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Abstract 

Early penology literature identified some of the ‘pains’ of prison life prisoners are faced with 

(e.g., Sykes, 1958). How prisoners adapt to and cope with these pains can have detrimental effects 

on their general well-being and psychological distress. Prisoners are much more likely than the 

general population to experience stress, anxiety and depression, which increases their risk of self-

harm and suicide (e.g., Cooper & Berwick, 2001). It is therefore important to find ways to improve 

prisoners’ well-being and reduce distress while in prison. Some prisoners may ‘act out’ by 

disregarding staff directives and prison rules as a way to regain and maintain some degree of 

personal power and control when faced with the reality of their environment. In doing so, the order 

required to maintain a healthy and stable prison is compromised. Staff-prisoner relationships are 

consistently shown to be important for maintaining order in prisons. However, order not only relies 

on what staff do, but on prisoners voluntarily cooperating with staff and willingly complying with 

prison rules and procedures. A growing body of literature demonstrates procedural justice to be 

effective for improving prisoners’ well-being and psychological distress, and reducing prisoner 

misconduct (e.g., Beijersbergen et al., 2014, 2015; Reisig & Mesko, 2009). However, little has been 

done to examine for whom, and under what conditions, procedural justice may be most effective. 

Research in other regulatory contexts (e.g., taxation, policing) has begun to examine the role of 

motivational postures in the relationship between procedural justice and compliance behaviours. 

Motivational postures measure the extent of social distancing people place between themselves and 

authorities (Braithwaite, 2003, 2009). The current study uses Braithwaite’s (2003) motivational 

posturing framework to understand whether procedural justice has different effects on cooperation 

and compliance behaviour for prisoners in Australia. Utilising self-report survey data from 177 male 

prisoners, and official prison records from 129 of those respondents, in four maximum security 

prisons in Queensland, Australia, this thesis addresses six research questions. Results from this 

research demonstrate that: 1) prisoners who view staff as procedurally just also report higher levels 

of general well-being and lower levels of psychological distress; 2) prisoners who view staff as 

procedurally just are also more likely to perceive them as legitimate, and are more willing to 

cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules and procedures; 3) perceived staff legitimacy (i.e., 

obligation to obey staff) partially mediates the relationship between procedural justice and 

cooperation, and fully mediates the relationship between procedural justice and compliance; 4) 

Braithwaite’s five motivational posturing styles are present among Australian prisoners; 5) 

procedural justice is positively related to deference postures (i.e., commitment) and negatively 

related to defiance postures (i.e., resistance, disengagement and game-playing); and finally, 6) three 

of the five motivational postures (i.e., commitment, resistance and disengagement) were found to 



PRISONS, PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND MOTIVATIONAL POSTURING  iii 
 

have either mediating and/or moderating effects on the relationship between procedural justice and 

self-reported cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual compliance. This thesis provides 

important contributions to procedural justice and motivational posturing literature, and has 

important implications for developing evidence-based best-practices for prison staff to more 

effectively engage with and manage prisoners. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction and Overview 

1.0 Introduction 

The aim of this thesis is to examine the importance of procedural justice in Australian (Queensland) 

prisons for improving both the psychological and behavioural outcomes of prisoners. Of specific 

interest is whether prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice in prison are related to their feelings 

of general well-being (i.e., experiences of prison viewed as painful) and psychological distress (i.e., 

feelings of depression and anxiety). In addition, this thesis will also examine whether prisoners’ 

perceptions of procedural justice in prison are related to their willingness to cooperate with staff 

(i.e., voluntarily provide information to staff) and comply with prison rules. An important 

contribution this thesis will make is to further examine why and when procedural justice may play an 

important role in these relationships. Both Tyler’s (1990) theory of legitimacy and Braithwaite’s 

(2003, 2009) theory of motivational posturing will be considered as explanations. This chapter 

provides a general overview of the thesis including a statement of the problem, the aims and 

objectives of the research, and the key research questions that will be addressed. Finally, a summary 

of chapters to follow will be provided, outlining the main objective of each chapter.  

 

1.1 Statement of the Problem 

“One of the most amazing things about prison is that they ‘work’ at all…” – (Cressey, 
1961, p.2). 

Prisons are not designed to be pleasant (Sparks, Bottoms & Hay, 1996); incarceration comes 

with its own physical and psychological ‘pains of imprisonment’ (Sykes, 1958). How an individual will 

cope with these ‘pains’ and adapts to this threatening environment may have serious consequences 

for that individual and those around them. Prisoners in general are more likely to experience 

depression, anxiety and stress in comparison to the general population (Gullone, Jones & Cummins, 

2000; Cooper & Berwick, 2001). The prison environment can have negative consequences for 

prisoners’ psychological well-being, with fear for their own safety a salient predictor of distress 

(Gullone et al., 2000; Toch, 1997; Wooldredge, 1999).  

The Australian Productivity Commission’s Report on Government Services (2018) for the 

period 2016-17, indicates prisoner-on-prisoner and prisoner-on-staff assault in Queensland prisons 

was the highest it had been in the previous decade. Prisoner-on-prisoner assault increased from a 

rate of 3.68 assaults per 100 prisoners in 2007-08 to 10.49 assaults per 100 prisoners in 2016-17; 

prisoner-on-prisoner serious assault also increased from a rate of 0.51 per 100 prisoners in 2007-08 
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to 3.08 in 2016-17. Rates of prisoner-on-staff assault increased from 0.22 per 100 prisoners in 2007-

08 to 1.01 per 100 prisoners in 2016-17, and prisoner-on-staff serious assault rose from 0.02 to 0.11 

over the same period (Australian Productivity Commission, 2018). These figures indicate both 

prisoners and staff in Queensland are exposed to an increasingly violent environment. A rising prison 

population may be to blame for this increase in violence with over-crowding and limited resources 

(e.g., availability of prison programs) at the forefront of problems faced by corrective services, not 

only in Australia, but throughout western prisons (Lugo & Wooldredge, 2017; Mackay, 2015). 

Cressey (1961) suggests prisoners have the ability to create serious disturbances in prisons if 

they choose to because they clearly outnumber staff. Yet this does not happen on a regular basis. 

Considering the ratio of prisoners-to-staff, how is it that prisons are managed in a more or less 

orderly fashion? This thesis maintains that prison staff play a critical role in the day-to-day 

operations of prisons, ensuring a controlled, safe and secure environment is maintained (see also 

Sparks et al., 1996). Of considerable importance to the smooth operation of prisons are the 

relationships that exist between staff and prisoners (Liebling & Price, 2001). These relationships can 

be crucial for successfully implementing and maintaining the quality of the prison’s regime (Liebling, 

assisted by Arnold, 2004). The relationship between prison staff and prisoners is clearly one of 

imbalance; prisoners are dependent on staff for providing the basic necessities for survival (e.g., 

food, water, blankets). Prison staff, in turn, rely on prisoners voluntarily complying with prison rules 

to maintain order. Beyond the need for prisoners to comply with prison procedures, cooperation 

with staff is also important, even imperative for order to be maintained within the prison itself. 

While compliance is a product of one’s obligation to obey formal rules and laws, cooperation refers 

to a willingness to voluntarily assist authorities in their regulatory efforts (Tyler & Jackson, 2014). 

Maintaining daily order requires prisoners to believe it is in their best interests to be cooperative 

with prison staff and to be compliant with the system rather than fight against it (Sparks et al., 

1996). 

The perceived legitimacy of prison systems has been shown to be an important predictor of 

whether or not prisoners will comply with prison rules (e.g., Sparks et al., 1996). When prisoners 

consider the system as legitimate, they are more likely to believe in the rules of the institution and 

will follow them willingly (e.g., Sparks & Bottoms, 2008). The regime itself plays a role in determining 

the legitimacy of the institution; however, prison staff are imperative for enforcing a regime and 

therefore play a central role in how it is viewed (Liebling, Price & Elliott, 1999). Sparks et al. (1996, 

p.35) argue that organisation and order within different prisons can largely be influenced by how 

staff “succeed or fail in legitimating their deployment of power and authority and the techniques 
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and strategies which they deploy in seeking to secure such legitimacy”. The perceived legitimacy of 

prison staff is therefore crucial.  

Inadequate staff training and supervision were identified as antecedents to a 1997 Australian 

prison riot (Rynne, Harding & Wortley, 2008). Rynne et al. (2008) found a lack of staff training and 

supervision meant new and inexperienced officers were faced with an environment at capacity 

containing experienced maximum security prisoners who they were unable to control. This lack of 

established control, combined with dissatisfaction over new procedures and policies, led to a loss of 

legitimacy within the inmate population and the subsequent riot as prisoners ‘tested’ their new 

captors and environment. A well-functioning prison is therefore built on the basis of positive staff-

prisoner relationships, both the system of rules and staff being perceived as legitimate, and 

ultimately, the voluntary and willing cooperation and compliance of prisoners. 

This thesis proposes one way that improving prisoner well-being and compliance with prison 

rules might be accomplished; specifically, through the use of procedural justice practices. Procedural 

justice is consistently shown to influence perceptions of an authority’s legitimacy as well as a range 

of well-being and compliance outcomes in a variety of regulatory contexts (e.g., nursing homes, 

taxation and policing) (e.g., Barkworth & Murphy, 2015, 2016; Braithwaite & Makkai, 1994; Murphy 

& Tyler, 2008; Tyler, 1990). As will be discussed in detail in Chapter 3, procedural justice involves 

both the perceived fairness of the decision making process, and the perceived fairness of treatment 

one receives from authorities (Tyler, 1990). There are four main elements associated with staff 

implementing procedural justice: respectful treatment, neutrality, voice and trustworthiness (these 

will be explained in detail in Section 3.1.1). In non-correctional settings, research has consistently 

revealed that authorities who use procedural justice with those they govern can enhance people’s 

perceptions of the legitimacy of the authority, their satisfaction with encounters with authorities, 

their willingness to cooperate with the authority, and their willingness to follow rules and laws (e.g., 

Jackson, Bradford, Hough, Myhill, Quinton & Tyler, 2012; Murphy, 2003, 2005; Murphy, Mazerolle & 

Bennett, 2014; Tyler & Huo, 2002).  

Considering prison is an environment where residents are forced together in confinement 

against their will, and where frustrations are easily and often heightened, the problem of order and 

control is constantly on the minds of those charged with maintaining it. Order is most easily 

maintained through the voluntary cooperation and willing compliance of prisoners. However, 

prisoners’ decisions about whether or not to cooperate with prison staff and comply with prison 

rules are dependent on a range of individual and institutional factors, including perceptions of 

legitimacy, general well-being and relationships with staff (e.g., Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004; 

Sparks et al., 1996). It is therefore important to consider how to enhance prison staff legitimacy and 
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overall well-being and to promote positive staff-prisoner relationships. This thesis therefore seeks to 

determine the role that procedural justice plays in staff-prisoner interactions in Australian prisons 

and how this influences prisoners’ perceptions of the legitimacy of prison staff and their 

psychological and behavioural outcomes. 

1.1.1 Building a well-functioning prison: The value of procedural justice 

“Where the state treats inmates in a way that denies them a modicum of dignity and 
humanity it should not be surprised if they respond accordingly, with individual acts of 
non-compliant behaviour escalating into collective disorder, such as riots” (Paget, 2015, 
p.6). 

An emerging body of research has begun examining the value of procedural justice in 

correctional settings (i.e., Beijersbergen, Dirkzwager, Eichelsheim, Van der Laan & Nieuwbeerta., 

2014, 2015; Beijersbergen, Dirkzwager & Nieuwbeerta, 2016; Brunton-Smith & McCarthy, 2016; 

Hacin & Mesko, 2018; Jenness & Calavita, 2018; Reisig & Mesko, 2009; Weinrath, 2016). While only a 

small number of studies have been conducted to date, the results have suggested that prisoners 

value being treated with respect and dignity, and they value the opportunity to have their say (e.g., 

Beijersbergen et al., 2014, 2015; Reisig & Mesko, 2009). Some researchers have also reported that 

prisoners prefer consistency over flexibility when dealing with prison staff (Liebling, 2008). The 

conclusion drawn from many of these studies is that prisons should ensure their staff use procedural 

justice practices when dealing with prisoners. However, of the existing studies in the correctional 

context, none attempt to examine specifically the conditions under which procedural justice will be 

more or less effective.  For example, it is not yet known whether procedural justice has differential 

effects for prisoners when considering psychological variables; that is, for which prisoners such an 

approach would be of most value.  

Some scholars in non-correctional contexts (e.g., Wolfe, Nix, Kaminski & Rojek, 2016) argue 

the effects of procedural justice on obligation to obey and trust (i.e., components of legitimacy) are 

largely invariant across individual and situational differences. Others have argued these invariant 

effects may exist across groups, but may vary according to individual-level factors. For example, 

Murphy (2009) found tax offenders and citizens involved in police interactions were more receptive 

to procedural justice when they scored low on emotionality. Further, Murphy (2017) found 

procedural justice improved citizens’ obligation to obey authority for those who reported high levels 

of trust in police, but had a counter-productive effect for those who reported low levels of trust in 

police. Research in taxation and policing contexts has also revealed procedural justice produces 

different effects for those who display different attitudinal styles towards authority (e.g., 

Braithwaite, Murphy & Reinhart, 2007; Madon, Murphy & Sargeant, 2017; Murphy, 2016). In these 



PRISONS, PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND MOTIVATIONAL POSTURING  5 
 

latter studies, attitudinal styles were measured through Braithwaite’s (2003, 2009) motivational 

postures. Motivational posturing reflects the level of social distancing people place between 

themselves and authorities (i.e., an individual-level factor). According to Braithwaite (2009), social 

distancing can indicate how responsive people can be to being regulated. This thesis therefore uses 

a social distancing framework based on motivational posturing to understand different prisoners’ 

responsiveness to procedural justice.  

Valerie Braithwaite’s (2003, 2009) motivational posturing theory operationalises social 

distancing via the psychological postures people adopt and display toward authority. Braithwaite 

argues that motivational postures signal pre-dispositions to people’s compliance behaviour. Five 

motivational postures have been consistently identified through Braithwaite’s research: 

commitment, capitulation, resistance, disengagement and game-playing. The first two postures 

indicate a general willingness to comply with authorities and their rules; the latter three signal 

defiance (motivational posturing theory is described in detail in Chapter 3).  

This thesis proposes that motivational postures may be imported into prison life based on the 

individual’s pre-existing belief system and the way individuals socialise to prison life. Discussed in 

detail in Chapter 3, it will be argued that the pains of imprisonment are strong indicators of the 

types of defiant posturing styles likely to be displayed by prisoners. As motivational posturing has 

not yet been examined in a correctional context, this will be the first study to empirically test 

Braithwaite’s (2009) posturing styles in the prison context. Due to the nature of the prison 

environment and the power that prison staff hold over prisoners on a daily basis, the postures of 

defiance (i.e., resistance, disengagement and game-playing) will be of particular interest. Research 

examining motivational postures in non-correctional contexts has demonstrated different posturing 

styles help to explain why and how procedural justice is important for fostering willing compliance 

(e.g., Braithwaite et al., 2007; Murphy, 2016). Reisig and Mesko (2009, p.56) also suggest 

“identifying the limits of procedurally-just practices, and discovering the conditions when 

deterrence-based control mechanisms are necessary” is important for offender management 

strategies. Therefore, how each of Braithwaite’s five motivational postures are displayed in a 

corrections context will be valuable to identify a way to provide an individualised response to those 

prisoners who refuse to follow mainstream rules and directives. Examining motivational postures 

will also determine whether and when procedural justice will be most effective for achieving positive 

compliance outcomes in prison. 
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1.2 Aims and Objectives 

The main objective of this research is to determine the role of procedural justice on a range of 

prisoner psychological and behavioural outcomes. Of interest is whether procedural justice 

influences: a) prisoner perceptions of staff legitimacy; b) prisoners’ general well-being and 

psychological distress; c) prisoners’ willingness to cooperate with staff directives and d) their 

compliance with prison rules. Importantly, the effects of procedural justice for those displaying 

different posturing styles will be examined. The proposed research has five aims: 

1. Examine whether perceptions of procedural justice can lead to a greater sense of 

prisoner well-being, stronger perceptions of staff legitimacy, and better 

cooperation/compliance outcomes; 

2. Determine whether prisoner perceptions of staff legitimacy explain the relationship 

between procedural justice and cooperation/compliance behaviour; 

3. Establish whether Braithwaite’s (2009) motivational posturing styles manifest in a 

prison environment; 

4. Identify which types of prisoners (using motivational posturing) will be more 

receptive to procedural justice; and 

5. Examine the role of motivational posturing styles in explaining the relationship 

between procedural justice and cooperation/compliance behaviour.  

 

1.3 Research Questions 

The research questions of this thesis address the aims and objectives outlined above. There 

are six primary research questions to be considered: 

RQ1: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff associated with prisoners’ 

a) general well-being and b) psychological distress? 

RQ2: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff associated with prisoners’ 

a) perceptions of staff legitimacy, b) self-reported cooperation with prison staff, c) self-

reported compliance, and d) actual compliance? 

RQ3: Does perceived staff legitimacy mediate the relationships between procedural 

justice and prisoners’ a) self-reported cooperation, b) self-reported compliance, and c) 

actual compliance? 

RQ4: Do Braithwaite’s (2003) five motivational postures emerge in a corrections context? 
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RQ5: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff related to prisoners’ 

motivational posturing styles? 

RQ6: Do motivational postures mediate and/or moderate the relationships between 

procedural justice and prisoners’ a) self-reported cooperation, b) self-reported 

compliance, and c) actual compliance? 

 

1.4 Outline of Remaining Chapters 

This chapter has provided an overview of this thesis including a statement of the problem, the 

aims and objectives of the research, and the research questions being addressed. It has highlighted 

that control and order problems have long been examined in a correctional setting, but it has only 

been in more recent years that procedural justice has emerged as a practice that prison staff can use 

to enhance prisoner well-being, decrease psychological distress, and encourage prisoners to 

cooperate with staff directives and comply with prison rules. What has not been considered in a 

correctional context to date, however, are the effects that procedural justice may have for managing 

different prisoners based on their projected postures toward prison staff. This project uses a cross-

sectional quantitative methodology to examine whether the use of procedural justice practices by 

prison staff may be more effective for enhancing psychological and behavioural outcomes for 

prisoners displaying different types of posturing styles. 

Before presenting the findings of this thesis, Chapter 2 will first provide an overview of life in 

prison, covering both the pains and effects of imprisonment on prisoners. Prisoner adaptation to 

prison life will be discussed using the deprivation and importation models of prisonisation (Sykes, 

1958; Irwin & Cressey, 1962). The models are commonly used in penology research to understand 

both environmental and individual characteristics that may contribute to negative experiences of 

prison. The effects of imprisonment on prisoner well-being and psychological distress in prison are 

examined, as well as prisoner coping styles employed to deal with the pains of imprisonment. The 

problem of order in prison is summarised in terms of the importance of legitimacy, power and trust 

in the regime and prison staff. The importance of positive staff-prisoner relationships for enhancing 

psychological well-being and compliance outcomes is also discussed, and finally, perspectives of 

prisoners on life in prison will be presented. 

Chapter 3 describes the theoretical framework to be used in this thesis. Procedural justice is 

defined through Tyler’s (1990) four key elements: respectful treatment, neutrality, voice and 

trustworthiness. The limited, yet supporting, research examining procedural justice in prisons will be 

summarised and discussed, demonstrating the lack of research in this area. Specifically, the research 
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conducted to date examining procedural justice in prisons will be critiqued and gaps in the literature 

identified, providing justification for the current project. Braithwaite’s (2003, 2009) motivational 

posturing theory will then be presented with a detailed description of each of the five postures 

identified by Braithwaite. Empirical studies examining the relationship between procedural justice, 

motivational postures, and attitudinal and behavioural outcomes will also be discussed. As was 

highlighted earlier in this chapter, no research integrating procedural justice with Braithwaite’s 

motivational posturing theory has yet been conducted in a correctional context. A case will be made 

for the value of considering both of these approaches together in a correctional context. 

In Chapter 4 a detailed overview of the methodology for this thesis is provided. The current 

study involves a cross-sectional design, utilising both self-report survey data and official prison 

records. Chapter 4 describes the research design in detail, followed by the process of recruiting 

participants for the self-report survey. A brief description of the research context and four locations 

of study will be provided. Finally, an overview of the survey instrument and official prison records 

used to address the research requestions will be discussed. 

Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8 report the results of the thesis, organised by the six research questions. 

Chapter 5 addresses the first research question examining the relationship between prisoner 

perceptions of procedural justice and their general well-being and psychological distress. The 

findings will demonstrate that prisoners who feel treated with fairness and respect are also more 

likely to report greater levels of general well-being and lower levels of anxiety and depression.  

Chapter 6 addresses the second and third research questions. Research Question 2 examines 

the relationship between perceived use of procedural justice and prisoners’ perceptions of staff 

legitimacy, and their reported willingness to cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules (both 

self-reported and actual compliance). Research Question 3 then considers whether perceptions of 

staff legitimacy mediate the relationship between procedural justice and cooperation/compliance 

behaviour. The results presented in Chapter 6 will demonstrate that prisoners who perceive staff as 

using procedural justice are also more likely to perceive staff as legitimate, and say they would be 

more willing to cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules. Furthermore, perceived staff 

legitimacy is also shown to partially mediate the procedural justice/cooperation relationship, and 

fully mediate the procedural justice/compliance relationship. 

The fourth and fifth research questions are addressed in Chapter 7. Here, the presence of 

Braithwaite’s (2009) five motivational postures is identified in the prison setting. The results show all 

five of Braithwaite’s motivational postures are present in a prison setting, with the postures of 

commitment and resistance being most prevalent among the surveyed sample. It will also be shown 
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that procedural justice perceptions are associated with different postures. In particular, procedural 

justice is positively associated with the posture of commitment, and negatively associated with 

resistance, disengagement and game-playing.   

Chapter 8 presents the results addressing Research Question 6. It examines whether 

procedural justice works differently for prisoners displaying different motivational postures. 

Furthermore, this chapter also considers whether motivational posturing styles are more important 

in explaining the relationship between procedural justice and cooperation/compliance behaviour. It 

will be shown that most of the posturing styles mediate the relationship between procedural justice 

and cooperation/compliance behaviours, while only commitment and disengagement also moderate 

the relationship between procedural justice and compliance. 

Finally, Chapter 9 provides an overall summary and general discussion surrounding the key 

findings. It will be argued that staff use of procedural justice is important for enhancing prisoners’ 

general well-being, decreasing their psychological distress, improving perceptions of staff legitimacy, 

and encouraging voluntary cooperation with staff and willing compliance with prison rules. It will 

also be argued that perceived staff legitimacy plays an important role in explaining why procedural 

justice helps to improve behavioural outcomes, and that in a correctional context, procedural justice 

is just as effective for improving these behavioural outcomes for prisoners who score high and low 

on most of the motivational posturing styles. This final chapter will highlight important theoretical 

contributions to the procedural justice, prison legitimacy, and motivational posturing literatures. It 

will also highlight the practical implications of the research for informing future training for staff. The 

strengths and limitations of the current research will be discussed, as well as opportunities for future 

research. Overall, this thesis provides an important contribution to understanding the importance of 

using procedural justice in a correctional context. This thesis concludes by arguing that procedural 

justice can encourage positive psychological and behavioural outcomes for all prisoners. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Prison Life, Psychological Well-being and Order Maintenance 

2.0 Introduction 

“For as long as we have prisons…then we will continue to hold prisoners against their 
will. At bottom that is what it is about” (King, 1985, p.187). 

 

Prisons have undergone significant changes over the past two centuries, altering what is 

considered acceptable standards of imprisonment and changing the way prisoners are treated. 

What is considered appropriate prison discomfort is related to the minimum accepted standards for 

quality of life (Johnson & Toch, 1982). Views relating to prison goals also determine what is 

considered minimally acceptable. However, this is confounded by the problem of whose goals one’s 

views are oriented towards. For example, the judge sentences an individual to prison with the goal 

of keeping the community safe; prison managers and officers themselves may have different 

objectives to each other ranging from security and control to care and rehabilitation. The public on 

the other hand seeks justice through advocating for the enforcement of the harshest sanction 

(Johnson & Toch, 1982). The goals of prisons can often conflict with each other, and with what third 

parties expect. Finding ways to align these goals may be fundamental for determining the way 

prisons operate. 

Early penology theorists argued the purpose of placing offenders in prison was for punishment 

(incapacitation), deterrence and retribution (Sykes, 1958). However, it was soon recognised that 

how prisoners were adjusting to and coping with prison life was an important predictor of 

cooperation and compliance within the prison, and subsequent recidivism behaviour on release 

(Toch, 1997). This led to a refocus on the goals of prison in the 1950s and 1960s and attention was 

directed towards rehabilitation as a way of reducing recidivism. The rehabilitation era was based on 

the idea that individualised treatment would reduce recidivism (Cullen & Gendreau, 2001). However, 

this approach was disputed with the subsequent publication of research highlighting the 

ineffectiveness of rehabilitation programs. Robert Martinson’s (1974) review of prison reform in the 

U.S. in the late 1960s was responsible for the ‘nothing works’ movement that saw rehabilitation 

programs disappearing from correctional institutions in the 1970s, particularly in America (Andrews 

& Bonta, 2010). An increasing prison population resulting in overcrowded prisons provided further 

reason for the removal of programs as it became more difficult and less feasible to accommodate all 

prisoners (Toch, 1997). At the time rehabilitation programs were being withdrawn from prisons, 

America saw some of its worst ever prison riots (Useem, 1985; Useem & Goldstone, 2002). Control 
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within prisons was clearly a problem as a result of this upheaval and a number of meta-analyses 

were published that re-examined Martinson’s conclusions.1  

A renewed argument emerged suggesting that ‘what works’ for rehabilitating offenders were 

programs that addressed the specific risks and needs of prisoners and their responsivity toward 

these programs (Bonta & Andrews, 2007). Rehabilitation programs provide an opportunity for 

improving prisoner psychological well-being, which can also have flow-on effects for voluntary 

cooperation and compliance with prison rules (e.g., Shuker & Newton, 2008). Following a “get 

tough” approach to crime and incarceration during the ‘nothing works’ era, the move back towards 

rehabilitation as a goal of corrections supports the humanistic view of finding more humane, non-

authoritarian approaches to reduce suffering and increase voluntary compliance from prisoners 

(Toch, 1997). Rehabilitative, educational and vocational programs provide prisoners not only with 

the opportunity to make self-improvements, but also with the opportunity to develop positive 

relationships with staff and other prisoners.  

Positive staff-prisoner relationships are a key component of the humanistic approach to 

corrections, and have been identified as a key factor for enhancing prisoners’ psychological well-

being and encouraging voluntary cooperation and compliance (e.g., Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 

2004; Sparks et al., 1996). The number of prisoners in any given facility greatly exceeds that of prison 

staff, suggesting prisoners have the ability to overpower officers if they choose to (Cressey, 1961). 

The disproportionate number of staff-to-prisoners suggests staff rely heavily on prisoners to 

voluntarily cooperate with their directives and follow prison rules. It is therefore important to 

consider factors that may influence prisoner attitudes and how they react to authority.  

This chapter provides an overview of a range of factors that influence prisoner attitudes and 

how they react to prison authority. First, the pains of imprisonment and methods of prisoner 

adaptation to an unfamiliar and threatening environment will be canvassed. Second, the process of 

‘prisonisation’ (Clemmer, 1940) may ultimately impact prisoners’ general well-being and 

psychological distress while incarcerated. Both individual and institutional factors will be considered 

in terms of influencing order, cooperation and compliance within prisons, and relationships between 

prisoners and prison staff. The chapter will demonstrate that prison can be painful both physically 

and psychologically, and that prisoner perceptions of both the prison regime and relationships 

between prisoners and staff are crucial for ensuring positive mental health and voluntary 

cooperation and compliance.  

                                                           
1
 Meta-analysis as a quantitative statistical design had not been developed at the time of Martinson’s review, 

thereby creating a strong criticism of his conclusions once the technique was widely adopted in the 1980s 
(Andrews & Bonta, 2010). 
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2.1 The Late-Modern Prison and Prisoner Adaptation 

“One of the striking things about prisons is that we make no bones about the fact that 
we intend them to be uncomfortable” (Johnson & Toch, 1982, p.13).  

 

The move into the 19th century saw a shift from public torture and executions to a more 

private form of imprisonment with strict daily regimes (Foucault, 1977). Imprisonment was designed 

to deprive an individual of their liberty. This movement saw a change from punishment which 

affected the body to punishment which affected the mind. Punishment of the body was no longer 

about public torture, but about rationing of food, sexual deprivation, corporal punishment and 

solitary confinement. During the 18th century Beccaria (1764/1963) was instrumental in developing 

the argument that punishment should serve a purpose. He argued that punishment should be about 

deterring offenders from committing future crime rather than being about social revenge. Bentham 

(1789/1948) added to the argument, claiming punishments should only be just severe enough to 

outweigh the benefits of committing the crime. Opposed to the brutal punishments of the time, 

other classical criminologists also argued for a more humanitarian approach to prison reform (e.g., 

Howard, 1784/1977).  

A significant body of research has examined how prisoners cope with and react to the 

threatening environment of prison, with competing models of prisonisation emerging (i.e., the 

deprivation and importation models). The deprivation and importation models are often used as 

theoretical grounding for exploring prisoner adaptation. The deprivation model suggests the way 

prisoners adjust to prison life is a product of the conditions of the prison itself; stressful and 

oppressive conditions are likely to result in inmate aggression (Goffman, 1961; Sykes, 1958). On the 

other hand, the importation model suggests adaptation is a result of individual characteristics (e.g., 

age, race and education) and pre-prison experiences (e.g., criminal history) that are ‘imported’ into 

the prison environment (Irwin & Cressey, 1962). Under the deprivation model, differences in 

prisoners’ backgrounds (e.g., previous criminal experience) may influence the choice of roles 

prisoners take on within the prison hierarchy, but the roles themselves are a creation of the prison 

environment itself (Ditchfield, 1990). Clemmer (1940) argued the socialisation process into the 

prisoner sub-culture was a combination of both models with pre-prison backgrounds influencing 

behaviour and attitudes in prison. Both models have been extensively examined in the penology 

literature, and both play an important role in linking the theoretical framework of the current 

project (i.e., motivational posturing theory - discussed in Chapter 3) to experiences of life in prison. 

In his pioneering study in the late 1950s, Gresham Sykes examined prison social life and 

prisoner experiences in the New Jersey State prison using a sample of 200 prisoners. What surfaced 

from Sykes’ (1958, p.64) study were five pains of imprisonment used to describe what society 
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considers acceptable and unavoidable consequences of imprisonment, “a humane alternative to the 

physical brutality and the neglect” that plagued prisons of the past. These pains of imprisonment 

consist of the deprivations of liberty, goods and services, heterosexual relationships, autonomy, and 

security. These psychological deprivations, however, can be every bit as painful and traumatising as 

physical punishment. Sykes’ deprivation model was expanded on in Goffman’s (1961) study of a 

Washington, DC mental hospital, which he referred to as a ‘total institution’. In a total institution 

there are no barriers separating sleep, play and work; they all happen in the same place, 

subsequently leading to a ‘mortification of the self’ (i.e., a loss of identity through degrading and 

humiliating treatment) (Goffman, 1961). The deprivations or frustrations, specific to each institution, 

appear as an attack on an individual’s personality, their self-identity, their sense of self-worth, and 

their feelings of security (Sykes, 1958). The individual’s previous identity is replaced with a new 

institutional identity developed as a result of both staff and institutional pressures (Goffman, 1961). 

Cohen and Taylor (1972) reported prisoners were anxious about identity, survival and change as a 

result of long-term incarceration. The late-modern prison, in its efforts to promote a more humane, 

rehabilitative environment has produced new pains or frustrations, in addition to those identified by 

Sykes. These new pains include those of uncertainty and indeterminacy; psychological assessment; 

and self-government, each of which will be discussed below (Crewe, 2011).  

2.1.1  The pains of imprisonment 

The pains of imprisonment identified by Sykes (1958) are still evident in prisons today. These 

pains have been increasingly addressed. However, with developments in the goals of prison and the 

procedures that follow, new pains have also emerged. Sykes’ original pains of imprisonment (i.e., 

deprivations of liberty, goods and services, heterosexual relationships, autonomy, and security) and 

the new pains that developed (e.g., uncertainty and indeterminacy, psychological assessment, and 

self-government; Crew, 2011a) are considered in terms of how they may be applicable to the late-

modern prison. 

The loss of liberty first comes by means of confinement to the prison itself, and further by 

confinement within the prison (i.e., time-in-cell and restrictions on movement between units or to 

recreational areas of the prison). As a result of confinement prisoners are involuntarily isolated from 

family and friends with restrictions on visitations (Sykes, 1958). As time passes, outside connections 

with family and friends may weaken, leading to a reduction in visits that further increases isolation 

and the likelihood of loneliness and boredom to set in (Sparks et al., 1996). Prisoners are stripped of 

individuality, forced to wear identical uniforms and respond to a number rather than a name (Sykes, 

1958). According to Sykes, what hurts the most about this pain of imprisonment is the rejection from 
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the community as being a morally acceptable and trusted member of society. The loss of moral 

acceptance and trust is damaging to the ego and sense of self-worth. Therefore, people must find 

other ways to fight against this rejection in order to persevere psychologically (Sykes, 1958). Cell 

sharing further increases this pain, especially when forced to share with an individual not of one’s 

choosing and in a cell designed for one (Molleman & Van Ginneken, 2014). These ‘side-effects’ of 

confinement can ultimately have damaging effects on prisoners’ well-being, and as tensions rise, 

may directly or indirectly heighten the risk of violence.   

The comparison in standard of living between the free community and imprisonment holds 

many problems when considering the availability and accessibility of goods and services. While the 

very basic needs of prisoners are required to be met (i.e., that they not go hungry, cold or wet), in 

modern Western culture possessions speak to individuality; standard of living is about more than 

minimal survival standards. When someone is stripped of the possessions that speak to who they 

are, their personality is being attacked at the deepest level (Sykes, 1958). While prisoners in most 

Western prisons are provided with work opportunities and the option to purchase additional 

personal items, wages are minimal and available items are limited and often restricted in quantity. 

Inmates who cannot afford necessary commissary items, those who lend other inmates money, and 

those who are often in debt to other inmates are more likely to be victimised (Copes, Higgins, 

Tewksbury & Dabney, 2010). Herein lays a parallel between the free world and prison: “those who 

are poor are more likely to be victimized” (Copes et al., 2010, p.13). Due to the limited access to 

goods and services, items often taken for granted outside prison become important sources of 

trade. For example, food becomes a valuable currency for other sought after items, particularly 

contraband, and can further be used to make and take drugs (Valentine & Longstaff, 1998). 

Possessing food for bartering purposes provides the inmate with a source of power. King and 

McDermott (1995) reported 72.5% of inmates rated food as ‘very important’. Food is also another 

source of conflict between inmates and a way for staff to exert authoritative power through policing 

the prison’s ‘black market’ (Valentine & Longstaff, 1998). Disruptions to the regular delivery of goods 

and services, and inadequate portions and quality of food may also serve as sources of potential 

conflict. Meal times in particular involve lines of hungry prisoners and when subservient food is 

served, frustrations may erupt further against other prisoners or staff (King & McDermott, 1995; 

Sparks et al., 1996). The provision of goods and services in prison can therefore be both pleasurable 

and painful. 

The deprivation of heterosexual relationships means the lack of interaction with members of 

the opposite sex may psychologically threaten a prisoner’s self-image within prison by being shut off 

from the part of their world which gives it much of its meaning. As a result, the prisoner’s self-
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identity is at risk of becoming incomplete as he/she is forced to view themselves as the portion of 

their personality recognised and appreciated (Sykes, 1958). The emphasis Sykes placed on 

‘heterosexual’ relationships is supported by Brodsky’s (1975) research with male prisoners. Brodsky 

(1975) argued the greatest deterioration in relationships was with female friends, followed by 

spouses. While the loss of these ‘heterosexual’ relationships is important, the loss of ‘relationships’ 

in general represents the separation prisoners experience from friends and family. Liebling, assisted 

by Arnold (2004) discussed the importance of prisoners maintaining contact with family and friends 

for reducing the painfulness of the prison experience. Several other studies have also revealed that 

separation from family and friends can have distressing effects on prisoners (e.g., Flanagan, 1980; 

Murray, 2005). Cochran (2012) found inmates who were visited during their incarceration, and even 

more so those who were consistently visited, were less likely to engage in misconduct. Mills and 

Kroner (2005) further reported prisoners feel powerless to support their families and frustrated at 

the difficulties of maintaining regular contact. Blevins, Listwan, Cullen and Jonson (2010) argue that 

frequent visits enhance the ability to cope with strain.  More recently, the introduction of female 

prison staff provides a source of heterosexual relationships within male prisons, however not always 

with a positive result (e.g., potential for inappropriate relationships to develop). Crewe (2006) found 

female prison staff acted as proxies for, or were representatives of, women associated to male 

prisoners (including those of sexual desire). While these relationships were found to be more 

comfortable and less formal than those between inmates and male officers, they were highly 

emotionally charged, made evident when female officers had to exert authority. Male prisoners 

tended to struggle with gender-role and masculinity threats when female officers used disciplinary 

actions, especially when inmates felt they had developed a ‘personal relationship’ with the female 

officer; “some prisoners were troubled by an emotional contradiction of desiring female officers 

while resenting their actions and authority” (Crewe, 2006, p.413).  Prisoners that considered female 

prison staff to be afraid of inmates, and those who felt the presence of female officers increased 

sexual tension would violate prison rules by engaging in behaviours to reduce this sexual tension 

(i.e., sexual relations with a staff member – through coercion, threats or offers of protection) (Dial & 

Worley, 2008). The findings of these studies support the importance of prisoners maintaining regular 

contact with friends, family and partners, and for developing healthy staff-prisoner relationships to 

enhance the well-being of prisoners and reduce the likelihood of misconduct. 

Loss of autonomy comes from an involuntary dependence on those whose custody one is in 

and the rules and procedures designed to control behaviour and restrict the ability to make choices 

while in custody (Sykes, 1958). Imprisonment is essentially like returning to the helplessness of 

childhood. Goodstein, McKenzie and Shotland (1984) considered the loss of personal control as the 
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loss of outcome control, choice and knowledge of future events. For example, lack of outcome 

control can lead to “learned helplessness” and depression (; Maier & Seligman, 1976; Seligman, 

1975). Increased opportunities to make choices improves general functioning (Moos, 1981), while 

knowledge of future events reduces anxiety (Epstein & Clark, 1970). Some prisoners welcome the 

structure of a strict regime as a way to address their own problematic behaviour, but most express 

frustration and hostility against dependence on a system which gives them little power (Sykes, 

1958). When rules or procedures do not “make sense” to prisoners, hostility is heightened. For 

example, a prisoner may be denied parole but given no explanation why; prisoners may be told mail 

delivery is delayed yet not given any reason for it. An alternative argument that has been posed is 

whether prisoners have a right to know – providing an explanation which may be considered 

unsatisfactory by the recipient suggests the rule or order may be altered or overturned (Sykes, 

1958). Allowing inmates an opportunity to dispute decisions directly contradicts the power 

relationship between staff and prisoners in establishing order and control (Sykes, 1958), yet it assists 

in building staff-prisoner relationships (Sparks et al., 1996). While prisoners are now offered more 

choices (e.g., meals to choose from, study/work options, products to purchase from canteen), these 

options are still limited and are another source of reminder for prisoners that they are being 

punished. 

The pain of deprivation of security comes from the potential loss of both physical and 

psychological safety. Imprisonment forces an involuntary and prolonged intimacy between prisoners 

who may, in cases, have histories of violent and aggressive behavior. Anxieties arise from waiting for 

potential conflicts where a prisoner must prove himself against other prisoners; losers are seen as 

‘easy’ targets for future attacks while winners are targeted as the one to beat for those who want to 

prove themselves to others (Sykes, 1958). From a psychological perspective, acute anxiety may also 

occur as a result of one’s own ability to cope with the persistent threat against safety. An 

overcrowded prison heightens these tensions and further contributes to frustrations. When prisons 

become crowded prison programs become full; more prisoners are left with extra time on their 

hands, leading to boredom, increased frustrations and a higher likelihood of violence (Lombardo, 

1982; Toch, 1997). Overcrowding also results in cell sharing which has been found to negatively 

influence Dutch prisoners’ perceived quality of life (Molleman & Van Ginneken, 2014), and 

psychological stress (Bonta & Gendreau, 1990). Furthermore, Molleman and Van Ginneken (2014) 

found the relationship between overcrowding and quality of life was mediated by reduced quality of 

staff-prisoner relationships. Cell sharing leads to reduced opportunities for one-on-one staff-

prisoner interactions which mean that individual issues may go unnoticed, subsequently affecting a 

prisoner’s well-being. Programs provide prisoners with a way of doing ‘meaningful time’ (Toch, 
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1997). Staff-prisoner and prisoner-prisoner relationships also suffer when prisoners are unable to 

attend programs as this provides a platform to form and nourish relationships (Glaser, 1964; Toch, 

1997). One of America’s most brutal and costly prison riots at the New Mexico state prison in 1980 

was attributed to over-crowding, cancellation of inmate programs, prisoner idleness, and a poorly 

administered regime (Useem, 1985). Over time, with the introduction of visitation programs, 

incentives and earned privileges schemes, and single-cell accommodation2, some of the traditional 

pains of imprisonment were reduced. However, with changes to the criminal justice system, new 

pains are discovered: pains of uncertainty, indeterminacy, psychological assessment and self-

government (Crewe, 2011). 

The pains of uncertainty and indeterminacy have largely stemmed from the introduction of 

indeterminate sentencing and staff discretionary powers (Liebling, Arnold & Straub, 2011; Sparks et 

al., 1996; Weiler, 1978). Prisoners view indefinite confinement as illegitimate for a number of 

reasons. Prisoners experience anxiety caused from a lack of certainty about the future (release date 

unknown due to indeterminate sentencing), how parole decisions are made (use of due process), 

and feeling their very personality is being attacked (e.g., Irwin, 1980; Mason, 1990; Rotman, 1990). 

Provisions around privileges, and the distribution of these privileges, are another source of 

frustration for prisoners, especially when the reasoning for denial of a privilege is not adequately 

explained (Sparks et al., 1996). Prisoners from Sparks et al.’s (1996) study explain staff may turn a 

blind eye on a prisoner in possession of an item at one stage, but at a later time, and for no reason, 

confiscate the item and/or write them up on report. Prisoners constantly feel as though they are 

being tested or threatened, and are often unclear about what is expected of them, or find their 

conditions of release to be too demanding to meet (Crewe, 2011). In this sense, prisoners feel they 

are being “set up to fail” (Crewe, 2011, p.514). This uncertainty about what is expected of them can 

ultimately affect prisoners’ well-being and lead to rule violations either intentionally (e.g., testing 

the boundaries) or unintentionally (e.g., being unaware of a rule). 

The pains of psychological assessment are grounded in the impact staff decisions may have on 

the prisoner’s future, as well as their present life (Crewe, 2011). Prisoners are assessed upon entry 

to the prison to determine whether psychological treatment is required, and when applying for 

parole to determine if they pose a risk to society (Sofronoff, 2016). Prisoner experiences and identity 

are at risk of being warped to fit into assessable categories (Franko Aas, 2004), ignoring the 

subjectivity and ambiguity of identity and personal experiences (Crewe, 2011). These pains of 

psychological assessment can be likened to Goffman’s (1961) total institution and the attacks the 

                                                           
2
 While singe-cell accommodation has been introduced, over-crowding is still a consistent issue in prisons. For 

example, Australia’s prisons are currently at 117% capacity (Australian Bureau of Statistics [ABS], 2017). 
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institution makes against an individual’s self-identity. In studies by Crewe (2011) and Lacombe 

(2008) in the UK and Canada, respectively, prisoners indicated being believed by their assessors was 

a concern. For example, those who did not respond to a question in a way that reflected the nature 

of their crime (e.g., with violence, or by discussing deviant fantasies) were often questioned or 

disbelieved until they responded in a way more consistent with their offence, regardless of the truth 

behind it (Crewe, 2007; Lacombe, 2008). Others felt anything they said could be used against them, 

which is particularly salient for those serving indeterminate sentences that rely on positive reports 

to be considered for release (Crewe, 2011). Further, it is difficult for prisoners to develop a 

meaningful relationship with a psychologist whose main interest is focused on protecting future 

victims rather than what is in the best interests of the offender (Crewe, 2011; Rotman, 1990). 

Finally, the pains of self-government result from a reduced presence of prison staff, but who 

maintain control over every aspect of prison life. Prisoners note that while they may not always see 

the officers, they are aware of who is “running the show” (Crewe, 2011, p.519). As a result of the 

introduction of mandatory drug testing, the Incentives and Earned Privileges scheme, and prisoners’ 

reliance on positive reports, officers no longer need to be constantly present to enforce strict 

obedience. Self-regulation however, increases prisoner autonomy, yet some prisoners resent this as 

they are forced to accept increasing responsibility for their behaviour and no longer have a clear 

enemy to begrudge for enforcing orders and demands. Prisoners are less fearful of staff, but fear 

themselves in running the risk of making a mistake (Crewe, 2011). The exchange of goods between 

prisoners is seen by staff as bartering or gift-giving, which goes against prison rules and is therefore 

under their regulation; prisoners see it as a way to resolve personal conflicts, a means of self-

regulation. Prisoners feel they reserve the right to resolve personal matters their own way and that 

“It is unmanly to involve staff in one’s dealings with another prisoner” (Sparks et al., 1996, p.184). In 

this sense, staff expect prisoners to regulate their own behaviour, yet still exert their authority from 

a distance. Despite the opportunity to govern their own behaviour, prisoners are under constant 

surveillance and must still rely on officers’ reports for movement to another prison or eligibility for 

parole. Prisoners live feeling as though their every word and action is scrutinised, from who they 

associate with to the way they walk and how they might ‘decorate’ their cell (Crewe, 2011).  

These three modern ‘pains of imprisonment’ have stemmed from new processes and 

procedures implemented to help reduce some of the effects experienced from earlier identified 

pains. For example, the introduction of psychological assessment provides prisoners the opportunity 

for rehabilitation and a means to adapt to and cope with prison life, but with it also comes additional 

stresses of how comments or reactions made to staff may be held against them. Similarly, the 

introduction of programs such as the Incentives and Earned Privileges scheme was also designed to 
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give prisoners back some autonomy, but with this comes the worry from some prisoners that they 

are given more responsibility than they are ready for; this may ultimately impact prisoners’ well-

being, or even push them to break rules as they test boundaries. 

Themes of survivability in prison were further expanded upon by Liebling et al. (2011) who 

identified pains of the late-modern prison as including problems of trust, fear, safety, and re-making 

identity. The deprivation model mentioned earlier argues that people lose their self-identity when 

they enter prison and are stripped of their liberties and individuality (Goffman, 1961; Sykes, 1958). 

Liebling et al. (2011) reported that prisoners in their study were concerned with their self-identity 

and how their experience in prison would shape it. They were preoccupied with re-shaping their 

identity first for survival, and later for an acceptable public identity ready for release. Other issues 

faced by prisoners had to do with humanity, relationships and fairness; power and security; ‘the 

street’ (communication, class, politics and discrimination); and hope, meaning, making progress and 

getting out of prison (see Liebling et al., 2011). It is evident that while some of the pains of 

imprisonment may have been reduced over time, others have arisen through what have been 

considered as improvements to corrections. Many of these factors are discussed in more detail 

throughout the remainder of this chapter. 

2.1.2 Existing models of prisoner adaptation to the pains of imprisonment 

As noted in Section 2.1, two competing models of prisonisation have been widely discussed in 

the penology literature: the deprivation model and the importation model. Both models are used to 

explore prisoner adaptation to prison, with scholars arguing whether one model is better at 

explaining adaptation, or if a combined model is best for linking the array of factors that may 

influence how individuals adapt to prison life. The following sections discuss the deprivation and 

importation models, and what a combined model looks like.   

