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Aims

This study examines the wellbeing of Corrective Services NSW (CSNSW) staff and how perceptions of
organisational climate are associated with emotional, psychological, and social wellbeing. It aims to
explore variation across individual characteristics, roles, and organisational groups within CSNSW.

Methods

Data was drawn from a self-report online survey completed by CSNSW staff (N = 2,038) measuring staff
wellbeing, as well as perceptions of organisational climate, including dimensions of organisational fairness
and safety attitudes. Bivariate correlations, independent samples t-tests, one-way ANOVAs, and
hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to understand subjective experiences of wellbeing
among CSNSW staff and how perceptions of organisational climate dimensions are associated with
wellbeing outcomes.

Results

CSNSW staff reported moderate to high levels of wellbeing, with psychological wellbeing rated highest
and social wellbeing lowest. Wellbeing varied significantly by gender, age, tenure, role, and subdivision.
Organisational climate dimensions, particularly job satisfaction and commitment as well as teamwork
climate, were consistently associated with better wellbeing across all domains.

Conclusion

Findings highlight the importance of organisational climate in shaping staff wellbeing. Relational and
motivational factors, such as feeling valued and supported, emerged as key drivers of emotional and social
wellbeing. Differences across subdivisions and roles suggest the need for tailored interventions to support
staff wellbeing. These results support CSNSW’s strategic focus on improving organisational climate and
underscore the value of ongoing monitoring and targeted organisational support.
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INTRODUCTION

Correctional staff operate in complex and high-
pressure environments that can significantly
impact their wellbeing (Johnson et al., 2009;
Trounson et al., 2016). Research has consistently
identified low levels of physical and mental
wellbeing among correctional officers, with
elevated risks of burnout, emotional exhaustion,
and social withdrawal (Keinan & Malach-Pines,
2007; McKendy & Ricciardeli, 2023; Johnson et
al., 2009; Schultz & Ricciardeli, 2025; Trounson et
al,, 2016). In Australia, it was found that some
correctional officers had maladaptive coping
strategies that involved social withdrawal and
that they felt a sense of ‘otherness’ and could no
longer relate to civilians (Miller et al, 2024).
These findings highlight the social, emotional,
and psychological challenges of correctional

work.

Staff wellbeing is often compromised due to
exposure to stress, risk, and organisational
pressures. The concept of “corrections fatigue”
describes the cumulative impact of operational,
organisational, and traumatic stressors on
correctional staff. This fatigue not only affects
individual wellbeing but also contributes to high
turnover rates and diminished institutional
performance (Ferdik & Smith, 2017; Lambert et
al., 2015). Schultz and Ricciardelli (2024) reported
that correctional officers face disproportionately
high rates of mental health disorders, including
PTSD and depression, compared to other law
enforcement personnel. These outcomes were
attributed not only to the nature of prison work
but also to the broader organisational climate and

availability of systemic support.

A supportive and inclusive climate can foster a
sense of belonging, reduce stress, and enhance
emotional resilience, while a toxic or misaligned
climate may contribute to burnout,
disengagement, and mental health challenges.
Organisational climate refers to the shared
perceptions employees hold about their work
environment (Ehrhart et al, 2025). Two key
factors that shape this climate are organisational
justice and  attitudes towards  safety.
Organisational justice concerns how fair
employees perceive their treatment within the
workplace. It is typically conceptualised through
three dimensions: distributive justice, which
relates to the fairness of outcomes such as pay
and promotions; procedural justice, which
focuses on the fairness of decision-making
processes; and interactional justice, which
reflects the quality of interpersonal treatment,
including respect and transparency (Boateng &
Hsieh, 2019; Colquitt et al., 2013; Greenberg,

1990).

Safety attitudes represent employees’ beliefs
about the organisation’s commitment to safety,
encompassing perceptions of safety policies,
procedures, and practices. Sexton et al. (2006)
identified six key dimensions of safety attitudes,
including: teamwork climate (the quality of
collaboration between staff), perceptions of
management (agreement with managerial
decisions and action), safety climate (perception
of the organisation’s commitment to safety), job
satisfaction  (positivity about the work
experience), working conditions (quality of the
work environment and support), and stress
recognition (recognition of the impact of

stressors on work performance).
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In correctional settings, organisational justice
and safety attitudes have been shown to
significantly impact staff wellbeing. Research by
Clements and Kinman (2021) found that
perceptions of distributive and interactional
justice among UK prison officers were linked to
emotional exhaustion, a key indicator of burnout.
While workload and exposure to violence directly
contributed to stress, fair treatment and the
ability to discuss stress-related concerns with
supervisors helped mitigate these effects
(Clements & Kinman, 2021). When fairness and
safety are embedded within the organisation,
employees are more likely to feel respected,
secure, and psychologically supported
(Janiukstis, 2024; Riolli & Savicki, 2006). These
perceptions are particularly critical in high-stress
environments such as correctional facilities,
where staff are routinely exposed to
occupational hazards, interpersonal conflict, and
emotional strain (Keinan & Malach-Pines, 2007;

Schultz & Ricciardeli, 2025).

St. Louis et al. (2023) further found that
perceptions of support and safety within the
prison environment were among the strongest
predictors of reduced stress and anxiety among
correctional officers. Their findings suggest that
improving prison climate, through consistent
leadership, adequate staffing, a sense of
subjective safety, and recognition of personal
growth, can significantly enhance psychological
wellbeing. These insights align with broader
organisational research indicating that when
employees perceive their workplace as fair and
safe, they are more likely to experience positive
emotional states, stronger social connections,
and greater job satisfaction (Cropanzano et al.,
2017; Lambert & Hogan, 2013; Walumbwa et al,,
2010).

