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Deterring Corruption by 
Prison Personnel

A Principle-Based Perspective

Sam S. Souryal
Sam Houston State University, Huntsville, Texas

This article discusses corruption in U.S. prison institutions and proposes 
effective methods to deter its continuance. Unlike other research that has 
advocated increasing pain and brutality, this article presents a principle-based 
approach, not weak, spineless, or soft but indeed earnest, steadfast, and well 
disciplined. It balances the continuum between reinforcing rational and rea-
sonable rules to control the behavior of inmates and mature and professional 
performance by enlightened correctional officers. This article is based on a 
solid assumption: The more civil the correctional institution is, the more 
civil, and the less violent, its residents will be. It questions the traditional 
belief that most prison inmates are subhumans who can be controlled only by 
violence, understand only the crunch of force, and detest the universal norms 
of fairness, dignity, and humanity. This article concludes by presenting a few 
practical propositions to better assist prison administrators in performing 
their duties more effectively and civilly.

Keywords:   prisons; civility; public service; dialectics; misfeasance; malfea- 
     sance; nonfeasance

The law locks up both man and woman
Who steal the goose from off the Common
But lets the larger felon loose
Who steals the Common and leaves the
Goose.

An Old English quatrain

Prisons are dangerous institutions, and prison corruption, although rela-
tively invisible to the public, can, in the long term, cause much more social 
damage. Prisons defile not only the physical bodies of inmates but also 
their souls, making them far more dangerous when they are released. In 
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this context, prison corruption might serve as a powerful subterranean 
force multiplier. What makes the situation sadder is the fact that the public 
is neither interested in knowing what occurs behind prison walls nor eager 
to alleviate the anguish it brings about to those whom the public thinks 
“brought it on themselves.” Ironically, this attitude might have been par-
tially changed because of the brutality committed by a few American sol-
diers in Baghdad’s Abu Ghraib prison. Although these acts shocked the 
world (and the American people), they might have also shown that public 
corruption and prison corruption are virtually indistinguishable. They both 
evoke the primal forces that interact when the captors finally catch up with 
the captured—the urge to exploit the prey that had got away. Subsequently, 
although the environment of prisons is considerably different from that in 
free-world organizations, the utilitarian thread that characterizes both 
environments is the same; they are intentional acts of betrayal committed 
by public servants who are entrusted, trained, supervised, and compen-
sated to preserve some of the most fundamental aspects of a civil society.

Method

As it is characteristic of the quantitative research methods, most corrup-
tion research projects are plagued with flaws including incompleteness, 
unreliability, or, worse still, fakeness. Despite sound methodology and sta-
tistical fame, the quantitative approach is unavoidably helpless when faced 
with a clever suspect population, one that is determined to manipulate the 
survey instrument’s reliability by faking their responses, making them less 
amenable to valid statistical interpretation. This view is not new to social 
researchers who have investigated issues of prison brutality, rape, over-
crowding, and contraband and are aware of the inmates’ natural tendencies 
to distort such research projects (Clear & Cole, 1989; Cooley, 1992; 
Dilulio, 1991; Shannon, 1990; Toch, 1989; Walker, 1994; Wright, 1994). 
Investigating prison issues might be further distorted by the fact that con-
ducting prison surveys invariably requires preapproval by the prison admin-
istrators, who might have a personal or an institutional interest in the 
outcome and who might subsequently insist on personally monitoring the 
survey participants as they fill out the questionnaire instrument.

Having said this, this article takes a principle-based perspective, a 
consequential approach that focuses on achieving the greatest good for 
the greatest number of users (i.e., the correctional community as well as 
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the inmate community). This approach is designed not to advocate new 
methods but to rearrange the old ones on a continuum between puritanical 
theories of professionalism and the pragmatic tendencies of correctional 
officers. It is based on the assumption that the more civil the organization, 
the less corrupt its members will be (see www.transparency.org, 2005). 
Consequently, if the correctional controlling authority (its leadership) is 
keen on promoting organizational civility, the rates of corruption by both 
correctional officers and inmates will fall by themselves. The pedagogy of 
this article is based on the dualism of knowledge, namely, the theoretical 
(i.e., the rational desire) and the perceptual (i.e., the sensory experience). 
By knitting together these two methods of knowledge, a more coherent 
view of how to combat prison corruption might emerge. This article con-
cludes by presenting a few practical propositions that can better assist prison 
administrators in performing their duties in a more civil manner.

Can Prisons Be Civil?

The answer to this question should unquestionably be yes because in all 
countries, over all ages, there have been "better" and "worse" prisons. And if 
this distinction is logical, then the human capacity to upgrade or degrade 
prisons is not in question. The notorious cases of the Nazi concentration 
camps, the Soviet Gulags, and Robin Island in South Africa are only extreme 
examples of this view. As a case in point, the recent practice of executing 
condemned prisoners by lethal injection in American prisons signifies the 
evolution of civility in American prisons. The 1920s primal method of hang-
ing was gradually replaced by the gas chamber, the electric chair, and finally 
lethal injection (Marquart, Ekland-Olson, & Sorenson, 1994). Also, the tradi-
tion by Warden Duffy of San Quentin prison to share a drink with the con-
demned prisoners before they faced the gallows was a paramount gesture of 
human civility. The reader should, however, note that the civility issue in 
executing criminals as discussed previously is irrelevant to the philosophical 
argument for or against the morality of capital punishment.

To help establish the theoretical framework of the utilitarian approach, it is 
necessary to define civility as it is used throughout this article. Civility is based 
on the confluence of several definitions: (a) civility as the sum of many sacri-
fices we are called on to make for the sake of living together (S. Carter, 1998, 
p. 162), (b) civility as a quality appropriate to the good order of community 
and politics (Alias, 1982), and (c) civility as the dimension of common life that 
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is characterized by the replacement of intemperate self-interest with concern 
for fellow human beings (Barrat, 1991). According to these authors, the most 
common elements of civility are self-awareness, profound knowledge, good 
faith, fairness, equity, humility, unselfishness, generosity, transcendence, com-
passion, and, of course, human sensitivity. With this in mind, the Scandinavian 
prisons are consistently ranked the most civil in the world, whereas the prisons 
in Bangladesh and Myanmar were the least civil (see www.transparency.org, 
2005). As a condition for civility, however, these elements must be offered 
unconditionally, regardless of who the inmate or the accuser is. In other words, 
it is inconceivable that a civil society (an agency or a prison facility) should, 
under any circumstances, act uncivilly. For the remainder of this article, the 
word professionalism is used synonymously with acting civilly by a control-
ling authority—in this case, the prison authority.