The deprivation model. The deprivation model ascertains that prisoner adaptation to prison 

life is a result of the deprivations faced when involuntarily incarcerated (Sykes, 1958). The 

deprivations of liberty, goods and services, heterosexual relationships, autonomy, security, 

uncertainty and indeterminacy, psychological assessment, and self-government outlined in Section 

2.1.1 are examples of factors associated with prison life that may impact how individuals adapt to 

the prison environment. An empirical study considering many of the pains of imprisonment found 

that prisoners who struggled with boredom, those with concerns for their safety, and those involved 

in staff-conflict, were most at risk of serious misconduct and violence within prison (Rocheleau, 

2013). For prisoners who were remorseful about the offence they committed and looking to the 

future, compliance with prison rules was voluntary. Overcrowding has also been consistently linked 
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to prisoner misconduct (e.g., Farrington & Nuttall, 1980; Gaes & McGuire, 1985; Megargee, 1977; 

Wooldredge, Griffin & Pratt, 2001), a likely result of increased frustrations and irritability built up 

from being confined with people not of their own choosing (Zillmann, 1979).  However, a meta-

analysis by Franklin, Franklin and Pratt (2006) found overcrowding to be a weak predictor of inmate 

violence and misconduct, while others have found no connection between prison overcrowding and 

prisoner misconduct (e.g., McCorkle, Miethe & Drass, 1995; Reisig, 2002; Rocheleau, 2013; Useem & 

Piehl, 2006; Useem & Reisig, 1999). Rocheleau (2013) explains the lack of connection between 

overcrowding and misconduct through a situational perspective: those who find overcrowding 

difficult to deal with may avoid common areas where crowding occurs and where misconduct and 

violence are more likely, thereby avoiding exposure to such situations.  The findings for this factor 

alone are inconclusive. Another meta-analysis of the pains of imprisonment literature by Bonta and 

Gendreau (1990) further revealed the deprivation model produces inconclusive results for the 

effects of prisonisation on prisoner well-being and misconduct. They found deprivation factors 

including crowding, sentence length and conditions of confinement (e.g., solitary confinement) had 

no profound detrimental effects. The conflicting results of studies examining the deprivation model 

suggest there are other factors influencing how prisoners adapt to prison life. Bonta and Gendreau 

suggest the evidence instead points to individual differences in adaptation to prison life. Cohen and 

Taylor (1972) for example, argued that the inmate culture was a product of those who made up its 

population, and was dependent on individual factors imported into the prison. 

The importation model. In contrast to explaining prisoner adaptation and behaviour as a 

result of institutional factors, the importation model uses an individual prisoner’s characteristics 

such as age, race and nature of the offence to explain variations in adjustment to prison across 

institutions (Akers, Hayner & Gruninger, 1977; Gaes & McGuire, 1985; Wright, 1991). A study of 

Nigerian male and female prisoners revealed that sex (i.e., males) and marital status (i.e., those who 

were married), but not age or educational status, significantly predicted positive psychological well-

being among prisoners (Awopetu, 2014). Cooper and Berwick (2001) on the other hand found 

support for education as a predictor of well-being; those with some educational qualifications were 

found to be less anxious in comparison to those without similar qualifications. Jiang (2005) utilised 

data from the U.S. Survey of Inmates in State Correctional Facilities which included over 12,000 

prisoners from 275 prisons. The results revealed age, race, criminal history and pre-prison drug use 

were all predictors of both substance and non-substance rule violations while incarcerated. Younger, 

White inmates with a history of prior sentences were more likely to commit substance rule 

violations, while younger, Black inmates who had prior convictions were more likely to commit non-

substance rule violations. Another study from the U.S. found support for race and age in explaining 
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variations in inmates’ perceptions of safety in prison (Hemmens & Marquart, 1999). White and 

Hispanic prisoners were more likely than Blacks to report fear of victimisation, and those arrested at 

a younger age were more likely to report feeling less safe overall. Of the 775 males interviewed, only 

10% strongly disagreed with the statement that prison was safe, yet the authors still reported there 

appeared to be some degree of fear and that prison was seen as a dangerous place. Dooley, Seals 

and Skarbek (2014) have also found recent support for a link between street gang membership, 

prison gang membership, and misconduct during incarceration and recidivism after release. 

Other importation factors tested have to do with prisoners’ mental health. For example, 

Cooper and Berwick (2001) found previous psychiatric history (prior treatment for anxiety) was 

linked with higher levels of anxiety and depression in prison. Hochstetler, Murphy and Simons (2004) 

have also found previous trauma (prior to incarceration) is predictive of prison victimisation, 

subsequently leading to depressive symptoms. These studies examining importation factors, in 

addition to those examining deprivation factors, have also produced mixed results. More recently, 

theorists have suggested an integrated approach of deprivation and importation models to provide a 

more comprehensive explanation of prisoner adaptation. 

A combined model. The research presented in the previous two sub-sections has 

demonstrated neither the deprivation nor importation models alone are adequate explanations of 

prisoner adjustment to prison life. In the early 1990s, Wooldredge (1991, p.6) claimed the 

deprivation model “may no longer be applicable to an understanding of inmate behaviour because 

of the changes in institutions and lifestyles which have occurred over the past 30 years”. Variables 

such as age at admission, education, gender, marriage, and race are more commonly found to be 

significant predictors of either minor or severe rule infractions. Cao, Zhao and Van Dine (1997) 

tested the deprivation and importation models using individual-level data from the Ohio 

Correctional Bureau. The deprivation model was tested using security level, indeterminate sentence, 

and sentence length, and the importation model was tested using a range of socio-demographic and 

prior history variables. The results did not support any of the deprivation variables for influencing 

either severe (threat to security) or minor (misconduct disturbs the peace) rule violations. However, 

there was support for age, gender, race, education and juvenile incarceration (importation factors). 

Older prisoners, females, non-Caucasians, those with less formal education and those with a history 

of juvenile incarceration (but not adult incarceration) were more likely to commit severe rule 

violations than their counterparts. A number of researchers, however, have found support for 

factors of both deprivation and importation models (e.g., Dhami, Ayton & Lowenstein, 2007). 

Molleman and Leeuw (2012) found the importation and deprivation models complemented each 

other in explaining perceptions of prison conditions. Staff characteristics and orientations, such as 
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providing autonomy and activities, were found to be most predictive of positive prison conditions 

and reintegration.  

Listwan, Daigle, Hartman and Gustaferro (2014) found further support for considering 

deprivation and importation factors together. Inmates who perceived the prison environment and 

prison staff to be hostile (deprivation model) were more likely to report multiple forms of 

victimisation (though experience of victimisation may have influenced views of hostility). 

Additionally, inmates who were younger, White or suffered from mental illness were also more likely 

to experience multiple victimisations. The significance of age here can be explained through the 

tendency of younger people to engage in high risk behaviours, while those with a mental illness are 

often viewed as vulnerable and easy targets, thereby increasing the risk of being targeted. The two 

models played different roles in explaining the propensity for violence within prison. Jiang and 

Fisher-Giorlando (2002) found the deprivation model explained incidents against staff while the 

importation model helped explain prisoner-prisoner infractions. Restricted living cells (deprivation 

model); greater drug use, having a drug crime conviction and being divorced (importation model) 

were all likely to increase the occurrence of violent incidents. 

Blevins et al. (2010) proposed an integrated model of the deprivation, importation and coping 

models using Agnew’s (1992) general strain theory (Valentine & Longstaff, 1998). General strain 

theory identifies three distinct categories of strain within the deprivation model through denial of 

positively valued goals (e.g., privileges, visitation, programs; safety, autonomy), removal of positively 

valued stimuli (e.g., liberty, housing rights, friends and family), and presentation of noxious stimuli 

(e.g., overcrowding, strict regime). Applying general strain theory to the importation model suggests 

prisoners’ pre-prison personal and criminal values and affiliations, would structure their response to 

the strains of imprisonment. Ongoing strain without reprieve can lead to increased and persistent 

misconduct (Blevins et al., 2010). How prisoners cope with these strains can greatly influence well-

being and behavioural outcomes. The coping model is expressed through the positive influence of 

social support, social capital and human capital on possible criminogenic strains; however, prisoner 

reactions to strain are dependent on the coping strategies available to them. Poor coping strategies 

can increase gang affiliation and negative emotions, further impacting prisoner well-being. 

Conventional coping responses include seeking out certain job assignments or housing units, 

participating in programs, or even requesting movement to a segregation unit as ways to reduce the 

stress of incarceration (Blevins et al., 2010). In addition to these three main models of prisoner 

behavior (i.e., deprivation, importation and coping), general strain theory also incorporates 

additional factors of prison maladjustment, such as emotions and self-control. Support for general 

strain theory in explaining adverse effects on inmates and misconduct is provided by Morris, 
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Carriaga, Diamond, Piquero and Piquero (2012). They found prison strain, as defined by 

environmental strain (e.g., level of security, gang association etc.), was positively associated with 

prisoner misconduct. 

Given experiences of imprisonment can be both physically and psychologically painful, it is 

important to understand how prisoners cope with or relieve these pains. Beyond the obvious 

escaping from the confines of prison walls as a means of physical withdrawal, prisoners may seek 

psychological withdrawal through fantasy and imaginary dramas of life after release (Sykes, 1958). 

These methods of escape are not easily accessible for everyone, and as an alternative, displays of 

rebellion or innovation may take their place. Prisoners may try to alter or overthrow the custodial 

regime in protest or even out of boredom; however, victory will inevitably fall to prison officials. 

With public displays of rebellion also comes consequences; prisoners may be put into solitary 

confinement, have privileges revoked, or even have time added to their sentence (Bevan, 2009). The 

pre-existing notion that they will only be defeated, may explain why prisoners do not join forces in 

open conflict with staff (Sykes, 1958). However, individual prisoners still violate prison rules and 

resist against staff. When considering the theoretical framework of motivational posturing employed 

in this thesis (explained in detail in Chapter 3), the way prisoners distance themselves from staff may 

be a result of the deprivations of imprisonment on the individual, or it may be that prisoners’ pre-

existing posturing styles (e.g., committed, resistant, disengaged) serve as another importation factor 

that influences how prisoners adjust to prison life and the decisions they make about cooperation 

and compliance behaviour within the prison.  

 

2.2 Prisoner Well-being and Psychological Distress 

“My whole heart and soul ache with the pain of being here” – (Boyle, 1985). 

As highlighted in the previous section, prison life can not only be physically painful, it can also 

be psychologically painful. How a prison operates on a day-to-day basis can have much to do with 

the overall psychological well-being of prisoners, and their perceived quality of life in prison. How a 

prisoner adjusts to life in prison may also influence their general willingness to be proactive with 

prison activities. Liebling, assisted by Arnold’s (2004) study demonstrated prisoners base perceptions 

of overall quality of life in prison on the fairness of the regime, availability of facilities, and positive 

relationships with staff. Prisoner well-being is an important measure of quality of life. While some 

scholars argue order arises from fear and coercion (Scraton, Sim & Skidmore, 1991), exposure to 

coercion has been found to decrease prisoners’ psychological well-being (Listwan, Colvin, Hanley & 
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Flannery, 2010). The use of coercion has ties to direct victimisation, witnessing victimisation, and 

perceptions of the prison environment as threatening and hostile (Listwan et al., 2010). 

Research has shown prisoners are more likely to experience depression, anxiety and stress in 

comparison to the general population (e.g., Cooper & Berwick, 2001; Gullone et al., 2000; Schneider 

et al., 2011; Zamble & Porporino, 1990), and that these states result from differences in routines and 

experiences including involvement in less activity, receiving less support, feeling less safe, and 

receiving lower social stimulation through fewer visits from family and friends (Toch, 1997; 

Wooldredge, 1999). The prison environment in general negatively impacts psychological well-being, 

but it is an absence of these factors of activity, safety, support and visits, rather than factors such as 

sentence length, level of surveillance, or architectural design that maintain lower levels of 

psychological well-being (Gullone et al., 2000; Wooldredge, 1999). Issues of overcrowding, idleness 

and tight security contribute to stressful prison environments, and while not directly responsible for 

outbreaks of violence, may indirectly increase frustrations as resources become limited (Lombardo, 

1982).  

Depleted psychological well-being has the potential to escalate to self-harm and suicidal 

ideation. Prisoners in Western Australia who had self-harmed tended to report problematic histories 

and difficulty coping with prison life (Dear, Thomson, Howells & Hall, 2001). Self-harmers were also 

more likely to have poorer relationships with staff and other prisoners, be threatened and 

intimidated by other prisoners, and have previously experienced conflict with staff and other 

prisoners. Those who are victimised while in prison are also more likely to express greater levels of 

depression, anxiety and posttraumatic cognitions that may in turn affect employment opportunities, 

reuniting with family, or meeting parole conditions once released (Listwan et al., 2010). Prisoners 

who are depressed, who self-harm, or who are victimised are also at an increased risk of suicide 

(Liebling, 1999). 

A study examining 861 prisoner suicides across 12 countries (Australia, Belgium, Canada, 

Denmark, England and Wales, Finland, Ireland, The Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Scotland, 

and Sweden) revealed Australia had the lowest prisoner suicide rate for the period 2003-2007. 

Despite this finding prisoner suicide rates are still three times higher than that of the general 

population (Fazel, Grann, Kling & Hawton, 2011). For example, the suicide rate for the general 

population in Australia is 16/100,000, while the rate for prisoners is more than triple that 

(58/100,000). The rate of prisoner suicide in the U.K. on the other hand is six times greater 

(107/100,000) than the rate for their general population (17/100,000) (Fazel et al., 2011). Of the 157 

deaths in custody in Australia for 2008-11, over 20% were a result of suicide (Lyneham & Chan, 

2013). In the same period in the U.K., of 718 deaths in custody, over 30% were a result of suicide 
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(Deaths, 2015). Liebling (1995) conducted a study on U.K. prisoners which revealed those who 

attempted suicide described life in prison somewhat differently to those who had not attempted to 

commit suicide; their lives, in almost every respect, were more difficult. Suicide attempters were less 

likely to engage in activities, have a job in prison, and have regular contact from friends and family 

outside prison; they were also more likely to have problems with other prisoners or staff, not be able 

to occupy themselves alone in a cell, and would often end up in segregation or vulnerable prisoner 

units which meant longer-than-normal periods of isolation. Participation in sport, hobbies and 

programs were also linked with below average anxiety and depression; however, those suffering 

from anxiety and depression often lack the energy and drive to participate in these activities in order 

for them to be beneficial (Cooper & Berwick, 2001). Maintaining contact with the outside world 

through letters and visits reduced anxiety amongst prisoners, but the relationship with depression 

was unclear. Furthermore, prisoners who worried about their reputation, their ability to cope with 

prison life, and feelings of guilt were also related to higher levels of psychological distress (Cooper & 

Berwick, 2001).  

Prisoner quality of life has also been linked to what staff do; staff can provide a protective 

factor against prisoner suicidal ideation (Biggam & Power, 1997). General prison staff, however, feel 

inadequately trained to identify prisoners who may be at risk of suicide or how to even prevent such 

an event from taking place (Liebling, 1999). Liebling (2011) has suggested some prisons are more 

“survivable” than others, varying in terms of interpersonal relationships and treatment, and the use 

of authority. High and variable levels of stress, associated with prisoner suicide rates, are shown to 

be influenced through differing levels of respect, fairness and humanity in staff-prisoner 

interactions. In support of this, Liebling, assisted by Arnold’s (2004) research revealed positive staff-

prisoner relationships were highly correlated with fairness and humanity, which in turn were 

positively related to prisoner well-being. Furthermore, prisoners based overall quality of life 

perceptions on the regime, relationships and facilities, with staff-prisoner relationships consistently 

found to be one of the most important predictors of quality of prison life and prisoner well-being 

(Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004; Molleman & Van Ginneken, 2014; Slotboom, Kruttshnitt, Bijleveld 

& Menting, 2011).  

The type of coping strategy adopted by the prisoner has also been shown to influence how 

they adjust to and cope with prison life. For example, Gullone et al. (2000) found emotion-focused 

coping strategies are positively associated with depression and anxiety but negatively associated 

with self-esteem, while problem-focused coping is positively associated with self-esteem and 

negatively associated with depression and trait anxiety. Avoidance-oriented coping appears to occur 

when prisoners feel factors are outside of their control which was found to be beneficial to well-
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being. Avoidance strategies involved retreating to their cell, getting away from the situation or 

seeking out a friend (either in prison or writing or phoning one outside of prison). These coping 

strategies may also relate to the type of motivational posturing style a prisoner may adopt. For 

example, avoidance coping strategies may be related to displays of disengagement, therefore 

adjusting the coping strategy employed may also alter the posturing style displayed (or vice versa). 

In any social institution (e.g., schools, universities, armed forces) people seek out activities, 

people, and situations that are likely to give them the most satisfaction. Prisons operate no 

differently. Some people prefer to keep to themselves, others participate in every activity, while 

others focus their energies on activities they have a particular interest in (Ditchfield, 1990). 

Prisoners, however, are faced with a limiting and deprived environment for which there is no 

alternative, no escape. How one adapts to and copes with prison is therefore vital to their overall 

quality of life while in prison, and is even more salient for prisoners serving long-term sentences. 

Sykes (1958) argued prisoners would adopt roles (facades) as a way to adapt to the pains of 

imprisonment, to deal with the deprivations that go with prison life. The importation and 

deprivation models suggest those entering prison may either modify their regularly employed 

methods of adaptation to new situations, or they need to consider a new approach to the 

socialisation process of entering prison. It is clear that some prisoners feel an imminent threat 

against their safety which ultimately affects perceptions of well-being and quality of life; it is 

therefore important to find ways to make people feel safe, secure and valued to improve overall 

well-being. This may ultimately have flow on effects for voluntary and willing cooperation and 

compliance. 

 

2.3 Cooperation with those in Power: Staff-Prisoner Relationships 

 “At their best, relationships between staff and prisoners both constitute and help to 
support the finest work accomplished by prison staff” – (Liebling & Price, 2001, p.112) 

Staff-prisoner relationships are arguably at “the heart of prison work” (Liebling & Price, 2001, 

p.75). How officers interact with prisoners needs to be understood and taken into consideration 

when examining prisoners’ willingness to cooperate with staff and their compliance with prison 

rules. What officers do, and the manner in which they do it is central to an understanding of ‘what 

type of order’ (Young, 1987, p.99) the prison seeks to impose and its chances of ‘success’ in 

constructing it (Sparks et al., 1996). Liebling et al. (1999, p.37) summarise the four key tasks prison 

staff are faced with (based on the role description of officers in the U.K.): (1) staff are responsible for 

maintaining a safe and secure environment; (2) prisoners are to be provided with “care with 
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humanity”; (3) prisoners are to be provided with opportunities that address their offending 

behaviour; and (4) staff are to assist with day-to-day management of the “complex organisation” 

that is prison. These tasks must all be carried out in a setting of people being held against their will 

who may also have “serious behavioural problems” or even severe psychological problems. 

Relationships between staff and prisoners are crucial for the implementation of the prison 

regime and the orderly functioning of a prison; this is particularly so when new policies or changes to 

old policies need to be introduced.  However, the appropriateness of staff-prisoner relationships has 

sometimes been questioned and found to vary depending on the regime and managerial style of the 

prison (see Sparks et al., 1996 for example). Sparks et al. (1996) indicate there are several ways staff-

prisoner relationships can be considered imbalanced (i.e., they can be too close, too flexible, too 

distant and/or too rigid). Therefore, it is important to consider what the correct balance is in day-to-

day interactions between staff and prisoners. Officers often struggle with the conflict in their role 

between maintaining order and control, and providing care, support and encouragement (Liebling & 

Price, 2001). Furthermore, they admit that given their role of security, there is still a need for some 

wariness or mistrust of prisoners. Officers from Liebling and Price’s (2001) study suggest staff-

prisoner relationships are important for both instrumental reasons (to help make the prison run 

smoothly and to collect intelligence) and normative reasons (good relationships are humane and 

pleasant, and make prison work easier). Useem and Reisig (1999) examined 317 adult maximum- 

and medium-security U.S. prisons, with 10% of facilities reporting a riot occurrence (10+ prisoners 

involved; officers lost control of the prison) and 16% reporting an inmate disturbance (10+ prisoners 

involved; officers did not lose control of the prison) between 1984 and 1986. Prisons where staff-

prisoner relationships were more positive and staff were considered more competent were less 

likely to experience collective inmate action (Useem & Reisig, 1999). Liebling and Price suggested 

relationships were the key to achieving numerous prisoner outcomes, and were the primary 

indicator of prisoners’ perceptions of fairness, respect and justice.  

In order to understand how positive staff-prisoner relationships may be fostered, what 

prisoners identify as important in developing these relationships should be considered. Besides staff-

prisoner relationships, other factors (e.g., prison regime and location) are also important for 

determining how prisoners will react both psychologically and behaviourally. When Sparks et al. 

(1996) asked prisoners what they most wanted in a correctional officer, the general consensus was 

for older officers as they were more sensible, neutral and appeasing than some of the younger 

officers. For prisoners, “a good prison officer was one who leaves you alone as much as possible and, 

when contact is necessary, is civil, good-humoured and fair” (p.193). Prisoners want staff that help 

them, did not promise what they could not deliver, and who had a sense of humour and were not 
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interested in intentionally antagonising prisoners. Prisoners preferred staff to do their job, earn their 

pay and go home, as they were less likely to be motivated by personal ambition or animosity. 

Unpopular or disliked staff were characterised as being “overzealous, erratic, rude, confrontational, 

untrustworthy and rigid” (Sparks et al., 1996, p.194). Beyond the control of staff however is the 

regime they must enforce. Both the location and regime of a prison influence whether prisoners 

want to be sent there (Sparks et al., 1996). The location of the prison has much to do with the ease 

of access for visitors, however the regime also has much to do with prisoners’ views of the 

legitimacy of the prison; they are aware that the officers are not responsible for setting the rules but 

are aware of how they do their job to enforce them.  

Sparks et al. found prisoner perceptions of staff in general are positive, particularly when staff 

have treated them with “respect and decency” (p.189). A minority of prisoners, however, did not 

consider a relaxed regime as a positive thing; as one prisoner stated, “…If they make a prison too 

relaxed then they soon lose control” (p.190). The majority of prisoners, however, saw the regime as 

a mindless way to establish control, constantly reminding prisoners they were in prison (reinforcing 

decreasing feelings of self-worth), in turn leading to feelings of bitterness and discontent. 

Inconsistencies in a lock-up regime not only between units but on different floors of the same unit 

are examples of issues that can be controlled in a more consistent manner, and thereby improve 

prisoner perceptions of the prison’s regime. The type of regime a prisoner is faced with can affect 

their sense of safety within that prison. Sykes’ (1958) deprivation of security (as discussed in Section 

2.2.1) refers to prisoners’ physical safety, ‘face’, and performance, and has much to do with control 

problems (from Sparks et al., 1996). Sykes discusses a link between loss of security and acute 

anxieties which result not only from violent acts of aggression, but also on the basis of one’s ability 

to cope with the situation.  

While the well-being and voluntary cooperation of prisoners is clearly important, a well-

functioning prison also relies on the voluntary compliance of prisoners. . The earlier section on 

prisoner well-being and psychological distress (see Section 2.2) demonstrated that the pains of 

imprisonment and the way individuals adjust to the prison environment can be detrimental to how 

someone survives prison. Given an environment where its residents experience the greatest loss of 

liberty and autonomy, and where violating the rules regains and maintains some degree of personal 

power and control, the issue of maintaining order and gaining voluntary cooperation and compliance 

is critical. It is expected that when prisoner well-being and perceived quality of life are at their 

highest, then order will be maintained through the voluntary and willing cooperation and 

compliance of prisoners. The following section outlines what order in prison looks like, key theories 
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of compliance, and importantly, the role of legitimacy in fostering cooperation and compliance in 

the prison environment.  

 

2.4 Maintaining Order: The Role of Deterrence and the Importance of Legitimacy 

There is a degree of order present in all social situations, yet it is rarely acknowledged; in 

prisons however, it is highly visible (Jackson, Tyler, Bradford, Taylor & Shiner, 2010). Order is 

established through set prison rules and the consequences of breaching such rules (Jackson et al., 

2010). Liebling, assisted by Arnold (2004, p.291) defines order in prisons as “the degree to which the 

prison environment is structured, stable, predictable and acceptable”. A key component to this 

definition is that the prison environment is acceptable. Liebling, assisted by Arnold acknowledges 

that a concentration camp, for example, may be “structured, stable and predictable and yet 

completely inhumane” (p.291). Staff are considered vital for enforcing order (Liebling et al., 1999). 

Order, however, is not only maintained by what prison staff do, but also relies on prisoners 

accepting and complying voluntarily with prison rules and procedures as well as cooperating with 

staff directives. Others (e.g., Scraton et al., 1991) argue order is the outcome of fear, coercion, and 

violence; a by-product of prisons being based around a model of deterrence. Deterrence theory 

proposes that people are motivated by calculations of cost and benefit to them, which may be 

expressed through the mere avoidance of punishment or pain (Paternoster, 1987); people weigh up 

the benefits of complying with rules and will comply if they believe the benefits outweigh the costs. 

General deterrence aims to discourage people from committing crime by making examples out of 

specific offenders (Akers, 2000). The fear of imprisonment should be enough to deter individuals 

from committing crime, a premise that can be traced to rational choice theory and the early work of 

Beccaria (1764/1963) and Bentham (1789/1948). Specific deterrence on the other hand focuses on 

deterring the individual from future crime through an experienced understanding of the 

consequences; a subset of specific deterrence is incapacitation whereby imprisonment prevents the 

individual from committing crime during the period of incarceration (Akers, 2000).  

A significant body of research, however, has demonstrated that deterrence often has little 

effect on prisoners’ compliance behaviour after release, as a large portion of prisoners go on to 

reoffend after release from prison (e.g., Cullen, Pratt, Miceli & Moon, 2002). The fact that people 

commit crime in the first place, despite the risk of imprisonment, and furthermore continue to re-

offend upon release, or even while still in prison, suggests deterrence is ineffective for reducing or 

preventing all crime and disorder. For example, several meta-analyses have identified incarceration 

(vs. community sanctions), longer sentences and more severe sanctions either increased recidivism 
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or had no effect on recidivism (see Gendreau, Goggin & Cullen, 1999; Gendreau, Goggin, Cullen & 

Andrews, 2001; Smith, Goggin & Gendreau, 2002). A deterrence strategy within prisons is also not 

guaranteed to promote voluntary compliance, particularly for prisoners serving long term sentences 

who may not have the incentive of early release for good behaviour. For example, mandatory and 

indeterminate sentencing does not allow prisoners the opportunity for early release, regardless of 

their behaviour (Fox, 1993). As considered by many social scientists though, order is not just about 

the absence of disorder, or violence, but also implies a level of consistency and trust that the social 

environments to which people are exposed to will nurture positive experiences (Jackson et al., 

2010). Identifying predictors of people’s motivations for complying can be crucial for approaching a 

situation in a way that might be most effective for gaining voluntary compliance within the prison. 

Compliance, regardless of the regulatory context, can be considered from both instrumental 

and normative perspectives. Instrumental compliance falls within the scope of the deterrence model 

and assumes people act out of self-interest (Tyler, 2006). This form of compliance can be explained 

through a rational choice perspective whereby individuals choose to obey the law or rules based on 

the favourability of likely outcomes or the fear of retribution or other consequences. According to 

the instrumental perspective, decisions about compliance-related behaviours are related to the 

“severity and certainty of punishment for committing a crime” (Tyler, 2006, p.3). For example, 

prisoners might trade contraband because either the likelihood of being caught is minimal (e.g., 

trading could occur in secret) or the consequences of doing so are minor (e.g., time spent in 

confinement). On the flip side, prisoners may be less likely to attempt escapes from prison because 

the likelihood of being caught is high (e.g., high security measures) or the consequences are more 

severe (e.g., time added to sentence). However, we know that people break rules and the law when 

the probability of being caught is high, and obey when the probability of punishment is low; 

therefore, the instrumental perspective on compliance is not always sufficient for explaining 

individuals’ motivations for complying. Normative compliance on the other hand is based on what 

people consider just and moral; consideration of personal values results in a voluntary commitment 

and willingness to obey the law (Tyler, 2006). Tyler (2006) argues people may voluntarily comply 

based on moral appropriateness, provided the laws align with the individual’s personal values.  

The perceived legitimacy of an authority has also been identified as an important concept in 

promoting voluntary compliance and cooperation behaviours (e.g., Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 

2004; Sparks et al., 1996; Tyler, 1990).  Both legitimacy and personal morality have been shown to 

influence normative compliance. When a rule or law is considered to be appropriate because it 

aligns with an individual’s own beliefs and attitudes about how they should behave, they feel 

personally committed to obeying that rule because it is considered ‘just’. A particularly important 
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factor for normative compliance is the legitimacy of the authority enforcing compliance. An 

authority is considered legitimate when perceived as being entitled to make decisions and when 

people feel obligated to follow these decisions (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 1997). Legitimacy is 

most strongly considered when decisions are made or rules developed which aim to shape the 

behaviour of others (Tyler, 2006). Weber (1968) argues social norms and values provide motivation 

for compliance beyond the use of incentives and sanctions.  

A significant body of research has demonstrated that when people view authorities and laws 

as legitimate, they are more willing to voluntarily comply with the rules or laws of that authority 

(e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2006; Tyler & Huo, 2002; Murphy, Tyler & Curtis, 2009). Those 

who perceive an authority to be legitimate are less likely to break any laws as they believe all laws of 

the authority should be followed, regardless of the likelihood of being caught and punished for not 

following them (Tyler, 2006); sometimes even if they do not agree with the rule or law they are 

complying with. Given the nature of prison life and the prison environment, legitimacy is likely to be 

particularly important for prison staff to encourage voluntary compliance from prisoners. 

Legitimacy is important for obtaining both cooperation and compliance with criminal justice 

authorities because it is “ethically more desirable, more cost effective, and ultimately more durable 

than systems maintained ‘down the barrel of a gun’” (Jackson et al., 2010, p.4). Recent debates in 

the policing literature have sparked a discussion about how legitimacy should be measured. 

Legitimacy has been measured through respect for and confidence in the police (e.g., Hinds & 

Murphy, 2007; Mazerolle, Bennett, Davis, Sargeant & Manning, 2013b), while others argue 

institutional trust (e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 1990, 2006; Tyler & Fagan, 2008; Tyler & Huo, 

2002) and being morally aligned with the beliefs of an authority (e.g., Hough, Jackson, Bradford, 

Myhill & Quinton, 2010; Huq, Jackson & Trinkner, 2017; Jackson et al., 2012) are important 

components when considering perceptions of legitimacy. Obligation to obey is consistently and 

commonly acknowledged as a key component of legitimacy; however, Bottoms and Tankebe (2012) 

argue there is a distinction between legitimacy and obligation, and therefore conceptualisations of 

legitimacy should include more than just obligation to obey. Tankebe (2013) argues the main 

premise here is based on the reasons for why people may feel obliged to obey authorities. While 

some may rightly state they obey authorities because they perceive them to be legitimate (i.e., they 

recognise the authority’s valid claim to exercise power), others may feel obliged to obey because 

they fear the costs of not doing so, or that they feel they are in a position of powerlessness and 

there is no available realistic alternative (Tankebe, 2013). ‘Dull compulsion’ has been used by 

Carrabine (2004) to describe how prisoners ultimately accept, or put up with prison regimes even 
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though the distribution of institutional power may be considered illegitimate. They therefore 

acquiesce to those in power because they feel they have no other choice.  

Power relationships almost always involve the distribution of sanctions and incentives as they 

provide people with “good reasons” from a self-interest perspective for complying with rules 

(Beetham, 1991). In this sense, the threat of sanctions is effective for instrumental reasons as they 

appeal to an individual’s self-interest for avoiding unfavourable outcomes. Being aware of the 

consequences for misbehaving is enough to deter that behaviour. In dependent relationships (such 

as that of prisoner and prison officer), where the subordinate relies on a particular service provided 

by the authority (such as protection), the use of sanctions and inducements can be particularly 

salient. For example, offering an inducement and later withdrawing it can influence an individual’s 

sense of vulnerability. For prisoners who engage in detached compliance (i.e., those who may 

appear obedient while opposing the system and those who represent it), power has no hold (Crewe, 

2007). As put by one prisoner: “how can a prison have power over you when you’re in no rush to go 

beyond the gates?” (Crewe, 2007, p.270). Since voluntary compliance results in more positive 

experiences than enforced compliance it is important to find ways to ensure power is legitimate, and 

therefore prisoners are voluntarily willing to comply with those holding such power. 

For power to be legitimate, Beetham (1991) states three conditions must be met: 1) power 

must conform to established rules; 2) the rules must be justified in reference to shared beliefs; and 

3) the expressed consent of those under the influence of the power is obtained. Expressive consent 

introduces a personal morality component, thereby creating a normative commitment to the 

authority holding that power. When considering those in a relationship defined by power (i.e., 

prisoners), legitimacy provides a moral reasoning for obeying rules; that is, subordinates develop a 

moral obligation to voluntarily comply.  

Legitimacy (irrespective of how it is defined) is linked to the fairness of procedures through 

which regulators exercise their authority (Tyler & Huo, 2002). Sparks et al. (1996, p.307) describe 

authority through fair procedures as a ‘representational dimension’ of encounters and treatment: 

prisoners will comply with rules in part because they a) believe it is right and proper that a prison 

regime has rules and laws, and b) that the prison officers enforcing those rules are fair in their 

means of exercising power and therefore can command authority. That is, prisoners who perceive 

the prison regime and staff to be legitimate believe that the prison should have rules and that these 

rules should be followed. A growing body of research finds legitimacy to be crucial for encouraging 

order in prison (e.g., Sparks, 1994; Sparks & Bottoms, 1995; Sparks & Bottoms, 2008; Sparks et al., 

1996). Hence, finding ways to foster prisoner perceptions of legitimacy is extremely important. 
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2.5 Conclusion 

Chapter 2 has demonstrated that prisons can be painful for prisoners; it can result in 

substantial threats to their psychological well-being and is a place where order can be disrupted. The 

deprivation and importation models have been used to understand how prisoners may adapt to and 

cope with the threatening environment of prison. Both prison-level and individual-level factors can 

affect how prisoners will react to prison life, subsequently affecting their general well-being, 

psychological distress, and willingness to cooperate with prison staff and comply with prison rules. 

How power is wielded is an interesting dynamic to consider within a corrections context. 

Prison provides a very different platform for enforcing rules and laws in comparison to most other 

regulatory contexts; it is an environment where the use of force is more available and likely to be 

used to gain compliance compared to any other regulatory setting. Such methods may be needed to 

control individuals who have already demonstrated non-compliance with rules, and are 

subsequently involuntarily confined. However, using excessive force with prisoners, especially with 

those who do not consider the regime to be legitimate, may have detrimental psychological 

consequences for prisoners, or result in an increase in rule-breaking and acts of resistance and 

retribution (Jackson et al., 2010). As Jackson et al. (2010) suggest, finding alternatives to coercive 

power and the use of force may be even more important in prison than elsewhere, particularly for 

improving voluntary compliance with prison rules. 

Considering the implications of the prison environment and staff-prisoner relationships, it is 

important to create positive experiences for prisoners. Positive staff-prisoner relationships and 

experiences promote healthy well-being and reduce psychological distress, it will enhance 

perceptions of prison legitimacy, and it will gain the voluntary cooperation and compliance of 

prisoners (Biggam & Power, 1997; Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004; Liebling & Price, 2001; 

Molleman & Van Ginneken, 2014; Sparks et al., 1996). Precisely how staff might go about better 

promoting prisoner well-being and voluntary compliance among prisoners therefore needs to be 

considered. Procedural justice is a fast-emerging practice being adopted in a variety of regulatory 

contexts that seek to address these goals. Procedural justice is a framework used in this thesis to 

examine ways of promoting prisoner well-being, legitimacy, and compliance-related outcomes. 

Importantly, one of the main aims of this study is to identify for what type of prisoner procedural 

justice is most effective. Chapter 3 will provide an overview of the procedural justice literature and 

how it can be translated to and used within a prison context. Chapter 3 will also discuss how 

motivational posturing may impact the influence of procedural justice in gaining prisoners’ voluntary 

cooperation and willing compliance.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

Procedural Justice and Motivational Posturing 

3.0 Introduction 

“[Fairness] does not mean that the answer will always be ‘yes’ and that is not what most 
prisoners expect. It does mean giving prisoners opportunity to get across their point of 
view and taking it seriously. It means applying rules with consistency, avoiding petty 
discrimination, and being proportionate in the use of sanctions for misconduct. Indeed, 
it means ensuring equal treatment whatever a person’s race, creed or ethnic group” 
(Pilling, 1992, p.7). 

Prisoners are faced with a range of physical and psychological battles when adjusting to and 

coping with prison life, and prison staff are faced with facilitating these battles. How officers respond 

in these situations may influence the way prisoners react, both psychologically and behaviourally. 

Fairness and order are considered two of the most important facets of prison life; with Bottoms 

(1999) arguing order in prison is reliant on perceptions of fairness, or staff fairness in particular (see 

also Sparks et al., 1996). Prisoners’ psychological well-being has also been related to positive 

perceptions of fairness (e.g., Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004). Hence, improving the fairness of the 

prison experience is one goal that prisons should attempt to achieve. 

Order in prisons is clearly important for ensuring a safe and secure environment for prisoners 

and staff. Research has shown that people who perceive authorities as legitimate are more likely to 

cooperate and comply with that authority and report more positive interactions with 

representatives of the authority (e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler & Huo, 2002). Chapter 2 

identified the importance of legitimacy for influencing prisoners’ decisions about voluntarily 

cooperating with prison staff and complying with prison rules. Therefore, it is important to consider 

how prisoners’ perceptions of legitimacy can be increased; an outcome which may be particularly 

important for ensuring the safety of both prisoners and staff through encouraging cooperation and 

compliance.  

A consistent argument within the legitimacy literature suggests that the use of procedural 

justice (i.e., fair procedures and fair treatment) by authorities is reflected in positive perceptions of 

an authority’s legitimacy (Tyler, 2010). Research undertaken across a range of regulatory settings 

has revealed that authorities who use procedural justice with those they govern can influence the 

perceived legitimacy of that authority (e.g., Hinds & Murphy, 2007; Mazerolle, Antrobus, Bennett & 

Tyler, 2013a; Murphy, 2005; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Procedural justice has also been shown to 

enhance people’s emotional well-being, willingness to cooperate with an authority, and willingness 

to follow its rules and laws (e.g., Barkworth & Murphy, 2015; Jackson et al., 2012; Krehbiel & 
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Cropanzano, 2000; Murphy, 2003, 2005; Murphy, Mazerolle & Bennett, 2014; Murphy & Tyler, 2008; 

Tyler & Huo, 2002). Procedural justice used by police officers has also been linked to quality of life 

outcomes in victims of crime (Barkworth & Murphy 2016).  

The Woolf Inquiry (1991) into a series of major disturbances in English prisons identified 

prisoner perceptions of not feeling fairly treated by prison staff as a key determinant of disorder in 

the prisons. Since the publication of the Woolf Report there has been a growing body of research 

examining fairness in prisons. An unpublished doctoral study by Ahmad (1996, cited in Liebling, 

assisted by Arnold, 2004, p.263), for example, found a relationship between how prison staff 

enforced the prison’s rules and the quality of life experienced by prisoners. Ahmad found prisoners 

particularly valued interpersonal aspects of fairness which included being “treated with respect and 

humanity”. Liebling, assisted by Arnold’s (2004) work in particular has also demonstrated the 

importance of fairness and staff-prisoner relationships for influencing prisoners’ psychological well-

being, quality of life in prison, and willingness to maintain order. While not couching their work 

within a procedural justice framework, there are clear similarities between Ahmad’s and Liebling’s 

findings with those obtained in the procedural justice literature. Ahmad’s and Liebling’s studies 

suggest an important role for procedural justice in correctional settings.  

This chapter presents an overview of the development of the procedural justice field and its 

emerging presence in the correctional context. Procedural justice will be defined through using 

Tyler’s (1990) four key elements of respectful treatment, neutrality, voice, and trustworthiness, and 

each is considered in relation to the prison environment. This will be followed by an overview of 

research that has examined procedural justice and legitimacy within a correctional setting. 

Braithwaite’s (2003) theory of motivational posturing will be presented as a theoretical framework 

to explain when and why procedural justice may have different effects for different types of 

prisoner. Finally, an overview of the research undertaken in this thesis and how this thesis intends to 

address some of the gaps in the prison literature will be presented.  

 

3.1 What is Procedural Justice?  

The study of procedural justice has its roots in research conducted by Thibaut and Walker 

(1975). Drawing on observations of third party dispute resolution cases, Thibaut and Walker argued 

that fairness was judged by the extent to which people were able to influence decisions made by 

third parties. According to Thibaut and Walker, people are motivated by an overall goal and focus on 

the outcome they will receive and what they need to do to achieve it; that is, they argue that people 

are motivated by instrumental concerns. Procedural justice is important, according to Thibaut and 
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Walker, because people take advantage of it to have control over the decision-making process by 

stating their case before a decision is made. As a result, they are able to influence a positive 

outcome for themselves.  

Building upon the work of Thibaut and Walker, Tom Tyler (1990) was the first to argue that 

people may value procedural justice for reasons other than because it helps them to receive a better 

outcome. Tyler argued that procedural justice was important because it communicates important 

messages to people about their standing within a group (or community) and because it legitimises 

authorities and the decisions they make. Tyler’s view of procedural justice was therefore normative. 

The normative view suggests people value procedural justice because of its symbolic ability to shape 

the status of an individual within a group. Feeling part of the group or community reinforces a sense 

of self-worth with individuals evaluating their status within a group (e.g., among prisoners) by how 

fairly they are treated by the group’s authorities (e.g., prison staff). When people feel they have 

been treated with procedural justice, their sense of self-worth is strengthened and their group status 

reaffirmed. When they feel they have been treated with procedural injustice, feelings of marginality 

and exclusion are experienced. This in turn leads to a negative attitude toward the authority 

imparting the procedural injustice, and decreased perceptions of the legitimacy of those authorities. 

By authorities communicating value and worth, it legitimises the authority as being worthy of 

obedience. Tyler’s central argument is that people value the opportunity to state their case before a 

decision is made, regardless of whether the outcome is influenced by what they say. 

In his pioneering 1984 Chicago study, Tyler (1990) assessed whether procedural justice or 

outcome favourability mattered more to people in their determination of an authority’s legitimacy. 

He utilised data from 1,575 telephone interviews and 804 follow-up interviews with U.S. citizens 

who had had a recent police-citizen encounter. His main findings showed that people’s perceptions 

of procedural justice were related to their perceptions of police legitimacy. Those who reported a 

more procedurally just experience with a police officer were more likely to report more positive 

overall views of police legitimacy. Of particular interest was that while procedural justice was 

important for those who received a favourable outcome as a result of the police encounter, 

procedural justice was most important for those who received an unfavourable outcome (e.g., a 

traffic infringement). This finding suggests procedural justice had greater influence over perceptions 

of police legitimacy than did the outcome the citizen had received.  

The normative perspective of procedural justice contributes to explaining why people might 

feel fairly treated even when they have not received a favourable outcome. According to Tyler, the 

experience itself is particularly important for demonstrating neutrality, lack of bias, honesty, efforts 

to be fair, politeness and respect for citizens’ rights. Subsequent research has shown that when 
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people feel fairly treated they feel less angry about an unfavourable outcome and are subsequently 

less likely to retaliate against a decision. In other words, they will be more willing to cooperate with 

authorities and comply with laws (e.g., Barkworth & Murphy, 2015; Murphy & Tyler, 2008).  

The Chicago study provided the antecedents for Tyler’s (1990) model of procedural justice 

which includes both the perceived fairness of the procedures used in the decision making process 

and the perceived fairness of the treatment received during that process. In line with the findings of 

his research, Tyler’s model of procedural justice followed the notion that people were more likely to 

comply with rules and laws for normative reasons (i.e., based on fair processes and fair treatment 

leading to greater legitimacy) rather than instrumental reasons (i.e., receiving a favourable 

outcome). Tyler’s (1990, 2006) research consistently found four elements that were considered by 

people when weighing up whether or not they had been treated with procedural justice. These 

elements include: 1) respectful treatment; 2) neutrality; 3) voice; and 4) trustworthiness. Each is 

defined and applied to the correctional context in the following section. 

3.1.1  The four elements of procedural justice 

Treating individuals with respect, dignity and politeness is important when evaluating whether 

an authority has been fair (Tyler & Lind, 1992). In a prison context, for example, respectful treatment 

might include a correctional officer referring to a prisoner by their preferred name, addressing them 

courteously, and asking them to do something rather than ordering them to do it (Pilling, 1992). 

Disrespectful treatment, on the other hand, may be displayed through prison staff referring to 

prisoners by numbers, not acknowledging them as they pass by, or not taking the time to get to 

know them as an individual (Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004). When enforcing penalties, treating 

individuals with respect and explaining the reasons for the punishment conveys to the individual 

they are valued and respected (Tyler, 2006). It may therefore be particularly important for officers to 

use respectful treatment when handing down sanctions to prisoners.  

Butler and Maruna (2009) suggest disrespectful treatment provides prisoners with an excuse 

or justification for engaging in violence. In a study of 89 prisoners in a minimum security English 

prison, Butler and Maruna found those who felt they had been treated disrespectfully were more 

likely to feel victimised by an authority and were therefore unlikely to take responsibility for their 

actions. Butler and Maruna’s findings support Tyler’s (2010) argument that people feel diminished or 

disrespected when subjected to demeaning treatment, and would subsequently be less likely to 

voluntarily cooperate and comply with those who treat them unfairly. The term ‘prisoner’ carries a 

lot of stigma (Uggen, Manza & Behrens, 2004), which increases uncertainty about how they will be 

received by others (A. Goffman, 2009). A consistent finding in the penology literature is that 
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prisoners just want to feel they are being treated as individuals, as human beings (e.g., Sparks et al., 

1996; Liebling, 2004), and showing respect, dignity and politeness is how this can be accomplished. 

Neutrality implies authorities make decisions based on set rules and procedures which are 

consistently applied to those undergoing enforcement processes, and not based on personal 

opinions or prejudices (Tyler & Fagan, 2008). Within a prison environment there is ample 

opportunity for decisions to be made based on personal prejudice due to the very nature of those 

being governed, but this is also an environment with specifically defined rules which allow 

authorities a solid basis for shaping and explaining their decisions with reference to these rules 

(Tyler, 2010). In a prison context, neutrality may at times be conflicted by correctional officer use of 

discretion.  Prisoners repeatedly report inconsistency amongst officers in enforcing the regime as 

confusing and leaving them unaware of what is actually expected of them (e.g., Crewe, 2011; 

Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004). While discretionary powers are an important tool for prison staff 

to have, research suggests that prisoners may only value the use of discretion when it works in their 

favour. For example, Boone and Kox (2014) found Dutch prisoners accept and encourage the use of 

discretion but only when they receive a favourable outcome. They found prisoners had more 

difficulty accepting discretionary decisions when they were of little benefit to them, particularly 

when the decision was a result of unclear or unfair criteria. Decisions based on personal opinions can 

“result in unexplainable and/or unequal differences among prisoners” (Boone & Kox, 2014, p.130). 

As highlighted in the previous section, in a policing context people are more likely to accept an 

unfavourable outcome when it has been arrived at fairly (i.e., through the use of procedural justice) 

(e.g., Barkworth & Murphy, 2015; Murphy & Tyler, 2008). Therefore, neutrality in the prison context 

may be important for demonstrating the consistent and fair application of rules to all prisoners, and 

for clearly justifying exceptions to those rules when the use of discretion is considered. 

Voice provides individuals with the opportunity to explain their side of the story before a 

decision is made (Tyler, 2010). Tyler and Huo (2002) found people who were stopped by police felt 

more fairly treated if they were given the opportunity to explain their side of the story before the 

police officer made a decision about their situation. For prisoners, voice means providing 

opportunities within conflict scenarios to state their case before staff make decisions, as well as 

providing both formal and informal mechanisms for contributing to decisions about daily life while 

incarcerated (Tyler, 2010). According to Crewe (2011), prisoners often indicate frustration at not 

being able to contribute to decisions about their categorisation or release. They claim that once a 

decision goes beyond the officer they no longer have an opportunity to negotiate; they feel like they 

are dealing with a system, not a person, and in return feel they are not being treated as a person 

(Crewe, 2011). While dispute processes are in place for prisoners, it is important that prisoners are 
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provided with an opportunity to contribute to all decisions that affect them; as the research 

demonstrates, the outcome does not need to be favourable, but the process of arriving at that 

outcome needs to provide the opportunity for voice (Tyler, 2006). 