The current study

A current objective within Corrective Services
NSW (CSNSW) is to improve organisational
climate, with the goal of all staff being engaged,
feeling safe, and having trust in the organisation.
In order to support this objective, there is a need
for more research to wunderstand how
organisational climate, including key dimensions
such as perceptions of fairness and safety, affect
wellbeing across varied staff roles and

operational contexts within corrections agencies.

This study investigates the social, psychological,
and emotional wellbeing of CSNSW staff and
explores how organisational climate is related to
these domains of wellbeing. CSNSW staff work
across custodial, community-based, and
strategic roles, each with distinct challenges and
demands. Therefore, research into staff
wellbeing and the impact organisational climate
has on wellbeing needs to account for the

variation of roles within the organisation.

Unlike previous research that has focused
primarily on correctional officers within prison
environments, this study includes a broader
range of staff, including those working in
community- and office-based roles. By examining
wellbeing across different organisational
contexts and roles, the study aims to support
CSNSW’s current objective of improving
organisational climate by providing a more
comprehensive understanding of staff
experiences and help inform targeted strategies
to support workforce wellbeing. The study

addresses four research questions:

1. What is the level of wellbeing among staff,

and how are the social, emotional, and




psychological domains of  wellbeing

interrelated?

2. How does staff wellbeing vary across

individuals and organisational contexts?

3. How are staff perceptions of organisational
climate related to wellbeing, and does this

vary across different domains?

4, How does the relationship between staff
perceptions of organisational climate and
wellbeing vary across organisational

contexts?

METHODS

Participants and procedure

Data were collected via a self-report survey
administered to CSNSW staff in May 2025
through the Alchemer online survey platform. A
link to the survey was distributed via internal
communication channels, remained open for 2
weeks and was estimated to take 10 to 15 minutes
to complete. Participation was voluntary and
anonymous, though participants provided
general demographic and job-related information
when completing the survey. A total of 3,135 staff
completed the survey (response rate = 28.8%). To
ensure data quality and interpretability, analyses
focused on respondents who completed at least
80% of each of the key psychometric measures
of wellbeing and perceptions of organisational
climate, therefore 1,097 cases (35%) were

removed due to incomplete data, leaving a valid

' Given the varied roles in this subdivision, it is important to note that
over half of respondents in this group consisted of staff working in
Community Corrections offices. The remainder were split between
correctional centres and other office locations.

sample of 2,038 staff. Missing data were handled

using linear interpolation.

Respondents represented a broad cross-section
of CSNSW staff by age, gender, tenure, and role
(see Table 1). Role was defined as managerial
versus non-managerial status based on
self-reported job level, and tenure was
categorised into four groups: up to 5 years, 6-10
years, 11-20 years, and 21 years or more. For
custodial staff, security level indicated the
primary classification of the correctional centre
in which they worked (minimum, medium, or
maximum), and centres were further classified by
inmate population as male, female, or

mixed-gender.

Staff were drawn from three major organisational
subdivisions:  Security and Custody are
responsible for managing people serving orders
within NSW correctional centres through
integrated operations, intelligence, escort
services, and strategic scheduling; Community,
Industry and Capacity oversee reintegration of
people into the community, inmate education and
work readiness, infrastructure and construction,
inmate population management, and supervision
of people in the community;' and Strategy and
Governance lead strategic planning, policy
development, research, evaluation, quality
assurance, professional standards, and program

governance.
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Table 1. Individual and organisational characteristics of staff

Variable n %
Age, years
18-25 47 25
26-35 345 185
36-45 476 255
46-55 542 291
56-65 395 212
266 60 3.2
Gender
Male 925 489
Female 966 511
Tenure, years
<5 532 270
6-10 554 281
11-20 479 243
221 407 206
CSNSW subdivision
Security and Custody 1,065 524
Community, Industry and Capacity 646 318
Strategy and Governance 321 158
Role
Manager 430 229
Worker 1,448 771
Security level®
Minimum 225 192
Medium 258 220
Maximum 691 589
Correctional centres by inmates’ gender$
Male 870 741
Female 10 9.4
Both 194 165

Note. SParticipants from correctional centres only (n = 1,174).
Measures

Wellbeing

Wellbeing was assessed using the Mental Health
Continuum-Short Form (MHC-SF). The MHC-SF
is a 14-item self-report instrument developed by
Keyes (2005) to assess positive mental health
across three domains: emotional, psychological,
and social wellbeing. Psychological wellbeing
involves feeling good about oneself and
functioning effectively. Emotional wellbeing is

about experiencing positive emotions, being

satisfied with life, and having minimal negative
feelings. Social wellbeing refers to how well
individuals function within society and maintain

healthy social connections.

Each of the 14 items are rated on a 6-point Likert
scale, with higher scores indicating greater
wellbeing. Emotional wellbeing consisted of
three items (e.g., “during the past month, how
often did you feel interested in life?”), social
wellbeing consisted of five items (e.g., “during the
past month, how often did you feel that the way
our society works made sense to you”), and
psychological wellbeing consisted of six items
(e.g., “during the past month, how often did you
feel that your life has a sense of direction or

meaning to it).

Subscale scores were calculated for each
domain, and a total wellbeing score was derived
by summing across items. The MHC-SF has
demonstrated strong psychometric properties,
with internal consistency reliability estimates for
the subscales and total score typically exceeding
a =.80 (Keyes, 2009). A meta-analysis by lasiello
et al. (2022) confirmed the robustness of its
three-factor structure and reported average test-
retest reliability of .68 over three-month

intervals.

