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Introduction 

There are approximately 200 prisons in Italy, distributed all over the country. They can be divided 
into district detention centres, where individuals are held pending judgement or if they are 
sentenced to less than five years of imprisonment, and penitentiaries for individuals sentenced for 
more serious crimes. There are detention centres in virtually every city where there is a law court, 
and some of them include a section for serious criminals who have already been sentenced, while 
some prisons may have a section for individuals awaiting trial.  
 
The Italian prison system is characterised by a great diversity in terms of the architectural and 
logistic features of its facilities. There are convents dating from the 17th century that are difficult to 
maintain and often situated in city centres; there are high-security prisons built in the suburbs 
towards the end of the last century; and there are more recently built prisons designed with 
rehabilitation goals in mind, with dedicated areas for recreational pastimes and working activities. 
The promotion of a gradual “humanisation of punishment” in recent years, strictly for the so-
called “common” criminal, has led to the reinforcement of a closed circuit for the remaining prison 
population. This has prompted the redefinition of a number of prison institutions, each dedicated 
to a given type of prisoner subjected to a particular regime. There are maximum security prisons, 
governed according to provisions established at each facility (unlike the case of imprisonment 
under law 41 bis, concerning the “hard prison regime”, which is regulated by specific legislation), 
sections for sex offenders, areas for transgender inmates, and floors reserved for those under 
psychiatric surveillance. 
 
Most common tasks of prison officers 
 

Tasks Pre-detention  Permanent 
detention 

Occupation performing the tasks (regular, 
specialized, external staff) 

Surveillance X X Regular 

Nursing and medical 
care 

  Not among the prison officers’ duties, but may 
be needed occasionally (e.g. to disinfect a 
wound) 

Education of inmates   Provided by other personnel employed ad hoc 
(educators) 

Integration of inmates   Managed by other personnel employed ad hoc 
(educators)  

Recreation of inmates   Managed by other personnel employed ad hoc 
(educators)  

Personal assistance of 
inmates 

X X Regular 

Preparation and 
distribution of food 

  Done by inmates supervised by prison officers 

Daily household 
related activities 

  Done by inmates 

 

Gender balance 
Male and female prison officers are considered equal in terms of their assignments, functions, 
salaries and career prospects (as established by law n. 395 of 15 December 1990, which 
established the prison police force). The only difference, in law, relates to working in the detention 
sections of a prison in close contact with the inmates: only male personnel are deployed in these 
sections in prisons for men, and only female personnel in prisons for women. In prisons for men, 
female prison officers only work in the offices or reception, in areas well away from the sections 
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where the inmates are held. Many female prison officers reportedly feel that their male colleagues 
show them little consideration: their being female would be seen as a drawback inasmuch as it 
means they are less involved in the more demanding, hazardous and crucial tasks. Male prison 
officers could not rely on their female colleagues’ help in case of need, partly because they are too 
far away from the presumably more dangerous areas within the prison, and partly because they 
are considered physically weaker. 
 

Anchors of employment quality: “high road” versus “low road” 

 
Prison system 
The Italian prison system focuses, in theory, on goals of re-education and social re-inclusion, but it 
is actually organised primarily for restraining purposes. The sheer numbers of inmates and the 
constant levels of overcrowding, only temporarily eased by provisional legislation to reduce them, 
make it virtually impossible to provide the individualised treatment required by law. The 2013 
European Court of Human Rights ruling against Italy for human rights violations in the Torreggiani 
case revealed the structural inadequacies of the Italian prison system. Up until then the daily life 
of most inmates was characterised by lengthy periods of inactivity inside their cells. In the last five 
years, a gradual implementation of the so-called “dynamic surveillance” approach has led, at most 
low- and medium-security prisons and sections for common criminals with lighter sentences, to 
the cells being kept open for longer during the day. The style of surveillance has been profoundly 
revised and this has entailed different management of the prison spaces, clearly distinguishing 
between ‘rooms for spending the night’ and areas dedicated to treatment-related activities 
(schooling and professional training, working and recreational activities) and services (enabling 
inmates to go for a walk or talk to visitors). Surveillance is provided mainly in the rooms used for 
communal activities, outside the sections containing the cells, where prison officers are ready to 
intervene but only in the event of an emergency.  
 