The Antagonists: Professionalism 
Versus Corruption

Professionalism and corruption are practical labels assigned to the con-
duct of public officials regarding matters of trust and betrayal, respectively. 
Although practitioners in the private sector are also assumed to operate in 
the same way, corruption by public officials has been traditionally consid-
ered more sinister than that by private sector employees. There are four 
reasons for this view. First, citizens normally have no choice but to use pub-
lic services (e.g., drive on a public road, fly from a public airport, pay taxes, 
petition for a license, etc.) as opposed to the freedom of choosing among 
competing services offered by private organizations. Second, public officials 
normally take an oath to faithfully execute all laws, making their failures to 
do so, especially when unjustified, doubly “sinful.” Third, by virtue of state 
sovereignty, public agencies can inflict greater harm on unsuspecting citi-
zens than can private sector employees. Imagine, for instance, the physical 
and spiritual harm that can be inflicted on an innocent person who was 
arrested without probable cause, fired without a public hearing, or denied 
civil rights protection. Fourth, public corruption, especially when routinely 
committed, reflects dismally on the ability of government (or agency) to 
govern competently. As a result, citizens might lose faith in their political 
system, elected officials, and, of course, themselves. Based on these reasons, 
society, especially in a democracy, expects its public servants to act civilly 
(hence, the concept of civil service) and to faithfully carry out their duties as 
“noble obligations.” Nevertheless, although society justifiably expects its 
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public officials to demonstrate a higher standard of integrity at all times, it 
holds private organizations accountable only to the areas of contractual rules 
and obligations.

Professionalism is a remarkable ideal and corruption a shameful real-
ity. Both represent the extreme ends of employee performance—on one 
hand there is idealism and the pursuit of perfection, on the other hand 
there is complacency, private interest, trickery, and, in many cases, bar-
barity. Professionalism is a work design that is characterized by the vir-
tues of honesty, fidelity, fairness, and decency, whereas corruption is 
characterized by the vices of dishonesty, illegality, cruelty, and often 
duplicity. Professionalism inspires workers to excel in whatever they do, 
and corruption reinforces the instinctive urges to violate, grab, fabricate, 
and cover up. Both practices (professionalism and corruption) originate 
with the workers’ mental and emotional state because there cannot be 
professionalism without professionals, and neither can there be corrup-
tion without corrupters. It is not surprising, however, that neither of these 
labels is bestowed by a legislative authority (indeed, there is no law that 
authoritatively defines corruption), nor is there an academic degree that 
confers such a status; they only represent a public recognition by the 
consumers in response to their perception of an agency’s dedication (or 
the absence herewith) to public interest. Beyond sheer expertise, public 
agencies are expected to operate under a set of rules and standards (e.g., 
a code of ethics) that stipulates the primacy of principle over expediency, 
truth over deception, and social utility over personal gain. Concomitantly, 
if a conflict arises between matters of fact and matters of value, profes-
sional agencies should pursue the former without ignoring the morality of 
the latter (Simon, 1997; Souryal, 2007).

Corruption, on the other hand, is a perennial problem intrinsic to the 
undisciplined human mind, making the rules and standards of civil behavior 
irrelevant. Practically, public corruption takes many forms ranging from the 
acceptance of a small gift to the squandering of large sums of money or 
committing serious illegal activities. The practice is particularly insidious 
because, if left unchecked, it can produce a cancer-like condition that saps 
away the agency’s propensity to achieve any higher good (Ward & 
McCormack, 1979). The roots of corruption, although complex, might have 
been imbedded in the universal theory of “moral weakness” because human 
beings were believed to have been created (or evolved) “a little lower than 
angels.” Although this epidemiological theory might support the existence 
of corruption, it cannot explain why some agencies seem to have more cor-
ruption than others. For example, in the early 1990s, as a result of federal 
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corruption probes, 5% of Cook County judges were indicted, 10 New 
Jersey mayors were convicted, and several sheriffs and police chiefs in 
Louisiana were indicted, and in the late 1990s, it seemed that practically 
the entire city government of Newark, New Jersey, was either under indict-
ment or under investigation (Anechiarico & Jacobs, 1996, p. xiii). 
Furthermore, given the highly political nature of correctional institutions 
and their natural desire to appear successful in their endeavors to rehabili-
tate inmates, obtaining reliable information about corruption figures in 
their institutions is usually kept under wraps. Toward keeping it so, acts of 
small corruption such as theft of products, trafficking in contraband, or 
having sexual favors between prison employees and inmates frequently go 
unreported or unpublicized. Incidents of this nature are usually resolved 
administratively by firing the party, or parties, involved (Souryal, 2007).

Yet serious acts of prison corruption are eventually revealed to or by the 
media. In Confronting Confinement (a 2006 report of the Commission on 
Safety and Abuse in America’s Prisons), it is stated,

Violence and abuse, and an institutional culture that condones abuse, are truly 
deadly to the purposes of a correctional facility. There are prisons and jails 
where officers too often use weapons and force instead of words and where 
prisoners lash out at each other and the officers. (Gibbson & Katzenbach, 
2006, p. 20)

As an extreme example, perhaps, inmates in the Georgia prison system 
long complained of officers’ use of brutality, yet no attempt was seriously 
made to resolve their complaints. This prompted a number of prison offi-
cials, including prison officers, counselors, and prison employees, to support 
inmate claims—implicating, at least on one occasion, the state corrections 
commissioner himself. They testified that the commissioner had condoned, 
watched, and celebrated a mass beating of inmates. A sworn statement by 
Ray McWhorter, a lieutenant in charge of a riot squad at Hays State Prison 
in Georgia, testified that the commissioner had touched off a bloody attack 
on the inmates when he grabbed an unresisting inmate by the hair and 
dragged him across the floor. The lieutenant also testified that the commis-
sioner watched in another cell while inmates, some handcuffed and lying on 
the floor, were punched, kicked, and stomped until blood streaked the walls. 
Later, the lieutenant added that the commissioner applauded the guards at a 
celebratory chicken dinner (Souryal, 2007, p. 430).