Organisational climate

A modified version of the Safety Attitudes
Questionnaire (SAQ) and an adapted measure of
Organisational Fairness were used to measure
staff perceptions of organisational climate (for
further information about measure design and
validation, see Islam et al, 2024). The SAQ,
originally developed by Sexton et al. (2006) to
measure health care providers’ attitudes across

six dimensions, is a widely validated tool. The




modified version used in this study comprised 31
items tailored to the CSNSW context, capturing
staff perceptions across five key dimensions of
organisational climate: Perceptions of
management (8 items), job satisfaction and
commitment (5 items), safety climate (7 items),
teamwork climate (6 items), and working
conditions (5 items). Items were rated on a 5-
point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree). Exploratory factor analysis
confirmed a five-factor structure, with
Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from .86 to .95

across the subscales.

Organisational Fairness was measured using an
adapted version of Niehoff and Moorman’s (1993)
organisational justice scale, which originally
assessed perceptions of procedural, distributive,
and interactional justice in workplace settings.
The final measure included 11 items tailored to
reflect the operational context of CSNSW, also
rated on a 5-point Likert scale. This adaptation
ensured relevance to CSNSW staff experiences
while maintaining the scale’s psychometric
integrity. Exploratory factor analysis supported a
unidimensional structure, with factor loadings
ranging from .81 to .89. The scale demonstrated
excellent internal consistency with Cronbach’s a

=.97 and explained 74.18% of the total variance.

Analytical plan

Analyses were conducted using R version 4.5.1.
Group comparisons were conducted using
independent samples t-tests and one-way
ANOVAs to assess differences in wellbeing

across individual characteristics (e.g., age,

2Variance Inflation Factors (VIFs) help identify multicollinearity among
predictors. A VIF above 5 signals strong correlations that may distort
regression results, while values between 1 and 5 indicate moderate
correlation and should still be examined carefully (Daoud, 2017).

gender, tenure) and organisational contexts (e.g.,
role, subdivision, security level). Bivariate
correlations were calculated to examine the
relationships between organisational climate
dimensions and wellbeing domains. To determine
the unigue contribution of organisational climate
to wellbeing outcomes, hierarchical regression
analyses were conducted. In each model,
demographic and role-related variables were
entered in Step 1, including age, gender, tenure,
and role. Organisational climate dimensions were
added in Step 2. To ensure the robustness of the
regression models, organisational fairness was
excluded due to high collinearity with
perceptions of management (VIF > 5).2 Statistical
significance was set at p <.05 (two-tailed) for all

analyses.

RESULTS

What is the level of wellbeing
among staff, and how are the
social, emotional, and
psychological domains of
wellbeing interrelated?

Figure 1 presents the density distribution of mean
wellbeing scores across three domains:
psychological, social, and emotional. The graph
indicates that both psychological and emotional
wellbeing scores tend to cluster around a value
of 5, suggesting a concentration of higher scores
in these areas. In contrast, social wellbeing
scores appear more evenly spread across the
scale, showing a flatter pattern with greater

variability and more observations toward the
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lower end of the scale compared to the other
domains, indicating a tendency toward relatively

lower social wellbeing.

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations,
and intercorrelations for the three wellbeing
domains. The average scores for emotional (M =
4.44), (M = 451),
wellbeing (M = 3.51) suggest generally moderate

psychological and social

to high levels of wellbeing across the three
domains. Psychological wellbeing appears to be

the strongest domain, followed closely by
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Figure 1. Density distributions of wellbeing domain scores

emotional wellbeing with social wellbeing the
weakest domain for CSNSW staff.

The analysis showed that all three domains were
significantly and positively correlated with one
another. All correlations in this analysis reflected
strong positive associations,® suggesting that
higher wellbeing in one domain is closely linked
to higher wellbeing in the others. The strongest
relationship was observed between
psychological and emotional wellbeing, while the
weakest (though still strong) was between social

and emotional wellbeing.

Domain

. Psychological

Social

Emotional

Table 2. Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and correlations with confidence intervals for each wellbeing domain

Variable M SD Emotional Psychological Social
Emotional 4.44 1.23 —

Psychological 4.51 113 72** .70, .74] -

Social 3.51 1.32 .66** .63, .68] 69** .67, .71] —

Note. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. ** p <.01.

® Based on Cohen’s (1988) guidelines for interpreting Pearson
correlation coefficients, where values between .10 and .29 indicate a
small effect, .30 to .49 a moderate effect, and .50 or above a large
effect.




How does wellbeing vary across
individual characteristics and
organisational contexts?

Tables 3 and 4 summarise the outcomes of one-
way ANOVAs and independent samples t-tests
used to assess how overall wellbeing, and its
three domains differ across various individual and

organisational characteristics.

Gender differences were evident, with female
staff scoring higher than male staff across all
four wellbeing domains. In terms of age,
psychological wellbeing was the only domain
that varied significantly. Staff aged 26 to 35
scored lower on psychological wellbeing
compared to those aged 46 to 55 and 56 to 65,
however no other significant differences were
found between any other age groups. Emotional

wellbeing was the only domain influenced by

length of tenure. Staff with less than 5 years of
service reported significantly higher emotional
wellbeing than those with 11 to 20 years of
service. No other tenure groups showed

significant differences.