According to the latest report from the Associazione Antigone (2017), the Prison Administration 
Department has an annual budget of approximately €3 billion. The funds available for 2017 were 
nearly €14 million less than in 2016. The budget item for “Administrative personnel and 
magistrates” (which includes prison chaplains, physicians and schoolteachers providing 
compulsory education) amounts to €3 million. 
 
The outlay for the penitentiary police force accounts for more than 70% of the total cost, without 
counting the additional costs of meal vouchers, canteens for prison personnel, uniforms and 
equipment, which come under the item “Technical and logistic services in prison”. There is also 
the item “Other personnel”, which covers compensation for civilian personnel and penitentiary 
police officers in the event of accidents, and other services. The budget item “Social security” also 
relates to expenditure for the prison officers. 
 
The “Technical and logistic services in prison” budget item also includes the costs for dealing with 
claims made by inmates for violations of article 3 of the European Convention on Human Rights, 
for most of the prisons’ subscriptions and utilities, for running the health care and pharmaceutical 
services, and for the upkeep of drug-addicted inmates in therapeutic communities (for an outlay 
of €141,861,490). The “Other personnel” item covers an expenditure of €1.5 million. 
 
The “New infrastructure and renovations” item concerns extraordinary maintenance on existing 
buildings and the construction of new ones, while the item “Arrival, prison treatment and re-
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inclusion of inmates” covers almost all the expenditure for the prisoners themselves. This budget 
item includes, among others, the costs of their meals and all kinds of other services, which amount 
to €85,822,500, plus the costs of nurseries for the children of female inmates (€450,730), and the 
funds used by the recently-instituted (2016) Italian guarantor of prison inmates’ rights (€200,000). 
 
It is hard to arrive at a precise calculation of how much is actually spent on the inmates 
themselves for the purposes of their re-education and return to society because the single items in 
the Prison Administration Department’s budget do not provide for an unequivocal distribution of 
the resources. Based on a rough estimate, educational activities have a clearly-defined budget 
(€2,833,737) that comes under the item “Arrival, prison treatment and re-inclusion of inmates”, 
and so have cultural, recreational and physical activities and libraries (€624,913). The wages of 
inmates who work are pooled together with the costs of transporting and escorting them 
(probably to and from their place of work) for a total of €115,603,209. Finally, the “Arrival, prison 
treatment and re-inclusion of inmates” item also includes the allocation of a substantial amount 
(€91,783,286) for “expenditures of all kinds regarding the upkeep, assistance and education of 
inmates”. It is clearly impossible to say how much is spent on the upkeep of inmates, and how 
much on their re-inclusion in society, but we can assume that roughly half of this amount can be 
included in the cost of the latter.  
 
From the sum total of the above figures, we can see that only just over 6% of the Department’s 
resources are actually aimed at providing inmates with the means to return to society after serving 
their sentence. Overall, more than 80% of resources are spent on prison personnel, and just 8.5% 
are spent directly on the prisoners. If we divide the share destined for the prisoners by the 
number of inmates and then by the 365 days in a year, we find an estimated daily outlay for each 
individual of approximately €11. 
 
There do not appear to be any acknowledged and institutionalized criteria for assessing the quality 
of prison services, apart from the Charter of prison medical services, which has answered to the 
National Health Service since 1999. 
 
The styles of prison government and the practices adopted in different prisons appear to vary 
considerably. In addition to the formal distinctions relating to the type of custody (low-, medium-, 
or maximum-security), and the prison regimes regulated by specific legislation (law 41 bis), Italian 
prisons are known – irrespective of any legal definition – as “hard” or as having a “vocation for 
treatment”. There are prison directors described as “enlightened”, and “old-style” prison police 
officers. Some regulations are “sympathetic” and flexible, others based on strict pre-set guidelines. 
The different types of imprisonment demand that prison officers become familiar with the various 
roles required, and the different spaces for action and movement. 
 
Training and education   
A person wishing to become a prison officer has to pass an examination (public competition), then 
undergoes a period of training at one of the ten penitentiary police training schools located in 
various parts of Italy. The essential requirements for taking part in the public competition are: 
 

 status of “volunteer for military service under a fixed-term contract”; 

 age over 18 years; 

 possession of all civil and political rights; 

 certification of physical and psychological suitability, and aptitude; 
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 possession of a secondary school diploma. 
 
