Items 
In Each 
Question 

1 
 

What levels of acceptance are there for various levels of 
misconduct within each centre and each professional group? 
(4 response levels) (I and NCS) 

16 
 

2 
 

What is the perceived likelihood of the scenarios being 
discovered? (I and NCS) 

 
16 

3 What action would be taken for each scenario? (NCS only) 16 
4 
 

What are the perceived frequencies of types of misconduct? 
(I and NCS) 

 
16 

5 
 

How frequently do inmates engage in grooming behaviours? 
(I and NCS) 

11 

6 
 

Personal agreement with justifications for misconduct: Moral 
Neutralisations for Non-custodial staff and Situational 
Obscurers for inmates (I and NCS) 

18 

7 
 

What are the perceived contributors to misconduct within 
correctional centre between inmates and non-custodial staff? 
(I and NCS) 

 
17 

8 
 

How widespread are these contributors across correctional 
centres? (NCS only) 

17 

9 
 

Organisational culture: Job satisfaction and Management 
(NCS only) 

22 

10 Training completion and relevancy (NCS only) 8 
11 

 
What factors contribute to the prevention of misconduct 
among and between inmates and non-custodial staff? (I and 
NCS) 

 
12 

12 
 

Personal response to knowledge of unacceptable behaviour 
(I and NCS) 

10 

13a,b How many years working in current role (NCS only) 5 
13c Age (I and NCS) 5 
13 Gender (I and NCS) 2 

13d Educational level  (I only) 6 
13e No. of centres incarcerated in (I only) 4 
13f Centre location (I and NCS) 12 

 

Procedure 

 
Administration of Non-custodial Staff Questionnaire 

As indicated in Chapter 3, a preliminary briefing session was conducted for all the 

Queensland DCS non-custodial staff at each centre to explain the purpose of the 

research. The confidential and voluntary nature of participation was explained in detail 

and staff were asked to voluntarily complete the questionnaire. Completion of the 

questionnaire was accepted as consent and they were administered in a group setting. 
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Administration of Inmate Questionnaire23 
 
Inmates were administered the questionnaires and scenarios on either a one-to-one basis 

with the researcher if literacy was an issue, or in a group setting if inmates were literate.  

Only the researcher was present for the group administration of the questionnaire. 

Completion of the questionnaire was accepted as consent. All inmates remained in the 

room until the final questionnaire was completed, to minimise the likelihood of any 

inmate being perceived by other inmates or staff outside as giving more information 

than another.  

 

Data Cleaning 

A number of data integrity issues were relevant to deriving accurate correlations and 

relationships between variables. Full details of analysis for missing data, outliers and 

testing of assumptions of normality, linearity and homoscedasticity are contained in 

Appendix 7.7. Missing Value Analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) indicated that the 

only viable independent variables for subsequent analysis of the non-custodial staff 

survey data were ‘Correctional centre location’ and ‘Number of years spent in current 

correctional role - Years spent in current role’. Missing data, not significantly large, of 

dependent variable scores were replaced with the series mean for each item, for both 

non-custodial staff and inmate data (Appendix 7.8). 

 

Recoded variables  

The distribution of respondents across correctional centres (Appendix 7.1) revealed 

several very small cell sizes (e.g. Darling Downs and Numinbah). Because the analysis 

intended investigating the effects of higher-order interactions, these small cell sizes 

would preclude adequate analysis.  

 

 

                                                 
23 Of particular importance was the cultural consideration of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
staff and inmates. Although not specifically targeted, they were an integral component of this study. 
Anecdotal evidence from the focus groups and from the CJC files indicated that racism and lack of 
respect, particularly for indigenous community and familial beliefs, were issues for this study.  Therefore, 
in accordance with the AIATSIS Guidelines for Ethical Research in Indigenous Studies (May 2000), and 
following consultation with, and approval from the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Unit within the 
DCS, an indigenous local person was allocated at each of the correctional centres for the purposes of the 
research. This person was either an elder or an ATSI counsellor. 
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Therefore ‘Centre location’ was reduced from the original 11 centre locations, to two 

categories (‘City’ and ‘Rural’) based on their geographical location, i.e. whether or not 

they were Brisbane city-based24. This enabled the influence that distance from the locus 

of control at Head Office might have on staff practices and behaviour to be examined.  

 

Data Analysis 

Data was analysed using SPSS 11.5 for Windows statistical software package. General 

Linear Modelling (GLM) Multivariate Analyses of Variance (MANOVA) with 

Repeated Measures was used to model questions about scenarios as well as the 

contributing and prevention factors. Factor Analysis, in this case, Principal Components 

Analysis, was employed on the second section of the survey questionnaire to reduce 

items to smaller manageable sets of variables. The extracted factors were then subjected 

to Multiple Regression Analysis to identify the nature of the relationship between the 

factors and the level of acceptance of misconduct.  

 

 

Section 2: Study 3: Results 
 

The questionnaire, as pointed out previously, was constructed in two parts and the 

analysis of the results reflects this dual grouping.  The first sub-section of results 

examines non custodial staff and inmate acceptance of 16 misconduct scenarios, and the 

types of action the respondents might take in relation to them, or their own involvement 

in inappropriate relationships. How staff training may have influenced these perceptions 

is also examined. The second sub-section describes the outcomes of respondents’ views 

on causation and prevention, and then examines how the subsequent factors may predict 

acceptance of misconduct. Each sub-section reports both a separate and comparative 

examination of non-custodial staff and inmate views. 

 
 

                                                 
24 The first category ‘Rural’ included the correctional centres located in remote or regional areas away 
from the city of Brisbane – it included Lotus Glen, Townsville, Woodford, Palen Creek, Numinbah, 
Darling Downs and Borallon. The second category ‘City’ included the correctional centres located in the 
Wacol precinct of Brisbane – Wolston, Brisbane Women’s, and Sir David Longlands. These correctional 
centres share a common precinct area approximately 20 kms from the city of Brisbane and are able to 
draw on each other’s resources. 35.8% of the respondents (n = 103) were included in the Rural category 
and 64.2% (n = 185) in the City category. Although the City group was larger than the Rural group, it was 
reflective of the distribution of non-custodial staff across Queensland’s correctional centres.  
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Responses to Misconduct Scenarios 

 
Acceptance of Misconduct  

Acceptance of misconduct was measured from responses to 16 misconduct scenarios 

ranging in seriousness from minor boundary transgressions through to outright official 

misconduct and corruption.  The respondents were required to rate, on a 4-point scale, 

how ‘acceptable’ the behaviour described in the scenario was. The term ‘acceptable’ 

was chosen instead of ‘serious’ or ‘unethical’ to elicit personal perceptions of the 

targeted behaviour instead of politically or departmentally appropriate responses. 

‘Acceptable’ is a less emotive term and could be easily transposed to the four 

perspectives the respondent was asked to give: ‘my personal view’, ‘inmate view’ (for 

staff) or ‘non-custodial staff view’ (for inmates), ‘centre management view’, and ‘other 

non-custodial staff view’ (for staff) or ‘other inmate view’ (for inmates). These 

alternative perspectives allowed the study to identify how respondents thought other 

significant people in the shared prison environment perceived misconduct and how they 

perceived themselves comparatively. Rankings were 1 = Highly Unacceptable, 2 = 

Unacceptable, 3 = Acceptable, and 4 = Highly Acceptable. Descriptive data for both 

inmates and non-custodial staff are shown in Appendix 7.9.  

 

Non-custodial Staff Results – All Views 
 
Overall, the non-custodial staff did not rate any of the scenarios as either personally 

acceptable, acceptable to their centre management, or to their peers (Table 7.4). The 

only mean value over 3 (considered to be the first level of acceptance) was allocated by 

the non-custodial staff according to how they thought an inmate might view the 

scenario. Apparent also, when the overall mean levels of acceptance are considered, is 

the tendency for non-custodial staff to consistently perceive themselves (M = 1.14) as 

less accepting of misconduct than their peers (M = 1.40) or centre management (M = 

1.22). In fact, the only situation in which non-custodial staff perceive their response as 

similar to the centre management is in regard to serious offences such as staff having a 

sexual relationship with an inmate in therapy (Sc 6), and drug running by a staff 

member (Sc 15), both considered to be incidents of official misconduct. 
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Table 7.4: Mean Level of Acceptance of Misconduct rated by non-custodial staff from four viewpoints(N = 288). 
Personal View Inmate View Management 

view 
Other Non-

custodial staff  
Scenario 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Sc1:  A male teacher asks an inmate to type his personal university assignment 1.37 .607 2.44* .787 1.35 .614 1.56 .641 
Sc2:  A female chaplain agrees to post a letter to an ATSI inmate’s partner 1.36 .555 3.28** .652 1.33 .568 1.58 .627 
Sc3:  A male SMO shares information about an inmate with another inmate 1.09 .318 1.70 .894 1.11 .382 1.21 .432 
Sc4: A female ATSI counsellor warns an inmate of an imminent search to 
prevent the inmate’s private video being found and confiscated 

1.11 .382 3.15** .829 1.10 .396 1.27 .509 

Sc5:  A male Activities Officer shares sexual jokes with inmates 1.79 .705 3.12** .532 1.74 .647 2.04 .705 
Sc6: A male psychologist uses individual therapy sessions to have a sexual 
relationship with an inmate 

1.01 .102 2.07* .990 1.01 .103 1.03 .166 

Sc7: A male ATSI counsellor allows an inmate in his office to make several 
unmonitored phone calls to the inmate’s children for their birthdays 

1.48 .642 3.25** .642 1.35 .559 1.63 .694 

Sc8: A male counsellor smokes a joint before work and still shows the effects 
while running a programmes group 

1.06 .237 2.17* .819 1.05 .210 1.15 .372 

Sc9:  A male nurse brings in some pornographic magazines for several long-term 
inmates 

1.19 .432 3.15** .688 1.16 .383 1.34 .531 

Sc10: A female Activities Officer accepts a painting from an ATSI inmate as 
thanks for the staff member’s help and support 

1.86 .725 3.12** .549 1.61 .606 1.98 .660 

Sc11: A female counsellor hands over her telephone number for an inmate to 
contact her once he has been released 

1.22 .483 3.05** .655 1.17 .404 1.36 .570 

Sc12: A female SMO often spends time chatting casually with inmates in the 
hallways or when the inmates are doing trusted tasks for the SMO 

2.31* .745 3.10** .495 2.22* .727 2.38* .716 

Sc13:  A male chaplain asks the kitchen to bake a cake for an inmate’s birthday 2.19* .723 3.14** .579 1.98 .686 2.19 .708 
Sc14:  A female nurse provides an unprescribed narcotic pain killer to an inmate 
at the inmate’s request 

1.21 .510 3.07** .757 1.15 .398 1.33 .578 

Sc15:  At an inmate’s request, a female psychologist brings in drugs  1.08 .310 2.86* .939 1.03 .186 1.08 .310 
Sc16:  A female teacher hugs an inmate following the completion of his course 
Total  

1.53 
1.14 

.663 
 

2.89 
2.35* 

.702 1.41 
1.22 

.541 1.60 
1.40 

.657 

*Between Unacceptable and Acceptable                  ** Above Acceptable
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Without exception non-custodial staff rated their own, the centre managements’ and 

their peers’ acceptance of misconduct well below that of their perception of the 

inmates’ view (M = 2.35) of the scenarios. It would seem that non-custodial staff 

perceive inmates as accepting of misconduct, but not themselves or other members of 

staff. This suggests that non-custodial staff perceive inmates as being less ethical and 

more criminally oriented than non-inmates, a notion explored further in the 

comparison with inmates’ own personal views. This shared misunderstanding, often 

seen in comparisons where ‘moral self’ is generally perceived to be higher than the 

morality of others, is not an uncommon phenomenon, and is statistically confirmed by 

further multivariate analysis of the data. 

 

Although none of the scenarios reached acceptance levels by the non-custodial staff, 

there was however, not a blanket response of 1 (Highly unacceptable), and there were 

clear variations between the scenarios and within the response levels. Therefore, a 

Repeated Measures MANOVA using simple (SPSS) contrasts between the personal 

view (1st level) and their perceptions of others (2nd, 3rd and 4th levels)25 was 

conducted on the 16 scenarios to determine whether centre location (rural or urban) 

and/or years in current role26 had any influence on the way non-custodial staff 

responded (Appendix 7.10). That is, the difference between subjects (centre location 

and years spent in job as independent variables) and the differences within subjects 

(the four levels of acceptance of misconduct) were examined across 16 dependent 

variables (misconduct scenarios).  

 

With the use of Wilks’ criterion27, the results indicated that neither of the independent 

variables was statistically significant alone – centre location: F (16, 237) = 1.1.76, p =  

.980, or Years spent in current role: F(64,930) = .663, p = .981, nor was there an 

interaction effect for view*yrs spent in current role: F(64, 930) = .739, p  = .937. 
                                                 
25 There were no univariate or multivariate within-cell outliers at p < .001. Results of evaluation of 
assumptions of normality, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, linearity and multicollinearity 
were satisfactory. 
26 Recalling the high percentage of missing data within four of the independent variables, the model 
specified only two independent variables – ‘Years spent in current role’ and the ‘Centre’ variable. 
27 Wilks lambda is a likelihood ratio statistic that tests the likelihood of the personal view data under 
the assumption that population mean vectors are identical to those of the sample mean vectors for the 
different groups. Specifically it is the pooled ratio of error variance to effect variance plus error 
variance. It was the chosen criterion for statistical inference here because it is more powerful when 
there is more than one dimension of separation between groups, and because assumptions of 
homogeneity of variance-covariance were met (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 
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However there was a small significant interaction effect with the rural or city-based 

location of the respondents’ centre [F(48, 180) = 1.83, p = .043], indicating the 

independent variable’s influence on the levels of acceptance of three misconduct 

scenarios at least - Sc 1- Male teacher asking favours of inmates: F(3) = 3.342, p = 

.019;  Sc 4 - Female ATSI counsellor warning of an imminent search: F(3) = 2.888, p 

= .011; and Sc 12 - Female staff chatting informally to inmates: F(3) = 2.888, p = 

.035.  

 

Expectably, the main within subjects effect was highly significant: F(5,180) = 49.11, 

p = .000. This clearly showed, as the 16 univariates attested, all with p<.001 

(Appendix 7.11), that the differences within the four levels of acceptance of the 

misconduct scenarios are highly significant and important28. Although it is usual for 

the statistically significant interaction effect to override the main effect, it must be 

noted that the level of significance for the interaction of view*centre location is quite 

low, while the significance for the main effect of differences between the four 

viewpoints is quite high. Further, when the four view levels were contrasted in the 

MANOVA model, the same patterning of non-custodial staff perceiving inmates as 

more accepting of misconduct was confirmed. In all scenarios, there were significant 

differences between the personal view of non-custodial staff and their predicted view 

of inmates. 

 

Similarly, the propensity for staff to generally perceive themselves as different in 

relation to others (Table 7.5) was further confirmed. For example, in scenarios 7, 10, 

14 and 16, non-custodial staff perceived themselves as less accepting than inmates or 

their professional colleagues. Interestingly, however on three scenarios, 7, 10 and 16, 

non-custodial staff reported being more accepting than centre management. It would 

appear that in situations where inmates are likely to receive something positive from 

the interaction (such as deserved congratulations, opportunity to thank staff and 

access to their family), non-custodial staff are less stringent than their superiors, but 

more pious than their colleagues or inmates. Equally, these scenarios included 

                                                 
28 Usually, main effects in multivariate analysis are overridden by the interaction effects of independent 
variables, but given the highly significant nature of the main differences within subjects, it was worth 
exploring them, particularly as the thesis was interested in the differences between how non-custodial 
staff perceived themselves and inmates in relation to misconduct. 
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compassionate reasons for the minor transgression. For example, the phone call was 

allowed for a child’s birthday, or the cultural need of an Aboriginal to give an item in 

gratitude was recognised. Therefore, in situations where a humanitarian ideal exists, 

or where the emotional needs of an inmate are relevant, non-custodial staff prioritise 

that component of the scenario over the perceived centre needs for secure custody and 

good order which management would have to consider.  

Table 7.5: Simple Contrasts Comparing Mean Levels of Non-Custodial Staff 
Acceptance of Scenarios against Perceived Levels of Acceptance of Inmates, 

Centre Management and Other Non-Custodial Staff (MANOVA) 
Scenario Within-View Contrasts df F Sig. 
Sc1 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 334.287 .000 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 36.029 .000 
Sc2 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 1010.218 .000 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 47.596 .000 
Sc3 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 88.356 .000 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 40.361 .000 
Sc4 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 904.044 .000 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 31.220 .000 
Sc5 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 548.198 .000 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 42.312 .000 
Sc6 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 204.948 .000 
Sc7 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 869.205 .000 
 Management View vs. Personal View 1 8.046 .005 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 22.870 .000 
Sc8 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 338.079 .000 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 18.285 .000 
Sc9 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 1243.872 .000 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 19.178 .000 
Sc10 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 483.332 .000 
 Management View vs. Personal View 1 20.808 .000 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 13.524 .000 
Sc11 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 1066.956 .000 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 17.408 .000 
Sc12 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 161.904 .000 
 Management View vs. Personal View 1 5.152 .024 
Sc13 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 295.730 .000 
 Management View vs. Personal View 1 18.236 .000 
Sc14 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 952.121 .000 
 Management View vs. Personal View 1 8.005 .005 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 22.405 .000 
Sc15 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 759.009 .000 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 10.653 .001 
Sc16 Inmate View vs. Personal View 1 502.495 .000 
 Management View vs. Personal View 1 8.248 .004 
 Other Non-custodial vs. Personal View 1 7.936 .005 

 

With the exception of scenarios 6, 12 and 13, non-custodial staff differed significantly 

in their perceptions of the scenarios from their predicted perception of their 
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colleagues. The only scenario in which non-custodial staff rated their views as not 

dissimilar to their colleagues or management was Scenario 6: a male psychologist 

having a sexual relationship with an inmate. This implies that the majority of non-

custodial staff therefore perceive themselves only to have congruency in the matter of 

agreement about misconduct when the situation is clearly serious and constituting 

official misconduct. When situations are less definitive legally, non-custodial staff 

seem to generally perceive themselves as separate and apart from the perceptions of 

their peers. Both Scenarios 12 and 13 are the only other exception to this where the 

difference was significant only from management and inmates. Without the 

opportunity to examine the influence of other independent variables such as 

professional role, age or gender, it is impossible here to determine whether or not 

these responses were mediated by other factors.  

 

Returning now to examine the less significant interaction effect of View*Rural or 

City based centre location, which confirmed that for three misconduct scenarios - Sc1, 

4 and 12 - the differences within the viewpoints were influenced by the location of the 

centre staff worked in. Again, the type of misconduct depicted in these three scenarios 

suggests that it is the less serious transgressions that are influenced. In addition, when 

each of the three estimated view points (inmate, centre management and other non-

custodial staff) were contrasted against personal view of the three scenarios, however, 

not all contrasts within the three scenarios were significant (Table 7.6).  

 
Table 7.6: Significant view differences for 3 misconduct scenarios by 

regional/urban location of correctional centre 
Scenario View Level Contrasts df F p 

(p < .05) 
Inmate vs Personal  1 8.807 .003 Sc 1: Inmate asked to type staff 

work as a favour Other staff vs Personal 1 4.909 .028 
Sc 4: Staff accepting ATSI 
painting as a gift 

Management vs Personal 1 7.187 .008 

Management vs Personal 1 8.629 .004 Sc 12: Staff often chatting to 
inmates     

However, because of the pattern emerging that less serious boundary transgressions 

are where the significant differences lie for non-custodial staff, the contrasts warrant 

investigation. With regard to Sc1 (Table 7.7), rural centres were more accepting than 

city-based centres, and saw less difference between their personal opinion and what 
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they thought inmates would accept. However, they report a greater congruency with 

their peers, than do the city-based respondents with their peers.  

 

Table 7. 7: Contrast Descriptives for Scenario 1: Inmate asked to do favors for 
staff 

City vs Rural 
Centres   Personal View 

Inmate 
View 

Other non-custodial 
staff view 

City Mean 1.24 2.57 1.55 
  N 102 100 100 
  SD .548 .714 .672 
Rural Mean 1.45 2.36 1.56 
  N 184 180 182 
  SD .625 .817 .626 

Given that there is a greater diversity of inmate gender, security levels and staffing 

within the Wacol precinct correctional centres, the difference in staff views of 

misconduct responses is perhaps not surprising. On the other hand, without the ever-

present superordinance of DCS Head Office, rural centres are sometimes forced to 

rely on their own resources and can become more covertly autonomous, with higher 

staff cohesion and involvement in decision-making, and this could account for the 

higher levels of agreement between personal and other non-custodial staff 

views.Equally, the differences may be due to the influence of rural community culture 

on those correctional centres built in isolated areas. Often these correctional centres 

rely heavily on local people for their workforce. In small communities, living and 

working together can create different work expectations and ethics – often loyalties, 

nepotism and favoritism prevail in the best interests of the whole community rather 

than the individual, and this may well have influenced the way in which respondents 

answered the scenarios. With greater social opportunities to share values and beliefs 

about correctional issues, they might perceive themselves as less different than city-

based staff. Equally, rural centres might not perceive favours by inmates as such a 

problem, particularly given that these centres are low to open security, or have an 

open unit in the prison, and therefore have a higher proportion of trusted inmates who 

perform tasks for staff. Therefore, the scenarios are presented for examination. With 

regard to Sc 4 (Table 7.8), non-custodial staff in rural centres have a higher level of 

acceptance of gifting ATSI paintings than city centres, but rate their perception of 

their management’s acceptance of the practice lower than the level of acceptance of 

city-based centre managers.   
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Table 7.8: Contrast Descriptives for Scenarios 4: Accepting gifts and 12: 
Chatting to inmates 

City vs Regional Centres 
Sc 4: Staff accepting ATSI 

painting as a gift 
Sc 12: Staff often chatting 

to inmates 

   
Personal 

View 
Perceived view of 

Management 
Personal 

View 
Perceived view 
of Management 

City Mean 1.80 1.67 2.21 2.24 
  N 103 102 102 101 
  SD .746 .635 .825 .737 
Rural Mean 1.90 1.58 2.37 2.20 
  N 183 178 182 178 
  SD .712 .588 .692 .724 

 

Most rural centres have large indigenous inmate populations and are made aware of 

the abuse of accepting paintings that now have high economic value; hence the non-

custodial staff perception that management would not accept the practice. Rural 

centres also generally have dedicated programmes for indigenous inmates, 

encouraging them to paint in their traditional patterns and stories. Great personal 

value is placed on these paintings. The staff involved in these programmes, although 

recognising the possibility of abuse and exploitation, might equally realise the 

significance of an ATSI inmate offering a painting as a symbol of gratitude, 

particularly the ATSI staff themselves.  

 

In sum, there was not an overall acceptance of the misconduct scenarios. However, 

there were significant differences between the viewpoints expressed by non-custodial 

staff measuring how they believed others accepted misconduct. They consistently 

placed themselves above inmates and their peers, who they perceived as more 

accepting of misconduct. The only congruence between non-custodial staff, their 

peers and centre management was on the most serious acts of official misconduct. Not 

unexpectedly, non-custodial staff were more accepting than centre management of the 

type of minor boundary transgressions committed to meet humanitarian emotional 

needs of inmates such as family phone calls and congratulatory hugging. These results 

were mediated to some extent by the rural or city-based location of the correctional 

centre in which the respondent non-custodial staff worked. Staff in rural centres were 

more personally accepting of the type of misconduct that was innocuous or based on a 

less stringent security regime, and this was possibly a feature of the culture of the 

centre influenced by high indigenous populations or certain types of management 
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regimes. In rural centres, for example, staff also socialise outside their workplace and 

often the majority of the community relies on the centre for employment, making 

common beliefs about corrections a higher possibility. For those staff in the city-based 

correctional centres greater emphasis on higher security regimes and stricter 

management procedures may have accounted for their responses. Because of a 

number of data integrity issues that precluded the use of some independent variables 

in the statistical analyses, it was difficult to determine whether the individual 

characteristics of staff had an impact on these results. 

 

Acceptance of Scenarios: Comparison – Inmate vs. Non-custodial staff  

As discussed previously, the personal views of non-custodial staff or inmates on all 16 

scenarios did not reach acceptance (see Appendix 7.9), revealing that that neither 

group believed any of the forms of misconduct to be acceptable. However, in general 

inmates reported higher levels of acceptance than non-custodial staff. Figure 7.1 

displays the ratings of non-custodial staff acceptance matched on each scenario with 

the inmates’ response, and clearly there are differences in the two groups’ rankings. 

For example, non-custodial staff rated the chatting scenario and the cake baking 

favour as the most acceptable, perhaps because these incidents were not perceived as 

‘hurting’ anyone, and according to the DCS Code of Conduct, would have the least 

severe consequences. The most unacceptable behaviours were associated with harm to 

one or both of the individuals involved, and all had severe consequences including 

removal from a staff position. They related to having a sexual relationship with an 

inmate, working under the influence of drugs, bringing drugs into a centre, and 

sharing confidential inmate information with other inmates. And this response of non-

custodial staff was not shown statistically to be influenced by their centre location or 

job experience, suggesting that overall non-custodial staff perceptions of misconduct 

did not vary across centres (Appendix 7.12). 

 

By contrast, inmates perceived the abuse of confidential information as the most 

unacceptable of the scenarios (supporting the outcomes of the focus groups and the 

CJC file analysis), and the gifting of an ATSI painting as thanks from an inmate, 

chatting between non-custodial staff and inmates, and the personal cake baking favour 

as the most acceptable. 
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Fig 7.1: Comparative Mean Levels of Ranked Personal Acceptance of Scenario 
Misconduct by Inmates and Non-Custodial Staff  

 
Although the misuse and abuse of confidential inmate information is similar between 

inmates and non-custodial staff rankings, the types of misconduct that inmates found 

more acceptable seemed to be those that benefited them directly. For example, the 

inmates were more accepting of unmonitored phone calls, posting letters, giving out 

staff phone numbers and allowing medication to be distributed without scripting. 

Allowing pornography and contraband, or warning of searches to detect these, are 

much more acceptable to inmates than to non-custodial staff.  

 

A MANOVA in which the personal views on the 16 scenarios (dependent variables) 

were compared according to the respondent group of inmate or non-custodial staff 

(independent variables) in a main effects model, statistically confirmed a significant 

difference between inmate and non-custodial staff acceptance for all misconduct 

scenarios (Appendix 7.13). To examine whether these differences were in any way 

influenced by centre location it was only possible to compare the four centres from 

which the respondent inmates had been sampled. The total for non-custodial staff 

therefore dropped to n =124.  
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When the four centres’ location was factored in as another independent variable, a 

MANOVA of the inmate and non-custodial staff personal viewpoints across 16 

scenarios revealed29  that the difference between the two groups could be accounted 

for by the centre location, specifically in relation to: Warning of an imminent search, 

F (3) = 3.09, p = .02; A sexual relationship between inmate and staff, F (3) = 6.06, p = 

001; Working under the influence of drugs, F (3) = 7.203, p = .000; and staff bringing 

drugs into the centre, F(3) = 4.891, p = 002. The mean levels of acceptance for the 

four scenarios are graphed respectively in Figures 7.2, 7.3, 7.4 and 7.5.  
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Fig 7.2: Comparison of inmate and non-custodial staff response to ‘Sexual 
relationship’ scenario 
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Fig 7.3: Comparison of inmate and non-custodial staff response to ‘Working 

under the influence of drugs’ scenario 
 

                                                 
29 There were no univariate or multivariate within cell outliers at α = .001. Results of the assumptions 
of normality, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, linearity and multicollinearity were 
satisfactory. 
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Fig 7.4: Comparison of inmate and non-custodial staff response to ‘Warning an 
Inmate of an Imminent Search’ scenario 
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Fig 7. 5: Comparison of inmate and non-custodial staff response to ‘Contraband 
Drugs’ scenario 

 

A similar pattern exists across the four scenarios, with Woodford inmates consistently 

indicating higher levels of acceptance for the scenarios. Only in the ‘Working under 

the influence’ scenario is another centre, Wolston, characterised by the same inmate 

view. Woodford is a regional correctional centre located just north of Brisbane and 

incarcerates some high profile dangerous inmates. A relatively new correctional 

centre, it initially drew its staff from other centres when it opened and has the highest 

percentage (17.4%) of staff aged 20 – 25 years, suggesting that there is a higher level 

of inexperience amongst the non-custodial staff. Many staff at Woodford now live 
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locally and frequently socialise outside work in the local community. It is possible 

that this peer socializing transfers to the workplace and creates a different culture to 

other prisons not as geographically isolated.  

 

Additionally, the respondent inmates at Woodford represented the highest cohort 

(46%) of inmates aged between 26 – 30 years in the total sample. Their responses 

may be an aberration of the age group in relation to the centre culture. Woodford is a 

large impersonal centre with hard-line management, which may present a challenge to 

this male age group. Unfortunately, other higher security centres in rural or regional 

areas were not available for comparison to confirm the patterns of Woodford. 

However, this does not detract from the indicators that this centre, despite having a 

similar level of security to Wolston, differed in that it is located away from the central 

locus of control of the DCS. 

 

Arguably, it is not surprising to find that inmates prefer to have the benefits of some 

forms of misconduct. That is, they would get a letter posted, receive pornographic 

books, obtain medication that is usually difficult to get, and have the opportunity to 

receive and use drugs. Warning an inmate about an imminent search avoids possible 

negative consequences for the inmate, and smoking a joint may have been an 

empathetic response to drug taking. In the prison world where these things are not 

allowed, and where inmates are divorced from choices for themselves, it is not 

surprising to find them having higher levels of acceptance than non-custodial staff. 

But what of the ability of both these groups to adequately understand the perception 

of the other in relation to misconduct? Are the inmates’ perceptions of staff levels of 

acceptance close to the mark and vice-versa?  

 

Comparing the personal and perceived view of each other (Fig 7.6) suggests that this 

is not the case (Appendix 7.9 contains mean values for all viewpoints for reference). 

Staff clearly over-estimate inmate levels of acceptance of misconduct, especially for 

the scenario of staff bringing in drugs. Whether this reflects the reality of the prison 

world, or the expectations that staff have of inmates because of their criminal 

histories, is hard to establish. However, it would seem that non-custodial staff, in this 

study at least, generally rate inmates according to the criminal stereotype of 

willingness to engage in anti-social and unlawful activities. 
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Fig 7.6: Personal View of Inmate Compared With How Non-custodial Staff 

Rated Inmates’ View of Scenario Misconduct 
 

As Fig 7.6 indicates, non-custodial staff perceive inmates as far more accepting of 

misconduct than the inmates actually do themselves. In fact, with the exception of 

three scenarios (Sc1: Typing favour, Sc3: Sharing confidential information, Sc6: 

Sexual Relationship and Sc 8: Smoking a joint before work), the non-custodial staff 

reported that the inmates would find the remaining scenarios acceptable. Interestingly 

the inmates rated none of the scenarios as acceptable at all, least of all the sharing of 

confidential information or the sexual relationship between a male staff member and 

an inmate. The level of intolerance for the sexual relationship by inmates might have 

been due to their rejection of the homosexual nature of the scenario (the psychologist 

was male) as much as to the abusive nature of the scenario. 

 

It is worthy of note that the non-custodial staff did recognise the importance of 

sharing personal confidential information about inmates, and rated it as the only 

scenario they believed inmates would perceive as highly unacceptable. Perhaps non-

custodial staff are aware of the power they have when holding personal information 

about an inmate. Nonetheless, the difference in their perception of inmates, and the 

actual response of inmates, still suggests that some non-custodial staff underestimate 

the position inmates take with regard to the misuse and abuse of such information.  
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This was also confirmed statistically when an ANOVA in which the inmate or non-

custodial group was entered as the independent variable, and the total mean level of 

acceptance30 as perceived by the other (either inmate or non-custodial staff) for each 

of the 16 misconduct scenarios (as the dependent variable), revealed a significant 

difference between the two groups: F (1) = 11.148, p = .002.  

 

When the reverse situation of inmates understanding non-custodial staff is examined, 

an interesting situation emerges. There is less discrepancy between the acceptance 

ratings that inmates allocated to non-custodial staff and the actual ratings of staff 

themselves, than between staff’s ratings of inmates and the inmates’ actual ratings. 

For example, Fig 7.7 indicates that inmates rated staff almost equally as staff 

themselves did on the scenarios relating to Sc12: Chatting, Sc13: Baking a cake, Sc 6: 

Sexual relationship. 

 

The higher levels of congruence between how inmates perceive staff and how staff 

perceive themselves (Fig 7.7) compared with the differences evident between how 

staff perceive inmates and how inmates perceive themselves (Fig. 7.6), suggest that 

the inmates ‘know’ the non-custodial staff better than the non-custodial staff ‘know’ 

the inmates. An ANOVA (in which the total mean acceptance score of all 16 

scenarios was the dependent variable and the inmate or non-custodial staff group was 

the independent variable) confirmed this, with the significance between the personal 

view of non-custodial staff and the view inmates thought they would have, F (1) = 

4.725, p = .03, not being as powerful as the difference between the personal view of 

inmates and how non-custodial staff thought they might respond to misconduct. These 

results seem a contradiction in terms, given that it is the job of the non-custodial staff 

to understand inmates and the impact the prison experience may have on their world, 

rather than stereotyping the inmates according to the nature of their criminal 

behaviour. It would be expected that non-custodial staff understood inmates. 

 

 
                                                 
30 The total mean level of acceptance was used in preference to the 16 individual means because 
reliability testing had indicated that the misconduct scenarios could be treated as a scale with an overall 
average calculated. The Cronbach Alpha was .7776 for non-custodial staff personal view and .8650 for 
inmate personal view. 
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Fig 7.7: Personal View Of Non-Custodial Staff Compared With How Inmates 

Rated Non-Custodial Staff’s View Of Scenario Misconduct 
 

 

 

But if non-custodial staff eventually respond more to the custodial pressures on their 

role and to the culture of dehumanising inmates, than to the more humanitarian 

aspects of their profession, then they might succumb to the stereotypical view of the 

criminally oriented inmate. For example, as part of their induction training, non-

custodial staff are explicitly informed not to trust inmates and to perceive their 

intentions as duplicitous, despite the fact that the training courses are specifically 

designed for custodial staff to maintain security and the good order of the prison.. 

 

To conclude from this question, it was heartening to report that, overall, non-custodial 

staff did not accept any of the misconduct scenarios. Nonetheless, there was not an 

absolute rejection of them either, and with regard to the more minor transgressions 

that contained a humanitarian component, the non-custodial staff actually rated their 

acceptance levels higher than their perception of centre management’s level of 

acceptance. Consistently the non-custodial staff rated their levels of acceptance lower 

than their peers and inmates, perceiving themselves as ‘better’ than others – not an 



 

 200

uncommon phenomenon. In addition, non-custodial staff rated inmates’ acceptance of 

the scenarios much higher than the inmates did themselves, suggesting that non-

custodial staff perhaps judge the criminality of inmates in relation to the interactions 

they have with staff. If inmates are untruthful and manipulative in their social lives, 

then it may well be they are the same in their interactions with staff within a prison. 

Unexpectedly however, the inmates’ results suggest the opposite. Inmates did not shy 

away from agreeing with some misconduct, but most interestingly they were able to 

judge the non-custodial staff perception of misconduct better than the staff could 

judge theirs. Ironically, the very staff who should ‘know’ and understand inmates 

because of their counselling and psychological training are better known by the 

inmates.  

 

It can also be concluded from these results that the geographical location of the 

correctional centres has some influence on the perceptions of misconduct both for 

non-custodial staff and for inmates. The organisational regimes and the distance the 

correctional centres are away from the central locus of control in Brisbane might well 

have accounted for significant differences between the viewpoints that non-custodial 

staff reported about the other people in their workplace – their colleagues and centre 

management. How these might also influence the type of action staff or inmates might 

take to report or prevent misconduct is now reported. The next subsection examines 

the outcomes of questions specifically designed to measure the regulatory approaches 

inmates and non-custodial staff might take to the misconduct scenarios, whether they 

would report them formally or not, and what they might choose to do if they were 

getting into difficulty themselves in their interaction with inmates. Similarly, inmates 

were asked to respond from their vantage point in the relationship with non-custodial 

staff.  

 

Regulatory Response to Scenarios: Non-custodial staff  

Only non-custodial staff were administered this question, as it was considered too 

invasive to ask inmates for potentially incriminating information about specific 

incidences of misconduct. Instead the inmates were given multiple response choices 

to a generic question reported at the end of this section. Non-custodial staff were 

asked to nominate the course of action they would take to each of the 16 scenarios 
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(Appendix 7.14). The categories ranged from doing nothing, through several informal 

options to formally reporting the incident to the appropriate superordinate: (1 = Tell 

no-one, 2 = Talk to staff member involved, 3 = Informally talk to the inmate involved, 

4 = Informally tell custodial staff or 5 = Officially report to superordinate)31.  

 

The results suggests that non-custodial staff to prefer to deal with the majority of 

minor transgressions and boundary violations informally, by either talking to someone 

other than their superior, or not at all (Fig 7.8). Every scenario attracts some degree of 

the ‘Tell no-one’ response, suggesting that a culture of either complacency or fear 

does exist, albeit in differing degrees. For example, approximately a third of the 

responses to frequently chatting to inmates, sharing sexual jokes with inmates and 

asking a favour, were to not tell anyone of the incidents. Further, scenarios that reflect 

the possibility of benefiting the working relationship with inmates, such as 

congratulatory hugging and accepting gifts of appreciation, attracted approximately 

15% response of telling no one. Adding support to this contention that non-custodial 

staff may not report or disclose forms of misconduct they perceive benefit their 

working relationship with inmates, is the frequency of choosing to discuss the incident 

with the staff member involved. 

 

Rather than reporting the incident to a superior, it would appear that, with the 

exception of drug running and an abusive sexual relationship with an inmate, a 

substantial percentage of the non-custodial staff choose to take it upon themselves to 

discuss the matter informally with the staff member involved, most probably a peer. 

Given that the DCS code of conduct and the various professional codes suggest this is 

not the preferred course of action, it is important to note that non-custodial staff in this 

study responded to the contrary. It may be that they fear the repercussions of 

investigations and job loss, for their peers or for themselves, if perceived as not 

supportive.  

                                                 
31 Missing values were not replaced in this question since each category was a discrete description on 
its own. On average there were 2.1 % missing values for each item, with Sc 3: Sharing inmate 
information registering the largest number of missing values (n = 11). 
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Fig 7. 8: Non-custodial staff Action taken (%) in relation to scenario (n = 279) 
 

Notably, it is only the more serious forms of official misconduct that are formally 

reported to superordinates, suggesting that non-custodial staff are more likely to 

attempt to deal with most misconduct themselves, entrusting the investigative process 

to officials only when the behaviour is deemed official misconduct or outright 

corruption. 
 

Action Taken if Personally Involved in Misconduct: Non-custodial Staff 
 
Extending the question of their regulatory response to the misconduct scenarios, non-

custodial staff were also asked: If you ever felt you were getting into difficulty with 

an inmate who would you approach for support, assistance or advice? Eight optional 

responses were provided which were re-coded to represent either a formal or an 

informal response to problematic relationships between inmates and non-custodial 

staff.  This way, it was possible to examine the extent to which respondents would 
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choose either an official line, by following the DCS policies and guidelines, or the 

unofficial line that was clearly inappropriate and breached the DCS Code of Conduct. 

The responses to the four categories of 1 = Don’t Know, 2 = Tell No-one, 3 = Tell 

someone in an unofficial capacity, and 4 = Tell someone in an official capacity are 

displayed in Table 7.9.  
 