Wellbeing levels varied significantly among staff
across the three CSNSW subdivisions and by
managers and workers. Staff in the Community,
Industry, and Capacity subdivision, as well as
those in the Strategy and Governance
subdivision, reported higher wellbeing scores
across all domains compared to those in the
Security and Custody subdivision. Between the
two higher-scoring groups, staff in Strategy and
Governance demonstrated significantly greater
emotional wellbeing than those in Community,
Industry, and Capacity; however, no significant
differences were found in overall, psychological,

or social wellbeing.

Table 3. Independent samples t-tests and one-way ANOVAs comparing scores for wellbeing by individual characteristics

M(SD)
Overall Emotional Psychological Social

Age, years

18-25 4.16 (1.04) 4.50 (1.07) 4.49 (1.13) 3.56 (1.23)

26-35 3.99 (1.07) 4.34(1.18) 4.33 (1.11) 3.36 (1.29)

36-45 417 (1.11) 4.48 (1.24) 4.53 (1.13) 3.56 (1.35)

46-55 4.19 (1.07) 4.52 (1.20) 4.57 (1.12) 3.54(1.32)

56-65 4.22 (1.10) 4.49 (1.26) 4.58 (1.14) 3.61(1.30)

266 4.26 (1.05) 4.44 (1.20) 4.63 (1.05) 3.69(1.27)

F, p-value 215, p=.057 1.02, p = .406 2.44,p=.033 1.74,p =122
Gender

Male 4.07 (1.14) 4.35 (1.30) 4.45(1.18) 3.43(1.37)

Female 4.26 (1.02) 4.59 (1.11) 4.60 (1.07) 3.64 (1.26)

t, p-value -3.80, p <.001 -4.23, p <.001 -2.89, p=.004 -3.43, p=.001
Tenure, years

<5 4.25 (1.03) 4.60 (1.11) 4.58 (1.05) 3.64 (1.31)

6-10 4.09 (1.10) 4.41(1.22) 4.46 (1.15) 3.46 (1.32)

11-20 4.09 (1.11) 4.36 (1.30) 4.50 (1.13) 3.44 (1.33)

221 4.16 (1.10) 4.45 (1.25) 4.54 (1.16) 3.53(1.32)

F, p-value 2.41,p=.065 3.66, p=.012 113, p =.335 2.46, p = .061
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Table 4. One-way ANOVAs comparing scores for wellbeing by organisational factors

M(SD)
Overall Emotional Psychological Social

CSNSW subdivision

Security and Custody 3.94 (1.15) 4.25(1.32) 4.38 (1.21) 3.24 (1.34)

Community, Industry and Capacity 4.29 (0.99) 4.58 (1.11) 4.61(1.03) 3.73 (1.24)

Strategy and Governance 4.46 (0.95) 4.79 (1.00) 4.73(0.97) 3.94 (1.20)

F, p-value 38.97, p <.001 30.53, p <.001 16.26, p <.001 51.71, p <.001
Role

Manager 4.48 (0.96) 4.79 (1.07) 4.82(0.98) 3.88(1.23)

Worker 4.05 (1.11) 4.36 (1.25) 4.42 (1.16) 3.41(1.33)

t, p-value 7.86, p <.001 6.98, p <.001 7.19, p <.001 6.76, p <.001
Security level®

Minimum 4.04 (1.10) 4.39(1.27) 4.45 (1.14) 3.34 (1.34)

Medium 414 (1.12) 4.43 (1.21) 454 (1.17) 3.49(1.34)

Maximum 4.02 (1.09) 4.36 (1.26) 4.45 (1.14) 3.31(1.32)

F, p-value 115, p=.317 0.31,p=.732 0.72,p=.486 1.73,p=.178
Correctional centres by inmates’ gender®

Male 4.07 (1.11) 4.40 (1.25) 4.47 (117) 3.39(1.33)

Female 4.06 (1.06) 4.38(1.19) 4.49 (1.08) 3.34 (1.35)

Both 3.96 (1.06) 4.26 (1.28) 4.45 (1.1) 3.20 (1.29)

F, p-value 0.78, p = .457 1.00, p =.368 0.04, p =.958 1.66, p=.190

Note. SParticipants from correctional centres only (n = 1,174).

Managers and workers differed significantly
across all wellbeing domains, with managers
scoring higher for all domains. Considering
responses among staff working in correctional
centres only, there were no significant
differences in custodial staff wellbeing across
correctional centres based on either the security
level of the facility or the gender of the inmate

population.

How are staff perceptions of
organisational climate related
to wellbeing, and does this vary
across different domains?

Table 5 presents a correlation matrix between
each of the organisational climate dimensions
and wellbeing domains. All combinations

demonstrated significant, moderate to strong

positive relationships, indicating that a higher
score for organisational climate is associated
with higher wellbeing scores. Across wellbeing
domains, emotional and social wellbeing showed
stronger correlations with all organisational
climate dimensions than psychological wellbeing.
Among the climate factors, job satisfaction and
commitment demonstrated the strongest
associations with social wellbeing and overall
wellbeing. This is consistent with the conceptual
overlap between job satisfaction and wellbeing,
particularly in the emotional and social domains.
There were also strong associations between
teamwork climate and emotional wellbeing, as
well as overall wellbeing. The weakest
associations were observed for organisational
fairness and psychological wellbeing, and for
safety climate and psychological wellbeing,

though both remained statistically significant.




Table 5. Correlation matrix of perceptions of organisational climate dimensions and wellbeing domains

Overall Emotional Psychological Social
Perceptions of management 48" [.45, .52] 49 [.46, .52] 39" [.35, .42] A5 [41, 48]
Working conditions A7+ 43, .50] A46* .42, .49] .36** .33, .40] 4541, 48]
Teamwork climate 51** .48, .54] .52** .48, .55] 40** .36, .44] 48 .45, .52]
Job satisfaction and commitment 53** .50, .56] A7 .44, 51] 44** 141, 48] 51** .48, .54]
Safety climate AT 44, 51] 47+ [.43, .50] 38" .34, .42] A4 .41, 48]
Organisational fairness 4138, .45] 4440, 47] .32**[.28, .36] .38 .34, .42]

Note. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. ** p <.01.