Trustworthiness, the fourth element in Tyler’s definition of procedural justice, is perhaps one 

of the most important. Trustworthiness is expressed by an authority when they act in the best 

interests of the community (in this case the prison community) (Tyler & Fagan, 2008). Authorities are 

viewed as trustworthy when people feel they are sincerely acting out of a desire to do the right thing 

by the people they are regulating and that they are honest and open in their interactions. When 

people feel an authority is trustworthy they are more likely and more willing to conform to the 

group norms that the authority represents (Boeckmann & Tyler, 2002). In contrast, those who feel 

the authority is not concerned about their well-being are more likely to react negatively to the 

actions of that authority (Tyler, 2010).  In a prison context, trustworthiness could be displayed by 

prison staff taking a genuine interest in the well-being of prisoners by asking them how they are 

doing and noticing signs of potential psychological struggles. Officers who do not take an 

individualised approach to prisoners may be considered untrustworthy. When making decisions, 

prison staff can display trustworthiness through listening to the concerns of the prisoner and taking 

into account their circumstances that will result in doing right by that individual. Chapter 2 noted 

that officers are hesitant to completely trust prisoners given the nature of the prison environment, 

and the conflict in their role of providing security as well as demonstrating care (Liebling & Price, 

2001). Officers who are able to maintain a positive balance between these two roles are more likely 

to maintain positive and trustworthy relationships with prisoners. 

The expression of respectful treatment, neutrality, voice and trustworthiness can all build 

perceptions that authorities are procedurally fair in their dealings with prisoners. By allowing people 

the opportunity to express their concerns, showing people that their views and concerns are 

considered, be respectful of their view, and explaining to those involved why and how a final 

decision has been made, authorities in turn will be respected and will be viewed more favourably by 

prisoners (i.e., they will be seen as more legitimate; Tyler, 2010). Utilising the four elements of 

procedural justice will demonstrate to people that they are valued and respected members of the 

(prison) community, leading to enhanced well-being and increased willingness to comply with rules 

and to cooperate with prison authorities.  

Ahmad (1996 cited in Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004) conceptualised fairness in prison as 

involving fairness at three levels: fairness of staff, fairness of the regime, and fairness of procedures 

(e.g., disciplinary and grievance procedures). Staff fairness has been identified as the primary 

predictor of overall regime fairness (Bottoms & Rose, 1998), further establishing the importance of 
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staff-prisoner interactions. This is important because the way in which staff treat prisoners can most 

easily be changed and implemented. Liebling, assisted by Arnold’s (2004) study of ‘what matters’ in 

prison identified that the moral performance of prisons was largely centred on values of 

interpersonal treatment imparted by correctional staff in their dealings with prisoners (i.e., respect, 

humanity, fairness, order, safety, and staff-prisoner relationships). There are clear similarities 

between Tyler’s four elements of procedural justice and what both Ahmad and Liebling’s research 

say about what prisoners identify as important to their quality of life when living in prison. 

 

3.2 Procedural Justice Research in Prisons 

While procedural justice is consistently shown to positively influence people’s attitudes and 

behaviours in a range of regulatory contexts, relatively few studies have specifically examined 

procedural justice in a correctional setting. To date, and as far as I am aware, there are only eight 

published studies that overtly examine procedural justice in prisons (i.e., Beijersbergen et al., 2014, 

2015; Beijersbergen et al., 2016; Brunton-Smith & McCarthy, 2016; Hacin & Mesko, 2018; Jenness & 

Calavita, 2018; Reisig & Mesko, 2009; Weinrath, 2016). Additional studies have examined concepts 

and practices that align with elements of procedural justice (e.g., Ahmad, 1996 cited in Liebling, 

assisted by Arnold, 2004; Franke, Bierie & McKenzie, 2010; Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004; 

Slotboom et al., 2011; Sparks et al., 1996). Further, Jackson, et al. (2010) provide a theoretical 

discussion of procedural justice in prisons and suggest that past and current research demonstrates 

the importance of respect, neutrality, voice and trustworthiness in prison procedures and practices. 

Jackson et al also suggest these procedures and practices should be continually improved to increase 

prisoners’ experience of procedural justice and to boost the legitimacy of prison regimes. Each of 

these publications and their findings will be discussed below. 

In perhaps the first study of procedural justice within a correctional context, Sparks et al. 

(1996) conducted extensive fieldwork in two contrasting English maximum security dispersal prisons 

(i.e., Albany and Long Lartin). The main objective of their research was to assess control problems in 

prisons and how prison regimes may contribute to or help prevent such problems. The researchers 

spent six weeks in each prison observing the daily routines and informally talking to both prisoners 

and staff about what happens day-to-day. In addition, a total of 66 staff and 83 prisoners were 

involved in both general interviews (discussions about daily lives and interactions with each other) 

and specific interviews (discussions with staff and prisoners involved in recorded incidents). Official 

statistical data was also collected from each prison including general prisoner population 

characteristics, as well as data relevant to order and disorder (e.g., recorded incidents, movement 
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between prisons, length of time in segregation, etc.). In general, Long Lartin was viewed more 

positively by prisoners, and was considered more legitimate, as the regime was more relaxed and 

there was less reported conflict with staff. For example, staff in Long Lartin allowed prisoners to 

wear their own clothes as a way to improve the loss of autonomy in prison. Long Lartin staff were 

perceived as ‘flexible’ rather than ‘consistent’ in their approach to order and control. However, the 

flexibility of the regime speaks to the pains of uncertainty whereby prisoners (particularly those who 

did not adjust well to Long Lartin) considered the fluidity of rules as ‘mind games’ that left them not 

knowing where they stood or what was expected of them. While improvements in autonomy are 

favourable, the inconsistency of a flexible approach speaks to issues of neutrality. The key relevant 

finding from Sparks et al.’s study was that individual prisoners who viewed prison staff as fair were 

more willing to say they would comply with rules and officer directives, while resisting those they 

perceived as being less fair. Perceptions of fairness of the authority were partially influenced by day-

to-day actions of prison staff, emphasising the importance of staff-prisoner relationships and the 

role that staff play in enacting procedural justice. In particular, Sparks et al. emphasised the 

importance of legitimacy for maintaining order and supported Woolf’s (1991) assertion that 

procedurally just practices should be used for seeking legitimation from prisoners. 

A more recent study in the United States examined differences in perceptions of the 

legitimacy of both a traditional-style prison and military-style boot camp. Franke et al. (2010) argued 

boot camps appeared to adhere to some of the more delegitimising aspects of prisons (e.g., 

shameful remarks, heightened stressful situations and scrutiny of behaviour, and on-the-spot 

sanctions). They were therefore interested in how this alternative form of imprisonment compared 

to the more traditional prison. Between 2002 and 2004, the researchers randomly assigned 202 

inmates to serve a six month sentence3 at either a traditional-style prison or a military-style boot 

camp. Observational and unstructured interviews were conducted with both inmates and staff over 

more than 100 visits to each facility. Self-report surveys were also administered to all participants 

prior to random assignment (the week before starting programs), and again six months later (the 

week prior to release). Results of Franke et al.’s study showed the traditional-style prison, but not 

the military-style boot camp, was delegitimising due to violence and perceived staff incompetence. 

Despite a strict regime and harsh punishments at the boot camp, inmates were actually more likely 

to cooperate as they viewed the treatment as consistent, impartial and ethical, and decisions or 

sanctions handed down were clearly explained. Boot camp inmates also perceived staff to take a 

genuine interest in helping them and providing a positive experience, increasing the level of trust 

                                                           
3
 Prisoners sentenced to 1-5 years were offered a reduced sentence of six months as incentive to participate in 

the research. Participants were required to successfully complete the program to be released after six months 
(Franke et al., 2010). 
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inmates had for staff. In contrast, according to prisoners, staff at the traditional-style prison 

reportedly did not care about helping prisoners change for the better. As noted by one correctional 

officer, “It doesn’t really matter what we do to help these guys. Most of them will just end up back 

here anyway” (Franke et al., 2010, p.101). Prisoners classified prison staff as either “by the book” or 

“vindictive, cruel, lazy, and incompetent” (Franke et al., 2010, p.101). The results demonstrate the 

importance of staff-prisoner relationships, and that increasing positive experiences, decreasing 

negative experiences, and limiting environmental deprivation can strengthen inmates’ perception of 

the legitimacy of the prison. While not specifically a study of procedural justice, Franke et al. used 

their findings to subsequently suggest further examination of procedural justice type approaches in 

prisons as a means of implementing legitimacy-building procedures. 

An early study of the fairness of prison life (Ahmad, 1996 cited in Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 

2004) used structured interview data from 230 prisoners in the United Kingdom. Ahmad (cited in 

Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004) argued that fairness in prisons consisted of fairness of staff, 

fairness of the regime and fairness of the procedures. He found prisoners were most concerned with 

interpersonal aspects of fairness, such as being treated with respect and fairness by staff, and 

wanting understanding, concern and equality. Furthermore, Ahmad found that when prisoners 

perceived staff as fair, they were also likely to perceive the regime as fair. Here, the perception of 

the regime as fair might also be consistent with the notion that the regime is viewed as legitimate. 

While one of the earliest studies examining evaluations of fairness in prison, Ahmad did not consider 

other outcome variables such as prisoner well-being or compliance behaviour. 

Liebling assisted by Arnold’s (2004) study of prison quality did not intentionally explore 

perceptions of procedural justice, but found significant relationships between a number of different 

elements considered to be part of procedural justice and various outcome variables such as order, 

well-being and quality of life. Their research was conducted in five prisons in England and Wales and 

utilised an Appreciative Inquiry (a focus on best experiences) approach as an inductive method of 

determining ‘what matters’ to staff and prisoners. The authors used the results from this 

Appreciative Inquiry phase to inform the development of a detailed quality of life survey to be used 

as a deductive approach. A total of 512 prisoner and 121 staff interviews were conducted over a 

one-year period. There was consensus among both prisoners and staff that relationship dimensions 

of respect, humanity, staff-prisoner relationships and trust, as well as regime dimensions of fairness, 

order, safety and well-being were amongst the most important aspects affecting prison experiences 

(Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004). 

In regards to Liebling, assisted by Arnold’s (2004) relationship dimensions, respect was 

considered genuine when staff took the time to get to know a prisoner and learn about him as an 
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individual. However, some prisoners felt they were only shown respect in order to achieve 

compliance or to avoid conflict; in this instance respect was not considered real respect; respect was 

seen as a manipulation tool. Humanity included both reasonable material conditions and kind regard 

for the person. Relationships with staff that were considered ‘good’ were found to involve discretion 

and flexibility in enforcing the regime. However, as has been noted, staff discretion creates issues 

with consistency and prisoners not knowing where they stand. Instead, a ‘right’ or balanced 

relationship involves consistency in the way staff and prisoners interact during rule-enforcing and 

non-rule-enforcing encounters. Prisoner trust in prison staff referred to the level of honesty, 

responsibility and confidence invested in and experienced by the individual, which was strongly 

related to the level of respect, humanity and fairness they received from staff, as well as the 

presence of balanced staff-prisoner relationships.  

In considering Liebling, assisted by Arnold’s (2004) regime dimensions, fairness takes into 

account both the fairness of how prisoners are treated by staff, as well as the fairness of formal 

justice and grievance procedures. As noted in Chapter 2, order is “the degree to which the prison 

environment is structured, stable, predictable, and acceptable” (Liebling assisted by Arnold, 2004, 

p.291), and order was found, in Liebling’s study, to be most strongly correlated with fairness (i.e., 

procedural justice). The connection between fairness and order suggests perceived fairness (of staff, 

prison rules, and decision-making) may influence perceptions of the order and control of the prison.  

Perceptions of safety in prison involved feeling secure or protected from harm, threat or 

danger, and both physical and psychological trust in the environment. Safety was most strongly 

related to well-being and order, suggesting prisoners who felt unsafe also considered the prison 

disorderly, and were likely to have diminished psychological well-being as a result. Well-being itself 

was also strongly related to prisoners’ perceptions of fairness, humanity, and power/authority, 

suggesting experiences of unfairness, inhumanity and coercive power were likely to further diminish 

prisoner psychological well-being. The results of Liebling, assisted by Arnold’s (2004) research 

suggest there is a clear connection between factors that align with Tyler’s (1990) four elements of 

procedural justice and prisoners’ well-being and willingness to cooperate with prison officers.  

A survey study by Slotboom et al. (2011) of 251 female Dutch prisoners found those who felt 

treated with disrespect from staff were more likely to report depressive symptoms, thoughts of self-

harm, irritability and post-traumatic stress disorders. The findings of this study suggest the 

procedural justice element of respectful treatment is important for enhancing prisoners’ general 

well-being. 
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Only a few recent studies have specifically utilised a procedural justice framework for 

understanding prisoners’ experiences. For example, Weinrath (2016) carried out qualitative research 

with prisoners and prison staff in four Western Canadian prisons, examining procedural justice and 

legitimacy in staff-prisoner relationships. In-depth interviews were conducted with a total of 38 

prisoners and 24 correctional staff. Weinrath’s findings showed prison staff were more likely to be 

perceived as legitimate by prisoners if their behaviour was consistent with the principles of 

procedural justice. The most important element of procedural justice identified by prisoners was 

being treated with respect, supporting Liebling’s (2004) research. The results of Weinrath’s study 

speaks to the importance of staff-prisoner relationships and getting this relationship ‘right’. While 

Weinrath was able to ascertain which of the four procedural justice elements meant the most to 

prisoners, his research did not consider either prisoners’ psychological or behavioural outcomes as a 

result of staff use of procedural justice. 

Most recently, in the U.S, Jenness and Calavita (2018) examined how prisoners weighed 

procedural justice versus substantive justice (i.e., satisfaction with grievance outcomes) when 

considering the process and outcome of disputes. They used qualitative interview data and 

quantitative grievance records from 120 male prisoners in three Californian prisons to examine 

perceptions of and responses to fairness. Prisoners were asked a series of open- and closed-ended 

questions, including their “perceptions of and experiences with the prisoner grievance process, and 

how fairly they thought they had been treated” (p.53). Prisoners were asked about any specific 

grievances they had filed, followed by questions about their satisfaction with the way the process 

was managed, and with the outcome received. These questions were designed to tap into key 

elements of procedural justice. The grievances filed were considered in terms of whether an official 

hearing was held, whether the prisoner was interviewed as part of the process, and whether the 

prisoner was informed of the outcome as a way to capture participation, voice and respect. The 

authors found that the presence of each of these procedural justice elements was not significantly 

related to prisoners’ satisfaction with outcomes. Instead, the actual outcome (i.e., whether the 

grievance was granted) was significantly related to prisoners’ satisfaction. This finding suggests that 

“when the grievance was denied even those who were satisfied that it had been managed 

adequately were not likely to be satisfied with the outcome” (p.59). This finding opposes what is 

typically found in the policing literature, where people can accept an unfavourable outcome if that 

outcome has been arrived at through fair treatment and procedures (e.g., Tyler & Huo, 2002; 

Barkworth & Murphy, 2015). Jenness and Calavita, however, did offer several explanations for such 

an outcome: 1) they refer to Brockner and Wiesenfeld’s (1996) argument that “the combination of 

low procedural fairness and low outcome favourability engenders particularly negative reactions”, 
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suggesting it might be difficult to make a distinction between the two (p.61); 2) the prison grievance 

system is prone to a high proportion of unfavourable outcomes; and 3) the stakes are high in a 

prison context. When the stakes are high, the more likely it is for perceptions of procedure and 

outcome to be combined (Heinz, 1985 cited in Jenness & Calavita, 2018). Although this study 

provides an important contribution for understanding prisoners’ perceptions of the fairness of a 

grievance process, the authors did not consider the relationship between perceptions of procedural 

justice and prisoners’ psychological well-being or behavioural outcomes; instead, satisfaction with 

the outcome was the only dependent variable studied. 

Another recent study examining procedural justice in prisons used secondary data sources to 

consider the role of both prison-level characteristics and individual-level characteristics in 

determining prisoners’ perceptions of the legitimacy of a prison. Data was collected from all prisons 

(male and female) in England and Wales (Brunton-Smith & McCarthy, 2016). Brunton-Smith and 

McCarthy (2016) used data from the Surveying Prisoner Crime Reduction (SPCR) project. Over 3,000 

prisoners sentenced to between one month and four years from 2005-06 in England and Wales were 

surveyed within the first 2-5 weeks of entering prison, and again within four weeks prior to release. 

Prisoners’ perceptions of the legitimacy of the prison were measured. The legitimacy measure 

incorporated prisoner perceptions of staff-prisoner relationships, trust (in staff and by staff), 

perceptions of fair treatment and support from staff, and perceptions of staff honesty and integrity. 

As such legitimacy was measured as an individual-level characteristic, along with several other 

measures assessing a prisoner’s early prison experiences (e.g., whether they received positive 

treatment from staff when they first arrived at the prison; whether this was the first prison sentence 

served; whether prisoners had received punishments in the prison). Several prison-level 

characteristics were also measured: procedural justice, prison size, levels of overcrowding, and 

whether the prison was privately or publicly run. Data for Brunton-Smith and McCarthy’s procedural 

justice measure was taken from the Measuring the Quality of Prison Life (MPQL) survey conducted 

closest to the SPCR data collection round. The procedural justice measure from the MPQL captures 

an independent evaluation of the fairness of a prison (e.g., consistent treatment from staff), and 

whether there are procedures in place for prisoners to express their views during decision making 

processes. As such the authors used an overall summary measure of procedural justice for each 

prison. Individual prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice were not measured. Both prison-level 

and individual-level data were merged into one dataset. Using multi-level modelling, Brunton-Smith 

and McCarthy found that prisoners’ perceptions of a prison’s legitimacy were predicted by whether 

the prison was a procedurally just prison; hence, those residing in prisons where the systems in place 
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to respond to problems were independently evaluated to be clearer and fairer were more likely to 

perceive the prison as more legitimate.  

Using qualitative interview data from 193 male and female Slovene prisoners, Hacin and 

Mesko (2018) recently examined prisoner perceptions of fairness and staff legitimacy and 

differences between instrumental motives for compliance (e.g., desire to avoid punishment and 

receive rewards) and normative motives for compliance (e.g., internalisation of attitudes based on 

individuals’ values and beliefs). While the authors did not attempt to link perceptions of fairness and 

legitimacy with compliance behaviours per se, the authors did find the majority of prisoners felt 

prison staff were professional and treated them with respect. However, prison procedures 

themselves were viewed as just and fair by less than two thirds of the interviewed prisoners. 

Furthermore, prisoners associated the illegitimacy of the prison system with the criminal justice 

system, not with the prison staff. Many prisoners did not feel staff abused their powers or gave 

commands without reason, and most felt obliged to obey prison staff and comply with prison rules. 

Hacin and Mesko also found that more than half of participating prisoners felt they had to accept 

staff decisions and orders even if they did not agree with them or like how they were being treated 

by staff. Overall, important findings from this study showed that prisoners associated “respectful 

behaviour, dignified treatment, and the legality of decisions” with the fairness of prison staff (p.14). 

Both instrumental and normative compliance were observed in this study, with the authors arguing 

“Instrumental compliance is considered as the first step toward establishing legitimacy in a prison 

environment. It is unreasonable to expect that prisoners, who are defined by their fundamental 

conflict with the state, would internalise the norms of prison workers, whom they consider the 

direct representatives of the criminal justice system, immediately upon their arrival to prison” (p.15). 

They further claimed “The transition from prisoners’ instrumental compliance to normative 

compliance is possible when relations between prison staff and prisoners are based on respect, 

legality, and fairness” (p.16). This study clearly supports the use of procedural justice for 

encouraging prisoners’ voluntary normative-based compliance with prison rules and for maintaining 

order in prison. 

In one of the first empirical studies to test the direct effect of perceptions of procedural justice 

on prisoners’ compliance behaviour, Reisig and Mesko (2009) examined the relationship between 

prisoners’ perceptions of correctional officer use of procedural justice practices, their perceived 

legitimacy of prison staff, and their involvement in misconduct in a high security section of a 

Slovenian prison. The researchers utilised self-report survey data and official prison records from 

103 prisoners serving a range of sentences. The surveys were administered as structured face-to-

face interviews conducted over a two-day period, which lasted approximately 20 minutes each. The 
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interviews were designed to collect information about prisoners’ experiences with the Slovene 

justice system, their relations with prison staff, their sense of obligation to obey officer directives, 

and self-report data regarding rule violations. Official records for the six months following the 

interviews were used to provide more concrete, objective measures of misconduct. Legitimacy was 

measured through prisoners’ sense of obligation to obey staff, and procedural justice was 

operationalised using Tyler’s (2003) two key aspects of procedural justice (i.e., perceived quality of 

decision-making and perceived quality of treatment; the measure captured the four elements of 

respect, neutrality, voice and trustworthy treatment). Prisoners who evaluated prison staff as being 

more procedurally just were less likely to self-report behavioural misconduct in the six months 

preceding the interviews. The official records also demonstrated they were charged with violating 

fewer institutional rules in the six months following the interviews. No relationship was found 

between procedural justice and legitimacy, or between legitimacy and prisoner misconduct. Reisig 

and Mesko’s study suggests it is perceptions of fair treatment that matter most for prisoners’ 

compliance behaviour. 

Other more recent studies have also examined the influence of procedural justice on both 

prisoner well-being and compliance outcomes. The Prison Project carried out in the Netherlands 

from 2010-11 examined longitudinal effects of procedural justice on prisoner well-being and 

misconduct. Beijersbergen et al. (2014, 2015) administered self-report surveys to prisoners who had 

been held in pre-trial detention for three weeks, and again after three months. A total of 824 

prisoners on remand completed both waves of the survey. Procedural justice was measured using 

four sub-scales relating to fairness, respect, humanity and relationships with officers, based on 

Liebling, assisted by Arnold’s (2004) and Mol and Henneken-Hordijk’s (2008) existing measures of 

prison perceptions. A psychometric assessment was used to assess prisoner mental health in 

Beijersbergen et al.’s (2014) first study. Both self-report compliance measures and official prison 

disciplinary reports were used to determine prisoner misconduct in the second study (Beijersbergen 

et al., 2015). Results from the first study found prisoners who reported more positive perceptions of 

procedural justice after three weeks in custody also reported fewer mental health problems after 

three months (Beijersbergen et al., 2014). The second study found that prisoners who felt fairly 

treated at the time of the first survey were less likely to engage in misconduct three months later, 

which was supported with both self-report data and official records (Beijersbergen et al., 2015). The 

authors found no support for prisoners who had received early disciplinary action and later reported 

negative perceptions of procedural justice; that is, having received a negative outcome during the 

first few weeks of incarceration had no impact on whether or not prisoners felt fairly treated by 

prison staff three months later. Furthermore, Beijersbergen et al. (2015) found anger mediated the 
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relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and subsequent misconduct. Those 

who felt unfairly treated by prison staff were more likely to experience anger, and those who felt 

angry about their treatment were more likely to engage in misconduct; a finding consistent with 

research conducted in other regulatory contexts (e.g., Barkworth & Murphy, 2015; Murphy & Tyler, 

2008).  

A more recent third study from Beijersbergen et al. (2016) used survey and registered 

conviction data of 1,241 Dutch prisoners from the Prison Project to examine whether prisoners’ 

perceptions of procedural justice within their prison were related to post-release offending 

behaviour, and whether perceived legitimacy of the criminal justice system mediated this 

relationship. The results of this third study found a small but significant relationship between 

positive perceptions of procedural justice from prison staff and a lower likelihood of reconviction 18 

months after release. Legitimacy of the criminal justice system was not found to mediate this 

relationship. The findings from Beijersbergen et al.’s (2014, 2015) and Beijersbergen et al.’s (2016) 

research suggests fair and respectful treatment of prisoners in prison contributes to their overall 

psychological well-being, reduces their expression of anger, and enhances positive behavioural 

outcomes both in prison and after release.  

3.2.1 Extending prior research: Where to next in procedural justice prison research? 

Research to date has largely considered procedural justice practices in international 

correctional settings with no research examining this concept in Australian prisons. Further, the 

studies presented in the previous section have alluded to positive results for the application of 

procedural justice practices in a correctional setting. Still, more work needs to be done in this 

context. While the studies conducted by Sparks et al. (1996) and Liebling, assisted by Arnold (2004) 

examined both regime and relationship factors that are considered elements of procedural justice, 

their research was not framed from the theoretical perspective of procedural justice. These studies 

are important for developing a framework for the present study, but are expanded on by specifically 

examining procedural justice, including factors that may not have been captured in these earlier 

prison studies (e.g., opportunity for voice was not measured in either the Sparks et al. or Liebling, 

assisted by Arnold studies).  

The prison studies with a specific focus on procedural justice are also not without their 

limitations. Reisig and Mesko (2009) and Hacin and Mesko (2018) carried out their research in the 

eastern-European country of Slovenia where the incarceration rate (64/100,000; World Prison Brief, 

2018) is less than half that of Australia’s (216/100,000; ABS, 2017). Despite Reisig and Mesko 

indicating Slovene prisons now more closely resemble prisons in western nations, the system has 
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been in transition since Slovenia split from the Federal Socialist Republic of Yugoslavia in 1991. The 

findings from Reisig and Mesko, and Hacin and Mesko were mixed in terms of the relationship 

between procedural justice, legitimacy and compliance, suggesting the Slovene prison context may 

have contributed to prisoner perceptions in different ways to how prisoners perceive staff in 

western prisons. The research conducted in the Netherlands by Beijersbergen et al. (2014, 2015) and 

Beijersbergen et al. (2016) focused on prisoners in pre-trial detention only, and who only spent a 

total of three months in detention. The experiences of prisoners serving short custodial sentences 

may be very different to those serving long sentences. Weinrath (2016) and Jenness and Calavita 

(2018) conducted qualitative research, an approach that neglects to empirically test the 

relationships and interactions between procedural justice and various outcome variables. 

Weinrath’s, and Jenness and Calavita’s studies also did not specifically examine how prisoner 

perceptions of procedural justice were related to prisoners’ well-being or their compliance-related 

behaviours; perceptions of prison legitimacy was the key variable of interest for Weinrath, while 

Jenness and Calavita focused on prisoners’ satisfaction with the procedure and outcome of the 

prisoner grievance process. Finally, Brunton-Smith and McCarthy (2015) also only examined the 

connection between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy. They did not take into account the 

effects of perceived procedural justice on prisoners’ well-being or compliance-related behaviours. 

Further, their study used secondary data from two different surveys. In addition, examination of the 

items used to measure legitimacy in the Brunton-Smith and McCarthy study were similar to those 

used to assess the prison-level procedural fairness measure (from the MPQL). It is perhaps therefore 

not surprising that a connection was found between the legitimacy and procedural justice measures 

in Brunton-Smith and McCarthy’s study. Finally, their study only used a single summary score for 

each prison to measure procedural fairness (a prison-level characteristic measure), rather than 

measuring procedural justice as an individual-level variable.  

The current thesis aims to address the limitations of prior research by examining a range of 

outcome variables including prisoners’ general well-being, psychological distress, perceived staff 

legitimacy, and willingness to cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules. The current thesis 

extends prior research in another way. What has not been considered in previous research 

examining procedural justice in prisons is for whom, procedural justice may be most effective for 

determining psychological and behavioural outcomes. Research conducted in non-correctional 

contexts suggests that procedural justice effects can vary for different people. For example, Murphy 

(2009) found procedural justice matters more to people in police-initiated contacts, but not for 

people who initiate contact with police. This finding is consistent with research demonstrating 

procedural justice is more important to people who find themselves in involuntary situations (e.g., 
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Tyler & Folger, 1980). Tankebe (2009) found procedural justice policing does not matter to people in 

Ghana; a result he explained due to high levels of police corruption and poor police performance. 

Barkworth and Murphy (2016) found victims of personal crime were more likely to respond 

positively to procedural justice than victims of property crime when they contact police (however, 

see Wolfe et al., 2016 who argue that procedural justice effects are typically invariant across 

groups). While these studies have shown procedural justice can have different effects for different 

groups of people, other have also found procedural justice can have differential effects based on 

individual-level variables. For example, Murphy (2009) found procedural justice was more effective 

for reducing anger and increasing compliance for both tax offenders and citizens involved in police 

interactions when individuals’ emotionality levels were low, compared to when it was high. 

Recently, Murphy (2017) found procedural justice mattered less to people who distrusted police 

officers who pulled them over during a roadside stop, while Madon et al. (2017) revealed that 

procedural justice mattered more to citizens who reported being psychologically disengaged from 

police. Together, these studies suggest that procedural justice can have different effects on attitudes 

and compliance behaviours for different people. For this reason, rather than only focusing on 

whether perceptions of procedural justice are important for prisoners in an Australian context, and 

how they might be associated with prisoners’ psychological well-being, perceptions of legitimacy 

and compliance-related behaviours (as has been done in prior prison studies), the aim of the current 

thesis is to further understand whether there might also be different effects of procedural justice on 

wellbeing, legitimacy and compliance for different types of prisoners. 

 

3.3 Introducing Motivational Posturing Theory to Prison Research 

While procedurally just treatment positively influences a variety of attitudinal and behavioural 

outcomes, an emerging argument in the procedural justice literature is that procedural justice may 

not always be the most effective approach for achieving voluntary compliance and willing 

cooperation for everyone. Braithwaite (2009) suggests that a person’s motivational posturing 

toward an authority influences how receptive those people are to being governed. Hence, the 

current thesis uses motivational posturing theory as a theoretical framework in which to examine 

the variant effect of procedural justice in the correctional environment. This theory will be used as a 

theoretical framework to predict and understand when and why procedural justice may affect 

different prisoners differently. 

Braithwaite’s (2003, 2009) theory of motivational posturing is based on the premise that 

people place different levels of social distance between themselves and authorities. While 
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Braithwaite has shown that different people who adopt different types of posturing toward 

authorities respond differently to authorities, no research has yet considered the influence of social 

distancing within the more controlled environment of a prison. Sparks et al. (1996, p.147) drew from 

an interview of a prison officer who stated “…You can treat two people exactly the same, and one 

will still complain that he has been treated badly”. This officer’s experience suggests that prisoners 

may react differently to the same situation. It also suggests that procedural justice effects may vary 

between different types of prisoner. Chapter 2 discussed prisoners’ adaptation methods to coping 

with prison life and how their pre-existing attitudes of prison and prison staff may influence how 

they adjust to and cope with prison life. This thesis argues that this adaptation process may also 

influence how prisoners distance themselves from authority and respond to that authority. This 

research therefore aims to explore how social distancing – operationalised as motivational postures 

– may be displayed within a correctional setting, and what impact these postures may play in 

shaping the effectiveness of procedural justice on prisoners’ compliance-related behaviours. 

The theory of motivational posturing was proposed by Valerie Braithwaite (2003, 2009) as a 

way of operationalising the extent of social distancing an individual places between themselves and 

authority. Braithwaite considered social distancing from the perspective of the regulated and how it 

influences their behaviour. She drew her work from Black’s (1976) research on social distancing, 

which showed that the social distancing an authority placed between themselves and those they 

governed could influence how the authority treated those they governed (Black, 1976). Those 

authorities who perceived they had greater social distance between themselves and citizens were 

more likely to treat citizens unfairly. 

Braithwaite (2009) argues that when people want to align themselves with an authority and 

agree with their overall mission or purpose then social distancing is minimal; when people are in 

disagreement with the goals of an authority and how they go about achieving those goals then social 

distancing is at its maximum. Social distancing has often been likened to ‘alienation’ where 

individuals range somewhere along a continuum of engagement (support of the system) to 

disengagement (alienation from the system) (Gamson, 1968). Braithwaite’s (2009) concept of 

posturing, however, is more dynamic and multidimensional than earlier work on social distancing. 

Posturing encompasses the idea that people may display different postures under different 

circumstances and may also display several postures simultaneously (e.g., one may display resistant 

attitudes toward an authority but still be committed to complying with the authority’s rules). 

Braithwaite’s initial research was undertaken in the nursing home context in the early 1990s. Here 

she identified four kinds of motivational postures that nursing home managers adopted toward 

nursing home compliance inspectors (see Braithwaite, 1995; Braithwaite, Braithwaite, Gibson & 
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Makkai, 1994). The four postures Braithwaite identified were commitment, capitulation, resistance, 

and disengagement. Braithwaite later developed her posturing work in the taxation context, 

identifying a fifth posture of game-playing. Commitment and capitulation represent generally 

compliant postures toward an authority (i.e., and less social distance), while resistance, 

disengagement and game-playing reflect defiant postures and greater social distance. This thesis will 

examine whether these five postures are present in the correctional context. 

3.3.1 The five motivational postures explained 

From a regulator’s perspective, both commitment and capitulation lead to the same outcome; 

that is, compliance. However, from the perspective of those being governed the motivation for 

complying is quite different. Commitment refers to an individual’s willingness to generally do the 

right thing and act in the interests of the regulator’s goals. Committed individuals embrace the 

mission of regulatory agents; they are committed to the system those agents represent, and they 

are committed to the system’s goals.  In applying this posture to the prison context, a prisoner 

adopting a committed posture would take advantage of all the prison system has to offer, not only 

by complying with rules and cooperating with prison staff, but by also participating in a range of 

activities aimed at personal development. Capitulation to the authority, on the other hand, refers to 

an individual willingly complying with rules, not out of a sense of belief or value in the system, but 

rather as a “keep them happy” philosophy (Braithwaite, 2009, p.38). For example, capitulated 

prisoners may only follow prison rules and staff directives to avoid creating situations of conflict that 

could end negatively for the prisoner. According to Braithwaite (2009) commitment and capitulation 

both disable defiance; the outcome therefore is compliance.  

The three defiance postures spark interest within a regulatory context as they are enablers of 

defiance, and subsequently can lead to non-compliance. There are two broad categories of defiance 

within this group: resistant defiance (i.e., resistance) and dismissive defiance (i.e., disengagement 

and game-playing). According to Braithwaite (2009), resistance involves speaking out against an 

authority when in disagreement with their use of power. Resisters want to be heard, they want to be 

given ‘voice’, and they want the authority to make improvements to the way they do things. They 

resist not out of a desire to destabilise the system, but as a way of communicating their 

dissatisfaction with how processes are managed and policies they view as unfair. Braithwaite alludes 

to the fact that procedural justice may positively influence resisters through giving them voice and 

subsequently reducing resistance to regulators and their rules (empirical evidence examining this 

relationship is discussed in the following section). In non-correctional contexts, resistance can be 

manifested toward authorities through name-calling, refusing to pay fines or refusing to follow 
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directives, or through actual physical resistance (e.g., Terrill, 2003). Resistance may manifest in a 

similar way in prisons. Alternatively, resistance may also be displayed through what Cohen and 

Taylor (1972) refer to as ‘campaigning’ and ‘direct confrontation’. Campaigning refers to prisoners’ 

attempts to improve prison conditions and reduce deprivations by appealing to state and national 

government bodies. Direct confrontation, on the other hand, occurs when groups fighting for the 

same causes/outcomes are united and are able to take on the authority in solidarity. 

Disengaged defiance, in contrast to resistant defiance, goes further in terms of oppositional 

intention. Here, individuals “appear to be stepping outside or transcending the constraints of the 

regulatory institution” (Braithwaite, 2009, p.39). Disengagement involves detaching one’s self from 

the authority and developing immunity to punishment (Braithwaite, 1995, 2001, 2009). Disengaged 

individuals simply dismiss, or ignore, the demands and threats of the authority with disengagement 

often being displayed through withdrawal or avoidance behaviour. In non-correctional contexts, 

disengagement might be displayed by avoiding contact with an authority. This intentional avoidance 

cannot be achieved in a prison environment, however, where prisoners and prison staff must engage 

on a daily basis (e.g., during daily lock-ups and at meal times). In a prison environment 

disengagement may instead be reflected as apathy or even placing greater physical distance 

between themselves and prison staff. Alternatively, disengaged prisoners may appear obedient, but 

they reject the goals of the prison and therefore refuse to proactively engage with what the prison 

has to offer (i.e., what Crewe (2007) calls ‘detached compliance’); prisoners may be outwardly 

obedient while inwardly opposing the system and those who represent it. Cohen and Taylor (1972) 

suggest long-term prisoners (i.e., 25 years – life) are likely to disengage as a way to adapt to prison 

life.4 They likened this type of prisoner to Goffman’s (1961) ‘situational withdrawal’ concept; these 

prisoners may cooperate with authorities to avoid problems, but they “wanted to be left alone by 

the authorities and by other prisoners” (Cohen & Taylor, 1972, p.107). The posture of 

disengagement will be particularly interesting to observe within a prison environment given the loss 

of freedom, loss of power and lack of flexibility experienced by prisoners, and therefore their 

inability to truly disengage from the power held by prison staff. 

The final posture is game-playing. Game-playing combines the attitude of a disengager with 

the “can do” attitude of someone who thinks they can beat the authority at their own game 

(Braithwaite, 2001, 2009). Rather than outright ignoring the demands of authority, game-players 

take pleasure in finding ways to get around or redefine rules. To ‘play the game’ one must have an 

informed understanding of the regulatory code and how the system works, and be able to use that 

code to alter the meaning of regulations. Authorities in this sense are seen as competitors or 

                                                           
4
 Cohen and Taylor (1972, p.107) refer to disengagement as ‘retreatism’ or ‘resignation’. 
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sparring partners (challengers) in the game they are playing, as opposed to agents of disapproval to 

be obeyed (Braithwaite, 2009). Crewe (2007) suggests prisoners may be hostile towards both the 

staff and the principles of the prison itself but they use displays of compliance to mask oppositional 

objectives. These prisoners are simply ‘playing the game’ of prison. For example, they will complete 

psychology programs simply to be seen in a positive light by others and will advance through the 

system or use what they learn in their oppositional games (Crewe, 2007). McDermott and King 

(1988) first described imprisonment as a series of ‘mind games’ when they published preliminary 

findings from their examination of prisoners within the prison system in Midland England and Wales. 

McDermott and King spent three months observing, and at times participating in, the daily routine 

of staff and prisoners (e.g., playing table tennis with prisoners). They too suggested that how well 

someone ‘plays the game’ (i.e., of prison life) has much to do with knowledge of formal and informal 

rules and the ability to skillfully use that knowledge to their own advantage. In the prison 

environment, however, issues of overcrowding and poor physical facilities for both staff and 

prisoners, as well as poor regimes directly lead to restrictions in how the game is played while also 

indirectly influencing ‘players’ motives for playing the game. Several studies from the U.K., U.S. and 

Australia have identified a number of ways prisoners can be seen to manipulate rules, other 

prisoners and prison staff (e.g., McDermott & King, 1988; McIlwain, 2004; Worley, Marquart & 

Mullings, 2003). For example, prisoners may find ways to gain additional time either in or out of 

their cell, manipulate the system to be moved to a more desired location (either to another facility 

or within their current prison), or ‘groom’ staff to develop inappropriate relationships that will work 

to their advantage. The studies examining these ‘prison games’ suggest the posture of game-playing 

may be displayed in a diverse range of ways in prison. 

As can be seen from the descriptions above, Braithwaite’s (2009) motivational posturing 

theory provides one overall framework that can capture the different types of posturing that 

prisoners display toward prison staff. The three postures of defiance (resistance, disengagement, 

game-playing) in particular suggest that individuals may question the legitimacy of the authority to 

varying degrees and display these postures as an expression of their dissatisfaction with the 

authority. As explained in the procedural justice literature, when people feel they have been treated 

unfairly, they are more likely to be resistant to cooperating (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Resistance is 

reduced when poor practices are improved while commitment to the authority remains constant 

(Braithwaite, 2009). This thesis proposes that by exploring whether prisoners adopt different 

motivational postures within prison, and understanding how procedural justice is related with each 

posture, it can help prison staff more effectively manage situations where these different postures 

are displayed. 
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3.3.2 Procedural justice and motivational posturing research 

A limited number of empirical studies have considered the effects of procedural justice on 

individuals who display different postures, with mixed results. Early empirical studies of procedural 

justice and motivational posturing demonstrated authorities could reduce resistance through fair 

and respectful treatment (e.g., Hartner, Rechberger, Kirchler & Schabmann, 2008; J. Braithwaite, 

Makkai & Braithwaite, 2007; V. Braithwaite et al., 2007; Braithwaite, 2009; Murphy, 2003, 2005; 

Murphy et al., 2009). For example, J. Braithwaite et al. (2007) found nursing home CEOs were more 

likely to shift from a posture of resistance to commitment when they felt regulators treated them 

with procedural justice, and were therefore more likely to comply in the future.  

A study by Hartner et al. (2008) used self-report survey data from more than 2,000 Australian 

taxpayers to examine the role of procedural justice and motivational postures on tax compliance. 

They found that procedural justice was important for increasing postures of deference (i.e., 

commitment and capitulation) and for reducing postures of defiance (i.e., resistance, disengagement 

and game-playing). It was also found that the postures of defiance were related to tax non-

compliance and mediated the relationship between procedural justice and tax non-compliance, but 

that the postures of deference were not related to tax compliance. The authors suggest such a 

finding may be a result of taxpayers’ attitudes of defiance towards taxation having a stronger impact 

on behaviour than their attitudes of deference. 

V. Braithwaite et al. (2007) examined the influence of procedural justice on taxpayers that 

displayed different postures toward tax authorities. They used data from 3,253 randomly selected 

Australian taxpayers and 2,292 taxpayers involved in a dispute with the tax authority. As was 

predicted for both groups, taxpayers who considered the tax authority as procedurally just were less 

likely to display resistance toward directives of the authority and were more likely to express 

commitment with the authority. On the other hand, when taxpayers viewed the tax authority as 

using principles of procedural justice, postures of disengagement and game-playing were 

heightened. Braithwaite et al. offered two possible explanations for this latter finding: 1) procedural 

justice may be seen as a sign of weakness and a last attempt by the authority to regain some 

credibility; 2) people may see the authority as employing the principles of procedural justice with 

little integrity, using it instead to manipulate regulatees to quickly resolve the conflict. The findings 

of Braithwaite et al.’s study suggest procedural justice may be effective for gaining the cooperation 

of those resistant to authority, but if done with low integrity may see disengagers further withdraw 

from the authority and game-players increase their efforts to out-play the system. 
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A recent study by Murphy (2016) further considered the influence of procedural justice on 

different posturing styles in both the taxation and policing contexts. Longitudinal survey data was 

collected from 659 taxpayers in a dispute with the Australian Taxation Office and from 1,190 

Australian citizens who were asked about their experiences with the police. First, for both groups, 

procedural justice was associated with greater self-reported compliance with laws. Second, 

procedural justice was effective for reducing resistance posturing over time (providing support for V. 

Braithwaite et al.’s (2007) findings), but disengagement remained unaffected over time. Murphy also 

demonstrated that holding a resistant posture mediated the effect of procedural justice on self-

reported compliance behavior, yet disengagement did not mediate the effect. Finally, Murphy 

showed that resistance and disengagement posturing did not interact with procedural justice to 

shape self-reported compliance behaviour. Rather, procedural justice was found to have a positive 

effect on compliance behaviour for both low and high resisters, and for both low and high 

disengagers.  

While both V. Braithwaite et al. (2007) and Murphy (2016) did not find procedural justice had 

a positive effect on disengagement, two other studies in the policing context have produced 

different results.. For example, Murphy and Cherney (2012) used survey data from a random sample 

of 1,203 Australians to explore how procedural justice and motivational postures impact people’s 

willingness to cooperate with police. They found procedural justice was positively related to the 

posture of commitment and negatively related to the postures of resistance and disengagement. 

Murphy and Cherney also found disengagement mediated the relationship between procedural 

justice and cooperation, suggesting procedural justice was important for reducing disengagement 

and subsequently improving willing cooperation. Finally, Madon et al. (2017) also considered the 

role of disengagement in the relationship between procedural justice and minority group 

perceptions of police legitimacy. Using survey data from 1,480 ethnic minority group members in 

Australia, Madon et al. found that disengagement was related to reduced perceptions of police 

legitimacy, but that procedural justice was more effective for building legitimacy when respondents 

reported being highly disengaged from police.  

Overall, the studies presented in this section generally suggest procedural justice can be 

effective for heightening postures of deference (e.g., commitment) and for reducing postures of 

defiance (e.g., resistance and disengagement). However, studies conducted in policing and taxation 

contexts have produced mixed findings in relation to the mediating and moderating roles of 

motivational postures in the relationships between procedural justice and cooperation/compliance 

behaviours. These mediating and moderating relationships are therefore considered further in a 

corrections environment. Motivational postures are used as mediators to determine whether these 
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attitudinal styles (i.e., the social distance prisoners place between themselves and officers) explain 

why prisoners would be more or less likely to cooperate and comply with prison staff and prison 

rules. As per Braithwaite’s (2003, 2009) theory, those who display postures of commitment or 

capitulation are more likely to comply, while those who display postures of resistance, 

disengagement or game-playing are less likely to comply. Procedural justice is also expected to 

enhance commitment and capitulation, and reduce resistance, disengagement and game-playing 

postures. There is a wealth of research that suggests procedural justice can enhance people’s social 

identification because it enhances their status within, and identity with, a group (Tyler & Blader, 

2003). Further, Tyler and Blader (2003) argue fair treatment is related to individuals’ commitment to 

a group. Therefore, it is expected that motivational postures will mediate the procedural 

justice/cooperation relationship; specifically, motivational postures can be used to explain the 

relationship between procedural justice and cooperation/compliance behaviour. That is, prisoners 

who perceive officers as being procedurally just should be more likely to feel committed or 

capitulated to cooperating with staff and following rules, and therefore, will be more likely to 

actually cooperate with staff and comply with the rules. On the other hand, prisoners who feel they 

are being treated with procedural injustice are more likely to display postures of resistance, 

disengagement and game-playing, which in turn would lead to less cooperative and compliant 

behaviours.  

However, while Tyler and Blader’s (2003) group engagement model may explain why 

motivational postures might act as mediators in the procedural justice-cooperation/compliance 

relationship, Lind and Van den Bos’ (2002) uncertainty management model suggests that 

motivational postures might act as moderators in the procedural justice-cooperation/compliance 

relationship. Lind and Van den Bos suggest that when individuals are unsure of how others in a 

group perceive them (i.e., an authority), they can be left feeling anxious about how an interaction 

with an authority will transpire. As a result, individuals focus on whether they are treated with 

procedural justice by that authority. In addition, Bradford and Jackson (2010) argue that when 

people feel marginalised by authority, they feel they are treated more unjustly. Procedural justice is 

then used as a way to reduce this uncertainty or marginalisation and increase an individuals’ 

perception of their standing within a group. In other words, in situations of uncertainty, signs of 

procedurally just treatment should be particularly salient to those with higher levels of uncertainty. 

Prison officers are viewed as important representatives of the prison who convey important 

messages to prisoners about their standing within a group. Therefore, it can be expected that when 

prison staff use procedural justice in their interactions with prisoners who are less committed or 

more resistant or disengaged, then procedural justice will take on special importance to them (i.e., 
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moderation will occur). A growing number of studies within the procedural justice literature suggest 

that motivational postures can both mediate and moderate the procedural justice-

cooperation/compliance relationship. Given these mixed results in other regulatory contexts, the 

current study aims to determine whether motivational postures either mediate or moderate the 

procedural justice effect on compliance and cooperation in the corrections context. 

 

3.4 The Present Study 

Research examining procedural justice within a correctional setting has been limited to only a 

small collection of studies (i.e., Beijersbergen et al., 2014, 2015; Beijersbergen et al., 2016; Brunton-

Smith & McCarthy, 2016; Hacin & Mesko, 2018; Jenness & Calavita, 2018; Reisig & Mesko, 2009; 

Weinrath, 2016). Each of these studies has its limitations and cannot be generalised to the Australian 

prison context (see Section 3.2.1 for a discussion of these limitations).  