The examination consists of a written test, a medical check-up and an aptitude test. The written 
paper is a test of multiple-choice questions on topics of general interest. The medical check-up 
focuses on applicants’ physical constitution (they must be healthy and robust), height (at least 
165cm for men, and 161cm for women), muscle tone, and visual acuity. The aptitude test consists 
of multiple-choice questions and a subsequent interview. 
 
Training lasts approximately six months, some two of which are spent gaining work experience on 
the job at several different prisons. During the course of this placement, under the supervision of 
several tutors, recruits may begin not only to observe but also to handle some of the main tasks 
required of prison officers on a daily basis.  
 
The training course includes various modules relating to: a) the legal system; b) the technical-
operational system; and c) the relational system. The aim of the first two is to train recruits on the 
so-called hard skills (relating to policing activities, such as receiving information about a crime, 
writing reports, data transmission…), while the third covers the soft skills. This last module 
provides training on topics relating to occupational psychology, re-education, communication, and 
the management of work-related stress. The number of hours spent on this last module is very 
limited, however (approximately 15% of the total), by comparison with the number of hours spent 
on the first two modules (hard skills), which are attributed much greater importance. 
 
Employment conditions 
The negotiating role of the trade unions only concerns the following aspects: working hours; 
criteria relating to the mobility of personnel; and rewards for productivity. The prison officers’ 
contract specifies a 36-hour working week, which can be extended up to a maximum of 40 hours 
with overtime. To safeguard their health, prison personnel are guaranteed an annual medical 
check-up with the prison’s occupational physician, who conducts appropriate tests on staff and on 
their working environment. Prison officers do not have the right to strike. They can sometimes 
embark on forms of protest in the workplace that mainly involve refusing to use the canteen and a 
self-imposed “confinement to barracks” (i.e. they only guarantee in-prison services). 
 

SECTION 2: OUTCOME: WELL-BEING OF PRISON OFFICERS 
 
Stress and burnout 
Few studies have been conducted in Italy on work-related stress and burnout syndrome among 
prison officers and it is very difficult to compare the data or integrate the findings because they 
were conducted using partly different tools and at different prisons. What does emerge from 
these studies, however, is that specific contextual and organizational factors at different prisons 
can have important consequences for the prison officers’ working conditions. 
 
The study by Milazzo and Rizzo (2010) was conducted at the Cavadonna detention centre in 
Siracusa (Sicily) to investigate levels of burnout among prison officers. It identified a heavy 
emotional burden, experienced mainly by personnel working in the areas where the inmates live 
and by officers aged 41-45. The risk of depersonalisation seemed to be greater among officers 
with a medium-to-high number of years on the job. The sense of personal achievement was more 
widespread among the older members of staff. 
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The study conducted by Prati and Boldrin (2011) at four different prisons in Piedmont (north-west 
Italy) indicated that emotional exhaustion was attributable mainly to the emotional burden of the 
situations encountered in prisons, such as being called to order by superiors, a perceived lack of 
support and, to some degree, hours of overtime. Any sense of personal achievement seemed to 
be limited by the excessive demands of the job and by a strong fear of suffering aggressive 
behaviour. On the other hand, depersonalisation unexpectedly seemed to correlate with a greater 
presence of personnel. This is probably attributable to a perception of daily difficulties being 
intrinsic to the job itself, rather than related to contingencies such as staff shortages. The risk of 
emotional exhaustion seemed to depend on the frequency of critical episodes, such as inmates’ 
offensive remarks, threats, and self-harming behaviour. Prison officers’ sense of personal 
achievement did not seem to suffer from any of these events, however. Taken together, the 
studies show that not only the nature of the work, but also single episodes can have a major effect 
on the condition of well-being of individuals working in prisons. 
 
The results of these two studies should be interpreted, taking account of the specific nature of the 
types of prison where they were conducted. This is because prison characteristics, such as type 
(penitentiaries or short-term detention centres, prisons for men or women), capacity, the features 
of the prison population, any shortage of personnel, prison management’s or penitentiary police 
commander’s leadership style, and so on, have a strong influence on how working in a prison 
affects the prison officers’ well-being. 
 