Also, not uncommon in correctional corruption is accepting kickbacks 
by chief correctional administrators, especially in connection with private 

26   The Prison Journal

 at SAGE Publications on August 27, 2009 http://tpj.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://tpj.sagepub.com


prisons. In 1997, a Louisiana sheriff pleaded guilty to taking kickbacks in 
connection with the lease of a detention center in his county—East Carrol 
Parish. The sheriff, Dale Rinicker, pleaded guilty to one count of engaging 
in monetary transactions in property derived from mail fraud and in which 
the sheriff’s department leased a detention to house prisoners from the 
state. Under this arrangement, the East Carroll County Corrections System 
received 25% of the money that the state paid the sheriff’s office to house 
state prisoners (Souryal, 2007, p. 431).

Not undetached from this discussion (indeed as a logical continuation), 
former president Jimmy Carter (2005, pp. 121-124), in Our Endangered 
Values, recalled the terrible acts of abuse of force by the American correc-
tional officers at the Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq. Carter stated that 70% to 
90% of the detainees at that prison were held by mistake; that at least 108 
prisoners have died in American custody in Iraq, Afghanistan, and other 
secret locations since 2002, with homicide acknowledged as a cause of 
death; and that Abed Hamad Mowhoush (an Iraqi general) who voluntarily 
inquired with the prison authorities about the whereabouts of his sons was 
himself detained, tortured, and stuffed inside a green sleeping bag, where he died 
from trauma and suffocation on November 26, 2003.

Given these troubling conditions, it appears safe to assume that public 
corruption is ostensibly a learned behavior. Because no one is born corrupt 
and correctional applicants are assumed to be carefully scrutinized prior to 
employment, the logical explanation must be that correctional officers learn 
corruption in, or in association with, the conduct of their job. And if this is 
a plausible explanation, then ensuring an ethical work environment—one 
that is conducive to an ethical work culture—is essential; the more ethical 
the work environment, the lower the chances the workers will be corrupt.

Prison Corruption Defined

The Preamble of the American Correctional Association (1994) Code of 
Ethics states that members of the association should have “unfailing hon-
esty, respect for the dignity and individuality of human beings and a com-
mitment to professionalism and compassionate service.” By way of 
reconstruction, corruption must then be the opposite of such behavior.

Rogow and Lasswell defined corruption as “any intentional deviation 
from the norms of public or civic order” (cited in Souryal, 1977, p. 419). 
The authors added that a system of public or civic order must, by definition, 
“exalt common interest over special interest.” Subsequently, any intentional 
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violation of the common interest for personal gain should be considered 
corrupt. Although unintentional acts might not be considered corrupt, their 
recurrence might indicate serious managerial flaws, especially in the areas 
of recruitment, supervision, training, or leadership. Other topical defini-
tions of corruption include the following.

From a sociological standpoint, corruption is the use of arbitrary power 
because it presupposes the use of power to achieve a purpose other than for 
which it is granted. Examples include hiring or promoting a less-qualified 
worker because he or she is a relative of a superior or because that is the 
warden’s desire, the preferential treatment of inmates by security personnel 
because they serve as house trusties, and the denial of civil rights privileges 
to a group of inmates because of their faith or religion.

From a legal standpoint, corruption is the use of oppression or the use of 
extralegal methods to suppress the will of others for personal power. 
Examples include writing up an inmate for a violation he or she did not 
commit because of race or ethnicity, beefing up charges against an inmate 
(or another officer) because he or she is viewed as a troublemaker, and 
permitting physical abuses to be inflicted on inmates (or other officers) 
because of their different lifestyles.

From an ethical standpoint, corruption is the failure of officers to dem-
onstrate compassion or to keep a promise because prison officials are 
morally obligated to care for the needs of those in their custody or under 
their supervision. Examples include the case of a night sergeant who 
ignores an inmate’s cries for medical attention because the sergeant 
believes that his or her shift is understaffed, tricking an inmate into giving 
critical information with the promise of better treatment which, after the 
fact, is not rendered, and withholding helpful testimony by a parole hearing 
official regarding the good behavior of an inmate because of his or her 
refusal to respond to sexual advances.

From an economic standpoint, corruption is abusing authority for per-
sonal gain because public workers are forbidden from taking bribes, kick-
backs, or any unauthorized payments for discharging regular duties. 
Examples include the action of a prison warden who writes up a procure-
ment contract that fits a specific vendor who promised to pay a kickback if 
selected, the exploitation of inmates by threatening to “make their lives 
miserable” unless their families would pay a bribe, the bringing or selling 
of contraband to inmates, and the unauthorized use of prison equipment 
(e.g., a vehicle, a truck, or a tractor) by a prison warden or a high official.
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Categories of Prison Corruption

Regardless of how prison corruption is defined, its practice inevitably 
falls in one of three general categories.

Acts of misfeasance. These are illegitimate acts that prison officials are 
supposed to be doing yet they willingly violate for personal gain. Misfeasance 
is more likely committed by high-ranking officials in the prison hierarchy 
or by outsiders who are associated with the correctional facility through a 
political or professional appointment. Examples of this category include the 
behavior of an executive director, a prison warden, or a member of the 
prison board who co-opts with a private company or an industry the prison 
contracts with or utilizes its services (e.g., a building firm, a group of con-
sultants, a planning and research agency, a law firm hired to defend the 
agency). Although these officials are assumed to be knowledgeable, honest, 
and faithful in the way they deal with these companies and industries, they 
would knowingly allow contractual indiscretions that would undermine the 
public interest and benefit them personally.

Acts of malfeasance. These are criminal acts or acts of misconduct that 
officials knowingly commit in violation of state laws and/or agency rules and 
regulations. They almost always constitute the improper use of authority. 
Such violations are usually committed by officials at the lower or middle 
management levels. Acts that might fall in this category include theft, embez-
zlement, trafficking in contraband, extortion, official oppression, and the 
exploitation of inmates or their families for money, goods, or services 
(Braswell, McCarthy, & McCarthy, 1984, p. 235).

Acts of nonfeasance. These are acts of omission or avoidance knowingly 
committed by officials who are responsible for carrying out such acts. 
Because of their subtle nature, acts of nonfeasance are more common 
across the prison facility, regardless of one’s position in the hierarchy 
(Braswell et al., 1984, p. 234). Braswell et al. (1984, p. 234) cited two types 
of such acts: (a) ignoring inmate violations of institutional rules, such as 
looking the other way when narcotics are smuggled into a prison facility by 
inmates or visitors; and (b) failure to report misconduct by other officers 
out of personal loyalty or as repayment for a previous favor. Acts of  
 nonfeasance are likely products of four identifiable factors: absence of 
moral fortitude on the part of the official who is supposed to take action but 
chooses not to in anticipation of personal gain; co-option by a company, a 
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group, or a person, in anticipation of a share in an illegal profit to be made; 
maintaining an illegitimate personal relationship with an inmate or another 
officer; and indifference to events involved in a corrupt act in a manner 
consistent with an organizational culture that condones such behavior.