This thesis aims to address limitations and gaps in the procedural justice research by: 1) 

exploring the effect of procedural justice on well-being and compliance-related variables in an 

Australian corrections context; 2) extending prior research by also looking at the link between 

procedural justice and voluntary cooperation in a prison environment; and 3) examining, for the first 

time in a corrections context, whether procedural justice has different effects on both cooperation 

and compliance-related variables for different types of prisoner (i.e., as operationalised via 

motivational posturing styles). This thesis also extends earlier research by not only examining 

motivational postures in a corrections context, but by also examining if motivational postures 

mediate or moderate procedural justice effects on both cooperation and compliance-related 

outcomes. The current thesis contributes to existing procedural justice and motivational posturing 

literature by addressing six research questions: 

RQ1: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff associated with prisoners’ 

a) general well-being and b) psychological distress? 

RQ2: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff associated with prisoners’ 

a) perceptions of staff legitimacy, b) self-reported cooperation with prison staff, c) self-

reported compliance, and d) actual compliance? 

RQ3: Does perceived staff legitimacy mediate the relationships between procedural 

justice and prisoners’ a) self-reported cooperation, b) self-reported compliance, and c) 

actual compliance? 

RQ4: Do Braithwaite’s (2003) five motivational postures emerge in a corrections context? 
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RQ5: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff related to prisoners’ 

motivational posturing styles? 

RQ6: Do motivational postures mediate and/or moderate the relationships between 

procedural justice and prisoners’ a) self-reported cooperation, b) self-reported 

compliance, and c) actual compliance? 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Methodology 

4.0 Introduction 

Chapter 2 identified the key issues impacting prisoners’ well-being and compliance behaviour, 

including overcrowding, the loss of liberty, being disconnected from friends and family, and the risk 

of being assaulted (e.g., Crewe, 2011; Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004; Molleman & Van Ginneken, 

2014; Sparks et al., 1996; Sykes, 1958; Toch, 1997). Chapter 3 highlighted procedural justice as a way 

to improve the perceived legitimacy of authorities, and in turn to improve the well-being, quality of 

life, and cooperation and compliance behaviour of those being governed (e.g., Barkworth & Murphy, 

2016; Beijersbergen et al., 2014; Jackson et al., 2012; Murphy, 2003; Murphy et al., 2014; Reisig & 

Mesko, 2009; Tyler, 1990). Chapter 3 also examined the applicability of procedural justice within the 

prison environment, citing eight studies that had explored procedural justice and its associations to 

prisoner well-being, prison legitimacy, and compliance-related behaviour. This thesis examines 

prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice in South-East Queensland (Australia) prisons. It 

examines the effect of these perceptions on prisoners’ well-being, and on prisoners’ perceptions of 

prison legitimacy, and willingness to cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules and 

procedures. The thesis also examines whether prisoners’ behavioural outcomes vary in response to 

procedural justice for different types of prisoners, as manifested by motivational postures.  

Chapter 4 provides an outline of the methodology and research design used in this thesis, and 

is broken into four parts. Part 1 of Chapter 4 introduces the research setting. Part 2 provides an 

overview of the research design; specifically, a cross-sectional self-report survey of Queensland 

prisoners from four Queensland prisons, and the use of administrative data to gauge levels of non-

compliant conduct by prisoners who participate in the survey. Part 3 outlines the participant 

recruitment process and the procedure followed.5 To conclude, Part 4 summarises the content 

contained in the four data analyses chapters (Chapters 5 to 8). 

 

4.1 PART 1: The Research Setting 

The Australian prison population is growing at a faster rate than the general population 

(Baldry & Russell, 2017). The overall prison population grew from 38,845 prisoners (208/100,000) in 

2016 to 41,202 (216/100,000) in 2017 (ABS, 2017), an increase of 4%; Australia’s population grew by 

                                                           
5
 A National Ethics Application for full review was approved by the Griffith University Ethics Committee (GU Ref 

No: CCJ/02/15/HREC), and access to Queensland correctional centres was granted by Queensland Corrective 
Services and the General Managers of each participating centre. 
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1.6% over the same period. While the imprisonment rate in Australia is higher than in the U.K. 

(142/100,000), it is still favourable in comparison to the U.S. (655/100,000) (World Prison Brief, 

2018) where the era of mass incarceration has had significant impacts on prisoners, their families 

and the communities where they reside (Pattilio, Western & Weiman, 2004; Pettit, 2012). 

Queensland has the second largest adult prison population in Australia (8,476 prisoners; 20.6% of 

Australia’s total prison population; ABS, 2017), despite Queensland’s general population being the 

third largest of Australian states and territories (20.0% of Australia’s total population; ABS, 2018). 

The rise in the prison population indicates that prisons across Australia (including Queensland) are 

approximately at 117% capacity (ABS, 2017). Of concern is that 27.4% of the prison population in 

Australia (32.1% in Queensland) is comprised of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders (Australia’s 

Indigenous population), a significant over-representation of the 2% of First Peoples that contribute 

to Australia’s population (or 4% of Queensland’s population; ABS, 2018). Of the 41,202 prisoners 

incarcerated in Australia, 92.0% are male with a median age of 34.5 years. The majority of prisoners 

are imprisoned for ‘acts intended to cause injury’ (22.7%), ‘illicit drug offences’ (14.9%), ‘sexual 

assault’ (11.6%), or ‘unlawful entry with intent’ (10.4%). Of these, 68.4% have been sentenced, and 

56.5% of Australian prisoners have been previously incarcerated (ABS, 2017). These figures are also 

characteristic of Queensland prisons. 

The current thesis focuses on Queensland prisons that house male inmates. There are 14 

prisons in Queensland, Australia, with four maximum security male prisons in south-east 

Queensland selected for the current project. Three of the chosen centres are State-run (public) 

prisons; one is privately managed and operated.6 Each facility houses adult male prisoners in both 

secure and residential areas, with single-cell accommodation and state-of-the art physical and 

electronic security systems, while promoting an interactive prisoner-staff regime (Queensland 

Corrective Services [QCS], 2018). The four centres range in capacity from approximately 300 to 1000 

prisoners, but run at just under 120% capacity (ABS, 2017; QCS, 2018). The overcrowding in these 

centres results in ‘double-ups’ (i.e., two prisoners share a single cell by placing a second mattress on 

the floor). As noted in Chapter 2, overcrowding heightens frustrations and negatively impacts 

prisoners’ perceived quality of life and psychological stress, and has the potential to increase the 

likelihood of violence (e.g., Bonta & Gendreau, 1990; Lombardo, 1982; Molleman & Van Ginneken, 

2014). The aim of the current thesis is to understand whether prisoner perceptions of prison staff 

using procedural justice can help improve prisoner well-being, prisoner perceptions of prison staff 

                                                           
6
 Names of participating facilities have been kept confidential at the request of Queensland Corrective 

Services. 
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legitimacy, and compliance-related behaviours (including a willingness to cooperate with prison 

staff). 

 

4.2 PART 2: Research Design 

A cross-sectional design using quantitative data was adopted for the thesis project. A 

combination of self-report prisoner surveys and official prisoner records of the surveyed 

respondents will be used to address the six research questions. Self-report survey data has 

limitations in relying on information reported by participants who may over- or under-report actual 

occurrences of misconduct (Nettler, 1978). However, official prison records have also been criticised 

for lacking reliability and validity, due to sources of measurement error resulting from correctional 

officer discretion, definitional issues, and inmate behaviour detection (e.g., Light, 1990). Matching 

self-report data with official administrative data allows for these limitations to be addressed and 

provides greater confidence when comparing findings across the two forms of data. A similar 

method was also employed by Reisig and Mesko (2009) when examining procedural justice and 

prisoner misconduct in Slovenia. It was an approach also adopted by Beijersbergen et al. (2015) in 

the Netherlands.  

Key concepts measured in the prisoner survey included procedural justice (e.g., “Staff in this 

prison treat prisoners with respect and dignity”); well-being (e.g., “My experience in this prison is 

painful”); psychological distress (e.g., “During the last 30 days, about how often did you 

feel…depressed?”); willingness to cooperate with prison staff by reporting information to them (e.g., 

“How likely would you be to… report dangerous or suspicious activities to prison staff”); and self-

reported compliance with prison rules (e.g., “In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have 

you… used violence against another inmate”). The survey items are based on previous research 

conducted by Liebling, assisted by Arnold (2004) examining prison quality, as well as Tyler’s (1990) 

and Murphy, Murphy and Mearns’ (2010) research on procedural justice. Other key concepts 

measured in the survey included the degree of social distancing reported by prisoners as per 

Braithwaite’s (2003) five motivational posturing scales. As noted in Chapter 3 (Section 3.3.1), two of 

Braithwaite’s postures are designed to measure non-defiant postures: 1) those who are generally 

committed to doing the right thing while in prison (e.g., “Obeying prison rules and procedures is the 

right thing to do”); and 2) those who capitulate to staff and the system (e.g., “The way this prison 

works may not be perfect but it works well enough for most of us”). The other three of Braithwaite’s 

postures are designed to measure different forms of defiance: 3) those who are highly resistant (e.g., 

“It’s important not to let staff push you around”); 4) those who disengage themselves from other 
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prisoners and staff (e.g., “I don’t care if I’m not doing the right thing by staff in this prison”); and 5) 

those who indicate they are game-players (e.g., “I look for ways to manipulate staff”).  

 

4.3 PART 3: Participants and Procedure 

Male to female prisoner ratios in Queensland correspond to 92.0% and 8.0% respectively 

(ABS, 2017). The current research therefore focuses on male prisoners due to the larger number of 

males incarcerated in Queensland. A convenience sample of 181 prisoners from the four maximum 

security male prisons in south-east Queensland participated in the research. Random selection of 

prisoner participants is difficult to achieve in the prison environment due to the unpredictability of 

prisoner availability. For example, prisoners may be engaged with work commitments or may be 

participating in prison programs, or they may be in confinement for protection or sanctioning. A 

convenience sample was therefore the most feasible way to obtain a prison sample for the current 

PhD study. 

The first 12 months of the current project involved gaining formal approvals from Queensland 

Corrective Services and the Griffith University Ethics Committee in order to conduct research in 

Queensland correctional facilities. Prior to any formal data collection commencing, two induction 

programs were undertaken by the researcher. The first was a half-day centre induction to introduce 

the main policies and procedures applicable to the purpose of visits to Queensland correctional 

facilities for research. The first induction program covered topics including the day-to-day 

operational schedule, how to move about the centre (with an escort), precautions to take when 

interacting with prisoners, actions to take when codes are called, and who to contact to report 

issues. The second induction program was a half-day Non-Custodial Officer training program at the 

Queensland Corrections Academy reiterating the main policies and procedures that formal visitors 

are required to follow.  

Initially, two correctional facilities were selected for the study; however, after the first visit to 

each of these centres, they no longer had staff capacity to continue with their involvement in the 

project.7 At this stage only 42 prisoners had participated. Hence, an additional two correctional 

facilities were sought in south-east Queensland to achieve the minimum target sample size of 130 

participants. The complication with participating facilities meant the data collection process took 

approximately 6 months longer than initially anticipated. As the sample was spread across four 

facilities, comparisons between each centre were not possible due to limited sample sizes from 
                                                           
7
 In both of the first two participating centres the requirement that the researcher needed to be escorted by a 

prison staff member at all times put a strain on staff resources, hence additional participants from these 
centres could not be obtained. 
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some centres (e.g., only 16 prisoners responded in one facility). The original selection of two 

facilities aimed to make a comparison between a public and private prison, but again, due to a small 

sample from the private prison (n = 26) direct comparisons would be methodologically flawed.8 The 

addition of the second two participating facilities allowed the researcher to exceed the target 

sample size (final N = 181).9 

After formal approvals from Queensland Corrective Services, formal data collection involved a 

two-phase approach. Phase 1 involved administering prisoner surveys to the 181 volunteer prisoners 

over a 12-month period. Phase 2 involved merging prisoners’ survey responses with official recorded 

compliance data extracted from official prison records once surveys were completed. Prisoners were 

required to give their voluntary consent to the researcher to have their survey responses merged to 

their official compliance record. 

4.3.1  Phase 1: Prisoner surveys 

Phase 1 of the thesis project involved a two-part administration of prisoner surveys: a pre-test 

stage followed by the survey-proper participation stage. The pre-test stage involved administering 

surveys to 16 sentenced adult male prisoners to check for any issues participants may have 

understanding survey items. The pilot also enabled testing of how long the survey would take to 

administer.10 In the event participants indicated difficulty with literacy or understanding of 

terminology, the researcher conducted the survey one-on-one, reading through the survey items, 

explaining concepts where needed, and marking the participants’ responses on the survey.11 For 

literate individuals, the prisoner completed the survey on their own. The pre-test phase did not 

identify any issues with comprehension of survey items and indicated survey completion time would 

range from approximately 25-45 minutes, depending upon the prisoners’ reading ability and delivery 

format (researcher administered vs self-completion). 

                                                           
8
 Analyses presented in Chapters 5-8 have used prison type (public v private) as a dummy-coded variable to 

assess potential differences between the two types of facility. It is acknowledged that Brunton-Smith and 
McCarthy (2016) utilised a measure of institutional procedural justice in their study; however, such a measure 
was not available for the current study. While data was collected from four correctional institutions, an overall 
institutional level measure of procedural justice from these individual institutions could not be compared due 
to an insufficient sample size from two of the centres. Instead, differences between public and private prisons 
may act as a proxy for considering a more objective institutional measure of procedural justice.However, 
results should be interpreted with caution given the small sample from the private prison and participants 
from public prisons coming from three different facilities. 
9
 The researcher was still escorted by prison staff in the additional two facilities; however, these centres had 

the additional staff capacity to allow for this to take place.  
10

 On the first day of survey data collection 16 prisoners were available to participate (conducted in two groups 
in an Education room). This group therefore made up the pre-test stage of the survey phase. 
11

 Only two participants from both the pre-test and survey-proper stages of Phase 1 required assistance in 
completing the survey. 
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The second stage of the prisoner surveys (i.e., survey-proper) involved administering the same 

survey from the pre-test stage to a further 165 prisoners from three additional south-east 

Queensland prisons. Participant recruitment varied among the four prisons due to each centre’s 

policies. In two of the centres, the participants were selected through liaising with the centre’s 

Nominated Contact Person (NCP) to determine those who met the criteria (18+ years12 and able to 

provide informed consent13) and who would be available during one of the visits the researcher 

made to the prison. The NCP approached prisoners in their units to inform them that a researcher 

would be visiting the centre and was seeking volunteers to complete a survey. The NCP provided the 

prisoners with a brief overview of the project (see Appendix A) and an information sheet (See 

Appendix B).  

Prisoners who were interested provided their verbal consent to the NCP, who noted down 

their name to later be called up for participation during the researcher’s visit/s to the centre. When 

prisoners were called to a room in the Education building, the researcher again explained the 

purpose of the project, informing them that participation was voluntary, that they could withdraw 

from the project at any time without consequence, that they were not being provided with any 

incentive to participate, and that there would be no direct benefit to them as a result of 

participating. The researcher provided participants with an informed consent form (See Appendix C) 

and another copy of the information sheet.  

In the remaining two participating centres, the researcher was able to directly approach 

prisoners in their units as a group to explain the purpose of the project. Those willing to participate 

were provided with an information sheet and consent form, and were then able to complete the 

survey in their unit. The researcher was present to address any questions or concerns that arose. 

The survey data collection phase was completed over a 12-month period (from February, 2016 to 

February, 2017).  

Approximately 600 prisoners were directly asked if they were willing to participate in the 

project, with a total of 230 surveys handed out and 181 returned (response rate = 30.2%; completion 

rate = 78.7%). Previous prison studies have reported response rates ranging from 34% to 89% (e.g., 

Brunton-Smith & McCarthy, 2016; Reisig and Mesko, 2009; U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2011; 

Wooldredge, 1999), suggesting the response rate of the current study is quite low. The reason for 

the overall low response rate could be attributed to differences in recruiting prisoners from each of 

                                                           
12

 Adult prisons in Queensland also house 17 year olds, therefore prisoners under the age of 18 years were 
excluded from participation due to ethical concerns with obtaining informed consent.   
13

 The NCP was used to determine whether any potential participants were unable to provide voluntary and 
informed consent due to significant mental health problems. 
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the participating centres. For example, in one of the centres where the NCP recruited participants, 

the response rate was 16%, while in one of the centres where the researcher was able to directly 

approach prisoners, the response rate was 89%. Therefore, it may be that had the researcher been 

able to directly approach prisoners an all participating centres, the overall response rate may have 

been higher.  

After screening the survey data, two cases were removed due to significant amounts of 

missing data, and two cases were excluded based on response patterns that indicated the 

respondents had not carefully read the questions and responded accordingly14. The final sample size 

consisted of 177 participants (adjusted response rate = 29.5%). The sample size for the survey is of 

sufficient power to reliably detect medium effect sizes in the data (Green, 1991). The reliability of 

the prisoner sample size for the survey is based on Green’s (1991) calculations of N≥50+8m where m 

equals the number of predictors being measured. The maximum number of predictors in the 

analyses is 10, therefore N≥50+8(10) = 130. The sample of 177 meets these estimates.  

Table 4.1 presents participants’ demographic characteristics and information regarding their 

current sentence, compared to available information regarding characteristics of the Queensland 

prison population.15 The comparison of the sample in the current study was broadly representative 

of the overall Queensland population. Age, education and time served were measured as continuous 

variables; a higher score on education reflects a higher level of completed education, and a higher 

score on time served reflects a longer period of time in prison to date (regardless of sentence 

length). The remaining variables were categorical in nature and were dummy-coded: ethnicity (0 = 

Indigenous; 1 = Non-Indigenous), marital status (0 = Unmarried; 1 = Married), sentenced (0 = 

Sentenced; 1 = Remand), first time in prison (0 = No; 1 = Yes), and prison type (0 = Private; 1 = 

Public). The survey data was used to test Research Questions 1 to 6. 

4.3.2 Phase 2: Official prison records 

Upon completion of the survey, respondents were also asked whether they consented to 

having their official compliance records accessed and matched to their survey data. To maintain 

prisoner confidentiality on completed surveys, prisoner ID numbers of those who consented to their 

survey responses being matched to their official records were recorded in a separate book by the 

researcher, with the ID number of the survey booklet they completed. A total of 129 survey 

respondents agreed to their official records being accessed and matched to their survey responses. 

                                                           
14

 Respondents would answer entire sections with all ‘agree’ or all ‘disagree’ responses despite reverse-
wording of questions. For example, the respondent may have responded ‘agree’ to the question “I respect 
staff in this prison” and would then ‘agree’ with the question “I resent staff in this prison”. 
15

 Offence type was not collected due to ethical concerns around asking for this information. 
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A representative from Queensland Corrective Services used the prisoner ID numbers to extract the 

official records of consenting participants. This data was forwarded to the researcher to enable data 

matching. Official compliance data was recorded as the number of breaches each consenting 

prisoner had received during their current term of imprisonment. The process of gaining access to 

this data took approximately 2 months. Once compiled, the official records were matched with 

prisoners’ survey responses by re-matching prisoner ID numbers to survey booklet ID numbers. 

Following the linking of official records and survey responses, data was de-identified and the 

identifying prisoner ID numbers linking the survey booklet ID numbers was destroyed. Matching 

official compliance data with prisoners’ survey data enabled further testing of Research Question 2, 

3 and 6.  

In order to consider whether there were any significant differences between the 129 prisoners 

who provided consent for their official records to be accessed and the remaining 48 who did not 

provide consent, a logistic regression analysis was conducted. Of the 18 demographic and attitudinal 

variables included in the analysis, only two variables demonstrated significant differences between 

the two groups: time served and prison type. That is, those who had served more time in prison and 

those in public prisons were more likely to consent to their records being accessed. No other 

differences were found between the two groups, suggesting there is very little difference between 

those who consented to their records being accessed and those who did not consent.  
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Table 4.1   
Demographic and control variables for type of prison (public vs private) and for the full sample 

 Public Prison 
(n=151) 

  Private Prison 
(n=26) 

  TOTAL  
(N=177) 

  QLD Prisons 
(N=7,746) 

 

 Mean (SD) %  Mean (SD) %  Mean (SD) %  Mean (SD) % 

Age 38.22 (11.37)   42.81 (9.28)   38.91 (11.15)   35.00 (NA)  
Ethnicity            

Non-Indigenous Australian  75.5   53.8   72.3   68.2 
Indigenous Australian / Other  24.5   46.2   27.7   31.8 

Education 1.45 (0.63)   1.65 (0.75)   1.48 (0.65)   NA  
Year 12 or lower  62.0   50.0   60.2    
Cert. 1 – Adv. Diploma  30.7   34.6   31.3    
Bachelor Degree or higher  7.3   15.4   8.5    

Marital Status          NA  
Married / De facto  17.2   26.9   18.6    
Single / Divorced / Widowed  82.8   73.1   81.4    

Sentenced            
Yes  90.1   100.0   91.5   70.7 
No (on remand)  9.9   0.0   8.5   29.3 

Time Served 1.31 (0.62)   1.81 (0.49)   1.39 (0.62)   NA  
< 5 years  77.0   23.1   69.0    
5 – 15 years  14.9   73.1   23.5    
15+ years  8.1   3.8   7.5    

First time in prison            
Yes  35.8   46.2   37.3   36.2 
No  64.2   53.8   62.7   63.9 

*QLD Prisons data taken from ABS (2016) – comparative to the time most survey data was collected 
Note: NA = Official data is not available for this variable 
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4.4 PART 4: Summary of Remaining Chapters and Analyses  

The remaining chapters of the thesis include analyses addressing each of the research 

questions being examined, and a discussion of the main findings. The four results chapters to follow 

will include a discussion of scale construction (for variables relevant in each respective chapter), 

reliability and factor analyses to differentiate each of the independent variables from the dependent 

variables, and a series of regression analyses addressing the six research questions. Chapter 5 uses 

self-report survey data to address Research Question 1: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by 

prison staff associated with prisoners’ a) general well-being and b) psychological distress? Two 

regression analyses will be used to assess the relationship between prisoners’ perceptions of 

procedural justice and their general well-being and psychological distress. Chapter 6 uses both self-

report survey data and official prison records to address Research Question 2: Is the perceived use of 

procedural justice by prison staff associated with prisoners’ a) perceptions of staff legitimacy, b) self-

reported cooperation with prison staff, c) self-reported compliance with prison rules, and d) actual 

compliance with prison rules? and Research Question 3: Does perceived staff legitimacy mediate the 

relationships between procedural justice and prisoners’ a) self-reported cooperation, b) self-reported 

compliance, and c) actual compliance? Four regression analyses assess the relationship between 

prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice and staff-legitimacy, and then the mediating role of 

legitimacy in the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation, self-

reported compliance and actual compliance. Chapter 7 uses self-report survey data to address 

Research Question 4: Do Braithwaite’s (2003) five motivational postures emerge in a corrections 

context? and Research Question 5: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff related 

to prisoners’ motivational posturing styles? Here, a factor analysis is used to address Research 

Question 4 (i.e., to determine whether motivational postures are displayed in the corrections 

context. Four regression analyses are then used to assess the relationship between prisoners’ 

perceptions of procedural justice and the motivational postures of commitment, resistance, 

disengagement and game-playing.16 Chapter 8 uses both self-report survey data and official prison 

records to address Research Question 6: Do motivational postures mediate and/or moderate the 

relationships between procedural justice and prisoners’ a) self-reported cooperation, b) self-reported 

compliance, and c) actual compliance? A series of 12 regression analyses are used in this final results 

chapter to assess the mediating and moderating relationship of each of the four motivational 

postures (i.e., commitment, resistance, disengagement and game-playing) in the relationships 

between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual 

compliance. All analyses are conducted using SPSS version 23. For the purposes of assessing 

                                                           
16

 Capitulation is not assessed due to cross-loading with procedural justice (see Chapter 7 for details). 
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significant differences, a p-value of .05 was used. While it is acknowledged that there has been some 

debate around using a p-value of .05 to determine significance, the use of this value is still a 

common convention and was therefore utilised to determine significant relationships between 

variables in the current thesis (Wasserstein & Lazar, 2016). Chapter 9 concludes the thesis with a 

discussion of the overall theoretical and practical implications of the findings, including limitations 

and future directions of the research. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Scale Construction and Results 

Procedural Justice, General Well-being and Psychological Distress 

5.0 Introduction 

Given the greater likelihood that prisoners will experience negative psychological effects as a 

result of spending prolonged periods of time in confinement (Cooper & Berwick, 2001; Fazel et al., 

2011; Gullone et al., 2000), it is important to consider ways in which prisoners’ general well-being 

can be improved and their psychological distress reduced. As noted in the previous chapters, prison 

populations in Australia and many other western nations are growing (Walmsley, 2016). 

Subsequently prisons are increasingly becoming overcrowded, with some of Queensland’s prisons 

running at approximately 117% capacity (ABS, 2017). Overcrowding results in cell-sharing, increased 

frustrations among prisoners, and a higher likelihood of violence (Lombardo, 1982; Toch, 1997; 

Wooldredge et al., 2001). Prisoners can subsequently feel unsafe in such an environment and 

overcrowding can negatively impact their general well-being and psychological distress. Feeling 

unsafe and tense, coupled with being separated from loved ones, and uncertainty about the future 

means some find it difficult to adapt to and cope with their surroundings. As a result of these added 

pressures, prisoners are more likely to experience depression, anxiety and stress when compared to 

the general population. Prisoners are over three times more likely to self-harm or commit suicide 

(58/100,000) than the general population (16/100,000) (see Chapter 2 and Cooper & Berwick, 2001; 

Fazel et al., 2011; Gullone et al., 2000). 

Procedural justice practices by prison staff promote respectful treatment, concern and 

understanding for prisoners, as well as foster impartiality and allow the opportunity for prisoners to 

voice concerns to staff. Perceptions of procedural justice have consistently been linked to people’s 

general well-being and emotional outcomes among a range of populations, including prisoners (e.g., 

Barkworth & Murphy, 2016; Beijersbergen et al., 2014; Tyler & Huo, 2002). Given the increased risk 

of threats to prisoners’ well-being, interacting with prison staff who are seen to be employing 

procedural justice practices in their dealings with prisoners may have particularly positive effects on 

prisoners’ perceived well-being and psychological distress. This chapter therefore addresses 

Research Question 1:  

Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff associated with prisoners’ 

a) general well-being and b) psychological distress?  
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This chapter utilises survey data collected from 177 male prisoners housed in four Queensland 

prisons (see Chapter 4). The survey data is used to assess the association between prisoners’ 

perceptions that prison staff use procedural justice, and prisoners’ general feelings of well-being and 

psychological distress. The first part of this chapter discusses scale construction of these concepts 

and others used to address Research Question 1, and presents the descriptive statistics of key 

variables, and bi-variate correlations for all variables included in the analyses. The second part of the 

chapter presents two regression analyses that address Research Question 1. The final part of the 

chapter provides an overall summary of the key findings.  

 

5.1 PART 1: Scale Construction, Descriptive Statistics and Bi-variate Correlations 

To answer Research Question 1 using survey data, three key variables are of interest: (1) 

procedural justice, (2) general well-being, and (3) psychological distress. Procedural justice is the key 

independent variable, while general well-being and psychological distress are the key dependent 

variables. Before addressing the research question, the development of scales for these concepts 

will be discussed. A factor analysis will be presented showing that the measures have good construct 

validity. Descriptive statistics and bi-variate correlations for each scale will then be discussed.  

5.1.1 Testing the construct validity of the key variables used in Chapter 5  

This section discusses the development of scales for the three key variables of interest to 

address Research Question 1: procedural justice, general well-being, and psychological distress (see 

Appendix E for full item wording of all scales). Prior to conducting a principal components analysis 

(PCA) with the survey data, the three scales were first assessed separately for reliability and validity. 

Reliability analyses produced Cronbach alphas greater than the desired level of .7 for all scales. KMO 

values greater than .6 and BTS values of < .001 for each measure support the factorability of the 

scales (Bartlett, 1954; Kaiser, 1974). Table 5.1 presents reliability and validity measures for the three 

scales. Each of the measures are described below and are reported in the principal components 

factor analysis displayed in Table 5.2. 

Table 5.1  
Reliability and validity measures for key variables used in Chapter 5 

RQ1 Variables # of 
Items 

Cronbach’s 
alpha (α) 

KMO BTS % of total 
variance 

Procedural Justice 10 .92 .933 <.001 57.5 
General Well-being 2 .80 .632 <.001 74.3 
Psychological Distress 10 .95 .929 <.001 68.1 
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Procedural justice. Procedural justice has emerged as a widely examined concept, particularly 

since Tyler’s (1990) classic book ‘Why people obey the law’ was published. Since then procedural 

justice has been tested in a range of criminal justice contexts including policing, courts and 

corrections. The 10-item measure of procedural justice used in the current study reflected Tyler’s 

four-element model of procedural justice. The specific measures were taken and adapted from 

Tyler’s (1990) and Murphy et al.’s (2010) research. It measures prisoners’ general perceptions that 

staff in their prison use procedural justice practices. It is therefore an individual-level self-report 

variable. It should also be noted that this measure does not reflect an actual experience of 

procedural justice, but rather measures prisoners’ general perceptions regarding prison staff use of 

procedural justice. The procedural justice scale included the four sub-concepts of respect (e.g., “Staff 

in this prison treat prisoners with respect and dignity”), trustworthiness (e.g., “Staff in this prison 

show concern and understanding towards me”), neutrality (e.g., “Staff in this prison treat all 

prisoners equally”) and voice (e.g., “Staff give prisoners the opportunity to tell their side of the story 

before decisions are made”). A five-point Likert scale was used for all individual questions (1 = 

Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree). A mean score scale was constructed using the 10 items, 

with a higher score on the scale indicating stronger perceptions of procedural justice (see Table 5.3).  

General well-being. Research has consistently shown the effects of imprisonment can largely 

influence prisoners’ well-being and quality of life (e.g., Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004). It is 

therefore important to consider how prisoners’ well-being may be improved. The measure of 

general well-being used in this project was based on Liebling, assisted by Arnold’s (2004) measure of 

well-being. This measure was originally developed during Liebling’s research on the moral 

performance of prisons in England and Wales. Liebling defined well-being as “the condition of being 

contented, and psychologically healthy; the provision of an atmosphere or environment in which the 

welfare and adaptation of prisoners is achievable” (p. 307). Liebling used seven items to measure 

well-being; however, only two of these were reliably distinct in the current study (as tested through 

factor analysis). The well-being measure used in this study therefore consists of two items (e.g., “My 

time in this prison feels like a punishment”) scored on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree 

to 5 = Strongly agree). The items were reverse-scored and a mean-score scale constructed; a higher 

score on the scale indicated prisoners felt their general well-being was high (see Table 5.3).  

Psychological distress. While well-being measures assess experiences of prison life as painful, 

psychological distress provides a more global measure of prisoners’ psychological state regarding 

anxiety and distress. In the current study, to measure psychological distress the Kessler-10 (K10) 

scale was used. The K10 was developed by Robert Kessler and is a self-report measure of 

psychological distress based on questions about anxiety and depressive symptoms experienced by 
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the respondent in the previous four-week period (Kessler et al., 2002). It is widely used as a clinical 

tool to assess depression and anxiety symptoms. The scale is made up of 10 items (e.g., “During the 

last 30 days, about how often did you feel depressed?”), each measured on a five-point Likert scale 

(1 = None of the time to 5 = All the time). Scores from each item are added to provide a composite 

score ranging from 10 to 50. Those who score under 20 are likely to be well, while those who score 

30 and over are likely to have a severe mental disorder (Andrews & Slade, 2001; see Table 5.3). As 

the researcher is not a clinician the scale was not used as a clinical assessment tool, but as a way to 

measure overall feelings of anxiety and depression as reported by the respondent. 

Demographic and control variables. In addition to the three key concepts discussed above, 

eight demographic and control variables were also measured to address Research Question 1: Age; 

ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 1=Non-Indigenous); education (a higher score reflects a higher level of 

education); marital status (0=Unmarried; 1=Married); sentence type (0=Sentenced; 1=Remand); 

time served (a higher score reflects more time spent in prison on the current sentence); first time in 

prison (0=No; 1=Yes); prison type (0=Private; 1=Public)17. Prior research on prisoner well-being has 

revealed inconsistent results in relation to common individual-level imprisonment-specific variables 

such as prior imprisonment, sentence type/length and time served (e.g., Beijersbergen et al., 2014; 

Gullone et al., 2000; Heskin, Bolton & Smith, 1973; MacKenzie & Goodstein, 1985). These variables 

were therefore included to control for any differences in prisoners’ well-being and distress levels 

that may be attributable to variations in individual characteristics (frequency and descriptive results 

for these variables are presented in Chapter 4 in Table 4.1). 

5.1.2 Factor analysis 

In examining the construct validity of the three key scales used in Chapter 5 (procedural 

justice, well-being, psychological distress), the Principal Components Analysis (PCA) reported in 

Table 5.2 reveals the presence of three clear components with Eigenvalues greater than 1. Factor 

loadings greater than .40 indicate potential cross-loading between components. The three 

components explain a total of 65.0% of the variance, with Component 1 contributing 41.8%, 

Component 2 contributing 18.0%, and Component 3 contributing 5.2% of the variance. The results of 

this analysis support the distinction between the key independent variable (procedural justice), and 

the two key dependent variables (general well-being; psychological distress). 

 

                                                           
17

 Analyses presented in Chapters 5-8 have used prison type (public v private) as a dummy-coded variable to 
assess potential differences between the two types of facility; however, results should be interpreted with 
caution given the small sample from the private prison and participants from public prisons coming from three 
different facilities. 
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Table 5.2  
Factor analysis differentiating key variables used in Chapter 5 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

K10 
During the last 30 days, about how often did you feel… 

   

…hopeless? .835 -.114 -.164 
…that everything was an effort? .829 -.236 -.086 
…worthless? .806 -.132 -.258 
…nervous? .805 -.207 .007 
…restless or fidgety? .804 -.037 -.181 
…depressed? .793 -.148 .085 
…so sad that nothing could cheer you up? .785 -.177 -.203 
…so restless you could not sit still? .766 -.172 -.224 
…so nervous that nothing could calm you down? .750 -.065 -.024 
…tired out for no good reason? .631 -.149 -.205 

Procedural Justice    
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  -.125 .831 .090 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions -.134 .817 .037 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions -.052 .796 .021 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  -.034 .754 .006 
Staff treat prisoners with respect and dignity -.162 .708 -.001 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners -.060 .693 .166 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner -.246 .692 .105 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me -.180 .654 .157 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally -.211 .597 .121 
Staff make decisions based upon facts -.093 .530 .143 

Well-being    
My experience of imprisonment has been stressful

+
 -.337 .206 .661 

My time in this prison feels like a punishment
+
 -.388 .376 .598 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 9.196 4.143 1.089 

% of total variance 41.80 18.83 4.95 

The four components explain a total of 65.58% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .918 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square = 2699.414 
                                   df = 231 
                                 sig. = .000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation 

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of items 
+
 Reverse-scored items 

5.1.3 Descriptive statistics 

Descriptive statistics for the three variables of interest used to address Research Question 1 

are presented in Table 5.3 and Table 5.4. Overall, perceptions of procedural justice and general well-

being were quite low (M = 2.78 and M = 2.40, respectively), while psychological distress was 

moderate to mild (M = 24.68). In general, prisoner responses to items measuring perceptions of 

procedural justice tended to weigh more heavily toward ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ when 

responding to positively-worded items. For example, over 40.0% of prisoners sampled did not feel 

they were given an opportunity to tell their side of the story or that staff listened to them before 
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decisions were made (voice), while 60.0% indicated they did not feel staff treated all prisoners 

equally (neutrality). Responses to items measuring trustworthiness were more divided with just over 

a third either agreeing or strongly agreeing that prison staff showed them concern and 

understanding, but nearly 40.0% felt staff did not take into account their needs and concerns in 

personal interactions. Similarly, approximately 50.0% of prisoners felt staff addressed and spoke to 

them in a respectful manner (less than 20.0% either disagreed or strongly disagreed with this 

statement); however, only around 26.0% actually felt staff treated prisoners with respect and 

dignity. These results suggest prison staff were better at delivering the interpersonal treatment 

elements of procedural justice (i.e., trustworthiness and respect), while procedures relating to 

decision-making processes (i.e., voice and neutrality) were not viewed as favourably by prisoners 

participating in the current study (see Table 5.3 and 5.4).  

As can be seen in Tables 5.3 and 5.4, when prisoners were asked about their general well-

being, more than half (54.2%) agreed that the experience of the particular prison they were in at the 

time of the study was stressful; and over two thirds (63.6%) indicated their time in prison felt very 

much like a punishment. Responses to these questions support previous research finding that 

experiences of imprisonment have a negative impact on prisoners’ general well-being (e.g., Liebling, 

assisted by Arnold, 2004). 

Finally, prisoners were asked about psychological distress using the Kessler10. As highlighted 

in the previous section, scores on the Kessler10 range from 10 to 50. Scores under 20 represent low 

psychological distress (individuals are likely to be well); scores of 20 to 24 may indicate a mild mental 

disorder; scores of 25 to 29 may indicate a moderate mental disorder; and scores of 30 or more 

represent a possible severe mental disorder (Andrews & Slade, 2001). Approximately 13.0% of the 

general population score 20 and over, indicating a mild to severe mental disorder (Andrews & Slade, 

2001). For the 177 prisoners who were surveyed in the current study, 61.9% scored 20 and over on 

the Kessler10 scale, which demonstrates a high likelihood that prisoners experience high levels of 

anxiety and depression.  
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Table 5.3   
Descriptive statistics for key variables used in Chapter 5 

 # of Items  Mean     SD   α 

Procedural Justice*      10   2.78    0.73 .92 
General Well-being*        2   2.40    0.92 .80 
Psychological Distress^      10 24.68  10.02 .95 

* Measured on a scale of 1 – 5; a higher score indicates more positive perceptions or wellbeing 
^ A cumulative score ranging from 10 – 50; a higher score indicates more psychological distress 
 
 
Table 5.4   
Frequency distribution (%) for items measuring key variables used in Chapter 5 

Procedural Justice   SA*  A  N  D SD 

Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  1.7 21.4 38.2 30.1 8.7 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions 2.3 27.4 31.4 31.4 7.4 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions 1.7 18.9 33.7 36.0 9.7 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  1.7 22.9 33.7 29.1 12.6 
Staff treat prisoners with respect and dignity 2.3 23.6 34.5 31.6 8.0 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners 2.9 18.4 32.8 32.8 13.2 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner 6.3 43.4 31.4 15.4 3.4 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me 4.5 29.4 41.2 20.9 4.0 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally 2.8 11.9 25.4 39.0 20.9 
Staff make decisions based upon facts 2.9 15.6 32.9 32.9 15.6 

      

General Well-being          SA*         A          N          D          SD 

My experience of imprisonment has been stressful
+
 14.7 39.5 27.1 16.9 1.7 

My time in this prison feels like a punishment
+
 23.3 40.3 25.0 7.4 4.0 

      

Psychological Distress None^ A little Some Most All 

During the last 30 days, about how often did you feel…      
…hopeless? 34.7 22.2 20.5 15.9 6.8 
…that everything was an effort? 26.0 22.0 28.8 18.1 5.1 
…worthless? 39.1 18.4 18.4 19.0 5.2 
…nervous? 24.3 19.8 28.2 19.2 8.5 
…restless or fidgety? 25.6 19.9 26.7 23.3 4.5 
…depressed? 22.2 21.6 22.7 18.8 14.8 
…so sad that nothing could cheer you up? 36.6 22.9 25.7 13.1 1.7 
…so restless you could not sit still? 40.9 17.0 24.4 14.2 3.4 
…so nervous that nothing could calm you down? 45.5 24.4 23.3 4.0 2.8 
…tired out for no good reason? 15.8 18.6 35.6 23.2 6.8 

      

Total scores on the measure of Psychological Distress
#
  10-19 20-24 25-29 30-50 

  38.1 10.5 15.2 36.2 

* SA = Strongly agree; A = Agree; N = Neither agree nor disagree; D = Disagree; SD = Strongly disagree 

^ None of the time; A little of the time; Some of the time; Most of the time; All the time 
# 10-19 = Well; 20-24 = Mild disorder; 25-29 = Moderate disorder; 30-50 = Severe disorder  
+
 Reverse-scored items 

5.1.4 Bi-variate correlations 

Bi-variate correlations between all variables used to address Research Question 1 are 

presented in Table 5.5. Several significant relationships were present among the demographic and 

control variables, and the key independent and dependent variables. When examining demographic 
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variables, age was found to be negatively correlated with sentence type (r = -.199, p = .008), and 

positively correlated with time served (r = .324, p < .001), and procedural justice (r = .236, p = .002). 

These results indicate older prisoners were more likely to be sentenced (and serving longer 

sentences), had served more time of their current sentence, and felt they were treated more fairly 

by prison staff. Ethnicity was positively correlated with prison type (r = .171, p = .023), indicating 

there were more Indigenous prisoners in the private prison (though this sample was small). 

Education was also positively correlated with marital status (r = .166, p = 027), and time served (r = 

.151, p = .048); thus, higher educated prisoners were more likely to be married and had served more 

time of their current sentence.  

Reviewing imprisonment-specific variables, sentence type was negatively correlated with time 

served (r = -.318, p < .001), suggesting those who were sentenced had served more time of their 

current sentence. Prison type was negatively correlated with procedural justice (r = -.150, p = .046) 

and general well-being (r = -.211, p = .005), and positively correlated with psychological distress (r = 

.300, p < .001). This suggests that prisoners housed in the public prisons reported more negative 

perceptions of procedural justice, lower general wellbeing, and more psychological distress.  

Turning to the key independent and dependent variables, procedural justice was positively 

correlated with general well-being (r = .434, p < .001), and negatively correlated with psychological 

distress (r = -.346, p < .001). That is, those who felt more fairly treated by prison staff also reported 

higher levels of general well-being and lower levels of psychological distress. Finally, general well-

being was negatively correlated with psychological distress (r = -.525, p < .001), indicating prisoners 

with higher levels of general well-being were also less likely to report psychological distress.  
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Table 5.5   
Pearson’s Bivariate Correlation of all variables used in Chapter 5 

 Age Ethnicity Educ. Marital           
Status 

Sentence 
Type 

Time 
Served 

First 
Time 

Prison 
Type 

PJ WB K10 

Age  1  .126  .096 -.061 -.199**  .324***  .087 -.147  .236** -.021 -.070 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous)   1 -.062 -.093 -.038 -.040  .059  .171* -.044 -.034  .084 

Education     1  .166* -.130  .151*  .150* -.120 -.063 -.061 -.062 
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married)     1  .011 -.125  .111 -.088 -.021 -.081 -.038 
Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand)      1 -.318*** -.025  .126  .022 -.044  .052 

Time Served       1  .092 -.360***  .080  .031 -.122 
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes)        1 -.076  .043 -.042 -.007 
Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public)         1 -.150* -.211**  .300*** 

Procedural Justice           1  .434*** -.346*** 

General Well-being             1 -.525*** 

Psychological Distress             1 

* p < .05 ; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (2-tailed); PJ = Procedural justice; WB = Well-being; K10 = Psychological distress 
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5.2 PART 2: Regression Analyses 

This section of Chapter 5 presents two Ordinary Least Squared (OLS) regression analyses (see 

Appendix D for assumption testing).  The first regression analysis assesses the relationship between 

prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice and their general well-being. The second analysis 

assesses the relationship between prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice and their 

psychological distress.  

 

5.2.1 Regression 1: Procedural justice and general well-being 

The first regression examined whether prisoners’ perceptions of staff use of procedural justice 

were related to prisoners’ general well-being (see Table 5.6). At Step 1, the eight demographic and 

control variables were first entered into the model. The overall model was not statistically significant 

suggesting that demographic and control variables played little role in prisoners’ reported levels of 

well-being in prison. Prison type (β = -.252, p = .003), however, was significantly related to prisoners’ 

reported well-being; that is, those who resided in public prisons reported lower levels of general 

well-being compared to those housed in the private prison, even after controlling for all other 

demographic and control variables.  

At Step 2, the procedural justice variable was entered into the model and was found to be 

positively related to prisoners’ reported well-being (β = .448, p < .001), suggesting those who 

perceived prison staff as being more procedurally just were also more likely to report higher levels of 

well-being. While being in a public prison (β = -.194, p = .011) still accounted for prisoners reporting 

lower levels of well-being, interestingly age (β = -.157, p = .039) was also related to prisoner well-

being at this step; specifically, older prisoners reported lower levels of general well-being in prison. 

Given age was not a significant variable at Step 1; this indicates it may act as a potential suppressor 

variable. Bi-variate correlations indicate a positive relationship between age and procedural justice, 

which may explain the suppressor effect of age; however, given this correlation was low, it is likely 

the effect of age at Step 2 has occurred due to chance, or potentially as a result of a sample that is 

too small (see Ludlow & Klein, 2014; Thompson & Levine, 1997). Procedural justice, however, held 

the strongest relationship with of general well-being. 
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Table 5.6 
OLS regression analysis exploring the association between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and general well-
being 

 Step 1  Step 2   

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β   

Age   -.004 .007     -.045  -013     .006    -.157* 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 1=Non-
Indigenous) 

-.002 .161  -.001   .054 .145  .026   

Education   -.029 .037 -.062  -.009 .033 -.019   
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

  -.235 .187 -.099     -.220 .168 -.093   

Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

  -.159 .266 -.048     -.260 .240 -.079   

Time Served   -.037 .054 -.061     -.032 .049    -.053  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 1=Yes)   -.061 .147 -.032     -.091 .133    -.048  
Prison Type (0=Private; 1=Public)   -.654 .216    -.252**    -.505     .196    -.194**  
Procedural Justice - - -   .563 .090 .448***  

Constant  3.410 .400     1.955 .428    
R

2
  .067    .250    

R
2
 ∆  .067    .183    

F    1.475   39.521***   
df  8,  163    1,  162    

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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5.2.2 Regression 2: Procedural justice and psychological distress 

The second regression examined whether prisoner perceptions of procedural justice from 

prison staff were associated with levels of psychological distress among prisoners (see Table 5.7). 

Like in the previous analysis, the eight demographic and control variables were entered first into 

Step 1 of the model. The overall model was significant and prison type (β = .284, p < .001) was again 

found to be the only control variable related to distress levels. Thus, those residing in public prisons 

were more likely to report higher levels of psychological distress (i.e., anxiety and depression) than 

those in the private prison. 

When procedural justice was entered into the regression model at Step 2, the overall variance 

in the model was again significant. At Step 2, it can be seen that those residing in public prisons (β = 

.242, p = .002) were still more likely to report higher levels of psychological distress than those in 

private prisons; but procedural justice (β = -.326, p < .001) held the strongest association with 

psychological distress. The relationship was negative; specifically, prisoners who were more likely to 

think that prison staff use procedural justice practices were less likely to report feeling anxious and 

depressed (i.e., they experienced less psychological distress).  

Table 5.7  
OLS regression analysis exploring the association between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and 
prisoners’ psychological distress 

 Step 1  Step 2   

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β   

Age    -.027 .073    -.030  .047 .071      .052 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 1=Non-
Indigenous) 

 .783   1.737 .035  .342   1.650   .015   

Education    -.112 .395   -.022    -.273 .376  -.054   
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

   -.270   2.012    -.011    -.383   1.908  -.015   

Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

 .258   2.873 .007    1.060   2.730  .030   

Time Served    -.045 .586    -.007    -.084 .555     -.013  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 1=Yes)  .412   1.590 .020  .648   1.508      .031  
Prison Type (0=Private; 1=Public)   8.022   2.331    .284***    -.524   6.842      .242**  
Procedural Justice - - -   -4.448   1.018     -.326***  

Constant 18.789   4.315   30.292   4.865    
R

2
  .093    .190    

R
2
 ∆  .093    .097    

F    2.065*   19.092***   
df  8,  161    1,  160    

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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5.3 PART 3: Summary of Results 

Using survey data from 177 male prisoners, two regression analyses were conducted to assess 

the relationship between procedural justice and the two dependent variables of interest. The first 

analysis considered whether there was a relationship between prisoners’ perceptions of procedural 

justice and their general feelings of well-being. The second analysis assessed whether there was a 

relationship between prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice and their psychological distress. 