Table 6 further examines the relationship
between perceptions of organisational climate
and wellbeing. To build on the correlation
analyses, hierarchical regression models were
conducted on the entire sample to determine the
unique contribution of organisational climate
dimensions to wellbeing, after accounting for
individual and role-related factors. In Step 1 of
each model, age, gender, tenure, role, and
CSNSW subdivision were included as predictors.
Step 2 introduced five organisational climate
dimensions: perceptions of management,
working conditions, teamwork climate, job
satisfaction and commitment, and safety climate.
Organisational fairness was excluded due to high

collinearity with perceptions of management.

Across all models, the inclusion of organisational
climate variables in Step 2 significantly improved
model fit. The increase in explained variance (AR?)
ranged from 20% for psychological wellbeing to
29% for overall wellbeing, indicating that
organisational climate factors account for a
substantial portion of variance in wellbeing
individual or role

outcomes beyond

characteristics.

Among the climate perceptions, job satisfaction

and commitment consistently emerged as the

strongest and most reliable predictor across all
domains, with standardised beta coefficients
between .26 and .36 (all p’s < .001). Teamwork
climate also showed significant positive
associations, particularly for emotional (8 =.25, p
< .001), social (B = .23, p < .001), and overall
wellbeing (B = .22, p <.001). In contrast, working
conditions, perceptions of management, and
safety climate had minimal or non-significant

effects.

Demographic variables showed consistent
patterns in Step 1 but were largely reduced in
Step 2. For example, female staff reported higher
wellbeing across all domains in Step 1, but these
effects diminished once climate perception
variables were included. Similarly, longer tenure
was associated with lower wellbeing, but these
effects also weakened in Step 2. The weakening
of these factors in Step 2 is indicative that
organisational climate dimensions may be
stronger predictors of wellbeing than
demographic factors. Subdivision remained a
significant predictor, with staff in Strategy and
Governance and Community, Industry and
Capacity reporting higher wellbeing across all

domains than those in Security and Custody.
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Table 6. Standardised coefficients from hierarchical regression analyses of associations between wellbeing domains and

organisational climate for CSNSW staff

Overall Emotional Psychological Social
Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2
(Intercept) a7 -00 18 -01 13 .00 15 -.00
Age, years
18-258 - - - - - - - -
26-35 -.09 -01 -04 .06 -06 -.00 12 -04
36-45 10 12 10 14 12 12 .06 07
46-55 15 .08 15 12 19 12 07 01
56-65 21 a7 a7 16 23 18 15 B
266 25 18 14 12 29 21 21 12
Gender
Male$ - - - - - - - -
Female 140 03 16r+ 07 13 03 10* -01
Tenure, years
555 - - - - — — - -
6-10 -20% -04 -18% -02 17 -03 -19% -04
11-20 27 -07 -30** 12 -20* -04 - 24% -.06
221 24 02 -25* -02 -20* 02 21 .03
Role
Manager® - - - - - - - -
Worker -39r -10* -36%* -09 -34xx 1% -34r -08
CSNSW subdivision
Security and custody?® - - - - - - - -
Community, industry and
} 30** .01 22%x -.06 REched -04 36* 10*
capacity
Strategy and governance 40 -.02 35%* -.09 25%* -.09 48*+* .09
Perceptions of management - .02 - 10 - .03 - -.04
Working conditions - .02 - -.00 - -.01 - 05
Teamwork climate - 22%* - 25%* - 14 - 237
Job satisfaction and
commitment - 36* - 26 - 3w - 35r
Safety climate - .06 - .05 - .08 - .04
R? 0.08 0.37 0.07 0.34 0.05 0.25 0.08 0.34
AR? - 0.29 - 0.27 - 0.20 - 0.26
F 12.38%* 5872  10.22 51.28* 7.70%* 3294 12,814 51.33%*
Note. % indicates the reference group; *p <.05; **p <.01; *** p <.001
How does the relationshi P models were performed separately for each
between staff perceptions of CSNSW subdivision and then compared. Each
orga nisational climate and model contains the same variables in Step 1 (age,
. gender, tenure, role) and Step 2 (perceptions of
wellbeing vary across
. . management, working conditions, teamwork
organisational contexts? _ _ _ _ .
climate, job satisfaction and commitment, and
To understand the differences in how safety climate predictors). Each wellbeing

perceptions of organisational climate are related
to wellbeing for different staff groups and

contexts, additional hierarchical regression

domain was also assessed in its own model and
reported separately for each of the three CSNSW
subdivisions in Tables 7 through 9.




Step 2 for each model demonstrated improved
explanatory power compared to its Step 1
counterpart, with R-squared values increasing
across all models, indicating that perceptions of
organisational climate significantly enhance the

prediction of staff wellbeing across subdivisions.

For the Security and Custody subdivision, staff
showed consistent positive associations between
organisational climate dimensions and wellbeing
domains (see Table 7). Job satisfaction and
commitment were strongly linked to all wellbeing

domains, while teamwork climate was positively

associated with overall, emotional, and social
wellbeing, but not psychological wellbeing.
Perceptions of management were positively
related to emotional wellbeing, and safety
associated  with

climate was uniquely

psychological wellbeing in this group.
Demographic factors such as gender and tenure
initially showed significant associations with
wellbeing, with women and those with shorter
tenure reporting higher scores. However, these
effects diminished once organisational climate
highlighting the

variables were included,

dominant role of climate perceptions.