The Logic of Prison Agencies

Theoretically, prison organizations violate professional conduct the same 
way public organizations do. Practically, however, prison environments make 
this theory harder to apply. The prison environment is intrinsically cruel, 
volatile, and secretive (i.e., more conducive to random violence), not only 
because of its spatial limitations but also because of the effects of prisoniza-
tion—having to adapt to a conspiratorial–survivalist set of norms and behav-
ioral expectations dictated by the highly structured nature of prison 
environment (Stinchcomb, 2005, p. 302). As a virus, prisonization can make 
the prison supervisors, managers, and executives (especially those who are 
not covered by civil service protection) react nervously erratic. They are 
more easily agitated, more likely to exaggerate what they see, and less 
inclined to use rational reasoning.

These conditions can be further aggravated when prison officials are 
threatened by an external investigation, have to appease their political over-
seers, or are faced with a scandalous act that could tarnish their agency’s 
reputation. At this point, prison officials might become erratic and involun-
tarily regress into a survivalist culture. Unless such a regression mode is 
deterred by the innate weight of restraint and civility, the organization 
would more likely indulge in a culture of lying, cheating, covering up viola-
tions, cooking up the books, and fabricating evidence, all in name of the 
“noble cause” that must be preserved before everything goes out of control. 
Subsequently, unprofessional conduct by prison officials occurs when an 
orchestrated scheme to alter the truth regarding an event or a situation that 
would otherwise find the agency or its leadership culpable occurs. For 
example, prison wardens might deny that brutality or financial mismanage-
ment had taken place (when in reality they did) and, to reinforce their 
denial, might ask their subordinates to fabricate evidence, use deception, or 
present disingenuous excuses. In such cases, legal and ethical concerns are 
usually ignored, the truth altered, and civility denied—all to make the 
agency and its leaders “look good.”

To gauge the institutional integrity of prison units (not unlike others 
agencies in the free world) the following matrix (Figure 1) explains the 
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relationship between civility and the propensity for corruption by prison 
personnel. Although the matrix might not explain the full range of corrup-
tion in prison institutions, it can provide an exposition of the propensity of 
prison institutions to engage in corrupt behaviors.

Civility and the Propensity of Prison Corruption

As Figure 1 demonstrates, the institutional integrity of a prison is a function 
of two primary factors: (a) the agency’s level of ethical cultural literacy (i.e., 
the minimum knowledge of moral principles that every member of the unit 
must know), for example, the imperatives of honesty, fidelity, and obligation, 
duty, responsibility, and the officers’ responsibility to inform the administra-
tion when such violations occur; and (b) the agency’s propensity to act in good 
faith rather than in a fraudulent manner. As emphasized earlier, acting in good 
faith is an intrinsic assumption without which civility cannot stand.

The institution’s level of civility can be measured by the cumulative tal-
ent the workers culturally gain from their work experience—the norms of 
the agency. It is developed through four identifiable factors: (a) the level of 
education initially required for appointment as a correctional officer, (b) the 
amount of in-service training the officers are required to receive, (c) the 
agency’s policies regarding ethical principles and the disciplining of workers 
who act unethically, and (d) the presence of a professional association or 
union that can effectively monitor the agency’s conformity with legal and 
ethical practices. The agency’s propensity to act in good faith, on the other 
hand, is a function of informal and intangible factors—the spirit of the 
agency. Such propensity includes a mosaic of sentiments that all correctional 
officers experience at the workplace and accept as moral obligations. These 
sentiments primarily include the expectation of “being good” rather than 
“looking good”; the determination not to violate agency rules regarding acts 
of hedonism, favoritism, and racism, among other discriminatory practices; 
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 Knowledge of  Ignorance of  
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Acting in good faith Civil Naive
Acting in bad faith Corrupt Uncivil
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and the leadership ability to make the hard decisions—to clean up messy 
situations and to bring about a civil and dignified working environment.

Given the two original factors (knowledge of moral principles and act-
ing in good faith), four categories of prison institutions emerge (Souryal, 
2007): (a) agencies where the correctional officers know the ethical prin-
ciples and, at the same time, act in good faith are civil; (b) agencies where 
the correctional officers do not know the ethical principles yet do the best 
they can to act in good faith are naïve; (c) agencies where the correctional 
officers neither know the ethical principles nor care to act in good faith 
are uncivil; and (d) agencies where the correctional officers know the 
ethical principles yet override such knowledge by choosing to act in bad 
faith are corrupt. Agencies in the fourth category are seen as the most 
corrupt because although the officers know what they ought to do as pro-
fessional agents, they nevertheless choose to betray their constituents as 
well as themselves. The case of church priests who reportedly violated 
young boys and girls under their supervision might be a case in point. For 
more on this civility matrix, see Souryal (2007, pp. 214-215).

The Equalizer: The Ideal of Public Service

In the objective reality of public service institutions, agencies cannot 
simply be viewed as either professional or unprofessional, saintly or devil-
ish. They operate on a continuum between professionalism and corruption 
depending on the agency’s culture, workers’ enlightenment, and agency’s 
management style at the time. The dominant factor in maintaining such a 
balance is the agency’s commitment to public service: the presence of an 
alert and conscientious management group that not only forbids mediocre 
performance but also shuns corruption of all sorts at all levels. If prison 
managers would faithfully do more of that, they would certainly diminish 
more of the ongoing corruption. Promoting such a commitment is both a 
prerequisite and a consequence of professionalism—without it, the ideal of a 
civility would be blunted, making public corruption unavoidable.

Having said all of that, the primary obligation of correctional manage-
ment must be creating a civil work environment, one that is conducive to 
maximum productivity under the umbrella of maximum goodness. The 
more aggressively the management group can move to establish such envi-
ronment, the easier and the faster professionalism can be achieved and 
corruption stamped out. There are three self-evident reasons for this bold 
assertion. First, workers are the creation of management rather than the 
other way around. Therefore, talk about “bad” correctional officers might 
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reveal a management style that is uncaring, insensitive, or unethical—the 
“looking good” model. Second, institutional professionalism is only as 
good as the ethics and integrity of the managers who claim them. It would 
be contradictory, therefore, to demand integrity by correctional officers 
when the prison “brass” brazenly violate state policies, abuse state vehi-
cles, reveal classified information, or use inmates for private pursuits (e.g., 
painting one’s house or personal car). Third, the correctional officers’ per-
formance is a function of the institutional culture tolerated by the manage-
ment group. Notorious among such tolerated practices is favoring “the 
good old boys,” exercising “hidden agendas,” or allowing racism and sexism 
to influence promotion or discipline policies. The presence of such practices 
is detrimental to the civility of any public institution (and will unavoidably 
turn it uncivil) not only because they are intrinsically evil but also because 
they make the organizational culture of the agency so toxic for any peaceful 
and well-intended person to survive.