Table 7.9: Non-custodial staff reporting response to personal involvement with 
an inmate 

Response Total Count Total %
Official/Unofficial 

Response % 
I would not tell anyone 3 1.0% 1.0% 
I would talk to the inmate 6 2.1% 
I would talk to a friend 42 14.7% 
I would talk to a colleague 74 25.9% 

)           Unofficial  
)              42.4% 
)             (n = 122) 

I would talk to my supervisor 106 37.1% 
I would talk to the Snr. Psych 7 2.4% 
I would talk to my manager 9 3.1% 

)              Official 
)               42.4% 
)              (n = 122) 

I don’t know 2 .7% .7% 
Missing Data 37 12.9% 12.9% 

 
The results show that as many non-custodial staff would choose to talk to someone 

unofficially, as would officially report the predicament they found themselves in. That 

is, a total of 42.4% would talk to either the inmate concerned, a friend, a colleague, or 

not tell anyone at all. So too would the same number report to their supervisor, 

manager or the senior psychologist.  These results suggest that non-custodial staff are 

certainly willing to seek assistance and/or advice if they find themselves in an 

inappropriate relationship with an inmate, but may be uncertain about the 

consequences, or lack faith in the system to adequately handle the problem. This 

contention was supported by non-custodial staff’s written comments about the 

confidentiality of the information they would otherwise have given to an official 

superordinate, and the ability of colleagues, rather than superiors, to relate to the 

problem from experience. For example: 

I feel more comfortable talking to my fellow workers(Counsellor)  

Working in the same environment they (colleagues) would understand and 
would have better strategies to overcome facing the inmate on a daily 
basis.(Nurse.) 
 
Feel that there is no-one on staff within this centre who would a) offer suitable 
advice and b) not breach confidentiality. (Unknown - LGCC) 
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Those non-custodial staff who chose to talk to someone unofficially, did not perceive 

the problem as being all that serious initially, and therefore not worthy of the 

formality of reporting to an authority. The following comments reflect their 

reluctance: 

I would tell a trusted colleague only. Others may blow it out of proportion. 
(Counsellor) 
 
The potential to misconstrue benign problems would hinder my approaching 
management as a first option. (Psychologist) 
 
Try and keep it as low key as possible. (Activities Officer) 

 

The comments from those non-custodial staff who felt they would talk to someone in 

an official position portrayed compliance with DCS policies and the experience of 

their superordinates as important. For example:  

They are my immediate supervisors and would have knowledge to share with 
me to make this problem become appropriate, whether it be my fault or the 
prisoner. I have experienced inappropriate behaviour from prisoners and have 
told the inmate to correct his behaviour, or face consequences of breach, or 
behavioural contract, or a written report on his file. (Chaplain) 
 
My manager may be able to suggest pathways to provide a compromise for the 
inmate and the staff. Early intervention is the key. (Activities Officer) 
 
They should be able to offer the best advice and take control of the situation. 
(Teacher) 
 
To declare the problem for transparency and direction (SMO) 
 

Only six respondents noted that they believed the information they gave would be 

kept confidential, while 12 respondents commented on their professional obligation 

that bound them to talk initially with their senior fellow practitioner. For example: 

I am bound first to my profession and understand the dynamics of transference 
etc in the relationship. I would need to have the concerns contextualised within 
my professional practice first. (Psychologist) 

 

Of particular note was the number of non-custodial staff (14.6%) who would go 

outside the system and talk to a friend rather than colleagues or co-workers within the 

correctional centre or DCS. Of this choice category, 33% were teachers, 27.8% SMOs 

and 22.2% were nursing or medical staff. This suggests there may be a lack of 

confidence in the Queensland DCS as an organisation. However, evidence exists that 

the role of family and external friends is an important one for prison staff (Bazemore 
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& Dicker, 1994). Their distance from the prison sub-culture can be effective in 

‘grounding’ prison staff and arguably ensure less vulnerability to emotional 

relationships with inmates. Therefore some staff may seek the advice and direction of 

trusted personal friends and family before they report information or ask for 

assistance from the managers or supervisors. 

 

Most of the non-custodial staff who reported ‘Other’ suggested that they would talk to 

senior custodial officers since often they did not have the option of going to someone 

in their professional capacity. Approximately half of the respondents in this category 

were psychologists. These responses tended to come from the smaller correctional 

centres, without access to senior practitioners. In centres such as these a senior 

Accommodation Manager may be the only person in a superordinate position. In more 

recent times several large high-medium security centres, Woodford and Wolston 

correctional centres have positioned these Senior Operational Managers (Custodial) 

over the team leaders of non-custodial staff. In theory, if the non-custodial staff were 

to comply with the DCS directives, they would report their concerns about this 

scenario to these senior custodial staff. At the time of the data collection for this 

study, none of these senior officers had any training related to any of the professional 

staff they were responsible for.   

 

Action Taken if Personally Involved: Inmates  

Inmates were asked what they would do if they knew of another inmate involved in 

misconduct with a non-custodial staff member. They were offered options of ‘Tell no-

one’, ‘Talk to the inmate’, ‘Talk to accommodation manager’, ‘Talk to another non-

custodial staff member’, ‘Talk to another inmate’, ‘Talk to a custodial staff member’, 

and ‘Talk to management’. There was also an option of adding qualitative comments 

to their chosen response. The results are displayed in Figure 7.9. As indicated in the 

figure, just over half of the inmates (54 %, N = 87) responded that they would tell no-

one. This is an unexpected response given that there is a culture of ‘not dogging’ in 

most prisons, which would presuppose a much higher percentage of inmates not 

informing or reporting to anyone. 



 

 206

Other
Talk to a CO

Tell other inmate

Tell other staff

Talk to Accom Super

Talk to the inmate

Tell no-one

Don't Know

P
er

ce
nt

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

11

3

10

54

17

 
 

Fig 7.9: Inmate response (%) to other inmate misconduct 
Instead, their response may be construed as further support for the argument that 

inmates appear to perceive the regulation and reporting of misconduct within a 

framework of power balance between themselves and staff. The more serious the 

misconduct, the more powerful the inmate who holds information about its existence.  

Therefore other options of utilising the information about misconduct, rather than 

formal reporting, become viable. For example, some facts, but not all, can be released 

within the inmate population to threaten and control the staff member involved. Or the 

inmate might be better positioned to secure contraband or comforts not normally 

available, just by threatening disclosure either about/to staff or about/to other inmates.  

 

The 17% ‘Don’t Know’ response might also reflect ambivalence about the pressure to 

not divulge information when it has the potential to offer more control over their 

prison experience or over others.  Indeed information about misconduct can be a 

powerful negotiating tool that can, according to Tittle’s control balance model, afford 

inmates more power, thereby redressing the control deficit of their incarcerated 

position. 
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Equally, inmates appear not to report information for fear of reprisals in various 

forms. Of the 11% (n = 10) of ‘other’ responses, two described a desire to report, but 

a fear of physical retribution:  

The DCS cannot guarantee inmate safety and it's none of my business. 
Fear of retribution (bashed) 
The world would be a better place if inmates and staff didn't dob each other in.  
It causes violence. 
 

There were ten references to the incident being ‘not any of my business’, and three 

statements that contained some form of justification for the misconduct:  

Depends on what the inmate done (sic) and why he done it.  If he has a good 
enough reason maybe I wouldn’t say or do anything.   
 
There (sic) good luck and I’d keep my mouth shut    
What two people do together is their business, people are human. 
 

There was only one suggestion that reporting information was futile because of the 

disenfranchised position of the inmate: 

Because I don't have any rights to maintain a good hearing.  

Summary:  

To recap, the reporting of misconduct by either staff or inmates is a contentious issue 

and not merely a simple matter of disclosing facts. It would appear from the analysis 

and interpretation of the data that both inmates and staff recognise that knowledge 

about inappropriate behaviour between the two can be beneficial. For the staff it may 

mean that the working relationship between themselves and the inmates is made more 

humane and interactional. For the inmates, knowledge of indiscretions, misconduct 

and inappropriate behaviour between themselves or other inmates and non-custodial 

staff is powerful. It can become a tool by which to negotiate the world they exist in 

that normally is devoid of opportunities for them to control their environment. The 

level of seriousness of misconduct for inmates appears therefore to be the integral 

factor in choosing whether to report or disclose information. On the other hand, for 

staff it is the type of interaction between the two parties that seemingly dictates 

whether or not they report. There is a strong tendency for non-custodial staff to not 

report incidents formally and instead to default to informally discussing situations 

with their peers or others. Interestingly, inmates do consider alternatives to the ‘strong 

cultural imperative of silence’ (inmate response to Q6) and choose to utilise the 

information for their own benefit. 
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Training: Non custodial staff   
Training was recoded into two variables, one measuring non-custodial staff response 

to the relevancy of the training and the other indicating whether or not they had 

undertaken the type of training for their current position.  

Relevancy: 

Respondents were asked to rate from 1 to 4 the degree of relevancy, with 1 being 

Completely Relevant and 4 being Completely Irrelevant (Table 7.10).  
 

Table 7.10: Means and Standard Deviations According to City (C) or Rural (R) 
Correctional Location for Relevancy of Non-custodial Staff Training 

Type of Training C/R M SD 
C 2.04 1.390 Training in professional boundaries 
R 2.32 1.530 
C 2.18 1.532 Training in sexual harassment 

 R 2.46 1.627 
C 2.08 1.345 Induction training for this centre 

 R 2.32 1.490 
C 2.10 1.352 Induction training for another centre 

 R 2.23 1.477 
C 3.15 1.594 Training in code of conduct 

 R 3.67 1.535 
C 2.06 1.214 Training in DCS policies and procedures 

 R 2.44 1.507 
C 2.17 1.316 Training in security issues 
R 2.60 1.635 
C 1.99 1.281 Training in professional boundaries 
R 2.08 1.360 

Non-custodial staff in rural correctional centres consistently rated their training as 

more relevant than their city-based counterparts. This might reflect the isolation and 

lack of resources in rural centres which force non-custodial staff to rely more heavily 

on their training than on others to judge what is best practice or appropriate process 

and procedure. 

 

Training Undertaken  

With regard to the actual training undertaken, all staff reported that they perceived the 

training they had undertaken as relevant to their current positions; however, 19.8% 

reported they had had no ethics training, 23.4% no professional boundaries training, 

18.4% no sexual harassment training, 17.3% no induction training at the centre they 

worked, 47.8% no induction training at another centre where they had worked, 18.5% 

no training in the DCS Code of Conduct, 23.6% no training related to the policies and 
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procedures specific to their positions and 14.4% had not received any security or 

safety training (Fig 7.10).  
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Fig 7.10: Percentage of types of training undertaken by non-custodial staff 

respondents by Centre 
 

Given that the CJC complaint files recommend re-training in ethics and procedures as 

a common consequence for minor misconduct, these levels of non-training are 

concerning. Although literature exists that questions the relevance of ethics training, 

other types of training, especially for a workplace such as a prison, would seem 

imperative. Induction training, for example, informs and prepares non-custodial staff 

for the priority of security over all other work tasks. Similarly, for new staff, the 

procedures and rules relating to prisoner access to the non-custodial services are 

included in induction training, and yet centres such as Lotus Glen and Arthur Gorrie 

have a substantial number of non-custodial staff who have not undertaken their centre 

induction training, as indicated in Figure 7.10. 
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To test whether having received training might have influenced the responses non-

custodial staff gave to the scenarios, an independent samples t-test was performed 

using the personal view of the 16 scenarios, and whether or not the non-custodial staff 

member had received each of the seven types of training: ethics training, professional 

boundaries training, sexual harassment training, induction training, DCS Code of 

Conduct, Policies and Procedures, and Security and Safety. The results showed 

significant differences between perceptions of misconduct by non-custodial staff 

depending on several types of training undertaken (Table 7.11). However, the impact 

of training in job-related policies and procedures, or training about sexual harassment 

in the workplace on perceptions of the misconduct scenarios was equivocal. However, 

the type of training that was related to the awareness and consequences about personal 

safety and the secure good order of the prisons, did impact on the level of acceptance 

of the most serious types of misconduct, albeit in a negative direction. The more 

relevant the training, the less likely respondents were to accept serious misconduct, 

but more likely to accept less serious misconduct; whereas training related to the less 

definable and abstract notions of ethics and professional boundaries had a greater 

influence on the level of acceptance of less serious misconduct. That is, the less 

operationally focused the training, the less tolerance for misconduct related to the 

initial transgressions of boundaries. And the more focused on operational issues of 

security and personal safety the training was, the more likely it appears to impact on 

misconduct in the later stages of development.  

 

Non-custodial staff who had received security and centre good order training, which is 

generally focused on target-hardening and situational strategies, interestingly reported 

higher levels of acceptance for misconduct. This might be an indicator that the over-

zealous edicts related to safety and security and the intolerance of flexibility perhaps 

result in reactionary attempts from non-custodial staff to ‘soften’ the environment. In 

line with Wortley’s (2000) arguments, the training may be over-hardening and 

pressuring the interaction between inmates and non-custodial staff to such a degree 

that another type of reactionary behaviour is prompted. In order to lessen the 

pressures, for example on inmates who may find the access to drugs for pain relief 

difficult and time-consuming, nursing staff might be perceived as within the realms of 

acceptability to administer medication to circumvent the problems associated with 

legitimately gaining a prescription. 
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Table 7.11: Significant influence of training, or lack of it,  
on the reported levels of acceptance of misconduct scenarios by non-custodial staff  

 
 

Type of Training 
Received  
Training 

Did Not Receive 
Training 

Magnitude of 
Difference 

t p 

 Mean  SD  Mean SD  (274)  
Ethics training 
(Sc12: Female staff chatting to inmates) 
 

2.2.7 .750 2.48 .717 -.22 -1.987 .048 

Training in Professional Boundaries 
(Sc7: ATSI counsellor allowing unmonitored 
phone call) 
 

 
1.32 

 
.562 

 
1.50 

 
.635 

 
.18 

 
-2.107 

 
.045 

Induction training at Centre 
(Sc16: Female staff giving congratulatory hugs) 
 

1.57 .676 1.29 .504 .28 -2.107 .001 

DCS Code of Conduct Training 
(sc 14: Nurse provided unprescribed medication) 
 

1.22 .553 1.06 .249 .16 -2.120 .001 

Centre Security and Safety Training 
 
 (Sc 14: Nurse provided unprescribed medication) 
 
(Sc16: Female staff giving congratulatory hugs) 
 

1.24 
 

1.24 
 

1.56 

.5 
 

.543 
 

.673 

1.08 
 

1.00 
 

1.35 

.267 
 

.000 
 

.553 

.16 
 

.24 
 

.21 

2.104 
 

2.104 
 

2.104 

.003 
 

.000 
 

.035 
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Visiting Medical Officers (VMO) usually only visit correctional centres weekly and 

there are often many inmates requiring attention. Minor requests therefore from the 

inmates, especially those associated with relief from illegal drug use, are de-prioritised 

and may be put over to another week. Requests for anti-depressants or prescribed pain 

relief can take weeks to action and require written requests from both nursing staff and 

inmates. It is not unreasonable in these circumstances for nursing staff who may have 

known inmates over long periods of time to administer drugs, given their medical 

training, to ‘bide’ the inmates over until they can access a VMO or simply to get 

through a ‘rough’ patch. In other words, the strict regulations outlined in the safety and 

security training might be rendered neutral by non-custodial staff who overlay their 

professional interpretation of a situation. 

 

It is interesting to note that the two situations where training appears to have increased 

the level of acceptance of misconduct relate to drugs and external personal 

relationships with inmates – two areas that custodial staff approach as serious and as 

having major consequences. Much emphasis is placed on ‘drug-running’ in prisons and 

not developing relationships with inmates who are considered manipulative and self-

serving. Custodial staff tend to impart this knowledge during security and safety 

training to non-custodial staff as if the latter do not entirely understand the 

implications of becoming involved with the inmates. Equally, the intense focus on 

these two areas means that other areas of misconduct are not focused on, nor strategies 

put in place to prevent them. For example, there are numerous scanning systems and 

detection points on entry to Queensland correctional centres to detect drugs or 

contraband, but very little to discover the removal of letters, confidential information 

or money transactions between inmates and staff.  

 

The question now remains whether these factors, and others also identified in Studies 1 

and 2, are predictive of misconduct occurring between inmates and non-custodial staff.  

How influential is grooming on the possibility of boundaries being transgressed 

between non-custodial staff and inmates? What about moral neutralisations and job 

satisfaction? Do prevention strategies affect misconduct or the acceptance of it? The 

second subsection presents the results of factor analyses of these domains for both 

inmates and non-custodial staff, and then discusses their predictive ability in light of 

the outcomes from regression analyses against the levels of acceptance of misconduct.  
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Contributors To, and Prevention of Misconduct 

The second part of the survey was aimed at identifying what inmates and non-custodial 

staff thought were the factors contributing to and preventing misconduct.  Principal 

Components Analysis was performed on the data from these questions using SPSS 

version 11.5 to extract the underlying factors specifically related to: grooming 

behaviours, moral neutralisations, and organisational culture. Respondents were also 

asked how effective certain strategies were in preventing misconduct, and these were 

similarly factor analysed.32.  The rationale for the method of analysis, the 

interpretability of the emergent factors, the method of rotation and the criteria for 

selection of factors are contained in further detail in Appendix 7.15. Suffice to say that 

the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (in Pallant, 2001) was 

indicated excellent data, since .6 is considered the minimum value “….for good factor 

analysis” (Pallant, 2001, p. 153). This section now reports the extraction of factors (for 

both inmates and non-custodial staff) from each of the five datasets and explains their 

labelling. Once identified, the factors are then correlated and subjected to regression 

analysis against the levels of acceptance of the misconduct scenario. In so doing, 

several factors are identified that strongly predict acceptance of misconduct. 

 

Grooming: Inmates and Non-custodial Staff  

The question about grooming was aimed at exploring the way in which inmates might 

engage non-custodial staff in both initial boundary transgressions, and eventual official 

misconduct. The 10 items represented sequential steps of inmate-staff engagement: 

Flattery, Empathy, Sympathy, Helplessness, Sensitivity, Confidentiality, Isolation, 

Touching, Sexual References and Intimidation. (Topham, 1999). Non-custodial staff 

respondents were asked to rate how often they perceived these behaviours by inmates 

in their centre, while inmates were asked how often they might engage in these 

behaviours. They rated their responses 1 = Never, 2 = Infrequently, 3 = Sometimes and 

4 = Frequently. Both inmates and staff were asked about the same items. In overall 

terms33 non-custodial staff (M = 2.62) reported that inmates utilised grooming 

                                                 
32 Factor analyses were performed on 4 separate data sets from the survey questionnaire. The first: 
Grooming contained 10 items, the second: Moral Reasoning contained 17 items, the third: 
Organisational Context contained 22 items, the fourth: Contributors contained 24 items, and the fifth: 
Prevention contained 20 items 
33 Cronbach alpha of .8890 as a result of reliability testing for this question indicated that the items could 
be utilised on a scale in which the average mean scores could be calculated. 
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behaviours in the centre where they worked more often than inmates (M = 2.45) 

reported they did (Appendix 7.16). When the frequency categories of behaviours are 

compared individually (Fig 7.11), it is evident that the inmates report a higher 

frequency of ‘sometimes’ indulging in these behaviours, whereas non-custodial staff 

report them as more likely to be indulged in ‘frequently’.  
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Fig. 7.11: Frequency of Grooming Behaviours as perceived by Non-custodial Staff 

(above) and Inmates (below) 
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It could be argued that inmates are under-reporting the incidents of these behaviours. 

However, there is nothing to suggest they would have responded in that way – in fact 

inmates who excel at engaging staff in inappropriate behaviour often do not hide or 

deny their involvement (Salter, 2003) Instead their prowess can be perceived by other 

inmates as positive. If anything, it might be expected that the inmates would over-

report.  

 

What emerges is the clear difference on the reported rates of touching, and coercion. In 

these cases, inmates rate their frequency higher than the non-custodial staff, indicating 

that staff are perhaps not aware of the occurrence of some of these grooming strategies 

by inmates. On the other hand, the propensity for non-custodial staff to report minor 

forms of grooming – flattery, empathy, sympathy and helplessness - more highly than 

inmates, might reflect a misinterpretation of these types of approaches by inmates.  

Overall, what these distinct pictures of grooming behaviours appear to indicate is the 

misinterpretation of inmate behaviour by non-custodial staff. Definitively told in 

induction training that inmates will make advances towards them, that inmates are not 

to be trusted, and that inmates will manipulate in any way they can to obtain a personal 

relationship with a non-custodial staff member, it might not then be surprising to see 

non-custodial staff interpreting most interactional behaviour between them and the 

inmates as deliberately manipulative and always with a secondary agenda.  

 

A MANOVA (Appendix 7.17) comparing inmate and non-custodial staff (as the 

independent variable) frequency ratings for the different types of grooming behaviours 

(dependent variables) for main effects only and simple contrasts, confirmed these 

findings as statistically significant [F (10,348) = 30.167, p =.000]. The univariates 

revealed that only on Sexual References and Intimidation was the difference between 

inmates and non-custodial staff ratings of these behaviours not significant. That is, 

where the behaviours were overt with clear sexual reference or with threatening 

overtones, neither group misinterpreted the intention. 

 



 

 216

In order to better understand what was influencing this possible misinterpretation by 

non-custodial staff of inmate grooming behaviour, a PCA34 was performed to identify  

underlying indicators. Two main groupings of behaviour for both inmates and non-

custodial staff (Tables 7.12 and 7.13) emerged, but with interesting overlaps in some 

areas.  The first grouping of behaviours was based on engaging and relating to non-

custodial staff at an emotional level, and was labelled Preparatory Grooming, while 

the other group contained more serious threatening behaviours and was labelled 

Separation Grooming. Both these sets of items fitted well with the findings of Salter 

(2003), Stohr et al. (2000) and Pollard and Sorbello (2000) in investigations of inmate-

staff manipulative interactions.  

 

Table 7.12: Item loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s Alpha 
and Percentage of Variance for Principal Components Extraction with Varimax 

Rotation on Grooming as reported by Non-custodial staff 
Component   

Component Labels  
 
Component items 1 2 h2 

Preparatory 
Grooming 
 
 
 
 
 
Separation 
Grooming 

Flattery 
Empathy 
Sympathy 
Helplessness 
Sensitivity 
Confidentiality 
 
Isolation 
Intimidation 
 
Touching 
Sexual References 

.703 

.714 

.715 

.624 

.732 

.701 
 

.369 

.087 
 

.578 

.473 

.272 

.178 

.221 

.265 

.119 

.331 
 

.662 

.817 
 

.469. 
.514 

.569 

.542 

.560 

.459 

.550 

.601 
 

.574 

.674 
 

.555 

.488 
Eigenvalue 
Variance (%) - Rotated Sums of Squares Loading 
Cronbach’s alpha- calculated on the salient items   

5.24 
33.70 
.8408 

1.07 
23.68 
.7573 

 

 

The Preparatory Grooming factor describes the types of behaviour that inmates 

engage in initially when attempting to transgress the professional boundaries between 

themselves and non-custodial staff. The boundaries are generally ‘fuzzy’, appear not to 

be definitive and are generally without serious consequence. Often perceived by non-

custodial staff as indicators that the inmate is engaging in a positive therapeutic 

                                                 
34 The initial PCA revealed 6 factors with eigenvalues above 1 and excellent theoretical grouping. The 
Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .895, exceeding the recommended value of .6 and the Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity reached statistical significance. 
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interaction, the true intention might not be immediately apparent. These behaviours 

appear to be designed to make the non-custodial staff member feel comfortable with 

the inmate, and non-custodial staff may begin to perceive the inmate as an ally. 

Literature in the field of sexual predation identifies similar steps, albeit more 

sophisticated at some stages, in that the purpose of the initial non-threatening 

approaches is to establish comfort, lack of fear and a sense of collusion against others 

who can then be perceived as less understanding or insightful.  

Four items that defined this component are: Flattery - Saying nice things to a staff 

member, telling them how great they were; Empathy – Telling staff such things as ‘I 

can relate to that’ or ‘That happened to me once too’; Sympathy – Inmates telling staff 

they are sorry for them, recognise the pressure they work under; Helplessness – 

Inmates asking for help or pretending to need help and favouring a particular non-

custodial staff member. 

 
Table 7.13: Item loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s Alpha 
and Percentage of Variance for Principal Components Extraction with Varimax 

Rotation on Grooming as reported by Inmates 
Component   

Component Labels  
 
Component items 1 2 h2 

Preparatory 
Grooming 
 
 
 
Separation 
Grooming 

Sympathy 
Empathy 
Helplessness 
Flattery 
 
Sexual References 
Touching 
Isolation 
Intimidation 
 
Sensitivity 
Confidentiality 

.829 

.824 

.789 

.788 
 

.209 

.001 

.397 

.025 
 

.481 

.535 

.069 

.152 

.142 

.103 
 

.772 

.753 

.699 

.675 
 

.369 

.585 

.691 

.702 

.642 
 .632 

 
640 
.567 
.647 
.456 

 
368 
.629 

Eigenvalue 
Variance (%) - Rotated Sums of Squares Loading 
Cronbach’s alpha- calculated on the salient items   

4.35 
33.29 
.8465 

1.62 
26.44 
.7480 

 

 

The Separation Grooming component describes those behaviours that relate to 

physicality, rather than emotionality, and is not suggestive of willing collusion. Where 

the initial stages might have implied empathy and understanding towards the staff 

member, this stage now focuses on demands and benefits, either through blackmail, 
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threats, intimidation, coercion or bullying. The inmate is considered to be in a position 

to negotiate the relationship. Separation grooming relies initially on a strong collusion 

being developed between the inmate and the non-custodial staff concerned, to the point 

where the staff member is isolated and separated from peers and management. The 

inmate can achieve this by either using personal information about the staff member to 

blackmail, or alternatively, by isolating them professionally. Inmates may  inform the 

staff member of their unique ability to treat inmates, to have greater understanding and 

therapeutic insight, and sometimes ultimately to convince the staff member that he/she 

is the only one who might be able to salvage the inmate’s life and criminal lifestyle. 

The staff member feels different to other staff, perhaps even a better professional. 

Usually this behaviour occurs when serious boundaries of acceptable and appropriate 

behaviour between inmates and non-custodial staff have already been transgressed. 

The inmate is then in a negotiating position with substantially more power than the 

non-custodial staff member, since arguably the inmate has less to lose.   

 

Separation grooming, characterised by two marker variables, Item 11 (Intimidation) 

and Item 7 (Isolation) for the non-custodial staff group, interestingly has different 

marker variables for the inmates – Item 9 (Sexual References) and Item 8  (Touching), 

and this may well explain why staff misinterpret inmate grooming behaviour. This 

difference between the intentions of the inmates and the perceptions of the non-

custodial staff may well be the reason why non-custodial staff become enmeshed 

initially in inappropriate boundary transgressions. They may be interpreting the 

behaviours of the inmates as something else. For example, the Sexual Reference and 

Touching items loaded almost equally on both components for the non-custodial staff, 

suggesting that there is no distinction for staff between serious and non-serious sexual 

advances, intimations, innuendo or harassment.  

 

Inmates, on the other hand, report their involvement in Sexual References and 

Touching as behaviours that are engaged in with possibly the clear purpose of 

seriously separating a particular non-custodial staff member from peers or ‘guardians’.  

In other words, there appears to be an expressed intention behind the physicality of 

these behaviours by the inmates, rather than simply ‘indulgences’ for the sake of 

boredom. The interaction therefore contains the potential to be a real ‘test’ for the non-

custodial staff in terms of how they react, what they are prepared to accept, and 
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whether or not they will transgress the professional boundary of physical intimacy 

between patient-nurse, teacher-student etc. Also of interest is the cross-loading by 

inmates of the Sensitivity (.481 and .369) and Confidentiality (.535 and .585) items, 

suggesting they are of equal importance to both of the components.  

 
Interestingly MANOVAs conducted with the two grooming factors as dependent 

variables and the ‘centre location’ and ‘years in current role for non-custodial staff’, 

and age and centre for inmates did not reveal significant main or interactional effects. 

(Appendix 7. 18) This suggests that the grooming factors exist for staff regardless of 

the prison setting they may exist in, or personal characteristics they may bring to the 

interaction, and negates the ‘rotten apple’ theory of the importation of poor personal 

characteristics within the non-custodial staff member. 

 

Moral Reasoning about Misconduct: Non-custodial Staff  
Non-custodial staff respondents were asked to rate their level of acceptance (1= 

Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree and 4 = Strongly Agree) with a number of 

items identifying scenarios of misconduct with linked excuses and rationalisations 

drawn from literature (Sykes & Matza, 1957; Tsang, 2002). Inmates were administered 

a separate question which is discussed next. In absolute terms any mean rating over 

three (3) was considered agreement (Appendix 7. 19). None were reported by the non-

custodial staff, suggesting that, in principle, they did not agree with the types of 

excuses given in order to justify misconduct.  

 

However, there was not a total rejection of these moral rationalisations either. The 

items ranked over 2, i.e. the top items displayed in Fig 7. 12, were those that the non-

custodial staff disagreed with, but were approaching agreement. Interestingly they all 

share a rationalisation that is related to the establishment of a professional relationship 

with an inmate. For example, the highest rated item – ‘It is OK to spend longer than 

normal in a 1-to-1 therapeutic situation with an inmate if he is upset’, draws 

professionalism to a higher order than misconduct. 
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Fig.7.12: Non-Custodial Staff Ranked Mean Levels of Agreement with Moral 
Neutralisation Items 

 (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree)  
 

The second item, ‘Relationships can be misinterpreted by custodial staff’, and the 

third, that ‘It is necessary to share some personal information with inmates in order to 



 

 221

establish therapeutic rapport’, similarly draw on justifications related to the 

professional execution of the non-custodial staff member’s job. 

 

When subjected to a MANOVA (Appendix 7.20), there were no significant main 

effects for either centre location or Years spent in current role, however there was a 

significant interaction effect for Years spent in current role*Rural or City based centre 

location Centre Location [F (36,404) = 1.481, p = .040]. The univariates revealed that 

the job experience and the centre in which non-custodial staff worked, impacted 

significantly on their level of agreement with two scenarios (‘Sometimes have to bend 

rules to get job done’: F(2) = 4.565, p= .011 and ‘Need to agree with inmate's negative 

attitude to authority to get inmate on side’: F(2) = 3.403, p= .035) which generally 

relate to excuses based on getting the job done (Table 7.14). Notably there is a pattern 

across the two scenarios whereby rural centre based staff who had been in their role for 

either less than 12 months or for more than 4 years agreed more with the flexing of 

boundaries than their city counterparts. However, for non-custodial staff who had been 

in their role between one and three years, the city-based group were more likely to 

agree with the neutralisations. These results suggest that initially there is an agreement 

with boundary transgressions perhaps out of naiveté and ignorance, whereas eventually 

the agreement may be for reasons of practicality and expediency.  

 

Table 7.14 Contrasting Means for Significance between Age*City/Rural Centre 
Location Interaction on MANOVA of Non-custodial staff Agreement with Moral 

Neutralisations 
Scenario Age  City/Rural 

centre 
Location 

Mean 

< 12 months C 1.429 
 R 1.859 
1 – 3 yrs C 1.864 
 R 1.565 
4 plus C 1.812 

Sometimes have to bend rules to get 
job done 
 
 
 
  R 1.893 

< 12 months C 1.667 
 R 1.913 
1 – 3 yrs C 2.091 
 R 1.717 
4 plus C 1.687 

Need to agree with inmate's negative 
attitude to authority to get inmate on 
side 
 
 
  R 1.786 
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In the interim, staff may be attempering to adhere to policies and codes of conduct in 

order to maintain their position and not risk problems with peers. During this time staff 

may be operationally realising what works effectively and judiciously for them and 

what does not. Alternatively, it may be that staff who cannot conduct their professional 

duties without flexing boundaries leave their jobs, and those that adapt to the culture of 

the prison remain in their positions longer. 

 

To further explore this patterning of responses based on professional excusing, a PCA 

was conducted 35. Two factors were extracted, Professional Absolutism and Outcome 

Distortion (Table 7.15) with excellent theoretical groupings in concert with the 

methods of moral rationalization proposed by Tsang (2002)36.  

 

Professional Absolutism is defined by the notion that professionalism is bigger than 

the rule (Wortley, 2004). Minor transgressions are considered necessary in the prison 

context if professional proficiency is to be maintained. Some factor items reflect those 

specific characteristics considered essential to building a therapeutic relationship with 

a client – developing trust, developing rapport, offering 1-to-1 intervention, and 

empathetic understanding; as well as general aspects such as ‘getting the job done’ and 

‘getting on with Custodial Officers’. However, the prison presents rules and 

procedures that might thwart the execution of these tasks professionally and therefore 

they must be compromised, flexed or disregarded. In other words, the justification is 

based on the notion that in order to provide quality professional care, and to meet the 

standards of a particular profession, some prison rules and procedures have to be 

compromised. It is the latter that constitutes the misconduct, but its seriousness is 

negated by the ‘higher’ appeal to professional standards. 

                                                 
35 The initial PCA revealed 4 factors with eigenvalues above 1 and excellent theoretical grouping35. 
However, a number of criteria were not met in this initial analysis. Firstly, the initial rotated variance 
accounted for by the 3rd and 4th components was only 6.954 and 6.255 respectively, whereas the 2nd 
component accounted for 8.2% of the variance. Secondly, the scree test indicated a clear deviation in the 
plot slope at the second factor. Several analyses, with three and one factors specified, were performed 
(partial correlations of pairs of variables with effects of factors removed).  The presence of large 
residuals when one factor was specified indicated the presence of another component, while the 
presence of smaller residuals when two factors were specified suggested that the analysis was good.  In 
addition the alpha values for the salient items for the third factor (α = .4079) and fourth items (α = 
.4689) indicated internal inconsistency. 
36 Although Comfrey and Lee (1992) argue that the ‘rule of thumb’ cut off of  .45 is advisable because it 
at least allows for 20% overlapping variance, in this case, the two factors finally extracted were cut off 
at .4 for excellent theoretical loading. 
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Table 7.15: Item loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s Alpha and Percentage of Variance for Principal Components 
Extraction with Varimax Rotation on Moral Reasoning as reported by Non-custodial Staff  

Component   
Component 
Labels  

 
Component items 1 2 h2 

Professional 
Absolution 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Outcome 
Distortion 

Relationships with inmates misinterpreted by Custodial Officers 
Sometimes have to bend rules to get job done 
Close relationship OK because of inmate personal deprivation 
Need to agree with inmate's negative attitude to authority to get inmate on side 
Need to compromise standards to develop trust with inmate 
Necessary to share personal info in order to develop rapport 
OK to spend longer than normal if inmate is upset in 1 to 1 
Job is so stressful can't blame for misdemeanour 
Have to condone inhumane treatment in order to get on with Custodial Officers 
No blame if other staff are also doing it 
 
Non custodial staff decision-making limited so flexing procedures OK 
Non custodial staff misconduct nothing compared with management 
Individual inappropriate r/ship does not compromise secure order of prison 
Having a sexual relationship with inmates does not hurt anyone 
Relationship with inmate OK because nothing happens to others 
Because of inhumane circumstances inmates need some sexual comfort 
Individual misconduct does not reflect on entire profession 

. .664 
.647 
.627 
.619 
.590 
.588 
.536 
.506 
.461 
.401 

 
.298 
.290 
.074 
-.062 
.241 
.057 
.155 

.079 

.256 

.214 

.264 

.349 

.049 
-.197 
.400 
.291 
.373 

 
.655 
.592 
.584 
.505 
.488 
.462 
.442 

.447 

.484 

.439 

.453 

.470 

.348 

.327 

.417 

.297 

.300 
 

.518 

.435 

.347 

.259 

.296 

.217 

.219 
Eigenvalue 
Variance (%) - Rotated Sums of Squares Loading 

Cronbach’s alpha - Calculated On The Salient Items For Each Component 

4.900 
20.677 
.8078 

1.372 
16.217 
.7557 
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This process is very similar to Tsang’s (2003) notion of moral justification whereby a 

person cognitively reconstructs immoral conduct to become, in their perceptions, 

positive and moral. The person who reconstructs their behaviour in this manner 

rationalises it on the grounds that some valuable social or moral purpose is involved in 

their actions, in this case the provision of professional therapeutic services to inmates. 

 

The second factor, Outcome Distortion, is defined by cognitive processes in which 

the consequences of misconduct are altered to preserve the individual’s moral self-

concept (Tsang, 2002). Selective inattention, cognitive avoidance of the effects or 

active efforts to discredit the evidence of harm, can all be utilised in this process. In 

this case, the consequences are neutralised or diminished – for example Item 16: 

‘security is not compromised’, Item 13: ‘nothing happens to others’ and Item 9: ‘no-

one is hurt’ to justify the misconduct. Alternatively, the benefits can be highlighted or 

exaggerated as indicated in Item 15: ‘sexual comfort for inmates in inhumane 

circumstances’, Item 14: ‘does not reflect on entire profession’. The marker variable 

that defines this component is Item 17: Non-custodial staff have so little involvement 

in decision-making in this centre that it doesn’t really matter if occasionally a few 

procedural rules are not followed, and Item 10: Any unethical behaviour and 

misconduct that non-custodial staff might get involved in is nothing compared with 

what management get away with. These two variables share an underlying comparison 

factor, which within the prison context accounts for misconduct between non-custodial 

staff and inmates by trivialising it in comparison to others. The implied comparison is 

of non-custodial staff who, in a much more ideal correctional culture, would have 

greater involvement in decision-making and therefore more importance.  

 

Interestingly, these two marker variables also refer to management practices as a 

justification for subordinate misconduct. Their inclusion may be reflective of poor 

subordinate-superordinate relationships and of the influence that unethical 

management can have on those under them. 

 

Moral Reasoning (Situational Obscurers): Inmates  
Inmates were not asked the same question as the non-custodial staff about cognitive 

reasoning, as many of the instances did not apply to their experience and comparison 
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would be limited. This question asked inmates instead to agree or disagree with 18 

statements that might be construed as situational obscurers (Tsang, 2002) of moral 

relevance to misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff.  Inmates ranked 

their level of agreement on a four-point likert scale similar to the non-custodial staff. 

In absolute terms the inmates did not accept these justifications either (Table 7.16), 

although the item ranked the most acceptable related to non-custodial staff trusting 

inmates, and the second to keeping information about unacceptable behaviour between 

inmates and non-custodial staff secret. These situations rely on a collusion developing 

between the staff and inmate; but unlike the non-custodial staff who based their 

justifications on professional proficiency, the inmate responses appear to be based on 

the development of trust as a mechanism of complicity. 

Table 7.16: Inmate Mean Level of Personal Agreement with Obscurers of Moral 
Relevance 

 Situational Obscurer item Mean SD 
    Important for NC staff to trust inmates 2.97 .797 

Unacceptable behaviour between non custodial staff and inmates is 
kept between them 

2.62 .856 

Unrealistic to expect inmates to follow rules with non custodial staff 2.56 .817 
Non custodial staff are poorly trained to detect inmate manipulation 2.47 .813 
Easy to detect on custodial staff who are easy to manipulate 2.47 .863 
Non custodial staff are inexperienced in this centre 2.45 .799 
Non custodial staff get away with a lot in this centre 2.45 .959 
One request opens way for other requests 2.44 .935 
Non custodial staff don't realise they are being manipulated 2.41 .829 
Easy to get non custodial staff into 1 to 1 2.38 .791 
Non custodial staff allow some inmates leniency 2.37 .723 
Non custodial staff often cross professional boundaries 2.30 .740 
Centre management don't care about non custodial staff 2.30 .832 
Sometimes necessary to compromise security to trust inmates 2.18 .727 
Inmates think it is easy to manipulate non custodial staff 2.01 .624 
Non custodial staff are easily manipulated by inmates 2.01 .655 
Non custodial staff are easily manipulated to bring in contraband 1.86 .720 

 

The items relating to manipulation, ranked fourth and fifth, also suggest that inmates 

utilise the ease with which they can manipulate staff, and staff inexperience, as a 

justification for doing so.   