Table 7. Standardised coefficients from hierarchical regression analyses of associations between the wellbeing domains and

organisational climate for Security and Custody staff.

Overall Emotional Psychological Social
Step 1 Step 1 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2

(Intercept) A43* -1 .39 -.16 35 -.07 43 -.08
Age, years

18-258 - - - - - - - -

26-35 .01 Al .08 .20 .01 .08 -.05 .06

36-45 18 23 18 .26 1 12 .21 .26

46-55 22 17 23 22 16 .09 22 18

56-65 26 19 26 23 19 10 .28 21

=66 .33 .20 19 15 13 .00 54 39
Gender

Male® - - - - - - - -

Female 18** .01 20% .07 16* -.00 14 -.02
Tenure, years

55§ — — — — — — — —

6-10 -22* -.01 -.23* -.04 -17 .02 -.20* -.01

11-20 -32** -.03 =37 -1 -.20 .06 -.34** -.07

221 -.36** .03 -.35%* -.02 -.25* .10 -.38* -.02
Role

Manager$ - - - - - - - -

Worker -56*** -.09 - 49r* -.04 R -.08 -53*** -10
Perceptions of

management - .07 - A1 - .08 - .02
Working conditions - .01 - .01 - -.03 - .06
Teamwork climate - 5% - 21 - .05 - 8%+
Job satisfaction and

commitment - .38*+* - 26*** - .36*+* - .36***
Safety climate - 0% - .07 - A3* - .04
R? 0.07 0.39 0.06 0.35 0.05 0.27 0.06 0.36
AR? - 0.32 - 0.29 - 0.22 - 0.30
F 6.40*** 38.30*** 5.67*** 32.44*** 4.33%** 22.45%* 6.13*** 32.97**

Note. ¢ indicates the reference group; *p < .05; **p <.01; ** p <.001.
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In the Community, Industry, and Capacity
subdivision, higher scores on the job satisfaction
and commitment and teamwork climate were
again positively associated with all wellbeing
domains, reinforcing their broad relevance (see
Table 8). However, more favourable perceptions

of management were negatively associated with

social wellbeing, suggesting a more complex
dynamic in this context. Demographic factors
such as age, gender, and tenure had limited or
non-significant effects, and working conditions
did not emerge as a meaningful predictor of

wellbeing in any model.

Table 8. Standardised coefficients from hierarchical regression analyses of associations between the wellbeing domains and

organisational climate for Community, Industry and Capacity staff.

Overall Emotional Psychological Social
Step 1 Step 1 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2

(Intercept) .33 .21 .30 17 22 12 .36 .25
Age, years

18-258 - - - - - - - -

26-35 -29 -25 -23 -19 -31 -.28 -22 -18

36-45 -.04 -12 .03 -.04 .04 -.02 -14 -.23

46-55 -10 -.20 -.04 -12 .00 -.08 -20 -31

56-65 -.03 -.02 -.01 .02 .03 .04 -.09 -10

=66 1 .07 .01 .00 .20 15 .04 -.01
Gender

Male® - - - - - - - -

Female .05 -.01 14 .09 .04 -.01 -.00 -.05
Tenure, years

55§ — — — — — — — —

6-10 -.23* -10 -19 -.06 -.21 -1 -21 -.09

11-20 -14 -.03 -23 -12 -10 -.01 -10 .01

221 -.07 .06 -.21 -.08 -.07 .02 .04 15
Role

Manager$ - - - - - - - -

Worker -12 -.03 -17 -10 -.07 .00 -.09 -.02
Perceptions of

management - ~10 - -0 - 03 - A
Working conditions - .06 - .01 - .07 - .06
Teamwork climate - 31 - .30%* - 18* - 357
Job satisfaction and

commitment - 30*** - 234 - 25*** - 29%**
Safety climate - .02 - .03 - -.01 - .04
R? 0.02 0.27 0.02 0.26 0.03 0.17 0.02 0.24
AR? - 0.25 - 0.24 - 0.14 - 0.22
F 1.21 12.43*** 1.19 11.78*** 1.54 6.99*+* 0.87 10.92***

Note. ¢ indicates the reference group; *p < .05; **p <.01; *** p <.001.




For the Strategy and Governance subdivision, the
relationship between organisational climate and
wellbeing was similarly strong (see Table 9). Job
satisfaction and teamwork climate were
positively associated with all wellbeing domains,
and perceptions of management were positively
linked to emotional wellbeing. Notably, age was a
significant predictor of psychological wellbeing
in this group, with older staff consistently
reporting higher scores. These age effects
persisted even after accounting for

organisational climate, indicating that age-

related factors may independently contribute to

psychological wellbeing in this subdivision.

DISCUSSION

This study examined the wellbeing of CSNSW
staff and the relationship between perceptions of
organisational climate and wellbeing. The study
also sought to understand how experiences of
wellbeing vary across individual factors and

organisational contexts, with a focus on the three

Table 9. Standardised coefficients from hierarchical regression analyses of associations between the wellbeing domains and

organisational climate for Strategy and Governance staff.