The main findings from the analyses presented in this chapter show demographic and control 

variables play a minimal role in understanding prisoners’ general well-being and levels of 

psychological distress while they are incarcerated. Only prison type seem to play a small but 

consistent role. Prisoners housed in public prisons were more likely to experience lower levels of 

general well-being and higher levels of psychological distress, suggesting private prisons might 

provide a more adaptive environment. Also, older prisoners were more likely to report lower levels 

of general well-being, but age had no effect on psychological distress.  

Most importantly, perceptions of procedural justice were positively associated with higher 

levels of general well-being and lower levels of psychological distress, suggesting staff can pro-

actively do something to enhance prisoners’ well-being and reduce anxiety and depression by using 

fair and respectful treatment of prisoners. A full discussion of the main findings, including theoretical 

and practical implications is presented in Chapter 9. Chapter 6 now moves on to consider the 

importance of procedural justice for building perceptions of staff legitimacy, and for encouraging 

prisoners’ willingness to cooperate with correctional staff, and self-reported compliance with prison 

rules.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

Scale Construction and Results 

Procedural Justice, Legitimacy, Cooperation and Compliance 

6.0 Introduction 

Order in prisons is crucial for maintaining a safe and secure environment for both prisoners 

and staff. The key to maintaining order is through the voluntary cooperation and compliance of 

prisoners. Tom Tyler’s research suggests that people’s voluntary cooperation and compliance 

behaviour can be best achieved not through deterrence, but through approaches that build a 

normative-based reason for compliance. He specifically argues that building the perceived legitimacy 

of authorities will promote people’s willing obligation to follow rules and laws (e.g., Tyler, 1990; see 

Chapter 2 for a discussion of this literature). Previous research in a range of regulatory contexts, 

including corrections, has demonstrated a connection between procedural justice and people’s 

willingness to cooperate or comply with authorities and laws (e.g., Beijersbergen et al., 2015; 

Jackson et al., 2012; Murphy, 2003; Murphy et al., 2014; Reisig & Mesko, 2009; Tyler, 1990). 

Commonly studied is the role that legitimacy plays in these relationships. It is generally found that 

people are more willing to cooperate with authorities and comply with their laws when they view 

that authority as legitimate, and hence entitled to be obeyed (e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler & 

Huo, 2002). Importantly, this prior research suggests that legitimacy can be built through authorities 

using procedural justice (Tyler, 1990); specifically, legitimacy mediates the effect of procedural 

justice on compliance related behaviour (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). While prison studies have found 

support for links between perceptions of staff fairness/procedural justice and legitimacy (e.g., Hacin 

& Mesko, 2018; Sparks & Bottoms, 2008; Sparks et al., 1996), similar results to the policing literature 

have not been found in previous empirical research examining the mediating role of legitimacy in 

prisons (e.g., Beijersbergen et al., 2016; Reisig & Mesko, 2009); therefore, this is examined further in 

this thesis. Chapter 6 specifically focuses on whether prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice 

predict their willingness to cooperate with prison staff, and comply with prison rules. It also 

examines whether legitimacy plays an important mediating role in the procedural justice and 

cooperation/compliance relationships within Australian prisons. In doing so, Research Questions 2 

and 3 will be tested: 

RQ2: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff associated with 

prisoners’ a) perceptions of staff legitimacy, b) self-reported cooperation with prison 

staff, c) self-reported compliance, and d) actual compliance? 
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RQ3: Does perceived staff legitimacy mediate the relationships between procedural 

justice and prisoners’ a) self-reported cooperation, b) self-reported compliance, and 

c) actual compliance? 

Part 1 of Chapter 6 presents details of scale construction for the key variables of interest. Part 

1 of Chapter 6 also presents the descriptive statistics for key variables and bi-variate correlations for 

all variables included in the subsequent regression analyses. Survey data from the 177 male 

prisoners is used in Part 1. Part 2 of the chapter again utilises survey data from 177 the male 

prisoners to examine prisoners’ perceptions of prison staff use of procedural justice and their 

perceptions of staff legitimacy, and the association between these variables with their self-reported 

willingness to cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules. In addition, Part 2 of Chapter 6 also 

uses official prison records from 129 prisoners who gave consent for their files to be accessed and 

linked to their survey responses. This official data will be used to further assess whether prisoners’ 

perceptions of prison staff use of procedural justice can be linked to their actual compliance 

behaviour in the prison. The use of official data reinforces the self-report measure of compliance 

behaviour collected in the prisoner survey. Utilising both self-report and official compliance data is a 

method that was used by Reisig and Mesko (2009) and Beijersbergen et al. (2015) in their studies of 

procedural justice and compliance behaviour in Slovenian and Netherlands prisons, respectively. 

These are the only two studies published that link prisoner perceptions of procedural justice to 

actual compliance behaviour. To conclude the chapter, an overall summary of the main findings will 

be presented in Part 3. 

 

6.1 PART 1: Scale Construction, Descriptive Statistics and Bi-variate Correlations 

To address Research Questions 2 and 3, five key variables are of interest: (1) perceived 

procedural justice, (2) perceived staff legitimacy, (3) self-reported cooperation with prison staff, (4) 

self-reported compliance with prison rules, and (5) actual compliance with prison rules. Procedural 

justice is the key independent variable; perceived staff legitimacy, self-reported cooperation, self-

reported compliance and actual compliance are the key dependent variables. The staff legitimacy 

variable is also examined as a mediating variable, when the compliance-related measures are 

examined as dependent variables. Before addressing the research question, the development of 

these scales will be discussed. First, a factor analysis demonstrating that the measures have good 

construct validity will be presented, followed by descriptive statistics for the key variables of 

interest, and bi-variate correlations for all variables included in the subsequent regression analyses.  
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6.1.1 Testing the construct validity of the key variables used in Chapter 6 

The 10-item measure of procedural justice developed in Chapter 5 is again utilised in analyses 

addressing Research Questions 2 and 3 in the current chapter (see Section 5.1.1 for a discussion of 

how this scale was constructed). Four additional key variables of interest are discussed in this 

section: perceived legitimacy of prison staff, self-reported cooperation with prison staff, self-

reported compliance with prison rules, and actual compliance with prison rules. Prior to being 

subjected to principal components analysis (PCA), the scales were assessed for reliability and 

validity. Reliability analyses produced Cronbach alphas greater than the desired level of .7 for all 

scales. KMO values greater than .6 and BTS values of <.001 for each measure support the 

factorability of the scales (Bartlett, 1954; Kaiser, 1970, 1974). Table 6.1 presents reliability and 

validity measures for the three scales. Each of the measures are described below and reported in the 

principal components factor analysis presented in Table 6.2. 
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Table 6.1 
Reliability and validity measure for key variables used in Chapter 6 

RQ2 and 3 Variables # of Items Cronbach’s 
alpha (α) 

KMO BTS % of total 
variance 

Staff Legitimacy 5 .81 .761 <.001 56.0 
Self-reported Cooperation 4 .93 .844 <.001 83.2 
Self-reported Compliance 7 .88 .815 <.001 60.1 

 

Legitimacy: Obligation to Obey Staff. The perceived legitimacy of an authority is a commonly 

measured concept in the procedural justice literature. It is often found to be a significant mediating 

variable in the relationships between procedural justice and cooperation/compliance behaviour 

(e.g., Murphy, 2005; Murphy, Bradford & Jackson, 2016; Murphy, Hinds & Fleming, 2008; Sunshine & 

Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 1990). Legitimacy is often operationalised in the literature as ‘obligation to obey 

authority’ and ‘institutional trust’ (e.g., Tyler, 1990, 2006; Tyler & Fagan, 2008; Tyler & Huo, 2002). 

Some scholars, however, have argued that institutional trust should not be used to measure 

legitimacy, and instead suggest concepts such as moral alignment should be included in a legitimacy 

scale (Huq et al., 2017; Jackson et al., 2012).  

The current study focuses on staff legitimacy, and while elements of institutional trust and 

moral alignment were both measured in the survey instrument, items measuring these concepts 

cross loaded heavily onto the procedural justice component rather than on staff legitimacy. As a 

result, they were subsequently removed from the final construction of the legitimacy scale. Hence, 

staff legitimacy in the current thesis was measured as prisoners’ sense of obligation to obey prison 

staff (but will be referred to as staff legitimacy for ease of reading).  

As highlighted in Section 2.4 in Chapter 2, Bottoms and Tankebe (2012) argue that ‘obligation 

to obey’ alone does not account for perceptions of legitimacy. Instead, they suggest other 

dimensions, including procedural fairness should be included in the conceptualisation of legitimacy. 

Accordingly, they suggest obligation to obey should be measured as a separate issue, an outcome 

that is dependent on perceived legitimacy. Given early conceptualisations of legitimacy consistently 

included measures of obligation to obey, and the difficulties encountered in the factor analysis, the 

current study has proceeded with a legitimacy scale based on feelings of obligation to obey prison 

staff. However, when interpreting results referring to ‘staff legitimacy’ readers must be cognisant 

that this measure reflects prisoners’ sense of obligation to obey prison staff only. Five items were 

used in the final construction of the perceived staff legitimacy scale (e.g., “You should accept staff 

decisions even if you think they are wrong”). Each of the five items were measured on a five-point 

Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree). A higher score on this scale indicates 

prisoners are more likely to view staff as legitimate. 
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Self-reported Cooperation. Self-reported willingness to cooperate with an authority is an 

outcome measure commonly assessed in procedural justice research, particularly in the policing 

context. A self-report cooperation measure was developed for the current study. Self-reported 

cooperation considers prisoners’ willingness to voluntarily provide information to staff and assist 

them when asked. The four items used to measure cooperation (e.g., “How likely would you be 

to…report dangerous or suspicious activities of other prisoners to staff”) were adapted from items 

used in procedural justice policing research by Tyler (1990) and Murphy et al. (2010). The scale was 

measured on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Very unlikely to 5 = Very likely); a higher score indicates a 

greater willingness to cooperate by voluntarily providing staff with information and willingly assisting 

when asked (see Table 6.3 for the mean score on this scale). 

Self-reported Compliance. Two compliance measures are also used in the current thesis: a 

self-report measure of compliance and an actual measure of compliance. Compliance behaviour is 

also a common outcome variable assessed in procedural justice research. Self-reported compliance 

can be measured by asking about people’s willingness to follow specific laws enforced by the 

regulatory agency of interest (e.g., willingness to pay tax; willingness to or follow the speed limit) 

(e.g., Barkworth & Murphy, 2015; Murphy, 2003; Murphy et al., 2016), or by asking whether people 

have followed or breached specific rules or laws (e.g., Tyler, 1990; Jackson et al., 2012). A measure 

of self-reported compliance behaviour was constructed in the current study by asking prisoners if 

they had breached common rules in the prison environment. Commonly breached rules in the prison 

environment were included in the seven-item compliance scale (e.g., “In this prison (in the last 12 

months), how often have you…used violence against another inmate”). The scale is comprised of 

seven items measured on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Never to 5 = Most of the time); all items were 

reverse-scored so a higher score indicates greater compliance with the rules (see Table 6.3 for the 

mean score on this scale).  

Actual compliance. In addition to using a self-report measure of compliance, actual 

compliance was also measured using official administrative data regarding the recorded number of 

breaches prisoners had received since the commencement of their current sentence. A breach is a 

disciplinary action taken when a prisoner breaks a prison rule, but does not constitute a criminal 

offence.18 A breach is classified as either major or minor, “depending on factors such as the 

seriousness of the breach, whether the breach was intentional, and the effect on the security of the 

prison” (QLD Law Handbook, 2017, p.18). A breach of prison rules may include disobeying or 

                                                           
18

 A breach process may still be followed when the act is considered a criminal offence; the Commissioner of 
Police is also notified who decides whether the conduct should be prosecuted. However, a prisoner cannot be 
punished if they have been convicted or acquitted of an offence for the same conduct (QLD Law Handbook, 
2017). 
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incorrectly following an officers’ order; making, possessing or concealing something not approved 

(e.g., weapons, drugs/alcohol, tattoo equipment, cash etc.); using abusive, indecent, insulting, 

obscene, offensive or threatening language; making frivolous, vexatious or mischievous complaints 

about prisoners or officers (for a full list of breach-able misconduct, see the Corrective Services 

Regulation, 2017). Several prisoners from the current study also indicated they had been breached 

for returning a positive urine sample, and for refusing or being unable to produce a urine sample (for 

purposes of random drug testing). The total number of recorded breaches for prisoners in the 

current study ranged from 0 – 33, and included both minor and major breaches. A higher score on 

this index indicates more breaches received, and therefore less compliance with institutional rules 

(see Table 6.3). Breaches were not separated into the various range of issues/misconduct prisoners 

could receive a breach for, and therefore one prisoner may have received multiple breaches for the 

same type of issue over the period of their current sentence. It should also be acknowledged that 

the recorded breaches included all those that each prisoner had received since the beginning of their 

current sentence and not just those that had occurred after completing the survey. Hence, the 

causal ordering of whether procedural justice precedes or follows actual compliance cannot be 

determined using this measure, but rather only an association between procedural justice and actual 

compliance can be made. 

Demographic and control variables. In addition to the five key variables used to address 

Research Questions 2 and 3, eight demographic and control variables were also measured: Age; 

ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 1=Non-Indigenous); education (a higher score reflects a higher level of 

education); marital status (0=Unmarried; 1=Married); sentence type (0=Sentenced; 1=Remand); 

time served (a higher score reflects more time spent in prison on the current sentence); first time in 

prison (0=No; 1=Yes); prison type (0=Private; 1=Public). As outlined in Chapter 5, these variables are 

commonly used in prison research to control for individual differences between prisoners (e.g., 

Beijersbergen et al., 2014; Gullone et al., 2009; Heskin et al., 1973; MacKenzie & Goodstein, 1985). 

6.1.2 Factor analysis 

The four key variables measured in the survey (procedural justice, legitimacy, self-reported 

cooperation, self-reported compliance) were subjected to a Principal Components Analysis (PCA) to 

test the construct validity of the measures. The PCA reported in Table 6.2 revealed the presence of 

four components with Eigenvalues greater than 1. The four components explained a total of 63.6% 

of the variance, with Component 1 contributing 32.5%, Component 2 contributing 15.4%, 

Component 3 contributing 8.6%, and Component 4 contributing 7.2%. The results of this analysis 

support the distinction between the key independent variable (procedural justice), and the three key 
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dependent variables (staff legitimacy, self-reported cooperation and self-reported compliance). As 

noted earlier, the legitimacy scale originally consisted of items assessing trust in prison staff and 

perceived moral alignment with correctional staff values. These items cross-loaded heavily with the 

procedural justice items and were therefore discarded in the final PCA presented in Table 6.2. 
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Table 6.2 
Factor analysis differentiating key variables used in Chapter 6 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Procedural Justice     
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .818 -.101 .120 .117 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .808 -.031 .128 .153 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .758 -.176 .161 .048 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  .708 -.135 .135 .078 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner .704 -.182 .059 .188 
Staff treat prisoners with respect and dignity .692 -.020 .186 .123 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .690 .013 .169 .104 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .672 -.046 .197 .009 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .654 .146 .016 .118 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .541 .012 .106 .038 

Compliance 
In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you… 

    

…damaged property that did not belong to you .028 .799 -.046 .049 
…used violence against another inmate -.179 .748 -.057 -.282 
…refused to obey an order given by staff -.142 .703 -.138 -.351 
…threatened another inmate with violence -.189 .698 -.156 -.251 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) .007 .682 -.073 -.050 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs -.074 .666 -.121 -.151 
…taken property that did not belong to you .079 .655 -.029 -.043 

Cooperation 
How likely would you be to… 

    

…report dangerous or suspicious activities  .229 -.099 .919 .132 
…provide staff with information about an offence .285 -.140 .860 .130 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff .263 -.128 .818 .236 
…willingly assist staff if asked .256 -.202 .644 .256 

Legitimacy     
You should accept staff decisions .106 -.036 -.027 .706 
There are times it is OK for you to ignore staff orders

+
 .205 -.124 .180 .678 

You should do what staff tell you  .002 -.186 .142 .668 
I question the staff’s authority over me

+
 .129 -.189 .150 .553 

Prisoners should stop what they’re doing when told .173 -.179 .249 .551 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 8.442 4.006 2.229 1.861 

% of total variance 32.47 15.41 8.57 7.16 

The four components explain a total of 63.61% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .869 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square = 2852.02 
                                   df = 325 
                                 sig. = .000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of items 
+
 Reverse-scored 

6.1.3 Descriptive statistics 

Descriptive statistics for the five key variables of interest to Chapter 6 are presented in Table 

6.3 and Table 6.4. Findings for the procedural justice scale were discussed in detail in section 5.1.1 of 

Chapter 5; prisoners perceived staff to be relatively good at demonstrating respect and 

trustworthiness (interpersonal elements of procedural justice) but less so with neutrality and voice 
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(procedural elements of procedural justice). Regarding the other four variables, it was found that 

perceptions of staff legitimacy were somewhat high (M = 3.30, SD = 0.68), while self-reported 

cooperation was considerably low (M = 1.34, SD = 0.35). Interestingly, self-reported compliance was 

very high (M = 4.21, SD = 0.28), and the average number of official breaches received was also quite 

low (M = 2.80, SD = 4.98).  

Specifically focusing on perceptions of staff legitimacy (see Table 6.4), approximately half of 

responding prisoners thought they should stop doing what they were doing when a staff member 

tells them to stop even if they thought what they were doing was okay (52.9%), and that they should 

do what staff told them to do even if they did not like how they were being treated (47.2%). On the 

other hand, there were still 28.0% of prisoners who thought there were times it was okay to ignore 

what staff told them to do, but fewer than 18.0% of the prisoners questioned the staff’s authority 

over them. The data in general suggests prisoners tend to perceive prison staff as legitimate, but 

there are still times where they may question their authority over them. 

Turning to the three compliance-related measures, prisoners were generally unwilling to say 

they would cooperate with prison staff. Around three quarters of participating prisoners indicated 

they were either ‘unlikely’ or ‘very unlikely’ to report a crime in the prison to staff (73.1%), 

voluntarily provide information to help find someone who committed an offence in the prison 

(78.3%), or report dangerous or suspicious activities of other prisoners to staff (76.6%). Over half 

also reported they were unlikely to willingly assist staff if they were asked (58.9%). Overall, fewer 

than 10.0% of the prisoners surveyed indicated they were either ‘likely’ or ‘very likely’ to cooperate 

with staff in such ways.  

On the other hand, the majority of prisoners indicated they were much more compliant with 

prison rules, with many indicating they had ‘never’ taken or damaged property that did not belong 

to them (approx. 90.0%), had ‘never’ possessed tobacco (after it was banned in QLD prisons in May 

2014) (82.8%) or other contraband (e.g., drugs, weapons, money) (74.7%), had ‘never’ used violence 

against another prisoner (61.5%), threatened another inmate with violence (58.6%), or refused to 

obey an order given by a member of the prison staff (54.6%). Fewer than 4.0% of prisoners reported 

they engaged in such misconduct either ‘regularly’ or ‘most of the time’.  

Of the 129 prisoners who gave consent for access to their official prison records, almost half 

had not received a breach during their current sentence (48.4%), fewer than a quarter had received 

one breach (13.5%), while fewer than 10.0% had received more than 10 breaches. It should be noted 

that official breaching records only reflect what misconduct behaviour has been detected by the 

authorities; it is possible that prisoners had breached more rules than detected. In general, this data 
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confirms findings from the self-report compliance data and suggests prisoners are much more willing 

to comply with institutional rules than they are to voluntarily cooperate with prison staff. 

 
Table 6.3   
Descriptive statistics for key variables used in Chapter 6 

 # of Items Mean SD α 

Procedural Justice* 10 2.78 0.73 .92 
Staff Legitimacy*   5 3.30 0.68 .81 
Self-reported Cooperation*   4 1.34 0.35 .93 
Self-reported Compliance*   7 4.21 0.28 .88 
Actual Compliance (Breaches)^   - 2.80 4.98 - 

* measured on a scale of 1 – 5; a higher score indicates more positive perceptions of procedural justice and 
staff legitimacy, and a greater willingness to cooperate with staff and comply with institutional rules 

^ scores ranged from 0 to 33; a higher score indicates more breaches of institutional rules 

 

Table 6.4   
Frequency distribution (%) for items measuring key variables used in Chapter 6 

Staff Legitimacy         SA*         A          N          D         SD 

You should accept staff decisions 5.1 30.7 40.9 21.0 2.3 
There are times it is OK for you to ignore staff orders

+
 2.9 25.1 29.1 34.9 8.0 

You should do what staff tell you  5.7 41.5 34.7 15.3 2.8 
I question the staff’s authority over me

+
 2.3 15.3 38.4 33.3 10.7 

Prisoners should stop what they’re doing when told 6.3 46.6 36.9 8.5 1.7 
      

Self-reported Cooperation          VL^          L          M          U         VU 

How likely would you be to…      
…report dangerous or suspicious activities  1.7 9.7 12.0 20.0 56.6 
…provide staff with information about an offence 2.3 6.3 13.1 18.9 59.4 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff 2.3 5.7 18.9 20.0 53.1 
…willingly assist staff if asked 4.6 13.7 22.9 16.6 42.3 

      

Self-reported Compliance          N
#
       Ra          E          Re          M 

In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you…      
…damaged property that did not belong to you 89.1 7.5 1.7 1.1 0.6 
…used violence against another inmate 61.5 24.1 10.3 4.0 0.0 
…refused to obey an order given by staff 54.6 23.0 18.4 2.9 1.1 
…threatened another inmate with violence 58.6 24.7 13.2 3.4 0.0 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) 82.8 9.8 4.6 2.3 0.6 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs 74.7 13.8 8.0 2.3 1.1 
…taken property that did not belong to you 90.2 5.7 2.3 1.1 0.6 

      

Total number of breaches received (Actual Compliance)            0           1        2-5      6-10        11+ 

 48.4 13.5 19.8 11.2 7.2 

* SA = Strongly agree; A = Agree; N = Neither agree nor disagree; D = Disagree; SD = Strongly disagree 
^ VL = Very likely; L = Likely; M = Maybe; U = Unlikely; VU = Very unlikely 
#  

N = Never; Ra = Rarely; E = Every now and then; Re = Regularly; M = Most of the time 
+ 

Reverse-scored items 
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6.1.4 Bi-variate correlations 

Bi-variate correlations for all variables used to address Research Questions 2 and 3 are 

presented in Table 6.5. Significant relationships among demographic and control variables, and with 

procedural justice were reported in Chapter 5 (see Section 5.1.4). Additional significant relationships 

were also found between demographic and control variables and the other key variables of interest 

discussed in this chapter. For example, age was positively related to staff legitimacy (r = .310, p < 

.001), self-reported cooperation (r = .387, p < .001), and self-reported compliance (r = .357, p < .001). 

That is, older prisoners had more positive perceptions of staff legitimacy, and were more willing to 

cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules. Education was also found to be positively 

correlated with self-reported compliance (r = .205, p = .007), so that those with a higher education 

indicated they were more willing to comply with prison rules.  

Turning to the imprisonment-specific variables, time served was positively correlated with 

self-reported cooperation (r = .150, p = .048) and actual compliance (r = .293, p < .001). This suggests 

that prisoners who had served more time were more willing to cooperate with staff. Perhaps not 

surprisingly, prisoners who had served more time had also received more breaches for misconduct 

during that same period (i.e., they had more time to accumulate breaches). First time in prison was 

also positively correlated with staff legitimacy (r = .153, p = .042), indicating those who were serving 

their first prison sentence were more likely to perceive prison staff as legitimate, compared to those 

who had been in prison before. Finally, prison type was positively correlated with self-reported 

cooperation (r = .188, p = .013); surprisingly, prisoners in public prisons (where perceptions of 

procedural justice were lower) indicated they were more willing to voluntarily cooperate with staff.  

Most importantly, when considering the relationships between the key independent and 

dependent variables, procedural justice was found to positively correlate with perceptions of staff 

legitimacy (r = .304, p < .001), self-reported cooperation (r = .437, p < .001) and self-reported 

compliance (r = .203, p = .007), and negatively correlate with actual compliance (r = -.264, p = .003). 

When prisoners felt they were being treated in a more procedurally just manner by prison staff they 

were also more likely to view prison staff as legitimate, were more likely to say they would 

voluntarily cooperate with staff, were more likely to follow prison rules. They were also less likely to 

receive breaches for acts of misconduct. Perceived staff legitimacy was also positively correlated to 

self-reported cooperation (r = .418, p < .001), self-reported compliance (r = .399, p < .001), and 

negatively related to actual compliance (r = -.386, p < .001), indicating prisoners who viewed staff as 

more legitimate were also more willing to cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules, and 

had received fewer breaches. Finally, self-reported cooperation was positively related to self-

reported compliance (r = .329, p < .001), and negatively related to actual compliance (r = .229, p = 
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.010).  Self-reported compliance was also negatively related to actual compliance (r = -.373, p < 

.001). Thus, those who were reportedly more willing to cooperate with staff were also more 

compliant with prison rules and both those who were more willing to cooperate with staff and were 

more compliant with prison rules had received fewer breaches. 
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Table 6.5  
Pearson’s Bivariate Correlation of all variables used in Chapter 6 

 Age Ethnicity Educ. Marital           
Status 

Sentence 
Type 

Time 
Served 

First 
Time 

Prison 
Type 

PJ Staff 
Legit. 

S-R 
Coop. 

S-R 
Comp. 

Act. 
Comp. 

Age  1  .126  .096 -.061 -.199***  .324***  .087 -.147  .236**  .310***  .387***  .357*** -.157 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous)   1 -.062 -.093 -.038 -.040  .059  .171* -.044  .098  .089  .100 -.071 

Education     1  .166* -.130  .151*  .150* -.120 -.063  .121  .031  .205**  .038 
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married)     1  .011 -.125  .111 -.088 -.021  .136 -.070  .040 -.105 
Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand)      1 -.318*** -.025  .126  .022 -.049 -.111  .016 -.141 

Time Served       1  .092 -.360***  .080  .028  .150*  .143  .293*** 
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes)        1 -.076  .043  .153*  .082  .286*** -.091 
Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public)         1 -.150* -.010  .188* -.103 -.010 

Procedural Justice           1  .304***  .437***  .203** -.264** 

Staff Legitimacy           1  .418***  .399*** -.386*** 

Self-reported Cooperation            1  .329*** -.229** 

Self-reported Compliance            1 -.373*** 

Actual Compliance             1 

* p < .05 ; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (2-tailed); PJ = Procedural justice; Staff Legit. = Staff legitimacy; S-R Coop. = Self-reported cooperation; S-R Comp. = Self-reported 
compliance; Act. Comp. = Actual compliance 
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6.2 PART 2: Regression Analyses Testing Research Questions 2 and 3 

Part 2 of Chapter 6 presents results from a series of four OLS regression analyses.  

The first regression analysis assesses the relationship between prisoners’ perceptions of 

procedural justice and staff-legitimacy (Regression 1). The proceeding three analyses assess the 

mediating role of legitimacy in the relationship between procedural justice and (a) self-reported 

willingness to cooperate with prison staff (Regression 2), (b) their self-reported compliance with 

prison rules (Regression 3), and (c) their actual official compliance behaviour (Regression 4). 

Given legitimacy is tested as a mediating variable in Regressions 2 to 4, Baron and Kenny 

(1986) suggest that three conditions need to be met for mediation to occur: 1) the independent 

variable (procedural justice) must predict the mediating variable (staff legitimacy); 2) the 

independent variable (procedural justice) must predict the dependent variable/s (self-reported 

cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual compliance); and 3) the mediating variable (staff 

legitimacy) must predict the dependent variable/s (self-reported cooperation, self-reported 

compliance and actual compliance). Finally, the relationship between the independent variable and 

the dependent variable should either decrease significantly (partial mediation) or disappear 

completely in the final step (full mediation; Baron & Kenny, 1986). The first regression tests the first 

condition of mediation, and the following three OLS regression analyses assess the second and third 

conditions for each of the three respective dependent variables. 

6.2.1 Regression 1: Procedural justice and staff legitimacy 

A two-step OLS regression analysis was used to test whether perceptions of procedural justice 

were associated with perceptions of staff legitimacy (Research Question 1a). Results are presented 

in Table 6.6. At Step 1 of the Model, the eight demographic and control variables were entered into 

the model, which was significant. Here age (β = .321, p < .001) was the sole significant demographic 

characteristic associated with staff legitimacy, indicating older prisoners were more likely to perceive 

staff as legitimate. 

When procedural justice was entered at Step 2, the overall model was also significant. Age (β 

= .254, p < .001) remained significant; however, perceived procedural justice (β = .267, p < .001) was 

most strongly related to perceptions of staff legitimacy (supporting the first condition of mediation). 

As the relationship was positive in nature, it indicates that prisoners who considered prison staff as 

using procedural justice practices were more likely to view prison staff as entitled to be obeyed (i.e., 

legitimate).  
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Table 6.6 
OLS regression analysis exploring the association between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and staff 
legitimacy 

 Step 1  Step 2   

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β   

Age .019 .005      .321***  .015 .005  .254*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 1=Non-
Indigenous) 

.091 .113 .060  .116 .109  .077   

Education .024 .026 .070  .033 .025  .096   
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

.230 .131 .132  .236 .126  .136   

Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

.007 .187 .003     -.037 .181 -.015   

Time Served   -.029 .038    -.065     -.027 .037    -.060  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 1=Yes) .147 .104 .105  .134 .100      .096  
Prison Type (0=Private; 1=Public) .059 .152     .031     .125 .148      .065  
Procedural Justice - - -  .247 .067   .267***  

Constant  2.304 .281     1.667 .322    
R

2
  .146    .211    

R
2
 ∆  .146    .065    

F    3.474**   13.362***   
df  8,  163    1,  162    

**p < .01; ***p < .001 

 6.2.2 Regression 2: Procedural justice, staff legitimacy and self-reported cooperation 

A three-step OLS regression analysis was used to assess whether prisoners’ perceptions of 

procedural justice were associated with self-reported cooperation (Research Question 2b), and 

whether legitimacy mediated the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported 

cooperation with prison staff (Research Question 3a). The variables of interest were entered into 

three different steps. The eight demographic and control variables were entered at Step 1, followed 

by procedural justice at Step 2, and legitimacy at Step 3. Table 6.7 presents the results of the 

analysis.  

The overall model at Step 1 was significant. Both age (β = .372, p < .001) and prison type (β = 

.295, p < .001) were significantly associated with prisoners’ self-reported willingness to cooperate 

with prison staff. Hence, older prisoners and those residing in public prisons were more likely to say 

they would voluntarily provide information to prison staff and willingly assist them when asked.  

At Step 2, the key independent variable (procedural justice) was added, and again the overall 

model was significant. While age (β = .269, p < .001) and prison type (β = .348, p < .001) remained 

significantly associated with prisoners’ willingness to cooperate with staff, perceived procedural 

justice (β = .416, p < .001) held the strongest association with self-reported cooperation. That is, 

when prisoners viewed prison staff as using procedurally just treatment when dealing with 

prisoners, they were more likely to say they would voluntarily provide staff with information and 

willingly assist them when asked (i.e., cooperation).  
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At Step 3, the staff legitimacy variable was entered into the model, and the final model was 

again significant. Age (β = .209, p = .003) and prison type (β = .332, p < .001) remained significantly 

related to self-reported cooperation. Though more importantly, on addition of the legitimacy scale 

at Step 3 of the model, both procedural justice (β = .352, p < .001) and legitimacy (β = .237, p < .001) 

were positively associated with self-reported cooperation, with procedural justice most strongly 

related to self-reported cooperation. However, the size of the regression coefficient for procedural 

justice decreased between Step 2 and Step 3 but remained significant. The reduction in the 

procedural justice coefficient size indicates that legitimacy acts as a partial mediator in the 

procedural justice/cooperation relationship. A Sobel test confirmed this partial mediation result (z = 

2.56, p < .01). The results suggest that while prisoners were more willing to cooperate with staff 

when they perceive they have been treated with procedural justice, they are likely to do so if they 

viewed staff as legitimate.  
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Table 6.7 
OLS regression analysis exploring the mediating role of legitimacy in the relationship between prisoners’ perceptions of procedura l justice and self-reported 
cooperation with staff 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age .012 .002     .372** .008 .002 .269***     .006 .002 .209** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 1=Non-
Indigenous) 

   -.008 .055 -.010  .012 .050 .015     -.002 .048 -.003  

Education     .000 .013    -.002  .007 .011 .039   .003 .011  .016  
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

   -.011 .064 -.012     -.006 .057    -.007     -.034     .056 -.039  

Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

   -.044 .091 -.035  -.080 .082 -.064     -0.75     .079 -.060  

Time Served .025 .019 .109  .027 .017 .117      .030 .016      .131 
First Time in Prison (0=No; 1=Yes) .059 .051 .083  .049 .045     .068     .032 .044   .045  
Prison Type (0=Private; 1=Public) .288 .074 .295*** .340 .067     .348***     .325     .065     .332*** 
Procedural Justice - - - .197 .031     .416***     .167 .031     .352*** 
Legitimacy - - - - -        -     .121 .034     .237*** 

Constant   .557 .137   .049 .146      -.153     .153   
R

2
  .224    .382    .426   

R
2
 ∆  .224    .157    .044   

F    5.896***   41.214***                       12.382***  
df  8,  163    1,  162    1,  161   

**p < .01; ***p < .001 
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6.2.3 Regression 3: Procedural justice, staff legitimacy and self-reported compliance 

The third OLS regression analysis also used a three-step model to assess whether prisoners’ 

perceptions of procedural justice were related to their self-reported willingness to comply with 

institutional rules (Research Question 2c), and whether legitimacy mediated this relationship 

(Research Question 3b). Again, the eight demographic and control variables were entered at Step 1, 

followed by procedural justice at Step 2, and legitimacy at Step 3. Table 6.8 presents the results of 

the analysis.  

The model at Step 1 was significant. Specifically, age (β = .398, p < .001) and the first time in 

prison variable (β = .233, p < .001) were significantly related to self-reported compliance behaviour. 

That is, older prisoners and those serving their first prison sentence were more likely to report 

greater levels of compliance with prison rules.  

At Step 2, the key independent variable (procedural justice) was added, and again the model 

was significant. Age (β = .344, p < .001) and first time in prison (β = .225, p < .001) were related to 

self-reported compliance, with education (β = .155, p = .025) also a significant variable at this step. 

However, even when controlling for the demographic and control variables procedural justice (β = 

.220, p = .002) was also associated with self-reported compliance, suggesting prisoners who viewed 

staff as using procedurally just treatment were also more likely to be compliant with prison rules.  

At Step 3, the staff legitimacy variable was entered into the model, and the final model was 

again significant. At Step 3, age (β = .254, p < .001) and first time in prison (β = .192, p = .003) 

remained significantly associated with self-reported compliance. However, staff legitimacy (β = .351, 

p < .001) was more strongly related to self-reported compliance, while procedural justice (β = .126, p 

= .059) was no longer significantly associated with self-reported compliance. This indicates that the 

staff legitimacy variable fully mediated the relationship between procedural justice and self-

reported compliance behaviour; full mediation was confirmed with a Sobel test (z = 2.99, p < .01). 

The results indicate the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance was 

explained through prisoners’ perceptions of staff legitimacy.   
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Table 6.8 
OLS regression analysis exploring the mediating role of legitimacy in the relationships between prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice and self-reported 
compliance with prison rules 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  

Predictor B SEB Β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age .008 .001     .398*** .007 .001 .344*** .005 .001   .254*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 1=Non-
Indigenous) 

.023 .034 .047  .029 .033 .060  .016 .031 .034  

Education .015 .008  .133  .017 .007   .155*  .013 .007  .121  
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

.020 .039  .036      .021 .038     .039     -.005     .036 -.009  

Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

.072 .056  .092  .060 .054 .077  .064 .050  .083  

Time Served    -.002 .011    -.015     -.002 .011    -.011  .002 .010      .011 
First Time in Prison (0=No; 1=Yes) .105 .031  .233*** .101 .030  .225*** .086     .028      .192** 
Prison Type (0=Private; 1=Public)    -.020 .045    -.033    -.003 .044    -.005     -.017     .041     -.028  
Procedural Justice - - - .065 .020     .220** .037 .020    .126  
Legitimacy - - - - -        - .113 .022      .351*** 

Constant     .380 .084   .211 .097   .023 .097   
R

2
  .268    .312    .409   

R
2
 ∆  .268    .044    .097   

F    7.459***   10.350**    26.555***  
df  1,  163    1,  162    1,  161   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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6.2.4 Regression 4: Procedural justice, staff legitimacy and actual compliance 

The final three-step OLS regression analysis in Chapter 6 assessed whether prisoners’ 

perceptions of procedural justice were related to their actual compliance behaviour in prison, as per 

the number of breaches recorded on their official records (Research Question 1d). This analysis also 

assessed whether legitimacy mediated the relationship between procedural justice and actual 

compliance (Research Question 3c). Once again, the eight demographic and control variables were 

entered at Step 1 of the model, followed by procedural justice at Step 2, and legitimacy at Step 3. 

The results of the analysis are presented in Table 6.9. 

The overall model at Step 1 was significant. Both age (β = -.279, p = .003) and time served (β = 

.386, p < .001) were significantly associated with actual compliance behaviour; that is, younger 

prisoners and those who had served a longer period of time in prison received more recorded 

breaches.  The significant effect of age confirms the results of the previous regression analysis with 

self-reported compliance as the dependent variable. 

At Step 2, the key independent variable (procedural justice) was added, and again the Step 2 

model was significant. Here, age (β = -.221, p = .017) and time served (β = .382, p < .001) remained 

significantly associated with actual compliance behaviour, with time served maintaining the 

strongest association. The procedural justice variable (β = -.231, p = .008) was also found to be 

negatively associated with actual compliance behaviour; thus, prisoners who viewed prison staff as 

more procedurally just had received fewer breaches in the prison. 

Legitimacy was entered into the final step of the model, and the final model was again 

significant. Time served (β = .364, p < .001) remained the only significant control/demographic 

variable related to actual compliance, with staff legitimacy (β = -.298, p < .001) holding the strongest 

relationship with actual compliance behaviour. The association was negative, suggesting those 

prisoners who perceived staff as more legitimate also had fewer recorded breaches. Like in the 

analysis for self-reported compliance, the procedural justice measure was not significantly 

associated with actual compliance at Step 3 (β = -.151, p = .080). This again indicates that the staff 

legitimacy variable fully mediates the procedural justice/actual compliance relationship. A Sobel test 

confirmed this full mediation effect (z = -2.49, p < .01). Like for the previous regression analysis, this 

finding suggests that the relationship between procedural justice and actual compliance is explained 

through prisoners’ perceptions of staff legitimacy.  
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Table 6.9  
OLS regression analysis exploring the mediating role of legitimacy in the relationship between prisoners’ perceptions of procedura l justice and actual 
compliance with prison rules (i.e., number of breaches) 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  

Predictor B SEB Β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age    -.124 .041     -.279** -.099 .041    -.221*    -.065 .040 -.145  
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 1=Non-
Indigenous) 

   -.434 .967 -.039  -.590 .944 -.053     -.337 .907 -.030  

Education .072 .220  .029  .015 .215 .006   .086 .207  .035  
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

   -.798   1.120 -.063     -.838   1.091    -.066     -.322   1.056 -.025  

Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

 -1.512   1.600 -.085   -1.230   1.561 -.069   -1.311   1.495 -.073  

Time Served   1.264 .326  .386*** 1.251 .318   .382***   1.192 .305   .364*** 
First Time in Prison (0=No; 1=Yes)    -.943 .885 -.092  -.860 .863     -.084    -.566 .831 -.055  
Prison Type (0=Private; 1=Public)   1.353   1.298      .096      .938   1.274      .067    1.211   1.222  .086  
Procedural Justice - - -  -1.565 .582     -.231**  -1.025 .580 -.151  
Legitimacy - - - - -        -  -2.189 .649  -.298*** 

Constant   3.614   2.403     7.660   2.783   11.308   2.876   
R

2
  .187    .235    .305   

R
2
 ∆  .187    .048    .070   

F    3.302***     7.217**                       11.364*  
df  8,  115    1,  114    1,  113   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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6.3 PART 3: Summary of Chapter 6 Results 

Utilising survey data from 177 male prisoners, and matched official prison records for 129 of 

those survey respondents, a series of regression analyses were conducted to examine the relationship 

between prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice and perceived staff legitimacy, self-reported 

cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual compliance behaviour. Additionally, regression 

analyses were used to examine the mediating role of perceived staff legitimacy in the relationships 

between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation, self-reported compliance behaviour and 

actual compliance behaviour. 

The analyses showed procedural justice was the strongest predictor of perceived staff 

legitimacy. When considering the key dependent variables, the inclusion of prisoners’ willingness to 

cooperate with prison staff was a new addition to the literature. It was found that older prisoners 

were more likely to say they would cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules, while younger 

prisoners were more likely to have received more breaches for misconduct. Those in public prisons 

were also more likely to say they would cooperate with staff, those serving their first prison sentence 

were more likely to say they would willingly comply with prison rules, and those who had served more 

time in prison were more likely to have received more breaches. Both perceptions of procedural 

justice and perceptions of staff legitimacy were found to be related to prisoners’ willingness to 

cooperate with staff and to comply with prison rules. Specifically, those with more positive 

perceptions of procedural justice and staff legitimacy had received fewer recorded breaches. Finally, 

staff legitimacy was found to partially mediate the relationship between procedural justice and self-

reported cooperation with prison staff, but it fully mediated the relationship between procedural 

justice and both self-reported compliance and actual compliance behaviours.  

While Chapters 5 and 6 have shown that procedural justice is important to prisoners as a group, 

what has not yet been considered is for whom, or under what conditions, procedural justice may be 

most effective. Chapter 7 will first explore whether prisoners adopt motivational posturing styles, and 

whether perceptions of procedural justice are related to these motivational postures. Chapter 8 will 

then consider whether procedural justice has different effects on cooperation and compliance 

behaviours for prisoners who display different types of motivational postures.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

Scale Construction and Results 

Motivational Posturing in Prisons 

7.0 Introduction 

The previous chapter demonstrated how prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice were 

associated with their perceptions of prison staff legitimacy, and willingness to cooperate with prison 

staff and comply with prison rules. Such findings support recent research that has examined prisoner 

perceptions of procedural justice on perceived staff legitimacy and compliance-related behaviour 

(e.g., Hacin & Mesko, 2018). What this body of research had not yet examined was the relationship 

between procedural justice and prisoners’ willingness to cooperate with prison staff by reporting acts 

of misconduct and illegal behaviour within the prison walls. What has also not yet been investigated in 

the procedural justice-prison literature, is under what conditions, or for whom procedural justice may 

be most effective. The current thesis addresses this gap in the corrections literature by using 

Braithwaite’s (2003, 2009) motivational posturing framework (i.e., with its inclusion of commitment, 

capitulation, resistance, disengagement and game-playing) as a way to measure the level of social 

distance prisoners place between themselves and prison staff. Of specific interest is whether prisoners 

who display different posturing styles experience, or react to, procedural justice differently when 

making decisions about cooperating with staff and complying with prison rules.  

Motivational postures have not yet been examined in a corrections environment. It is therefore 

important to first consider whether these postures manifest in the prison environment, and whether 

there is a relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and the type of posturing 

style they display. In doing so, this chapter addresses the fourth and fifth research questions: 

RQ4: Do Braithwaite’ (2003) five motivational postures emerge in a corrections 

context? 

RQ5: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff related to prisoners’ 

motivational posturing styles? 

Chapter 7 is split into three parts. Part 1 of Chapter 7 provides details about scale construction 

of the five motivational postures identified by Braithwaite (2009). Survey data from the 177 male 

prisoners is used to construct these variables, and a principal components analysis (PCA) is presented 

to determine whether the five postures emerge as separate constructs. A second PCA is then 

presented differentiating motivational postures and procedural justice, followed by descriptive 

statistics for these key variables and the bi-variate correlations between them. Part 2 of Chapter 7 
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examines whether perceptions of procedural justice are associated with each of the five motivational 

postures. To conclude, Part 3 of Chapter 7 provides an overall summary of the main results.  

 

7.1 PART 1: Scale Construction, Descriptive Statistics and Bi-variate Correlations 

To address Research Questions 4 and 5 using survey data, six key variables are of interest, 

including the five motivational postures: commitment, capitulation, resistance, disengagement, game-

playing; and procedural justice. The following sections include the development of scales for the five 

motivational postures (addresses Research Question 4), followed by a PCA differentiating the variables 

of interest for Research Question 5, descriptive statistics for the key variables of interest, and bi-

variate correlations for all variables. 

7.1.1 Testing the construct validity of the motivational postures 

As highlighted in Chapter 3 (see Section 3.4) motivational postures represent the social distance 

people are prepared to place between themselves and authority, and according to Braithwaite (2003) 

they influence how receptive people are to being governed. Five motivational postures have been 

identified in a range of regulatory contexts. These postures include: commitment, capitulation, 

resistance, disengagement and game-playing. All items used to measure these postures in the prisoner 

survey were based on Braithwaite’s (2003) work, and were all measured on five-point Likert scales (1 = 

Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree). 

The scales representing the five motivational postures were assessed for reliability and validity 

prior to being subjected to principal components analysis (PCA). Reliability analyses produced 

Cronbach’s alphas greater than the desired level of .7 for all five posturing scales. KMO values greater 

than .6 and BTS values of <.001 support the factorability of the scale (Bartlett, 1954; Kaiser, 1970, 

1974) for four of the five motivational postures; the exception was for ‘resistance’ which produced a 

KMO = .500.  Kaiser (1974) reports this value to still be “acceptable”. The results of these analyses 

support the reliability and validity of each scale. Table 7.1 provides all reliability and validity measures 

for each of the five motivational postures. Each of the postures are described below and reported in a 

factor analysis differentiating the scales (see Table 7.2). 
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Table 7.1  
Reliability and validity measures for motivational postures 

Motivational Posture # of Items Cronbach’s 
alpha (α) 

KMO BTS % of total 
variance 

Commitment 5 .89 .873 <.001 70.0 
Capitulation 4 .62 .640 <.001 57.1 
Resistance 2 .73 .500 <.001 78.6 
Disengagement 3 .80 .702 <.001 70.6 
Game-playing 5 .87 .819 <.001 66.6 

 

Commitment. Commitment is one of two non-defiant postures identified by Braithwaite (2003; 

2009), and refers to an individual’s willingness to do the right thing by authorities (Braithwaite, 2009). 

The commitment scale was measured via five items (e.g., “Obeying prison rules and procedures is the 

right thing to do”). A higher score on this scale indicates greater commitment to the prison system and 

prison authorities through willingly following the rules (see Table 7.4 for the mean score on this scale).  

Capitulation. Capitulation is the second of the non-defiant postures and refers to individuals’ 

willingness to follow rules and obey authorities, not because it is the right thing to do, but rather 

because doing so simply makes things easier for the individual by not causing the problems associated 

with non-compliance (Braithwaite, 2009). The measure of capitulation used four items (e.g., “If you 

cooperate with staff, they are likely to be respectful toward you”), with a higher score indicating 

greater capitulation to authorities and the system.  

Resistance. Resistance is the first of three defiant postures, and refers to the willingness of 

individuals to speak out against an authority when in disagreement of their use of power (Braithwaite, 

2009). Resisters want the opportunity to voice their opinion and for the authority to take into account 

their point of view to improve processes and procedures. This scale was measured with two items 

(e.g., “More inmates need to stand up to staff if they treat us poorly”), with a higher score indicating 

higher levels of resistance. 

Disengagement. The second of the defiant postures is disengagement, which refers to how 

detached an individual is from authority, essentially dismissing or ignoring the demands and threats of 

the authority through withdrawal and avoidance behaviour (Braithwaite, 2009). Disengagement was 

measured with three items (e.g., “I don’t care if I am not doing the right thing by staff in this prison”); 

a higher score indicated greater disengagement from the authority. 