 

To test whether any features of the inmate sample accounted for the variance in 

responses to these items, a full factorial MANOVA was conducted using age, number 

of centres incarcerated in, and centre location as independent variables, and level of 

agreement with the situational obscurers as the dependent variables. No contrasts were 
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specified (Appendix 7.21). The results did not indicate any significant main effects, 

but there was a significant interaction effect of Number of centres incarcerated 

in*Centre location, [F (68,49.41) = 1.983, p = .006] with variances on the items ‘Easy 

to detect staff who are easy to manipulate’ [F(4) = 3.92, p = .012] and ‘Easy to get 

non-custodial staff into 1 to 1 situations’ [ F(4) = 4.1, p = .01] being significant. 

Inmates who had been incarcerated in three centres and located at either Townsville or 

Wolston were the most likely to agree with these situational factors. Both these centres 

have high numbers of programme staff, but it is difficult to distinguish what aspect of 

the items impacted on this significant finding. Therefore, to further explore the 

presence of underlying grouping of items of situational factors that obscure moral 

relevance, a PCA with Varimax rotation and Kaiser normalization was also performed.  

Two factors were revealed 37 (Table 7.17) confirming the previous results of staff 

vulnerability and the inmate need for trust to equate with a willingness to collude on 

boundary transgressions. 

 

The first factor, Staff Vulnerability, is defined by aspects of the non-custodial staff 

that render them vulnerable in the eyes of the inmates. The items that loaded onto this 

factor include lack of training, inability to recognise manipulative inmate behaviour, 

poor training, inexperience, lack of adequate supervisory protection, and indifference 

by management. The two marker items, poor preparatory training and easily 

recognisable vulnerability, reflect the fact that inmates are acutely aware of the lack of 

guardianship around the non-custodial staff and recognise that their managers  

and supervisors are not necessarily able or willing to reduce this vulnerability. The 

underlying theme in this factor is of non-custodial staff as victims of the role they are 

placed in, rather than knowing instigators of misconduct.  

 

The second factor, Collusive Leniency, differs in that it is characterised by a 

willingness on the non-custodial staff member’s part to engage in the initial ‘flexing’ 

or movement across the first boundaries of inappropriateness. Trust in the therapeutic 

relationship is entwined with leniency: initial boundary transgressions are not 

perceived as inappropriate, but rather as indicators of building trust in a therapeutic 

context.  

                                                 
37 The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .746, exceeding the recommended value of .6 and the Bartlett’s 
Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance. 
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Table 7.17: Item loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s Alpha and Percentage of Variance for Principal Components 
Extraction with Varimax Rotation on Situational Obscurers as reported by Inmates  

Component   
Component Labels  

 
Component items 1 2 h2 

Staff Vulnerability 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Collusive Leniency 
 
 
 

Non custodial staff are poorly trained to detect inmate manipulation 
Easy to detect non custodial staff who are easy to manipulate 
Inmates think it is easy to manipulate non custodial staff 
Non custodial staff are inexperienced in this centre 
Non custodial staff often cross professional boundaries 
Non custodial staff get away with a lot in this centre 
Non custodial staff don't realise they are being manipulated 
Centre management don't care about non custodial staff 
Non custodial staff are easily manipulated to bring in contraband 
Easy to get non custodial staff into 1 to 1 
 
Non custodial staff allow some inmates leniency 
Important for non custodial staff to trust inmates 
Unacceptable behaviour between non custodial staff and inmates is kept 
between them 

.764 

.742 

.717 

.688 

.670 

.667 

.639 

.511 

.491 
446 

 
.124 
.032 
.147 

. .138 
.280 
-.030 
.097 
.166 
-.110 
.268 
.291 
.000 
174 

 
.752 
.735 
.646 

.118 

.285 

.477 

.457 

.438 

.603 

.541 

.482 

.159 

.216 
 

.241 

.346 

.229 

Eigenvalue 
Variance (%) - Rotated Sums of Squares Loading 
Cronbach’s alpha - calculated on the salient items for each component 

4.589 
32.843 
.8586 

2.207 
15.654 
.7120 
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Part of the trust is an agreement between the inmate and the non-custodial staff 

member to not divulge the initial flexing and transgressions of boundaries between 

them - another display of trust. Thus a collusive, covert contract is undertaken between 

the inmate and the non-custodial staff member. However, in granting leniency in an 

attempt to create a trusting, therapeutic relationship, the staff member may render 

him/herself vulnerable to further grooming by the inmate. 

 

In summary, although Staff vulnerability (Overall Mean = 2.05) and Collusive 

Leniency (Overall mean = 2.6) as situational obscurers did not meet with agreement by 

inmates, they were not rejected outright and have significant theoretical relevance, 

especially as factors that can obscure the moral relevancy of misconduct between 

inmates and non-custodial staff. 

 

Organisational Context (Job Satisfaction and Managerial Competency): 
Non-custodial Staff 38 

This question asked respondents to rate their level of agreement (1 = Strongly Agree, 2 

= Agree, 3 = Disagree and 4 = Strongly Disagree) with 22 items related to job 

satisfaction and the management of their centres.  Together job satisfaction and 

management were construed to reflect the organisational context of the correctional 

centre (Appendix 7.22). When ranked according to agreement, the majority of items 

which met with least agreement were related to the conduct of management, while the 

majority that met with most approval related to the respondent’s sense of value and 

safety as an individual (Fig. 7.13). Despite not reporting a strong agreement with being 

valued by management, the non-custodial staff did, nonetheless, feel valued by their 

peers and felt safe and comfortable in their environment.  Although they believed they 

shared similar values with the DCS, non-custodial staff agreed that they had little 

involvement in decision making within the centres. Interestingly, although they did not 

agree that management rewarded them, non-custodial staff reported that management 

were accessible and available. Similarly, although managements were perceived as 

responding to reported misconduct, there was lesser agreement that they then dealt 

with misconduct in an open way.  

                                                 
38 Inmates were not asked the question about management and job satisfaction, as it was not relevant to 
their experience. Analysis therefore of the data is of the non-custodial staff responses only. 
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1.97

2.00

2.12

2.17

2.18

2.20

2.20

2.24

2.25

2.26

2.26

2.26

2.31

2.31

2.39

2.40

2.42

2.53

2.63

2.74

2.74

2.87

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

Feel valued by peers

Managers set good examples for new staff

I feel safe and comfortable

My values and DCs are similar

Staff have little involvement in centre decision-making

Management is accessible and available when needed

Easy to talk to family/friends about work

Centre management always repsonds to reported
misconduct

Management is careful about detecting/reportoing
misconduct

Managerial staff adhere to the Code of Conduct

Typical NC staff show more effort than expected

Feel valued by COs

Valued by inmates

Allegations against staff are adequately handled by the
CJC

Centre has adequate policy for prevention and
detection of misconduct

Feel valued by management

Allegations against staff are handled well by the CSIU

Staff in this centre have higher standards than
expected

Management deal with misconduct in an open way

Management rewards good behaviour by staff

Management get away with unethical behaviour
themselves

Not unusual for management to ignore staff
misconduct

Mean Level of Agreement

 
Fig. 7.13: Non custodial staff ranked mean levels of agreement with 

organisational items  (1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, 4 = Strongly 
Disagree) 

 

Non-custodial staff did not believe that management got away with unethical 

behaviour, but they were ambivalent about management’s care in detecting and 

reporting misconduct and about adhering to the DCS Code of Conduct themselves, and 

to a lesser extent responded to reported misconduct. The competent handling of 

misconduct by external agencies such as the CSIU and the CJC was equivocal, as was 
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the adequacy of correctional centre policies for the prevention and detection of 

misconduct. Interestingly, non-custodial staff agreed that they felt as valued by 

inmates as they were by custodial staff. Overall, the non-custodial staff responses 

suggest that they do feel valued but that there are inconsistencies in the practices of 

management that may make it difficult for staff to feel directly valued by them.A 

MANOVA testing for the effects of rural/city based centre location and Years spent in 

current role did not reveal any significant outcomes, suggesting that these attitudes 

could equally apply across all correctional centres (Appendix 7.22). Therefore, to 

better identify underlying factors, a PCA was performed39. The analyses revealed that 

two factors were actually more meaningful in terms of interpretability of the 

components. The first, Regulatory Justice, corresponded well with the notions of crime 

preventers or promoters in the environment (Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity 

model) and the second, Relational Value, with the organisational principles of workers 

being valued by both their clients and their peers, within a valuable work environment 

(Table 7.18). 

 

The Regulatory Justice component is a complex one. It describes the functions 

performed by managers and supervisors that relate to the handling of allegations, the 

proper and ethical implementation of processes to investigate allegations, and the 

encouragement of compliance by subordinates by way of the thorough and fair 

administration of justice and appropriate role modelling. This component has the 

characteristics of the ‘Willing and capable crime preventers’ that Ekblom and Tilley 

(2000) refer to in their Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity model. These crime 

preventers are capable of shaping and influencing the offender and the situation in 

which the offence might occur. The willingness of managers to maintain transparent 

and fair investigations into allegations within the centre, to behave ethically 

themselves and to enforce the code of conduct and the associated policies rather than 

ignoring them or minimising them, can impact strongly on their staff. In addition, the 

extent to which managers enforce or negate the boundaries of appropriate behaviour 

can usually reflect the extent of the organisational culture of compliance.  

                                                 
39 The initial PCA revealed 6 factors with eigenvalues above 1 and excellent theoretical grouping. The 
Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .895, exceeding the recommended value of .6 and the Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity reached statistical significance. However 2 components (Ethical Leadership and External 
Support) loaded only two items and one item respectively, not enough to be considered viable 
(Hatcher,(1994), and were subsequently discarded. Additionally, the scree plot deviated at 2 factors and 
at 4 factors. PCA was therefore performed to test for both the extraction of two factors and four factors. 



 

 231

 
Table 7.18: Item loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s Alpha and Percentage of Variance for Principal Components 

Extraction with Varimax Rotation on Organisational Culture as reported by Non-custodial Staff  

Component   
Component Labels  

 
Component items 1 2 h2 

Regulatory Justice 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Relational Value 
 
 
 

Centre management always responds to reported misconduct 
Managerial staff adhere to the Code of Conduct 
Management is careful about detecting/reporting misconduct 
Management deal with misconduct in an open way 
Allegations against staff are handled well by the CSIU 
Centre has adequate policy for prevention and detection of misconduct 
Allegations against staff are adequately handled by the CJC 
Management is accessible and available when needed 
Management rewards good behaviour by staff 
 
 
Feel valued by Custodial officers 
Feel valued by peers 
I feel safe and comfortable 
Valued by inmates 
Staff in this centre have higher standards than expected 
Typical non-custodial staff show more effort than expected 

.747 

.707 

.705 

.662 

.640 

.618 

.559 

.518 

.510 
 
 
 

.133 

.318 

.220 

.414 

.134 

.185 

.268 

.077 

.130 

.108 

.263 

.131 

.425 

.375 
 
 

.704 

.701 

.607 

.559 

.488 

.472 

.568 
.586 
.513 
.459 
.420 
.450 
.313 
.298 
.431 

 
 

.464 

.430 

.477 

.245 

.348 

.237 
Eigenvalue 
Variance (%) - Rotated Sums of Squares Loading 
Cronbach’s alpha - calculated on the salient items for each component 

6.446 
22.793% 

.8612 

3.172 
14.418% 

.6538 

 

 



 

 232

If the organisation espouses the principles of distributive justice, that is, the perceived 

fairness of outcomes (Adams, 1963, 1965) as well as the principles of procedural 

justice, that is, the perceived fairness of the process by which outcomes are arrived at 

(Lind & Tyler, 1988), then managers and supervisors working within it will reflect 

those principles and processes. In turn, subordinate staff perceive fairness and the 

consistency of justice throughout the organisation and react compliantly (Cohen-

Charash & Spector, 2001). Predictably, if staff perceive unfairness and injustice, then 

their reaction will tend to be directed towards the organisation as a whole rather than at 

the individual manager or supervisors. Misconduct, within these models, is a reaction 

against an organisational culture that is perceived to be unfair, unethical or 

hypocritical. Managers, although perceived to be the ‘messengers’, nonetheless can 

have the capability and the motivation to rectify organisational injustices, at least 

within the perceptions of the subordinate staff. To this end, their willingness to shape 

an ethical and compliant work environment can impact strongly on how staff behave.  

 

The second component, Relational Value, defines how staff feel in relation to those 

around them in the workplace and how valuable those people are. These people can be 

clients or work colleagues, subordinates or superordinates. The core element is the 

value that staff feel is imparted towards their work by those people and how valuable 

the people are to the staff member. The higher the value placed on the relevant person, 

the more valuable their appreciation is of the staff member concerned. In an 

environment such as a prison, many of the tasks are thankless, and certainly the 

general community does not hold the work of correctional staff in high esteem.  

 

Therefore the value afforded by those inside the prison, by those who understand how 

hard the work can be and the difficult conditions under which the work must be 

implemented, becomes highly regarded. Value theories (Furnham, 1997) have 

proposed that how an individual is valued in the workplace and the values of those 

who surround him are linked to the degree of job satisfaction and therefore 

compliance. Consistent with this, the items that load onto this component reflect the 

importance of most ‘others’ in the work environment of non-custodial staff. 

Interestingly, the items include reference to safety and comfort, suggesting that the 

level of security felt by non-custodial staff is also something to be valued. It might also 

be perceived by non-custodial staff as a reflection of how well the organisation values 



 

 233

them. That is, the provision of appropriate resources, good physical working 

conditions and safety precautions may well indicate to the staff how important and 

therefore how valued they are. 

 

Prevention: Non-custodial staff and Inmates 
Respondents rated their agreement (on a Likert scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = 

Disagree, 3 = Agree and 4 = Strongly Agree) with strategies (20 - non-custodial staff 

and 10 – inmates) aimed at decreasing unethical behaviour, inappropriate relationships, 

official misconduct or corruption (Appendix 7.23). The two strategies that attracted the 

most disagreement from the non-custodial staff both related to the removal of different 

sex non-custodial staff from the prison workplace (Fig 7.14). Inmates disagreed to a 

lesser extent that the strategy might have some efficacy.  

 

Thirteen strategies met with approval from non-custodial staff about their capacity to 

prevent misconduct (M ≥ 3), whereas none reached this level for inmates. The inmate 

response may have resulted from a lack of understanding of some of the strategies or a 

general ambivalence about the possibility of effective change. The non-custodial staff 

response suggests a general perception that training (whether professional or role 

specific) before work commencement, or extra monitoring of managerial ethics or 

operational styles, is effective and probably related to the development of inappropriate 

behaviour. Overall, current non-custodial staff in Queensland DCS appear to adhere to 

the prisonisation model, believing that misconduct is not necessarily individually 

driven. Prevention therefore should focus on systematic and organisational change. 

Equally, their disagreement with the effectiveness of same centre staff investigating 

misconduct supports the findings of the CJC file analysis that peer investigations are 

fundamentally flawed, with conflicts of interest preventing a fair and just examination 

of the reported misconduct.  

 

Most interestingly, inmates agreed with the adequacy of preparation of non-custodial 

staff for their employment in prison, indicating that they had a fair understanding of the 

difficulties and ineptness that staff experienced if not adequately trained. The clear 

disagreement with the removal of different of staff of the opposite sex to the inmate 

population reflects the belief by both non-custodial staff and inmates that inappropriate 

relationships between inmates and staff may not be gender driven. Interestingly, and 



 

 234

unexpectedly, inmates disagree less than the non-custodial staff with the efficacy of this 

prevention strategy, and distinguish between removing male staff from female centres 

or female staff from male centres. It appears they may have a better appreciation of the 

potential for sexual abuse or the misuse of sexuality by staff, especially as it relates to 

female inmates. 
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Male staff not work in a female centre

Same centre staff to do investigations of
allegations

No 1 to 1 unless two-way mirrors

Only non-DCS staff involved in
investigations of misconduct.

Signs posted around centres with rules

Personality screening for all staff

6 week trial period of shadowing senior staff

Inform staff of outcomes of investigations

Staff progress re-assessed 2 months after
commencement of duty

Tg in inmate sexual dynamics BEFORE start
work in centre

Regular review of managers' styles

Regular review of managers' ethical behaviour

Compulsory dress code for all staff

Clearer guidelines for inmates about their
behaviour towards staff

Clearer guidelines in DCS code of conduct

Tg in interpersonal dynamics between inmates
and staff BEFORE work at centre

Managers of nc to be qualified and
experienced

Supervisors should have appropraite training

Tg re boundaries BEFORE start work in
centre

Non-custodial staff Inmates

  
 

Fig 7.14 Mean ranked agreement with prevention strategies – Non-custodial staff 
(1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree) 
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A MANOVA testing variances between the common items for both non-custodial staff 

and inmates revealed no significance (Appendix 7.23). Similarly, a MANOVA did not 

reveal any significance in the variations of levels of agreement attributable to whether 

the non-custodial staff worked in a rural or city-based correctional centre or how many 

years they had spent in their professional position, suggesting again that these were 

widespread opinions that did not necessarily apply to one section of the non-custodial 

staff. To reduce the items to a manageable set of variables, both sets of items were 

subjected to PCAs. The resultant components are displayed in Table 7.19.  

 

Table 7.19: Item loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s Alpha 
and Percentage of Variance for Principal Components Extraction with Varimax 

Rotation on Prevention by Non-custodial Staff 
Component   

Component 
Labels  

 
Component items 1 2 3 h2 

Prison 
Preparation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recruitment 
and Review 
 
 
Gender 

Training in interpersonal 
dynamics BEFORE start work 
Training about boundaries 
BEFORE start work  
Training in inmate sexual 
dynamics BEFORE start work 
Supervisors should have 
appropriate training 
Qualified experienced managers 
Clearer DCS code of conduct 
Compulsory dress code  
Clearer guidelines for inmates  
 
Review of managers' styles 
Review managers' ethical 
behaviour 
Personality screening for all staff 
 
No Male staff in a female centre 
No Female staff in male centre 
No 1 to 1 unless two-way mirrors

.724 
 

.717 
 

.599 
 

.572 
 

.567 

.509 

.490 

.487 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

870 
.855 

 
.532 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
.856 
.850 
.559 

.564 
 

.547 
 

.380 
 

.398 
 

.414 

.288 

.353 

.283 
 

.782 

.765 
 

.492 
 

.749 

.746 

.355 
Eigenvalue  

Variance (%) - Rotated Sums of Squares Loading 
Cronbach’s alpha salient items for each component 

2.983 
19.885 
.7334 

2.257 
15.05 
.6900 

2.183 
14.55 
.860 

 

 

For non-custodial staff the first component, Prison Preparation, refers to those 

strategies designed to ensure that staff are adequately prepared for working in the 

prison environment before they commence duties. Remembering that one of the 

contributors identified in the focus groups was the stress of working in a punitive 

environment, it is not surprising that the variables listed in this component are related 
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to understanding the prison pressures and highlighting early training. The two marker 

variables, training in interpersonal dynamics and professional boundaries, indicate that 

preparation is focused on the relationships that develop between inmates and non-

custodial staff rather than on interactions with the prison environment overall. Of note 

is the absence of training in ethics.  

 

The second component, Recruitment and Review refers to the procedures involved in 

recruiting both staff and management and the ongoing monitoring of their ability to 

cope with their positions. The two marker variables: Regular review of managers' 

styles and Regular review of managers' ethical behaviour, characterize the types of 

review that define this component. It is interesting to note that there were substantially 

higher loadings for the regular review and scrutiny of managers, rather than staff, 

implying perhaps that if the former are kept in check, then the latter will automatically 

follow because of the influence and control one has over the other.   

 
Gender is defined by items relating to the removal of ‘other sex’ staff from prisons in 

recognition that often the misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff relates 

to sexualization of the relationship. Remembering, though, that the results of grooming 

indicated that non-custodial staff may misinterpret some of the motives behind 

intimidatory sexual behaviour, particularly by male inmates, these items need to be 

contextualised within the dynamics of ‘doing masculinity’ in male prisons. 

 

For inmates (Table 7.20), the first factor was similar to the non-custodial staff. 

However, the second factor, Familiarity, differed in that it was not sex specific. The 

inclusion of 2-way mirrors as a preventative measure for 1 on 1 counselling situations 

is grouped with the other items because it reflects a means by which sexual intimacy 

between inmates and non-custodial staff can be prevented.  Interestingly the marker 

variables were reversed according to gender for both groups, with the marker variable 

for inmates relating to the removal of female staff, while the marker item for non-

custodial staff was the removal of male staff from female prisons. 
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Table 7.20: Item loadings, Communalities (h2), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s Alpha 
and Percentage of Variance for Principal Components Extraction with Varimax 

Rotation on Prevention by Inmates 
Component 

Labels Component Items 1 2 h2 
Personality screening for non custodial staff .847  .727 
Reviews of managers' ethical behaviour .828  .688 
Clearer guidelines for staff .669  .506 
Clearer guidelines for inmates .667  .484 
6 week trial shadowing .642  .460 
Non DCS staff investigate complaints .633  .435 

Prison 
Preparation 

Training in sexual dynamics before start 
 

.545  .389 

No female staff in male prison .741 .559 
No 1 to 1 unless two-way mirrors ;683 .537 
Same centre staff to investigate complaints .638 .408 

Familiarity 

No male staff in female prisons .633 .489 
Eigenvalue  

Variance (%) - Rotated Sums of Squares Loading 
Cronbach’s alpha - salient items for each component 

3.627 
30.23 
.8323 

2.265 
18.87 
.6916 

 

 

To sum up, both non-custodial staff and inmates identified a number of factors that 

seem important in their contribution to misconduct. The thematic analysis of the CJC 

files in Study 1, and the focus groups of Study 2 identified many possible options, but 

this Study has drawn together those items perceived as relevant by the respondents, 

into theoretically relevant and statistically significant manageable groups. The question 

now is raised about how these emergent factors might affect the levels of acceptance of 

misconduct.  

 

For example, does a high level of agreement with Professional Absolution necessarily 

correlate with, or predict, a higher likelihood of acceptance of misconduct? Does being 

the recipient of frequent grooming make staff more vulnerable to agreeing with minor 

misconduct? Or if staff are de-valued, are they more likely to angrily accept 

misconduct as reasonable? And finally, does belief in the efficacy of certain types of 

prevention impact on the levels of acceptance of misconduct? The next section reports 

attempts to answer these questions by reporting the regression analysis of the identified 

factors with the levels of acceptance of both inmates and non-custodial staff. 
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Factors Extracted from the Surveys 

Table 7.21 summarises the factors identified as being involved in misconduct between 

non custodial staff and inmates. 

Table 7. 21 Extracted Factors for Inmate and Non custodial responses to survey 
questions  

Factor Non custodial staff Inmates  
Grooming Preparatory grooming Preparatory grooming 
 Separation Grooming Separation Grooming 
Moral Neutralisation Professional Absolution Staff Vulnerability 
 Outcome Distortion Collusive Leniency 
Organizational 
Culture 

Regulatory Justice 
Relational Value 

NA 

Prevention Prison Preparation Prison Preparation 
 Recruitment and Review Familiarity 
 Gender  

 
In total nine factors were extracted for non-custodial staff and six for inmates. First, 

utilising the non-custodial staff results, all nine factors and personal level of 

acceptance40 (Appendix 7.24) were correlated. Using multiple regression analysis, the 

factors were entered as independent variables, and the overall level of personal 

acceptance of each misconduct scenario as the dependent variable, into a standard 

model41 (Appendix 7. 25). In total the model accounted for 37.8% of the variance in 

non-custodial staff levels of acceptance of misconduct, a substantial amount of the 

variance. 

 

The ANOVA included in the regression analysis also indicated that the model reached 

significance42 [F(9) = 15.759, p = .000]. Table 7.22 shows that Professional Absolution 

makes the strongest unique contribution to the prediction of acceptance of misconduct, 

when all other variables are controlled for. As a respondent is more likely to agree with 

the use of professional absolution, they are also more likely to accept misconduct. Of 

                                                 
40 Total personal acceptance was calculated by summing all personal view means from the non-custodial 
staff results as reliability testing on all the salient factor items showed high levels of reliability – see 
Cronbach alpha levels for the factors in previous section. 
41 With the use of a p ≤.001 criterion for Mahalanbois distance, no outliers among the cases were found. 
42 According to Tabachnick and Fidell’s (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) formula for calculating the ratio of 
cases to IV’s, the non-custodial staff  sample size met requirement. There was an absence of outliers 
amongst both the IV’s and the DV, of multicollinearity and singularity, and of the assumptions of 
normality were met. Cross-validation by splitting the dataset 80%:20% was performed with the former 
undergoing the regression analysis and the latter the cross-validation. Predicted scores from the larger 
subset were created and correlated with the smaller subset’s actual scores. The discrepancy between R2 
for both subsets was small indicating small possibility of overfitting. 
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the nine factors extracted from the non-custodial staff survey, four (Separation 

Grooming, Regulatory Management, Professional Absolution, Distortion of 

Consequence, and Prison Preparation) made a statistically significant unique impact on 

the prediction of misconduct acceptance. Like Professional Absolution, Distortion of 

Consequence and Prison Preparation positively predicted misconduct acceptance. That 

is, the more non-custodial staff agreed with moral neutralisations that distorted the 

consequences of inappropriate behaviour, the more likely they were to accept 

misconduct.  

 

If non-custodial staff are to tolerate boundary transgressions knowingly, then they are 

most probably doing by cognitively restructuring the immorality of the situation 

through justification of their professional stance, and comparing the outcomes 

advantageously against the misconduct or unethical behaviour of others. It is quite 

possible that some of these comparisons come from the behaviour of superiors acting 

unethically or corruptly, especially since the item related to management’s misconduct 

loaded highly onto Outcome Distortion.  

 

Table 7.22: Coefficients for Extracted factors as Independent Variables and Total 
Personal Acceptance as Dependent Variable (For Non custodial staff) 

  
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

  B 
Std. 

Error Beta   Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) 13.150 2.210  5.951 .000   

Preparatory 
Grooming -.018 .069 -.017 -.264 .792 .682 1.467 

Separation 
Grooming -.495 .174 -.181 -

2.836 .005 .654 1.529 

Regulatory 
Management -.115 .055 -.135 -

2.092 .038 .638 1.568 

Relational 
Value .083 .089 .058 .929 .354 .678 1.476 

Professional 
Absolution .505 .063 .506 8.005 .000 .669 1.495 

Distortion of 
Consequence .227 .114 .125 1.993 .047 .677 1.476 

Prison 
Preparation .174 .075 -.130 2.311 .022 .843 1.186 

Recruitment 
and Review 

-.008 .115 -.004 -.072 .942 .811 1.233 

 Gender -.011 .121 -.005 -.087 .931 .952 1.051 
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The relationships between acceptance of misconduct and Separation Grooming, 

Regulatory Management and Prison Preparation are negative ones. As the frequency of 

separation grooming – recall that it includes the types of behaviours that are 

threatening and coercive – increases, non-custodial staff are less likely to agree with 

related misconduct. That is, the more overt and threatening the grooming behaviours 

by inmates, the less likely the non-custodial staff are to be accepting of misconduct. 

Equally, as the competency of management to regulate misconduct increases, then the 

level of acceptance by non-custodial staff decreases. Both these factors relate closely 

to the absence or presence of crime preventers or promoters. Separation grooming - 

overt and often easily identifiable by others - could only occur if guardians were 

absent, careless or indifferent.  

 

Similarly, management of procedures to deal with and regulate misconduct between 

inmates and non-custodial staff could only occur if guardians are incompetent, careless 

or poorly trained. There is a concomitant decrease in the acceptance of misconduct as 

there is an agreement with, and recognition of, the effectiveness and relevancy of 

appropriate preparation for employment as a professional in a prison setting. That is, as 

the competency increases of non-custodial staff to detect and refuse grooming by 

inmates, to recognise their own transgressions professionally and to understand the 

uniqueness of the stressors of a prison, so too their level of acceptance of misconduct 

diminishes. 

 

To evaluate whether these factors retained their predictive ability when controlling for 

the possible effect of location of the correctional centre or the number of years that 

non-custodial staff had worked, a hierarchical regression analysis was conducted, 

entering Years spent in current role and Rural or City based centre location as the first 

block of independent variables, and total level of personal acceptance as the second 

block. The model as a whole (Table 7.23) explained 38.1% of the variance, but only 

1.4% of that was contributed by entering Years spent in current role and Rural or City 

based centre location which was not significant (Table 7.24). 
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Table 7.23: Model Summary of Hierarchical Regression Inputting Years in 
Current Role (Years spent in current role) and Rural/City Centre Location as 

Model 1, and All Extracted Factors as Model 2 

Model R R2 
Adjusted 

R2  

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate Change Statistics 

          
R2 

Change 
F 

Change df1 df2 
Sig. F 

Change 
1 .119 .014 .006 4.2186 .014 1.662 2 231 .192
2 .617 .381 .350 3.4107 .367 14.599 9 222 .000

 
 

Table 7.24: Hierarchical Regression ANOVA of Models 1 and 2 (as above) 
Model 
  

Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 59.138 2 29.569 1.662 .192 
  Residual 4110.933 231 17.796   
  Total 

 4170.070 233    

2 Regression 1587.593 11 144.327 12.407 .000 
  Residual 2582.477 222 11.633   
  Total 4170.070 233    

 

In other words, when the centre location and job experience of the non-custodial staff 

were controlled, explained variance in their level of acceptance of misconduct only 

changed 1.4%. Five factors (IVs) contributed significantly to the prediction of 

acceptance of misconduct - Professional Absolution again being the most important, 

followed by Separation Grooming, Regulatory Management, and Distortion of 

Consequence (Appendix 7.27). 

 

To further test whether the IVs were overlapping the importance of each other in the 

model, a stepwise regression was conducted. The two Moral Neutralisation factors 

were separately entered first, as theoretically they had the potential to have the greatest 

influence on acceptance of misconduct. They were followed separately by the two 

Organisational factors, then the separate two Grooming factors. The output (Appendix 

7.27) clearly indicated that Professional Absolution contributed more than the other 

factors, accounting for 29.1% of the total 34.4%, but that each bivariate relationship 

between acceptance of misconduct and a factor was significant. This suggests that the 

factors retained - Professional Absolution, Regulatory Management, Separation 

Grooming - each reliably increased the prediction of acceptance of misconduct by non-

custodial staff.  
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Multiple regression was not performed on the extracted inmate factors and their total 

perceived level of acceptance of misconduct, as the sample size (n=87) did not meet 

requirements for testing individual predictors43 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 117), 

only slightly exceeding the critical value of 12 for squared multiple correlations. It did, 

however, not violate assumptions for multiple correlations. Therefore a Pearson 

product-moment correlation44 was performed on the total scores of acceptance of each 

scenario and total scores of extracted factor item scores (Table 7.25). Significantly 

correlated (1-tailed) with level of acceptance were Collusive Leniency, a ‘situational 

obscuror’ (Tsang, 2002) factor, and Familiarity, a Prevention factor. The latter was 

correlated negatively, suggesting that the efficacy of removing same sex staff 

diminishes as a preventative strategy as levels of acceptance of misconduct rise. All 

other factors correlated positively with each other with the exception of Gender with 

Separation grooming and Collusive leniency. However, of particular note is that no 

factor significantly correlated with acceptance of misconduct. This suggests that 

inmates do not necessarily perceive manipulating non-custodial staff as ultimately 

related to, or resulting in misconduct, but rather that there is another meaning and 

impetus involved in their interaction with the non-custodial staff member. Inmates 

certainly appear able to recognise staff vulnerability and staff willingness to collude, as 

evidenced in the case study discussed in the next chapter. However, these staff 

characteristics may not always be manipulated to engage non-custodial staff in 

misconduct. Rather, there may be another motive on the part of the inmate that also 

requires manipulation to achieve. 

 

For example, it is possible that inmates may simply want to establish a quarantined 

personal relationship with a particular staff member that no other inmate has, to gain 

some kudos in the inmate subculture. Alternatively their intention may be simply to 

increase the quality and the quantity of the interaction they have with non-custodial 

staff to satisfy emotional needs. In a prison environment very few of the inmates’ 

needs for approval, affection, encouragement and worth are fulfilled. 

                                                 
43 With the use of a p =.001 criterion for Mahalanbois distance, no outliers among the cases were found. 
44 Use of the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient allowed for examination of continuous (in 
this case level of acceptance) as well as the inclusion of one dichotomous variable (in this case age, 
gender). Additionally, the Pearson product-moment correlation analysis produced both a bivariate 
correlation and a zero-order correlation matrix thereby allowing for a continuous variable to be 
controlled for, while exploring the relationship between two other continuous variables.   
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Table 7.25: Pearson Correlation of All Extracted Factors with Levels of Inmates’ Personal Acceptance of Misconduct Scenarios 
 

   
Staff 

Vulnerability 
Collusive 
Leniency 

Preparatory 
grooming 

Separation 
grooming 

Prison 
Preparation  Familiarity  

  Sig. (2-tailed) .  
Collusive Leniency Pearson 

Correlation .349(**) 1  

  Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .  
Preparatory 
grooming  

Pearson 
Correlation .380(**) .308(**) 1  

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .004 .  
Separation 
grooming 

Pearson 
Correlation .516(**) .277(*) .381(**) 1  

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .010 .000 .  
Prison Preparation  Pearson 

Correlation .213 .345(**) .224 .276(*) 1  

  Sig. (2-tailed) .063 .002 .050 .015 .  
Gender Pearson 

Correlation .435(**) .165 .224(*) .084 .268(*) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .152 .050 .470 .019 . 
Total personal 
view 

Pearson 
Correlation .044 .196 -.079 .132 .077 -.218 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .688 .069 .474 .229 .504 .057 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*    Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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There simply are not the mechanisms formally available to them as there may be in 

other institutions (for example, free family visitations and access). Therefore it is 

possible that inmates manipulate vulnerable non-custodial staff to decrease the 

distance of intimacy between them, and to remove barriers to social distance. Equally, 

by gaining some status above subordination with non-custodial staff, an inmate gains 

some control and, therefore, possibly some greater sense of self and worth within the 

system. 

 

Although this reasoning may have the hallmarks of over-simplification, it must be 

remembered that at interview and in focus groups inmates discussed the sense of 

aloneness and the need to maintain distance from other inmates through enacting codes 

of masculinity. Closeness to non-custodial staff, who are traditionally perceived as 

caring, with less judgmental philosophies, may be the only human relief that inmates 

can access and the only opportunity to let down the façade of inmate thuggery and 

distance. In other words, the acceptance responses of inmates to the 16 scenarios 

appear not to be associated with the justifications for manipulative inmate behaviour, 

because inmates may not have treated the two issues as contingent on each other. 

Certainly the correlation results suggest that agreement with justifications of 

manipulation is not a predictor of acceptance of misconduct.  Arguably the inmates 

might not have had misconduct in mind when answering the question regarding 

justification. 
 

Conclusions 

 
This study has identified a number of factors as important contributors to misconduct 

between inmates and non-custodial staff, as well as confirming those identified in 

studies 1 and 2.  The results of the questionnaire surveys indicate that although this 

non-custodial staff sample were not accepting of the misconduct scenarios, some 

variations existed in their levels of non-acceptance which could be attributed to the 

geographical location of the correctional centre in which they worked. The workplace 

culture that exists in centres located away from the locus of control of Head Office in 

Brisbane appears to be more accepting of boundary transgressions than other centres 

located in the Wacol precinct of Brisbane city.  It is argued that this is contributable to 
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the employment of local people as staff, which places social connections and loyalties 

to each other above the integrity of the organisational goals.  

 

The reporting of misconduct by either staff or inmates is a contentious issue and not 

merely a simple matter of disclosing facts. It would appear that both inmates and staff 

recognise that knowledge about inappropriate behaviour between the two can be 

beneficial. For the staff it may mean that the working relationship between themselves 

and the inmates is made more humane and interactional. Security-oriented training 

may also increase the acceptance of misconduct due to its over-hardening of the 

relationship between inmates and staff. Whistle-blowing is discouraged in 

environments where managers are perceived as contributors to the problem due to their 

own unethical behaviour and tendency to not intervene when misconduct occurs. 

Statistical analyses also identified the types of moral neutralisations where non-

custodial staff cognitively distort the outcomes of their behaviour (Distortion of 

Consequence) by appealing to a higher professional good (Professional Absolution). 

Equally, the manner in which correctional centres are managed, especially with regard 

to detection and reporting, (Regulatory Management) was another factor extrapolated 

from the responses of inmates and non-custodial staff as were certain grooming 

behaviours which separate staff from the influence of their peer group (Separation 

Grooming). The latter three factors reliably predicted increases in acceptance of 

misconduct of both sample groups. Prevention is focused on managerial and 

organisational change, rather than on individual aspects, thereby refuting the ‘rotten 

apple’ model to some extent. How these factors, the cultural context of rural and city-

based centres and the influence of training fit into the Conjunction of Criminal 

Opportunity model is indicated in the model below (Fig. 7.15).  



 

 246

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig 7.15: Identified factors and processes from Study 3 applied to the model of Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity 
(Ekblom and Tilley, 2000) 

 

Vulnerable and Attractive Target 
• Staff Vulnerability 
• Collusive Leniency 
• Misinterpretation of inmate helplessness as 

grooming, by non-custodial staff  
• Inmates ‘know’ staff better than vice versa 
• Gender 

Preventers of Misconduct 
• Low likelihood of discovery of misconduct 
• Initial minor boundary transgressions perceived as innocuous 
• Organisational: Regulatory management 
• Organisational: Relational Value 
• Over-hardened security training acting as a pressure 

Promotors of Misconduct:  
Regulation 

• Fear of retribution 
• Lack of trust in superordinates 
• Tendency to report informally or not at all 

Well Resourced Offender: 
Staff: 

• Professional Absolution 
• Distortion of Consequence 

 
Inmates 

• Preparatory Grooming 
• Separation Grooming 

Wider Environment: 
Centre Culture 

• Rural centres more autocratic 
o Nepotism 
o Familial or social allegiances 

• City-based  
o better resourced  
o but vulnerable because of 

more therapeutic intimate 
interactions due to more 
rehabilitation programmes 
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It is evident that these factors fit well into the domains identified by Ekblom and 

Tilley (2000) and add further information to the overall picture of what is involved in 

misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff in prison settings.  

 

What is now of interest is whether these perceptions, quantitatively extracted, can 

adequately explain a real situation of misconduct. To answer this question, the next 

chapter applies the case study of ‘Sally’ to the findings extrapolated from Studies 1, 2 

and 3. Recalling from the first chapter, in which a cameo of Sally’s case was reported, 

she suffered the serious consequence of imprisonment following a series of sexual 

relationships with inmates. Within the framework of the Conjunction of Criminal 

Opportunity, it is hoped that the entire sequence of events, interactions and 

consequences in Sally’s case can be explained, and the ground laid for concomitant 

recommendations that may prevent future tragedies such as hers. 



 

 248

CHAPTER 8: CASE STUDY – THE STORY OF SALLY 

 
 

This chapter has been removed for the purpose of confidentiality, and remains 

permanently embargoed. It was made available only to the PhD students’ supervisors 

and examiners.  