Overall Emotional Psychological Social
Step 1 Step 1 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2

(Intercept) -.07 -41 .06 -33 -51 =77 32 .01
Age, years

18-258 - - - - - - - -

26-35 18 .32 10 27 62 74 -25 -14

36-45 31 48 14 .35 .73 .87 -.09 .05

46-55 57 .55 42 43 1.01 .98* .07 .04

56-65 .75 .78 .34 44 1.20* 1.19* .34 .35

=66 .66 .58 47 40 1.51* 1.43* -25 -31
Gender

Male® - - - - - - - -

Female .09 16 -.02 .05 16 23 .05 Al
Tenure, years

55§ — — — — — — — —

6-10 -1 -.04 -.01 .08 -12 -.08 -12 -.04

11-20 -31 -.26 -18 -12 -37* -.33* -24 -18

221 -15 -.07 .01 1 -.21 -17 -13 -.05
Role

Manager® - - - - - - - -

Worker =37 -19 -.34* -.16 - 41+ -.26* -26 -.08
Perceptions of

management - .07 - 21* - -.00 - .06
Working conditions - -.05 - -.08 - -.08 - .00
Teamwork climate - 327 - 28 - 37 - 21*
Job satisfaction and

o _ g _ DG _ DDk _ Dg
Safety climate - -.02 - -.05 - -.02 - .01
R2 0.07 0.34 0.06 0.32 0.10 0.29 0.05 0.28
AR? - 0.27 - 0.26 - 0.19 - 0.23
F 2.16* 8.98*** 1.59 8.20*** 3.14%+* 7.23*** 1.40 6.71%**

Note. ¢ indicates the reference group; *p < .05; **p <.01; *** p <.001.
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key subdivisions of CSNSW. The findings provide
important insights into the wellbeing of CSNSW
staff and how these experiences vary across

individual and organisational contexts.

Staff wellbeing

Overall, staff reported moderate to high levels of
emotional, psychological, and social wellbeing.
These domains were strongly interrelated,
suggesting that wellbeing is a multidimensional
construct that tends to co-occur across
emotional, psychological, and social experiences.
Staff reported higher psychological wellbeing
(e.g., feeling competent and purposeful)
compared to emotional wellbeing (e.g., feeling
happy and satisfied) and social wellbeing (e.g.,
feeling connected to others). Research
consistently shows that social wellbeing tends to
be the lowest of the three wellbeing domains
(Keyes et al., 2008; Lamers et al., 2011). This
reflects challenges in maintaining social
connectedness and a sense of belonging to
community, even in non-correctional

environments.

It has been previously identified that social
wellbeing can be a particularly challenging
aspect for staff working in a corrections context.
Recent research points to feelings of isolation,
social withdrawal, feeling like outsiders, and
breakdowns in personal relationships being
common occurrences for correctional officers
(McKendy & Ricciardelli, 2023; Miller et al., 2024;
Schultz & Ricciardelli, 2025). There is, however,
limited research examining the social wellbeing
of those working in Community Corrections or
correctional strategy and governance roles.
Results from the current study indicate that

social wellbeing is the weakest domain across all

subdivisions of CSNSW, suggesting lower social
wellbeing is not directly or uniquely related to
experiences of frontline custodial staff. Future
CSNSW initiatives may benefit from a focus on
promoting and improving social wellbeing

amongst all staff regardless of role.

Organisational climate and
wellbeing

Staff perceptions of organisational climate were
significantly associated with wellbeing across all
domains. Job satisfaction and commitment and
teamwork climate were the most consistent
predictors of higher wellbeing, especially for
emotional and social wellbeing. These findings
are in line with previous research that found job
satisfaction is strongly associated with emotional
wellbeing and reduced burnout among
correctional staff (Griffin et al, 2010).
Camaraderie and peer support have also
previously been identified as protective factors
for correctional staff wellbeing. Miller et al.
(2024) reported that strong interpersonal bonds
and a sense of team cohesion can buffer against
stress and promote resilience in correctional

environments.

Interestingly, perceptions of management,
working conditions, and safety climate showed
weaker or non-significant associations with
wellbeing in some models, suggesting that while
these factors are important for operational
performance, their direct influence on wellbeing
may be limited. Previous research supports this
interpretation; for example, Clements and
Kinman (2021) found that managerial support
tends to buffer stress indirectly through fairness
and workload management rather than directly

enhancing wellbeing. The results might also




suggest that job satisfaction and commitment
may operate as an intermediate outcome, be
mediating the influence of objective
organisational factors such as operations of
management, working conditions, or
environmental safety on subjective experiences

of wellbeing at work.

Variation by subdivision

Wellbeing varied across CSNSW subdivisions,
with staff in Strategy and Governance and
Community, Industry and Capacity reporting
higher wellbeing than those in Security and
Custody. This pattern was consistent across all
wellbeing domains and may reflect differences in
job demands, exposure to risk, and access to
support. Job satisfaction and commitment and
teamwork climate consistently predicted higher
wellbeing across all groups, but their relative
influence varied. For Strategy and Governance
staff, teamwork climate showed particularly
strong associations with emotional,
psychological, and social wellbeing, suggesting
that collaborative environments are critical in
strategic roles. In contrast, for Security and
Custody staff, safety climate predicted
psychological wellbeing, highlighting the
importance of perceived safety in high-risk

custodial settings.