The Civil Mind

Yet for correctional institutions to be truly civil and to faithfully serve 
the public good, all the governing ranks should unite—both intellectually 
and emotionally—in practicing two paramount ethical doctrines: integrated 
thinking and moral agility. Integrated thinking is a talent for wisdom, one 
that is based on the use of reasoning and deductive logic, independently 
from any particular bias or interest. It constitutes a higher level of thinking 
that transcends the immediate question at hand. For example, if the agency 
leaders are contemplating making a new policy, they should be willing to 
ask three specific questions: What good is this policy for? How can this policy 
enhance the agency? And what if we are all wrong?

Moral agility, on the other hand, is a specific talent that focuses on dis-
tinguishing between the fine shades of moral choice. It is exercised by 
intellectually capturing the principle (or principles) behind the question at 
hand and figuring out its justification under a myriad of circumstances. 
Examples include the following questions: What specific conditions might 
justify a lock down? How long can the administrative segregation of 
inmates last before they are mentally or emotionally destroyed? And, of 
course, how diligently can prison rules minimize prison rapes?

As mentioned earlier, prison corruption is hard to measure and to 
empirically account for. Indeed, no one knows for sure whether prison 
corruption has been diminished over time or how much of that reduction, 
if any, is attributable to anticorruption measures (Anechiarico & Jacobs, 
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1996, p. xiii). There are several reasons for this view. First, there is no one 
definition of prison corruption. Although penal codes refer to corrupt acts 
such as bribery, acceptance of honorarium, accepting sexual favors, and 
improper influence, they do not authoritatively define what constitutes 
corruption. Second, corrupt transactions in prisons (especially by correc-
tional officers) are seldom reported to the authorities for fear of potential 
retaliation by the more powerful party. Third, there are no available statis-
tics that can reliably predict the number of corrupt acts committed in any 
correctional facility or the extent of damage inflicted as a result. These 
reasons, nevertheless, do not render correctional agencies helpless or 
unable to gauge the extent of corruption. Such acts can still be estimated 
through qualitative means including environment diagnosis, personal pro-
files, and anticorruption measures.

An alert and conscientious management group can estimate the extent 
of corruption by monitoring several work-related indicators—in a sense 
by “taking the pulse” of the facility. These indicators include reviewing 
formal and informal complaints filed against prison employees by inmates, 
by dissatisfied customers, by supervisors, and by other inmates. Another 
method is monitoring the progression of disciplinary actions taken against 
employees for violating agency rules and regulations. Such a process can 
yield a statistical chart of increases or decreases by year, month, or week. 
Furthermore, one should watch for patterns of questionable behavior by 
workers such as involvement in alcoholism, drug use, or domestic vio-
lence or experiencing episodes of emotional depression. Included in this 
indicator is monitoring erratic behaviors by officers, such as making too 
many out-of-town trips (more than is customary), radical changes in life-
style, which might indicate the sudden acquisition of wealth, unexpected 
requests for reassignment, and sudden resignations. On a practical level, 
correctional officers and managers should be able to read the graffiti 
scrawled on the walls and inside the bathrooms of their facilities. If these 
indicators are intelligently observed and interpreted, management should 
be able to determine how and when to  intervene using the anticorruption 
measures available at the time.

The Dialectics: Six Common Excuses

As suggested earlier, corruption by prison personnel is different from 
public corruption primarily because of their uniqueness: Prison personnel 
work in different environments and are assigned different functions, and, of 
course, there is the oddity of their social relationships with inmates and 
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with each other. Because of this uniqueness and the subsequent sense of 
difference, criminal justice institutions seem to accept prison corruption as 
incidental to their institutional uniqueness. As such, correctional institu-
tions should be left alone without implying much guilt on anyone’s part. 
Some of these excuses include the following.

First, not only do prison officials serve in environments that are rela-
tively closed to public scrutiny (making it easier to commit corrupt acts and 
suppress much of the evidence associated with such acts), but also they are 
engaged in much more stressful jobs for much longer periods of time. In 
most instances, they are given the difficult task of controlling a “reluctant, 
resistant, and sometimes hostile inmate population, whose welfare might be 
better served by acts of corruption than honest compliance with prison rules 
and regulations” (Braswell et al., 1984, p. 235).

Second, because prisons are a major stock in the social order of society, 
their operation has become a massive industry. By 2004, the total number 
of federal and state prisoners had reached 1.4 million, with an estimated 5.4 
million persons under some sort of correctional supervision (Stinchcomb, 
2005, p. 179). When huge numbers of inmates are confined to small spaces, 
the characteristically depressing effect of prisonization is magnified. 
Subsequently, a shared culture of manipulation, coercion, violence, and 
outright exploitation might be a beneficial norm. This, in turn, can wear 
down the professional fiber of correctional officers, especially the newer 
ones and those assigned to highly stressful tasks. As a result, the majority 
of prison personnel might experience a higher level of cynicism than their 
counterparts in other public agencies (Pollock, 1994).

Third, the prison industry has become too costly. This in itself could 
increase the opportunity for economic corruption, especially when the cor-
rectional officers are not well trained and the quality of supervision is lax. 
Furthermore, corruption has a tendency to multiply with the complexity of 
the operation and the amount of capital involved. For example, California has 
recently been spending almost $3.6 billion per year on prison operations, five 
other states have correctional budgets of more than $1 billion, and spending 
on corrections at the state level has increased faster than spending for any 
other public domain (Donziger, 1996, p. 36). This can conceivably create an 
atmosphere of a seemingly financial bonanza (i.e., plenty of loose monies 
laying around) that can stimulate—even among the more sensitive people—a 
selfish desire to exploit the situation and perhaps make extra personal gain. 
This uncommon condition might be more appealing to those correctional 
officials who deal with private contractors and service vendors.