The study on job burnout conducted by Petitta et al. (2009) at a detention centre in Rome suffers 
from the typical difficulties encountered when conducting such research in Italian prisons (cf. 
Sbraccia, Vianello, 2016). In this case, the authors were unable to take an active part in the 
administration of their questionnaires to the prison officers in the workplace. They had to 
delegate this important task to prison administration officials. It is hardly surprising, therefore, 
that this study identified a general absence of work-related discomfort among the prison officers, 
unlike many other studies conducted in various other countries (cf. Schaufeli & Peeters, 2000). In 
fact, it is likely that respondents were concerned about whether their anonymity could be assured, 
so they were less inclined to speak plainly about the more negative and problematic aspect of 
their jobs. 
 
As concerns occupational well-being, on the other hand, a recent study (Maculan et. al, 2016) 
conducted at nine prisons in the Veneto region (north-east Italy), seven detention centres and two 
penitentiaries (one for men and one for women), revealed a generally positive opinion of the 
prison officers in relation to prison management, organisation and efficiency. Their opinions were 
also positive about the availability of personnel, their commitment and their job satisfaction. 
Conflictual situations inside the prisons seemed to be quite rare too. On the other hand, the 
negative aspects that emerged from the survey were strongly related to environmental comfort 
and safety, but also to the limited opportunities offered by the job. In particular, prison officers 
complained that the ability to work independently and use personal initiative was poorly 
appreciated by their superiors, or by the prison administration in general.  
 
The burden of prison officers’ tasks and the seriousness of the job emerged as problematic aspects 
too: they see their work as tiring, especially on a mental level. This study also emphasised that the 
type of prison is a variable that can significantly influence the opinions of the personnel working 
there. The most positive opinions concerned the two penitentiaries (and the one for women in 
particular), whereas job quality was reportedly worse at the detention centres. The picture 
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regarding the latter was unclear, however, as the seven institutes sampled in the study were 
described very differently: factors such as structural differences and diverse leadership styles of 
the prison management, but also contingencies relating to a particular usage of a given prison, or 
even to single episodes, could significantly influence prison officers’ opinions. Finally, the officers’ 
assessment of their working environment seemed to be very strongly influenced by social and 
personal variables. Younger officers are less qualified, spend more time in close contact with 
inmates and are more likely to work shifts, so it comes as no surprise that they report more critical 
issues, especially as concern the burden of their tasks and the environmental conditions. 
 
The problem most often reported by prison officers is the shortage of staff for policing inmates. 
According to data provided by the prison administration, there is an estimated 20% shortage of 
personnel (in terms of the difference between the personnel needed according to the 
organszation charts and the officers actually on duty in the workplace). This figure should be 
considered with caution, however. In fact, if we compare the ratio of inmates to prison officers in 
Italy (1.67 to 1) with those of various other European countries, we find that Italy makes provision 
for a much higher proportion of prison officers than elsewhere. The ratio of inmates to officers is 
2.5:1 in France, 3:1 in Austria, 3.5:1 in Portugal, 3.7:1 in Spain, and 3.9:1 in England and Wales. The 
proportion of prison officers in Italian prisons vis-à-vis the other professional figures working in 
the prison system is 89.36%, much higher than the European average, which is around 68%. The 
apparent shortage of personnel among prison officers thus seems to be the inevitable 
consequence of deliberate decisions relating to prison policy. The inclusion of very high numbers 
of prison officers on the prison organisation charts has led to this role carrying a much greater 
weight with respect to other operators, and even to the inmates, that is not echoed in other 
European countries. This situation confirms that “the real goals of the punishment are to restrain 
the individual, not to facilitate their resocialization” (Torrente, 2016: 278).  
 
More specific aspects relating to the work of prison officers in Italy concern absenteeism, sick 
leave, and a high turnover: these are certainly very important issues that are often brought to the 
public’s attention by the prison officers themselves. It is nonetheless very difficult to obtain the 
relevant data from the prison administration. So far, none of the studies conducted have dealt 
adequately with these issues. 
 
While prison officers are not permitted to have a second job, this is unofficially quite a common 
situation. 
 