 

An overview of the key findings is provided for the benefit of the reader 

 
Overview of Chapter 

This chapter serves as a confirmatory tool in which the model of explanation of 

professional misconduct developed thus far, is ‘tested’ against a specific case study. The 

case study is of the psychologist (“Sally”) described at the beginning of this 

dissertation, who was incarcerated in 2002 for perjury following a CJC investigation 

into her inappropriate relationships with male inmates. This chapter examines, from the 

outset, her employment within the DCS, her “induction” into a cultural workplace 

climate accepting of misconduct, the initial boundaries transgressed, and her eventual 

entrenchment in professional misconduct, despite attempts along the way to extricate 

herself. The case is set within the context of two correctional centres. The first where 

Sally was originally employed, and the second where she was transferred in an attempt 

to resolve the growing problems of misconduct. Narratives from staff at both centres are 

drawn upon to set the cultural and organisational context within which the misconduct 

occurred. The enmeshment of the two centres, and the interchanging shared outlooks of 

the staff and management mean that they are treated in this examination as one entire 

illustrative case study. The conclusions drawn from the interviews and discussions with 

non-custodial staff, inmates and management suggest that there is far more to the 

occurrence of professional misconduct in correctional centres than simplistic theories 

such as the “rotten apple” theory might imply. 

 

Aim:  

The aim of this study is to test the applicability of Ekblom and Tilley’s Conjunction of 

Criminal Opportunity model (2000) to the explanation of professional misconduct 

within the prison setting. 
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Interviewees 

As well as interviewing Sally, some inmates involved in the case, and her non-custodial 

work colleagues and managers were also interviewed. In addition, inmates whose names 

had appeared in CJC complaints files in relation to other allegations of misconduct 

within the two centres were also selected for interviewing.  Nine male inmates were 

interviewed at one centre in addition to both General Managers. Only one Manager of 

Offender Development (MOD) was interviewed, the other was on official sick leave. 

The same procedures to ensure confidentiality and security of data were followed for all 

staff, and agreement to participate in the interviews was accepted as consent. In total 

twelve non-custodial staff were interviewed at one centre and seven at the other. 

 

Overall Theme: 

Overarching the entire case-study and its interviews was a powerful underlying concept 

which eluded ‘coding’ - an intangible hypothetical construct, that permeated the data 

collection. Some participants avoided it while others discussed it. It included deliberate 

indifference by both staff and management, collusion, and a lack of respect for the non-

custodial staff that was second only to a palpable disdain for the life of inmates, 

particularly indigenous inmates at the correctional centre. Superordinate staff were 

seemingly unaware of the effect of their own unethical behaviour on their subordinates. 

The disinterest and ambivalence regarding regulation and compliance of codes of 

conduct, and the refusal to follow-up complaints of misconduct by either staff or 

inmates, has engendered a culture of mistrust and blaming. Crime preventers are not 

apparent, or if they appear, they are ‘captured’ by the culture and forced through peer 

pressure to comply. Exposing or reporting problems at both centres is perceived by staff 

to be a sign of weakness, and an indicator of failure and incompetence. An attitude such 

as this could only prevail if an organisation was not willing to take collective 

responsibility for its workplace culture and instead blamed the individual for any 

misdemeanour. Such seems to have been the case with Sally, who despite attempts to 

alert others to her difficulties, was entrenched in a wider environment that was 

unwilling to protect or guard her from potential offenders, and which ostensibly 

encouraged her initial boundary transgressions from the first week of her employment. 

She was singularly blamed for her indiscretions and paid a very high price for what 
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would appear to have been a clear conjunction of criminal opportunities that predated 

her arrival.  

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this case-study revealed a clear theme of acceptance of misconduct 

between two enmeshed correctional centres. Non-custodial staff and inmate narratives 

indicated a prevalence of moral rationalisations about misconduct, and a desensitisation 

or deliberate indifference to the consequences of poor decisions or lack of duty of care 

amongst superordinate managerial staff. Consequently, professional boundary 

transgressions prevail, and reporting them is discouraged or thwarted. Workplace 

culture and norms impact heavily on individual staff, and on their interactions with each 

other and with inmates These findings support the outcomes of the previous two studies, 

confirming the influence of crime preventers and promoters, the presence of an 

attractive target in a vulnerable enclosure and the resourcefulness of a potential 

offender, as portrayed in Fig. 8.1. Factors within each domain reflect similar findings 

from the analysis of the CJC files, the focus groups and the inmate and non-custodial 

staff surveys. The interaction between the major domains can be two-way sometimes, as 

indicated between the offender and the target. Lack of crime prevention and some 

environmental cues can be embedded in the organisational and managerial promotion of 

misconduct respectively, and in so doing make the target more vulnerable and the 

offender more resourceful. The environment affects both the offender and the target 

and, if the secure management of the spaces in the prison is low, it can in turn influence 

the work environment rendering it more attractive to the offender. Regulatory status 

affects both the target, through the staff subculture, and the offender through failure to 

enforce compliance. In this case, the Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity model quite 

adequately explains the professional misconduct between a psychologist and an inmate. 

It remains now to apply this model, and the factors identified in the three sequential 

studies, to the original research questions posed at the beginning of the thesis. The next 

and final chapter does just that and locates their answers within a discussion of the 

implications and limitations of this research. The chapter concludes with a challenge to 

implement subsequent prevention strategies designed to benefit the Queensland DCS 

and the CMC. 
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Fig. 8.1: Sally’s Case Modelled 
 

Vulnerable and Attractive Target: Individual 
• Female 
• Inexperienced 
• Seeking approval from work peers and supervisor 
• No centre induction 
• No job interview 
• Tasks beyond ability 
• Encouraged to become involved in misconduct with 

other senior staff 
Promoters of Misconduct: Management 

• Management involved in non-response 
• Supervisor colluding in misconduct 

• Lack of preventive management 
• Clinical supervision withdrawn 

• Unethical role modelling 
• Lack of work performance review 

• Poor judgement and decision-making in crisis 
• Personal vendettas and resentment amongst middle management 

Promoters of Misconduct: Culture/Organisational 
• Workplace culture of acceptance of misconduct 
• Unethical and inappropriate behaviour from super-ordinate 
• Work-mates colluded outside workplace 
• Preferential staff group in cohorts with upper management 
• Ineffectual intelligence gathering 
• Distanced from locus of control in HO 
• Culture of silence and fear 
• Culture of ridicule within staff between custodial and non-custodial staff  
• Culture of uneasy inmate control via group threats 
• History of misconduct investigations resulting in no outcomes 
• Decreased/desensitised respect for humanity and human life – deaths prevail in this case-study 

Resourceful Offender: 
• Moral resources justify behaviour 
• Context allows easy access to 

staff member 
• Custodial staff willingly not vigilant 

Lack of crime prevention: 
Regulation 

• No processes made known to victim 
• No immediate response from Intel officer to 

incidents 
• No response to early transgressions 

Environment 
• Unmonitored office area 
• Free spaces for inmates to roam 
• Enclosed 1-to-1 interview rooms 
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CHAPTER 9: CONCLUSION 

 

Chapter Overview 
 

This chapter now turns to the three original research questions and locates their 

answers in the major findings of the three sequential studies and the case-study. Based 

on the empirical findings, a number of strategies aimed at the prevention of 

misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff are also explored. Within the 

framework of the model of explanation developed in this thesis, implications for 

penological and criminological theory and for future research are also discussed, and 

finally a challenge is posed about the political will to implement such 

recommendations. 

 

Research Question 1: What Factors Are Involved In Misconduct Between Non-
Custodial Staff And Inmates? 

 

To identify the factors involved in misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff 

the results of three qualitative and quantitative studies were triangulated, revealing a 

number of dominant findings. First, for Queensland correctional centres at least, 

misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff is predominantly about the misuse 

and abuse of confidential information. Unethical breaches of professional boundaries 

also rated highly, while inappropriate behaviour or sexual relationships occurred less 

frequently. Non-custodial staff generally tended to be the initiators of misconduct, with 

the inmates being the secondary participants. Most misconduct was played out not in 

secrecy, but in open group situations under surveillance, suggesting that human 

scrutiny is not adequate in most circumstances. In addition, the regulatory and 

investigative processes appeared problematic, with few complaints coming to full 

fruition, even fewer complainants being interviewed, and the outcomes generally 

taking long periods of time to complete. Poor preparation and inexperience of non-

custodial staff were identified as contributory factors, as were the lack of adequate 

management and ethical leadership. A feature of focus group discussions was the 

historical change in corrections which has brought about a greater role for non-

custodial staff, but without the commensurate resources and training, and the existence 

still of the traditional problems between custodial and non-custodial staff concerning 

the appropriate balance of treatment and punishment. 
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On the whole, non-custodial staff reported they did not accept the legitimacy of the 

misconduct hypothesised in the scenarios, whether the correctional centre where they 

worked was in a rural area or in the city. Equally, inmates did not report acceptance, 

but they were better able to predict the staff perspectives on misconduct, than the staff 

were able to predict inmates’ perceptions. Nonetheless, both inmates and non-custodial 

staff identified that the following factors were implicated in misconduct: 

• Grooming: - ‘Preparatory grooming’ was involved in the initial stages of 

misconduct, and ‘Separation grooming’ involved in the latter stages when inmates 

attempt to draw staff away from the influence of their peers and management 

• Moral neutralisations: -‘Professional Absolution’ allowed for the denial of wrong-

doing by non-custodial staff on the basis of professional code or ethics, and 

‘Distortion of Consequence’ obscured personal causal agency by diffusing or 

displacing responsibility 

• Situational ‘obscurers’: ‘Staff Vulnerability’ encouraged motivated reasoning 

(Bandura, 1990) by inmates to justify their misconduct with non-custodial staff , 

and ‘Collusive leniency’, which was the secrecy staff developed with inmates in 

order to minimise the unethical aspects of actions 

• Organisational Culture: - ‘Regulatory Justice’ – the value that non-custodial staff 

placed on the manner in which they were managed and disciplined by 

superordinates, and ‘Relational Value’ – the value that non-custodial staff placed 

on themselves in relation to others in the prison and within their own profession 

• Prevention: - ‘Prison preparation’ of non-custodial staff and the regular 

‘Recruitment and Review’ of managerial styles and ethics of superordinates 

emerged as primary preventative factors.  

 

Of all these factors, the moral neutralising factor of Professional Absolution was the 

most statistically powerful predictor of misconduct, although Distortion of 

Consequence, Regulatory Management, Separation Grooming and Prison Preparation 

also predicted levels of acceptance of misconduct between inmates and non-custodial 

staff. Most importantly, all factors were able to be adapted to the Conjunction of 

Criminal Opportunity model (Ekblom & Tilley, 2000) and therefore could take 

account of a potential offender, an attractive target in an attractive setting, a wider 

environment conducive to misconduct, and the presence of crime preventers and 

promoters. 
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Overall, these outcomes have several major implications for understanding misconduct 

between non-custodial staff and inmates. First, there appears to be sequential stages 

involved in the development of serious misconduct, with each stage requiring a certain 

conjunction of factors to occur along the continuum. Secondly, the organisational 

culture of a prison appears to impact so strongly on the likelihood of misconduct 

occurring, that the rotten apple theory can be refuted. And thirdly, the rural or regional 

correctional centres, located away from the locus of control at DCS Head Office, 

appear to experience lower levels of non-acceptance of misconduct and higher levels 

of inept or unethical management. 

 

Stages of misconduct: From minor transgressions to major misconduct – the 
case for ‘Soft Capture’ 

 

Evidence from the three studies suggests that serious misconduct is actually preceded 

by minor boundary transgressions related to breaches of codes of conduct, failing to 

follow process and the misuse and abuse of discretionary power. Although the use and 

misuse of physical power can dominate the relationship between custodial staff and 

inmates, it is obviously not the case with non-custodial staff. Non-custodial staff 

relationships with inmates are different and operate on different principles and 

foundations. Similarly, the typology developed in Study 1 also indicated that non-

custodial staff misconduct does not include the traditional workplace misconduct of 

theft, fraud or corruption. Instead, the predominance of the abuse of discretionary 

power by non-custodial staff supports Liebling, Padfield and Arnold’s (2000) work in 

this field, and highlights the supremacy that information has within the prison system. 

Because non-custodial staff often come into contact with large quantities of personal 

information about inmates, they therefore wield considerable power in a setting where 

information is currency. Combined with the tensions resulting from the dual role of 

balancing punitiveness with humanitarian rehabilitation, their work can lead to ethical 

conflicts and professional confusion, ultimately making them vulnerable to 

contraventions of rules and boundaries. The initial, though negligible, infringement of 

the rules of engagement between inmates and non-custodial staff therefore appear to be 

about the control that non-custodial staff can have over inmates by owning their 

personal information, and the attempts by inmates to gain control over how that 

information might be used by the staff member.  
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Often these boundaries are bound up in the therapeutic relationship that develops 

during treatment and rehabilitation. The boundaries are not clearly delineated - they 

blur in degree between friendship and therapeutic alliance, and can range from a pat of 

congratulation and encouragement, to a sexual touch on the arm. These initial 

boundary transgressions can appear to be innocuous and are not necessarily reported. 

Managers seem reluctant to intervene at the point of minor infractions, such as 

spending too long chatting with an inmate or offering personal information. 

Unfortunately, because the initial stages are often not recorded (as revealed in Study 1) 

there are no indications of precursors or of past misconduct if the same actors are 

eventually brought to account for more serious matters. Therefore, mistakenly, the 

more serious forms of misconduct, once revealed and visible, are taken as the point of 

inception, on record at least, rather than the much earlier stages. Additionally, because 

instances of serious misconduct are usually secretive, the situational aspects are 

misinterpreted and assumed to be about enclosures and offices that are not easily 

placed under surveillance. Yet examination of the CJC complaints clearly indicated 

that the initial boundary transgressions occur in open spaces where human scrutiny is 

plentiful.  

 

The two separate outcomes - one in open spaces under surveillance and the other in 

secrecy - are not contradictory. Rather, it is argued, these outcomes reflect different 

stages in the development of misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff. If 

misconduct is viewed in this way, three clear stages can be identified (Fig. 9.1). The 

first stage is where subtle boundary transgressions are made, usually in group or open 

situations under surveillance, the second is where collusion, secrecy and privacy are 

sought and the transgressions are compounded, and the third is where major 

professional boundaries are breached and behaviour considered to be official 

misconduct occurs.  

 

The first stage can only lead on to the second stage if the efforts of crime preventers 

are thwarted by fear of reporting, unethical managers, poor whistle-blowing policies 

and processes and lack of, or inadequate supervision. 
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       STAGE 1                          PREVENTION              STAGE 2       PREVENTION     STAGE 3 
               SOFT CAPTURE               BOUNDARY TRANSGRESSIONS                     OFFICIAL MISCONDUCT
             
 
 
 
 
 
 
        
 
        Possible        Possible 
        Intervention        Intervention   
By        By                    By  
        Crime         Crime 

  Preventers        Preventers 
 
 
        

      Thwarted by Crime Promoters/ion     Thwarted by Crime Promoters/ion 
• Fear of retribution if reported    -  Unethical non-responsive management 
• Lack of faith in confidential     -  Ostracisation of whistle-blowers 

management                              -  Organisational absolution to retain human 
• Unethical or careless            resource 

management of misconduct 
• No history of overt consequences 

for past misconduct 
• No support for whistle-blowers 

 
 

Fig 9.1: Model of Sequential Stages of Misconduct between Inmates and Non-custodial Staff: From ‘Soft Capture’ to ‘Official Misconduct’ 
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If, on the other hand, the crime preventers are able to intervene with strong role 

modelling, they can counteract the initial moral rationalisations and preparatory 

grooming, and afford protection to inexperienced and vulnerable staff. Similarly, if 

custodial staff are vigilant in their surveillance they may also be able to intercede by 

moving certain inmates through specific open areas, or denying access or movement to 

other open areas. If minor transgressions do then occur, crime preventers need to act 

with authority, ensuring that consequences result and the process of regulation is open, 

accountable and transparent for other staff and inmates to see.  

 

In the same way, the second stage only progresses to the third if the crime preventers’ 

actions are thwarted. This second stage includes some form of collusion between the 

inmate and the non-custodial staff member, and moves into more confined spaces 

away from vigilant surveillance – for example into a private office or into a section 

where the staff member has superordinancy and will not be questioned. It is here that 

grooming of the staff member by the inmate can occur unabated. Alternatively, if the 

staff member is abusing his/her position, it is where the imposition of power and 

threats can be made to the inmate unhindered. This stage needs to be viewed both by 

management and investigators as the middle maintenance stage, not the beginning. If 

crime preventers are able to intercede, the impact of crime promoters is lessened and 

the more serious third stage is avoided and official misconduct prevented. Between 

these stages, the way managers handle the boundary transgressions is paramount. If 

policies are enforced, resignations or probation handled adequately, and clinical 

supervision offered as prevention, the chances of the behaviour progressing to the third 

stage are lessened. 

 

The initial stages also survive into the subsequent stages because the intuition or 

‘hunches’ that peers and colleagues have about it happening cannot be acted on for 

fear of retribution (in some cases legitimised by legislative and public service acts) 

because of inadequate skills to report, or because there is not a safe supervisory 

environment that supports discussion about misconduct. Because much of the 

prevention of progression from one stage to another depends on shaping the situation 

or influencing the offender, proactive strategies should be focussed away from the 

individual and the notion of removal of a ‘rotten apple’, to concentrate instead on the 

multiple-use spaces within the prison, the tolerance for minor boundary transgressions 
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by senior and supervisory staff, and the acceptance overall that the first stage is 

without consequence to either the peers or the organisation.  

 

The role of regulation and enforcement also parallels these stages. Outcomes from 

both the focus group study and the case study indicate that there is a tendency for 

internal regulators to frequently default to the ‘benefit of the doubt’ model when faced 

with the initial minor boundary transgressions. Tsang (2002) points out that often in 

the movement from minor misdemeanours to more serious aberrant behaviour, conduct 

is reconstructed, in this case by the managers or supervisors to justify their non-

response. For example, they may claim that it is not the intention of the 

psychologist/teacher/chaplain to behave inappropriately or unprofessionally, and 

therefore their behaviour can be excused. On the other hand, by blaming, 

dehumanising, and unequivocally accepting that the inmate is the perpetrator because 

of his/her dysfunctional nature, non-custodial staff can effectively be ‘let off’. 

Unfortunately, by ignoring the early indicators of professional misconduct, the 

vulnerability of non-custodial staff is being ignored. It would seem from the results of 

Study 3 that inmates are aware of this vulnerability and may utilise it in order to gain 

some control in a situation where they have little. Inexperience and lack of adequate 

guardianship by supervisors (who may not have the expertise to direct, or are simply 

indifferent to offering leadership and ethical role modelling) can mean that non-

custodial staff can be ‘Captured’, either by being groomed by inmates, or by the 

workplace culture around them that is reluctant to act or address problematic 

interactions between non-custodial staff and inmates. ‘Capture’ is not referred to here 

as it is in regulatory literature where it refers to the enmeshment of regulators in 

collusive and corrupt activities. In the confines of a prison, with stressors of human 

brutality and vulnerabilities, this capture can take a much more subtle form – in fact it 

could best be described as ‘Soft Capture’.  

 

‘Soft Capture’ refers here to the initial soft or subtle breaches that are committed 

between inmates and non-custodial staff more often than not unwittingly, and perhaps 

in good faith and with professionalism in mind, but which ultimately lead the actors 

into positions of compromise. It is subtle and often indefinable until completed, but it 

characterises 66% of the officially reported complaints against non-custodial staff to 

the CJC between 1999 and 2002. The secrecy of the transgression is covertly 
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addressed under the guise of collusive leniency whereby the non-custodial staff 

member and inmate agree to maintain their secrecy on the grounds that the indiscretion 

is so minor as to not warrant intervention. Non-custodial staff are able to absolve 

themselves morally by calling on the higher good of professionalism, and the inmate is 

able to justify his/her behaviour on the grounds that his/her needs are going to be met. 

Additionally, if successful, either actor can begin to separate the other cognitively 

away from peers or other influences who might negate the moral rationalisations. 

Inmates tell staff that they are better than other staff, that they are unappreciated, are 

under stress and that they are not truly valued (as indicated by the Relational Value 

factor). Staff on the other hand, can perceive the inmate as “different’ to others and 

therefore worthy of extra attention. Either way, the control balance is beginning to 

shift. As inmates attempt to redress the lack of control and power they have over their 

environment by gaining information about a staff member, non-custodial staff are 

attempting to maintain power and control that they may not be used to having, and 

which certainly they do not appear to have adequate training for. The fluctuations 

between these attempts to maintain control balance, it appears, make the interaction 

between inmates and non-custodial staff vulnerable to ethical breaks. The focus groups 

of Study 1 and the interviews of the case study highlighted how each group is always 

attempting to keep an upper hand.  

 

In sum, Soft Capture arises from the combination of the vulnerability of staff and the 

weakening of bonds with moral others, with the strengthening of new bonds with 

immoral or unethical others at the same time. The influential ‘others’ may be inmates, 

or other staff who have become compliant with an unethical workplace environment. 

Importantly, ‘vulnerable’ staff are not staff who have diminished capacity or capability 

- they are simply those non-custodial staff who are new to the prison or a forensic 

clinical position. The notion of the ‘rotten apple’ simply does not apply. Like others in 

any workplace in a new position, they need approval, recognition and 

acknowledgement from their superiors, as well as supervision from superordinates. 

Institutional vulnerability plus personal vulnerability makes for the worst type of 

situation.  New staff may experience prisonisation in the form of others’ deliberate 

indifference to the humanity of inmates, to the trauma of bearing witness to evil acts 

and heinous crimes, or to the subtle imposition of the ways of an environment of 

incarceration. Left unprepared, untrained and unsupervised, their vulnerability 
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increases, and those who may have had a predisposition to requiring more approval 

than others, or who are reliant on others’ opinions for their self-worth, become even 

more vulnerable to inmate grooming.  How non-custodial staff are prepared and 

trained to cope with the process of prisonisation, therefore, will have everything to do 

with how they will meet the moral dilemma and duality of helping or maintaining a 

distance, how they will resist the first ‘soft’ subtle boundary transgressions, and how 

they will conceptualise their self-talk to counteract moral cognitive dissonance.  

 

Refuting The Rotten Apple Theory: The Case For Organisational Fruit Salad 
 

The second major implication from this research is the refutation of the ‘rotten apple’ 

theory that misconduct or corruption is the result of the individual importing their 

characteristics and personal attitudes into the workplace (Peterson, 1960). This 

research has indicated quite clearly that the organisational culture of tolerance of 

misconduct, reluctance to report, punitive response to whistle-blowing, maintenance of 

unethical leadership and poor managerial practices impact significantly on the 

likelihood of misconduct occurring. The case study of Sally especially highlighted how 

inexperienced new staff can be captured by an unethical culture, and remain within it 

for fear of peer retaliation or managerial retribution. Certainly individual 

characteristics play a part in that it appears that young, inexperienced, female staff are 

the most likely to be targeted and vulnerable. Nevertheless, sound supervision, clinical 

guidance and preliminary training and mentorship could well counteract these. It 

would seem that where there is the provision of appropriately trained professional 

supervisors, there is less acceptance of misconduct, as evidenced in the response of 

city-based non-custodial staff who have access to more Managers of Offender 

Development and Senior Psychologists.  

 

The Organisational Culture of Regulation and Compliance 

Regulatory practices that are inconsistent, ill-defined and unavailable to managers 

contribute to an organisational culture that fosters the development of misconduct. By 

negating the importance of ethical behaviour and expectations of propriety, the culture 

of the workplace becomes one in which staff are devalued and capable of being 

manipulated. Similarly poor compliance measures or investigative procedures intimate 

a culture of acceptance of misconduct. Results from analysis of the outcomes of 
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complaints made to the CJC revealed two important factors. First, more often than not 

non-custodial staff resigned before an investigation took place or were encouraged by 

centre management to remain, with lip-service paid to the consequences. Therefore no 

clear outcomes of unethical behaviour were made available to staff. Secondly, the 

frequency with which the majority of complaints were handed back for internal 

investigation by the very authority against whom the complaint had been made (the 

Qld DCS), suggested that the co-operative relationships between formal regulators and 

the regulated were too lenient. Consequently, there was a culture of indifference and 

incompetency about compliance with ethical standards in some correctional centres. 

Internal investigations conducted by peers were seldom of the required standard and 

often unavailable for scrutiny. Little evidence existed either, that the recommendations 

of the CJC had been carried out in a timely fashion, or at all.  

 

With regard to resignations, although both psychologists and counsellors were equally 

represented in the complaints files (12.1% and 13.6% respectively), the outcomes were 

vastly different for each of these professions. Unlike psychologists who were mostly 

disciplined by the DCS, 60% of counsellors who received a complaint against them 

resigned before an investigation took place. It is of course possible that the accusations 

against the counsellors were well founded and that they resigned to avoid the 

investigative process and subsequent employment termination. However, counsellors 

have no professional body to which they can go to seek advice regarding these matters. 

Psychologists, nurses and teachers, on the other hand, do have professional bodies that 

are responsible for registration, the provision of codes of conduct, and support and 

direction regarding boundary transgressions and ethical conflicts.45 It is possible that 

without these guidelines, counsellors are more vulnerable to misconduct. Clinical 

supervision also provides a forum for staff to report and examine the minor boundary 

transgressions that may occur, and to be provided with appropriate preventive 

strategies before more serious or difficult interactions with inmates occur.  None of the 

centres provided such supervision for counsellors, and in only a few centres were the 

counsellors managed by a supervisor who had a professional clinical background. Of 

the eleven centres studied, only five had Senior Psychologists or Managers of Offender 

                                                 
45 The Australian Psychological Society Code of Ethics (2002); “Queensland Nursing Council and 
Health Practitioners Boards’ Statement on Sexual Relationships between Health Practitioners and Their 
Patients”, May 2000, and “Guidelines for Probationary Registrants and Supervisors”, Sept 2002. 
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Development with professional backgrounds capable of supervising counsellors if 

necessary. Because it was not a requirement for the counsellors to receive supervision, 

the overwhelming majority did not.  

 

An alternative explanation is that the DCS offer psychologists better support and 

options to resignation in order to retain their services.  The DCS reports that it is 

difficult to recruit psychologists, especially in isolated and rural correctional centres.   

Psychologists are paid lower salaries than their counterparts in Queensland Health or 

Queensland Education, and therefore tend to be mainly new graduates who have not 

yet obtained clinical experience elsewhere. Given these retention difficulties, it is 

possible that the DCS is more willing to offer internal resolution to complaints against 

psychologists, in order to keep positions filled. File correspondence from the DCS to 

the CJC in relation to the internal discipline of psychologists revealed the correctional 

centres’ tendency to treat these matters with conciliatory responses of in-house re-

training or unit relocation. Given that the therapeutic interactions between inmates and 

non-custodial staff appear to be the ones that are most vulnerable to misconduct, it 

would seem that internal actions to rectify or prevent these situations would be best 

focussed on the way staff handled the relationships they developed with inmates in a 

therapeutic situation, rather than on relocation or re-education regarding 

confidentiality. 

 

The results of this research have also highlighted the problems of the co-operative 

stance on the part of the CJC with the DCS. Although the practice of regulators 

working collaboratively with the agencies over whom they have jurisdiction is no 

doubt reflective of contemporary policies (Sparrow, 2000), maintaining objectivity 

during investigations into those organisation can be difficult. The line between 

collaboration and co-operation can become blurred. In order to ‘work’ with a 

government department, does the CJC have to form ‘collaborative’ or ‘co-operative’ 

bonds? To work collaboratively would imply a joint approach to identifying and 

preventing misconduct, whereas co-operative work perhaps implies that one or the 

other agent has to obey or comply with the other.  The kinds of regulatory 

commonsense that now finds favour in the field of risk management, involves a shift 

away from straightforward enforcement of the rules, to the adoption of some 

regulatory alternative generally involving the exercise of discretion (Sparrow, 2000, 
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p.239). When ‘co-operation’ becomes enmeshed with discretion in this regulatory 

relationship, conflicts of interest can emerge and previously collaborative relationships 

can become compromised. Serious allegations against the very staff with whom these 

co-operative relationships have been formed, also become compromised and difficult 

to investigate. There can be an expectation eventually that the regulator will use 

‘discretion’ and favour the collaborative relationship over an investigation of the 

complaint. It might be argued that the ‘patient’ stance taken by the CJC in relation to 

some complaints fell into this realm of compromised co-operation. In some cases 

revealed in the CJC files, executive staff of the DCS had allegations made against 

them of misconduct, yet they were not pursued. Additionally, there were several 

instances of non-compliance by senior and managerial staff when requested by the 

CJC to supply information or to instigate internal investigations against other staff. 

Many files revealed long periods of time without the Queensland DCS responding to 

CJC referrals or requests. Ostensibly, every six months the CJC reviewed non-

response from the DCS and issued reminder letters requesting a response, yet if no 

response was forthcoming, the case would simply ‘roll on’. 

 

In summary, the Queensland DCS appears to be a problematic regulatory environment 

with an overall culture of reluctance to enforce, or insistence on compliance. With 

instances of turning a blind eye to minor forms of misconduct in order to maintain 

staff, and lack of paper-trails of internal investigations, it is not surprising that the 

model of importation is one easily refuted from the findings of this thesis. Within the 

Queensland DCS it is more likely that the factors impacting on misconduct are as 

much about systemic organisational culture, as they are about the gender and 

professional training of individual staff members. To this end the Queensland CMC 

must now, with additional insight into non-custodial staff misconduct, regulate with 

greater rigour. Whistle-blowers need to be given much greater support and 

complainants interviewed more extensively. 
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Rural Versus City-Based Correctional Centres: The Case for ‘Sex In The 

City’ 

 

The third major finding which has relevance for the fields of criminology and 

penology was the significant difference in the degree of acceptance of misconduct 

between city-based correctional centres close to the locus of control in the Wacol 

precinct of Brisbane, and those correctional centres located in regional and rural areas 

away from the locus of control. Not only did the case study highlight the impact that 

collusion can have on an individual as well as an entire correctional centre, it also 

underlined the impact that the local rural community can have on the workplace 

culture of a prison (Parcells, 2001). In turn, correctional centres have an impact on the 

economic well-being of a community, and subsequent strong social community 

connections can invade the prison workplace (Bottoms, 1999a). 

 

A word of caution needs to be added here however. The apparent differences between 

the rural and city-based centres may well have been influenced by the gender of the 

inmates and staff. Although this cannot be verified by statistical analysis due to the 

missing data on gender, the group of rural correctional centres differ from the group of 

city-based correctional centres in terms of the gender of their inmate population. There 

are no mixed-gender inmate centres in the city-based Wacol precinct of Brisbane. 

However, there are two mixed inmate centres - Numinbah and Townsville - in the rural 

grouping of centres, and both these centres received significantly higher levels of 

complaints of misconduct against them, than others did.  In fact, Numinbah had a ratio 

of 1 complaint per staff member. With recent acknowledgement by the Canadian 

government that male front-line staff should not treat inmates of the opposite sex 

(Lajeunesse, Jefferson, Nuffield & Majury, 2000), cross-gender staffing must be a 

consideration in this thesis. 

 

For this research, conducted entirely within male prisons, masculinity was an 

important component considered in the interaction between inmates and non-custodial 

staff. Expectedly, female staff were over-represented in misconduct with male inmates, 

and in most instances it was the male inmate who eventually reported the misconduct. 

Unusual, though was the apparent reluctance by male inmates to make complaints 
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against staff, who provided positive services that enhanced male well-being, such as 

physical exercise and gym work. For example, inmates had not reported several 

serious incidents of Activities Officers involved in drug dealing in one centre. 

Although it could be argued that these incidents were concealed because of the 

benefits to inmates, why would this explanation not also apply to the sexual 

relationships with female staff? The social construction of male gender (Jewkes, 

2002), particularly the identity ascribed to incarcerated men as being powerless (Hood 

& Sparks, 1970) possibly holds the answer. The lack of power and control experienced 

by male inmates can influence strategies adopted by them in response to their enforced 

containment.  

 

Given that the prison culture is dominated by codes that are based on physicality and 

masculinity of male group behaviour (Bottoms, 1999a; Sykes, 1958), opportunities for 

inmates to increase or display their physical male prowess, might also allow them to 

experience a legitimate rebuttal of the ascribed identification of a prisoner as weak, 

ineffectual, powerless and conforming. It would seem equally feasible then that staff 

who offer inmates legitimate opportunities to experience a sense of male autonomy, or 

who work alongside inmates to enhance that experience, are more likely to be 

perceived as part of that camaraderie. Hence, inmates may possibly not report 

misconduct by staff such as Activities Officers because of the allegiance they feel 

towards them. Equally, their acceptance of favours for or by these staff, might have 

affected the findings of the study. 

 

Supporting the influence of gender on misconduct was the 10% of non-custodial staff 

who reported in Study 3 that inmates are ‘Always’ engaged in sexual references and 

intimidation, while the inmates only reported it as occurring ‘Frequently’ or 

‘Sometimes’. These outcomes do raise the question of whether non-custodial staff, 

especially female staff, misinterpret some male inmate behaviours.  In the masculine 

world of a prison, and with the heightened awareness from induction training and 

custodial managers warning of the inmates’ intentions, it might be easy to misinterpret 

some male inmate behaviour as sexually intimidating. Such behaviours may rather be 

the very behaviours that inmates use to negotiate their own masculine inmate culture. 

In order to survive the rigours of threat and intimidation within and between their sub-

groups (Bottoms, 1999a), male inmates may aim sexual references at staff, but these 
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might be more about self-preservation rather than about the intimidation of staff. That 

is, the inmates’ intentions are to manoeuvre and manipulate their interactions with 

each other, and at times, non-custodial staff became caught in the dynamics. This is 

certainly an area that requires greater understanding from both staff and inmates, given 

that there is mistrust and disbelief of inmates’ attempts to engage in human interaction 

with the very staff directed to understand and assist with their difficulties in this area.  

 

The issue of masculinity should therefore moderate the conclusion that there are 

differences between rurally located and city located correctional centres, especially if 

their gender balance also differs. Regional correctional centres tend to have both male 

and female inmates housed in the same prisons and this may alter the dynamics of 

power within the inmate subculture. Further research should focus on the interaction 

between the two and consider the impact that a mixed gender inmate population can 

have on the staffing and the organisational culture of the centre.  

 

This of course should not detract from the fact that regional and rural centres, because 

they are located away from the central locus of control of Head office at Brisbane, tend 

to be more autonomous and are significantly influenced by the social bonds that staff 

develop in the tight-knit local communities.  

 

Research question 2: Can the Identified Factors and Processes be applied 
to Ekblom and Tilley’s (2000) Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity 

Model? 
 
By adopting the theory proposed by Ekblom and Tilley (2000), the researcher 

acknowledged the importance of the introduction of offender capability in any 

examination of corruption or misconduct. Not only were situational aspects and 

guardians of the environment relevant, so too was the capacity a potential offender had 

to be adequately resourced, motivated and capable. Ekblom and Tilley’s (2000) 

inclusion of the offender’s moral resources in particular allowed Tsang’s (2002) moral 

rationalisation approach to be assimilated, while inclusion of the offender’s facilitatory 

resources allowed for Tittle’s Balance of Control theory to be similarly incorporated. 

However, it was Ekblom and Tilley’s proposal of the conjunction of an attractive 

target in a vulnerable enclosure with a well-resourced offender in the presence of 

careless or unwitting crime promoters and inadequate crime preventers, that held 
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promise as an explanation for misconduct in this thesis. It allowed for there to be a 

focus on the conjunction property of the situation and the offender, not just the actual 

opportunity offered. One element could not necessarily generate criminal behaviour 

alone, and since all relevant literature pointed to the problem of misconduct being a 

complex one involving multiple factors, this claim was an important consideration in 

developing the model of explanation. 

 

In the case-study of Sally, Ekblom and Tilley’s (2000) model, adapted to incorporate 

control balance and moral rationalisation, adequately explained the secretive process of 

misconduct between inmates and non-custodial staff in a prison setting. Moreover, the 

research was able to successfully incorporate the factors identified in the three studies 

into the model of explanation (see conclusion of each of Chapters 5, 6 and 7). 

Triangulated across the three studies, these outcomes assisted in explaining the 

evolution of minor transgressions to serious official misconduct or corruption, all 

within the Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity model. The real value of this model is 

however, is in the prevention of misconduct from a multi-factorial perspective.  

 

For any work to be relevant, its concomitant prevention recommendations must be able 

to be operationalised at reasonable cost and efficiency to the agency involved. Ekblom 

and Tilley (2000) point out that prevention is a process that requires good design and 

recognition of the contributions of all actors. Therefore, it is necessary to consider not 

only the target and the potential offender, but also the crime preventers and promoters 

within the context of their wider environment and how they may adapt to, or resist 

interventions designed to alter their behaviours. Their capacity to resist change or to 

adapt to it and re-create other avenues to commit offences must be continually 

monitored. To prevent ‘soft capture’, evaluation of the efficacy of prevention 

programmes or strategies therefore needs to be ongoing and vigilant. It is not good 

enough to just provide prevention recipes, they must be viable, relevant, and, in this 

case, able to decrease the attractiveness of a target and its enclosure, decrease the 

crime promoters’ capacity, and increase the crime preventers’ prowess. Specifically 

Ekblom and Tilley (2000) emphasised the role that crime preventers have in shaping 

the situation and influencing the offender by intervening and reacting before the 

offence occurs, and the significance of rendering the wider environment logistically 

unfavourable to a potential offender. 
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Addressing these in turn, first, it would seem important to ensure that the target, the 

enclosure, the wider environment, and preventers were made more resistant to the 

resources of the offender. Secondly, focus would also have to be placed on decreasing 

the capacity of the crime promoters to encourage misconduct or inappropriate 

behaviour. And finally, prevention would need to focus on ways in which the potential 

offenders’ moral, facilitatory and personal resources could be rendered ineffective.  

 

Building Resistance 

Starting with building the resistance and capacity building of the target, it seems 

crucial that new inexperienced non-custodial staff, who have the potential to be 

targeted by inmates and other staff, receive three things: appropriate supervisors who 

act as crime preventers and adequate guardians; specific training about the import and 

negotiating capacity of their discretionary power within a prisons setting; and explicit 

resistance-building to grooming techniques of the inmates. Role-playing using trusted 

inmates with professional facilitators would challenge some of the inmate techniques, 

offer some appropriate response for non-custodial staff to respond with, and teach 

more than the current paper copy of the DCS Code of Conduct. It is imperative, 

however, that strict guidelines and security-oriented stipulations do not take 

precedence over the humanitarian aspects of the non-custodial staff member’s work.  

 

Recalling that over-hardened training had the reverse effect on the acceptance of 

misconduct, prevention regimes need to strike a balance between the professional 

missions of the non-custodial staff and the requirements for understanding the 

manipulation of the other party, whether inmates or unethical colleagues. That is, that 

the non-custodial staff be able to recognise and appropriately deal with the grooming 

approaches of the inmates without necessarily having to resort to removal of the 

inmate or replacement of the therapist.  

 

Similarly, new non-custodial staff need to be made aware of the moral neutralisations 

that more experienced staff around them may utilise to justify inappropriate behaviour. 

This is a much more difficult area to address as it involves cognitive resilience as well 

as the ability to resist pressures to conform to a workplace that might otherwise 

threaten to ostracise the new staff member. Nonetheless, cognitive restructuring could 
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become part of group supervision with non-custodial staff. Raising the contentious 

issue of inappropriate relationships with inmates, of vulnerability to grooming and 

treating sexualised behaviour between staff and inmates openly in a clinical 

supervision setting might encourage discussion about the issues. Beliefs and values 

could be challenged and different perspectives offered in an environment conducive to 

change, rather than as a formal ethics-training programme.  