Fourth, since the integration of prison populations in the wake of the 
civil rights movement in the United States, a higher sense of awareness of 
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racial identity has taken root. Much of this sudden awareness might have 
manifested itself in the creation of racial blocks, ethnic gangs, and acts of 
brutality (Barlow & Barlow, 2000, pp. 92-94). These changes might have 
created another kind of corruption—racial cruelty and racial exploitation. 
Prison populations, especially in the past 30 years, have not proportionately 
represented the general population of Americans. For example, although 
African American males make up about 12% of the U.S. population, they 
compose almost half of the prison and jail populations, whereas correc-
tional officers are predominantly White (Souryal, 2007, pp. 272-273). This 
awkward composition of prison populations can—especially when clashes 
erupt—desensitize officers, encouraging them to exercise racial violence in 
general and the victimization of inmates through the selective enforcement 
of prison rules and regulations (Souryal, 2007, p. 351).

Fifth, correctional management has undergone a rapid succession of 
more radical changes than those confronted by other public institutions. In 
the past 20 years alone, numerous policies have emerged in response to 
issues of overcrowding, judicial review, parole conditions, the spread of 
AIDS, gang members, drug usage, aging inmates, and, in no insignificant 
manner, the prohibition of the use of tobacco products. These new and 
sudden changes have caused serious managerial problems. Although, on 
one hand, they are legitimate changes that must be met, they further com-
plicate the process of order maintenance by increasing the opportunities to 
judge and misjudge inmate behavior. Better trained correctional officers 
respond to such concerns more strictly than their juniors who might be 
hesitant to enforce rules they might consider vague, confusing, politically 
motivated, or personally hazardous. As a result, since the case of Ruize v. 
Estelle in 1982, the need to enforce the new court-dictated rules in Texas 
has unavoidably led to hiring huge numbers of new correctional officers, 
 creating yet another difficulty: serious inadequacies in screening and train-
ing. Subsequently, Texas might have experienced the longest episode of 
institutional chaos that, ironically, had to be resolved by the least experienced 
personnel at the operational level.

Sixth, in light of the continuing relatively low pay of correctional officers, 
especially for those at the lower levels of the organization (who also happen 
to be in control of the strategic points in any prison setting), the incentive for 
engaging in corrupt behavior might be too attractive for them to ignore. There 
are at least two reasons for this observation. First, correctional officers might, 
in time, become financially dependent on extra income gained through the 
trade in contraband items. For example, the current rate for trading a single 
tobacco cigarette in most American prisons is about $5. Accordingly, if a 
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correctional officer (working 25 days a month) brings into the prison a single 
pack of cigarettes daily, he or she might net about $2,500 in a month. Second, 
others might make extra income—to be paid directly to their residences—by 
inmates’ families for “taking good care” of inmates under the direct supervi-
sion of those officers. Such favors might be as innocent as overlooking 
inmates’ minor rule infractions, assigning inmates to a more favored job, or 
allowing the inmates a greater degree of freedom of moving around (Pollock, 
1994, p. 183). As some researchers have suggested, accepting graft, espe-
cially by the young and inexperienced correctional personnel has been “a 
lucrative albeit illicit way to supplement one’s income, usually without incurring 
any significant risk” (Braswell et al., 1984, p. 229).

The Imperative of Civil Management

Public corruption, whether in a regular bureaucracy or a prison facility, 
cannot be totally prevented or eradicated; it can, at best, be minimized. To 
effectively do so, the organization must have an enlightened, determined, and 
well-intended management group. This is essential because most correctional 
officers lack managerial expertise and, as such, cannot be counted on to 
police themselves, especially when faced with moral dilemmas the like of 
which they have not seen before. And if this general assumption is accurate, 
a significantly more intense level of direction, guidance, and leadership must 
be exercised, not only to control the officers but also to change their attitudes 
concerning the expectations of prison work and correctional functions. In an 
ideal situation, it is imperative that management takes the lead and effectively 
serves as a role model, an arbitrator, a disciplinarian, and the conscience of 
both the workers and the inmates. Given the uniqueness and oddity of cor-
rectional settings, this might be quite a challenge.

For the management group to be successful, prison management must 
first be seen as credible. If that is not the case, it will not be taken seriously 
and, as such, will be assumed ineffective or, even worse, an accomplice to 
corruption. The management group should create a business-like work 
environment that is conducive to the ethics of honesty, fidelity, and obliga-
tion. Honesty is the virtue of transparency, whereas every worker, regard-
less of rank, is expected to tell the truth at all times unless concealment is 
justified for a higher good. Examples include working undercover assignments 
and protecting classified data. Fidelity is the virtue of keeping all promises 
whether to workers, inmates, or outsiders associated with the prison enter-
prise. Therefore, if management claims that it treats the officers fairly, then 
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fairness must be made evident at each step of the officer’s career, including 
assignments, promotion, demotion, and discipline. Failure to do so can 
raise suspicion about the true intentions of managers and subsequently 
encourage the workers to try to cheat to survive. Obligation is the virtue of 
treating each rule, policy, or directive seriously and to never knowingly act 
in bad faith. Therefore, if management declares that it will enforce a rule 
by which all prison personnel will be searched at checking points, everyone 
including prison wardens must be stopped and seriously searched. The 
moral here is that for management to be credible, it can neither violate its 
own rules nor fail to explain why a policy is in place.

Civil prison managers must also be consistent, reasonable, and sympa-
thetic to the needs of the officers and the inmates. Their behavior in public 
as well as in private must be above reproach and their managerial decisions 
borne of moral reasoning, regardless of who is to win or lose. The use of 
manipulation and hidden agendas must be shunned and reliance on the 
good old boys terminated. The moral here is to transcend these uncivil 
practices and to commit the organization to denouncing uncivil practices 
such as intimidation or retaliation. Furthermore, management must publicly 
and privately create a working environment that is conducive to equal treat-
ment, civil rights, and human compassion.

The role of civil correctional leaders must be openly and courageously exer-
cised rather than masqueraded in ceremonial remarks at staff meetings and 
graduation exercises. As Sherman (2001) pointed out, the workers need to 
physically see and listen to their leaders, to watch their body language, to ascer-
tain their humanity, and to be able to ask them work-related questions expecting 
to receive convincing answers. The moral of Sherman’s commentary is that if 
correctional officers note that their leaders do not really care, they themselves 
will have no reason to care. They might even infer—rather legitimately—that 
anything on the premises can go unchallenged if one has a political connection 
to some powerful leader. This mentality can easily lead to more corruption by 
pursuing personal interests that are more profitable and pleasing.