No data are available on the matter of drug use and alcohol abuse: according to a trade union 
estimate, alcohol dependence among prison officers is a troublesome reality, while there are only 
isolated cases of substance dependence. There are also no data available on the issue of 
prohibited goods smuggled into prisons, but, despite some reports of significant isolated cases, 
the phenomenon does not appear to be very widespread. The practice of stealing goods, such as 
detergents, small tools and foodstuff, from inside the prisons seems to be rather more common. 
 
Tasks of prison officers 
Prison officers are required to engage in numerous tasks on a daily basis. These include not only 
inmate control and surveillance, but also administrative and organisational or managerial activities 
and manning the reception desk to manage the flows of people entering and leaving the prison. 
Their most important work, however, undeniably relates to the control and surveillance of the 
prison population. 
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Inmate control and surveillance activities are conducted in various parts of the prison, i.e.  in the 
sections containing their cells, the rooms used for teaching and cultural and working activities, the 
infirmary, the rooms used for meeting visitors (lawyers or family and friends) and around the 
prison’s perimeter wall (the only place where the guards are armed). There are also many 
situations in which prisoner surveillance is needed outside the confines of the prison, when 
inmates are taken to the law courts for a hearing, or to hospital for a medical examination that 
cannot be done inside the prison.  
 
The prison officers responsible for accompanying prisoners are part of what is called the 
“Transfers and Guarding team”. Inside the prison, control and surveillance activities are also 
required for any family members or friends coming to see an inmate, for lawyers coming to 
conduct interviews, and for individuals providing voluntary services, teachers, religious ministers, 
and so on. Visitors have to be checked to ensure that no prohibited items (weapons, cell phones, 
etc.) or substances (narcotics, alcohol, etc.) are brought inside the prison. Finally, the prison 
officers run checks on inmates’ telephone correspondence, and on the parcels and letters they 
receive through the postal service, or brought in by their families. 
 
The main goal of the control and surveillance of inmates is to keep order inside the prison and to 
prevent the occurrence of critical situations (escapes, aggressive behaviour, self-harm and so on). 
But simply keeping guard over the inmates is not enough to ensure the maintenance of order in a 
prison. A great deal of importance is attributed to the proper handling of all the practices for 
dealing with the prison population’s daily requests, complaints, and problems. Their issues are 
filtered mainly by the prison officers, since they spend most of their time in close contact with the 
inmates, but good communication and managerial skills are not on the list of job requirements for 
this profession, and prison officers receive no training on how to deal with these aspects of their 
job. 
 
Inmate control and surveillance activities are experienced as being very tiring because prison 
officers have to remain constantly vigilant while interacting with a population that they perceive 
as dangerous (Maculan, 2015). Although the daily tasks performed by prison officers are largely 
routine, the chances of their having to deal with unexpected episodes of self-harm, fights, 
aggressive behaviour, complaints, and so on, are always perceived as being very high. This 
perception gives rise to a continuous “emotional strain”, especially for officers working in close 
contact with the inmates. This way of living in their working environment (“having to be constantly 
alert”) can negatively affect their state of health (Maculan, 2015) and make them see themselves 
in opposition to the inmates, who are considered as the main cause of the stress they experience 
in their occupational role.   
 
The opportunities for prison officers to organise their daily workload independently would seem 
to be rather limited. Most tasks must be completed every day and according to procedures 
established by the prison regulations. In fact, the degree of discretion involved in how these tasks 
can be undertaken may be very broad and the ways in which prison officers interpret their work 
inside the prison and their attitudes to the inmates and to their colleagues (Maculan et al., 2016) 
inevitably influence how individual officers do their job. Although there is a significant body of 
rules and procedures establishing what they must do and how they must go about it, single 
officers or groups of officers have some degree of freedom in interpreting them (cf. Sarzotti, 2000; 
2010). The extent of this discretion seems to depend on the type of prison where they work, and 
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particularly on the prison administration’s more or less formal management style, the prison 
officers’ qualifications and years of service, and so on. 
 