 

Making new non-custodial staff resistant to the wider environment of a prison means a 

thorough understanding of the process of prisonisation and how exposure to the brutal, 

dehumanising aspects of punishment, or the trauma of inmate assessment can 

desensitise staff. Interestingly, the inmates in this study were also aware of the need to 

prepare staff for the prison experience. Suggestions made both from the focus groups 

and the quantitative survey emphasised the need for training and exposure to the 

dynamics of the interactions between staff and inmates prior to the staff commencing 

work. Although the Queensland DCS may have a policy that new incumbents receive 

training either prior to, or within the first weeks, the reality is quite different. As 

evidenced in the case study and Study 3, many staff had not received their induction 

training. More seriously, many managerial staff had not received adequate 

management preparation, leaving them vulnerable to mistakes, poor decision-making 

and inept prevention of misconduct by their subordinates.  

 

Decreasing the Capacity of Crime Promoters 

Although preparatory training has been identified as an important prevention strategy, 

its effectiveness could be easily diminished by an organisational culture of secrecy and 

indifference. That is, it could be weakened by deliberate or unwitting, careless 

promotion of misconduct by shaping or influencing the offender, by not intervening, or 

by not reacting appropriately after the event. This research has identified that pockets 

of unethical management, dereliction of duty or deliberate indifference exist in some 

of the correctional centres. Regardless of how well non-custodial staff might be 

prepared for the prison environment, if the staff sub-culture is strong within a centre, 

new staff eventually are pressured to conform. The organisational code of silence 

prevented staff from whistleblowing as did the threat of ostracisation, as happened to 

Sally.  
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Further, a recent study has reinforced the importance of the impact of ostracisation of 

people form their peer groups – even to the extent where rejection from a computer-

based game evoked the same response as exclusion from peer groups (Zadro, Williams 

& Richardson, 2004). The results were interpreted as reflecting “….strong evidence for 

a very primitive and automatic adaptive sensitivity to even the slightest hint of social 

exclusion” (p.560). Therefore, the need for secure and effective whistle-blowing or 

reporting avenues is imperative. But how to encourage staff to whistle-blow? Perhaps 

it lies in the manner in which whistle-blowing is perceived within corrections. 

Currently it is a practice that attracts scorn or ‘giving up on your mate’ or ‘dobbing 

someone in’. In contrast, if it were to carry with it the more positive aspects of 

advocacy, perhaps whistle-blowing could be encouraged.  

 

From a recent exhaustive review of the literature surrounding whistle-blowing Greene 

and Latting (2004) suggested that social workers could be encouraged to report 

misconduct or abuse as a special form of patient advocacy. In prisons, advocacy for 

inmates is not easily accepted, but embedded within written organisational policies that 

clearly outline the corrective services ethical standards regarding inmate treatment, 

violations, and conflicts of interest, it may become more acceptable. With signage 

prominently displayed around the prison to this effect and verbal encouragement from 

superordinates, whistleblowing may become less difficult and more accepted. 

 

Equally, to prevent ostracisation from their work colleagues, staff need to feel 

confident that their managers will respond to reports of misconduct. Unfortunately, the 

lack of responses to incidents, and the absence of insistence on compliance or 

consequences emanating from internal enquiries, is indicative in the research reported 

here, of managerial collusive leniency. Perhaps the only mechanism to ensure that non-

custodial staff are able to resist the impact of internal superodinancy is to conduct 

group supervision with non-custodial staff facilitated by external clinical supervisors. 

In this way, the supervision is kept neutral, and non-custodial staff become used to 

dealing with issues as a peer group rather than being isolated as a single ‘rotten apple’. 

Done in a group setting, supervision is more cost effective and would free up senior 

professional staff to act as mentors rather than sole supervisors. Mentorship to monitor 

the progress of non-custodial staff as they adapt to the prison environment is also a 
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means of providing crime preventers in the wider environment. They ensure that the 

newer non-custodial staff are less accessible to inmates and therefore make the ‘target’ 

less attractive. Mentorship could be conducted over a staged 12 month programme: 

Stage One:  1-3 months (monitor trauma on assessment, inmate confrontation, inmate 

empathy, teach about separation grooming, mentor interaction with inmates 

throughout); Stage Two:  3 -6 months (partial mentoring and ability to confront 

grooming attempts); Stage Three: 6 - 12 months (Non-custodial staff act as assistants 

in mentoring the next group of new staff). Wherever unethical behaviour or dual-role 

conflict occurs, it is noted early and prevention put into place. Imperative to this 

process, of course, would be the ethical behaviour and management of the mentor, 

which would also require consistent review, as the results of Study 3 indicated. 

 

The second most important aspect of prevention within the Conjunction of Criminal 

Opportunity model is to make unwitting and careless crime promoters less so. Ethical 

reviews of management and their individual style of decision-making would not only 

ensure that management were kept abreast of the improvements they could make to 

their practice, but also that newer managers were better prepared before promotion. An 

ethical audit could be conducted with representation from the community and vested 

inmate advocacy groups as well as the organisation. Coupled with the encouragement 

of subordinate staff to independently and anonymously report, this two-pronged 

approach would raise the awareness at least of the influence of unethical practice on 

operational processes.  

 

Additionally, the importance that managers have as role models would be highlighted 

and subsequently the link to executive management as well.  Mollen (1994) identified 

‘wilful blindness’ as that deliberate practice by an organisation to turn away from the 

inappropriate actions and ethics of managers within. By instituting ethical monitoring 

by external auditors (as opposed to training), the organisation as a whole confronts the 

issues of procedural and distributive justice, allows the non-custodial staff as 

subordinates to impact on the process of review, and ensures that wherever there is 

room for improvement, it is done so without loss of employment. 

The importance of ethical leadership cannot be overstated…..Leaders who 
inspire a shared vision of a work setting in which client safety and well-being 
are paramount are unlikely to experience whistle-blowing by employees. 
(Greene & Latting, 2004, p.227) 
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Increasing Capacity of Crime Preventers 

In contrast, those staff, whether at managerial levels or at the operational staff level, 

who act as effective crime preventers need to be actively encouraged and made more 

resistant. The capacity of these staff to shape and protect the environment to make it 

more conducive to appropriate staff and inmate behaviour, needs to be recognised. 

Perhaps open awards that give distinction to suggestions or strategies aimed at 

decreasing the likelihood of misconduct or corruption, could be implemented on a 

monthly basis. Equally, constant sign-posted reminders of ethical behaviour and the 

support of staff who exhibit it could also be instituted. An interesting slant on this 

might be monthly awards for the most ethical staff member in the correctional centre. 

 

Since crime preventers have the capacity to shape a situation, they could also be a 

more alert to the indicators of initial boundary transgressions in open environments – 

that is, monitoring regular patterns of inmates and non-custodial staff chatting 

informally, and observing the movement of inmates to and from non-custodial staff 

areas thoroughly. The role of the monitoring custodial staff is central in these 

incidents, yet there are apparent problems with their willingness to intervene (as was 

particularly evident in Sally’s case).  Custodial staff tend not to go on foot, monitoring 

the rooms instead from a distance at their central control posts. Additionally, 

contemporary design changes such as viewing windows in the doors of all group 

rooms and offices, have apparently not encouraged increased surveillance, nor 

prevented secretive sexual relationships such as Sally’s, between inmates and non-

custodial staff. Other staff have reported being threatened by inmates who knew the 

placement of the duress alarm in the staff members’ office. Clearly these situations 

could have been prevented if custodial staff had actively and regularly checked the 

rooms and adhered to the protocols.  

 

Surveillance obviously needs to be more thorough, with time checks made of the 

rooms. Correctional centres could place clear restrictions on the amount of time spent 

by inmates in 1-to-1 counselling sessions, or alternatively the use of these sessions 

could be eliminated altogether and group counselling instituted instead. If the 

requirement for individual therapy arose, it should be done only with appropriate 

clinical supervision by psychologists in an environment with two-way mirrors. The 
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privacy of the therapeutic situation might have to be sacrificed for the prevention of 

misconduct by either non-custodial staff or inmates. Standard interview and 

assessment times could be introduced as guidelines for custodial staff to monitor. 

Either way, collaboration needs to be encouraged within the working relationship 

between custodial and non-custodial staff. Joint training and regular meetings to 

promote better prevention of misconduct might increase the willingness of the 

custodial staff to act as crime preventers. 

 

Finally, the vexed issue of gender in relation to misconduct within prison needs to be 

considered. Identified clearly in both the focus groups and the analysis of the CJC files 

as a contributing factor, especially for female staff in male prisons, gender was 

perceived by inmates and non-custodial staff as relevant in prevention. Although 

expectedly both groups rated the removal of opposite sex staff46 from the correctional 

centre as the least effective prevention strategy, in contrast, the results of the grooming 

question reflected the ambiguity that sexualization of the interaction between inmates 

and non-custodial staff can have. It seemed that across the three studies both non-

custodial staff and inmates were acknowledging the influence that opposite gender 

staff can have on misconduct, but were not prepared to consider removing staff of the 

opposite sex to that of the inmate population. Their response is understandable, as it 

would mean that, effectively, the majority of the non-custodial staff respondents would 

have been supporting their own removal from employment.  

 

Equally, inmates report that the presence of females in an all male prison can 

sometimes have a defusing effect on the overly masculine and threatening 

environment. Nonetheless, the apparent impact that gender mix has on misconduct 

cannot be ignored. The Canadian experience has indicated that an enlightened 

government, after much research and academic debate, chose to protect the inmates 

and to remove the opportunity for male custodial staff to abuse their power over the 

female inmates.  

Gender integration is a controversial proposition. It must take into account the 
dignity and safety of inmates and workers. At the heart of the controversy is 
how it is possible to protect the dignity and safety of both inmates and staff and 
provide the best possible protection for women prisoners with respect to 

                                                 
46 Opposite-sex staff refers here to female staff in an all male inmate correctional centre, or male staff in 
an all female inmate correctional centre. 
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privacy violations and sexual misconduct by staff and other non-inmates. In 
addition we must examine how it is possible to apply fair employment 
practices. (Lajeunesse et. al., 2000, p.23) 
 

That gender and the balance of power go hand in hand is beyond question – suffice to 

say that it is impossible to discuss one without the other. Their enmeshment makes a 

true assessment even more complex, yet the reality is that it exists and at the time of 

this last chapter being written for this thesis, another female psychologist was de-

registered and a female custodial officer jailed in Queensland for having had a sexual 

relationship with a male inmate. Whether the Queensland DCS should adopt the same 

stance as Canada is debatable. Canada removed front-line male staff primarily because 

of the extent of sexual abuse of female inmates. But it would seem timely to consider 

how female staff may abuse their power, sexual or otherwise, over male inmates, who 

have had their traditional power normally attributed to them in society removed. What 

this does to the balance of power in prison has been explored to some extent where 

there is predominantly male staff (Pollard & Sorbello, 2000), but none have explored 

the issue when this power is then placed into the hands of female non-custodial staff. 

Traditionally organisational psychology has reported that women in positions of 

organisational power are either perceived as ‘mad or ‘bad’ by those who are unable to 

have control over them.  However, the prison environment may not reflect the same 

dynamics, and is therefore worthy of further research and enquiry.  

 

This is not to argue that a return to same-gender employment in corrections is the line 

to follow. Nor would it address the issues of homosexuality and bisexuality between 

inmates and non-custodial staff. However, perhaps there is a compromise. It would be 

possible, especially for male prisons, for the non-custodial staff teams to be located 

outside the prison itself, but close by to the environs. As is the current practice with 

consultant professional staff (especially Visiting Medical Officers), non-custodial staff 

could attend the prison to deliver programmes and assessments and then leave to return 

to their office. This strategy would also mean that non-custodial staff were not as 

exposed to the daily processes of custodial secure containment of inmates, and 

therefore would avoid the conflict of role duality. Supervision could be objectively 

carried out in the external offices, while mentoring could focus on the intraprison 

experience. This means that the professional services of non-custodial staff would 

effectively be removed from the prison setting. Their removal would pose some 
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obvious logistical and operational problems that would need to be addressed. 

However, the cost to the careers and personal well-being of both non-custodial staff 

and inmates would be substantially diminished. The interaction between the non-

custodial staff member and the inmate would be effectively held at a greater distance, 

and the initial boundary transgressions, such as informal chatting, doing favours etc, 

might be avoided. The removal of non-custodial staff from the prison proper would 

substantially change the wider environment of the prison. 

 

De-resourcing the Offender 

While it is reasonably easy to apply prevention strategies to the crime preventers and 

promoters and to the target of misconduct, it is somewhat more difficult and 

complicated, within the Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity model, to reduce the 

efficacy of the well-resourced offender. Ekblom and Tilley (2001) claim that the 

potential offender is usually motivated, sometimes predisposed, but most importantly, 

is well resourced. These resources can take the form of personal resources, cognitive 

resources, moral resources, facilitatory resources or collaborative resources. Therefore 

prevention needs to focus on the particular resources most relevant and most available 

to the offender. The results of this research have several implications for influencing 

the resources of the potential offender, but First a word of caution.  

 

The results from both Study 1 and 2 indicated that, at times, it is difficult to clarify 

who is the victim and who is the offender in situations of misconduct between inmates 

and non-custodial staff. The relationship fluctuates backwards and forwards between 

the two positions, with both actors at times holding more persuasive power than the 

other. Clearly in some CJC complaints, it was apparent that occasionally inmates were 

initially physically threatening and the non-custodial staff member was obviously the 

victim. Equally, in some cases the non-custodial staff member unequivocally abused 

their position of power and either compromised or blatantly abused inmates sexually or 

emotionally. However, these situations were rare.  

 

More often than not the complaints were not unlike the case of Sally, where the staff 

member was initially vulnerable to grooming approaches and threats, but then may 

have taken advantage of the situation to gain some control of the situation themselves. 
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Of equal importance is the perpetrating role that the overall organization plays in 

misconduct. In Sally’s case, it was evident that the management and her senior 

supervisors abused their positions of authority, disregarding her needs in the process, 

and prioritising their avoidance of the consequences. Tsang (2002) refers to 

organizations that generate obedience to authority by implied threat as ‘evil 

organizations’ which usually demand or encourage routinisation and deindividuation. 

In Sally’s case, the organisational inaction to deal with the inadequate assessment, 

management and ultimate suicide of the Aboriginal inmate, was itself official 

misconduct and dereliction of duty. Sally was clearly the victim as was the inmate, 

with the correctional centre management, the offender. In many respects Sally had to 

seek protection as much from her management as she had to from inmates who 

threatened her about the suicide of one of their mates. 

 

Lessening Opportunities 

For these situations to be prevented, vulnerable non-custodial staff should not be 

placed in situations where they are forced to develop moral neutralisations to counter 

the conflict of dual roles or unethical leadership. There needs to be fewer opportunities 

that force them to develop their own protection, or to rely on their own resources to 

deal with the prison culture. If not, non-custodial staff are left to eventually develop 

resentment and distrust of their superordinates. Again, sound adequate clinical 

supervision becomes imperative in this instance.  

 

Experienced clinicians who can conceptualise the difficulties of assessing prisoners 

who have committed heinous crimes, and who can de-brief and monitor the staff that 

treat such inmates, need to be made available. In some organisations now, the exposure 

of workers to the traumatic histories of their clients is being considered a form of 

workplace violence. For inexperienced staff, listening to the narratives of heinous 

crimes can be difficult. In Sally’s situation for example, access to a supervisor would 

have prevented her inadequate risk assessment in the first place, and most certainly 

would have provided her with support and direction in handling the suicide of one of 

her cases. To be most effective these supervisors need to be trained in forensic clinical 

areas, but should be external to the organization in order to prevent being captured by 

the culture themselves.  
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The taboo issue of personal emotional responses by staff who may have hoped to be 

objective and professional at all times, needs to be openly discussed and incorporated 

into supervision. Sometimes these emotions can be extremely compassionate and 

associated with feelings of attachment and intimacy, while others can be inconsiderate 

and mixed with revulsion, indifference or anger. For these reasons, staff need to be 

able to place their feelings realistically in a clinical context and understand the 

dynamics of transference and counter-transference. Likewise, humane responses need 

to be balanced with professional principles. Unlike other therapeutic situations where 

the exchange of some of the counsellor’s details may encourage trust, in prisons it can 

be used as threats or for intimidation from either side. For this reason non-custodial 

staff should be trained how to best use the information they gain about inmates’ lives, 

and how seriously its use is perceived by the inmates. Even the SMOs have the 

capacity, as indicated by Study 1, to abuse confidential information about inmates, 

illustrating that the holding of information is not confined to therapeutic interactions 

between staff and inmates, and consequently might also be applicable to custodial 

staff. Training, therefore should include the doctrine of principled intimacy where 

clear rules and boundaries are set down about the amount of familiarity that can be 

developed between the inmate and the non-custodial staff member. By drawing up a 

contract with these ‘rules of engagement’, the therapeutic relationship might then be 

less vulnerable to the inappropriate closeness and emotional intimacy that may evolve 

into professional misconduct Additionally, the role of the supervisor should be 

outlined and maintained in the contract, but not abused. Drawn up between non-

custodial staff member and the inmate, and with the supervisor party to the accord, 

either party could withdraw from the contractual accord if the conventions were not 

adhered to. 

 

Diminishing Moral Neutralisations 

By diminishing the moral neutralisations and justifications of inmates and non-

custodial staff, it is possible that misconduct could be perceived as more serious and 

therefore less acceptable. Therefore emphasis for prevention should focus on 

confronting the merit of the types of excuses developed for Study 3. The items in this 

question were built expressly on the type of excuses contained in the CJC files. 

Reversing their meaning, as is done in cognitive restructuring in the field of 

Psychology, could be presented as part of the preparation training of staff before they 
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commence employment. It would not constitute ethics training, as some of the 

situations do not relate to unethical behaviour. Additionally, there is not yet sufficient 

empirical evidence to support the contention that ethics training decreases misconduct. 

This is not to say that ethics do not have a place in training non-custodial staff for 

prison placement. Simply, that it is not sufficient alone to address the types of 

situational obscurers that exist in a prison setting. 

 

Decreasing Collaborative Resources 

The collaborative resources that can exist between inmates or between staff need to be 

decreased in order for a potential offender to be thwarted. Collaborative resources exist 

within groups and within workplace sub-cultures, enforcing and encouraging 

behaviour through a wide network of like-minded peers. Within any prison there exists 

a sub-culture that is collaborative and self-enforcing with skill-mix and a capacity to 

network. Equally these can exist, as they appeared to at Lotus Glen Correctional 

Centre, amongst a staff sub-culture. The secondment and inter-staff mixing between 

LGCC and TCC established a network of non-custodial staff who appeared to accept 

certain levels of unprofessional behaviour, exploiting the shared distance from the 

central locus of control of the Queensland DCS head office. Rotation of staff through 

city-based centres might have avoided this collaboration developing, as might more 

thorough checks of the ethical climate in the centres. In Sally’s case, it was while she 

was on away on a seminar that she felt able to confide in a senior executive what was 

occurring to her (although in her instance, nothing happened to prevent her further 

capture by the inmate sub-culture). Independent auditors of the ethical standards of the 

managers and supervisors could achieve this. But ultimately, prevention of these 

networks requires the strong stance of superordinates who are prepared to fire those 

staff central to maintaining an unethical or corrupt organisation. The real dilemma 

occurs when it is the superordinates who are involved in misconduct. That ‘offenders’ 

existed at the most senior levels of the Queensland DCS is most likely, judging from 

the findings of this research. When this level of indifference or unwillingness to act 

occurs, it becomes the obligation of the official regulator to act swiftly and definitively 

for the sake of preserving the confidence and professional integrity of subordinate staff 

in the organisation. 
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In summary, the results of this research clearly indicate that the adapted Conjunction 

of Criminal Opportunity (Ekblom & Tilley, 2000) model offers an important 

framework of explanation for misconduct in a secretive and collusive environment. It 

is capable of incorporating individual, organisational, regulatory and situational 

aspects without negating or prioritising any particular factor. It can assimilate the 

idiosyncratic nature of a prison setting as the wider environment and interchangeably 

treat either the non-custodial staff or the inmate as the offender or the target. Its 

capacity to develop matched relevant prevention strategies that can account for both 

situational and individual characteristics is a considerable strength. But it is the 

incorporation of the offenders’ resources, in this study particularly the moral ones, and 

the conjunction property of the situation, which sets this model of explanation apart 

from other situational crime prevention approaches. 

 
 

Research question 3: Is It Possible to Conduct Rigorous Research on 
Sensitive Topics in Prisons? 

 

Integral to the implementation of this study were the vexed issues associated with 

conducting research in prison settings where confidentiality, secrecy, violence, 

manipulation and sheer survival are the order of the day. As correctional staff can fall 

prey to the process of prisonisation while working within a harsh, dehumanised 

environment, so too could these factors impact on the researcher and the researched 

(Liebling & Price, 1998b). Arguably, any attempt to study the difficult subject of 

corruption and misconduct with its associated sensitivities and threats in such an 

environment was likely to be problematic. This exploration into misconduct between 

non-custodial staff and inmates therefore incorporated research practices aimed at 

optimising integrity of data while allowing for flexibility and adaptation as the 

research unfolded.  

 

That the research achieved the response rate of 91.42% from non-custodial staff 

participants, and 76% from inmates is support for the Appreciative Inquiry (Liebling et 

al., 1999) approach adopted. By integrating strategies of principled intimacy (D. 

Kennedy, 1997), collusive allegiance and recognition of the shared stressors of staff, 

the research was able to ensure validity and rigour without the loss of ethical 

confidential data collection. Personal data collection, on-site visits and follow-ups with 
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interim results engendered a willingness on the part of respondents that traditionally 

escapes the world of prison studies.   

 

Nonetheless, there were also associated problems that were not predicted with this 

methodology. Despite their willingness to participate and share their perceptions of 

misconduct, the non-custodial staff were not prepared to identify themselves by 

providing pertinent demographic data. The missing data for age, gender and 

professional role was so high that the variables were removed from the analysis. The 

staff reluctance may well have been a result of concerns within a system that actively 

isolated whistle-blowers and condoned unethical managerial practices, but it had the 

potential to limit the interpretations of the quantitative results and render the 

interpretations tenuous, had it not been for the multi-method research design utilised.  

 

The total research experience, therefore, beyond the technicalities of triangulation 

methodology raised a number of relevant issues that have implication for prison 

research. Future prison research needs to pay particular attention to them. 

 

Politics 

Any examination of the nature of agency, power and constraint is forced to explore the 

political undercurrents, pressures and outright ‘trade-offs’ that exist within the research 

domain. Stakeholders with investments in outcomes may attempt to ‘direct’ the 

research, although there is evidence that, increasingly, it is the participants often who 

determine the evaluative processes (Themessl-Huber, 2003). In this study, the politics 

of the Queensland DCS played a significant role. At the time of the research design 

being finalised, the incumbents of the DCS Director General and Ministerial positions 

had just changed, and with them came the ‘honeymoon’ periods of superordinates 

making their presence and power felt in a new regime. Caution taken to regularly 

inform and update these new incumbents meant that this research had little, if any, 

difficulty in maintaining access to correctional centres, inmates or staff. Often political 

agendas were made evident to the researcher, but interestingly, access was never 

denied. It is the researcher’s contention that being previously known to the DCS meant 

that there might have been a degree of trust that the findings would be truthfully 

recorded and reported. Quite possibly, some senior managers saw this as a means to 
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expose deeply entrenched organisational problems related to regulation of staff 

conduct, which they could not otherwise expose. A neutral researcher from an 

academic body could safely examine this issue without the consequences to internal 

politics that might be incurred if the whistleblowing came from within. Additionally, 

since management, in this research context, were considered the ‘elites’ in the 

organisation, they would possibly have information that few others did (Neuman, 

2000), and therefore the assurance of confidentiality was a crucial issue. 

 

Confidentiality 

Confidentiality in this sensitive research was a double-edged sword. On the one hand, 

it was imperative to ensure confidentiality in order to gain as much pertinent 

information as possible; on the other hand, confidentiality dictated that the information 

gleaned during research should not be discussed elsewhere.  

 

A real ethical dilemma in this research was what to do with information that clearly 

indicated management covering up certain misconduct within a culture of non-

reporting, or where staff feared backlashes from their supervisors. To report it would 

breach the undertaking of confidentiality, yet not to do so would be a form of collusion 

with the current culture of non-reporting. Additionally, the researcher, once in receipt 

of this knowledge, became exposed to the ramifications of whistleblowing such as 

ostracization (L.H. Clarke, 2003) and personal threats (Pouligny, 2002). It was the 

decision of both the researcher and the supervisors47 to record all the information in 

this thesis, but to ‘close’ the case study chapter to protect the confidentiality of the 

participants.  

 

Ensuring privacy during the data collection was also important and enabled a degree of 

engagement between the researcher and the inmates about socially charged issues, but 

this also had to be balanced against the need for safety and protection of the researcher 

and compliance with the correctional centre’s rules for visitor safety.  

 

                                                 
47 This discussion also included the Director of the Research and Prevention Division of the Crime and 
Misconduct Commission. 
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Violence in Prison Research 

Not only was physical safety a consideration for this research, but so too was the issue 

of violent subject matter. In a study of her own role as a researcher of torture and war 

victims and perpetrators for the United Nations, Pouligny (2002) discusses the 

difficulty in ‘understanding the other’ (p.174), the perpetrator of violence, when that 

other is distinctly divorced from one’s own experience or self. For this research inmate 

experiences of prison, violence, and loss of power and control emphasised the 

differences between their world and that of the researcher. It therefore became 

important to build linkages between two worlds (incarceration and the experience of 

prisonisation, and the freedom of a PhD student exercising scholarly curiosity) that 

would normally be kept increasingly apart. This was achieved by attempting to 

understand ‘the other’ from within. This strategy called for a certain – albeit uneasy – 

empathy to understand the rationale of inhumane, immoral or unethical retaliatory 

behaviours committed by either inmates or staff. For example, the studies carried 

information about injustice and cruelty in the form of violent paybacks and rapes, and 

threats to families and children. But by not losing the human face of fear, 

disempowerment, coercion and punishment within the prison settings, it was possible 

to objectively, yet compassionately record narratives and extract explanations. Aspects 

of appreciative enquiry (Liebling, 2001) certainly assisted in acquiring  this 

information about  misconduct, as did the establishment of principled intimacy with 

inmates and staff (D. Kennedy, 1997).  

 

Principled Intimacy 

In stark contrast to the ‘principled distance’ and mistrust of the regulatory style of 

legalistic enforcement, or the ‘unprincipled intimacy’ of regulatory corruption of the 

captured regulatory agent, principled intimacy enabled a respectful distance to be 

maintained in this study without compromising or diminishing the appropriate rules or 

boundaries related to the interaction. For example, principled intimacy allowed the 

researcher to establish clear and frequent communication with inmates and to 

exchange personal information without transgressing the boundaries of agreed 

behaviour. By intimating a collusive understanding, the researcher was also able to 

engage non-custodial staff in interviews about their real experiences within the 

correctional setting. The participants felt more at ease and experienced some degree of 



 

 283

empathy from the researcher for their situation. Additionally, preserving a principled 

intimacy with participants meant that faithful and ethical reporting and interpretation 

of the their responses was maintained, while the rules of engagement (such as no 

mention of person, place or time) were still able to be adhered to. 

 

Allegiances 

Not unexpectedly, research reflecting bias towards the subordinate group is more 

likely to be discredited (Becker, 1970), since officials or superordinates are more likely 

to be the respondents who attempt to place a positive slant on their work, and to 

explain away institutional failings.  It is those officials who have sufficient power and 

credibility who actually define the reality of the environment (Becker, 1970). Within a 

prison setting, rarely is such officialdom questioned, as doing so carries the possibility 

of being accused of such things as non-cooperation, misbehaviour, non-compliance, or 

not ‘toeing the line’. As Liebling (1999) writes about superordinates in the prison: 

They construct a version of the truth; they lie, because they are responsible and 
things are seldom as they ought to be. To take this for granted is sociologically 
naïve. It is as false as the assumption that offenders always lie. Don’t people, in 
the right research environment, just want to tell “their side of the story” and be 
heard? Some powerful officials lie, play games, fool themselves and others, or 
defend the indefensible. But so do some offenders. Most (in my experience) 
simply want to participate in the account: “this is my world and I want to share 
it with you. But you must treat it kindly”. Nothing distinguishes the offender 
from the governor or civil servant, in this respect. (p.476) 

 

Sometimes research is designed to maintain the institutional status quo, especially if 

there are political pressures surrounding the research or funding alliances with the 

study body. However, the studies reported here have produced outcomes that go 

against the ‘official line’, and have exposed the weakness and shortcomings of the 

system. Because they are based on, and contain accounts by prisoners, they are 

therefore more prone to attract criticism and accusations of bias. It is likely that the 

discrediting will be based on the argument that inmates lie and therefore their 

responses are unreliable. However, it is the contention of this researcher, that it was 

possible to balance an examination of both sides of the power struggle, with an 

appreciation of the power and control issues that exist for both the subordinate (in the 

form of the inmate), and the superordinate (in the form of managers and supervisors). 

It was just as important to sympathise with the role of the punisher as it was to form an 

allegiance with the punished, otherwise a true examination of their positions within the 
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prison context would not have occurred. In the studies undertaken here it became 

apparent that, ‘Those who label them, convict them, and wield power over them…’ 

(Liebling, 2001, p.473), were as much a part of the process of prisonisation as the 

inmates. Their fear of reprisal, albeit in a different form such as losing jobs or being 

ostracised, was just as great as the fear inmates experienced when unable to report 

misconduct against them. Additionally, because this research focussed equally on the 

superordinates and the subordinates, it was able to take one side as seriously as the 

other, and found merit in both perspectives. In doing so, it is posited that the outcomes 

will be more likely to meet with acceptance by both the officials (management) and the 

inmates, thereby enhancing the possibility of strategic change.  

 

Conclusion 

This research is arguably the first foray into the secretive world of collusion and 

complicity between inmates and non-custodial staff in Queensland’s prisons. It has 

opened to scrutiny the arena of professional misconduct within a prison, and moved it 

away from the media-driven sexualised sensationalism that it has attracted to date 

towards a more academic debate within the penological and criminological fields. The 

outcomes have challenged traditional importation models and the rotten apple theory 

and found them wanting. Instead, in their place the research revealed a model of 

explanation that can incorporate the notions of control and punishment, dual-role 

conflict, masculinity, moral neutralisation and organisational culture in the domain of 

corruption and misconduct. As a framework of explanation of misconduct, the adapted 

Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity (Ekblom & Tilley, 2000) model was able to 

assimilate the individual characteristics of both non-custodial staff and inmates, as well 

as the wider organisational culture associated with regulation and prevention of 

misconduct, and the idiosyncratic situational nature of a prison. 

 

Rather than regarding professional misconduct as an isolated phenomenon, this 

research was broad, yet sensitive enough to identify that misconduct is a continuum of 

progressive stages, each with its own actors and situational developmental indicators. 

Most importantly, by triangulating qualitative and quantitative outcomes, this research 

was able to identify the initial subtle changes in the therapeutic interaction between 

non-custodial staff and inmates that signalled ‘soft capture’ and the beginning of the 

professional boundary transgressions. Arguably, these may occur in other professions 
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or professional settings where an inherent conflict exists in the relationship between 

the powerful and the less powerful/powerless, or the superordinate and the 

subordinate. Consequently, the true merit of this research will ultimately lie in its 

ability to be extrapolated to other arenas where misconduct between humans is an 

issue. Further research to gauge the global applicability of the model of explanation 

and the notion of ‘soft capture’ will be the best yardstick of its contribution to other 

fields of research or practice.  

 

Equally, it is the researcher’s expectation that the regulatory bodies involved such as 

the CMC and the Intelligence Units of the DCS will incorporate the findings of this 

thesis. In particular the CMC, despite the lack of human and time resources, must 

simply not purport to be unbiased when there are clear indications that this is not the 

case. In their attempts to co-operate in a collaborative working relationship with the 

DCS they have defaulted to the prevailing model of regulation in Queensland – that of 

hesitancy, reluctance and giving the ‘benefit of the doubt’, especially to senior staff. 

The extent to which they return complaints back to the DCS to investigate ‘their own’ 

is seriously concerning. The default position that the complaint does not constitute 

official misconduct is over-simplistic. Instead, an approach akin to problem-oriented 

policing, in which other possible covert problems are considered if the first complaint 

is not obvious, might be beneficial. Acting on the early indicators when reported from 

Intelligence would also seem imperative. But finally, the gravest concern emanating 

from this study is the CMC’s complicity with the DCS to use non-custodial staff as 

unwitting Intelligence gatherers, as virtual ‘lambs to the slaughter’. Charged with the 

State’s duty to identify and collect Intelligence themselves, the CMC must develop 

better systems of gaining information about misconduct. After all, they supposedly 

have the expertise in their Investigations Unit, and their skills must be of the highest 

order. Unlike the external world where Police can utilise ‘snitches’, the CMC and 

Intelligence Police cannot rely on inmates to ‘snitch’ when the code of silence within 

their subculture is much stronger. However, to turn to using non-custodial staff instead 

of seeking solutions within their own ranks is itself unprofessional. The CMC’s 

challenge is to examine their own practices and to explore better detection, better 

assessments and better early intervention and prevention. This should be done 

independently of the DCS, with clear strong messages that the DCS must have 

accountable and transparent processes for detecting and reporting misconduct that are 
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regularly audited by the CMC. At the very minimum there must be formal paper trails 

within the DCS from the inception of a complaint (whether from an inmate or a 

correctional staff member), to the completion of the investigation, and these must be 

open for scrutiny.  
 

It is important to state here that this research was not about championing the cause of 

prisoners as recipients of mistreatment, or about condemning management for 

ineptness, maltreatment or misconduct. Rather, this research accepts the tenet that 

those participants in positions of control and power over others have varying degrees 

of choice and the ability, utilised or not, ‘…to make choices, to hold different views, to 

challenge others and to make sense of their own position’ (Liebling, 2001, p.478). 

Ultimately, those in power in the correctional centres examined in this research are 

able to make choices and act on them. This researcher expects that the outcomes of this 

study will be seen as relevant to the experience of both sides of misconduct and that 

the implementation of recommendations will not be caught up in petty politics or the 

catch-cry from government that corrections are not worth the money.  
 

Optimistically this research will reach far – and the contribution made to such an 

under-researched area will not be lost in the lack of commitment of decision-makers to 

transfer scientific knowledge into social action. Evidence clearly exists in this study 

that prisons continue to be places that de-humanise inmates and staff, where power 

imbalances are at their extremes, where the unacceptable becomes acceptable, and 

where managerial incompetence can prevail unhindered. That the price of a human 

life, albeit an incarcerated one, is still measured as less deserving than an altered report 

or a forged signature, is unconscionable. Even more disturbing is the fact that the staff 

who engaged in these practices are still working within the Queensland DCS, or have 

moved to a correctional system in another Australian state. While ‘Sally’ was 

incarcerated, the senior psychologist and General Manager who encouraged and 

condoned her first foray into misconduct continued their work in Queensland DCS 

unabated. They remain there to this day. My personal hope is that this research will 

ensure that another ‘Sally’ does not occur, and that efforts are made to instil ethical 

professional practices at managerial levels that will trickle down to those new, 

inexperienced non-custodial staff who enter the world of the prison with the best of 

intentions, but sometimes with the least of protections. 
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APPENDICES 
 

Appendix 2.1: Queensland Department Of Corrective Services Code Of Conduct  
 
The DCS states in regard to Relationships With Offenders that: 

It is expected that staff will act as role models for offenders and ensure that 

their relationships with them remain constructive and professional at all times. 

To achieve this staff must: 

• Ensure that such relationships do not bring the department into disrepute or call 

into question their professional or legal responsibilities 

• Behave ethically and maintain professional boundaries with offenders and their 

associates and families 

• Ensure their interactions with offenders are fair, honest, open and do not jeopardise 

the security of any department of Corrective Services’ facility 

• Involve themselves actively in offenders’ rehabilitation plans 

• Act impartially at all times with due regard for each individual’s rights and 

entitlements 

• Respect the race, national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, age and language 

of offenders and be appropriately responsive to the various needs of different 

cultural groups. 

Ensuring this may be a difficult and sensitive task, but it is necessary for 

professional service. Offenders may often feel lonely and isolated from 

community support systems and can therefore be susceptible to misinterpreting 

acts of professional care. 

It is important for staff to note that: 

• Offenders usually perceive a power differential between themselves and 

department of Corrective Services staff. Exploitation of such power must not occur 

• The consent by an offender or his/her associates or family for a staff member to 

engage in sexual behaviour/relationships with him or her is NOT an acceptable 

defence and constitutes a breach of this code. 

                                                 (Queensland DCS Code of Conduct, p.13-15) 
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Appendix 4.1: Overcoming Criticisms Of Triangulation 
In a recent review of reliability and validity of qualitative methods, Morse, Barrett, 

Mayan, Olson & Spiers (2002) argued for a return to the classic issues of reliability 

and validity in qualitative research design, claiming that it had been lost throughout the 

1980's when there was a shift from ensuring rigour from the investigator's actions 

during the course of the research, to the reader or consumer of qualitative inquiry. 

Although some have argued that the broad and abstract concepts of reliability and 

validity can be applied to all research because they all share a common aim of 

discovering plausible and verifiable outcome explanations, Morse et. al. (2002) argued 

that qualitative research had lost some of its impetus by defaulting to new criteria that 

focused on post-hoc assessments of utility. Based on strategies to establish 

‘trustworthiness’ (Guba, 1981) that incorporated reliability and validity from external 

reviewers judgements, and which lay outside core research procedures, these criteria 

were less likely to be recognised or valued as indices of research rigour. And by 

focussing on such strategies, the investigator ran the risk of missing serious threats to 

reliability and validity until it was too late to correct them. 

 

1 Post hoc analysis Criticism 

Morse et. al. (2002) claimed that the best way to overcome this problem that had 

grown slowly within the area of qualitative research, and robbed it of some of its 

scientific worthiness (Morse, 1999), was the introduction of processes of verification 

during the course of the study. By implementing verification strategies integral and 

self-correcting during the conduct of the inquiry itself, the responsibility for validity 

and reliability would be placed back with the researcher, and would entail the usage of 

terminology used by mainstream science to ensure rigour. Additionally, this strategy 

would share the same criteria with quantitative inquires, thereby closing the gap in 

differences between the analysis of outcomes reached by the two separate methods. 

For the purposes of this study, Morse et. al.'s (2002) argument was a viable one. It 

made more sense to incrementally contribute to the reliability and validity of this 

research by verifying the processes as the 3 studies progressed, than to wait until the 

end to verify congruence with the different methods. By following their 

recommendations to focus on investigator responsiveness, methodological coherence, 

theoretical sampling and sampling adequacy, and an active analytic stance and data 
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saturation, the present inquiry reported here would be forced to correct the direction of 

the analysis and the development of the study as was necessary.  

 

Additionally, rather than waiting for all the outcomes from the 3 studies and then 

conducting post hoc tests for significance, the meaningfulness, congruency and 

direction of the outcomes could be assessed intermittently during the research. Where 

necessary adaptations could be made if methodological flaws or difficulties arose. 

Both methods could be progressed in the same manner and the terminology used 

would apply to both, rather than relying on the parallel language of qualitative 

research, which Morse (1999) argues actually undermines the issue of rigour rather 

than clarifying it. It would eventually be more legitimate to argue that similarities 

existed in the final qualitative and quantitative outcomes, and therefore be able to 

reliably converge them, if the procedures followed by the investigator for internal 

reliability and validity were the same for both methodologies. Congruency was 

achieved in Studies 1 and 2 by using Content Analysis of the CJC complaints files and 

the focus groups – a method that drew qualitative data into a quantitative framework 

by coding statements and relevant descriptions. In Study 3, the quantitative data of 

surveys was analysed using the same concepts (within the theoretical framework of the 

Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity model) as the thematically analysed qualitative 

interview data. The Case Study then served to reinforce the analyses of the previous 

two. 