Prison managers must assume the role of “civil guardians” and function 
as the “better angels” of the organization. In light of the relatively more open 
environment of correctional institutions today, the officers and the inmates 
should be able to gauge the intentions of their managers and figure out what 
their leaders really mean and for what reasons. Indeed, keeping the officers 
better informed might be a more effective method than physically and emo-
tionally controlling them. If the officers and the inmates sense that manage-
ment is using procrastination, hyperbole, lip-service statements, or gimmickry, 
they might rightfully infer that professionalism is a farce and corrupt acts 
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can be easily explained away. The moral here is that prison management 
must, before anything else, face up to whether it really seeks professionalism 
by everyone or simply give the appearance of professionalism that can keep 
the doors of corruption open for some, but not for others.

Instituting Anticorruption Programs

To combat prison corruption, the civil correctional managers should 
consider a two-prong policy: to articulate their positions on corruption and 
corrupters and to carry out a firm anticorruption policy.

Articulating Agency Position on Corruption

Contrary to common knowledge, most correctional officers might not 
be aware of the agency’s position on matters of integrity and corruption 
at the workplace—what they entail and what consequences can befall 
those who partake in such acts. New officers, in particular, are not well 
informed of what the agency mission is and what division managers are 
trying to accomplish. It is imperative, therefore, that the management 
group prepare a comprehensive policy statement outlining the role of 
supervisors, the treatment of inmates, and the ultimate goals of the cor-
rectional facility. The message here is clear: Professional behavior counts, 
corruption will not be tolerated, and all employees are expected to act 
responsibly and with integrity. By widely publicizing this policy state-
ment, the officers are  formally put on notice that a concentrated effort is 
underway to identify and sternly deal with policy violators and that no one 
is exempt from compliance with the agency’s professional standards. The 
earnestness and tone of such a policy statement can demonstrate the une-
quivocal determination of the management staff (Sherman, 2001). This 
policy statement should articulate a wide range of work behaviors that are 
generally identified as corrupt. Such behaviors can be summarized in four 
categories (Ward & McCormack, 1979, p. 13): (a) illegal acts that are com-
mon throughout the prison facility such as acts of theft, assault, forgery, 
official oppression, and falsification of evidence; (b) acts that are less com-
mon but profoundly overlooked, such as bringing in contraband or unau-
thorized materials to inmates, receiving payments from an inmate’s family, 
or maintaining an illegal intimate relationship with an inmate or another 
officer; (c) acts that are common to particular units within the prison insti-
tution such as abuses committed by members of the treatment division 
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(e.g., the distortion, misuse, or suppression of psychological findings with 
the intent of enhancing or hindering an inmate’s chances to receive parole 
or the falsification of evidence by an internal affairs employee with the 
intent of helping out another officer accused of assaulting an inmate); and 
(d) acts involving officers or employees who act on behalf of outside cor-
ruptors such as high-ranking officials who are in collusion with a consult-
ing agency or a law firm offering services to the prison system with the 
anticipation of a kickback or a promise of a lucrative appointment on 
retirement or resignation. Activities included in the first three categories 
are generally identifiable and therefore easier to eliminate. Activities in the 
fourth category, however, are naturally nebulous despite the fact that their 
discovery could create more serious problems or tarnish the agency’s 
image for years to come.

Prison policy statements should also specify the investigatory procedures 
that would ensue and the penalties that would be meted out in each of the 
previous categories. Given the complex legal and ethical nature of prison 
corruption, this segment of the policy statement might be much more difficult 
to articulate. Nevertheless, with adequate assistance from the agency’s legal 
advice division and the facility’s ethics board (if there is one), preparing a clear 
and satisfactory document should be possible. As a matter of policy, however, 
the main investigatory procedures should be conducted either by the internal 
affairs division or by an outside independent office. Furthermore, the investi-
gations should, under no circumstances, undermine the constitutional rights of 
the accused (i.e., the presumption of innocence, due process, fairness, and easy 
access to legal defense).

Implementing Anticorruption Measures

Despite their superior executive talents, correctional leaders across the 
country have not reached a consensus on what anticorruption programs 
should entail. Furthermore, many prison wardens might be reluctant to pur-
sue an overtly aggressive anticorruption program because of rather unclear 
reasons. Some of these reasons are concerns to avoid disputes by the correc-
tional officers’ unions, to maintain the officers’ morale, to sustain support by 
public or private groups within the correctional community, and, of course, to 
prevent being exposed by an “unfair or a vindictive” media. Theoretically, 
however, an anticorruption program can be more easily developed when the 
correctional facility is not receiving adverse publicity and, more significantly 
perhaps, when the middle management group—those who will eventually 
make the facility’s “next management”—feel confident that implementing 
such a program is not only defensible but also necessary.
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Anticorruption programs should seek to achieve the following objectives.

Upgrading the quality of correctional personnel. The front door of the 
recruitment office is the natural place to begin shoring up the agency’s 
ethical defenses. Although most serious correctional leaders would agree, 
there are numerous obstacles to this endeavor. These include the following. 
First, the entry-level pay for correctional officers might not be market com-
petitive. As a result, the educational requirements for the job might be lower 
than those required for police, probation, and parole officers or for any 
similar criminal justice position. Second, the stressful nature of a correc-
tional officer’s job, especially at the beginning security level, seems to raise 
the turnover rate among this population of officers, causing correctional 
institutions today to literally scramble to fill vacancies. For example, the 
national turnover rate among correctional officers in 2004 was 12.7% 
(20.1% of whom did quit prior to completing their probationary period), and 
the state rates included 58.0% in Texas, 37.0% in Arkansas, and 31.3% in 
South Carolina (Criminal Justice Institute, 2004, p. 116). Third, the continu-
ing political pressure to improve prison management techniques might force 
an institutional compromise, allowing correctional managers to tolerate some 
occupational corruption in return for keeping more officers on the job. What 
most correctional managers who support this compromise seem to overlook, 
however, is the seductive nature of prison subculture, “once corrupt always 
corrupt.” Subsequently, this compromise might eventually cost the agency 
more in terms of bad publicity than in terms of political support. To avoid 
this dilemma, managers of correctional institutions should ensure that their 
hiring standards are competitive enough to attract qualified applicants yet 
high enough to keep high-risk applicants from employment. Psychological 
testing should be also required to check the character of those who are 
selected, and a mandatory interview by a hiring board should be a routine 
procedure prior to appointment.