Game-playing. Game-playing is the third and final defiant motivational posture, and combines 

the attitude of a disengaged individual with that of someone who thinks they can beat the authority at 

their own game (Braithwaite, 2009). These individuals play mind games with authorities to manipulate 

them into doing things that will benefit the individual. Five items were used to measure game-playing 
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in the prison environment (e.g., “I enjoy the challenge of finding ways not to follow rules”), with a 

higher score on this five-item scale indicating prisoners were more likely to adopt a game-player 

posture. 

7.1.2 Factor analysis differentiating the five motivational postures 

The Principal Components Analysis reported in Table 7.2 revealed the presence of four 

components with Eigenvalues greater than 1. However, there was a reasonable portion of the total 

variance explained by the fifth ‘resistance’ component. It was therefore decided the fifth factor 

representing ‘resistance’ would also be retained given this is a commonly examined posture in other 

regulatory contexts. The five components explained a total of 70.0% of the variance, with Component 

1 (game-playing) contributing 38.8%, Component 2 (commitment) contributing 12.2%, Component 3 

(disengagement) contributing 7.5%, Component 4 (capitulation) contributing 6.5%, and Component 5 

(resistance) contributing 5.1%. The results of this analysis support the expression of five motivational 

postures in a corrections environment, as reported by Braithwaite (2003). 
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Table 7.2  
Factor analysis differentiating motivational posturing items 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

Game-playing      
I like the game of finding the grey area of prison rules .894 -.185 .161 -.004 .082 
I enjoy talking about loopholes in the prison system .854 -.116 .149 .027 .120 
I enjoy the challenge of finding ways not to follow rules .776 -.244 .277 -.004 .150 
I look for ways to manipulate staff .497 -.340 .286 -.067 .076 
I enjoy working out how changes in rules will affect me .465 -.150 .079 -.064 .126 

Commitment      
I feel I should follow the rules and procedures of prison -.217 .818 -.190 .180 -.096 
Obeying prison rules is the right thing to do -.283 .742 -.123 .148 -.175 
Following prison rules should be willingly accepted -.247 .709 -.147 .084 -.131 
Overall, I am committed to doing the right thing by staff -.157 .656 -.289 .323 -.085 
Obeying prison procedures advantages everyone -.115 .586 -.228 .348 -.022 

Disengagement      
I don't care if I am not doing the right thing by staff .253 -.304 .638 -.142 .256 
I don't think much can happen to me if I disobey rules .335 -.227 .585 -.039 .064 
If I find I am not obeying prison rules, I won’t lose sleep .311 -.309 .562 .008 .291 

Capitulation      
If I’m found doing something wrong, staff still respect me .090 .067 .045 .653 -.102 
If you cooperate with staff, they’re likely to be respectful -.065 .273 -.192 .564 -.021 
This prison works well enough for most of us -.063 .140 -.013 .513 -.092 

Resistance      
More inmates need to stand up to staff .244 -.105 .055 -.140 .736 
It's important not to let staff push you around .105 -.147 .288 -.136 .674 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 6.981 2.193 1.348 1.161 0.925 

% of total variance 38.79 12.19 7.49 6.45 5.14 

The four components explain a total of 70.0% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .877 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square = 1650.689 
                               df = 153 
                            sig. < .001 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of items 

7.1.3 Factor analysis differentiating procedural justice from the motivational postures 

An initial Principal Components Analysis aimed at differentiating procedural justice items from 

the five motivational posturing items revealed that components did not factor as expected. The three 

items measuring capitulation were found to load heavily on the procedural justice component rather 

than factor out separately, revealing only five separate factors (see Appendix F for this initial PCA). 

Based on these results, the capitulation scale was excluded from all analyses presented in Chapters 7 

and 8.  

When the capitulation scale was removed from the PCA differentiating procedural justice from 

the motivational postures, five components with Eigenvalues greater than 1 still remained (see Table 

7.3). The five components explained a total of 67.1% of the variance, with Component 1 contributing 
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34.7%, Component 2 contributing 16.3%, Component 3 contributing 7.0%, Component 4 contributing 

5.1%, and Component 5 contributing 4.0%. The results of this analysis support the distinction between 

the key independent variable (procedural justice) and four of the five motivational postures 

(commitment, resistance, disengagement and game-playing).  

 

Table 7.3 
Factor analysis differentiating motivational postures and procedural justice 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

Procedural Justice      
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .835 .094 -.079 -.128 .038 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .796 .179 -.062 -.111 -.116 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .764 .083 -.178 -.131 -.023 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story .713 .069 -.177 -.133 -.072 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .706 .120 .065 -.075 -.055 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner .703 .182 -.115 -.065 -.093 
Staff treat prisoners with respect and dignity .691 .193 -.042 -.033 -.073 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .678 .156 -.009 -.032 -.006 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .635 -.030 .012 -.009 -.235 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .552 .061 .003 .116 -.125 

Commitment      
I feel I should follow the rules and procedures of prison .147 .828 -.218 -.139 -.067 
Obeying prison rules is the right thing to do .107 .761 -.288 -.056 -.157 
Overall, I am committed to doing the right thing by staff .204 .724 -.150 -.244 -.039 
Following prison rules should be willingly accepted .085 .706 -.259 -.077 -.125 
Obeying prison procedures advantages everyone .309 .624 -.102 -.160 -.002 

Game-playing      
I like the game of finding the grey area of prison rules -.041 -.192 .898 .118 .063 
I enjoy talking about loopholes in the prison system .039 -.120 .870 .128 .112 
I enjoy the challenge of finding ways not to follow rules -.088 -.260 .779 .230 .112 
I look for ways to manipulate staff -.187 -.364 .507 .231 .008 
I enjoy working out how changes in rules will affect me -.076 -.175 .461 .038 .120 

Disengagement      
I don't care if I am not doing the right thing by staff -.135 -.387 .268 .572 .224 
I don't think much can happen to me if I disobey rules -.123 -.245 .360 .555 .039 
If I find I am not obeying prison rules, I won’t lose sleep -.090 -.329 .337 .539 .271 

Resistance      
More inmates need to stand up to staff -.230 -.120 .248 .039 .743 
It's important not to let staff push you around -.224 -.171 .130 .298 .606 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 8.667 4.079 1.759 1.272 1.005 

% of total variance 34.67 16.31 7.04 5.09 4.02 

The five components explain a total of 67.1% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .897 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square = 2602.18 
                               df = 300 
                            sig. < .001 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of items. 
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Demographic and control variables. Eight demographic and control variables are also assessed 

in the analysis exploring the relationship between the procedural justice and each of the motivational 

postures: Age, ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 1=Non-Indigenous); education (a higher score reflects a higher 

level of education); marital status (0=Unmarried; 1=Married); sentence type (0=Sentenced; 

1=Remand); time served (a higher score reflects more time spent in prison on the current sentence); 

first time in prison (0=No; 1=Yes); prison type (0=Private; 1=Public).  

7.1.4 Descriptive statistics for motivational postures 

Figure 7.1 presents prisoners’ level of adoption for each of the five motivational postures, and 

Table 7.4 presents means and standard deviations for each posture scale. Those displaying a posture 

of commitment are considered compliant and cooperative, while those displaying resistance, 

disengagement and game-playing are more likely to be noncompliant and uncooperative. Level of 

endorsement with each posture was calculated by dichotomising the motivational posturing scales; 

those who scored over 3 (i.e., 3.01 – 5.00) on the 5-point scale were seen to adopt the posture; those 

scoring 3 or lower did not adopt the posture. The posture receiving the strongest endorsement among 

prisoners was commitment, with 82.5% reporting they were committed (M = 3.80; SD = 0.68). 

Resistance received the second strongest endorsement, with 62.5% indicating they thought prisoners 

should stand up to staff and not let them push them around (M = 3.56; SD = 0.80). This was followed 

by, disengagement (23.3% endorsement; M = 2.63; SD = 0.83), and game-playing (15.4% 

endorsement; M = 2.49; SD = 0.86).  

 

Figure 7.1  Level of endorsement for the four motivational postures. 
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Table 7.4   
Descriptive statistics for key variables used in Chapter 7 

 # of Items Mean SD α 

Procedural Justice 10 2.78 0.73 .92 
Commitment 5 3.80 0.68 .89 
Resistance 2 3.56 0.80 .73 
Disengagement 3 2.63 0.83 .80 
Game-playing 5 2.48 0.75 .87 

Note: All items measured on a scale of 1-5 with a higher score indicating more positive perceptions of 
procedural justice or stronger endorsement of each motivational posture 

7.1.5 Bi-variate correlations for Research Questions 4 and 5 

Bi-variate correlations between all variables of interest used to address Research Questions 4 

and 5 are presented in Table 7.5. Significant relationships among demographic and control variables, 

and with procedural justice were reported in Chapter 5 (see Section 5.1.3). Additional significant 

relationships were also found between demographic and control variables and the motivational 

posturing scales. As can be seen in Table 7.5, age was positively correlated with the posture of 

commitment (r = .336, p < .001), and negatively correlated with resistance (r = -.318, p < .001), 

disengagement (r = -.363, p < .001) and game-playing (r = -.357, p < .001). Older prisoners were more 

likely to be committed to doing the right thing, while younger prisoners were more likely to resist, 

disengage from, and game-play prison staff. Education was also found to be positively correlated with 

commitment (r = .213, p = .005), and negatively correlated with disengagement (r = -.158, p = .037) 

and game-playing (r = -.204, p = .007). Therefore, prisoners with a higher education were more likely 

to be committed to doing the right thing, while those with a lower level of education were more likely 

to disengage from staff and will try to manipulate staff. 

Looking at the prison-specific variables, first time in prison was positively related to 

commitment (r = .199, p = .008), and negatively related to resistance (r = -.331, p < .001). Thus, those 

who were serving their first prison sentence were more likely to express being committed to doing the 

right thing, while those who had served more than one prison sentence were more likely to resist 

prison staff. Prison type was also found to be negatively correlated with capitulation (r = -.215, p = 

.004), indicating prisoners housed in the private prison were more likely to capitulate to the prison 

rules.  

Finally, turning to the relationships between procedural justice and the posturing scales, 

procedural justice was positively related to commitment (r = .350, p < .001), and negatively related to 

resistance (r = -.381, p < .001), disengagement (r = -.283, p < .001) and game-playing (r = -.204, p < 

.001). Prisoners who perceived staff as procedurally fair were therefore more likely to display either 

committed posture, and were less likely to display resistant, disengaged or game-playing postures. 

Overall, procedural justice was significantly related to each of the motivational postures in bi-variate 
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correlations, suggesting prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice may contribute to the level of 

social distance they place between themselves and prison staff. 

Associations between the postures were as follows. Commitment was negatively correlated 

with resistance (r = -.356, p < .001), disengagement (r = -.572, p < .001) and game-playing (r = -.494, p 

< .001). Prisoners who were committed to doing the right thing were less likely to resist or disengage 

from staff and were less likely to try to manipulate staff. Resistance was positively correlated with 

disengagement (r = .466, p < .001) and game-playing (r = .372, p < .001), indicating resistant prisoners 

were also more likely to disengage from and game-play staff. Finally, disengagement was positively 

correlated with game-playing (r = .591, p < .001); thus, disengaged prisoners were also more likely to 

game-play staff.  
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Table 7.5   
Pearson’s Bivariate Correlation of all variables used in Chapter 7 

 Age Ethnic. Educ. Marital           
Status 

Sent. 
Type 

Time 
Served 

First 
Time 

Prison 
Type 

PJ Comm. Resist. Diseng. G-P 

Age  1  .126  .096 -.061 -.199***  .324***  .087 -.147  .236**  .336*** -.318*** -.363*** -.357*** 

Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

  1 -.062 -.093 -.038 -.040  .059  .171* -.044  .094 -.081 -.036 -.009 

Education     1  .166* -.130  .151*  .150* -.120 -.063  .213** -.036 -.158* -.204** 

Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

    1  .011 -.125  .111 -.088 -.021  .108  .056 -.046 -.061 

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

     1 -.318*** -.025  .126  .022 -.138  .054  .064  .107 

Time Served       1  .092 -.360***  .080  .107 -.080 -.092 -.124 

First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

       1 -.076  .043  .199** -.331*** -.131 -.086 

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

        1 -.150*  .008  .092  .063  .055 

Procedural Justice          1  .350*** -.381*** -.283*** -.204** 

Commitment           1 -.356*** -.572*** -.494*** 

Resistance            1  .466***  .372*** 

Disengagement            1  .591*** 

Game-playing             1 

* p < .05 ; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (2-tailed); PJ = procedural justice; Comm = commitment; Resist = resistance; Diseng = disengagement; G-P = game-playing 
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7.2 PART 2:  Examining the Relationship between Procedural Justice and Motivational Postures  

Four regression analyses were used to assess whether perceptions of procedural justice were 

associated with each of the four remaining motivational postures  when taking account of 

demographic and control variables (Model 1 = commitment; Model 2 = resistance; Model 3 = 

disengagement; Model 4 = game-playing). Variables were entered in two steps to the analyses: the 

demographic and control variables were entered at Step 1, followed by procedural justice at Step 2 

to predict each of the four motivational postures separately. The following sections present results 

for each of the four models. 

Model 1: Commitment. Results examining the relationship between procedural justice and 

commitment are reported in Table 7.6. At Step 1, age (β = .311, p < .001) and education (β = .151, p = 

.043) were significantly related to the posture of commitment, indicating older prisoners and those 

with higher educations were more committed to doing the right thing.  

At Step 2 the overall model was again significant. While age (β = .229, p = .002) and education 

(β = .183, p = .009) remained significantly related to the posture of commitment, perceived 

procedural justice (β = .329, p < .001) held the strongest association with commitment, indicating 

those who felt treated with procedural justice were also more committed to doing the right thing.  

 
Table 7.6 
OLS regression analysis exploring the association between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and the 
motivational posture of ‘commitment’ 

 Step 1  Step 2   

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β   

Age  .019 .005   .311***  .014 .004      .229** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

 .071 .110  .047   .101 .104  .067   

Education  .051 .025    .151*   .062 .024      .183**  
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

 .171 .128  .099   .179 .120  .103   

Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

-.158 .182 -.065  -.213 .172 -.088   

Time Served -.002 .037 -.004  -.001 .035  .002  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

 .197 .101   .141 ¤    .181 .095      .129  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

 .171 .148      .090   .251 .140      .132  

Procedural Justice - - -   .303 .064   .329***  
Constant  -1.234 .274    -1.169 .258    
R

2
  .189    .288    

R
2
 ∆  .189    .099    

F    4.750***   22.456***   
 df  8,  163    1,  162    

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 2: Resistance. Table 7.7 presents results examining the relationship between 

procedural justice and the posture of resistance. At Step 1 the model was significant. Age (β = -.300, 

p < .001) and first time in prison (β = -.319, p < .001) were significantly related to prisoners’ level of 

resistance to authority. That is, older prisoners and those serving their first prison sentence were 

less likely to say they would resist prison staff. 

When procedural justice was entered at Step 2, the overall model remained significant. Age (β 

= -.220, p = .003) and first time in prison (β = -.307, p < .001) remained significantly related to the 

posture of resistance; however, like for commitment, perceived procedural justice (β = -.320, p < 

.001) again held the strongest relationship with resistance. This result indicates that when prisoners 

felt they were treated with procedural justice by prison staff, they were less likely to say they would 

resist prison staff.  

 
Table 7.7 
OLS regression analysis exploring the association between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and the 
motivational posture of ‘resistance’ 

 Step 1  Step 2   

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β   

Age -.021 .005  -.300*** -.016 .005    -.220** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

-.041 .128 -.023  -.076 .121    -.043   

Education  .009 .029 .022  -.004 .028    -.009   
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

 .168 .149 .082   .159 .140 .078   

Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

 .011 .212 .004   .074 .201     .026   

Time Served  .040 .043 .077   .037 .041 .071  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

-.524 .117 -.319*** -.505 .111    -.307***  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

 .145 .172     .065   .053 .164     .024  

Procedural Justice - - -  -.347 .075    -.320***  
Constant      .751 .319        .677 .301    
R

2
  .207    .300    

R
2
 ∆  .207    .093    

F    5.305***   21.539***   
 df  8,  163    1,  162    

**p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 3: Disengagement. The relationship between procedural justice and the posture of 

disengagement is examined in the third OLS regression analysis and results are presented in Table 

7.8. At Step 1 the model was significant. Here, age (β = -.364, p < .001) was the only significant 

demographic variable related to the posture of disengagement, indicating older prisoners were less 

disengaged from prison staff.   

The model was again significant at Step 2. While the relationship between age (β = -.307, p < 

.001) and disengagement was the strongest, perceived procedural justice (β = -.224, p = .003) was 

also a significantly and negatively associated with disengagement, indicating that those who felt 

treated with procedural justice by prison staff were also less likely to be disengaged from staff.  

 
Table 7.8 
OLS regression analysis exploring the association between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and the 
motivational posture of ‘disengagement’ 

 Step 1  Step 2   

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β   

Age -.027 .006 -.364*** -.023 .006 -.307*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

 .010 .138 .005     -.015 .135 -.008   

Education -.047 .031    -.112  -.056 .031 -.134   
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

-.072 .160    -.034  -.079 .156 -.037   

Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

-.031 .229    -.010   .015 .223   .005   

Time Served  .024 .047  .044   .022 .045   .040  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

-.143 .126 -.083  -.129 .123     -.075  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

 .007 .185      .003 
 -.061 

.182     -.026  

Procedural Justice - - -  -.254 .083     -.224**  
Constant   1.242 .343      1.188 .335    
R

2
  .157    .203    

R
2
 ∆  .157    .046    

F    3.802***     9.319**   
 df  8,  163    1,  162    

**p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 4: Game-playing. Finally, the results examining the relationship between procedural 

justice and the posture of game-playing are presented in Table 7.9. At Step 1 the model was 

significant. Age (β = -.348, p < .001) and education (β = -.156, p = .039), were the only significant 

demographic variables associated with game-playing, indicating older prisoners and those with 

higher educations were less likely to play mind games with prison staff. 

The overall model was again significant at Step 2 once procedural justice was entered into the 

model. Here, age (β = -.311, p < .001) and education (β = -.171, p < .05) remained significantly related 

to game-playing, with age maintaining the strongest association. However, procedural justice (β = -

.148, p < .05) was also significantly related to game-playing at this step, indicating those who felt 

they were treated with higher levels of procedural justice by prison staff were less likely to play mind 

games with staff.  

 
Table 7.9 
OLS regression analysis exploring the association between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and the 
motivational posture of ‘game-playing’ 

 Step 1  Step 2   

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β   

Age -.023 .005 -.348*** -.021 .005 -.311*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

 .047 .124 .028  .032 .123  .019   

Education -.059 .028 -.156*  -.064 .028   -.171*   
Marital Status (0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

-.100 .143    -.052 -.104 .142 -.054   

Sentence Type (0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

 .066 .205 .025   .093 .203  .035   

Time Served  .004 .042 .008   .003 .041  .006  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

-.048 .113    -.031  -.040 .112    -.026  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

-.056 .166    -.027 -.097 .166    -.046  

Procedural Justice - - -  -.151 .076    -.148*  
Constant   1.198 .308      1.166 .305    
R

2
  .162    .182    

R
2
 ∆  .162    .020    

F    3.937***     3.976*   
 df  8,  163    1,  162    

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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7.3 PART 3: Summary of Results 

This chapter has addressed the fourth and fifth research questions: 

RQ4: Do Braithwaite’ (2003) five motivational postures emerge in a corrections 

context? 

RQ5: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff related to prisoners’ 

motivational posturing styles? 

Survey data from 177 male prisoners was used to address these questions. Initially, the first 

Principal Components Analysis confirmed Braithwaite’s (2003) five motivational postures 

(commitment, capitulation, resistance, disengagement and game-playing) were present in a 

corrections context. Commitment was the most common posture displayed by the respondents, 

followed by resistance, capitulation, disengagement and game-playing. The second Principal 

Components Analysis revealed the posture of capitulation was not conceptually different to 

procedural justice and was therefore dropped from regression analyses. Procedural justice was 

found to be conceptually distinct from the other four motivational postures.  

Four regression analyses were then conducted to assess the relationship between perceptions 

of procedural justice and four motivational postures (commitment, resistance, disengagement, 

game-playing), while also controlling for the demographic background and control variables. To 

summarise the findings, older prisoners were found to be more committed, while younger prisoners 

were found to be more resistant, more disengaged, and more likely to play mind games with staff. 

Prisoners with a higher education were more committed, while those with lower educations were 

more likely to engage in mind games with staff, and those who had served more than one prison 

sentence were more likely to be resistant. Most importantly, it was found that positive perceptions 

of procedural justice were associated with higher levels of commitment, and lower levels of 

resistance, disengagement and game-playing. 

Overall, the findings in relation to Research Question 4 demonstrate each of Braithwaite’s 

(2009) motivational postures are present in a prison context. The findings also show that prisoners’ 

perceptions of procedural justice are related to their motivational posturing (addressing Research 

Question 5). While Chapter 7 has established for the first time the presence of the motivational 

postures in the prison context, the following chapter (Chapter 8) will assess whether procedural 

justice has different effects for prisoners who adopt different motivational posturing styles. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

Scale Construction and Results 

The Role of Motivational Postures in Fostering Cooperation and Compliance 

8.0 Introduction 

Chapter 6 demonstrated the importance of the relationship between perceived procedural 

justice and prisoners’ willingness to cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules and 

procedures. However, arguments in the procedural justice literature suggest that procedural justice 

may not be an effective motivator of cooperation/compliance for everyone. It has been proposed 

that procedural justice may have differential effects across different types of people (e.g., Barkworth 

& Murphy, 2016; Braithwaite et al., 2007; Tankebe, 2009; Murphy, 2009; Tyler & Folger, 1980).   

Recent research has examined how motivational postures are related to procedural justice 

concerns, and whether they interact with procedural justice to shape the subsequent decisions 

people make about cooperating with authorities and complying with rules and laws (e.g., 

Braithwaite et al., 2007; Murphy, 2016. To date, however, only two studies have done this. Using 

survey data from either taxpayers or citizens who come into contact with police, it has been 

identified that procedural justice is effective for reducing resistance, but that disengagement may be 

heightened or left unchanged. Prior research also suggests that different defiance postures can 

either mediate or moderate the effect of procedural justice on compliance behaviour (e.g., V. 

Braithwaite et al., 2007; Murphy, 2016). Murphy (2016) revealed that postures do not moderate the 

effect of procedural justice on compliance-related behaviour; instead mediating the relationship 

between procedural justice and compliance. Braithwaite et al. (2007), in contrast suggests that 

postures moderate the procedural justice/compliance relationship. The research to date has focused 

on taxation and policing contexts where those being governed have more control over how much 

contact they have with authorities. The available research has also predominantly focused on 

compliance behaviour, with little to no attention on voluntary cooperation with authorities (i.e., 

willingness to report information to authorities). The previous findings have also been mixed, with 

one study reporting significant moderation effects and the other study not. Chapter 8 will therefore 

explore these relationships in the prison environment where prisoners are constantly monitored and 

forced to interact with staff on a daily basis. Chapter 8 addresses the final research question: 

RQ6: Do motivational postures mediate and/or moderate the relationships between 

procedural justice and prisoners’ a) self-reported cooperation, b) self-reported 

compliance, and c) actual compliance? 
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Like in the previous results chapters, Chapter 8 is organised into three parts. Part 1 of Chapter 

8 presents a Principal Components Analysis testing the construct validity of the variables of interest 

for Research Question 6. This will be followed by descriptive statistics and bi-variate correlations 

between the established variables. Survey data from the 177 male prisoners is used to assess the 

validity of the scales. Part 2 of Chapter 8 uses both survey data and official prison records from 129 

of the survey respondents to analyse the mediating and moderating effects of the motivational 

postures in the relationships between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation, self-

reported compliance and actual compliance. To conclude, Part 3 of Chapter 8 provides an overall 

summary of the results that address Research Question 6. 

 

8.1 PART 1: Scale Construction, Descriptive Statistics and Bi-variate Correlations  

To test Research Question 6 using survey data and official prison records, eight key variables 

are of interest: procedural justice; commitment, resistance, disengagement, game-playing; self-

reported cooperation, self-reported compliance, and actual compliance. The construction of all of 

these measures have been detailed in previous chapters; see Chapter 5 for the procedural justice 

measure; Chapter 6 for the cooperation and two compliance measures; and Chapter 7 for the four 

motivational posturing measures. The eight demographic and control variables discussed in the 

preceding chapters were again utilised in analyses addressing Research Question 6. 

Part 1 of Chapter 8 first presents a Principal Components Analysis (PCA) that demonstrates the 

construct validity of each of the scales. Descriptive statistics for the key variables of interest are then 

presented, followed by bi-variate correlations for all variables included in the analyses presented in 

Part 2 of this chapter.  

8.1.1 Testing the construct validity of the key variables for Research Question 6 

Given the reliability and validity of each of the variables of interest have been previously 

discussed in Chapters 5-7, the following section simply presents separate PCAs differentiating each 

of the four motivational postures developed in Chapter 7, from the procedural justice, cooperation 

and compliance scales developed in Chapters 5 and 6. As noted in Chapter 7, capitulation cross-

loaded with procedural justice and was therefore excluded; the focus is instead on the four 

remaining motivational posturing scales (i.e., commitment, resistance, disengagement and game-

playing). The four PCAs are presented in Tables 8.1 to 8.4. Each analysis revealed the presence of 

four components with Eigenvalues greater than 1, therefore demonstrating the construct validity of 

each scale as robust and reliable. Initially, four separate PCAs were conducted incorporating 
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procedural justice, staff legitimacy, self-reported cooperation, self-reported compliance, and one of 

the four motivational postures. Staff legitimacy was included in order to compare the mediating role 

of legitimacy with the motivational postures in the following regression analyses. However, scales 

did not factor as expected, with legitimacy items cross-loading with commitment, disengagement 

and game-playing. While legitimacy did factor out separately in the PCA including resistance, it was 

decided to remove legitimacy from all analyses given it only factored separately from one of the four 

motivational postures (see Appendix G for initial PCAs). The PCAs presented in Tables 8.1 to 8.4 

therefore present the final PCAs once legitimacy was removed. 

8.1.2 Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics for the key variables of interest to Chapter 8 are reported in Table 8.5. 

Given each of these variables have been previously described they will not be discussed further, 

except to highlight perceptions of procedural justice were fairly low overall, commitment and 

resistance were the two postures most often adopted by prisoners, and self-reported cooperation 

with staff was quite low, while compliance with prison rules (both self-report and actual) was quite 

high. For a more detailed discussion of procedural justice see Chapter 5; for self-reported 

cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual compliance see Chapter 6; and for the 

motivational postures see Chapter 7. 
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Table 8.1  
Factor analysis differentiating key variables used in Chapter 8 (with commitment) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Procedural Justice     
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .822 -.104 .101 .117 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .804 -.021 .207 .117 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .752 -.168 .090 .156 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  .711 -.134 .083 .131 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner .706 -.195 .142 .075 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .691 .003 .084 .178 
Staff treat prisoners with respect and dignity .682 -.007 .184 .180 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .661 -.030 .108 .182 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .660 .123 .030 .034 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .540 .019 .052 .100 

Compliance 
In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you… 

    

…damaged property that did not belong to you .031 .808 .008 -.049 
…used violence against another inmate -.179 .744 -.233 -.067 
…refused to obey an order given by staff  -.140 .698 -.359 -.134 
…threatened another inmate with violence -.186 .693 -.246 -.159 
…taken property that did not belong to you .077 .680 -.017 -.043 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) .019 .656 -.137 -.056 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs -.061 .636 -.262 -.100 

Commitment      
I feel I should follow the rules and procedures of prison .138 -.229 .819 .174 
Following prison rules should be willingly accepted  .090 -.080 .785 .136 
Obeying prison rules is the right thing to do .109 -.239 .747 .165 
Overall, I am committed to doing the right thing by staff .195 -.288 .679 .200 
Obeying prison procedures advantages everyone .306 -.227 .606 .083 

Cooperation 
How likely would you be to… 

    

…report dangerous or suspicious activities  .225 -.098 .143 .925 
…provide staff with information about an offence .285 -.138 .138 .860 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff .261 -.127 .227 .820 
…willingly assist staff if asked .251 -.187 .297 .629 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 9.022 4.126 2.201 1.840 

% of variance explained 34.70 15.87 8.47 7.08 

The four components explain a total of 66.12% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .884 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square = 3073.974 
                                   df = 325 
                                 sig. = .000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of items 
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Table 8.2   
Factor analysis differentiating key variables used in Chapter 8 (with resistance) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Procedural Justice     
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .840 -.118 .136 .024 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .802 -.037 .145 -.165 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .754 -.167 .162 -.081 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner .706 -.196 .088 -.128 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  .703 -.127 .136 -.127 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .691 .003 .190 -.059 
Staff treat prisoners with respect and dignity .688 -.027 .206 -.096 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .669 -.039 .199 -.016 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .635 .150 .031 -.244 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .533 .021 .105 -.100 

Compliance 
In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you… 

    

…damaged property that did not belong to you .036 .769 -.034 .023 
…used violence against another inmate -.172 .762 -.074 .264 
…refused to obey an order given by staff  -.150 .728 -.170 .203 
…threatened another inmate with violence -.172 .708 -.167 .303 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) -.002 .698 -.075 -.060 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs -.090 .691 -.136 -.005 
…taken property that did not belong to you .073 .657 -.031 -.017 

Cooperation 
How likely would you be to… 

    

…report dangerous or suspicious activities  .218 -.105 .935 -.062 
…provide staff with information about an offence .275 -.142 .864 -.092 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff .261 -.147 .837 -.122 
…willingly assist staff if asked .252 -.218 .658 -.175 

Resistance     
More inmates need to stand up to staff -.210 .134 -.136 .743 
It’s important not to let staff push you around -.223 .171 -.163 .620 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 7.974 3.851 2.088 1.327 

% of variance explained 34.67 16.74 9.08 5.77 

The four components explain a total of 66.26% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .879 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square = 2559.063 
df = 253 

 sig. = .000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of all items 
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Table 8.3  
Factor analysis differentiating key variables used in Chapter 8 (with disengagement) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Procedural Justice     
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .820 -.098 .122 -.094 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .805 -.027 .133 -.167 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .753 -.161 .152 -.101 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner .714 -.204 .084 -.087 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  .704 -.120 .125 -.142 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .695 -.003 .187 -.040 
Staff treat prisoners with respect and dignity .690 -.020 .195 -.122 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .666 -.041 .191 -.056 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .649 .138 .035 -.092 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .551 .003 .110 .037 

Compliance 
In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you… 

    

…damaged property that did not belong to you .026 .817 -.048 -.063 
…used violence against another inmate -.176 .740 -.065 .295 
…refused to obey an order given by staff -.147 .704 -.155 .312 
…taken property that did not belong to you .066 .697 -.045 -.085 
…threatened another inmate with violence -.186 .694 -.164 .269 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) .020 .653 -.059 .153 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs, weapons or 
money 

-.067 .647 -.119 .202 

Cooperation 
How likely would you be to… 

    

…report dangerous or suspicious activities  .226 -.106 .937 -.072 
…provide staff with information about an offence .283 -.138 .861 -.117 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff .267 -.138 .829 -.158 
…willingly assist staff if asked .253 -.194 .645 -.257 

Disengagement     
If I find I am not obeying prison rules, I won’t lose sleep -.111 .181 -.176 .753 
I don't care if I am not doing the right thing by staff -.150 .338 -.162 .666 
I don't think much can happen to me if I disobey rules -.138 .136 -.097 .625 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 8.160 4.017 2.100 1.528 

% of variance explained 34.00 16.74 8.75 6.37 

The four components explain a total of 65.86% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .875 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square = 2690.276 
                                   df = 276 
                                 sig. = .000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of all items 
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Table 8.4  
Factor analysis differentiating key variables used in Chapter 8 (with game playing) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Procedural Justice     
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .821 -.103 -.065 .118 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .813 -.036 -.105 .139 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .746 -.145 -.154 .148 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner  .712 -.196 -.121 .085 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story .704 -.108 -.166 .125 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .704 -.017 .039 .188 
Staff treat prisoners with respect and dignity .696 -.026 -.073 .202 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .667 -.042 -.019 .196 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .656 .127 -.021 .035 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .547 .008 .011 .101 

Compliance 
In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you… 

    

…damaged property that did not belong to you .037 .781 .056 -.030 
…used violence against another inmate -.181 .735 .312 -.079 
…refused to obey an order given by staff  -.157 .710 .269 -.170 
…threatened another inmate with violence -.192 .694 .264 -.177 
…taken property that did not belong to you .075 .676 -.005 -.032 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs  -.081 .675 .085 -.128 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) .017 .665 .131 -.066 

Game playing     
I like the game of finding the grey area of prison rules -.047 .179 .882 -.063 
I enjoy talking about loopholes in the prison system .020 .122 .867 -.008 
I enjoy the challenge of finding ways not to follow rules -.113 .145 .844 -.112 
I look for ways to manipulate staff -.181 .300 .556 -.275 
I enjoy working out how changes in rules will affect me -.093 .126 .507 -.031 

Cooperation 
How likely would you be to… 

    

…report dangerous or suspicious activities  .229 -.108 -.040 .939 
…provide staff with information about an offence .286 -.139 -.091 .860 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff .273 -.141 -.110 .834 
…willingly assist staff if asked .266 -.206 -.159 .653 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 8.323 4.304 2.347 2.085 

%  of variance explained 32.01 16.55 9.03 8.02 

The four components explain a total of 65.61% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .871 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square = 3068.625 
                                   df = 325 
                                 sig. = .000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of all items 
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Table 8.5   
Descriptive statistics for key variables used in Chapter 8 

 # of Items Mean SD 

Procedural Justice* 10 2.78 0.73 
Commitment* 5 3.80 0.68 
Resistance* 2 3.56 0.80 
Disengagement* 3 2.63 0.83 
Game-playing* 5 2.48 0.75 
Self-reported Cooperation* 4 1.34 0.35 
Self-reported Compliance* 7 4.21 0.28 
Actual Compliance^ - 2.80 4.98 

* Items were measured on a scale of 1-5 with a higher score indicating stronger perceptions of procedural 
justice, endorsement of each motivational posture and more willingness to cooperate and comply 

^ Scores ranged from 0-33 with a higher number representing more recorded breaches 

8.1.3 Bi-variate Correlations 

Bi-variate correlations for all variables used in Chapter 8 are reported in Table 8.6. Each of the 

demographic and control variables have previously been compared with all variables of interest, and 

therefore will not be discussed further here. For a discussion of significant relationships among 

demographic and control variables, and with procedural justice, see Chapter 5; for cooperation and 

compliance variables, see Chapter 6; and for motivational postures, see Chapter 7. Chapter 7 also 

reports bi-variate relationships between procedural justice and the motivational postures. The focus 

of this section will be on relationships between motivational postures and the compliance-related 

variables. 

Regarding how the four motivational postures of commitment, resistance, disengagement and 

game-playing were related to the cooperation and compliance measures a number of interesting 

findings were obtained. Commitment was found to be positively correlated with self-reported 

cooperation (r = .452, p < .001) and self-reported compliance (r = .487, p < .001), and negatively 

correlated with actual compliance (r = -.322, p < .001). Resistance was negatively correlated with 

self-reported cooperation (r = -.360, p < .001) and self-reported compliance (r = -.323, p < .001), and 

positively correlated with actual compliance (r = .236, p = .008). Disengagement was also negatively 

correlated with self-reported cooperation (r = -.379, p < .001) and self-reported compliance (r = -

.454, p < .001), and positively correlated with actual compliance (r = .270, p = .002). Finally, game-

playing was negatively associated with self-reported cooperation (r = -.275, p < .001) and self-

reported compliance (r = -.427, p < .001), but had no relationship with actual compliance. Therefore, 

prisoners adopting a non-defiant posture (i.e., commitment) were more likely to say they would 

voluntarily cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules; these prisoners also received fewer 

official breaches. Prisoners with more defiant postures of resistance or disengagement indicated 

they were less likely to want to cooperate with prison staff and they were less likely to comply with 
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prison rules; they had also received more breaches for acts of misconduct. Those who liked to play 

mind games with prison staff were also less likely to say they would voluntarily cooperate with staff 

and they were more likely to comply with the prison rules; however, game-playing was not related 

to prisoners’ actual compliance behaviour. Overall, the postures relate to cooperation and 

compliance behaviours in the manner expected. 
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Table 8.6   
Pearson’s Bivariate Correlation of all variables used in Chapter 8 

 Age Ethnic. Educ. Marital           
Status 

Sent. 
Type 

Time 
Served 

First 
Time 

Prison 
Type 

PJ Comm. Resist. Diseng. G-P S-R 
Coop. 

S-R 
Comp. 

Act. 
Comp. 

Age  1  .126  .096 -.061 -.199***  .324***  .087 -.147  .236**  .336*** -.318*** -.363*** -.357***  .387***  .357*** -.157 

Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

  1 -.062 -.093 -.038 -.040  .059  .171* -.044  .094 -.081 -.036 -.009  .089  .100 -.071 

Education     1  .166* -.130  .151*  .150* -.120 -.063  .213** -.036 -.158* -.204**  .031  .205**  .038 

Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 
1=Married) 

    1  .011 -.125  .111 -.088 -.021  .108  .056 -.046 -.061 -.070  .040 -.105 

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 
1=Remand) 

     1 -.318*** -.025  .126  .022 -.138  .054  .064  .107 -.111  .016 -.141 

Time Served       1  .092 -.360***  .080  .107 -.080 -.092 -.124  .150*  .143  .293*** 

First Time in Prison 
(0=No; 1=Yes) 

       1 -.076  .043  .199** -.331*** -.131 -.086  .082  .286*** -.091 

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

        1 -.150*  .008  .092  .063  .055  .188* -.103 -.010 

Procedural Justice          1  .350*** -.381*** -.283*** -.204**  .437***  .203** -.264** 

Commitment           1 -.356*** -.572*** -.494***  .452***  .487*** -.322*** 

Resistance            1  .466***  .372*** -.360*** -.323***  .236** 

Disengagement            1  .591*** -.379*** -.454***  .270** 

Game-playing             1 -.275*** -.427***  .129 

Self-reported Cooperation             1  .329*** -.229** 

Self-reported Compliance              1 -.373*** 

Actual Compliance                1 

* p < .05 ; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (2-tailed); PJ = procedural justice; Comm = commitment; Cap = capitulation; Resist = resistance; Diseng = disengagement; G-P = game-playing; S-R 
Coop = self-reported cooperation; S-R Comp = self-reported compliance; Act. Comp = actual compliance 
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8.2 PART 2:  Procedural justice, motivational postures and cooperation/compliance behaviour 

In previous research, Murphy (2016) has tested whether motivational postures mediate or 

moderate the effect of procedural justice and compliance-related behaviours in the policing and 

taxation contexts. She found that postures mediate the relationship, but not moderate the 

relationship. In Chapter 8 a series of 12 regression analyses were conducted to assess whether 

motivational postures mediated or moderated the relationships between procedural justice and self-

reported cooperation, self-reported compliance, and actual compliance in the correctional context.  

As noted in Chapter 5, in order to test mediation, three conditions should be met. First, the 

independent variable (procedural justice) should be related to the mediating variable/s (each 

motivational posture). Second the independent variable (procedural justice) should be related to the 

dependent variable/s (self-reported cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual compliance). 

Third, the mediating variable (each motivational posture) should be related to the dependent 

variable (self-reported cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual compliance). Mediation 

occurs if there is a significant decrease in the relationship between the independent variable and 

dependent variable after the mediating variable has been accounted for in the model (Baron & 

Kenny, 1986).  

Chapter 7 addressed the first condition of mediation, demonstrating procedural justice was 

related to each of the four motivational postures (commitment, resistance, disengagement and 

game-playing) when taking account of demographic and control variables. Chapter 6 addressed the 

second condition of mediation, demonstrating procedural justice was related to self-reported 

cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual compliance. The 12 regression analyses presented 

in the following three sections assess the final condition of mediation, and whether mediation 

occurs. To test for moderation, an interaction term between procedural justice and each of the four 

motivational postures, respectively, was constructed. Each respective interaction term was entered 

into the following 12 regression analyses after mediation effects were established.  

8.2.2 Procedural justice and motivational postures predicting self-reported cooperation 

To examine both the mediating and moderating role of each of the four motivational postures 

in the relationship between perceived procedural justice and self-reported willingness to cooperate, 

four regression analyses were conducted (Model 1 = commitment; Model 2 = resistance; Model 3 = 

disengagement; Model 4 = game-playing). The variables were entered in four steps for each of the 

four OLS regression analyses: the demographic and control variables were entered in Step1; 

procedural justice was entered in Step 2; one of the motivational postures was entered at Step 3 (in 

their respective models); and the interaction term between procedural justice and the respective 
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motivational posture was entered at Step 4. For each of the four regression analyses, the results for 

Step 1 and Step 2 were the same as those reported in Chapter 6, therefore only Step 3 and Step 4 

are discussed for each model in the following sections.  

Before proceeding to present the full results for Step 3 and Step 4, Table 8.7 first presents an 

overall summary of the key findings for these two steps for each motivational posture. The results at 

Step 3 demonstrate commitment is positively related to self-reported cooperation, while resistance 

and disengagement are negatively related to self-reported cooperation. Commitment, resistance 

and disengagement are each also found to partially mediate the relationship between procedural 

justice and self-reported cooperation. Game-playing is found to have no relationship with self-

reported cooperation, and therefore has no mediating effect. At Step 4, none of the four 

motivational postures are found to moderate the relationship between procedural justice and self-

reported cooperation.  

Table 8.7 
Summary of findings for motivational postures on self-reported cooperation 

 Step 3  Step 4 

 Relationship with DV Mediation effect  Moderation effect 

Commitment Positively related Partial mediation  No effect 
Resistance Negatively related Partial mediation  No effect 
Disengagement Negatively related Partial mediation  No effect 
Game-playing No relationship No effect  No effect 

 

 Model 1: Commitment. Results from the first analysis are presented in Table 8.8. At Step 3, 

the posture of commitment (β = .239, p < .001) was positively associated with self-reported 

cooperation, suggesting prisoners who were committed to doing the right thing were also more 

willing to voluntarily cooperate with staff. Age (β = .214, p = .002) and prison type (β = .316, p < .001) 

remained significantly associated to self-reported cooperation, with the relationship between 

procedural justice (β = .337, p < .001) and self-reported cooperation the strongest association at this 

step. However, the relationship between procedural justice and cooperation decreased significantly 

between Steps 2 and 3, indicating commitment acts as a partial mediator in the procedural 

justice/cooperation relationship. This partial mediation result was confirmed by a Sobel test (z = 

1.80, p = .040), suggesting procedural justice may have a positive association with self-reported 

cooperation through the posture of commitment. At Step 4 the addition of the interaction term 

between procedural justice and commitment did not significantly change the model [F (1, 160) = 

3.584, p = .060]. The non-significant interaction effect suggests procedural justice is equally as 

effective for encouraging cooperation among those scoring both high and low on the posture of 

commitment.  
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Table 8.8 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘commitment’ in the relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and self-reported 
willingness to cooperate with staff 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age  .012 .002   .372***  .008 .002  .269***  .007 .002      .214**  .007 .002   .223*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

-.008 .055 -.010   .012 .050 .015  -.001 .048 -.001   .003 .048   .004  

Education  .000 .013 -.002  .007 .011 .039  -.001 .011     -.005     -.001 .011    -.006  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

-.011 .064 -.012     -.006   .057 -.007     -.028 .056     -.031     -.029 .056    -.032  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

-.044 .091 -.035     -.080 .082 -.064     -.053 .080     -.043     -.040 .080    -.032  

Time Served  .025 .019  .109  .027 .017 .117   .027 .016  .116   .026 .016  .113  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

 .059 .051  .083  .049 .045 .068   .027 .044  .037   .022 .044  .031  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

 .288 .074   .295*** .340 .067 .348***  .309 .066  .316***  .296 .065   .303*** 

Procedural Justice - - -  .197 .031 .416***  .159 .032  .337***  .148 .032   .313*** 
Commitment - - -  - - -   .123 .036  .239***  .135 .037   .263*** 
PJ*Commitment - - -  - - -  - - -   .066 .035  .116  

Constant     .557 .137   .600 .123    .743 .127    .732 .126   
R

2
  .224    .382    .422    .435   

R
2
 ∆  .224    .157    .041    .013   

F    5.896***   41.214***   11.338**     3.584   
df  8,  163    1,  162    1,  161    1,  160   

**p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 2: Resistance. Table 8.9 presents the results examining the mediating/moderating role 

of resistance in the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation. At Step 

3, the posture of resistance (β = -.160, p = .029) was negatively associated with self-reported 

cooperation. This result suggests prisoners who felt they should resist and stand up to staff were less 

likely to say they would willingly cooperate with them. Again, age (β = .233, p < .001) and prison type 

(β = .352, p < .001) remained significantly associated with self-reported cooperation, and again 

procedural justice (β = .364, p < .001) maintained the strongest association with cooperation. The 

relationship between procedural justice and cooperation again decreased significantly between 

Steps 2 and 3, indicating resistance also acts as a partial mediator in the procedural 

justice/cooperation relationship. This result was confirmed by a Sobel test (z = 1.98, p = .020), 

suggesting the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation can be 

partially explained by prisoners’ posturing style of resistance. When the interaction term between 

procedural justice and resistance was added in Step 4, the model did not significantly change [F (1, 

160) = 0.482, p = .488]. The non-significant interaction effect also suggested procedural justice was 

equally as effective for encouraging cooperation among those scoring both high and low on the 

posture of resistance. 
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Table 8.9 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘resistance’ in the relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and self-reported 
willingness to cooperate with staff 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age  .012 .002    .372*** .008 .002    .269***  .007 .002      .233***  .007 .002    .236*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

   -.008 .055 -.010  .012 .050   .015   .007 .049  .009   .005 .049  .007  

Education     .000 .013 -.002  .007 .011   .039   .007 .011 .037   .007 .011  .041  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

   -.011 .064 -.012     -.006   .057 -.007   .005 .057 .006   .002 .057  .002  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

   -.044 .091 -.035     -.080 .082 -.064  -.074 .081    -.060  -.065 .082 -.053  

Time Served .025 .019 .109  .027 .017  .117   .029 .017 .128   .029 .017  .125  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

.059 .051 .083  .049 .045  .068   .013 .048 .019   .013 .048  .018  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

.288 .074  .295*** .340 .067   .348***  .344 .066  .352***  .336 .067   .344*** 

Procedural Justice - - -  .197 .031  .416***  .172 .032  .364***  .170 .032   .360*** 
Resistance - - -  - - -  -.070 .032  -.160*  -.069 .032   -.159*  
PJ*Resistance - - -  - - -  - - -  -.023 .033     -.044  

Constant     .557 .137   .600 .123    .647 .124    .646 .124   
R

2
  .224    .382    .400    .402   

R
2
 ∆  .224    .157    .018    .002   

F    5.896***   41.214***     4.827*      0.482   
df  8,  163    1,  162    1,  161    1,  160   

*p < .05; ***p < .001 
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Model 3: Disengagement. Results examining the mediating/moderating role of 

disengagement in the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation are 

presented in Table 8.10. The relationship between the posture of disengagement (β = -.201, p = 

.003) and self-reported cooperation was significant at Step 3, suggesting prisoners who prefer to 

withdraw from authority are less likely to say they would willingly cooperate with them. Age (β = 

.207, p = .004) and prison type (β = .343, p < .001) also remained significantly related to self-reported 

cooperation, with procedural justice (β = .370, p < .001) again maintaining the strongest association 

with cooperation. However, the relationship between procedural justice and cooperation decreased 

significantly between Steps 2 and 3, indicating disengagement also acts as a partial mediator in the 

procedural justice/cooperation relationship. A Sobel test confirmed this result (z = 2.14, p = .02), 

demonstrating that the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation is 

also partially explained by prisoners being less disengaged from prison staff. At Step 4, when the 

interaction term between procedural justice and disengagement was entered, there was no 

significant change to the model [F (1, 160) = 0.054, p = .817]. Once again, the non-significant 

interaction effect suggests procedural justice is equally as effective for encouraging cooperation 

among those scoring both high and low on the posture of disengagement. 
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Table 8.10 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘disengagement’ in the relationship between prisoner percept ions of procedural justice and self-reported 
willingness to cooperate with staff 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age  .012 .002    .372***   .008 .002   .269***  .006 .002 .207**  .006 .002  .206** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

-.008 .055 -.010    .012 .050  .015   .011  .048   .014   .011  .049   .014  

Education  .000 .013 -.002    .007 .011  .039   .002  .011   .012   .002  .011   .012  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

-.011 .064 -.012      -.006   .057 -.007  -.012 .056   -.014  -.012 .056  -.013  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

-.044 .091 -.035      -.080 .082 -.064  -.078 .080   -.063  -.077 .081  -.062  

Time Served  .025 .019  .109   .027 .017  .117   .028  .016   .125   .028  .016   .123  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

 .059 .051  .083   .049 .045  .068   .038  .044   .053   .038  .045   .054  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

 .288 .074   .295***  .340 .067   .348***  .335 .065   .343***  .335 .066     .342*** 

Procedural Justice - - -   .197 .031   .416***  .175 .031      .370*** .175  .031     .369*** 
Disengagement - - -  - - -  -.084 .028     -.201**    -.084 .028  -.201** 
PJ*Disengagement - - -  - - -  - - -  -.007 .030   -.014  

Constant  .557 .137    .600 .123    .699 .125    .699 .125   
R

2
  .224    .382    .414    .414   

R
2
 ∆  .224    .157    .032    .000   

F    5.896***   41.214***     8.849**     0.054   
df  8,  163    1,  162    1,  161    1,  160   

**p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 4: Game-playing. Finally, results examining the mediating/moderating role of game-

playing in the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation are presented 

in Table 8.11. When game-playing was added to Step 3 of this model, no significant change to the 

overall model occurred. Age (β = .240, p < .001) and prison type (β = .344, p < .001) remained 

significantly associated to self-reported cooperation, with procedural justice (β = .402, p < .001) 

again remaining the variable with the strongest relationship with cooperation. Given game-playing 

was not a significantly related to self-reported cooperation, the third step required for mediation 

was not met. Thus, the posture of game-playing played no role in the relationship between 

procedural justice and self-reported cooperation. At Step 4, the interaction term between 

procedural justice and game-playing also did not produce a significant change in the overall model [F 

(1, 160) = 0.725, p = .396]. The non-significant interaction effect further suggested procedural justice 

was equally as effective for encouraging cooperation among those scoring both high and low on the 

posture of game-playing. 
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Table 8.11 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘game-playing’ in the relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and self-reported 
willingness to cooperate with staff 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age  .012 .002    .372***  .008 .002   .269***  .007 .002   .240***  .008 .002   .241*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

-.008 .055 -.010   .012 .050  .015   .013 .049   .017   .014 .050  .019  

Education  .000 .013 -.002   .007 .011  .039   .004 .011   .023   .005 .011  .026  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

-.011 .064 -.012     -.006   .057 -.007  -.010 .057  -.012  -.011 .057 -.013  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

-.044 .091 -.035  -.080 .082 -.064  -.076 .082  -.061  -.069 .082 -.056  

Time Served  .025 .019  .109   .027 .017  .117   .027 .017   .117   .027 .017  .119  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

 .059 .051  .083   .049 .045  .068   .047 .045   .066   .045 .045  .063  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

 .288 .074   .295***  .340 .067   .348***  .336 .067   .344***  .333 .067   .341*** 

Procedural Justice - - -   .197 .031   .416***  .190 .031    .402***  .186 .031   .392*** 
Game-playing - - -  - - -  -.043 .032  -.092  -.049 .033 -.106  
PJ*Game-playing - - -  - - -  - - -  -.027 .032 -.055  

Constant  .557 .137    .600 .123    .649 .128    .644 .129   
R

2
  .224    .382    .389    .391   

R
2
 ∆  .224    .157    .007    .003   

F    5.896***   41.214***     1.814      0.725   
df  8,  163    1,  162    1,  161    1,  160   

***p < .001 
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8.2.3 Procedural justice and motivational postures predicting self-reported compliance 

The previous set of analyses examined whether perceptions of procedural justice and 

motivational posturing styles were associated with prisoners’ willingness to cooperate with prison 

staff. This section examines whether procedural justice and motivational postures are associated 

with prisoners’ self-reported compliance with the rules in prison. To examine the mediating and 

moderating role of each of the four motivational postures in the relationship between perceived 

procedural justice and self-reported compliance, four OLS regression analyses were conducted 

(Model 1 = commitment; Model 2 = resistance; Model 3 = disengagement; Model 4 = game-playing). 