Community, Industry and Capacity staff
demonstrated similar patterns to Strategy and
Governance, though perceptions of management
were negatively linked to social wellbeing. One
possible interpretation is that this could reflect
the unique demands of Community Corrections
roles, which involve heavy caseloads, strict
compliance requirements, and high time

pressures (Gonzales et al, 2005, Page &

Robertson, 2021). Recent evaluations within
Corrective Services NSW also identified tension
between delivering quality supervision and
meeting performance targets, with staff
reporting that KPI metrics and workload
pressures can limit meaningful engagement
(Cassidy et al., 2023; Thaler et al., 2019). In such
contexts, positive views of management may
coincide with a results-oriented leadership style
that emphasises accountability and achievement.
While supportive management can strengthen
commitment and help counter stress in some
instances, it may also create performance
pressure, where employees work harder to
maintain their manager’s positive regard (Aslan et
al, 2025; Liao, 2025). This dynamic can lead to
stress and reduced social interaction, particularly
when resources are insufficient. Research
suggests that strong managerial emphasis on
outcomes can inadvertently foster emotional
strain and social withdrawal (Kaur, 2025; Liao et
al., 2025). Additional unmeasured factors (e.g.,
workload intensity, long hours, and workplace
pressures) are also likely to contribute to this
relationship, amplifying the paradox in which
positive managerial perceptions can coexist with
diminished social wellbeing. These differences
between staff subdivisions underscore the need
for tailored interventions that reflect the distinct

organisational contexts within CSNSW.

Findings from a study examining perceptions of
organisational climate among CSNSW frontline
staff indicate that Community Corrections
Officers and Offender Services and Programs
staff consistently reported more positive
perceptions of organisational fairness and safety
attitudes than Correctional Officers, who scored
lowest across all climate dimensions (see Islam et

al.,, 2024). These disparities suggest that staff in
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rehabilitative or community-based roles may
experience greater organisational support and
collaboration, which could amplify the positive
impact of teamwork climate and job satisfaction
and commitment on wellbeing observed in the
current study. Conversely, the weaker wellbeing
outcomes among Security and Custody staff may
be linked to their lower perceptions of fairness
and safety climate, reinforcing the importance of
addressing structural and cultural challenges in

high-risk custodial environments.

Variation by role and context

Managers reported significantly higher wellbeing
than workers, highlighting the impact of role-
related factors on staff experiences. This aligns
with evidence that those in correctional
managerial roles often have greater input into
decision-making within the organisation, which
may lead to viewing the organisation in a more
favourable way (Lambert, 2004; Lambert et al,,
2006). Recent findings from a study examining
perceptions of organisational climate among
CSNSW managers and workers indicate that
managers have more favourable perceptions of
organisational climate, which may contribute to
better experiences of wellbeing among this

group (Gilbert et al., in preparation).

The mixed results in prior research highlight the
complexity of demographic influences on
wellbeing among custodial officers. Prior studies
have shown inconsistent associations between
gender, age, and tenure and wellbeing outcomes,
with demographic factors typically explaining
only a small proportion of variance in life
satisfaction and wellbeing (Miller, 2022). We
found that older staff (only for those within the

Security and Governance subdivision) reported

greater psychological wellbeing, whereas longer
tenure (for staff within the Security and Custody
subdivision) was associated with better wellbeing
across all domains. The positive association
between age and wellbeing within the Strategy
and Governance subdivision may reflect greater
resilience or coping strategies among older staff,
consistent with evidence that age and resilience
predict better psychological wellbeing (Miller et
al.,, 2024). In contrast, longer tenure within
Security and Custody was associated with lower
wellbeing across all domains, echoing findings
that prolonged exposure to correctional
environments increases burnout and
psychological strain (Lambert, 2010). However,
many of these associations between
demographic factors and wellbeing weakened
after organisational climate dimensions were
considered. This indicates that workplace climate
and management practices may play a more
critical role in shaping wellbeing than individual
characteristics alone. The weakening of
demographic effects in the stepped regression
models could similarly suggest that individual
characteristics often influence wellbeing
indirectly through their association with
organisational climate perceptions. For example,
longer tenure or managerial status may shape
how staff perceive fairness, teamwork, and job
satisfaction, which in turn affect wellbeing

outcomes.

Limitations and future
directions

While the study benefits from a large and diverse
sample, its cross-sectional design limits causal
inference. As we could only establish a
correlation between organisational climate and

wellbeing, it is possible that this relationship is bi-




directional, meaning that individual wellbeing
may also influence perceptions of organisational
climate and feelings about work. Longitudinal
research is particularly important to examine how
changes in organisational climate influence
wellbeing over time, and to identify which
interventions vyield the most significant and
lasting benefits. Such evaluations would provide
evidence-based guidance for refining initiatives
geared towards improving staff wellbeing and
culture and ensuring alignment with staff needs

and organisational goals.

Along with the variables investigated in this
study, there may be additional unstudied
organisational variables that could influence
wellbeing. These may include workload, pressure
to reach expectations, and work hours, which
have been linked to stress and burnout among
correctional staff (Griffin et al., 2010; Lambert et
al, 2015; Schaufeli & Peeters, 2000). Future
research should examine the impact of a larger
range of organisational factors, as well as
explore the mechanisms linking organisational
climate and wellbeing, including mediating
factors such as stress, burnout, or coping
strategies. Qualitative studies may provide
deeper insights into staff experiences and the

contextual nuances of correctional work.

Conclusions

The findings underscore the role of
organisational climate in shaping staff wellbeing,
with job satisfaction and teamwork climate
emerging as key predictors. These results
highlight practical opportunities for CSNSW to
strengthen workforce resilience by fostering
positive interpersonal relationships and

meaningful work experiences. Strategies that

enhance teamwork and job satisfaction and
commitment, and reinforce perceptions of
fairness, are likely to have the greatest impact.
Given the variation across organisational
contexts, tailored approaches are important to
ensure initiatives meet the needs of different
staff groups. Ongoing monitoring of climate and
wellbeing will support evidence-based decision-
making and help sustain a safe and supportive
workplace aligned with CSNSW’s strategic

objectives.
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