Prison population 
In 2010 Italy declared a state of national emergency due to prison overcrowding: the population 
behind bars had reached levels in the history of the Republic. Since then, a number of steps have 
been taken on several different fronts, leading to a marked reduction in the number of inmates: 
from 68,000 in 2010 to 52,000 in 2015. This reduction has been accompanied by improvements in 
all the indicators relating to the conditions of imprisonment and having a potentially significant 
influence on the working conditions of prison personnel. The rate of overcrowding has dropped 
from over 130% to 105%. The traditionally high proportion (always in excess of 30%) of foreign 
inmates, who are particularly demanding, has diminished too, and so have the numbers of remand 
prisoners, which have always been at very high levels in Italy (up to 40% of the prison population).  
 
Thanks to changes to the legislation, the number of people in prison on short-term sentences has 
also been reduced. There has been a significant decline in the suicide rate: from 2000, there were 
more than 50 cases of suicide a year, but in the last three years the figures have been significantly 
lower. There has been no such positive trend, however, in the incidence of self-harm: the number 
of episodes recorded in Italian prisons has risen dramatically since 2007, despite the reduction in 
the number of people behind bars. 
 
The prison population has recently started to grow again, rising from 54,912 as at 31 October 2016 
to 56,436 by 30 April 2017 (with an additional 1,524 inmates in six months). The risk inherent in 
this reversal of the previous positive trend is clear. 
 
There is no organisation responsible for monitoring job quality in the prison system, or the health 
and well-being of prison personnel. 
 
Wages, working time and contracts 
In Italy, prison officers work under a permanent contract of the type adopted by the public 
administration, issued by Decree of the President of the Republic. This is the only type of contract 
allowable for anyone joining the penitentiary police force. There is no provision for fixed-term 
contracts in the penitentiary police force.  
 
It is quite common for prison officers to work some overtime, especially at understaffed prisons 
and during holiday periods. Prison officers and their unions complain that the payment they 
receive for working extra hours is inadequate. They also complain that their salaries are too low, 
especially considering the risk intrinsic in their work. Italian prison officers earn much less than the 
figures paid in various other European countries. Their basic net salary starts at €1400 a month, 
and can reach €1700-€1800 with some overtime. The salary of a penitentiary police commander 
starts at €2000 and can reach €2700-2800 a month.  
 
Promotions are based on years of service and an officer’s track record.  Career advancement is 
guaranteed for prison officers, with the exception of those who are the object of disciplinary 
measures (however mild), whose promotions are suspended for at least two years. To move up to 
the rank of sergeant, candidates have to take specific training courses and then take part in public 
competitions, which are not held very often. The frequency of these competitions for such new 
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appointments and career advancement is not scheduled. Within the same rank, career progress is 
automatic.  
 
The dismissal of a police officer must always involve a disciplinary procedure that is concluded 
with a sentence of more than two years.  
 
Unionisation and representation 
Members of Italy’s penitentiary police force are entitled to form organised groups and discuss 
problems relating to their work, and to negotiate with the prison administration through the 
police trade unions. There are numerous unions (the main ones being three confederal unions and 
six independent ones), and they are quite politicised. Their mandate is to defend workers’ rights 
(on the basis of the “Testo Unico” n. 81/2008) in mediating with the prison administration and to 
contribute to personnel training. The real impact of the unions on prison officers’ working 
conditions is rather limited. They intervene mainly when it comes to negotiating over incentives, 
or defending their members against sanctions and disciplinary measures. There is a central and 
peripheral body that guarantees impartiality, useful in the event of disagreement over 
interpretations of the rules at local level. There are no such bodies for mediating between 
prisoners and prison officers. 
 
Other issues 
Working conditions inside prisons have a bad reputation. The general public tends to consider the 
educational aspects under-resourced and the work done by prison officers receives little credit, 
and is interpreted merely in terms of prisoner restraint. Prison officers everywhere seem to suffer 
from a lack of consideration for their profession. Younger and better-educated prison officers feel 
that they are not sufficiently valued. They also identify a huge gap between the content of their 
theoretical training (which has been influenced in recent times by supranational norms and 
attention to the protection of human rights) and the actual capabilities demanded in the field. 
 
The prison system has become an issue on the political agenda in recent years because of the 
sentence passed by the European Court for Human Rights, which condemned Italy for the 
inhumane and degrading treatment of inmates in the country’s prisons. The topics most often 
discussed have been the conditions of detention and the infrastructural shortcomings of the 
Italian prison system. The reform of prison regulations (currently being debated in Parliament) was 
preceded by a public consultation entitled “Stati generali dell’esecuzione penale” (2015-2016) that 
involved 18 roundtables attended by approximately 200 experts from all over the country.  
 