The variables were entered in four steps as they were in the previous section: the demographic and 

control variables were entered in Step 1; procedural justice was entered in Step 2; one of the 

motivational postures was entered at Step 3 in their respective models; and an interaction term 

between procedural justice and one of the motivational postures (in their respective models) was 

entered at Step 4. The results at Step 1 and Step 2 were the same as those reported for self-reported 

compliance in Chapter 6; therefore, the results presented in the following sections focus on Step 3 

and Step 4.  

To provide an overall summary of results to follow for the self-reported compliance variable, it 

was found at Step 3 that commitment was positively related to self-reported compliance, and fully 

mediated the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance. Resistance, 

disengagement and game-playing were all negatively related to self-reported compliance, and all 

partially mediated the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance. At 

Step 4, none of the four motivational postures were found to moderate the relationship between 

procedural justice and self-reported compliance. Table 8.12 provides a summary of these results. 

Table 8.12 
Summary of findings for motivational postures on self-reported compliance 

 Step 3  Step 4 

 Relationship with DV Mediation effect  Moderation effect 

Commitment Positively related Full mediation  No effect 
Resistance Negatively related Partial mediation  No effect 
Disengagement Negatively related Partial mediation  No effect 
Game-playing Negatively related Partial mediation  No effect 

 

Model 1: Commitment. The mediating and moderating role of the motivational posture of 

commitment was assessed in the first analysis, and results are presented in Table 8.13. While age (β 

= .254, p < .001) and first time in prison (β = .175, p = .006) were significantly related to self-reported 

compliance at Step 3, the posture of commitment (β = .392, p < .001) maintained the strongest 

relationship with self-reported compliance, indicating prisoners committed to doing the right thing 
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were more likely to report they had complied with prison rules. At this step, the relationship 

between procedural justice and self-reported compliance was no longer significant, indicating 

commitment fully mediated the relationship between procedural justice and compliance. This result 

was confirmed by a Sobel test (z = 3.58, p < .001). Therefore, while prisoners who felt treated with 

greater levels of procedural justice by prison staff were more compliant with prison rules, this effect 

was due to the fact they were highly committed. When the interaction term between procedural 

justice and commitment was added in Step 4 of the model, the overall model did not significantly 

change [F (1, 160) = 2.338, p = .128]. The non-significant interaction effect suggests procedural 

justice is equally effective for those who scored both high and low on the posture of commitment.  
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Table 8.13 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘commitment’ in the relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and self-reported 
compliance with prison rules 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age  .008 .001    .398***  .007 .001   .344***  .005 .001   .254***  .005 .001    .261*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

 .023 .034  .047   .029 .033  .060   .017 .030  .034   .018 .030  .038  

Education  .015 .008  .133   .017 .007    .155*   .009 .007  .083   .009 .007  .082  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

 .020 .039  .036       .021   .038  .039  -.001 .035 -.002  -.002 .035 -.003  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

 .072 .056  .092   .060 .054  .077   .087 .050  .112   .094 .050  .120  

Time Served -.002 .011 -.015     -.002 .011 -.011  -.002 .010 -.011  -.002 .010 -.014  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

 .105 .031    .233***  .101 .030   .225***  .078 .028      .175**  .076 .028  .169** 

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

-.020 .045 -.033     -.003 .044 -.005  -.035 .041 -.057  -.042 .041 -.068  

Procedural Justice - - -   .065 .020 .220**   .027 .020  .090   .021 .020   .072  
Commitment - - -  - - -   .126 .023   .392***  .132 .023    .412*** 
PJ*Commitment - - -  - - -  - - -   .033 .022  .094  

Constant  .380 .084    .394 .081     .541 .080    .536 .079   
R

2
  .268    .312    .422    .430   

R
2
 ∆  .268    .044    .110    .008   

F    7.459***   10.350**   30.527***     2.338   
df  8,  163    1,  162    1,  161    1,  160   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 2: Resistance. The results exploring the mediating/moderating role of resistance in the 

relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance are presented in Table 8.14. 

At Step 3, the posture of resistance (β = -.243, p = .002) was negatively related to self-reported 

compliance. Age (β = .290, p < .001), education (β = .153, p = .023), first time in prison (β = .151, p = 

.031), and procedural justice (β = .142, p = .046) remained significantly associated with self-reported 

compliance. However, the posture of resistance was the strongest predictor of self-reported 

compliance, indicating prisoners who felt they should stand up to staff were less compliant with 

prison rules. While procedural justice remained a significant predictor of compliance, this 

relationship decreased significantly between Steps 2 and 3, suggesting the posture of resistance 

partially mediated this relationship. A Sobel test confirmed this partial mediation (z = 2.60, p = .005). 

Hence, procedural justice has a positive association with prisoners’ compliance behaviour but this 

effect is partially mediated by the level of resistance a prisoner displays. The final step of the model 

did not significantly change after the addition of the interaction term between procedural justice 

and resistance [F (1, 160) = 0.051, p = .822]. The non-significant interaction effect suggests 

procedural justice is equally effective for encouraging prisoners’ compliance with prison rules among 

those scoring high and low on resistance. 
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Table 8.14 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘resistance’ in the relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and self-reported 
compliance with prison rules 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age  .008 .001   .398***  .007 .001   .344***  .006 .001  .290***  .006 .001   .289*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

 .023 .034  .047   .029 .033  .060   .024 .032  .050   .025 .032  .051  

Education  .015 .008  .133   .017 .007    .155*   .017 .007   .153*   .017 .007    .151*  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

 .020 .039  .036       .021 .038  .039   .032 .037 .057   .033 .037  .059  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

 .072 .056  .092   .060 .054  .077   .065 .053 .084   .063 .054  .081  

Time Served -.002 .011 -.015  -.002 .011 -.011   .001 .011 .007   .001 .011  .008  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

 .105 .031    .233***  .101 .030   .225***  .068 .031   .151*   .068 .031    .151*  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

-.020 .045 -.033  -.003 .044 -.005   .000 .043  .001   .002 .044  .003  

Procedural Justice - - -   .065 .020 .220**  .042 .021    .142*   .042 .021    .143*  
Resistance - - -  - - -  -.066 .021    -.243** -.067 .021    -.244** 
PJ*Resistance - - -  - - -  - - -   .005 .021  .015  

Constant  .380 .084    .394 .081    .439 .080    .439 .081   
R

2
  .268    .312    .353    .354   

R
2
 ∆  .268    .044    .041    .000   

F    7.459***   10.350**   10.319*      0.051   
df  8,  163    1,  162    1,  161    1,  160   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 3: Disengagement. Table 8.15 presents results from the analysis examining the 

mediating/moderating role of disengagement in the relationship between procedural justice and 

self-reported compliance. At Step 3 of this model, the posture of disengagement (β = -.349, p < .001) 

was also negatively associated with self-reported compliance. While age (β = .236, p < .001), first 

time in prison (β = .199, p = .002), and procedural justice (β = .141, p = .032) were still significantly 

related to self-reported compliance, the posture of disengagement was the strongest predictor, 

indicating prisoners who were disengaged from authority were less compliant with prison rules. The 

relationship between procedural justice and compliance again decreased between Steps 2 and 3, 

also indicating disengagement partially mediated this relationship. The result was confirmed with a 

Sobel test (z = 2.62, p = .004). Therefore, while prisoners were more compliant with prison rules 

when they felt treated with procedural justice from prison staff, this relationship was partially 

explained through the level of disengagement prisoners displayed. At Step 4, when the interaction 

term between procedural justice and disengagement was entered, the model did not significantly 

change [F (1, 160) = 0.001, p = .975]. The non-significant interaction effect further suggests 

procedural justice is equally effective for encouraging compliance among those scoring high and low 

on the posture of disengagement. 
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Table 8.15 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘disengagement’ in the relationship between prisoner percept ions of procedural justice and self-reported 
compliance with prison rules 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age  .008 .001   .398***  .007 .001   .344***  .005 .001  .236***  .005 .001   .236*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

 .023 .034  .047   .029 .033  .060   .028 .030  .058   .028 .031 .058  

Education  .015 .008  .133   .017 .007    .155*   .012 .007  .108   .012 .007 .108  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

 .020 .039  .036   .021 .038  .039   .014 .035  .026   .014 .035 .026  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

 .072 .056  .092   .060 .054  .077   .062 .050  .079   .061 .051 .079  

Time Served -.002 .011 -.015  -.002 .011 -.011   .000 .010  .003   .001 .010 .004  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

 .105 .031   .233***  .101 .030   .225***  .089 .028      .199**  .089 .028     .199** 

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

-.020 .045 -.033  -.003 .044 -.005  -.009 .041 -.014  -.009 .041 -.014  

Procedural Justice - - -   .065 .020      .220**   .042 .019    .141* ¤   .042 .019    .142*  
Disengagement - - -  - - -  -.091 .018 -.349*** -.091 .018 -.349*** 
PJ*Disengagement - - -  - - -  - - -   .001 .019 .002  

Constant  .380 .084    .394 .081    .502 .079    .502 .079   
R

2
  .268    .312    .409    .409   

R
2
 ∆  .268    .044    .097    .000   

F    7.459***   10.350**   26.446***     0.001   
df  8,  163    1,  162    1,  161    1,  160   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 4: Game-playing. Results from the analysis examining the mediating/moderating role 

of game-playing in the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance are 

presented in Table 8.16. The posture of game playing (β = -.314, p < .001) was also negatively 

associated with self-reported compliance at Step 3. Age (β = .246, p < .001), first time in prison (β = 

.217, p < .001), and procedural justice (β = .173, p = .009) were also significantly related to self-

reported compliance; however, the posture of game-playing was most strongly associated with 

compliance, indicating prisoners who liked to play mind games with staff were less likely to comply 

with prison rules. Again, the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance 

decreased significantly between Steps 2 and 3, suggesting the posture of game-playing partially 

mediated this relationship. This partial mediation was confirmed with a Sobel test (z = 1.82, p < .05), 

demonstrating that the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance was 

partially explained through whether or not prisoners displayed a game-playing posture. When the 

interaction term between procedural justice and game-playing was entered at Step 4, there was no 

significant change in the overall model [F (1, 160) = 0.168, p = .683]. The non-significant interaction 

effect suggests procedural justice was equally effective for encouraging compliance among prisoners 

scoring high and low on the posture of game-playing. 
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Table 8.16 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘game-playing’ in the relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and self-reported 
compliance with prison rules 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age  .008 .001  .398***  .007 .001   .344***  .005 .001  .246***  .005 .001   .245*** 
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous)  

 .023 .034 .047   .029 .033  .060   .032 .031  .067   .032 .031  .066  

Education  .015 .008 .133   .017 .007   .155*   .011 .007  .101   .011 .007  .100  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

 .020 .039 .036       .021   .038 .039   .012 .036  .022   .012 .036  .022  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

 .072 .056 .092   .060 .054 .077   .069 .051  .088   .067 .051  .086  

Time Served -.002 .011    -.015  -.002 .011 -.011  -.001 .010 -.009  -.001 .010 -.010  
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

 .105 .031 .233***  .101 .030   .225***  .097 .028   .217***  .098 .028    .219*** 

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

-.020 .045    -.033  -.003 .044 -.005  -.012 .042 -.019  -.011 .042 -.018  

Procedural Justice - - -   .065 .020   .220***  .051 .019 .173**  .053 .019  .178** 
Game-playing - - -  - - -  -.091 .020  -.314*** -.089 .020  -.308*** 
PJ*Game-playing - - -  - - -  - - -   .008 .020      .026 

Constant  .380 .084    .394 .081    .500 .080    .502 .080   
R

2
  .268    .312    .393    .393   

R
2
 ∆  .268    .044    .081    .001   

F    7.459***   10.350**   21.432***     0.168   
df  8,  163    1,  162    1,  161    1,  160   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 



PRISONS, PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND MOTIVATIONAL POSTURING  149 
 

8.2.4 Procedural justice and motivational postures predicting actual compliance 

While the previous analyses examined the role of motivational postures on prisoners’ self-

reported compliance behaviour, this section examines these variables in relation to actual 

compliance behaviour (measured through the number of breaches received since the beginning of 

prisoners’ current sentence). To examine both the mediating and moderating role of the four 

motivational postures on actual compliance, four OLS regression analyses were run (Model 1 = 

commitment; Model 2 = resistance; Model 3 = disengagement; Model 4 = game-playing). The 

variables were entered in four steps: the demographic and control variables were entered in Step 1; 

procedural justice was entered in Step 2; one of the motivational postures was entered in their 

respective models at Step 3; and an interaction terms between procedural justice and one of the 

motivational postures (in their respective models) was entered at Step 4. Once again, the results at 

Step 1 and Step 2 are the same as those reported for actual compliance in Section 6.2.4 of Chapter 6, 

therefore the results presented in the following sections focus on Step 3 and Step 4.  

First, to summarise the results of these four regressions, at Step 3 commitment was found to 

be negatively related to actual compliance and fully mediated the relationship between procedural 

justice and actual compliance. On the other hand, disengagement was positively related to actual 

compliance and partially mediated the relationship between procedural justice and actual 

compliance. Resistance and game-playing were not related to actual compliance, and therefore had 

no mediation effect on the relationship between procedural justice and actual compliance. At Step 

4, commitment and disengagement were found to moderate the relationship between procedural 

justice and actual compliance, while resistance and disengagement again had no effect on this 

relationship. See Table 8.17 for a summary of results.  

Table 8.17 
Summary of findings for motivational postures on actual compliance 

 Step 3  Step 4 

 Relationship with DV Mediation effect  Moderation effect 

Commitment Negatively related Full mediation  Positive effect 
Resistance No relationship No effect  No effect 
Disengagement Positively related Partial mediation  Negative effect 
Game-playing No relationship No effect  No effect 

 

Model 1: Commitment. The mediating/moderating role of commitment in the relationship 

between procedural justice and actual compliance is explored first, and results are presented in 

Table 8.18. The posture of commitment (β = -.267, p = .005) was significantly related to actual 

compliance when added at Step 3. Time served (β = .382, p < .001) was the only other significant 

variable at Step 3, and clearly had the strongest association with actual compliance behaviour. The 



PRISONS, PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND MOTIVATIONAL POSTURING  150 
 

relationship between procedural justice and actual compliance was significant at Step 2 but was no 

longer significant at Step 3, indicating the posture of commitment fully mediates this relationship. 

Full mediation was confirmed with a Sobel test (z = -2.43, p = .007), indicating the relationship 

between procedural justice and actual compliance was fully explained by prisoners’ commitment to 

doing the right thing. 

The overall model at Step 4 when the interaction term was entered was also significant [F (1, 

112) = 7.015, p = .009], with 32.8% of the variance in actual compliance explained. The interaction 

term was significant with 4.2% additional variance was attributed to the interaction between 

procedural justice and commitment (β = .212, p = .009). To further illustrate the meaning of the 

interaction effect, simple slope effects of procedural justice at -1 and +1 standard deviation of 

commitment were calculated, as recommended by Aiken and West (1991). The interaction showed 

procedural justice had a significant effect on prisoners who were less committed to doing the right 

thing (B = -2.540, SEB = .801, p = .002; CI95% = [-4.126, -0.953]). In contrast, procedural justice had no 

effect on compliance when prisoners were highly committed to doing the right thing (B = -0.074, SEB 

= .674, p = .913; CI95% = [-1.409, 1.261]). The results indicated commitment moderates the effect 

between procedural justice and actual compliance behaviour. In other words, procedural justice was 

more effective for encouraging actual compliance behaviour among prisoners who scored low on 

the posture of commitment. Procedural justice, in contrast, had no beneficial effect on actual 

compliance behaviour for those scoring high on the posture of commitment.  Figure 8.1 depicts this 

significant interaction effect between procedural justice and commitment on actual compliance. 

 

Figure 8.1  Interaction between procedural justice and commitment on actual compliance
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Table 8.18 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘commitment’ in the relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and actual compliance 
with prison rules 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age -.124 .041 -.279** -.099 .041  -.221*  -.071 .041 -.160  -.064 .040 -.143  
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

-.434 .967 -.039  -.590 .944 -.053  -.390 .919 -.035  -.289 .896 -.026  

Education  .072 .220  .029   .015 .215  .006   .137 .213  .055   .132 .208  .053  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

-.798   1.120 -.063  -.838    1.091 -.066  -.486   1.066 -.038  -.506   1.039 -.040  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

 -1.512   1.600 -.085   -1.230    1.561 -.069   -1.649   1.523 -.092   -1.300   1.489 -.073  

Time Served   1.264 .326   .386*** 1.251 .318   .382***    1.252 .308  .382***    1.234 .300   .377*** 
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

-.943 .885 -.092  -.860 .863 -.084  -.504 .847 -.049  -.625 .826 -.061  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

  1.353   1.298  .096   .938   1.274  .067  1.432   1.248  .102    1.078   1.224  .077  

Procedural Justice - - -   -1.565 .582     -.231** -.968 .603 -.143   -1.257 .598   -.185*  
Commitment - - -  - - -   -1.966 .693    -.267**  -1.649 .686   -.224*  
PJ*Commitment - - -  - - -  - - -        1.717 .648      .212** 

Constant   3.614   2.403   3.279   2.343    .980   2.415    .704   2.355   
R

2
  .187    .235    .286    .328   

R
2
 ∆  .187    .048    .051    .042   

F    3.302**     7.217**     8.041**     7.015**  
df  8,  115    1,  114    1,  113    1,  112   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 2: Resistance. Table 8.19 presents the results examining the mediating and moderating 

role of the posture of resistance in the relationship between procedural justice and actual 

compliance. When resistance was added at Step 3, there was no significant change to the overall 

model. Age (β = -.197, p = .037), time served (β = .374, p < .001) and procedural justice (β = -.195, p = 

.035) however were significantly related to actual compliance. The non-significant effect of 

resistance suggests this posture had no impact on actual compliance behaviour, nor played a role in 

explaining the relationship between procedural justice and actual compliance. When the interaction 

term between procedural justice and resistance was entered at Step 4, the overall model again did 

not significantly change. The non-significant interaction effect suggests procedural justice was 

equally effective for encouraging actual compliance behaviour for those who scored both high and 

low on the posture of resistance. 
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Table 8.19 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘resistance’ in the relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and actual compliance 
with prison rules 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age -.124 .041 -.279** -.099 .041   -.221*  -.088 .042   -.197*  -.085 .041   -.189*  
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

-.434 .967 -.039  -.590 .944 -.053  -.537 .944 -.048  -.613 .936 -.055  

Education  .072 .220  .029   .015 .215  .006   .018 .215  .007   .051 .214  .021  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

-.798   1.120 -.063  -.838    1.091 -.066  -.948   1.094 -.074   -1.117   1.089 -.088  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

 -1.512   1.600 -.085   -1.230   1.561 -.069    -1.281   1.560 -.072  -.851   1.565 -.048  

Time Served    1.264 .326    .386***    1.251 .318   .382*** 1.225 .318  .374***    1.189 .316    .363*** 
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

-.943 .885 -.092  -.860 .863 -.084  -.511 .915 -.050  -.523 .907 -.051  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

   1.353   1.298  .096  .938   1.274  .067   .901   1.273  .064   .538   1.278  .038  

Procedural Justice - - -   -1.565 .582    -.231**  -1.325 .619   -.195*   -1.413 .616   -.208*  
Resistance - - -  - - -   .691 .611   .111   .722 .606  .115  
PJ* Resistance - - -  - - -  - - -   -1.093 .624 -.147  

Constant    3.614   2.403     3.279   2.343   2.811   2.377     2.759   2.356   
R

2
  .187    .235    .244    .264   

R
2
 ∆  .187    .048    .009    .020   

F    3.302**     7.217**     1.279      3.066   
df  8,  115    1,  114    1,  113     1,  112   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 3: Disengagement. Results for the analysis exploring the mediating/moderating role of 

disengagement in the relationship between procedural justice and actual compliance are presented 

in Table 8.20. At Step 3, the posture of disengagement (β = .182, p = .047) was significantly related to 

actual compliance. At this step, time served (β = .364, p < .001) and procedural justice (β = -.283, p = 

.009) were the only other significant variables related to actual compliance. The relationship 

between procedural justice and actual compliance also significantly reduced at this step, suggesting 

disengagement partially mediates this relationship. Partial mediation was confirmed with a Sobel 

test (z = -1.68, p = .047).  

On entering the interaction term between procedural justice and disengagement in Step 4, 

the overall model was again significant. Thus, the interaction between procedural justice and 

disengagement (β = -.281, p < .001) was significantly related to actual compliance. Hence, 

disengagement moderated the effect of procedural justice on actual compliance behaviour. To 

further illustrate the meaning of the interaction effect, simple slope effects of procedural justice at -

1 and +1 standard deviation of disengagement were calculated, as recommended by Aiken and West 

(1991). The interaction showed procedural justice appeared to be more effective for prisoners who 

were more disengaged from prison staff (B = -3.208, SEB = .752, p <.001; CI95% = [-4.697, -1.718]). In 

contrast, procedural justice had no beneficial effect on compliance when prisoners were low on 

disengagement from prison staff (B = 0.195, SEB = .694, p = .780; CI95% = [-1.181, 1.571]). Figure 8.2 

graphically depicts the interaction effect between procedural justice and disengagement on actual 

compliance. 

 

 

Figure 8.2  Interaction between procedural justice and disengagement on actual compliance 
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Table 8.20 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘disengagement’ in the relationship between prisoner percept ions of procedural justice and actual 
compliance with prison rules 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age -.124 .041 -.279** -.099  .041   -.221*  -.074 .042 -.165  -.077 .040 -.173  
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

-.434 .967  -.039  -.590  .944 -.053  -.573 .931 -.052  -.554 .886 -.050  

Education  .072 .220   .029   .015  .215  .006   .076 .214  .030   .073 .204  .029  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

-.798   1.120  -.063  -.838    1.091 -.066  -.753   1.078 -.059  -.538   1.027 -.042  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

  -1.512   1.600 -.085   -1.230    1.561 -.069   -1.246   1.541 -.070  -.913   1.469 -.051  

Time Served    1.264 .326    .386***    1.251  .318   .382***    1.227 .314  .375***    1.140 .299   .348*** 
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

-.943 .885  -.092  -.860  .863 -.084  -.719 .854 -.070  -.596 .813 -.058  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

   1.353   1.298   .096   .938    1.274  .067     1.004   1.258  .072   .834   1.197  .059  

Procedural Justice - - -   -1.565  .582     -.231**   -1.288 .591   -.190*    -1.461 .564   -.215*  
Disengagement - - -  - - -   1.089 .542    .182*  1.042 .516    .174*  
PJ* Disengagement - - -  - - -  - - -    -1.975 .550  -.281*** 

Constant    3.614   2.403      3.279    2.343    1.986   2.401      2.061   2.284   
R

2
  .187      .235    .262    .338   

R
2
 ∆  .187      .048    .026    .076   

F    3.302**      7.217**   4.036*    12.869***  
df  8,  115     1,  114    1,  113    1,  112   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Model 4: Game-playing. Results for the final model examining the mediating/moderating role 

of game-playing in the relationship between procedural justice and actual compliance are presented 

in Table 8.21. At Step 3 the addition of the posture of game-playing did not significantly change the 

overall model. Age (β = -.205, p = .034), time served (β = .382, p < .001) and procedural justice (β = -

.223, p = .012) were the only variables significantly related to actual compliance. The results from 

this model again confirm the significance of the relationship between procedural justice and actual 

compliance behaviour, but that game-playing was not related to actual compliance and therefore 

played no role in explaining the relationship between procedural justice and actual compliance.  

When the interaction term between procedural justice and game-playing was entered at Step 4, the 

overall model again did not significantly change. The non-significant interaction effect here indicates 

procedural justice was equally as effective for encouraging actual compliance behaviour among 

those scoring both high and low on the game-playing posture. 
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Table 8.21 
OLS regression analysis exploring mediating and moderating effects of ‘game-playing’ in the relationship between prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and actual compliance 
with prison rules 

 Step 1  Step 2  Step 3  Step 4  

Predictor B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  B SEB β  

Age -.124 .041     -.279** -.099 .041   -.221*  -.091 .043   -.205*  -.091 .043   -.203*  
Ethnicity (0=Indigenous; 
1=Non-Indigenous) 

-.434 .967 -.039  -.590 .944 -.053  -.601 .947 -.054  -.571 .945 -.051  

Education  .072 .220  .029   .015 .215  .006   .038 .219  .015   .051 .219  .020  
Marital Status 
(0=Unmarried; 1=Married) 

-.798   1.120 -.063  -.838    1.091 -.066  -.802   1.096 -.063  -.824   1.095 -.065  

Sentence Type 
(0=Sentenced; 1=Remand) 

  -1.512   1.600 -.085   -1.230    1.561 -.069    -1.262   1.567 -.071    -1.100   1.571 -.062  

Time Served    1.264 .326   .386***    1.251 .318   .382***    1.250 .319  .382***    1.259 .318    .385*** 
First Time in Prison (0=No; 
1=Yes) 

 -.943 .885 -.092  -.860 .863 -.084  -.846 .866 -.082  -.899 .865 -.087  

Prison Type (0=Private; 
1=Public) 

   1.353   1.298  .096   .938   1.274  .067   .972   1.279  .069   .894   1.278  .064  

Procedural Justice - - -   -1.565 .582     -.231**   -1.511 .591   -.223*   -1.633 .599     -.241** 
Game-playing - - -  - - -    .351 .605  .053   .179 .621  .027  
PJ* Game-playing - - -  - - -  - - -  -.713 .606 -.101  

Constant    3.614   2.403      3.279   2.343      2.870   2.454   2.726   2.453   
R

2
  .187    .235    .237    .247   

R
2
 ∆  .187    .048    .002    .009   

F    3.302**     7.217**     0.336      1.382   
df  8,  115    1,  114    1,  113    1,  112   

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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8.3 PART 3:  Summary of Results 

While Chapter 6 confirmed that legitimacy mediates the relationship between procedural 

justice and each of self-reported cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual compliance 

behaviour, Chapter 8 explored whether motivational posturing styles act as mediating variables in 

these relationships. Using survey data from 177 male prisoners, and matched official prison records 

for 129 of those survey respondents, a series of 12 regression analyses were used to determine 

whether motivational posturing styles explained the relationships between procedural justice and 

the three compliance-related variables. Furthermore, whether motivational posturing styles 

moderated the relationships between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation, self-

reported compliance and actual compliance was also considered.  

Key findings from Chapter 8 demonstrate a relationship between commitment and prisoners’ 

willingness to voluntarily cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules. Prisoners who indicated 

they were committed to doing the right thing had also received fewer breaches for misconduct. 

Prisoners with resistant or disengaged postures, in contrast, were less likely to say they would 

voluntarily cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules, while those with a game-playing 

posture were also less likely to say they would comply with prison rules. Prisoners with a disengaged 

posture had received more breaches for misconduct, but neither resistance nor game-playing was 

related to actual compliance behaviour. 

Commitment, resistance and disengagement were all found to partially mediate the 

relationship between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation. Commitment was found to 

fully mediate the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance, while 

resistance, disengagement and game-playing partially mediated this relationship. Commitment also 

fully mediated the relationship between procedural justice and actual compliance behaviour, while 

disengagement partially mediated this relationship.  

Finally, commitment and disengagement were found to moderate the relationship between 

procedural justice and actual compliance. No other moderation effects were observed for the 

cooperation or self-reported compliance outcome variables. Table 8.22 consolidates the results 

presented in Table 8.7, 8.12 and 8.17 to provide an overall summary of the main findings from 

Chapter 8. The implications of the findings from Chapter 8 are discussed further in Chapter 9. 

Table 8.22 
Summary of findings from Chapter 8 

 Step 3  Step 4 

 Relationship with DV* Mediation effect  Moderation effect 

Self-reported Cooperation     
Commitment Positively related Partial mediation  No effect 
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Resistance Negatively related Partial mediation  No effect 
Disengagement Negatively related Partial mediation  No effect 
Game-playing No relationship No effect  No effect 

Self-reported Compliance     
Commitment Positively related Full mediation  No effect 
Resistance Negatively related Partial mediation  No effect 
Disengagement Negatively related Partial mediation  No effect 
Game-playing Negatively related Partial mediation  No effect 

Actual Compliance     
Commitment Negatively related Full mediation  Positive effect 
Resistance No relationship No effect  No effect 
Disengagement Positively related Partial mediation  Negative effect 
Game-playing No relationship No effect  No effect 

* DV = dependent variable 
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CHAPTER NINE  

General Discussion and Conclusion 

9.0 Introduction 

The aim of this thesis was to examine the role of procedural justice in Australian (Queensland) 

prisons for shaping both positive psychological and behavioural outcomes for prisoners. Specifically, 

this thesis examined the association between procedural justice (i.e., perceptions of fair treatment 

and fair decision-making processes) and prisoners’ feelings of well-being and psychological distress, 

as well as perceptions of staff legitimacy and willingness to cooperate with staff and comply with 

prison rules and procedures. Furthermore, this thesis has also considered whether procedural justice 

has different effects for different types of prisoners, as identified through the motivational posturing 

they adopt (i.e., social distancing attitudes). The main objectives of this research were addressed 

through six key research questions: 

RQ1: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff associated with prisoners’ 

a) general well-being and b) psychological distress? 

RQ2: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff associated with prisoners’ 

a) perceptions of staff legitimacy, b) self-reported cooperation with prison staff, c) self-

reported compliance, and d) actual compliance? 

RQ3: Does perceived staff legitimacy mediate the relationships between procedural 

justice and prisoners’ a) self-reported cooperation, b) self-reported compliance, and c) 

actual compliance? 

RQ4: Do Braithwaite’s (2003) five motivational postures emerge in a corrections context? 

RQ5: Is the perceived use of procedural justice by prison staff related to prisoners’ 

motivational posturing styles? 

RQ6: Do motivational postures mediate and/or moderate the relationships between 

procedural justice and prisoners’ a) self-reported cooperation, b) self-reported 

compliance, and c) actual compliance? 

Before addressing these research questions, Chapter 1 provided an overview of the problem 

this thesis would address, followed by a discussion of penology literature in Chapter 2 relevant to 

understanding psychological and behavioural outcomes of prisoners within the prison context. 

Chapter 3 then presented the theoretical framework of the thesis; specifically, this thesis employed 

both procedural justice and motivational posturing to understand prisoner well-being and 
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compliance outcomes. The context of prisons in Queensland, Australia was discussed, and an outline 

of the methodology employed in this thesis was covered in Chapter 4. The results addressing the six 

research questions were covered in Chapters 5 to 8. This final chapter presents a discussion of the 

thesis findings. Chapter 9 is broken down into five parts. Part 1 presents an overall summary of what 

this thesis set out to achieve. Part 2 includes a discussion of the main findings addressing each of the 

six research questions, and discusses the contribution of the findings to the procedural justice and 

motivational posturing literature. Part 3 then reviews the strengths and limitations of the current 

research, along with suggestions for future directions of the research. Part 4 presents the practical 

implications of the findings for prison managers who are responsible for overseeing that staff 

employ procedural justice practices when engaging with and managing prisoners; of particular note 

is how prison staff may be able to manage different displays of motivational posturing within the 

prison, and how procedural justice might prove fruitful for this endeavour.  Finally, Part 5 concludes 

the chapter with an overall summary of the key contributions of this research. 

 

9.1 Part 1: What the Thesis Set Out to Achieve 

A review of procedural justice literature from 2000-2003 by MacCoun (2005, p. 172) indicated 

that the PsycINFO database listed almost 700 articles with “procedural justice” appearing in the 

abstract. A search of the PsycINFO database in 2018 using the same criteria MacCoun employed 

returns more than 2,400 articles examining procedural justice. MacCoun noted procedural justice 

articles were being published at a rate of more than 70 per year from 2000-2003. Again, searching 

the same database today indicates this number rose to an average of around 150 articles per year 

from 2015-2017. These figures indicate the increasing popularity of procedural justice research since 

Thibaut and Walker first coined the term in 1975 (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Since then, procedural 

justice has been examined in a range of different regulatory contexts (e.g., workplaces, taxation, 

policing, nursing home regulation), using a variety of methodologies (e.g., surveys, psychometric 

work, experimentation, observation, interviews), across a number of varying cultures (e.g., North 

America, Europe, Asia, Australia) (e.g., Jackson, Tyler, Hough, Bradford & Mentovich, 2014; 

MacCoun, 2005; Murphy et al., 2008; Tyler, 2004; Tyler, Goff & McCoun, 2015).  

To date, however, only eight published studies have specifically examined the relevance of 

procedural justice in a corrections context (see Beijersbergen et al., 2014, 2015, 2016; Brunton-

Smith & McCarthy, 2016; Hacin & Mesko, 2018; Jenness & Calavita, 2018; Reisig & Mesko, 2009; 

Weinrath, 2016), with a small number of other studies examining concepts closely aligned with 

procedural justice in prisons (e.g., Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004; Slotboom et al., 2011; Sparks et 



PRISONS, PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND MOTIVATIONAL POSTURING  162 
 

al., 1996). Collectively, the studies examining procedural justice, or concepts relevant to procedural 

justice, demonstrated a range of positive outcomes when prison staff are perceived as procedurally 

fair. These outcomes included improved prisoner well-being, more favourable perceptions of staff 

legitimacy, and increased compliance-related behaviour among prisoners (both in prison and on 

release from prison).  

The research examining procedural justice in prisons however, is not without limitations. For 

example, Sparks et al. (1996) and Liebling, assisted by Arnold (2004) examined both regime and 

relationship factors that align with key elements of procedural justice (e.g., respect, fairness) but did 

not specifically couch their research within a procedural justice framework. Of those studies that did 

specifically examine procedural justice in corrections, most have been conducted in European 

countries (i.e., Beijersbergen et al., 2014, 2015; Beijersbergen et al., 2016; Hacin & Mesko, 2018; 

Reisig & Mesko, 2009) where incarceration rates are lower and regimes less punitive than in other 

Western contexts such as Australia or North America. Additionally, the three studies from the 

Netherlands Prison Project (i.e., Beijersbergen et al., 2014, 2015, 2016) only examined prisoners in 

pre-trial detention who had spent a total of three months in prison.  Two studies, one from Canada 

(i.e., Weinrath, 2016) and the other from the U.S (i.e., Jenness & Calavita, 2018) employed 

qualitative methods, and did not examine the association between procedural justice and prisoners’ 

well-being or compliance outcomes. While Brunton-Smith and McCarthy (2015) examined the 

relationship between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy, their study also did not consider 

prisoners’ well-being or compliance outcomes.  

The current study therefore attempted to address these limitations by: 1) using a survey 

measure of procedural justice that incorporates Tyler’s (1990) four key elements of respect, 

trustworthiness, neutrality and voice; 2) considering the role of procedural justice in Australian 

prisons, where no such research had previously been conducted; 3) including both remand and 

sentenced prisoners who had spent varying lengths of time in prison from less than 1 year to 15 

years or more; 4) employing quantitative methods using both self-report survey and official prison 

records to test intricate relationships and interactions between procedural justice perceptions and 

various outcome variables; and 5) measuring outcomes related to prisoners’ general well-being, 

psychological distress, perceived staff legitimacy, voluntary cooperation with staff, and both self-

reported and actual compliance behaviour with prison rules. 

The findings from the current study contribute to the small but growing body of research 

examining procedural justice in prisons. Importantly, the current study showed that when prisoners 

felt fairly treated, their general well-being was more positive and psychological distress was lower. 

Furthermore, when prisoners felt treated with procedural justice by prison staff they were more 
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likely to perceive prison staff as legitimate, and were more likely to indicate they would voluntarily 

cooperate with staff. Importantly, an association between procedural justice and both self-reported 

compliance and actual compliance behaviour was detected, suggesting when prisoners felt treated 

with procedural justice they were more compliant with prison rules; they reported higher levels of 

self-reported compliance and had also received fewer actual breaches for misconduct. In addition, 

findings from this study revealed that prisoners were more likely to cooperate and comply with 

prison staff and prison rules because they perceived staff as legitimate (i.e., perceived legitimacy 

partially mediated the relationship between procedural justice and cooperation, and fully mediated 

the relationship between procedural justice and compliance). Finally, the current study explored the 

presence of prisoners’ motivational posturing within the prison environment. Braithwaite’s (2009) 

five postures of commitment, capitulation, resistance, disengagement and game-playing were 

identified and distinguishable within prisoners. The postures were also found to either partially or 

fully mediate the relationship between procedural justice and cooperation/compliance. However, 

the postures were not found to moderate the relationship between procedural justice and 

compliance-related outcomes (two notable exceptions will be discussed in the sections presented 

below). The failure to obtain moderation effects supports Wolfe et al.’s (2016) general argument 

that the effects of procedural justice on behaviour are mostly invariant across individuals and 

situations. The implications of the findings for both theory and practice are discussed in the sections 

to come.  

 

9.2 Part 2: Discussion of the Main Findings 

Part 1 of Chapter 9 summarised the key findings presented in Chapters 5 through 8. This thesis 

addressed six research questions and the sections below specifically discuss findings pertaining to 

each of these research questions. Self-report survey data from 177 male prisoners was used to 

address Research Questions 1, 4 and 5. Both the self-report survey data from 177 prisoners and 

official prison records from 129 of the survey respondents were used to address Research Questions 

2, 3 and 6. 

9.2.1 Key findings from Chapter 5 

Chapter 5 addressed Research Question 1, which considered whether prisoner perceptions of 

procedural justice were related to two dependent variables: prisoners’ general well-being and 

prisoners’ psychological distress.  
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Prisoner demographic and control variable findings. When considering prisoners’ 

demographic and situational characteristics first, older prisoners reported lower levels of well-being, 

and those residing in public prisons reported both lower levels of well-being and higher levels of 

psychological distress. Prisoners in general tend to experience higher levels of stress, anxiety and 

depression than the general population (e.g., Cooper & Berwick, 2001; Gullone et al., 2000; 

Schneider et al., 2011; Zamble & Porporino, 1990). Findings from the current study suggest 

prisoners’ age (an importation factor) and the environment they are exposed to (i.e., public v private 

prison; a deprivation factor) can either heighten or reduce the painfulness of prison and feelings of 

stress, anxiety and depression.  

Procedural justice findings. After controlling for demographic and control variables, 

perceptions of procedural justice were also found to positively influence prisoners’ self-reported 

levels of well-being and distress. When staff were perceived as more procedurally just, prisoners 

were more likely to report their general well-being was higher and psychological distress was lower. 

This finding is in line with previous research indicating procedural justice has positive effects for 

perceptions of well-being and quality of life for both general community and prison populations 

(e.g., Barkworth & Murphy, 2016; Beijersbergen et al., 2014). For example, Beijersbergen et al. 

(2014) also found that adult male prisoners who reported higher levels of procedural justice from 

prison staff 3 weeks into their custodial sentence, reported fewer mental health problems after 3 

months. Furthermore, Liebling (assisted by Arnold, 2004) examined the trajectories of prisoner rates 

of suicide and the agenda of the Prison Service at the time. When prisoner perceptions of their 

treatment (i.e., respect, humanity and staff-prisoner relationships) in particular prisons were poor, 

suicide rates were higher. Slotboom et al. (2011) also found female prisoners who felt disrespected 

by staff were more likely to experience depression and were more likely to self-harm. These studies, 

in addition to the findings from the current thesis, demonstrate the connection between fair and 

respectful treatment (i.e., procedural justice) and prisoners’ general well-being and psychological 

distress, which can subsequently reduce rates of self-harm and suicide. 

The key findings addressing Research Question 1 highlight the importance of procedural 

justice for prisoners’ psychological outcomes. Overall, Chapter 5 findings suggest that prison staff 

can have a positive influence on prisoners’ well-being. These outcomes are important for improving 

prisoners’ mental health and reducing the risk of self-harm and suicide. Honneth (1995) argued that 

people rely on acknowledgement (recognition) in order to flourish, and that disrespect and 

indifference results in pain and damage. Procedural justice practices demonstrate respect, concern 

and understanding toward individuals; therefore, if prisoners feel staff are respectful and have their 

best interests in mind (i.e., they were acknowledged as individuals), this follows that they will be less 
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likely to perceive their experience as unnecessarily painful. Furthermore, when prisoners feel 

treated with respect, concern and understanding, their feelings of stress, anxiety and depression are 

likely to be lower. 

9.2.2 Key findings from Chapter 6 

Chapter 6 addressed Research Questions 2 and 3, which considered whether perceptions of 

procedural justice were related to four dependent variables: perceived staff legitimacy (RQ2), and 

self-reported cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual compliance (RQ3). Given prior 

research has suggested that people comply with authorities because they view them as legitimate 

(Tyler 1990), perceived staff legitimacy was also considered as a mediating variable in the tested 

relationships between procedural justice and the three compliance-related variables.  

Prisoner demographic and control variable findings. Prisoner demographic and control 

variables were first considered as predictors of staff legitimacy, self-reported cooperation, self-

reported compliance and actual compliance behaviour. It was found that older prisoners were more 

likely to report positive perceptions of staff legitimacy, and say they would willingly cooperate with 

staff and comply with prison rules. Older prisoners were also less likely to have received breaches for 

misconduct. This age effect is supported by both the procedural justice policing literature for self-

reported cooperation and compliance (e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003) and corrections literature in 

regards to prisoner misconduct (e.g., Beijersbergen et al., 2015; Reisig & Mesko, 2009); that is, 

younger people are typically more cynical of authorities and are typically less compliant. No other 

demographic or control variables predicted prisoners’ perceptions of staff legitimacy, though other 

prison-specific variables were related to cooperation and compliance behaviour. 

Prisoners held in the public facilities in the current study indicated they were more willing to 

voluntarily cooperate with staff, but prison type was un-related to either self-reported compliance 

or actual compliance behaviour. However, cooperation in general across both public and private 

prisons was quite low with around 70.0% of the sample indicating they were either ‘unlikely’ or ‘very 

unlikely’ to willingly cooperate with staff. The low level of willing cooperation stands in stark 

contrast to research conducted outside of prisons. In general, members of the public typically report 

being very willing to cooperate with authorities (e.g., Cherney & Murphy, 2013; Murphy, 2009; 

Murphy & Cherney, 2012; Murphy et al., 2008; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). While about 70.0% of the 

prisoners surveyed indicated they were unlikely to voluntarily cooperate with prison staff, around 

the same number (approx. 70.0%) also indicated they had ‘never’ breached a prison rule. This 

difference in cooperation and compliance might be explained through what actually motivates 

prisoners to cooperate and comply. For instance, cooperation was measured by asking prisoners 
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whether they would voluntarily provide information to staff (e.g., about suspicious, dangerous or 

illegal activities committed by other prisoners). The ‘inmate code’ states prisoners should be loyal to 

each other, not exploit fellow inmates, and not give any prestige to correctional officers (Sykes & 

Messinger, 1960). Violation or rejection of this code can lead to direct victimisation, which can have 

negative consequences for the well-being of the prisoner (Copes et al., 2010); therefore, prisoners 

may be less likely to ‘dog’ (inform) on fellow inmates, as this could have ramifications for their safety 

and general well-being. Further, cooperation is not legally mandated behaviour and as such 

prisoners are not required to voluntarily provide information to staff. Therefore, prisoners may feel 

little incentive to actually voluntarily cooperate with staff when doing so means the likelihood of 

being rewarded (from staff) is low, yet the risk of potential consequences (from prisoners) is high.  

With respect to compliance behaviour, on the other hand, compliance levels may be high in 

prison as a result of rule violations being more visible to staff, and the consequences for not 

complying holding a different set of ramifications (i.e., breaches that may affect parole or add time 

to their existing sentence). In contrast to other regulatory contexts, where many acts of non-

compliance go undetected, many forms of non-compliant behaviour in prisons are likely to be highly 

visible to prison staff. Hence, the greater the chance of detection for non-compliance may result in 

prisoners being more compliant than cooperative. Importantly, there was no significant association 

between prison type and compliance behaviour.  

