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officers may use unnecessary power to control the 
offenders. Zimbardo’s Stanford Prison Experiment, 
discussed in Chapter 2, illustrates this point (recall 
that the experiment was canceled because students 
acting as guards in the experiment exerted too 
much power and control over the students acting as 
inmates). Consider also abuses occurring in military 
prisons. The torture occurring at Abu Ghraib made 
international headlines when photos surfaced show-
ing military officials sexually degrading prisoners. 
The level of authority created a foundation from 
which these abuses occurred.

Sexual misconduct by corrections officials 
includes verbal harassment, improper visual sur-
veillance, improper touching, and consensual sex28 
(see Figure 14.5). So-called consensual relations are 
the most common incidents of sexual misconduct 
between corrections officers and inmates.29 Bear in 
mind, however, that the word consensual is mislead-
ing in the context of sexual misconduct by corrections officers. The correc-
tions employee has a great deal of power over inmates or probationers, and 
many states have laws stipulating that sexual relations between officers and 
offenders are prohibited. These laws exist, in part, because it is recognized 
that offenders are unable to truly consent in such relationships.30

In some cases, the inmate, probationer, or parolee may be the one ini-
tiating the relationship. The term turner is used to describe “inmates who 
befriended employees and used that friendship to ultimately coerce employ-
ees into rule infractions.”31 Robert Worley and his coauthors identified 
three types of turners. Heart-breakers engage corrections officials in rela-
tionships in order to develop long-term relationships with them; exploiters 
engage in the relationship in order to gain access to goods and services 
or privileges they otherwise would not be able to access; and hell-raisers 
“cause trouble and create hell for the prison system” just for the fun of it.32 
When the relationships are discovered, the most common result is the firing 
of the employee; criminal prosecutions are relatively infrequent.33

A variety of explanations have been offered for correctional miscon-
duct. For example, corrections officers have a great deal of authority and 
work alone for much of their time. As well, the demand for contraband in 
prisons provides an incentive for corrupt officers to engage in misconduct. 
In addition, low morale among corrections staff, many of whom work in 
stressful environments, may result in misconduct.34 Strategies suggested 
to prevent sexual misconduct by corrections officers, and all forms of cor-
rectional misconduct, include developing clear policies that are enforced 
as needed, improving the quality of workers, enhancing supervisory prac-
tices, implementing various social control mechanisms, and providing eth-
ics training to officers and staff.35

As with other types of misconduct, we do not know how often correc-
tional misconduct occurs. Inappropriate relationships appear to be the most  
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turner: A term used to 
describe an inmate who 
befriends corrections 
employees in order to 
manipulate them into breaking 
the rules.