Roundtable number 15 focused on “Prison officers and training” with the following goals: to assess 
the state of progress of the switch from a mainly confining model to a networking method capable 
of involving all the professional figures working in prisons in the observation and treatment of 
inmates; to pay attention to the working conditions and training of prison personnel, in relation to 
the implementation of new protocols governing prison life, the introduction of the dynamic 
surveillance model, the criticalities deriving from the creation of new departments (such as those 
for psychiatric observations, separate sections for sex offenders and transgender prisoners), and 
from the presence of elderly prisoners; to examine the feasibility of an increasing involvement of 
prison officers in alternative measures outside the prison walls; to promote debate on relations 
with the voluntary services and concerning all the activities variously promoted and organized 
inside prisons by communities outside. 
 



11 
 

Sources 
 
Ministero della Giustizia, Carcere e probation:  
https://www.giustizia.it/giustizia/it/mg_2_3.page 
Ministero della Giustizia, Corpo di Polizia penitenziaria 
https://poliziapenitenziaria.gov.it/polizia-penitenziaria-site/ 
Stati generali dell’esecuzione penale, Tavolo 15: 
https://www.giustizia.it/resources/cms/documents/sgep_tavolo15_allegato2.pdf 
Associazione Antigone, 2017 Torna il carcere. XIII rapporto sulle condizioni di detenzione 
http://www.antigone.it/tredicesimo-rapporto-sulle-condizioni-di-detenzione/ 
 
References 
 
Maculan A., 2015, Guardie imprigionate? Uno studio sulla polizia penitenziaria e le 
rappresentazioni dei detenuti, Il Seme e l’Albero. Rivista di Scienze Sociali, Psicologia Applicata e 
Politiche di Comunità, 1(3), pp. 176-192 
Maculan A., Vianello F., Ronconi L., 2016, La polizia penitenziaria: condizioni lavorative e salute 
organizzativa negli Istituti penitenziari del Veneto, Rassegna Italiana di Criminologia, X, 1, pp. 18-
31 
Milazzo S., Rizzo A., 2010, La percezione delle problematiche lavorative nel personale di polizia 
penitenziaria. Rassegna penitenziaria e criminologica, 3, pp. 39-67 
Petitta L., Rinaldi C., Manno S, 2009, Job burnout ed efficacia personale negli operatori 
penitenziari, in Risorsa Uomo, 12, pp. 167-182 
Prati G., Boldrin S., 2011, Fattori di stress e benessere organizzativo negli operatori di polizia 
penitenziaria, in Giornale italiano di Medicina del Lavoro ed Ergonomia. Supplemento di Psicologia, 
3, pp. B33-B39 
Schaufeli W. B., Peeters M.C., 2000, Job stress and burnout among correctional officers: a 
literature review, in International Journal of Stress Management, 1, pp. 19-48 
Sbraccia Alvise, Vianello Francesca, a cura di, 2016, La ricerca qualitativa in carcere in Italia, 
numero monografico di Etnografia e ricerca qualitativa 2/2016 
Torrente G., 2016, Mi raccomando non fategli del male. La violenza del carcere nelle pratiche 
decisionali degli operatori, in Etnografia e Ricerca Qualitativa, 2, pp. 267-283 
Sarzotti C., 2000, Carcere e cultura giuridica: l’ambivalenza dell’istituzione totale, in Dei Delitti e 
delle Pene, 1, 2, pp. 77-126 
Sarzotti C., 2010, Il campo giuridico del penitenziario: appunti per una ricostruzione, in E. Santoro, 
a cura di, Diritto come questione sociale, Giappichelli, Torino, pp. 180-236 
 

https://www.giustizia.it/giustizia/it/mg_2_3.page
https://poliziapenitenziaria.gov.it/polizia-penitenziaria-site/
https://www.giustizia.it/resources/cms/documents/sgep_tavolo15_allegato2.pdf
http://www.antigone.it/tredicesimo-rapporto-sulle-condizioni-di-detenzione/