 
The eventual triangulation of the three separate studies of misconduct brought together 

three separate data outcomes, which despite different methodologies, held within them 

similar scientific rigour and internal validity. Arguably, the results could be merged 

within a framework of integrated findings that shared common criteria and 

conceptualisations. By replacing post hoc assessments of the significance, impact and 

utility of completed research, with constructive, process-oriented evaluation and data 

saturation rather than participant saturation during the course of the inquiry, this 

current study moved the qualitatively analysed outcomes closer to the quantitatively 

analysed outcomes. In this way, it was possible to ensure greater validity and 

confirmation of findings. Rather than comparing different qualitative and quantitative 

outcomes, the study would be combining outcomes with a greater degree of similarity.  
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Erzberger and Prein (1997) suggest that the problems of multi-methodological 

triangulation can best be alleviated if the quantitative and qualitative results are 

interpreted from a common theoretical perspective. By adopting the model of the 

Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity for the current study, a common theoretical 

framework drives the operationalisation and informs the development of the items in 

the interview schedules, the questionnaires, the focus groups and the case –study 

protocol. 

 

2: The Time Criticism: 

Similarly, Kopinak (1999) also suggest that any study undertaking a triangulation of 

methods should do so only with the pitfalls in mind, particularly the issue of the time 

involved. Using multiple surveys, procedures, data collection and analysis techniques 

all consume time and finance. It is imperative to ensure that the quality of the research 

does not suffer in order to “fit in” too many approaches. This study was able to adhere 

to a timetable of data collection that allowed for sufficient multiple methods without 

sacrificing implementation. Time was spent during the initial stages of the research to 

ensure access to all centres, meetings with managers ensured their complete support of 

the research, and the unhindered access to highly confidential files in Study 1 meant 

that the identification of concepts and domains for inclusion in the survey instruments 

of Study 2 was completed with ample time to ensure complete data collection across 

all correctional centres. 

 

3: The Complexity of Design Criticism 
Another short-coming of multi-method triangulation are the difficulties posed by the 

complicated design, particularly the meaningful combination of the quantitative and 

qualitative data, the interpretation of divergent findings between the two, and what 

interpretations can be made about overlapping concepts and how to prioritise different 

sources of information. Kopinak (1999) suggests that these can be avoided by: 

• analysing each type of data separately according to sound principles 
• deciding whether to merge data via statistical or a conceptual approach (statistical 

if variables are distinct, conceptual if searching for logical patterns of relationship 
or meaning) 

• clearly focussing the research question 
• ensuring that the strengths and weaknesses of each method offset the other 
• selecting methods according to their relevance to the nature of the phenomenon 

being studied, and 
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• continually evaluating the chosen approach throughout the course of the study 
(quoted directly from pp. 171 – 172) showing the process evaluation  

 
The argument thus far is not to say that large numbers of different methods are 

preferable to smaller numbers. Rather, that the multi-method approach requires careful 

implementation particularly in the analysis of different types of data. Silverman (2000) 

points out that there are a number of pitfalls involved in settling validity questions by 

using multiple datasets and methods, the least of which is that the weaknesses of some 

methods are such that they result in under-analysis of the data and an imprecise or 

theoretically indigestible research problem’ (p.99).  Silverman also argues that 

qualitative data can be analysed endlessly and that at some point a decision must be 

made to cease, the problem being that some pertinent information may be missed. 
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Appendix 4.2: Safety Protocol For Conducting Research In Queensland 
Correctional Centres  
 

1. Following the process of appreciative enquiry, debriefing sessions were held 

both formally and informally between this researcher and the project 

researcher at the end of each data collection session  

 

2. Phone contact was made directly to the Director of Research and Policy, 

Crime and Misconduct Commission if there were any ethical issues that arose 

while data collecting. Advice was sought as to the legal and ethical standing of 

pursuing a particular topic or interview 

 

3. Emphasis on the appropriate closure or termination of each interview or group 

session with inmates or non-custodial staff  

 

4. Referrals could be arranged if either inmates or non-custodial staff wished to 

report an allegation of misconduct or corruption to the appropriate authority 

 

5. Decision to close any section of the PhD thesis that may contain sensitive 

information 

 

6. Assurances to the participants that information would not be shared with DCS 

staff or vice versa 

 

7. Clear protocols included in the research proposal and submission to the Ethics 

Committee regarding the containment of data once collected.  
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Appendix 5.1: Primary Participant  (Pp), By Professional Role Cross Tabulated With Correctional Center Location (Cc) 
    SDLCC WOMENS WCC WDCC DDCC NCC PCCC LGCC TCC RCC MACC MBCC AGCC 

Count 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
%  pp 66.7% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 33.3% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 

  
Snr. Psych 
  % cc 16.7% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 11.1% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 

Count 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 1 0 1 1 0 
%  pp .0% .0% .0% 12.5% .0% .0% 12.5% 37.5% 12.5% .0% 12.5% 12.5% .0% 

  
Psych 
  % cc .0% .0% .0% 50.0% .0% .0% 33.3% 33.3% 9.1% .0% 33.3% 50.0% .0% 

Count 5 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
%  pp 55.6% 11.1% .0% .0% .0% 22.2% .0% .0% 11.1% .0% .0% .0% .0% 

  
Counsellor 
  % cc 41.7% 25.0% .0% .0% .0% 25.0% .0% .0% 9.1% .0% .0% .0% .0% 

Count 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 
%  pp .0% .0% 33.3% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 66.7% .0% .0% .0% .0% 

  
ATSI counsellor 
  % cc .0% .0% 25.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 18.2% .0% .0% .0% .0% 

Count 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 
%  pp 20.0% .0% .0% 20.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 60.0% .0% .0% .0% 

  
Teacher 
  % cc 8.3% .0% .0% 50.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 50.0% .0% .0% .0% 

Count 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 
%  pp .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 16.7% .0% 16.7% 50.0% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% 

  
Nurse 

% cc .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 12.5% .0% 11.1% 27.3% 16.7% .0% .0% .0% 
Count 2 1 1 0 1 2 1 4 0 1 1 0 0 
%  pp 14.3% 7.1% 7.1% .0% 7.1% 14.3% 7.1% 28.6% .0% 7.1% 7.1% .0% .0% 

  
Management 
  % cc 16.7% 25.0% 25.0% .0% 100.0% 25.0% 33.3% 44.4% .0% 16.7% 33.3% .0% .0% 

Count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
%  pp .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 

  
Executive 
  % cc .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 

Count 1 1 2 0 0 3 1 0 3 1 0 1 1 
%  pp 7.1% 7.1% 14.3% .0% .0% 21.4% 7.1% .0% 21.4% 7.1% .0% 7.1% 7.1% 

  
Sentence management 
  % cc 8.3% 25.0% 50.0% .0% .0% 37.5% 33.3% .0% 27.3% 16.7% .0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Count 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 
%  pp .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 50.0% .0% 50.0% .0% .0% 

  
Admin Staff 
  % cc .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 9.1% .0% 33.3% .0% .0% 

Count 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
%  pp 50.0% 50.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 

  
Trade/Industry 

% cc 8.3% 25.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 
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Appendix 6.1: The Role Of The Focus Group Facilitator And Research 
Assistant: 
In the study reported here, the principal researcher was a trained clinical psychologist 

of some twenty years experience in conducting group therapy. She had also worked 

previously in the Queensland Department of Corrective Services as a consultant and 

therefore was used to the routine and security of having access to inmates and of the 

extent of cynicism that the research may meet with. The researcher recognised that the 

role of being the facilitator afforded her no particular position of power or influence, 

and was therefore conscious of non-judgemental reactions to either positive or 

negative responses from the participants. In the style of directive leadership, the 

discussion was guided by prompts or questions given while the facilitator was seated 

as a part of the physical group.   

 

In Gamson’s work (1998), the style of the facilitator was modified to ensure minimal 

facilitatory input, thereby ostensibly allowing information to flow more freely 

between participants familiar to each other. Rather than actively directing a response 

from each participant, the facilitator encouraged the participants to converse between 

themselves on the topic of focus. Gamson referred to this style of focus group 

methodology as ‘peer group conversations’, and it was later adopted by Suter (2000) 

to allow the traditional introduction of a question (in this study requiring a narrative 

response) at the beginning of the focus group, but which then permitted a discussion 

grounded in the participants’ perspectives to follow. Suter argued this methodology 

allowed for a more efficient opportunity to collect data from the group, and de-

emphasized the interests of the researcher while allowing the interests of the 

participants to dominate – a form of inquiry Suter referred to as narrative focus 

grouping. Because both these studies allowed for a greater dominance of the 

participants’ views and perspectives, Gamson’s (1998) and Suter’s (2000) style of 

inquiry was adopted for this study.  

 

Research Assistance 

To ensure the maximum interaction between group members and to deflect from the 

distraction of obvious data collection, another researcher involved in the major 

Corruption in Corrections study involving custodial staff, assisted with note taking 

during the focus groups. 



 

 296

Appendix 7.1: Profiles Of Participants 
 
 Participant Profile: Non-custodial staff  
 
The majority of the centres had close to their entire non-custodial staff cohort complete 

the questionnaires, with the notable exception of the Brisbane Women’s Correctional 

Centre, where only a third (33.3%) of the non-custodial staff volunteered. (Table 7.1.1) 

Moreover, unlike any of the other centres, few non-custodial staff attended the initial 

briefing session to have the research explained. This centre’s Senior Psychologist, 

responsible for co-ordinating the briefing session, did not appear supportive or 

accommodating of the research, and consequently fewer staff attended the briefing, 

despite supportive memos from the GM being distributed the week before. Not only 

were the non-custodial staff not informed of the researcher’s arrival, the Activities 

Officers were both on leave for that week. Despite a return visit two weeks later, the 

researcher was informed that, unlike other centres, access to the Activities Officers’ 

area was limited and escorts would be required. The logistics of arranging to meet the 

Activities Officers, in conjunction with available custodial staff for escorting, appeared 

to be intricate and it was therefore decided to not pursue access to them, especially in 

light of the fact that the researcher would require future access to an incarcerated ex-

psychologist in the same centre for the purpose of the research’s case-study. It was 

considered to be politically more expedient to sacrifice access to the Activities Officers 

for access to the inmate later in the research. 

 

Of note are the four surveys that were unable to be distributed to ATSI counsellors and 

Family Support Officers at Woodford correctional centre. Most of them did not attend 

the briefing session, and even when approached by the researcher and offered the 

opportunity to complete the survey, all collectively and politely declined the offer. 

Whether their response was for cultural reasons is unknown. In some other centres it 

was simply a logistical impossibility to access all non-custodial staff. For example, 

SDL (where 72.9% of staff received surveys) and Wolston (where 74.07% received 

surveys), the two largest centres, have a roster system of staffing and even over several 

weeks of the researcher visiting the centre, some non-custodial staff were unavailable 

due to holiday or long service leave. Equally, Woodford and Arthur Gorrie had high 

numbers of part-time night duty nursing staff who were not accessible except after ten 

p.m., when visitors were not allowed in the centre.     
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Table 7.1.1: Surveying Of Non-Custodial Staff Across Qld Correctional Centres48 Sept – Dec 2001 
GENDER    

CENTRE 
SURVEY 
METHOD 

NUMBER OF NON-
CUSTODUAL STAFF 

AT TIME OF 
SURVEYING 

NUMBER OF 
SURVEYS 

DISTRIBUTED 

NUMBER OF STAFF 
SURVEYS 

COMPLETED 

% OF CENTRE 
NON-CUSTODIAL 

STAFF 
SURVEYED M F 

Brisbane Women’s  Group on-site  36 
(not incl. 5 p/t nursing staff) 

14 
(38.89%) 

12 * 
(85.71%) 

33.33% 16.7% 83.3% 

Darling Downs  Group on-site  6 6 
(100%) 

6 
(100%) 

100% 16.7% 83.3% 

Lotus Glen  Group on-site  35 35 
(100%) 

35 
(100%) 

100% 48.4% 51.6% 

Numinbah  Group on-site  8 8 
(100%) 

8 
(100%) 

100%  100.0% 

Palen Creek  Group on-site  9 9 
(100%) 

9 
(100%) 

100%  100.0% 

Rockhampton  Individually by 
mail 

35 35 
(100%) 

14 
(35%) 

40% 46.2% 53.8% 

Sir David Longlands  Group on-site  37 27 
(72.97%) 

27 
(100%) 

72.9% 39.1% 60.9% 

Townsville  Group on-site  41 
(not incl. 10 p/t nursing staff) 

39 
(95.12%) 

39 
(100%) 

95.12% 30.0% 70.0% 

Woodford  Group on-site  46 42 
(91.3%) 

40 # 
(95%) 

95% 43.3% 56.7% 

Wolston  Group on-site  54 
(not incl. 9 p/t nursing staff) 

40 
(74.07%) 

39 
(97.5%) 

74.07% 33.3% 66.7% 

Arthur Gorrie  Group on-site  27 
(on-site on day of survey 

26 
(96.29%) 

25 
(96.15%) 

96.29% 57.6% 42.4% 
 

Borallon  Group on-site  42 
(on-site on day of survey) 

34 
(80.95%) 

34 
(100%) 

80.95% 36.4% 63.6% 

TOTAL 
 

 376 315 
83.37% 

288 
91.42% 

76.59% 
 

 

* Surveys not completed by Activities Officers 
# Surveys not completed by ATSI counsellors  
1 The two privately run centres, Arthur Gorrie and Borallon, did not provide HR details of their non-custodial staff, due the ‘commercial-in-confidence’ nature of the data. Like many 
private prisons around the world (Harding, 1997) and Australia (Kirby, 2000), the management of these two prisons were prevented by a clause within their contract with the Qld 
Government from releasing details about their staffing procedures or profiles without the consent of the Qld Government. Therefore, on the day of surveying, and with the assistance of 
the senior non-custodial staff, a hand count of the non-custodial staff available on duty in the centre was done. The data collected aided in a reasonable estimate in the rate of response of 
the non-custodial staff who attended the briefing sessions. 
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Although the possibility of sending questionnaires to these nurses was considered, the 

selection and recruitment process would have deviated from the other non-custodial 

staff cohort. Additionally their levels of interaction with inmates were very limited, 

and therefore they were omitted from the study. The different response rate for mail-

out questionnaires is also clearly evident in the returns from the Rockhampton 

correctional centre. Although a very new centre, it is assumed that the significantly 

lower rate of response (35%) to the survey is due to the lack of the presence of the 

researcher to brief both the centre management responsible for informing staff initially, 

and subsequently the non-custodial staff before volunteering. 

 

Gender 

Of the 87% of respondents who volunteered information about their gender, about 

two-thirds (63.6%) were female, reflective of the overall trend within the Queensland 

DCS. Within each centre, however, there were different distributions of gender. Both 

Palen Creek and Numinbah, both rural low security centres, are entirely female, while 

Brisbane Women’s and Darling Downs are predominantly female, with 83.3%. Only 

Arthur Gorrie had a higher respondent group of male non-custodial staff (57.6%) than 

female, with Lotus Glen being almost equal, with 48.4% males and 51.6% female 

respondents. The distribution of gender across the professional groups is also worthy 

of note. As evidenced in the Table 7.1.2 below, the split of one-third male to two-

thirds female staff does not hold for Activities Officers, where 75 % are male, or for 

religious services, where 87.5 % are male incumbents.  
 

Table 7.1.2:  % of male and female respondents across different non-custodial 
roles. 

Non Custodial Role Male Female Total 
 Services to indigenous inmates 41.7% 5 58.3% 7 4.8% 
  Health and/or medical 31.4% 16 68.6% 35 20.6% 
  Psychological Services 31.6% 12 68.4% 26 15.3% 
  Counselling services 28.1% 9 71.9% 23 12.9% 
  Educational services 34.4% 11 65.6% 21 12.9% 
  Physical Activities 75.0% 6 25.0% 2 3.2% 
  Religious Services 87.5% 7 12.5% 1 3.2% 
  Sentence management 30.2% 13 69.8% 30 17.3% 
 Other# 58.3% 14 41.7% 10 9.7% 
Total 37.5% 93 62.5% 155  
# In some centres it was necessary to allow admin staff and trade staff to participate. These staff felt 
indignant that they were not involved, and it was politically judicious to allow them to complete the 

survey. 
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There is an elevated percentage of male staff (58.3%) involved in services to 

indigenous inmates than female staff (41.7%). The remaining professional roles are 

weighted towards female incumbents. 

 

Professional Role 
Figure 7.1.1 below displays the percentage of non-custodial respondents’ professional 

roles. Health and Sentence Management services are the most highly represented and 

this is reflective of the rest of the DCS. The inclusion of the category ‘Other’ covered 

Administrative staff and some industry and trade staff who completed the survey as 

part of the willingness of some centres to include all their non-custodial staff members. 

They were generally excluded from the analysis, and where they have been included, 

the results have been noted. 

Sent.M'ment

Health/ medical

Other
Psychological

Education

Counselling

Indigenous

Physical Activities

Religious
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 Fig 7.1.1: Percentage of non-custodial respondents by professional roles 

As noted in Chapter 3, correctional centres can have different staff profiles depending 

on the type of programmes and treatment services they deliver to inmates. This was 

especially evident in the number of staff providing services to indigenous inmates, 

where the majority of staff were from Lotus Glen (33.3%) and Townsville (25%), both 

Northern Queensland centres, and SDL (25%). When the centres were cross-tabbed 

with professional role, most of the Counselling and Educational staff were from 

Woodford (20% and 22% respectively), most of the Psychological and Physical 

Activities staff from Townsville (17.9% and 22.2% respectively), and most of the 
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Religious staff from Wolston (37.5%). Of the Sentence Management respondents, the 

majority were working in Borallon (15.1%) and Woodford (15.1%), with the next 

largest from Lotus Glen (13.2%). These three centres house a large number of the 

medium security prisoners who require the most intensive application of sentence 

management. 

 

Age 

Figure 7.1.2 indicates that the sample of non-custodial staff who responded to this 

question (92 %) is representative of the overall non-custodial staff group in Qld DCS, 

with the exception of the 20-25 year group.  5.5% of the respondents fell into this age 

category, whereas, at the time of surveying, the DCS reported having only 2.3% of 

their non-custodial staff in this age group. Similarly, the DCS reported 36.81% of their 

non-custodial staff at the time as older than 46 years.  

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

20-25 26-35 36-45 46+Age group

STUDY 2 DCS

 
Fig 7.1.2: % Comparison of Sample and Population of DCS Non Custodial Staff 

 

The survey sample however, had only 36.81% in this age category, but this would be 

accounted for by the large number of part-time nursing staff who were not included in 

the survey because of difficulty in accessing them. From Fig 7.1.3 below it can be seen 

that the majority of the younger age group, 20 – 25 years, is at Woodford, where a 

considerable number of non-custodial staff re-allocated following the 

decommissioning of Moreton B. The highest percentage of the 26 – 35 year age group 

was at Townsville, while the greatest number of 36 –45 year-old non-custodial staff 

was at Women’s, which also had an equal percentage of 46-year and older 

respondents.  
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Fig 7.1.3: % Distribution of age groups of non-custodial respondents across centres 

 

When age was examined across the different non-custodial work roles, there are 

obvious differences. The majority of the younger staff (aged 20 – 25 years) are in 

therapeutic work roles – i.e. counselling and psychology. This age group usually 

reflects a cohort of staff who have recently graduated, and are still under temporary 

registration arrangements with the representative professional body – the Australian 

Psychological Society and the Queensland Psychology Registration Board. The latter 

stipulates that new graduates with only Honours degrees in Psychology be clinically 

supervised by an authorised Senior Psychologist for at least one year, while the former 

agency requires two years of supervision in order to gain full membership of the APS. 

While there is a higher percentage of staff aged between 25 and 30 years within the 

Psychological Services group, this is not the case for counsellors. The highest 

percentage of counsellors, 34.8%, over a third of the cohort, is aged between 20 and 25 

years. There are no stipulations that counsellors receive supervision as part of their 

therapeutic job role. Employed at lower salaries, the incumbents of the counsellor 

positions are often recent psychology graduates who can provide therapeutic 

counselling and assessments without the concomitant cost to the DCS for supervision.  

 

The highest percentage of the group aged 36-40 years, 28.1%, fell into the Sentence 

Management group. Often Sentence Management staff have moved across from 

custodial roles as a means of advancing to middle management within the centre, and 

therefore have considerable experience within correctional settings. Similarly, the 

Sentence Management group is the most highly represented in the 46-50 year group.  
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With regard to older staff, almost a third (31.47%) of the health and medical staff are 

older than 51 years. 29.4% of the same group falls into the 41–45 year age category, a 

reflection of the large number of nurses who are in either semi-retirement or wish to 

have part-time positions that allow them flexibility in the workplace. Religious staff 

are also over-represented in the older age group: 75% of the respondents in this 

professional role were 51 years or older, with the other 25 % falling within the 46 – 50 

age group. Similarly, staff providing services to indigenous inmates tended to be older, 

with 41.7% of them aged over 41 years. Given the culturally important advisory roles 

these staff take on, it is usual that they are older than the majority of the inmates in the 

same centre, in order to command respect and to have the necessary knowledge about 

individual indigenous family heritages associated with the local area. 
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Appendix 7.2: Cross Tabulation Of ‘No of Years In Current Professional Role’ And ‘Correctional Centre’ Of Non-Custodial Staff Sample 
 

    
Brisbane 
Women’s 

Darling 
Downs 

Lotus 
Glen Numinbah Palen 

Creek R’hampton SDL T’ville W’ford Wolston Arthur 
Gorrie Borallon Total

  Count 0 0 7 1 4 4 3 12 7 0 9 13 60 
  % within Yrs in 

current role .0% .0% 11.7% 1.7% 6.7% 6.7% 5.0% 20.0% 11.7% .0% 15.0% 21.7% 100% 

  

Less 
than 12 
months 
  
  % within Centre .0% .0% 20.6% 16.7% 44.4% 30.8% 12.0% 33.3% 19.4% .0% 36.0% 38.2% 22.1% 

  Count 2 1 12 3 1 4 3 9 9 11 6 11 72 
  % within Yrs in 

current role 2.8% 1.4% 16.7% 4.2% 1.4% 5.6% 4.2% 12.5% 12.5% 15.3% 8.3% 15.3% 100% 

  

1-2 
years 
  
  % within Centre 18.2% 20.0% 35.3% 50.0% 11.1% 30.8% 12.0% 25.0% 25.0% 29.7% 24.0% 32.4% 26.6% 

  Count 4 3 8 0 2 4 10 10 15 15 8 5 84 
  % within Yrs in 

current role 4.8% 3.6% 9.5% .0% 2.4% 4.8% 11.9% 11.9% 17.9% 17.9% 9.5% 6.0% 100% 

  

3-5 
years 
  
  % within Centre 36.4% 60.0% 23.5% .0% 22.2% 30.8% 40.0% 27.8% 41.7% 40.5% 32.0% 14.7% 31.0% 

  Count 5 1 6 2 2 0 2 3 4 4 2 4 35 
  % % within Yrs in 

current role 14.3% 2.9% 17.1% 5.7% 5.7% .0% 5.7% 8.6% 11.4% 11.4% 5.7% 11.4% 100% 

  

6-9 
years 
  
  % within Centre 45.5% 20.0% 17.6% 33.3% 22.2% .0% 8.0% 8.3% 11.1% 10.8% 8.0% 11.8% 12.9% 

  Count 0 0 1 0 0 1 7 2 1 7 0 1 20 
  % within Yrs in 

current role .0% .0% 5.0% .0% .0% 5.0% 35.0% 10.0% 5.0% 35.0% .0% 5.0% 100% 

  

10 years 
or more 
  
  % within Centre .0% .0% 2.9% .0% .0% 7.7% 28.0% 5.6% 2.8% 18.9% .0% 2.9% 7.4% 

Total Count 11 5 34 6 9 13 25 36 36 37 25 34 271 
  % within Yrs in 

current role 4.1% 1.8% 12.5% 2.2% 3.3% 4.8% 9.2% 13.3% 13.3% 13.7% 9.2% 12.5% 100% 

  % within Centre 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100% 
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Appendix 7.3: Inmate Sample Cross Tabulations 
 

Crosstabulation of Inmate Sample Educational Level and Centre Location 

Centre Education Level Total 

 Some high 
school 

Completed 
Yr 12 

Some 
Uni/TAFE 

Bachelor's 
degree 

Postgraduate 
degree 

Trade 
qualification Other  

 Townsville 12 4 5 2 0 1 2 26 
 Woodford 10 1 1 0 0 1 0 13 
 Wolston 10 3 1 0 2 2 1 19 
 Darling Downs 8 0 5 2 0 2 0 17 

Total 40 8 12 4 2 6 3 75 
 

Crosstabulation of Inmate Sample Age and Centre Location 
Age Centre 

18-25 26-30 31-40 41-50 50 + Total 
Townsville 7 7 7 6 2 29 
Woodford 3 5 2 0 1 11 
Wolston 3 1 10 2 1 17 

 

Darling Downs 2 1 10 2 1 16 
Total 15 14 29 10 5 73 

 
Crosstabulation of Inmate Sample Centre Location and No. of Queensland Centres Incarcerated In 

Number of Queensland Correctional Centres Sentences Served in Centre 
1 2 3 4 or more Total 

Townsville 14 9 3 2 28 
Woodford 2 5 3 2 12 
Wolston 2 5 3 9 19 

 

Darling Downs 0 3 2 12 17 
Total 18 22 11 25 76 
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Appendix 7.4: Construction Of Non-Custodial Staff And Inmate Questionnaires 
 
Introduction 
The non-custodial staff and inmate questionnaires were developed from information 

garnered from the outcomes of the investigation of the CJC complaints files, from 

targeted focus groups within the staff and inmate populations, and with some reference 

to current research in the field of relational audits (Liebling, 1999). A review of the 

literature related to police (McConkey et al., 1995; CJC, 1999) and correctional officer 

surveys (McCarthy, 1881; Flagan et al., 1996; McLennan et al., 1987; (Robinson, 

Porporino & Simourd, 1993) suggested that the contemporary instruments available 

did not necessarily meet the needs of this research. Scales that were oriented towards 

correctional work were also assessed, but were found to focus predominantly on the 

perspectives of custodial, not non-custodial staff (Robinson et al., 1993). 

 

The questionnaires were developed over a total of 17 drafts. A concerted effort was 

made throughout the developmental stage to avoid prestige bias in the wording of the 

questions, and to not ‘lead’ the respondent to give favourable responses. Neuman 

(2000) suggests phrasing sensitive questions in an ‘enhanced way’ (p.258), which 

provides a context that makes it easier for respondents to give an honest answer. 

Rather than including only brief stem questions, a considerable amount of drafting and 

re-drafting went into the construction of the stem which included explanations where 

necessary, and language which was not inflammatory or emotive. For example the 

stem for Question 1 contained an explanation of the researcher’s interest, a definitive 

selection of words describing misconduct as ‘unethical’ and/or ‘inappropriate’ 

behaviour, a reassurance that the respondent is not considered to have been involved in 

the scenarios, and a request for hypothetical consideration drawing on professional 

experiences and training rather than solely on personal experience.  

 

Questionnaire sequencing 
The initial drafts focussed on the sequencing order of the questions, whether it was 

better to lead the respondent ‘gently’ into the issue of misconduct by asking about less 

focussed, specific or confronting items such as sexual misconduct with inmates, than 

perhaps items generically related to management and job satisfaction. Some literature 

indicates that when questioning about difficult or sensitive issues, it is advisable to use 

‘softer’ questions first and lead into the more difficult questions gradually (Krosnick & 
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Schuman, 1988) . Equally, to commence with innocuous questions may have intimated 

to the respondent that they were being ‘set up’ for something more serious later. 

Neuman (2000) suggests that embedding threatening questions in more serious 

activities may lead the respondent to believe that the target behaviour is less deviant,  

and therefore be less likely to answer in a normative or socially desirable manner. 

   

Several group discussions were held with expert researchers at the CJC and the co-

workers on the larger Corruption in Corrections Project, and it was decided that there 

were considerable benefits in addressing the issue of misconduct in the introductory 

question. Mitchell and Jolley (2001), for example, point out that respondents can often 

be suspicious if the initial questions do not relate directly to the purpose of the study. 

Because the administration of the questionnaire was to be preceded by a group 

discussion about the reason for the survey49 of misconduct, it would be opportune to 

address the issue at the beginning of the questionnaire, rather than embedding the issue 

later in the instrument. Following the briefing sessions the participants’ level of 

awareness about misconduct would have already been raised, the subject already 

broached and therefore less likely to be confronting. Neuman argues strongly also that 

threatening questions should only be asked after a warm-up, when the interviewer has 

developed a rapport and trust with the participants, and they should let it be known to 

the prospective respondents that honest answers are expected. In this study, the 

briefing session afforded the ‘warm-up’ (p.258) that Neuman stresses.  

 

The first section of the questionnaire therefore directly introduced the issue of 

misconduct, but in a de-personalised context via hypothetical scenarios. Once the 

scenarios were allocated this position in the questionnaire, the subsequent sections on 

perceived scenario frequency and personal regulatory responses to them were logical 

follow–ons.  The request for demographic data was deliberately put to the last page of 

the questionnaire booklet to reinforce the notion that personal details were not 

expected of the participants. Had this information gone earlier in the questionnaire, it 

might well have caused the respondent to feel mistrustful. 

                                                 
49 Prior to the administration of the questionnaire, staff were assembled for a briefing about the overall 
research plan. A topic not typically discussed, misconduct and its emergence as the focus of attention 
within the group was quite impactful and respondents were actively interested. To allay this interest and 
attention may have been futile and created a situation where other topics may not have been paid enough 
heed. 
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Since respondent fatigue is always an issue, it was decided that the most relevant 

questions would then follow on from the ‘up-front’ scenarios. The section related to 

information about the grooming behaviour of inmates was therefore included in the 

earlier part of the questionnaire as it was considered an integral component in the 

interaction between inmates and staff. For staff, this was less threatening, as again they 

were not expected to give information about their own behaviour, but rather about 

others’ behaviour towards them. Nonetheless, the introduction of the ‘other actor’ (the 

inmate) at this point in the questionnaire was deliberate, in that it began a process of 

staff thinking about themselves and their behaviours in relation to inmates. Arguably, 

this would trigger and bring into focus the sets of cognitive statements that non-

custodial staff might normally have about their interactions with inmates in their 

centre. While this was uppermost in their minds, the next section (moral 

neutralisations) of the questionnaire asked the respondents to consider the types of 

statements that reflected attitudes held about unethical behaviour or misconduct in 

correctional centres. These required personal consideration and drew the respondent 

into situations that they had quite possibly been involved in themselves. Several items 

described typical events in a correctional centre that any of the respondents would 

have come across in their daily work roles. 

 

The allocation of items to the different questions in the NSQ was sometimes done 

subjectively, intuitively and arbitrarily. It could be argued, for example, that all 

questions relating to regulation should have been included in Question 9: Job 

Satisfaction, rather than some also being included in Question 11: Prevention. 

However, the initial groupings of questions were done to optimise relevancy of 

meaning to the respondent and to facilitate display and analysis of results. The 

statistical tests applied to the consequent data have since revealed relevant groupings 

(see discussion in Chapter 7), and it would be expected that some degree of 

arbitrariness would be unavoidable before the statistical data was available. 

 

Questionnaire length 
Since several comments about the length of the questionnaire had also been made, it 

was decided to construct the questionnaire into two separate domains.  A deliberate 

break was introduced into the construction of the questionnaire to define the 

completion of questions aimed at gleaning the personal opinions of respondents, from 
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the more objective subsequent questions related to contributing factors, prevention, 

management and training, in the following section. A lighter note was introduced into 

the instruction booklet to define this point. Using icons, a small statement was made 

about how much the effort of the respondent was appreciated by the researcher, and a 

reminder that, at the completion of the questionnaire, there would be refreshments. The 

length of the questionnaire was also an issue raised by those who piloted the NSQ. 

However, there are strong arguments in the literature that the more test items (or 

observations) there are, the more reliable the test is (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 

 

During the drafting and developmental process, the questionnaire was given to five ex-

DCS non-custodial staff to pilot. They were time trialled and asked for critical 

comment. A suggestion to reword two items in the Job Satisfaction section considered 

by three triallers to be strongly worded in the negative against management was 

accepted and the item altered accordingly.  

 
Scaling Responses: Non-Attitudes and Middle Opinions 
Three experienced research staff and five ex-DCS non-custodial staff reviewed the 

questionnaire and three suggested that a ‘Don’t Know’ category be introduced to the 4-

point likert scales, to allow respondents to have a neutral option. However, the 

exclusion of a fifth medium likert point (traditionally termed ‘Don’t Know’, ‘Unsure’, 

‘Neutral’, ‘Neither’) was deliberate in this questionnaire. Poe, Seeman, McLaughlin, 

Mehl and Dietz (1988), in their study of the inclusion of the ‘Don’t Know’ option, 

argued that respondents can take the easy way out simply because they don’t want to 

search their memory or make the effort. They found no difference in response rates on 

a factual questionnaire between a group of respondents offered the ‘Don’t Know’ 

option and a group not offered it. They concluded that self-administered factual 

questionnaires were preferable for a number of reasons that are relevant to this current 

study. They reported an appreciably higher rate of usable or substantive responses for 

many items, less imputation for missing responses was required and thus the potential 

for introducing error into the data set was reduced. The return rate was not increased 

by the inclusion of the ‘Don’t know’ category.  Further, it is argued that the difficulty 

or sensitivity of the topic under question can sometimes pressure respondents to reply 

neutrally.  
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The issue of socially desirable responding, where participants respond in the manner in 

which they are expected to, or in line with organisational policy or their collegiate peer 

group (Heine, Lehman, Peng & Greenholtz, 2002) can often be increased with the 

introduction of a middle or neutral option, and is discussed in Chapter 7. To avoid the 

problems of false positives in the responses, it was decided not to offer a ‘no opinion’ 

or non-attitude alternative. Gilljam and Granberg (1993) argue that often respondents 

who claim to have no opinion in fact do, and that their lack of response is due more to 

inaccessible attitudes than to no attitudes. In their study examining the status of false 

positives, Gilljam and Granberg found that often respondents who initially default to 

‘no opinion’ later turned out to have an opinion when asked follow-up questions on the 

same topic. Additionally, these opinions were used to predict behaviour to a significant 

degree. Arguably, the dilemma exists that the more steps taken to avoid false positives 

by including filter questions (Neuman, 2000), easy-out questions and explicitly neutral 

alternatives, the greater the likelihood of false negatives and vice versa. Ultimately, for 

this Study 3, the inclusion of a forced-choice framework on a scale of only 4 points, 

with no middle or neutral point, was designed to minimise the reference-group effect 

and to enhance the validity of comparisons (Biernat & Manis, 1994) across groups 

from different correctional centres.  By maintaining the fixed alternative nature of the 

response scale, the non-custodial staff and inmates in this study were placed in a 

position where, although they could not resort to an unproblematic default option of 

‘neutral’ or ‘don’t know’, they still had balanced response options without being 

forced to choose only between bipolar opposites (Ostrom & Gannon, 1996).   

 
Question 1: Level of Acceptance of Misconduct 
This question aimed to measure the levels of acceptance by non-custodial staff and 

inmates of misconduct in Queensland correctional centres. 16 different misconduct 

scenarios, ranging in seriousness from minor boundary transgressions through to 

outright corruption, were presented (Table 7.4.1). Scenarios rather than general 

concepts were chosen because different elements such as the perpetrator (gender, role, 

position), the activity (personal, fraudulent, stealing), the extent of involvement 

(initiator, follower, instigator), the size of the activity (individual action, peer group, 

whole organisation), indirect or direct benefits, frequency of the activity and other 

circumstances surrounding the activity (motivation, consequences, rationalisations 

(ICAC, 1994, p.37), could be varied for later examination of differences.  
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Table 7.4.1: Misconduct Scenarios 

No Code Scenario Description 

1 Type  A male teacher asks an inmate to type his personal university 
assignment 

2 Post A female chaplain aggress to post a letter to an ATSI inmates partner 

3 ConfInfo A male SMO shares information about an inmate’s criminal record 
with another inmate 

4 Search A female ATSI counsellor warns an inmate of an imminent search to 
prevent the inmate’s private video (which the counsellor unofficially 
supplied), being found and confiscated 

5 SexJoke A male Activities Officer shares sexual jokes with inmates 

6 SexRship A male psychologist uses individual therapy sessions to have a sexual 
relationship with an inmate 

7 Phone calls A male ATSI counsellor allows an inmate in his office to make several 
unmonitored phone calls to the inmate’s children for their birthdays 

8 Joint A male counsellor smokes a joint before work and still shows the 
effects while running a program’s group 

9 Porno A male nurse brings in some pornographic magazines for several long-
term inmates 

10 ATSI 
Painting 

A female Activities Officer accepts a painting from an ATSI inmate as 
thanks for the staff member’s help and support 

11 Give Ph A female counsellor hands over her telephone number for an inmate to 
contact her once he has been released 

12 Chatting A female SMO often spends time chatting casually with inmates in the 
hallways or when the inmates are doing trusted tasks for the SMO 

13 Cake A male chaplain asks the kitchen to bake a cake for an inmate’s 
birthday 

14 Medication  A female nurse provides an unprescribed narcotic pain killer to an 
inmate at the inmate’s request 

15 Drugs At an inmate’s request, a female psychologist brings in drugs for an 
inmate she is seeing in therapy 

16 Hugs A female teacher hugs an inmate following the completion of his 
course 

 

The scenarios were constructed on cases from the CJC complaints files, and randomly 

assigned gender and professional role across the different levels of misconduct.The 

respondents were required to rate, on a 4-point scale how ‘acceptable’ the behaviour 

described in the scenario was. The likert scale measured the level of acceptance of 

these scenarios from ‘Highly Unacceptable’ to ‘Highly Acceptable’. The option of 

‘Don’t Know’ was deliberately not included as a midway fifth response, since it was 

assumed that both non-custodial staff and inmates would have all been exposed to at 

least some discussions about these types of situations and therefore would have an 

opinion.  Although much of the literature surrounding misconduct and corruption 

refers to the perceptions of ‘seriousness’ and to the ‘unethical’ nature of criminal 

behaviours, the term ‘acceptable’ was chosen for this study. ‘Acceptable’ is a less 



 

 311

emotive term and could be easily transposed to the three alternative perspectives 

(inmate, centre management and other non-custodial staff) the respondents were asked 

to give of the scenario, without resorting to politically or departmentally appropriate 

responses. It was considered that the alternative terms of ‘serious’ or ‘unethical’ 

denoted some degree of emotiveness as well as dual or conflicting interpretations. For 

example, ‘seriousness’ is comprised of two dimensions – the harm done, and the 

culpability of the offender (Hoffman and Hardyman, (1986). To decipher which of 

these two was utilised by the respondent in their appraisal of each scenario would be 

impossible. Similarly, ‘unethical’ can denote either immoral or illegal behaviour, 

depending on the organisation within which an individual works. Breaches of codes of 

conduct can be considered unethical as well as unprofessional, and this again would 

have left responses open to dual interpretation. Thus the term ‘acceptable’ was chosen 

to enable the respondent to offer a personal opinion devoid of the impact of the 

organisation and legalistic interpretation. Drawing on a format used to explore ethical 

decision-making by police (McConkey, Huon & Frank, 1996, CJC,1995), respondents 

were also asked to consider four different opinion levels when responding to the level 

of acceptance: ‘My own personal view’, ‘Inmate view’ (for inmates this option was 

‘Non-custodial staff  view’) ‘Centre Management view’, and ‘Other non-custodial staff 

view’ (for inmates this option was ‘Other inmate view’). By separating different 

opinion levels, congruencies or differences between personal views and those of other 

significant people in the correctional setting could be evaluated, as well as neutralising 

possible ambiguity of personal opinions. This question was administered to both the 

non-custodial staff and the inmates.  