Establishing quality-based supervisory techniques. The old supervisory 
techniques common in traditional prison administrations should be replaced 
by a quality-based supervisory system. Accomplishing this task would be 
analogous to initiating a “mental revolution” among the supervisory ranks. 
Although traditional supervision has been generally directed toward ensuring 
quantitative standards, such as the classification of an x number of inmates, an 
x number of meals, or an x number of garments, a quality-based supervisory 
system is necessary if prison agencies are to enforce qualitative standards.

In particular, prison supervisors should be reeducated in the philosophy 
of quality-based supervision. Careful attention should be given not only to 
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the number of individuals being trained but also to the civil mindedness of 
those who complete the training. Supervisors should be especially retrained 
in watching for irregular acts, not only by their subordinates but also by their 
colleagues. They should appreciate the fact that supervision is not necessar-
ily coercive because it is not the principle of power that really counts but the 
power of principle. They should reconsider where their ultimate loyalties lie 
and realize that loyalty to moral principles is more durable than loyalty to 
individuals. They should also be able to understand that although trivial and 
insignificant policy violations can—and should—be justified, serious trans-
gressions must be earnestly reported. In this respect, civil quality-based 
supervisors are expected to possess the professional wisdom to be able to 
know which matter is trivial and which is serious—without being told.

Although retraining a traditional agency in the arts of quality-based 
supervision is not an easy task, management should not be shy to invest 
adequate financial resources in achieving such a supervisory level. By the 
same token, it is also reasonable to expect that in the beginning there will 
naturally be an amount of employee resentment and perhaps sabotage on the 
part of some, yet in the end the outcome will be well worth the investment.

Strengthening fiscal controls. Most acts of prison corruption involve 
the illegal acquisition of money, an asset of which most correctional insti-
tutions, especially those in large and affluent states, seem to have no 
shortage. For this reason alone, perhaps, establishing a system of robust 
financial controls has been an increasingly important task. This is espe-
cially the case because the number of public auditors and accountants 
assigned to prison systems has recently increased. An effective tool for 
checking corruption in correctional institutions lies in the proper conduct 
of preaudit and postaudit controls within the agency. Experienced internal 
auditors can determine if bidding procedures are followed, expenditure 
ceilings are observed, and purchase vouchers are issued for the exact 
objects (Williams, 1980, p. 528). Toward that end, federal and state prison 
systems should benefit from the advanced accounting and auditing stand-
ards put out by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. 
These standards devote valuable attention to the investigation of aspects 
of “fraud, waste, and abuse” (Anechiarico & Jacobs, 1996, p. 139).

It should also be made clear that the internal auditors’ ability to audit 
expenditures by the correctional agencies is neither sufficient nor foolproof. 
Clever schemes might elude auditors when superior officials collect checks 
for services that are not rendered, when bribes are paid for negotiated con-
tracts, when overtime payments are collected by absent workers, or when 
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prison equipment in good working condition is sold as scrap metal and 
travel expenses are absurdly padded. Indeed, it is not infrequent in corrupt 
prison agencies that the auditors themselves act corruptly to accommodate 
their administrators’ hedonistic pursuits.

To ensure a higher level of accountability, however, prison managers 
should ensure that internal auditors are honest, are experts, and are able to 
check out every business transaction, regardless of how small or complex it 
might be. Advanced methods of accounting now include the establishment 
of a hotline telephone number for whistle-blowers to pass on tips about acts 
of misconduct they observe. This might encourage another important 
change in the agency’s organizational culture: to appreciate the practice of 
whistle-blowing (rather than frowning on it) and confirm the officers’ pro-
fessional will to cultivate a civil and healthy work environment.

Emphasizing true ethical training. Correctional institutions have recently 
been involved in serious ethical training at all levels; basic, managerial, and 
executive, among other specialized areas. The American Correctional 
Association has been responsible for requiring a minimum amount of training 
for prison employees, and the Commission on Accreditation for Correctional 
Officers now requires higher training for all accredited correctional institu-
tions. Some of the more popular courses have been those that discuss cultural 
diversity, sexual harassment, stress reduction, classification techniques, and job 
satisfaction. Although “training for civility” can make certain individuals feel 
guilty, in correctional facilities it can motivate the employees to consider the 
use of rehabilitation and restorative justice among other valuable techniques.

Based on this author’s personal observation, whenever a course on 
“civility and ethics” was offered, correctional leaders, more often than not, 
were absent, and many among the attendees acted as if they were disinter-
ested and restless. This presents a management dilemma that begs for an 
ethical resolution. If correctional leaders truly want their subordinates to act 
professionally, to pursue integrity, fidelity, and obligation and to shun cor-
ruption, they should support and increase such training. Doing otherwise 
not only would be disingenuous and irresponsible but also would signal that 
the subject being discussed is unimportant. After all, correctional personnel 
should have to look up only to their superiors for clues as to what is ethical 
or unethical regardless of anything else.

The civil leaders of prison institutions must, however, make every effort 
to increase ethical training both in-house and through national and regional 
conferences. They are usually visible, active, and passionate. They feel 
comfortable standing behind academic podiums and teaching on workplace 
civility and ethical principles. They subscribe to ethics journals and learn 
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the philosophies of moral reasoning. They participate in panel discussions 
debating what constitutes right and wrong inmate behaviors, rational and 
irrational policy decisions, and how to further develop correctional institu-
tions as civil institutions. This might be essential for a real reason: Nothing 
else worked in the past and nothing else is likely to work in the future.

Conclusions

In this article, the debate between professionalism and corruption was 
presented. The former is a bright ideal that motivates correctional personnel 
to strive forward and the latter is a shameful reality that drags the 
 correctional community into disrepute. Although the categories of corruption 
in correctional institutions are not too different from those in other public 
agencies, the traditionally negative perception attached to prisons warrants a 
new wave of thought that seeks to develop correctional agencies as civil 
institutions—not unlike those in the educational or the health service indus-
tries. Furthermore, as long as correctional institutions remain an integral part 
in the mandate to “establish justice and ensure domestic tranquility,” correc-
tional managers must persistently build work environments that are condu-
cive to moral principles, honesty, fidelity, and obligation. Toward achieving 
these goals, correctional managers should more earnestly articulate their 
agency’s mission in well-stated policy statements, including an exposition of 
corrupt acts and the consequences that would follow. They should also estab-
lish a robust anticorruption program based on upgrading the quality of cor-
rectional personnel, stressing quality-based supervision, strengthening fiscal 
controls, and emphasizing true ethical training.
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