 

Question 2: Likelihood of Discovery of Scenarios 
This question was aimed at identifying the extent to which misconduct is detected by 

superordinates or other staff, and how effective the procedures designed to enhance 

detection, whether by reporting or discovery, are. By utilising the same scenarios as 

Q1, a range of misconduct, from serious breaches to minor boundary transgressions, 

could be presented for examination. Q2 asked: ‘Using the same scenarios how likely is 

it that these situations would be DISCOVERED in this centre?’ The scale had 5 

categories of response: 1 = Highly Unlikely, 2 = Very unlikely, 3 = Probably, 4= Very 

Likely and 5 = Highly Likely. The question was administered to both non-custodial 

staff and inmates. 
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Question 3: Action Taken in response to Scenarios 
This question aimed to evaluate the regulatory action non-custodial staff might be 

prepared to take in relation to the 16 misconduct scenarios. The options given allowed 

for no response in addition to informal action and formal reporting. The Code of 

Conduct and DCS policies outline various levels of responses available to staff, but in 

the case of these 16 scenarios, each would have required some form of formal 

reporting to a superior. The inclusion of this item was informed by the ICAC survey 

undertaken to identify what public servants would do about corrupt conduct (ICAC, 

1994). Instead of inmates being required to answer how they would report each 

individual scenario, as the non-custodial staff were, they were offered multiple-choice 

responses to a generic question about unacceptable behaviour between another inmate 

and a non-custodial staff member. It was considered that to request a response to each 

of the 16 scenarios might have incriminated the inmates. In addition, general feedback 

from the focus groups indicated that they would not respond to a question regarding 

their likelihood of ‘dogging’ on each other or staff. 

 

Question 4:  Frequency of Scenarios 
This question aimed to measure the frequency of occurrence of the types of 

misconduct described in the 16 scenarios. Respondents were required to answer how 

often the types of misconduct happened in their correctional centres, with 1 = Never, 2 

= Infrequently, 3 = Sometimes and 4 = Frequently being the response options. The 

question was administered to both inmates and non-custodial staff. 

 

Question 5: Grooming Behaviours 
This question was aimed at exploring the nature and frequency of inmate behaviours 

designed to groom and engage staff in misconduct. Drawn from the only article in 

which inmate grooming behaviour of correctional staff is categorised sequentially 

(Topham, 1999), this question listed 11 behavioural techniques used by inmates to 

engage staff in interactions that arguably could lead to boundary transgressions 

(Marquart et al., 2001). Commencing with ‘Flattery’ and ranging through to 

‘Intimidation’, as indicated in Table 7.4.2, non-custodial staff were asked to report 

how often inmates used these methods in the correctional centre where they worked. 

Inmates, on the other hand, were asked to rate how often they thought inmates used the 

listed methods to get what they wanted from non-custodial staff. The 4-point scale 
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ranged from ‘Never’ to ‘Frequently’. To assist in prompting the respondent, a brief 

explanation of the type of behaviour was given. 

 

Table 7.4.2:  Description of Grooming Behaviours for Question 5 
Item No Grooming Behaviour 

1 Flattery: Saying nice things, telling staff how great they are 
2 Empathy: “I can relate to that”, “That happened to me once” 
3 Sympathy: Inducing feelings of sympathy from staff 
4 Helplessness: Asking for help, pretending to need help 
5 Sensitivity: Offering to listen to staff problems/empathising with staff 
6 Confidentiality: Sharing a secret, creating a bond with staff 
7 Isolation: Using rumours about staff, playing staff against staff 
8 Touching: Touching staff non-sexually, watch for reaction 
9 Sexual References: Making sexual references, remarks, jokes 

10 Intimidation: Aggressive, blackmail 

 
 
Question 6: Moral Neutralisations 
 
This question was aimed at identifying the types of moral justifications and 

neutralisations that non-custodial staff might use in relation to misconduct. It contained 

17 items specifically constructed around the types of excuses that would condone 

misconduct. They were ‘phrased to imply only conditional approval’ (Wortley, 1986) 

of misconduct, whether it was a minor transgression or a serious breach of security or 

policy. Several psychologists who had previously worked with corrective services 

assessed the items for implications of unconditional approval of misconduct, 

ambiguity or inappropriateness (Wortley, 1986) to the experience of inmates and non-

custodial staff within Queensland Corrective Services. The items were scaled on a 4-

point likert scale thus:  1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree and 4 = 

Strongly Agree. 

 

Item Construction 
Each item was constructed of two parts. One part described a particular inappropriate, 

unethical or corrupt practice (Behaviour). The other part described a particular mode of 

neutralisation, rationalisation or disengagement (Cognitive Justification). Depending 

on the best grammatical placement, either part could precede the other in the item.  To 

create items that were relevant to the experience of all non-custodial staff, it was 
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necessary to distinguish the specific situations and contexts under which the different 

non-custodial professions operate. If only generic situations were used, the offence or 

the excuse referred to in the item may have lost relevance for the respondents and been 

difficult to relate to. Therefore, the types of behaviour or the descriptions of the moral 

neutralizations were drawn from statements made in Study 2’s focus groups, or from 

interview transcripts in the CJC complaints files used in Study 1. In the focus groups 

especially, some staff had explained that the pressure to comply with the culture of 

complacency in their centre outweighed their desire to do the right thing. Rejection by 

their peers, particularly in a small correctional centre where collegiate support was 

important, became a mediating factor in not whistleblowing. For example: 

I got involved in the set up because it seemed that everyone else was doing the 
same thing and it didn’t matter. (Non-custodial staff member: CJC file) 

 
I am not surprised that some staff get into relationships here – the management 
are involved in all sorts of stuff here. (Non-custodial staff member: Focus 
group) 
 

Other statements reflected the organisational pressures that might have impinged on 

the staff’s reasoning of their own corporate behaviour: 

You can only get promoted here if you get on with the managers who ‘drink 
and fish.’ (Non-custodial staff Member – Activities Officer) 
 

Further still, some staff statements focused on the humanitarian aspects of justifying 

behaviour and the difficulty some had in coming to terms with their dual role. For 

example: 

These inmates have the worst experiences of their lives in here. Taking some 
extra time I think is simply an humanitarian thing to do, and as far as I am 
concerned it is much more important to put the time in to get their trust. (Non-
custodial staff member – Focus group) 

 

Christ, a little contraband never hurt anyone – reading pornography doesn’t do 
me any harm – its not going to hurt these guys here (Non-custodial staff 
member – Focus group) 

And finally, there were indicators that the cultural aspects of indigenous care between 

ATSI staff and inmates mattered to both sides. For example: 

A lot of staff and management just don’t understand the Murri way – we have 
to look after our own mob and it’s real hard for me in here to not help these 
boys out. I am auntie to a lot of them. (Non-custodial staff member – ATSI 
counsellor: Focus group) 
 

Each indiscretion, breach of conduct, act of misconduct or aberrant behaviour 

component in an item was then paired with a statement justifying the behaviour. These 
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justifications drew on the work of the theorists described at length in Chapter 2. First, 

on Bandura’s work (1990, 19991, 1999), where he argued that, in order to violate 

moral principles without self-condemnation, or when there are strong competing 

motivations, individuals resort to a process of moral disengagement from self-

sanctions. Second, on the types of moral neutralisations explained by Sykes and Matza 

(1957), which allow the deviant component of immoral behaviour to be neutralised in 

the perception of the individual. And third, on the moral rationalisations outlined by 

Tsang (2002), whereby the individual re-interprets his/her immoral behaviour utilising 

primary cognitive processes which enable moral principles to be violated while 

preserving the impression of being moral.  

 

To recap from Chapter 2, Tsang purports that certain elements of a situation can 

obscure the moral relevance of actions, and thus represent the first potential point of 

immoral or unethical behaviour developing. These elements include obedience to 

authority and the agentic state, the effect of roles, deindividuation, routinisation, norms 

and the inaction of others. By drawing these approaches together, it was possible to 

integrate the cognitive justifications for misconduct with specific situational factors 

that may occur in a prison. The items also included specific descriptors of non-

custodial staff roles, the types of obedience required within a prison setting, the 

manner in which non-custodial staff may be depersonalised or routinised in their roles 

(sometimes referred to as the process of prisonisation of staff), and the inaction of 

others or absence of crime preventers (Ekblom & Tilley, 2000). The types of 

justifications for each item are delineated in Table 7.4.3. These items were 

administered only to the non-custodial staff. Instead of including the moral 

neutralisations question, inmates were asked the extent to which they agreed to 18 

statements related to the behaviours mentioned in the justifications items of the 

statements described in Table 7.4.3. 
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Table 7.4.3: Moral Justification stem (shaded) and type of misconduct for each item of Question 6 
No Item in Question 6: Moral justification (shaded) Type of Justification 

1 A new non-custodial staff member can’t be blamed for becoming involved in misconduct if other 
staff are also doing it. 

Obscuring Personal Causal Agency(T) 
Denial of responsibility(S&M) 

2 The job of any non-custodial staff member in prison is so stressful that they can’t be blamed for 
misdemeanour 

Obscuring Personal Causal Agency(T) 
Denial of responsibility(S&M) 

3 Sometimes you have to bend the rules if you are going to get on with everyone in a correctional 
environment 

Reconstructing Conduct(T) 
Appealing to higher loyalties(S&M) 

4 A close supportive relationship with an inmate is harmless given the deprivation of personal 
contact the inmate experiences 

Reconstructing Conduct(T) 
Appealing to higher loyalties(S&M) 

5 A relationship is often misinterpreted as being inappropriate by custodial staff who don’t 
understand the therapeutic process 

Reconstructing Conduct(T) 
Condemning the condemners(S&M 

6 Sometimes it is necessary to compromise standards of security in order to develop a reasonable 
degree of trust with an inmate 

Reconstructing Conduct(T)  
Appealing to higher loyalties(S&M) 

7 Sometimes it is necessary to agree with an inmate’s negative attitude to the centre’s custodial 
authority to get the inmate on side 

Reconstructing Conduct(T) 
Appealing to higher loyalties(S&M) 

8 Sometimes you have to condone inhumane treatment of inmates in order to get on with the 
custodial staff 

Reconstructing Conduct(T)  
Appealing to higher loyalties(S&M) 

9 Having a sexual relationship with an inmate does not hurt anyone Disregarding/Distorting Consequences (T)  
Denial of Injury(S&M) 

10 Any unethical behaviour and misconduct that non-custodial staff might get involved in is nothing 
compared with what management get away with. 

Disregarding/Distorting Consequences(T)  
Condemning the condemners(S&M) 

11 In order to develop a good therapeutic rapport with an inmate it is sometimes necessary to share 
some of your own personal information 

Reconstructing Conduct(T)  
Appealing to higher loyalties(S&M) 

12 If an inmate is particularly upset it is alright to spend longer than normal in a 1 to 1 session Reconstructing Conduct(T) 
Denial of Injury(S&M) 

13 Having a personal relationship with an inmate is OK because so few consequences seem to occur 
when other staff do the same thing. 

The In/Action of Others(T) 
Denial of the victim(S&M) 

14 Being involved in unethical behaviour, misconduct or corruption does not reflect on other 
individuals in the same profession 

Fragmentation(T)  
Denial of Injury(S&M) 

15 Prisoners experience such inhumane circumstances that they should be allowed to have some 
sexual comfort 

Reconstructing Conduct(T)  
Denial of Injury(S&M) 

16 One non-custodial staff member having an inappropriate relationship with an inmate does not 
compromise the secure order of the correctional centre 

Fragmentation(T) 
Denial of Injury(S&M) 

17 Staff have so little involvement in decision making in this centre that it doesn’t really matter if 
occasionally a few procedural rules are not followed. 

Obscuring Personal Causal Agency(T) 
Condemning the condemners(S&M) 
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Questions 7 & 8: Contributing Factors and Extent of their Existence in 
Correctional Centres  
 

Question 7 aimed to explore the level of agreement with factors identified as 

contributors in Studies 1 and 2. The 24 items incorporated organisational problems, the 

impact of a correctional culture, inadequate preparation, training or experience of non-

custodial staff, personal issues, managerial and supervisory incompetence, ineptness or 

ineffectiveness and peer pressure and influence (Table 7.4.4). The extent to which the 

respondent thought these items contributed to misconduct was measured on a 4-point 

scale: 1 = No contribution, 2 = Contributes a little, 3 = Contributes a lot, and 4 = 

���������������������������������������������

Item Table 7.4.4: Items in Question 7: Contributing Factors 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Non-custodial staff dissatisfaction with working conditions  

Non-custodial staff lacking experience in corrective settings 

Disinterest by management and senior staff about unethical behaviour  

Inadequate supervision about non-custodial staff-inmate interactions 

Non-custodial staff working at levels above their capability 

Poor use of discretionary powers exercised by non-custodial staff 

Lack of adequate training about professional boundaries  

Inadequate/irrelevant centre induction training  

Non-custodial staff dissatisfaction with treatment by the DCS in general 

Conflict experienced by non-custodial staff in dual roles of carer and punisher  

Degree of power and control non-custodial staff have over inmates 

Lack of consequences for non-custodial staff involved with inmates 

Inadequate selection of non-custodial staff 

Personal unresolved problems with relationships 

Low visibility of staff activity in isolated offices and group rooms 

Stress of working in a punitive environment  

Inability to detect manipulation by inmates 

Lack of personal responsibility and integrity amongst non-custodial staff 

Reluctance by peers to report misconduct between non-custodial staff and inmates 

Working 1 to 1 with inmates 

Expectation by custodial staff that misconduct by non-custodial staff will occur 

Inadequate Code of Conduct 

Supervision by managers with little or no professional training 

Expectation that no-one will report their peers 
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Question 8 was aimed at identifying the prevalence of these factors within the 

contemporary Queensland DCS system. How widespread these contributing factors 

were across all the centres for non-custodial staff was scaled across a 4-point likert 

scale thus:  1 = Does not exist, 2 – Exists for a few non-custodial staff, 3 = Exists for 

most non-custodial staff, and 4 = Exists for all non-custodial staff. By asking about 

whether these factors existed in reality, the possibility that staff may have only 

identified theoretical or hypothetical contributors, rather than actual operational factors 

within the organisation, was eliminated. To build a prevention model at the completion 

of this study, it would be necessary to identify which of the contributing factors were 

most prevalent within the DCS, and to ensure that they were addressed. Both non-

custodial staff and inmates were asked to complete Question 7, but only non-custodial 

staff were administered Question 8. 

 

Question 9: Organisational Context: Job Satisfaction and Centre Management 
The items in this question (Table 7.4.5) were aimed at extracting non-custodial staff 

attitudes to organisational climate and managerial competency. Specific items were 

focussed on the regulatory competencies of both management and the associated 

policies and procedures available for detection and compliance. Additionally, attitudes 

towards regulatory bodies such as the CJC and the CSIU were requested, since these 

are the two organisations that non-custodial staff are most likely to come into contact 

with in relation to investigating complaints about misconduct. Factors relating to job 

satisfaction that would impact on non-custodial staff were also specifically included to 

explore the issue of job stress and burn-out (Putnam, 1986; Tracy, 2003).  

 

The items included references to evaluations of jobs, beliefs about jobs, and affective 

experiences on jobs (Weiss, (2002), rather than the traditional comparisons of the 

respondents’ comparison of actual outcomes within the job compared with outcomes 

that are desired (Cranny, Smith & Stone, 1992. p.1). In this way affective experiences, 

such as fear, contentment, feeling valued, need fulfilment, were included as well as the 

global indicators such as level of pay, resource availability and co-worker 

compatibility. 
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Table 7.4.5: Job Satisfaction and Management Items Included in Question 9  
Item No Items – Question 9 

1 Staff in this centre have higher standards than I expected  
2 I feel safe and comfortable in all parts of my working environment 
3 It is not unusual for management to turn a blind eye to staff misconduct 
4 Centre management is accessible and available when needed 
5 Allegations against staff are handled adequately by the CSIU 
6 Management get away with a lot of unethical behaviour themselves 
7 Allegations against staff are handled adequately by the CJC 
8 This centre has an adequate policy for the prevention and  

detection of misconduct between inmates and staff 
9 Management is careful about detecting/reporting misconduct 

10 Centre management always responds to reported staff misconduct 
11 Management deal with official misconduct in an open way 
12 Managerial staff adhere to the code of conduct  
13 Non-custodial staff have little involvement in centre decision-making  
14 I feel valued by the inmates at this centre 
15 My manager sets a good example for new staff entering the centre 
16 My values and those of the DCS are very similar 
17 I feel valued by the management at this centre 
18 It is easy to talk to my family/partner about problems at work 
19 Management recognises/rewards proper behaviour by non-custodial  

staff 
20 I feel valued by the my peers at this centre 
21 I feel valued by the custodial staff at this centre 
22 Typical non-custodial staff put more effort into their work than I  

expected 
 

Question 10: Training and Relevancy to Work Position 
This question aimed to identify whether or not respondents had undergone certain types 

of training and how relevant the training was to their current position. The DCS offers a 

number of mandatory training courses that are usually conducted in-house, at various 

times throughout the staff members’ employment. These relate to security within the 

centre, responses to threats, indicators of inmate manipulation, ethical and professional 

standards of behaviour, and general information about the DCS and other centres 

within the organisation. Evidence existed in the analysis of the CJC complaints files 

that often non-custodial staff had not received departmental training or centre induction 

training. In some cases, the outcome of the investigations against a staff member was 

that they undertake the relevant course, which, if it had been taken earlier, may well 
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have prevented the incident of misconduct occurring. The question items included: 

training in ethics and ethical behaviour; training in the professional boundaries between 

staff and inmates; training in sexual harassment in the workplace; induction training at 

the current centre where the non-custodial staff worked or at previous centres; training 

in the DCS Code of Conduct; training in DCS policies and procedures specific to the 

non-custodial staff position; and finally, training in security issues. 

 

Question 11: Prevention Strategies 
This question was aimed at identifying respondents’ levels of agreement with 20 

different prevention strategies (Table 7.4.6). The items were informed by the outcomes 

of the focus groups, which identified individual, organisational, regulatory, and 

managerial aspects of the correctional environment in Queensland prisons as 

contributing towards misconduct. Matching strategies that might counteract the 

identified contributors were constructed. Respondents were asked to rate their level of 

agreement with each strategy’s effectiveness to decrease or prevent misconduct 

behaviours, from 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, to 4 = Strongly 

Disagree. Table 7.4.6 indicates the grouping of the items under the same groupings as 

the focus group outcomes. This question was administered to both non-custodial staff 

and inmates. 

 

Question 12: Personal Response to Involvement with an Inmate 
This question explored the personal response of respondents if they found themselves 

‘in difficulty’ with a relationship with an inmate. Where the definitional boundary 

‘getting into difficulty’ sat for this question was arbitrary, although it was expected that 

the different professional roles might define the point of ‘difficulty’ at different points 

in the relationship with an inmate. For example, a psychologist would discuss more 

personal intimate details about an inmate’s life with him than the Activities Officers or 

the Sentence Management staff might. 
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Table 7.4.6: Prevention Items included in Question 11 

Focus Group 
Outcome 
Domain 

Item 
No 

Item Content 

7 Specific training about professional boundaries completed 
before staff commence duty 

9 Female treatment staff should not work in male prisons 
14  Training in interpersonal dynamics between inmates and staff 

should be compulsory before commencement of duty 
15 Male treatment staff should not work in female prisons 

Individual 

19 All staff should have personality screening before job interviews 
2 Clearer guidelines about relationships with inmates in the DCS 

Code of Conduct 
4 A trail period of six weeks for non-custodial staff spent 

‘shadowing’ an experienced staff member 
6 Staff in positions of supervision should have appropriate 

professional training 
8  Managers of non-custodial staff with qualifications and 

experience in closely related professional fields 
16 Managers should re-assess staff progress 2 months after 

commencement of duty 

Organisation
al 
 

18  Managers of treatment staff should have regular reviews of their 
own ethical behaviour 

1 Prominent written reminders of appropriate behaviour posted 
around the centre 

11  Compulsory dress code for all non-custodial staff  

Situational 

12 Staff should not see inmates on a 1-to-1 basis unless there are 
two-way mirrors available for supervisory observation 

3 Same centre staff should manage investigations of alleged 
misconduct 

5 Inform staff of the outcomes of investigations into official 
misconduct by their colleagues 

Regulatory 

20 Only non-DCS staff should be involved in investigations of 
allegations against staff 

 
 

Question 13: Optional Demographic Data 
Although all questions were optional, Question 13 was specifically prefixed with a 

stem statement that the section did not have to be completed. Given the sensitive nature 

of the questions and the assurance that staff had been given that they would not be 

identified in any way, it was important to offer the option of non-response. 
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Appendix 7.7: Data Integrity Tests 
 
1. Reliability of scales  
The internal consistency of the items on each question was tested to ensure they were 

measuring the same underlying construct. The Cronbach alpha coefficient is reported 

in the following table with the correlating question and construct under examination 

(Table 7.7.1). Since there were more than 10 items on each scale, Cronbach alpha 

values over .7 indicate that internal consistency existed for the scale used in each 

question.  

 
Table 7.7.1: Reliability of Scale Items  - Cronbach Alpha for Q’s 1 - 11 

Question 
No 

Construct Alpha N Variance SD 

Q1(p) Acceptance of Misconduct .7767 278 16.62 4.08 
Q1(i) Acceptance of Misconduct .8650 257 45.67 6.76 
Q1(m) Acceptance of Misconduct .7465 265 12.78 3.58 
Q1(o) Acceptance of Misconduct .8106 264 21.83 4.67 

Q2 Discovery .9045 269 127.78 11.30
Q3 Personal Regulation .8539 259 131.28 11.46
Q4 Frequency of Misconduct .8943 266 60.38 7.77 
Q5 Inmate Grooming .8890 279 42.24 6.507
Q6 Moral Neutralisation .8349 239 34.05 5.84 
Q7 Contributors .9005 230 106.42 10.32
Q8 Frequency of contributors .9016 234 81.62 9.05 
Q9 Organisational culture .7963 230 53.89 7.34 
Q10 Training .8690 260 73.09 8.55 
Q11 Prevention .7533 253 37.45 6.12 

 

3.  Outliers  

Two cases were identified as producing values that were considered to be outliers. In 

one case the respondent had answered the questionnaire at the highest level on every 

likert scale for every question, indicating that the survey was not a legitimate response. 

No demographic data was completed and it was decided that the case be removed from 

the data set. An analysis of the influence (Cook’s distance) of this case was conducted 

to assess any change in regression coefficients for each question item. None was noted. 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) argue that the decision to remove an entire case is a 

serious and difficult one. They point out that extreme cases such as this one may be 

retained, but the values altered so the impact is not as great. Nonetheless, to have 

altered this case would have rendered its meaning useless. This case was either an 

angry, ambivalent or fearful response to the survey. (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) also 

claim that sometimes prior knowledge of the researcher can estimate an educated guess 
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of the value of missing data. In this particular case, the ‘educated guess’ was that the 

given responses were not a true reflection of the respondent’s beliefs. Further 

indication of the nature of this case is refected in the response to Q12, where the 

comment ‘I don’t really care and I don’t really want to tell you’ was entered as string 

data. 

 

4. Muliticollinearity 

Seven independent variables were analysed for multicollinearity: age, gender, 

professional role, years in current role, years spent working in the DCS overall, 

predominant gender of the centre’s inmate population, and centre location (Table 

7.7.4). Two variables were eventually omitted because of their high correlations with 

other independent variables suggested they were measuring the same thing, and 

because their presence in multiple analyses of variance can be wasteful (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2001). First, ‘years spent in the DCS’ correlated highly with ‘years spent in 

current role’ (r = .736, n = 271, p < .0001). Given the correlation between age and 

‘years spent in DCS’: (r = .288, n = 257, p < .0001) and professional role and ‘years 

spent in DCS’ (r = .209, n= 238, p < .001), it was decided to omit the ‘years spent in 

DCS’ variable. Instead ‘years spent in current role’ was retained. It applied to all 

respondents and omitted the possibility of respondents entering the same response to 

both ‘years’ variables. In addition, ‘years in current role’ had very low correlation with 

the other independent variables. Secondly, ‘Gender of inmates’ correlated highly with 

‘Centre’ (r = .856, n = 273, p< .01), suggesting that little would be gained by exploring 

the influence of whether the respondents worked in a male or female prison. Retaining 

the Centre variable, however, would enable the influence of different levels of security 

and management to be explored. 
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Table 7.7.4: Correlations of All Independent Variables for the Non-custodial Staff Sample 

IVs   Age Inmate Gender Yrs in DCS Gender Yrs current role Centre Prof Role 
Age Pearson Correlation 1 -.077 .288(**) -.197(**) .306(**) .015 .027 
  Sig. (2-tailed) . .211 .000 .002 .000 .812 .660 
  Covariance 3.891 -.051 .719 -.190 .715 .095 .137 
  N 265 265 257 244 261 265 262 
Inmate Gender Pearson Correlation -.077 1 .108 .139(*) .030 .356(**) .067 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .211 . .080 .029 .625 .000 .275 
  Covariance -.051 .124 .047 .025 .012 -.405 .044 
  N 265 273 265 248 269 273 270 
Yrs in DCS? Pearson Correlation .288(**) .108 1 -.072 .736(**) -.088 .150(*) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .080 . .267 .000 .152 .015 
  Covariance .719 .047 1.593 -.045 1.097 -.354 .481 
  N 257 265 266 240 266 266 263 
Gender Pearson Correlation -.197(**) .139(*) -.072 1 -.030 -.125(*) -.109 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .029 .267 . .641 .050 .089 
  Covariance -.190 .025 -.045 .235 -.017 -.200 -.134 
  N 244 248 240 248 244 248 245 
Yrs in current 
role 

Pearson Correlation .306(**) .030 .736(**) -.030 1 -.101 .009 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .625 .000 .641 . .097 .877 
  Covariance .715 .012 1.097 -.017 1.394 -.382 .029 
  N 261 269 266 244 271 271 268 
Centre Pearson Correlation .015 -.356(**) -.088 -.125(*) -.101 1 -.020 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .812 .000 .152 .050 .097 . .743 
  Covariance .095 -.405 -.354 -.200 -.382 10.153 -.165 
  N 273 266 248 271 288 283 
Prof Role Pearson Correlation .027 .067 .150(*) -.109 .009 -.020 1 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .660 .275 .015 .089 .877 .743 . 
  Covariance .137 .044 .481 -.134 .029 -.165 7.014 
  N 262 270 263 245 268 283 283 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Appendix 7.8: Missing Data  
 
 (i) Independent Variables 

Missing data (Table 7.7.2) ranged from 5.9% for the number of years spent in the 

respondent’s current role, to 14.9% for the respondent’s professional role. Tabachnick 

& Fidell (2001) suggest that any missing data point over 5% in a large data set must 

be considered, although they also concede that there are no firm guidelines for how 

much missing data can be tolerated for a sample of any given size. Nonetheless, these 

results have major implications for the current study. 

 

Table 7.7.2: Missing Data within Independent Variables for Non-custodial Staff 
Sample 

Missing 

Independent Variable 

 

N Count Percent 

No. of years in current role 271 17 5.9 

No. of years in the DCS 266 22 7.6 

Age 265 23 8.0 

Gender 248 40 13.9 

Professional role 245 43 14.9 

Correctional centre  288 0 .0 

 

On the one hand, they indicate the extent to which non-custodial staff may have been 

concerned about being identified. If this were the case, then it could be argued that 

staff did not wish to be identified because their responses were in fact honest and a 

correct portrayal of the contemporary nature of misconduct in the correctional centres. 

This argument augurs well for the validity of the respondents’ answers in the 

questionnaire.  

 

On the other hand, the pattern and size of the missing data suggests that it is not 

random and therefore may reveal some systematic relationship between the missing 

values. As such, the missing responses were treated as non-random data rather than 

missing values randomly scattered through the data matrix. Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2001) argue that the pattern of missing data is more important than the amount 

missing, and consider the ‘missingness’ seriously because of its potential to affect the 

generalisability of the results (p.58). Deletion of the cases is considered to be the 
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worst of all options because of the distortion to dependent variable outcomes. Of 

particular concern was the number of respondents who did not complete the gender 

(13.9%) and/or professional role (14.9%) questions. Unlike other types of variables 

that can have missing values estimated and replaced with the mean, gender, a 

dichotomous categorical variable, and professional role, a categorical variable, 

cannot. Therefore the patterning of missing data was explored for the categorical 

variables only. The two continuous variables – years with the DCS and years in 

current role - were excluded from the Missing Value Analysis (MVA) because of 

their arbitrary contribution to the missing value pattern (accounting for only 5.9% and 

7.6% respectively).  

 

SPSS Missing Value Analysis (MVA) revealed a tabulated pattern of missing values 

(Table 7.7.3) for professional role, with MVA separate variance t-tests indicating that 

there was a significant systematic relationship between the missingness on 

Professional Role and Age, P (2-tail) < .05. When tested for the distribution of the 

missing value patterns, it was apparent that the older respondents (41 – 50 years old) 

accounted for a larger number of missing values in the variable ‘Professional group’. 

This may indicate that either older staff were aware of their easier identification due 

to their smaller numbers, or alternatively that they were more experienced in 

corrections and may have had more information to offer on the survey that could 

potentially be incriminating. Of all the correctional centres Townsville and Woodford 

had the largest number of respondents who did not answer the professional role 

question. Both Townsville and Woodford are large centres with high numbers of non-

custodial staff. However, these two centres had recently experienced serious cases of 

counsellors being involved with male inmates in sexual relationships, with most of the 

non-custodial staff being included in the interview process of the investigations. It 

might well have been that they were wary of any inquiries into misconduct between 

non-custodial staff and inmates and were reluctant therefore to identify themselves. 
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Table 7.7.3: Separate Variance t –Tests for Missing Data in Non-custodial Staff 
Independent Variables 

    
YRS 

ROLE 
YRS 
DCS CENTRE AGE GENDER 

PROF 
ROLE 

t . . 1.5 2.7 -.5 -.4 
df . . 18.6 3.2 3.1 2.0 
P(2-tail) . . .151 .069 .648 .750 
# Present 271 266 271 261 244 242 

YRS 
ROLE 
  
  
  
  # 

Missing 0 0 17 4 4 3 

t .6 . 1.0 4.6 -2.0 -.1 
df 4.1 . 24.6 8.2 7.9 6.3 
P(2-tail) .557 . .312 .002 .080 .897 
# Present 266 266 266 257 240 238 

YRS 
DCS 
  
  
  
  # 

Missing 5 0 22 8 8 7 

t 1.1 2.0 -.3 . -.5 .1 
df 9.9 9.2 32.1 . 3.1 4.2 
P(2-tail) .280 .073 .741 . .648 .960 

AGE 
  
  
  # Present 261 257 265 265 244 240 
  # 

Missing 10 9 23 0 4 5 

t -1.3 -.7 -.8 -.6 . -3.5 
df 34.1 35.7 66.5 23.9 . 24.6 
P(2-tail) .210 .518 .414 .579 . .002 

GENDER 
  
  
  # Present 244 240 248 244 248 224 
  # 

Missing 27 26 40 21 0 21 

t 1.7 .3 -1.0 -1.4 2.1 . 
df 37.1 32.7 59.6 32.5 27.6 . 
P(2-tail) .091 .804 .338 .168 .041 . 
# Present 242 238 245 240 224 245 

PROF 
ROLE 
  
  
  
  # 

Missing 29 28 43 25 24 0 

    2.24 2.86 8.14 4.88 1.42 . 

For each quantitative variable, pairs of groups are formed by indicator variables (present, 
missing). 
a  Indicator variables with less than 5% missing are not displayed. 
 

(ii) Dependent Variables 

Missing values in dependent variables were also an important issue, especially given 

the contentious and confronting nature of the questions in this survey. The issue of 

missing data was considered to be the most problematic for Q 1: Level of acceptance 

of 16 scenarios from four different view points, because later analysis would treat this 

as the criterion variable to test the predictability of the factors extracted from the 

PCA. The outcome of the MVA for this question therefore drove the choice of the 
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best estimate to replace missing values on the other questions. Repeated analyses with 

and without missing data on the dependent variables were computed for Q1. In the 

first instance the missing data was replaced with the series mean, as it tends to be a 

more conservative method of imputation and does not change the distribution as a 

whole. The series mean was chosen as preferable to the group mean which can reduce 

within-group variance to such an extent that the among group differences can become 

spuriously large (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p.62). In the second instance, the 

missing data was replaced by a method within SPSS that imputes missing values 

using linear interpolation. The last valid value before the missing value and the first 

valid value after the missing value are used for the interpolation. If the first or last 

case in the series has a missing value, the missing value is not replaced.  

 

For all scenarios together there was no difference in the results of the GLM repeated 

measures MANOVA depending on the type of replacement method. However there 

was a difference between the outcomes computed with missing data replaced and the 

outcomes computed without replacement data. For example, with missing data 

replaced, the interaction effect of professional role on view levels variance became 

significant, as did the main effect between non-custodial staff groups for gender and 

years spent in current role. This suggests that for all views, the missing data did not 

appear to be random. These outcomes have substantial impact on the overall 

interpretation of the results of the first question in particular.   

 

Traditionally, analysing only the complete cases is considered the best way (G. King, 

1989; Rubin, 1987) to demonstrate what might be  accounting for  variance in 

outcomes. That is, the cases that have missing data are removed from the dataset and 

an analysis done on the remaining cases only. However, recently Brame and 

Paternoster (2003) demonstrated that complete case analysis resulted in a conclusion 

at odds with the outcome of missing data estimator results. They concluded that when 

the proportion of missing cases is substantial, as is the situation with a number of 

dependent and independent variables in this study, complete case analysis might result 

in misleading outcomes and conclusions (p.74). Similarly, Allison (2000) has recently 

shown that multiple imputation, when specified incorrectly, can produce inferences 

that reflect more bias than those obtained with a complete-case analysis. Further, 

Little and Schenker (1994) have pointed out that ignoring missing data is a method 
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grounded in assumptions that cannot themselves be tested easily. And Brame and 

Paternoster (2003) note that the comparison of complete case and missing case 

datasets ‘does not substitute for a sensitivity analysis or a critical appraisal of the 

uncertainties created by incomplete data’ (p.75).  Therefore, it would seem that to 

have ignored the missing data would have possibly decreased the robustness of the 

conclusions drawn from a complete case analysis. Equally, substituting replacement 

values might have masked patterns in the missing responses that add to the 

understanding of non-custodial staff perceptions of misconduct. Taking both 

arguments into consideration, it was decided to replace the missing values on 

dependent variables with the series mean.  
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Appendix 7.9: Means & Standard Deviations For All 4 Viewpoints Of 16 Scenarios For 
Inmates And Non-Custodial Staff* 

 Non-custodial Staff Inmates 
 Mean N SD Mean N SD 
Sc1: Male teacher asks inmate to type 
assignment 
View of Other  
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc2: Female chaplain posts ATSI inmate 
letter 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc3: Male SMO shares inmate file details 
with another inmate 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc4: Female ATSI warns inmate of 
imminent search 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc5: Male AO shares sexual jokes 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc6: Male psychologist has sexual 
relationship with inmate 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc7: Male ATSI allows unmonitored 
phone calls 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc8: Male counsellor smokes a joint 
before group 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
Sc9: Male nurse supplies porno 
magazines to L/T inmates 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
Sc10: Female AO accepts ATSI painting 

 
1.37 
2.44 
1.35 
1.56 

 
1.36 
3.28 
1.33 
1.58 

 
 

1.09 
1.70 
1.11 
1.21 

 
 
 

1.11 
3.15 
1.10 
1.27 

 
1.79 
3.12 
1.74 
2.04 

 
 

1.01 
2.07 
1.01 
1.03 

 
 

1.48 
3.25 
1.35 
1.63 

 
 

1.06 
2.17 
1.05 
1.15 

 
1.19 
3.15 
1.16 
1.34 
1.86 

 
286 
280 
281 
282 

 
286 
278 
279 
282 

 
 

286 
280 
281 
283 

 
 
 

286 
280 
281 
283 

 
287 
280 
282 
282 

 
 

287 
277 
282 
284 

 
 

286 
280 
281 
283 

 
 

286 
278 
282 
284 

 
286 
279 
282 
283 
286 

 
.607 
.787 
.614 
.641 

 
.555 
.652 
.568 
.627 

 
 

.318 

.894 

.382 

.432 
 
 
 

.382 

.829 

.396 

.509 
 

.705 

.532 

.647 

.705 
 
 

.102 

.990 

.103 

.166 
 
 

.642 

.642 

.559 

.694 
 
. 

237 
.819 
.210 
.372 

 
.432 
.688 
.383 
.531 
.725 

 
1.94 
1.95 
1.86 
1.99 

 
2.55 
2.68 
1.45 
1.85 

 
 

1.23 
1.35 
1.60 
1.53 

 
 
 

2.24 
265 
1.34 
1.54 

 
2.49 
2.70 
1.95 
2.09 

 
 

1.29 
1.54 
1.06 
1.10 

 
 

2.68 
2.81 
1.56 
1.76 

 
 

1.78 
2.11 
1.25 
1.34 

 
2.52 
2.85 
1.35 
1.56 
2.87 

 
86 
76 
76 
76 

 
85 
78 
78 
78 

 
 

84 
77 
77 
78 

 
 
 

84 
75 
77 
76 

 
86 
77 
78 
78 

 
 

86 
78 
79 
78 

 
 

85 
80 
79 
79 

 
 

81 
75 
75 
76 

 
85 
79 
79 
80 
85 

 
.845 
.831 
.905 
.825 

 
.906 
.860 
.677 
.757 

 
 

.567 

.684 

.847 

.801 
 
 
 

.952 

.923 

.598 

.621 
 

.864 

.828 

.788 

.825 
 
 

.611 

.801 

.245 

.345 
 
 

.966 

.858 

.780 

.804 
 
 

.822 

.863 

.522 

.530 
 

.908 

.718 

.578 

.672 

.737 
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View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc11: Female counsellor provides 
personal ph no. to inmate 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc12: Female SMO chats often to inmates 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc13: Male chaplain bakes cake  
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc14: Female nurse provides medication 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc15: Female psychologist brings in 
drugs for inmates 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 
 
Sc16: Female teacher hugs inmate after 
course 
View of Other 
View of Centre Management 
View of Peer 

3.12 
1.61 
1.98 

 
 

1.22 
3.05 
1.17 
1.36 

 
2.31 
3.10 
2.22 
2.38 

 
2.19 
3.14 
1.98 
2.19 

 
1.21 
3.07 
1.15 
1.33 

 
 

1.02 
2.86 
1.03 
1.08 

 
 

1.53 
2.89 
1.41 
1.60 

277 
280 
283 

 
 

286 
279 
281 
283 

 
284 
279 
279 
282 

 
284 
278 
279 
278 

 
286 
280 
282 
284 

 
 

286 
278 
282 
284 

 
 

286 
280 
281 
284 

.549 

.606 

.660 
 
 

.483 

.655 

.404 

.570 
 

.745 

.495 

.727 

.716 
 

.723 

.579 

.686 

.708 
 

.510 

.757 

.398 

.578 
 
 

.131 

.939 

.186 

.310 
 
 

.663 

.702 

.541 

.657 

2.88 
2.01 
2.19 

 
 

2.53 
2.62 
1.38 
1.59 

 
2.77 
2.84 
2.14 
2.32 

 
2.91 
2.93 
2.05 
2.27 

 
2.06 
2.46 
1.26 
1.36 

 
 

1.21 
3.07 
1.15 
1.33 

 
 

1.02 
2.63 
1.53 
1.70 

80 
79 
79 

 
 

85 
78 
79 
79 

 
87 
80 
80 
80 

 
86 
81 
80 
80 

 
86 
80 
81 
80 

 
 

286 
280 
282 
284 

 
 

286 
80 
79 
79 

.663 

.840 

.818 
 
. 

894 
.810 
.647 
.670 

 
.659 
.625 
.807 
.808 

 
.644 
.648 
.778 
.795 

 
.873 
.899 
.519 
.601 

 
 

.510 

.757 

.398 

.578 
 
 

.131 

.682 

.713 

.774 
*Personal Viewpoint data in bold type 
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Appendix 7.10: MANOVA (Full Factorial): Comparing Four View Points As 
Reported By Non-Custodial Staff Of 16 Scenarios (View), Between Rural And 
City-Based Centres (Reg_City) And Number Of Years Spent In Current 
Professional Role (YCR). 
 
 

 
Multivariate Between 

Subjects (REG_CITY and 
YCR) Effect 

Wilks 
Lambda 

Value F 
Hypothesis 

df Error df Sig. 
  REG_CITY   .939 .861 16.000 212.000 .615 
  YCR   .866 .985 32.000 424.000 .494 
  REG_CITY * YCR 

 
  .908 .654 32.000 424.000 .929 

Multivariate Within Subjects 
(VIEW) Effect     

  VIEW * REG_CITY   .721 1.449 48.000 180.000 .043 
  VIEW * YCR   .610 1.053 96.000 360.000 .363 
  VIEW * REG_CITY  *  

YCR 
  .611 1.046 96.000 360.000 .379 
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Appendix 7.11: Repeated Measures MANOVA For Non-Custodial Staff 
Acceptance Of 16 Scenarios Across 4 Viewpoints 

 
Effect df F Sig 
Main Effects: (Within)    
View  5,180 49.11 .000 
Univariate:    

Male teacher asks inmate to type assignment 
Male SMO shares inmate file details with another inmate 
Female chaplain posts ATSI inmate letter 
Female ATSI warns inmate of imminent search 
Male AO shares sexual jokes 
Male psychologist has sexual relationship with inmate 
Male ATSI allows unmonitored phone calls 
Male counsellor smokes a joint before group 
Male nurse supplies pornographic magazines to inmates 
Female AO accepts ATSI painting 
Female counsellor provides personal phone no. to inmate 
Female SMO chats often to inmates 
Male chaplain bakes cake for inmate 
Female nurse provides medication 
Female psychologist brings in drugs for inmates 
Female teacher hugs inmate after course 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

214.88 
652.90
67.24 

708.15 
317.37 
201.62 
590.19 
282.39 
891.60 
373.53 
818.60 
124.72 
225.58 
783.60 
680.36 
393.92 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 
Multivariate :-     

48, 180 1.83 .043 View*Rural/City Location: (Wilks Lambda = .710) 
Univariate: (View*Rural/City Centre Location)    

Male teacher asks inmate to type assignment (Sc 1) 
Female ATSI warns inmate of imminent search (Sc 4) 
Staff often chatting to inmates (Sc 12) 

3 
3 
3 

3.342 
2.888 
2.888 

.019 

.011 

.035 
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Appendix 7.12: MANOVA (full factorial with simple contrasts), Non-Custodial 
Staff Personal View of 16 Scenarios,(DV) and Rural And City-Based Centres 
(Reg_City) and Number Of Years Spent In Current Professional Role (YCR) 
(IVs).  

 
Multivariate Between 
Factors Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
YCR   .937 .499 32.000 482.000 .991 
REG_CITY   .925 1.227 16.000 241.000 .248 
YCR * REG_CITY   .887 .930 32.000 482.000 .580 

a  Exact statistic 
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Appendix 7.13: MANOVA comparing non-custodial staff and inmates ratings of 
personal acceptance of scenario misconduct 

 
Effect df F Sig 

Multivariate 16(338) 42.037 .000 
Univariate    

Male teacher asks inmate to type assignment 1 46.417 .000 
Female chaplain posts ATSI inmate letter 1 219.288 .000 
Male SMO shares inmate file details with another 
inmate 

1 12.567 .000 

Female ATSI warns inmate of imminent search 1 283.814 .000 
Male AO shares sexual jokes 1 53.617 .000 
Male psychologist has sexual relationship with 
inmate 

1 52.088 .000 

Male ATSI allows unmonitored phone calls 1 165.055 .000 
Male counsellor smokes a joint before group 1 166.025 .000 
Male nurse supplies pornographic magazines to 
L/T inmates 

1 347.159 .000 

Female AO accepts ATSI painting 1 116.221 .000 
Female counsellor provides personal phone 
number to inmate 

1 302.633 .000 

Female SMO chats often to inmates 1 29.653 .000 
Male chaplain bakes cake for inmate 1 68.198 .000 
Female nurse provides medication 1 135.063 .000 
Female psychologist brings in drugs for inmates 1 196.105 .000 
Female teacher hugs inmate after course 1 122.569 .000 
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Appendix 7.14: Non-Custodial Staff Action Taken (%) In Relation To Scenario. 
 
 
 Action Taken 
 
 
 
Scenario 

Tell no-
one 

Speak to 
staff 

involved 

Speak to 
inmate 

involved 

Tell 
custodial 

staff 

Report 
formally 

to 
superior 

1: Typing 7.3 57.6 .7 11.8 20.9 

2: Post letter 3.5 44.8 1.0 16.0 33.3 

3: Share conf info 2.8 36.1 1.0 12.5 45.5 

4: Search warning 3.1 11.8 .3 19.4 64.2 

5: Sexual jokes 27.4 53.1 .3 8.3 8.9 

6: Sexual r/ship 1.0 5.2 .3 4.2 89.0 

7: Unmonitored ph calls 5.6 34.0 1.0 14.2 43.4 

8: Working under influence 4.2 27.4 .3 9.7 57.3 

9: Porno mags 4.5 34.7 .7 .3 43.4 

10: Accept ATSI painting 14.9 51.0 2.8 10.4 18.6 

11: Personal ph no. 7.3 39.6 .3 9.0 41.9 

12: Chatting to inmates 35.4 49.3 1.0 8.0 3.2 

13: Request birthday cake 32.3 46.9 1.4 9.4 7.2 

14: Medication 6.6 17.0 1.4 8.3 65.6 

15: Bring in drugs 1.4 2.4 .3 3.8 91.8 

16: Hugging inmates 14.9 65.3 1.0 8.0 8.9 
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Appendix 7.15: Method Of Analysis: Factor Analysis 
 
Extraction Technique 
 
Factor Analysis is a generic term for a class of multivariate statistical techniques that 

perform two primary tasks – data summation and reduction (Hair, Anderson, Tatham 

& Black, 1995). Variables that are correlated with each other, but appear independent 

of other groupings of correlations, are combined into factors or components50.  By 

using these techniques, complex relationships between large numbers of variables can 

be reduced to smaller, more descriptive, or theoretically grounded, sets of new 

variables referred to as factors or components. Two main techniques, Principal 

Components Analysis (PCA) and Factor Analysis (FA), are argued by some to be so 

similar that the two are interchangeable (Pallant, 2001). They both attempt to produce 

a smaller number of linear combinations of the original variables in such a way that 

most of the variability in the pattern of correlations is captured. However the 

significant difference between the two techniques lies in the type of variance they 

analyse (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). In FA only the variance that each observed 

variable shares with another observed variable is available for analysis, whereas, in 

PCA, all the variance, including error and unique variance for each observed variable, 

is utilised and distributed to components. By so doing, PCA is able to extract the 

maximum variance from a data set with a few orthogonal components (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2001). That is the variance or uniqueness in each variable is summarised in the 

fewest number of factors (Hair et al., 1995). In the current study, there were many test 

items to deal with statistically from the questionnaire data, and it therefore made sense 

to reduce the components to a manageable set that would be useful in further and 

deeper analysis. Without doing so the multiple analyses required accounting for the 

numerous organisational, moral reasoning, grooming and prevention items, would 

also inflate the Type I error.   

 

PCA was the therefore the technique of choice. Since it is also determinate, PCA 

allows for an individual score for each respondent to be computed for each 

component extracted. These scores could then be used for further relational analysis 

with the independent variables of age, gender, time working in prison and training. 

                                                 
50 The term ‘factor’ and ‘component’ are used often used interchangeably in different texts. Generally 
however, PCA produces components and FA produces factors.  
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Data screening 
As previously mentioned, the data was screened for missing values, outliers and 

skewness and kurtosis of distribution. On several variables some skewness was 

evident and these were subjected to a square root transformation (Pallant, 2001). 

Analyses were conducted on both transformed and non-transformed data, and since 

there was no difference in the structure when the solutions were compared, the non-

transformed data was retained. Additionally, residual plots were examined for any 

evidence of violation of the assumptions of linearity and normality. Given that the 

database was large one, especially for the non-custodial staff, some outliers were 

found [Mahalanobis distance (p<.001) ]. But again, repeated analyses with those cases 

omitted or retained revealed no difference, and recently Pison, Rousseeuw, Filzmoser 

and Croux (2003) have argued that “Not all outliers have a large influence on the 

factor analysis” (p.146). Therefore the analysis reported includes the few outlier 

cases.  

 

In order to assess the suitability of the data for PCA, both the sample size and the 

strength of the relationship between the variables had to meet certain requirements. 

Although Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) have argued that at least 300 cases are 

required, the 288 in this study are sufficient considering they constitute 97.8% of the 

entire population of non-custodial staff . An inspection of the correlation matrix to 

check the second requirement for PCA revealed no correlations greater than .345. As 

recommended by both Pallant (2001) and (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) , the data was 

subjected to Bartlett’s test of sphericity, which, as indicted in Table 15.1, yielded chi-

square values which were all statistically significant (p < .001) indicating that the 

matrices were sufficiently different from matrices of zeros. Similarly, the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (in Pallant, 2001) was employed with 

resultant values (included in Table 7.15.1) indicating excellent data, since .6 is 

considered the minimum value “….for good factor analysis” (Pallant, 2001, p. 153). 

In total, the three assessments clearly indicated that the questionnaire items were 

suitable for PCA. 

 

 

 

 



 

 339

Table 7.15.1: Tests of Sphericity and Sampling Adequacy for 5 scales to act as 
predictor variables 

 
Variable 

 
df 

Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity (Chi-
square) 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy 

Grooming 55 1275.85 .900 

Moral Neutralisations 136 927.645 .866 

Job satisfaction 45 536.159 .818 

Contributors 276 2233.245 .895 

Prevention 190 1418.445 .723 

 

Method of Rotation 
 
The varimax (Kaiser, 1958 in Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) method of orthogonal 

rotation was used since it is generally considered to be best method and results in a 

“simple structure’ where most of the variables will have high loadings on only one 

component and near-zero loadings on the other components. The resultant matrix is of 

the correlations between the observed variables and the factors, while the size of the 

loadings reflects the extent of the relationship between the two. In this way, each 

component extracted in this study was defined by a subset of question items with high 

within-factor variability in the loadings and in which each item loaded highly only on 

a subset of the common factors (i.e. low factorial complexity in defining variables). 

That is, following extraction of factors, high correlations are maximized and low 

correlations minimised. The varimax-rotation produces statistically independent 

components that can be used in further multivariate analyses. For the purpose of this 

study scores are re-assigned to each subject on the basis of where they stood in 

relation to the retained components. Depending on the type of subsequent analysis 

after the PCA has been performed and the factors identified, each subject’s score is 

either computed by SPSS as a linear composite of the optimally weighted observed 

items, or is simply a sum of the products for each subject. The distinction between the 

two approaches lies in the purpose the resultant scores will have as either predictor or 

criterion variables for later analysis. For the purpose of this study the scores were 

computed by summing the salient items. This was done without the scores being 

multiplied by optimal weights as the new scores were to be used in an analysis to test 

prediction of acceptance of misconduct. 
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Criteria for Selection of Factors  
Adequacy of extracting factors from the data on five questions was ensured by 

employing two criteria suggested by (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) and Pallant (2001).  

 

First, the Kaiser criterion of computing eigenvalues for the correlation matrix was 

employed. In the initial extraction preceding rotation, components that displayed 

eigenvalues greater than 1.00 were retained for further analysis. That is, each 

observed variable contributes at least one unit of variance to the total variance in the 

data set, therefore any that display an eigenvalue greater than one is accounting for a 

greater amount of variance. Since it was the intention of this PCA to reduce the 

number of observed variable items in each of the five data sets into a relatively 

smaller number of components, the extracted components needed to account for more 

variance than the what one single item was already contributing. Components with 

eigenvalues less than 1.00 would therefore be trivial and not worthy of retention. Both 

Stevens (1986) and (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) have put forward recommendations 

about the accuracy of this technique and about the selection of the number of 

components with eigenvalues over 1.00 respectively. To prevent the mindless 

application of the Kaiser criterion without consideration for other aspects of the data 

set (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) advise the following: that a reasonable number of 

components is equivalent to somewhere between the number of variables divided by 

three and the number of variables divided by 5: that the number of variables is 40 or 

fewer: and that the sample size is large. Stevens (1992) recommends that the number 

of variables be 30 or less and that communalities are greater than .70. The number of 

components retained in the five analyses of this study meet both these criteria and by 

so doing, the extracted number of components is probably correct. 

 

For the five data sets the Kaiser criterion resulted in the retention of 2 components for 

Grooming, 3 components for Moral Reasoning, 2 components for Job Satisfaction, 3 

components for Contributors and 3 components for Prevention. 

 

Secondly, the scree test (Cattell, 1966) was utilised to assist in the selection of 

components. Scree lines are plotted with the eigenvalues associated with each 

component display a ‘break’ at the point where components with relatively large 

eigenvalues and those with small eigenvalues separate. Examination of the lines for 
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discontinuities and changes in slope indicated the last substantial drop in the 

magnitude of the eigenvalues, and those before the break were retained. In each of the 

five analyses, the break in the scree line corresponded closely with the number of 

components retained by the Kaiser criterion. Given that the sample size was over 200 

(Stevens, 1992) and the variable communalities were large, it is reasonable to assume 

that the use of the scree teat for the purposes of this study revealed accurate results. 

 

The internal consistency of each component was assessed with the use of Cronbach’s 

alpha. As indicted previously the alpha coefficients for the five questions being 

subjected to PCA have substantially high alpha values indicating strong item 

homogeneity. The emergent components in this study had alphas ranging from .69 to 

.89 with only one component revealing an alpha <. 75. On this basis, the components 

that were extracted were considered to have high internal consistency. 

 

The Interpretability of Components - Rationale 
Considered to be the most important criterion for solving the issue of how many 

components to retain, interpretation of the components is integral to the analysis. That 

is, interpreting the substantive meaning within the framework of the constructs under 

examination – in this study the constructs of grooming, moral reasoning, job 

satisfaction, contributory influences and prevention - needs to be relevant and 

meaningful in addition to reflecting relevant theory. Hatcher (1994) provides four 

rules by which to meet the interpretability criteria for identified components. First, 

that there are at least three items with significant loadings on each retained 

component. Second, that the items loaded on a given component share the same 

conceptual meaning. Third, that the items loaded on different components are 

measuring different constructs, and finally that the rotated factor pattern demonstrates 

‘simple structure’ (Hatcher, 1994, p. 27). By ‘simple structure’ it is meant that the 

pattern has two primary characteristics: a) most of the items will have a high factor 

loading on only one component, and near-zero loadings on the others; b) most 

components have relatively high factor loadings for some items and near-zero for the 

other items. In each of the five analyses done for this study, these principles were met. 

 

Other authors have also recommended guidelines for what constitutes interpretability 

of components and the defining point at which factor loadings – the measure of the 
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contribution an item makes to a particular component – become ‘high’ enough to be 

considered viable for inclusion in the subset of items. The choice of the salient 

demarcation point must not only be statistically significant but must also be able to 

‘fit’ into the meaning of the subset. (Blaikie, 2003) recommends that a sample 

population of 200, the minimum loading is .36 and for 300 it is .30. Given that the 

sample in this study was 288, it would seem reasonable to select a loading somewhere 

between the two. In fact (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) state that by and large the 

minimum should be set at a loading value of .32, with higher loading values reflecting 

a more “…pure measure of the factor” (p. 625). However, simply defaulting to the 

minimum might not capture the required nature of the component and include items 

that have less communality. Hatcher (1994), for example, claims that if the researcher 

wants the loading to be large and purposeful, than the absolute value must exceed .40. 

And Comfrey and Lee (1992 in (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) advocate that loadings 

larger than .71 (50% overlapping variance) are excellent, .63 (40% overlapping 

variance) very good, .55 (30% overlapping variance) good and .45 fair. Therefore for 

the purpose of this study .45 was selected as the optimal measure for interpretation of 

the factors loaded. The majority of the components that emerged through the five 

analyses comprised one or more ‘marker’ variables, so called because of their ability 

to define the primary underlying factor. These marker variables loaded highly on one 

and only one component regardless of the extraction technique or rotation method. 

Other variables with lower but relevant loadings in the subset were also identified and 

in some cases, unlike the marker variable, loaded on more than one component. It is 

debatable whether these double-loading variables should be retained. Some argue that 

they add a dimension of understanding to the component (Blaikie, 2003), while others 

argue that their impurity detracts from the construct (Hatcher, 1994). (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2001) distinguish ‘marker’ variables from other more complex variables that 

also load onto the component, by their distinct clarity and unambiguous nature. They 

argue that on the contrary, other less distinctive variables, can sometimes load onto 

several components because of the correlation of complexities rather than the 

underlying factor. For this reason, the items that loaded onto more than one 

component were removed before the varimax rotation was performed. If there was 

subsequent cross-loading again in the rotated solution, these items were discarded and 

the rotation repeated.  
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The final issue in interpretation is the process of assigning labels to the extracted 

factors. This was done by examining the applicability of the theoretical framework of 

Ekblom and Tilley’s Conjunction of Criminal Opportunity, the principles of moral 

neutralisation and Tittle’s control balance notions. This thematic labelling can be open 

to the subjective interpretation of the researcher. Two checks were therefore made. 

First, both research supervisors, one expert in statistical interpretation and the other in 

prison research, examined the extracted factors and the items within them against the 

assigned labels of explanation. Secondly, only constructs which existed in each item, 

i.e. common constructs, were utilised and the component named using the 

terminology which reflected the construct and the theory from which it came. In so 

doing, the factors had meaning to the overall understanding of misconduct between 

inmates and non-custodial staff.  
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Appendix 7. 16: Frequency Of Grooming Behaviours As Perceived By Inmates 
And Non-Custodial Staff 

 
 Non-custodial 

Staff 
Inmates 

Grooming Behaviour M SD M SD 
Flattery 3.16 .81 2.49 .941 
Empathy 2.55 .81 2.03 .656 
Sympathy 3.00 .85 2.30 .736 
Helplessness 3.28 .78 2.41 .951 
Sensitivity 2.39 .87 2.65 .873 
Isolation 2.76 .94 2.45 .825 
Touching 2.18 .82 2.96 .787 
Sexual References 2.45 .81 2.45 .794 
Coercion 2.17 .87 2.58 .839 
Intimidation 2.27 .88 2.15 .731 
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Appendix 7.17: MANOVA Comparing Non-Custodial Staff And Inmates Ratings 
Of Perceived Frequency Of Grooming Behaviours 

 
Effect df F Sig 
Multivariate 10(348) 30.167 .000 
Univariate    

Flattery 1 39.719 .000 
Empathy 1 27.757 .000 
Sympathy 1 44.702 .000 
Helplessness 1 68.066 .000 
Sensitivity 1 5.282 .022 
Isolation 1 7.216 .008 
Touching 1 57.918 .000 
Sexual References 1 .000 .987 
Coercion 1 10.276 .000 
Intimidation 1 1.210 .272 
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Appendix 7. 18: MANOVAS For Grooming Behaviours For Inmate And Non-
Custodial Staff Responses 
 
 
 
Non-Custodial Staff: 

Table 7.18.1:  MANOVA (Full factorial):  Non-Custodial Staff Perceived 
Frequency Of Grooming Behaviours (DV) And Years In Current Role (YCR) 

And Rural Or City Centre Location (Rural_City) As IVs. 

Effect 

Wilks 
Lambda 

Value F 
Hypothesis 

df Error df Sig. 
YCR .822 1.117 44.000 935.438 .280 
Rural_City .944 1.309 11.000 244.000 .220 
YCR* Rural_City .792 1.336 44.000 935.438 .073 

 
 
 

 
 
 
Inmates: 

Table 7.18.2: MANOVA (Full factorial):  Inmate Perceived Frequency of 
Grooming Behaviours (DV) against Age and Centre Location (IV’s) 

 

Effect 
Wilks Lambda 

Value F 
Hypothesis 

df Error df Sig. 
Age .756 .749 20.000 100.000 .766 
Centre .451 1.529 30.000 147.436 .062 
Age * Centre .252 1.338 60.000 267.021 .064 
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Appendix 7.19: Means And Standard Deviations For Moral Neutralizations 
Rated By Non-Custodial Staff 
 
 
Moral Neutralization Mean SD 
No blame if other staff are also doing it 1.60 .69 
Job is so stressful can't blame for misdemeanor 1.40 .54 
Sometimes have to bend rules to get job done 1.77 .70 
Close relationship OK because of inmate personal deprivation 1.65 .74 
Relationships with inmates misinterpreted by COs 2.33 .84 
Need to compromise standards to develop trust with inmate 1.44 .61 
Need to agree with inmate's -ve attitude to authority to get inmate on side 1.83 .70 
Have to condone inhumane treatment in order to get on with COs 1.59 .67 
Having a sexual r/ship with inmates does not hurt anyone 1.03 .18 
NC staff misconduct nothing compared with management 1.58 .68 
Necessary to share personal info in order to develop rapport 1.98 .81 
OK to spend longer than normal if inmate is upset in 1 to 1 2.91 .65 
R/ship with inmate OK because nothing happens to others 1.31 .54 
Individual misconduct does not reflect on entire profession 1.53 .85 
Because of inhumane circumstances inmates need some sexual comfort 1.20 .46 
Individual inappropriate r/ship does not compromise secure order of prison 1.22 .45 
NC staff decision-making limited so flexing procedures OK 1.62 .66 
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Appendix 7.20: MANOVA: Non Custodial Levels Of Agreement With Moral 
Neutralisations Compared Between Number Of Years In Current Role (YCR) 
And Rural Or City Based Centre Location (Reg_City) 
 

Multivariate Effect 

Wilks 
Lambda 

Value F 
Hypothesis 

df Error df Sig. 
YCR .846 .975 36.00 404.00 .513 
Rural_City .891 1.370 18.00 202.00 .150 
YCR * Rural_City .780 1.481 36.00 404.00 .040 

 
 
 

     
Univariate: Moral neutralisation Items 
(YCR*REG_CITY) 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

No blame if other staff are also doing it .729 2 .364 .781 .459 
Job is so stressful can't blame for 
misdemeanour 

.727 2 .364 1.225 .296 

Sometimes have to bend rules to get job 
done 

4.224 2 2.112 4.565 .011 

Close relationship OK because of inmate 
personal deprivation 

2.060 2 1.030 1.969 .142 

Relationships with inmates misinterpreted by 
COs 

2.443 2 1.222 1.811 .166 

Need to compromise standards to develop trust 
with inmate 

1.262 2 .631 1.702 .185 

Need to agree with inmate's negative 
attitude to authority to get inmate on side 

3.210 2 1.605 3.403 .035 

Have to condone inhumane treatment in order 
to get on with COs 

2.624 2 1.312 2.917 .056 

Having a sexual relationship with inmates does 
not hurt anyone 

.016 2 .008 .302 .740 

NC staff misconduct nothing compared with 
management 

1.024 2 .512 1.134 .324 

Necessary to share personal info in order to 
develop rapport 

.225 2 .113 .176 .839 

OK to spend longer than normal if inmate is 
upset in 1 to 1 

1.921 2 .961 2.501 .084 

Relationship with inmate OK because nothing 
happens to others 

.298 2 .149 .509 .602 

Individual misconduct does not reflect on 
entire profession 

.708 2 .354 .462 .631 

Because of inhumane circumstances inmates 
need some sexual comfort 

.857 2 .428 2.028 .134 

Individual inappropriate r/ship does not 
compromise secure order of prison 

.017 2 .008 .041 .960 
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Appendix 7.21 MANOVA (Full factorial)for Situational Obscurers – Inmates. 
with age, number of centres incarcerated in, and centre location (IVs), and level 
of agreement with the situational obscurers(DV). 
 

Multivariate Effect 

Wilks 
Lambda 
Value F 

Hypothesis 
df 

Error 
df Sig. 

No. of Centres incarcerated in .075 .995 51.000 36.532 .513 
Centre Location .039 1.408 51.000 36.532 .140 
Age .032 1.016 68.000 49.410 .482 
No. of Centres incarcerated in 
* Centre Location .006 1.983 68.000 49.410 .006 

No. of Centres incarcerated in 
* Age .007 1.015 102.000 75.419 .477 

Centre Location * Age .009 1.201 85.000 62.434 .224 
 
Univariates (No. of Centres incarcerated in * 
Centre Location) df F Sig. 

One request opens way for other 
requests 

4 1.859 .146 

Non-custodial staff are easily manipulated by 
inmates 

4 1.277 .303 

Non-custodial staff often cross professional 
boundaries 

4 .720 .586 

Non-custodial staff get away with a lot in this 
centre 

4 1.155 .352 

Unacceptable behaviour between non-custodial 
staff  and inmates is kept between them 

4 .215 .928 

Non-custodial staff are poorly trained to detect 
inmate manipulation 

4 1.159 .350 

Important for Non-custodial staff to trust inmates 4 .483 .748 
Non-custodial staff are inexperienced in this 
centre 

4 1.041 .404 

Expecting inmates to follow rules with Non-
custodial staff is unrealistic 

4 1.119 .367 

Sometimes necessary to compromise security to 
trust inmates 

4 2.159 .100 

Non-custodial staff allow some inmates leniency 4 1.016 .416 
Easy to detect Non-custodial staff who are easy 
to manipulate 

4 3.920 .012 

Non-custodial staff  don't realise they are being 
manipulated 

4 1.387 .264 

Non-custodial staff are easily manipulated to 
bring in contraband 

4 1.776 .162 

Centre management don't care about NC staff 4 1.090 .380 
Easy to get Non-custodial staff into 1 to 1 4 4.100 .010 
Inmates think it is easy to manipulate Non-
custodial staff  

4 1.349 .277 
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Appendix 7.22: Means And Standard Deviations For Non custodial staff 
Response To Job Satisfaction And Managerial Competence = Organisational 
Culture  
 

 
 Item Mean SD 

Staff in this centre have higher standards than expected 2.57 .793 
I feel safe and comfortable 2.14 .853 
Not unusual for management to ignore staff misconduct 2.84 .903 
Management is accessible and available when needed 2.19 .809 
Allegations against staff are handled well by the CSIU 2.42 .747 
Management get away with unethical behavior themselves 2.73 .793 
Allegations against staff are adequately handled by the CJC 2.31 .690 
Centre has adequate policy for prevention and detection of 
misconduct 2.41 .741 

Management is careful about detecting/reporting misconduct 2.28 .706 
Centre management always responds to reported misconduct 2.27 .726 
Management deal with misconduct in an open way 2.62 .706 
Managerial staff adhere to the Code of Conduct 2.28 .694 
Valued by inmates 2.32 .680 
Feel valued by management 2.40 .815 
Management rewards good behaviour by staff 2.74 .791 
Feel valued by peers 1.98 .603 
Feel valued by COs 2.27 .715 
Typical NC staff show more effort than expected 2.29 .738 

 
 

 

 
MANOVA: Non custodial staff Level of Agreement with Organisational Culture 
Items (DV) compared across years spent in current professional –YCR and 
Rural or City Location of Centre (IVs)   
 

Mutivariate
Effect 

Wilks 
Lambda 

Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
 YCR .780 1.149 44.000 382.000 .246 
 Rural_City .881 1.174 22.000 191.000 .275 
 YCR * 
Rural_City .811 .956 44.000 382.000 .555 
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Appendix 7.23: Prevention: Non custodial staff 
 
 Prevention Item Mean SD 
Signs posted around centres with rules 2.36 .829 
Clearer guidelines in DCS code of conduct 1.78 .709 
Same centre staff to do investigations of allegations 2.80 .869 
6 week trial period of shadowing senior staff 2.00 .776 
Inform staff of outcomes of investigations 2.00 .806 
Supervisors should have appropriated training 1.41 .573 
Training about boundaries BEFORE start work in centre 1.40 .572 
Managers of nc to be qualified and experienced 1.64 .594 
Female staff not work in male centre 3.40 .754 
Training in inmate sexual dynamics BEFORE start work in 
centre 1.87 .742 

Compulsory dress code for all staff 1.80 .799 
No 1 to 1 unless two-way mirrors 2.73 .859 
Clearer guidelines for inmates about their behaviour towards 
staff 1.78 .682 

Training in interpersonal dynamics between inmates and staff 
BEFORE work at centre 1.67 .623 

Male staff not work in a female centre 3.31 .779 
Staff progress re-assessed 2 months after commencement of 
duty 1.92 .570 

Regular review of managers' styles 1.84 .610 
Regular review of managers' ethical behaviour 1.83 .646 
Personality screening for all staff 2.34 .878 

 
 

 
MANOVA: Non Custodial level of agreement with Efficacy of Prevention Items 
(DV) Accounted for By Years in Current Role (YCR) or Rural/City Location 
(IVs) 
 
Multivariate 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
YCR .833 1.02 40.000 428.000 .431 
 Rural _City .921 .918 20.000 214.000 .565 
 YCR * 
Rural_City .840 .973 40.000 428.000 .521 
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Appendix 7.24: Correlation of All Extracted Factors with Total Personal Level of Non-custodial Staff Agreement with Misconduct 
Scenarios 

 N = 242   

Total 
Personal 

Acceptance 
Preparatory 
Grooming 

Separation 
Grooming 

Regulatory 
M’ment 

Relational 
Value 

Professional 
Absolution 

Distortion of 
Consequence Preparation 

Recruit 
and 

Review Gender 
Pearson 
Correlation 

Total Personal 
Acceptance 1.000          

  Preparatory 
Grooming 

-.040 1.000         

  Separation Grooming -.151 -.151 1.000        
  Regulatory 

Management 
.012 .182 .267 1.000       

  Relational Value .118 .151 .160 .536 1.000      
  Professional 

Absolution 
.540 .147 .102 .287 .243 1.000     

  Distortion of 
Consequence 

.375 .143 .123 .202 .266 .539 1.000    

  Preparation .196 .001 -.013 -.027 .057 .089 .104 1.000   
  Recruitment and 

Review 
.065 -.088 -.141 -.146 -.009 -.049 -.001 .375 1.000  

  Prevention 3: Gender 
 

-.056 -.055 -.090 -.002 -.058 -.100 -.140 .023 .135 1.000 

Sig. (1-
tailed) 

Total Personal 
Acceptance 

.          

  Preparatory 
Grooming 

.252 .         

  Separation Grooming .005 .000 .        
  Regulatory 

Management 
.420 .001 .000 .       

  Relational Value .023 .006 .003 .000 .      
  Professional 

Absolution 
.000 .010 .055 .000 .000 .     

  Distortion of 
Consequence 

.000 .012 .026 .001 .000 .000 .    

  Preparation .000 .490 .411 .323 .169 .083 .053 .   
  Recruitment and 

Review 
.138 .071 .009 .007 .442 .222 .492 .000 .  

  Gender .174 .180 .067 .486 .168 .060 .015 .350 .012 . 
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Appendix 7.25: Multiple Regression of Extracted Factors 
 
 
 
 
 
Multiple Regression of Extracted Factors on Total Level of Personal Acceptance 

of Misconduct Scenarios. 
 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 .615 .378 .354 3.3992 

a  Predictors: (Constant), Prevention 3: Gender, Regulatory Management, Preparation, Preparatory 
Grooming, Distortion of Consequence, Recruitment and Review, Relational Value, Professional 
Absolution, Separation Grooming 
b  Dependent Variable: Total Personal Acceptance 
 
 
 
 
 ANOVA(b) 

Model   Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 1638.863 9 182.096 15.759 .000 
  Residual 2692.283 233 11.555     
  Total 4331.146 242       

a  Predictors: (Constant), Prevention 3: Gender, Regulatory Management, Preparation, Preparatory 
Grooming, Distortion of Consequence, Recruitment and Review, Relational Value, Professional 
Absolution, Separation Grooming 
b  Dependent Variable: Total Personal Acceptance 
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Appendix 7.26: Coefficients of Hierarchical Regression Models 1 and 2  
 

Model   
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

    B 
Std. 

Error Beta     
1 (Constant) 21.61

1 1.280  16.88
4 .000

  Years in current role  -.232 .361 -.043 -.644 .521
  Rural or City based 

centre location 
.904 .588 .103 1.537 .126

2 (Constant) 12.41
1 2.590  4.792 .000

  Years in current role  -.021 .301 -.004 -.069 .945
  Rural or City based 

centre location .434 .494 .049 .879 .380

  Preparatory 
Grooming -.018 .071 -.017 -.259 .796

  Separation 
Grooming -.484 .179 -.177 -

2.695 .008

  Regulatory 
Management -.114 .056 -.134 -

2.011 .046

  Relational Value .072 .092 .050 .774 .440
  Professional 

Absolution .495 .065 .496 7.587 .000

  Distortion of 
Consequence .243 .118 .134 2.063 .040

  Prison Preparation .177 .078 .132 2.280 .024
  Recruitment and 

Review -.015 .118 -.008 -.129 .898

  Gender .007 .126 .003 .057 .954
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Appendix 7.27: Sequential Regression of Moral Neutralisation, Organisation 
Culture and Grooming Variables on Levels of Acceptance of Misconduct 
 

Model R R2 
Adjusted 
R2 

Std. 
Error of 
the 
Estimate Change Statistics 

      
R2 

Change 
F 
Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 
Change 

1 .540 .291 .288 3.5691 .291 100.22
5 1 244 .000 

2 .560(b) .313 .308 3.5198 .022 7.885 1 243 .005 
3 .587(c) .344 .336 3.4472 .031 11.336 1 242 .001 

  

Model  ANOVA(d) Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 1276.691 1 1276.691 100.225 .000 
  Residual 3108.147 244 12.738   
  Total 4384.838 245    
2 Regression 1374.376 2 687.188 55.469 .000(b) 
  Residual 3010.462 243 12.389   
  Total 4384.838 245    
3 Regression 1509.088 3 503.029 42.331 .000(c) 
  Residual 2875.750 242 11.883   
  Total 4384.838 245    

a  Predictors: (Constant), Professional Absolution 
b  Predictors: (Constant), Professional Absolution, Regulatory Management 
c  Predictors: (Constant), Professional Absolution, Regulatory Management, Separation Grooming 
d  Dependent Variable: Total Personal Acceptance 
 Excluded Variables(d) 

  Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 

Correlation Collinearity Statistics 

        Tolerance VIF 

Min.
Toler
ance 

1 Distortion of Consequence .119 1.865 .063 .119 .710 1.409 .710 
  Regulatory Management -.156 -2.808 .005 -.177 .917 1.090 .917 
  Relational Value -.014 -.251 .802 -.016 .941 1.063 .941 
  Preparatory Grooming -.122 -2.255 .025 -.143 .978 1.022 .978 
  Separation Grooming -.208 -3.954 .000 -.246 .990 1.010 .990 
2 Distortion of Consequence .130(b) 2.064 .040 .132 .707 1.414 .677 
  Relational Value .085(b) 1.337 .183 .086 .704 1.421 .686 
  Preparatory Grooming -.102(b) -1.883 .061 -.120 .957 1.045 .897 
  Separation Grooming -.182(b) -3.367 .001 -.212 .928 1.078 .860 
3 Distortion of Consequence .145(c) 2.355 .019 .150 .704 1.421 .676 
  Relational Value .088(c) 1.427 .155 .092 .704 1.421 .656 
  Preparatory Grooming -.009(c) -.135 .892 -.009 .684 1.462 .663 

a  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Professional Absolution 
b  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Professional Absolution, Regulatory Management 
c  Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Professional Absolution, Regulatory Management, Separation Grooming 
d  Dependent Variable: Total Personal Acceptance 
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Appendix 8.1: Interviewing “Sally”: Procedural Issues 

Interestingly on the day of Sally’s interview at the Brisbane Women’s Prison, there 

was much “ceremony” placed on how I was moved through the prison to the block 

where she was held. An escort was provided for the entire movement despite my 

having moved freely through the prison without escort on previous occasions of data 

gathering. In the block, custodial staff were unusually formal in their approach and 

did not allow me access to their office area. Sally appeared perplexed by my visit, and 

was somewhat agitated. It was not until she and I were allowed into the same 

interview room that it became apparent Sally did not know who I was. She had been 

informed that morning only that she had “a visit”. No other details had been given and 

as a consequence, Sally was understandably reluctant to proceed with the interview 

and appeared to be quite mistrusting. It became apparent during the following hour of 

conversation that the CMC had also visited Sally the previous day and had wanted 

any further information regarding misconduct from her that they may find valuable 

before she was released from prison. This attempt to garner “further information of 

interest” from the incarcerated psychologist also understandably made her extremely 

suspicious of me and therefore reluctant to agree to an interview. In fact it took 

considerable time and honest open answering from me to convince Sally that I was 

not a CMC staff member attempting to surreptitiously get information under the guise 

of research. I decided at this point to put the interview aside, and to instead deal 

openly with the situation Sally found herself in. She had many questions and wanted 

reassurance that the information would only be used for the purposes of research. 

Improvising, I offered Sally the opportunity to take the consent information, the 

information regarding the research and some of the initial results with her, and read 

them with a view to discussing them further the next day. At the conclusion of the 

time together, Sally also informed me that she wished to discuss the issue with her 

solicitor. I agreed unequivocally to this and also offered to make any further 

information that the solicitor might require, available to him. Another appointment 

was made with sally for the following day to further discuss the possibility of an 

interview. 

 

At the second visit, I noted again, there were formal escorts for the interview, and 

again the waiting period while custodial staff had no interaction with me. Even when 

another inmate had to be moved through the area where I was waiting, staff made no 
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attempt to talk. This was in sharp contrast with the previous visits to the Women’s 

prison I had had. It appeared that any visitor to this particular inmate invoked a great 

deal of passive disapproval and formality from the custodial staff. Later in the 

interview, Sally referred to the treatment that she had received, and it supported the 

contention that custodial staff had little respect for non-custodial staff who eventually 

become involved personally or sexually with inmates. There was an air of contempt 

for Sally and a clear refusal to discuss her management or progress through her 

sentence.  

 

On this occasion however, Sally appeared much more at ease and smiling as she 

entered the interview room. She had with her a list of questions that she had prepared.  

• What will happen with the information given in the interview? 

• Will the information be taped? If so, there will be no interview 

• Who will have access to the information? 

• Where will the information be kept? 

• Can the incarcerated psychologist read the transcript when it is completed? 

• Can the incarcerated psychologist read the thesis when it is completed? 

• Can this information be made available to the solicitor at any time? 

• What guarantees are there that the information will not be available to the Crime 

and Misconduct Commission or the DCS 

• Have you had access to all the information in my Crime and Misconduct 

Commission file? 

• Have you read the psychiatrist’s report? 
 

Sally’s questions were answered openly and truthfully. Her anxiety about the 

interview and its consequences had been apparently been allayed and Sally agreed to 

the interview. I noted her responses by hand. At the completion of the interview Sally 

re-read the notes, approved them, and asked that her solicitor have the chapter sent to 

him for scrutiny and approval upon its completion.  Sally has since contacted me once 

asking about the thesis and I have kept her informed of its progress through her 

solicitor. Her solicitor has received Chapter 8 and has approved its inclusion in the 

thesis with the provision that the chapter, for Sally’s protection, be permanently 

embargoed, and that it be made available only to the my supervisors and examiners. 
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