Turning back to the finding that prisoners in the public prisons were more cooperative than 

those in private prisons, it might be that they choose to cooperate with staff as a way to make the 

perceived harshness of the public prison system less painful; perhaps feeling that cooperating with 

staff may lead to better treatment or access to more privileges. The difference in cooperation 

between public and private prisons may also be explained through methodological limitations, in 

that the sample of prisoners in the private prison was quite small (n = 26) compared to the public 

prisons (n = 151). Furthermore, the sample of prisoners from the private prison were all located in a 

residential unit, which is desired by most prisoners due to its more relaxed living conditions.19 The 

sample from the public prisons, on the other hand, was predominantly from the ‘secure’ section of 

the prison. Hence, their heightened willingness to cooperate with staff may be fuelled by their desire 

to be re-located to a residential unit. In summary, the findings suggest prisoners will generally follow 

the rules regardless of their situation, but may need more persuasion to voluntarily cooperate with 

staff and provide them with information they would not otherwise be compelled to report.  

                                                           
19

 The residential unit has a large outdoor grass area that prisoners can access throughout the day, there is 
additional gym and sporting equipment, and prisoners reside in shared accommodations with each having 
their own room (cell) attached to a communal kitchen and living area. 
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Other factors, such as repeated periods of incarceration and length of time in prison were also 

found to be associated to prisoners’ compliance behaviour in the current thesis. Prisoners serving 

their first prison sentence were more likely to say they would willingly comply with prison rules and 

procedures, while those who had spent longer in prison had received more breaches for misconduct. 

First time prisoners may be more willing to say they would comply with prison rules to avoid causing 

unnecessary problems that may affect parole applications or add time to their sentence. This fear of 

making their time in prison worse may be more salient for prisoners serving their first sentence as 

they are unfamiliar with navigating the prison system in any other way. Schmid and Jones (1990) 

argue that first-time inmates employ protective resolutions in the form of avoiding other inmates 

and correctional officers in order to stay out of trouble. It is also not surprising that prisoners who 

had spent a longer period of time in prison would be more likely to accumulate a greater number of 

breaches due to simply being exposed to more situations that may lead to a breach. 

Procedural justice and legitimacy findings. Importantly, when controlling for demographic 

and control variables, when prisoners perceived staff as more procedurally fair, they were more 

likely to also perceive staff as more legitimate (measured as ‘obligation to obey’), and say they 

would be more willing to cooperate with staff. They also reported more compliance with prison 

rules. Prisoners who perceived staff as more procedurally fair were also less likely to have received 

breaches for misconduct. Furthermore, prisoner perceptions of staff legitimacy were positively 

related to their willingness to cooperate with staff and comply with rules, and inversely related to 

official misconduct. These findings are consistent with most previous research in both non-

correctional (e.g., Jackson et al., 2012; Mazerolle et al., 2013a; Murphy, 2003; Murphy et al., 2014; 

Tyler, 1990) and correctional contexts (e.g., Beijersbergen et al., 2015; Hacin & Mesko, 2018; Reisig 

& Mesko, 2009; Sparks et al., 1996).  

Additionally, the current study found perceived staff legitimacy partially mediated the 

relationship between procedural justice and self-reported cooperation, and fully mediated the 

relationship between procedural justice and both self-reported and actual compliance. While the 

results from the current study do support findings from other regulatory contexts (e.g., Murphy, 

2005; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 1990; Tyler & Huo, 2002), they do not support findings from 

previous empirical prison studies examining the mediating role of legitimacy (see Beijersbergen et 

al., 2016; Reisig & Mesko, 2009). 20 The significant findings for the mediating role of legitimacy in the 

current study may simply be due to the use of a cross-sectional design, rather than a longitudinal 

design, or it may be that the effect is different for Australian prisoners (further empirical research in 

                                                           
20

 Reisig and Mesko (2009) found relationships between procedural justice and compliance, but did not find a 
relationship between procedural justice and legitimacy or legitimacy and compliance. 
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Australian prisons would need to be conducted to investigate this finding further). However, the 

significant finding that legitimacy mediates the procedural justice/compliance relationship in the 

current study suggests procedural justice may have an effect on compliance related variables 

because prisoners view prison staff as legitimate.  

Chapter 2 discussed in detail the importance of staff legitimacy for gaining compliance from 

prisoners. The findings of the current study support this. Sparks et al. (1996) argued that prison itself 

is considered a delegitimating experience: 

“…every instance of brutality in prisons, every casual racist joke and demeaning remark, 
every ignored petition, every unwarranted bureaucratic delay, every inedible meal, 
every arbitrary decision to segregate or transfer without giving clear and unfounded 
reasons, every petty miscarriage of justice, every futile and inactive period of time – is 
delegitimating” (p.60). 

The penology literature has demonstrated prisoners’ perceptions of the legitimacy of both the 

prison regime and prison staff as being important for encouraging voluntary compliance in prison 

(e.g., Hacin & Mesko, 2018; Sparks & Bottoms, 2008; Sparks et al., 1996). Sparks et al. argue that 

prisoners who perceive the prison regime and staff to be legitimate believe that the prison should 

have rules and that those rules should be followed. The importance of legitimacy in this context 

suggests prison staff should find ways to build their perceived legitimacy. Findings from the current 

research, in addition to past research (e.g., Franke et al., 2010; Hacin & Mesko, 2018; Sparks et al., 

1996; Weinrath, 2016), show that procedural justice (or fair and respectful treatment) is one primary 

way perceptions of legitimacy can be built.  

Tyler (2003) argues the reason behind the importance of procedural justice is that it helps 

create and maintain a self-regulating, law-abiding society through the internalisation of social values 

that people adopt when they judge authorities as exercising their power by following fair 

procedures. Tyler and Blader (2003) argue such values are representative of what people feel they 

should do, which may therefore “reflect feelings of responsibility and obligation to follow group 

rules and the orders of group leaders” (p.353). Hacin and Mesko (2018), however, argue:  

“It is unreasonable to expect that prisoners, who are defined by their fundamental 
conflict with the state, would internalise the norms of prison workers, whom they 
consider the direct representatives of the criminal justice system, immediately upon 
their arrival to prison” (p.15). 

Hacin and Mesko do suggest, however, that such normative compliance is possible when staff-

prisoner relationships are built on respect, legality and fairness. This would suggest that prison staff 

can rely on procedural justice directly to encourage compliant actions among prisoners. The current 

study found that both procedural justice and legitimacy were important. Therefore, if prison staff 
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treat prisoners in a procedurally just way from the outset, they can encourage prisoners to see them 

as legitimate authorities, and subsequently encourage voluntarily cooperation and compliance with 

prison rules. 

One particularly interesting finding in the current study is that procedural justice was directly 

related to prisoners’ willingness to cooperate with staff, while procedural justice had an indirect 

effect on compliance through the mediating influence of the perceived legitimacy of staff. Why 

might it be the case that legitimacy partially mediates the procedural justice/cooperation 

association, but fully mediates the procedural justice/compliance relationships? One suggestion can 

be found in Tyler and Blader’s (2000) early work. Tyler and Blader found that the relational aspects 

of procedural justice (i.e., quality of treatment – respect and trustworthiness) were primarily related 

to voluntary cooperation, while the decision-making aspects of procedural justice (i.e., neutrality 

and voice) were primarily related to perceptions of the authority’s legitimacy.   

To test this suggestion in the current study, two additional analyses were performed using 

data from the prisoner survey. The first analysis found that a scale comprising of the two relational 

aspects of procedural justice (respect and fairness) were related to cooperation (β = .398, p < .001), 

but the scale comprising the two decision-making aspects of procedural justice (neutrality and voice) 

were not (β = .033, p = .742). The second analysis revealed that neither the relational nor the 

decision-making components of procedural justice were related to legitimacy; it was only when both 

elements were combined as an overall procedural justice scale that procedural justice was related to 

legitimacy. Cooperation as defined in the current thesis is not legally mandated behaviour; prisoners 

are therefore not required to voluntarily provide information to staff. Findings from the additional 

analyses reveal that it might very well be that the relational aspects of procedural justice are what 

encourage prisoners to voluntarily cooperate with prison staff. If prisoners enter prison expecting 

they will be treated poorly, but are then unexpectedly treated with respect and trustworthiness, 

they may go out of their way to voluntarily cooperate with staff as a way to reciprocate such 

treatment. Such reciprocity can be explained through a ‘tit-for-tat’ strategy (Axelrod & Hamilton, 

1981), where the first move is cooperative (i.e., prison staff use procedural justice practices) and 

each subsequent move copies the preceding move (i.e., prisoner volunteers information to staff, 

staff continue using procedural justice, and prisoners continue voluntarily providing information). 

When perceived fairness of the decision-making process is added to the perceived fairness of the 

treatment prisoners feel they receive, staff are viewed as legitimate and prisoners therefore also feel 

an obligation to voluntarily assist them.  

Compliance, on the other hand, is legally mandated behaviour where prisoners are required to 

follow set rules and procedures while in prison. When these rules or procedures are not followed, 



PRISONS, PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND MOTIVATIONAL POSTURING  170 
 

there are consequences (e.g., breaches for misconduct which might affect parole applications), and 

therefore prisoners may be more concerned with the fairness of procedures and the decision-

making process, as opposed to just the treatment they receive. In this sense, the decision-making 

aspects of procedural justice are what matters to perceptions of staff legitimacy (remember 

legitimacy is that the authority has the right to govern and expect compliance from those it governs). 

When prisoners perceive decisions regarding rewards or sanctions as being arrived at fairly, they are 

more likely to perceive staff as legitimate, and will subsequently be more likely to comply with the 

prison rules.  

Overall, the findings from Chapter 6 specifically suggest that procedural justice should be used 

by prison staff if they want to encourage voluntary cooperation from prisoners. In addition, finding 

ways to boost perceived staff legitimacy is important for promoting prisoners’ willingness to comply 

with prison rules, and procedural justice is a key factor in helping to achieve this. Therefore, 

employing strategies that reflect both respectful and trustworthy treatment, and fair decision-

making processes can aid in encouraging voluntary cooperation and compliance from prisoners.  

9.2.3 Key findings from Chapter 7 

While Chapter 6 demonstrated procedural justice was important for directly encouraging 

cooperation and indirectly for compliance behaviour, some researchers have argued that procedural 

justice may have different effects for different people (e.g., Barkworth & Murphy, 2016; Tankebe, 

2009; Murphy, 2009; Tyler & Folger, 1980). Others, however, suggest that the procedural justice 

effect is invariant across different groups (Wolfe et al., 2016). This thesis aimed to address this 

debate by using Braithwaite’s (2003, 2009) motivational postures as a way to examine different 

attitudinal styles of prisoners and whether they moderate the effect of procedural justice on 

compliance-related behaviours. Prior to doing so, however, the aim of Chapter 7 was to first address 

Research Questions 4 and 5 to establish whether the motivational postures emerged in a prison 

environment (RQ4) and whether perceptions of procedural justice were related to different 

motivational postures (RQ5).  

The existence of postures. Findings from Chapter 7 revealed that Braithwaite’s (2003) five 

postures of commitment, capitulation, resistance, disengagement and game-playing were identified 

in the prison setting. The postures of commitment and resistance received the strongest 

endorsements from prisoners. These findings address Research Question 4 and support the 

presence of Braithwaite’s (2003, 2009) motivational postures in a corrections context. 

Demographic and control variable findings.  To address Research Question 5, several 

demographic and control variables were first shown to relate to different motivational postures. For 
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example, older prisoners, those with a higher education, and those serving their first prison sentence 

were more likely to display a committed posture. Younger prisoners were more likely to display 

resistant, disengaged and game-playing postures. These findings support much of the criminology 

literature that demonstrates younger people are more defiant and non-compliant toward authority 

than older people (e.g., Hirschi, 2017). Those prisoners who had served more than one prison 

sentence were more likely to display a resistant posture; and those with lower levels of education 

were more likely to display a game-playing posture.  

Procedural justice findings. After controlling for demographic and control variables, 

procedural justice was also found to be related to each of the four motivational postures being 

considered (the posture of capitulation was not considered in the analyses due to problems with a 

factor analysis – see Section 7.1.3). Prisoners who felt treated with procedural justice were more 

likely to be committed to doing the right thing and were less likely to resist, disengage from, or 

game-play prison staff. The current study also found that the procedural justice variable was the 

most strongly associated with the postures of commitment and resistance. However, while positive 

perceptions of procedural justice were related to lower levels of disengagement and game-playing, 

age was more strongly related to these two postures.  

In general, findings from the current study support previous research examining these 

relationships in other regulatory contexts (e.g., Hartner et al., 2008; Murphy & Cherney, 2012). For 

example, Hartner et al. (2008) found procedural justice was important increasing commitment and 

capitulation and reducing resistance, disengagement and game-playing among Australian taxpayers. 

Murphy and Cherney (2012) also found procedural justice was positively related to commitment and 

negatively related to resistance and disengagement when examining police-citizen interactions.  

On the other hand, while Braithwaite et al. (2007) also found procedural justice was likely to 

reduce resistance among Australian taxpayers, their study found dismissive defiance (i.e., 

disengagement and game-playing) was heightened by procedurally just treatment. Murphy (2016) 

further found that procedural justice was effective for reducing resistance but had no effect on 

disengagement for both tax offenders and individuals involved in police-citizen interactions. This 

raises the question as to why there are conflicting findings across the different regulatory contexts. 

It may be that the level of contact people have with authorities plays a role in how procedural justice 

relates to disengagement. In the contexts of taxation and policing, disengagement is described as 

withdrawal or avoidance behaviour whereby individuals may dismiss, or ignore, the demands and 

threats of the authority, with disengaged individuals going out of their way to avoid authorities at all 

cost. Hence, in those contexts, disengaged citizens are unlikely to interact with an authority at all 

(Braithwaite, 2009). For people not entangled in the criminal justice system, disengaging from 
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authorities through withdrawal and avoidance behaviour is not difficult to accomplish. When 

interactions between individuals and authorities are limited due to avoidance behaviour, the ability 

of these authorities to employ regular and ongoing procedurally just treatment is also limited. 

Therefore, when authorities have limited opportunities to engage with people in procedurally just 

ways, the positive influence of procedural justice may not be afforded sufficient time to have an 

impact on disengaged individuals. Given the level of contact between citizens and either tax 

authorities or police can easily vary in the outside world, this may explain why previous studies 

examining the role of procedural justice and motivational postures in these contexts may be mixed. 

For prisoners, in contrast, they have little option but to interact with prison staff during daily routine 

activities. Withdrawal and avoidance behaviour in this context is almost impossible to achieve. As a 

result of the prison regime, and the sentence length, there are many opportunities for prison staff to 

engage with prisoners on a day to day basis, and to display multiple instances of procedural justice in 

their dealings with prisoners. Due to prison staff having the opportunity to hopefully build positive 

relationships with prisoners (through the use of procedural justice) over a longer period, procedural 

justice may be more effective for ‘winning over’ disengaged individuals in the prison environment. 

However, the current study is the first to explore the role of motivational postures in the prison 

context; therefore further research is needed to determine whether these findings can be replicated 

with a different sample. 

Overall, the findings from Chapter 7 indicate Braithwaite’s (2009) motivational postures of 

commitment, capitulation, resistance, disengagement and game-playing are also expressed in a 

correctional context. Further, it was shown that when prisoners felt they were treated with 

procedural justice by prison staff, they were more likely to express postures of deference (i.e., 

commitment) and less likely to express postures of defiance (i.e., resistance, disengagement and 

game-playing). Therefore, as in prior studies, procedural justice can be used to foster deferent 

postures and to limit defiant postures.  

 

9.2.4 Key findings from Chapter 8 

Chapter 8 tested whether motivational postures either mediated or moderated the 

relationship between procedural justice and compliance-related behaviour (RQ 6). The findings from 

this final results chapter showed motivational postures did not generally moderate the relationship 

between procedural justice and cooperation/compliance behaviour. In contrast, many of the 

postures mediated the procedural justice and cooperation/compliance relationship.  
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The relationship between motivational postures and cooperation/compliance behaviour. 

First, different motivational posturing styles were found to influence prisoners’ self-reported 

cooperation, self-reported compliance and actual compliance behaviour. As expected, those who 

self-reported adopting a committed posture were more likely to report they would also voluntarily 

cooperate with staff and comply with prison rules. Prisoners with a committed posture breached 

prison rules for misconduct less often than those not dominant in this posture. On the other hand, 

those resistant to, or disengaged from authority were less likely to say they would voluntarily 

cooperate with staff or comply with prison rules. Resistance was not found to be related to actual 

compliance, but disengaged prisoners had received more breaches for misconduct. The posture of 

game-playing was not related to cooperation or actual compliance, but prisoners who reported a 

game-playing posture said they had been less compliant with prison rules. These findings support 

previous motivational posturing research that showed the deference posture of commitment was 

associated with more compliant-type behaviours. Similarly, the defiance postures of resistance, 

disengagement and game-playing have been found to be associated with more non-compliant or 

non-cooperative conduct (e.g., Braithwaite, 2003, 2009; Braithwaite et al., 2007; Murphy, 2005).  

Motivational postures as moderating variables. In general, none of the four postures tested 

(commitment, resistance, disengagement, game-playing) appeared to moderate the relationship 

between procedural justice and cooperation, and none of the postures were found to moderate the 

relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance behaviour.  The failure to find 

significant moderation effects in these relationships suggests that procedural justice typically has a 

positive effect for all types of individuals (i.e., those who report low or high levels of commitment; 

those who report low or high levels of disengagement, etc.). Ultimately, procedural justice practices 

generally seem to be effective for all types of prisoner.  

However, it should be noted that both the posture of commitment and disengagement were 

found to moderate the relationship between procedural justice and actual compliance behaviour. 

Procedural justice appeared to be more effective for encouraging actual compliance behaviour for 

prisoners who reported being low on the posture of commitment.  Likewise, those who reported 

being high on the disengaged posture were also more positively influenced by procedural justice. For 

those low on disengagement, procedural justice had less of an association with compliance. Such 

findings suggest that for prisoners who are less committed, procedural justice might serve to sway 

these individuals towards complying with prison rules. Likewise, for those who are more disengaged, 

procedural justice might also help increase their likelihood of complying with prison rules. These two 

findings confirm research in the taxation and policing contexts which show that postures can 

moderate the relationship between procedural justice and compliance behaviour (e.g., Braithwaite 
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et al., 2007; Murphy, 2016). A recent study by Madon et al. (2017), for example, found that 

procedural justice was more effective for enhancing perceptions of police legitimacy for people who 

reported being highly disengaged.  

The key premise from examining the moderating role of motivational postures adds to a 

recent debate around the invariant effect of procedural justice. Wolfe et al. (2016) have argued the 

effects of procedural justice are largely invariant for different groups of people (e.g., males/females, 

victims/non-victims, and differences in neighbourhood variables). Murphy (2009, 2017), however, 

has shown procedural justice can actually have different effects for people based on their individual-

level characteristics. Motivational postures could be considered as an individual-level characteristic. 

While most of the moderating effects in the current study were insignificant, the fact that both 

commitment and disengagement were found to moderate the effect of procedural justice on actual 

compliance behaviour in prisons does suggest that procedural justice effects can vary across 

different types of people. On the whole, however, procedural justice effects were found to be 

largely invariant across the different types of postures that prisoners displayed. 

Motivational postures as mediating variables. While the motivational postures were shown 

to be minimal in moderating the relationships between procedural justice and 

cooperation/compliance behaviour, the postures did help explain these relationships through a 

mediation effect. Commitment, resistance and disengagement were all found to partially mediate 

the relationship between perceptions of procedural justice and self-reported cooperation. 

Commitment was also found to fully mediate the relationship between procedural justice and both 

self-reported and actual compliance. In addition, resistance, disengagement and game-playing 

partially mediated the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance, while 

disengagement was found to be the only defiant posture to partially mediate the relationship 

between procedural justice and actual compliance. Table 9.1 provides a summary of these mediation 

results for clarification. 

Table 9.1 
Summary of findings for mediation effects of motivational postures between procedural justice and the three 
dependent variables 

 
Postures 

Self-reported 
Cooperation 

Self-reported 
Compliance 

Actual  
Compliance 

Commitment Partial mediation Full mediation Full mediation 
Resistance Partial mediation Partial mediation No effect 
Disengagement Partial mediation Partial mediation Partial mediation 
Game-playing No effect Partial mediation No effect 
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It is perhaps not surprising that commitment fully mediates the relationships between 

procedural justice and both compliance measures as those who are committed believe that 

complying with rules is the right thing to do, and are therefore more likely to do so regardless of 

how they feel they are treated. However, procedural justice is still important for encouraging such 

commitment. Conversely, the current study found slightly different results to previous studies in 

relation to the role of disengagement. Murphy (2016), for example, examined the mediating role of 

the defiant postures of resistance and disengagement in the relationship between procedural justice 

and self-reported compliance behaviour in both the policing and taxation contexts. She found that 

resistance acted as a mediator in the relationship, while disengagement did not. Hartner et al. (2008) 

also revealed that defiant postures fully mediated the relationship between procedural justice and 

compliance behaviour in the taxation context.  

So why might postures play an important mediating role in the procedural justice 

cooperation/compliance relationships? The procedural justice literature often refers to Tyler and 

Blader’s (2003) Group Engagement Model as a theoretical explanation for why procedural justice has 

a positive association with cooperation and compliance behaviour. According to the model, 

procedural justice can shape people’s identification, or belongingness, with a group (Tyler & Blader, 

2003). Tyler and Blader (2003, p.353) suggest “Groups help to define who people are and help them 

to evaluate their status”. Therefore, when people feel they belong to a group they perceive as 

having high status, they in turn “feel good about themselves by virtue of their association with the 

group” (Tyler & Blader, 2003, p.356). Discretionary behaviours (i.e., voluntary cooperation) are 

particularly valuable to groups (Tyler & Blader, 2000), therefore the attitudes that serve as 

precursors of such behaviour are important to consider. Tyler and Blader (2003) argue that 

discretionary behaviours are strongly influenced by people’s attitudes and values (Tyler & Blader, 

2003). Attitudes in particular “encourage people to engage in behaviours that benefit the group and 

that they find personally rewarding” (i.e., behaviours people “want” to do as opposed to behaviours 

they “ought” to do) (Tyler & Blader, 2003, p.353). Procedural justice is shown to be the precursor of 

these attitudes. Hence, if authorities use procedural justice, it helps build people’s identification with 

that authority. The social psychology literature shows that when people identify with groups (i.e., 

authorities), they more strongly relate to the attitudes and values of those groups and will therefore 

be more likely to cooperate and comply with the rules and laws those groups support and enforce 

(e.g., Blader & Tyler, 2009; Tyler & Blader, 2013).  Hence, the Group Engagement Model proposes 

that identity is the theoretical mechanism that explains the relationship between procedural justice 

and cooperation/compliance.   
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While the Group Engagement Model has dominated theoretical explanations for why 

procedural justice has a positive effect on cooperation and compliance behaviour, the results of this 

thesis suggest that motivational posturing may act as another theoretical mechanism through which 

procedural justice enhances cooperation/compliance.  Motivational postures express the level of 

social distance prisoners place between themselves and prison staff. According to Braithwaite 

(2009), greater social distance represents an unwillingness to identify with authorities and a greater 

likelihood of noncompliance; less social distance, on the other hand, means individuals are more 

aligned with what the authority represents and are therefore more likely to want to cooperate with 

that authority and comply with its rules and laws (Braithwaite, 2009). In this sense there are several 

parallels between a motivational posturing explanation and that offered by the Group Engagement 

Model.  

The ultimate goal of any regulator, including prison authorities, is to reinforce a committed 

posture and reduce resistant and disengaged postures. Through doing so it should foster greater 

compliance with prison rules. It is suggested here that reinforcing deferent postures and reducing 

defiant postures might be achieved by prison staff through using procedural justice in interactions 

with prisoners. Braithwaite (2009, p.40) used the term ‘social distance’ to not only reflect “the 

degree to which one is willing to associate with the authority on ‘friendly’ terms, but also the degree 

to which one ascribes status to that authority.” Braithwaite further argued that “ascription of status 

paves the way for willingness to cooperate with the authority, even if one is asked to do something 

one would rather not do” (p.40). In this sense, procedural justice reinforces prisoners’ sense of 

commitment to authority, which may ultimately close the social distance between prisoners and 

prison staff, and therefore result in prisoners being more willing to voluntarily cooperate with staff 

and comply with prison rules.  

An interesting finding from the current study was that resistance, disengagement and game-

playing all mediated the relationship between procedural justice and self-reported compliance, but 

of these defiant postures, only disengagement mediated the relationship between procedural justice 

and actual compliance. When considering these findings, the mediation effects could be explained 

through the fundamental differences of these posturing styles. As explained by Braithwaite and 

Braithwaite (2001, p.219) “whereas the posture of resistance is associated with a desire to be 

respected by the authorities, disengagement is not.” Further, Braithwaite (2009, p.40) explains: 

A person can be committed to a regulatory system, yet totally opposed to 
implementation practices that are regarded as unfair and not in keeping with the spirit 
of the regulatory code. Simultaneously, an individual can display the postures of 
commitment and resistance. When poor practice is improved, resistance is likely to 
recede, but overall commitment to the system will remain stable. 
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Resisters may therefore say they were not compliant with prison rules because they oppose prison 

staff and see them as abusing their power. However, as outspoken as resisters may be, they may still 

be committed to doing the right thing and, therefore, had not been breached. Those who are 

disengaged, however, dismiss, or ignore, the authority’s demands and threats (Braithwaite, 2009). 

Disengagers were therefore not only less likely to say they would comply, but were also more likely 

to be breached (i.e., because they are more likely to ignore the demands of prison staff). Braithwaite 

et al.’s (1994) study of nursing home compliance supports this argument. That is, Braithwaite et al. 

found that those who adopted a resistant posture were more likely to comply at a future stage; 

however, those who were disengaged remained non-compliant.  

An alternative explanation for why resistance was related to self-reported compliance, but not 

actual compliance, while disengagement was related to both self-reported and actual compliance 

could be drawn from a common criticism of self-report data; that is, when relying on self-reported 

information about actual occurrences of misconduct participants may over- or under-state  those 

occurrences (Nettler, 1978). When considering the results of the current study, it may be that 

prisoners have self-reported more acts of misconduct than what they had actually carried out and 

been breached for. The difference in findings between the self-report compliance and actual 

compliance measures may reflect these limitations. Considering resistance and disengagement are 

postures of defiance, it may be that prisoners were essentially ‘talking themselves up’ to come 

across as being more ‘hard-core’ non-compliant than they actually were. The posture of game-

playing was also only related to self-reported compliance and not actual compliance. Here, it may be 

that while game-players also indicated they were less likely to comply with prison rules, this may not 

have been reflected in their actual compliance behaviour because they succeeded at ‘playing the 

game’ and therefore were not caught, and subsequently breached, for finding ways to circumvent 

the prison rules. 

Finally, differences in results when comparing self-reported compliance with actual 

compliance may be a reflection of differences in the sample of prisoners who provided self-reported 

data compared to those who provided access to their official records, where the measure of actual 

compliance was drawn from. First, the sample of prisoners who provided access to their official 

records was smaller (n = 129) than the full sample that provided self-report data (N = 177). Chapter 4 

indicated a sample of 130 was required to reliably detect medium effect sizes; therefore, it may be 

that the portion of the sample used to measure actual compliance was too small to detect a 

significant effect. Second, as also noted in Chapter 4, there were only two differences in 

demographic characteristics of prisoners who provided access to their records when compared to 

those who did not. Namely, the difference that may explain the varying results between self-
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reported compliance and actual compliance is the amount of time prisoners had served. Prisoners 

who provided access to their official records had served more time, on average, than those who did 

not consent to their records being accessed. When comparing results between self-reported and 

actual compliance, ‘time served’ was not significantly related to self-reported compliance, but it was 

related to actual compliance. The difference in findings for ‘time served’ between self-reported 

compliance and actual compliance may therefore explain why there was no mediation effect for 

resistance and game-playing when considering the actual compliance outcome. It may be that 

because prisoners who had spent longer in prison and had therefore received more breaches 

(potentially as a result of simply being exposed situations that led to such an outcome), it is only 

postures of commitment (i.e., feeling committed to doing the right thing) or disengagement (i.e., 

being withdrawn from staff) that explains why procedural justice may make some prisoners more or 

less likely to actually comply.   

Overall, the findings from Chapter 8 demonstrate prisoners’ motivational posturing styles may 

influence decisions about cooperating with staff and complying with rules. Most importantly, 

procedural justice can be used to encourage more defiant prisoners to willingly cooperate with staff 

and comply with prison rules. After taking into consideration different posturing styles of prisoners, 

the results confirm the importance of prison staff using procedural justice practices to reduce 

defiance, encourage deference and subsequently increase cooperation and compliance behaviour 

for all prisoners. The findings regarding the mediating role of motivational postures further supports 

there are both direct and indirect relationships between procedural justice and 

cooperation/compliance behaviour. Although prisoners were likely to cooperate with staff and 

comply with rules when they felt fairly treated, the mediation findings suggest they were much more 

likely to do so because they were committed to doing the right thing, and were less likely to do so 

because they were resistant toward, disengaged from, or liked to game-play prison staff. 

Furthermore, results from examining motivational postures as moderating variables suggest the 

associations between procedural justice and compliance related behaviours are largely invariant 

across different types of prisoner. This latter finding supports the use of procedural justice practices 

by prison staff when interacting with all prisoners.  

 

9.3 Part 3: Strengths, Limitations and Future Directions of the Research 

As noted in Section 9.1, previous research examining procedural justice in prisons included 

several limitations. The current study aimed to address these limitations. For example, early prison 

studies did not specifically examine procedural justice (e.g., Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004; Sparks 
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et al., 1996), and later studies have used various measures of procedural justice, some with items 

that potentially overlap procedural justice with legitimacy (e.g., Brunton-Smith & McCarthy, 2015). 

The current study included a conceptually distinct measure of procedural justice that incorporated 

Tyler’s (1990) four key elements of procedural justice (i.e., respect, neutrality, voice and 

trustworthiness). Factor analysis revealed that these items were conceptually different from items 

used to measure staff legitimacy (i.e., obligation to obey). While an advance over previous work, the 

measure of staff legitimacy in the current study might also be criticised. As highlighted in Chapter 2, 

a recent debate about how legitimacy should be conceptualised and measured has been raised in 

the literature.  Bottoms and Tankebe (2012), for example, argue that obligation to obey should be 

measured as an outcome variable of legitimacy; they believe it is conceptually distinct from 

legitimacy itself. Other authors suggest legitimacy should include obligation to obey, as well as 

institutional trust (e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 1990, 2006; Tyler & Fagan, 2008; Tyler & Huo, 

2002) and the moral alignment between authorities and those they govern (e.g., Hough et al., 2010; 

Huq et al., 2017; Jackson et al., 2012).  

In acknowledging the debate about how legitimacy should be conceptualised and measured, a 

legitimacy measure that attempted to incorporate Hough et al.’s (2010) conceptualisation of 

legitimacy was attempted in the current study. However, items measuring institutional trust and 

moral alignment were found to heavily cross-load with procedural justice in a factor analysis. As a 

result, these items were dropped from the final measure of legitimacy used in Chapter 6. This 

ensured that multicollinearity issues could be prevented. As a result, interpretations of findings 

around legitimacy in the current study should be interpreted with caution, as the measure of 

legitimacy (i.e., obligation to obey) may involve other reasons prisoners feel obliged to obey prison 

staff. For example, perhaps prisoners feel obliged to obey prison staff not because they believe staff 

have the right to request such behaviour, but rather because they fear the consequences of not 

doing so (see Tankebe, 2013). A further consideration is the cross-loading of items from the 

legitimacy scale with the motivational postures of commitment, disengagement and game-playing 

(see Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1), which may suggest these measures actually tap into a similar concept 

when attempting to explain why prisoners will cooperate and comply when they feel they are 

treated with procedural justice. The fact that these scales appeared to measure a similar concept in 

the current study, and that both legitimacy and motivational postures acted as mediators, suggests 

that obligation to obey may simply be an element of motivational posturing styles, or that 

motivational posturing styles manifest as a result of individuals feeling obliged to obey authority. 

This particular finding may provide support for Bottoms and Tankebe’s (2012) argument that 

obligation to obey is conceptually distinct from legitimacy and is perhaps an outcome of one’s 
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perceptions of legitimacy (which may be better measured through elements of institutional trust 

and moral alignment). Additional research examining the relationships between these measures is 

needed in order to explore this idea further. It should also be noted that in a previous study 

examining the same concepts (i.e., Madon et al., 2017), no overlap was seen between legitimacy and 

disengagement, suggesting that such an overlap in the current study may have just been an 

anomaly.  

Measuring procedural justice and legitimacy through prisoner perceptions should also be 

noted as a limitation, given these measures are subjective and may be influenced by a range of other 

factors. Nagin and Telep (2017) have recently questioned whether the association between 

procedural justice, legitimacy and compliance has been credibly established and is reflective of true 

causal relationships between the three concepts. Nagin and Telep do not argue that the claims made 

about how procedural justice should be related to other variables are incorrect, but rather they 

suggest that perceptions of procedurally just treatment and legitimacy (as typically measured by 

researchers) cannot be directly manipulated. They therefore state that causal links cannot be 

credibly established. Nagin and Telep in fact argue that it is “actual behavior affecting perceptions of 

procedurally just treatment and perceptions of legitimacy and ultimately legal compliance” (p. 7). In 

other words, people who are generally compliant to begin with will be more likely to view an 

authority as procedurally just and legitimate, which ultimately influences subsequent compliance 

behaviour. Nagin and Telep ultimately conclude that research attempting to encourage procedurally 

just treatment through training or experimental manipulation (e.g., Langley, 2014; Mazerolle, 

Bennett, Antrobus & Eggins, 2012; Mazerolle et al., 2013a; MacQueen & Bradford, 2015; Sahin, 

Braga, Apel & Brunson, 2017) does not find a consistent relationship (i.e., it is either not significant 

or only a weak relationship). Further, they argue that these published studies typically involved 

behaviour being influenced by only a single interaction with an authority (e.g., in Mazerolle et al.’s 

2012 study, drivers were pulled over in their car by a police officer who had been trained in 

procedural justice or whom used standard procedure). In particular, Nagin and Telep suggest that: 

Perceptions of procedurally just treatment and legitimacy, however, are reflective of 
an accumulation of a lifetime of cultural, community, and familial influences, not just 
one or more interactions with the police or other representatives of the CJS. 
Particularly in the most disadvantaged communities where crime often concentrates, 
separating out the impact of procedurally just treatment on legitimacy perceptions 
and legal compliance from other influences, such as extreme poverty, racial isolation, 
and various forms of social dysfunction, is a daunting challenge that in our judgment 
no study has yet even come close to achieving (p. 7). 

Nagin and Telep (2017) therefore argue that despite research finding links between perceptions of 

procedural justice, perceptions of legitimacy and legal compliance, alternate common causes and 
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reverse causality may be responsible for explaining such connections. Tyler (2017) did not disagree 

with Nagin and Telep’s argument. Instead, Tyler insists it is legal and governmental authorities, 

rather than social science researchers, who push for procedural justice practices to be applied in the 

arena of policing in order to address growing public distrust in police. Tyler argues that, despite its 

limitations, “the procedural justice model is one of the most promising approaches available for 

addressing these issues [of public distrust in police]” (p. 31). Tyler goes on to argue that a critique of 

this model should be accompanied by an alternative, albeit better, model for building legitimacy, but 

that Nagin and Telep did not propose any such alternative. Tyler further suggests that:  

Fortunately, although it is indisputably true that this [procedural justice-legitimacy] 
model is not well tested in the arena of policing, considerable evidence available in 
other arenas supports its potential value in addressing issues of police legitimacy and 
makes the widespread reliance upon this work by authorities seem reasonable (p.32).  

The critique that many studies do not take account of the accumulation of interactions 

between authorities and those they govern is an issue that is somewhat overcome when considering 

procedural justice in a corrections context. Here, prisoners are forced to have contact with staff on a 

daily basis. Despite this, caution must still be taken when interpreting results of procedural justice 

research in a prison context as this population is likely to have been exposed to earlier experiences 

with various agents of the criminal justice system, as well as disadvantages highlighted by Nagin and 

Telep (2017). These pre-existing experiences may have shaped their perceptions of prison staff prior 

to entering prison, and may have had a subsequent effect on their self-reported and actual 

compliance behaviour in prison. 

Previous prison research has also been limited by their cross-sectional research designs, and 

the current study is no exception. Beijersbergen et al. (2014, 2015) has conducted the only 

longitudinal study examining perceptions of procedural justice on prisoners’ mental health and 

misconduct behaviour. Beijersbergen et al.’s research, however, is still limited in that it utilised 

prisoners who had spent a maximum of 3 months in pre-trial detention. While the current study 

focuses on both remand and sentenced prisoners who have spent up to and in excess of 15 years in 

prison, it too has used a cross-sectional design. As a result, cause and effect relationships between 

procedural justice and each of the outcome variables studied could not be teased out. Results may 

therefore have been subject to alternative causes and reverse causality as identified by Nagin and 

Telep (2017).  

While the current study has controlled for several demographic and prison-specific variables, 

it has not considered all potential alternate common causes, such as disadvantage or previous 

experiences with various agents of the criminal justice system. Additionally, reverse causality is an 
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issue when it is unclear which variable occurs first; is it that prisoners who receive fair and respectful 

treatment abide by prison rules, or prisoners who comply with prison rules perceive they are being 

treated more respectfully by prison staff? (see also, Reisig & Mesko, 2009). Beijersbergen et al.’s 

(2015) study of procedural justice in Dutch prisons, however, has considered this issue. They utilised 

a cross-lagged design and found that prisoners’ perceptions of procedural justice measured within 

the first 3 weeks of entering prison, was related to misconduct 3 months later, but prisoners’ 

misconduct during the first 3 weeks of incarceration was not related to perceptions of procedural 

justice 3 months later. Findings from Beijersbergen et al.’s research does suggest procedural justice 

influences compliance behaviour, but compliance behaviour does not influence perceptions of 

procedural justice.  

Future research would benefit from additional longitudinal designs focusing on sentenced 

prisoners who have spent varying lengths of time in prison to first, capture attitudes toward prison 

staff and other criminal justice agents upon entry to prison, and how experiences whilst in prison 

potentially alter these perceptions. Further, longitudinal research would also be beneficial for 

examining the changing nature of motivational posturing styles among prisoners. Braithwaite (2003) 

suggests motivational posturing styles can change over time depending on experiences with 

authorities (e.g., Braithwaite, 2003). While motivational posturing styles can serve as an importation 

factor in that prisoners enter prison with pre-existing postures toward authority, their time in prison 

may alter these postures. Understanding how motivational postures may first develop, and then 

change as a result of interpersonal and environmental experiences during incarceration may have 

important implications for how staff can further reduce defiance postures (i.e., resistance, 

disengagement and game-playing) and encourage development of deference postures (i.e., 

commitment and capitulation). 

Self-report survey data has also been noted as a limitation of previous research as participants 

may over- or under-state actual occurrences of misconduct (Nettler, 1978). The use of official 

misconduct records in the current study counteracts the issue of relying solely on self-report data. 

Hence, the official misconduct data of prisoners that was utilised in the current study provided a 

validity check for the self-report surveys (Hagan, 2012). A similar method was also employed by 

Beijersbergen et al. (2015) and Reisig and Mesko (2009). Some variations in results between self-

report and actual compliance measures were identified in the current study. This may be explained 

by two key differences between these measures. First, the self-report measure of compliance asked 

prisoners to consider their compliance with prison rules in the 12 months prior to them completing 

the survey. The actual compliance measure, in contrast, included the total number of breaches 

prisoners had received since the beginning of their sentence; for some prisoners, this may have 
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reflected behaviour in the past 12 months, but for many others who had been in prison for a 

substantial period of time the breach records could have accumulated for more than 15 years.  The 

difference in time periods for these two measures means prisoners who had spent longer in prison 

had likely received more breaches.  

Second, the measure of self-reported compliance asked prisoners about only seven acts of 

misconduct (see Chapter 6), while the actual compliance measure captured all incidences that 

prisoners had been breached for. Unsolicited information provided by prisoners to the researcher 

indicated a wide range of reasons for why they had been breached, including refusal (or inability) to 

provide a urine sample for random drug testing, wearing the incorrect shirt (e.g., a singlet instead of 

t-shirt), covering their cell door window with a towel, and having possession of more than the 

allocated utensils (e.g., more than one spoon, bowl etc.). More serious breaches were also recorded, 

such as use of violence, possession of contraband etc., as was measured with self-reported 

compliance. However, the examples provided here are indicative of the much larger range of 

breaches recorded by the actual compliance measure. Alternatively, the difference in sample size 

between those who provided self-report data compared to those who provided access to official 

records may also account for a difference in findings related to these two outcome variables. 

While the use of both self-report and actual compliance measures was a particular strength of 

the current study, three other outcome variables (i.e., well-being, psychological distress and 

cooperation) were all self-report measures, and are therefore subject to the same scrutiny of self-

report data in general. Additionally, the retrospective nature of this data meant determining 

causality between the variables was problematic. Future research could overcome this issue by 

following a method closer to that used by Beijersbergen et al. (2015). To examine the causal 

relationship between procedural justice and compliance, researchers should first measure prisoners’ 

perceptions of procedural justice and follow this up with prisoners’ actual compliance behaviour 

over time. In addition, future research could also incorporate more objective measures of well-being 

and cooperation. However, it should be noted that the K10 scale (Kessler et al., 2002) used to 

measure psychological distress in the current thesis is commonly used by practitioners and 

researchers to objectively assess anxiety and depression, suggesting there may not be a more 

objective way to measure this particular outcome variable.   

The use of south-east Queensland prisons as a representation of Australian prisons is a further 

limitation of the current study. The use of these Queensland prisons was a result of cost-

effectiveness and timely completion of a PhD project. Future research could address this limitation 

by extending the research into other states and territories in Australia. Additionally, an original aim 

of the current study was to examine differences in perceptions of procedural justice between public 
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and private prisons. However, a sample of only 26 prisoners was obtained from the private prison 

making direct comparisons between the two types of facility difficult. Therefore, future research 

should aim to source larger samples from both public and private prisons in order to make more 

statistically sound comparisons. Much of the research to date has also solely focused on male 

prisoners; therefore the research should be further replicated with female prisoners to consider the 

effects that both procedural justice and motivational posturing styles may have on well-being and 

compliance-related outcomes based on gender differences. 

Several other recommendations are also made for future research. For example, the 

procedural justice corrections research to date is dominated by understanding prisoners’ 

perceptions of staff use of procedural justice practices. Additional research should also consider 

prison staff perceptions of using procedural justice practices when interacting with and managing 

prisoners. Liebling and Price (2001) note that prison staff were largely ignored in prison research 

until the late 20th Century. Despite a significant body of research since then focusing on staff-

prisoner relationships (e.g., Bottoms & Rose,, 1998; Crewe, 2011; Crewe, Liebling & Hulley, 2011; 

Liebling & Price, 2001; Liebling, Price & Bottoms, 1999), this research has not yet considered how 

prison staff perceive the use of procedural justice practices in their dealings with prisoners. A study 

by Mesko, Hacin, Tankebe and Fields (2017) found prison staff’s self-legitimacy and quality of their 

relationships with colleagues was positively related to their commitment to fair treatment of 

prisoners. However, Mesko et al.’s study has only quantitatively examined staff commitment to fair 

treatment. Given it is prison staff that are responsible for fostering positive relationships with 

prisoners, ensuring prisoner well-being and maintaining order in prison on a daily basis, it is 

important to understand the role of procedural justice from their perspective. That is, whether 

prison staff see any barriers that prevent them using procedural justice (in the policing context, 

researchers have identified both individual and structural characteristics that prevent officers from 

using procedural justice in all situations; Mazerolle et al., 2014; Fildes, 2017).  Future research would 

also benefit from considering whether motivational posturing styles of prison staff influence how 

they respond to prisoners. 

Finally, given the research conducted for the current thesis was based on prisoner perceptions 

of procedural justice, conclusions cannot actually be drawn about whether all, some or no prison 

staff are actually employing procedurally just practices. In Chapter 5 (Section 5.1.3), it was noted 

that procedural justice was fairly low across the participating centres, but this is not to suggest that 

staff at these centres do not make every effort to use procedural justice in their interactions with 

prisoners. The Queensland Corrective Services Custodial Awareness manual (2016) highlights several 

key aspects to maintaining professional boundaries when interacting with prisoners including being 



PRISONS, PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND MOTIVATIONAL POSTURING  185 
 

personable, supportive, consistent and respectful. Such behaviours are important components of 

procedural justice, which therefore suggests all staff and visitors are already being trained to interact 

in procedurally just ways with prisoners. However, future research could employ a longitudinal, 

quasi-experimental design to further examine the effects of training staff in the use of procedural 

justice in order to assess whether prisoner perceptions of procedural justice and staff legitimacy, as 

well as their motivational posturing styles and compliance-related behaviours change over time. 

 

9.4 Part 4: Practical Implications of the Research 

While the findings of this thesis contribute to each of the procedural justice, motivational 

posturing and prison literatures, the findings can also help develop evidence-based best practices for 

effectively managing prisoners. The findings can also contribute to the development of prison staff 

training modules by incorporating procedurally just strategies for engaging with and regulating 

prisoners. The findings discussed in Section 9.2.4 (motivational postures as mediating variables) 

show procedural justice can help promote deference and reduce defiance. In this sense, procedural 

justice can help reduce the social distance prisoners put between themselves and prison staff, which 

therefore supports the use of a regulatory pyramid to help de-escalate situations of defiance and 

bring prisoners back to a committed posture.  

The following discussions regarding applying procedural justice practices in a corrections 

context is theoretical and in need of applied research in order to determine whether such methods 

would be effective for encouraging actual compliance behaviour among prisoners. This is not to 

suggest though, that prison staff should not employ these methods in practice prior to further 

research being undertaken. As Nagin and Telep indicated, “Citizens deserve to be treated in a fair 

and just manner by agents of the [criminal justice system], and it is important to their welfare that 

they perceive that they are being treated as such” (p. 21).  

Findings from the current study, as well as previous research (e.g., Beijersbergen et al., 2014), 

suggest that positive perceptions of procedural justice are related to enhanced well-being and 

reduced psychological distress for prisoners. Hence, prison staff should endeavour to employ 

procedurally just treatment in all interactions with prisoners. The following sections outline how 

prison staff might go about using procedurally just practices when routinely interacting with 

prisoners and managing defiant and non-compliant behaviour. 
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9.4.1 Using procedural justice during staff-prisoner interactions 

As highlighted in Section 3.1 of Chapter 3, procedural justice involves four key elements: 1) 

respectful treatment; 2) neutrality; 3) voice; and 4) trustworthiness. Given that procedurally just 

treatment influences prisoners’ perceptions of staff legitimacy, as well as cooperation and 

compliance behaviour, if staff are treating prisoners with procedural justice from the time they enter 

prison, prisoners should not feel the need to retaliate against or resist staff in response to their 

treatment. Each of the four elements of procedural justice are discussed in the following paragraphs.  

There are several ways prison staff can employ procedural justice practices when working with 

prisoners. For example, respectful treatment can be conveyed by prison staff referring to prisoners 

by their preferred name, addressing them courteously, asking them to do something rather than 

ordering them to do it, acknowledging them as they pass by, and taking time to get to know them as 

individuals (see Liebling, assisted by Arnold, 2004; Pilling, 1992).  

Inconsistencies in the application of prison rules (related to ‘neutrality’) cause confusion 

among prisoners and may also result in unintentional violations of prison rules. When prisoners are 

reprimanded for something by one officer or on one particular day, but not another, this creates 

confusion and fuels prisoners’ desires to test where the boundaries are by learning what they can 

get away with, when and from whom (Crewe, 2011; Sparks et al., 1996). As noted by Jackson et al. 

(2010), unequal outcomes are more often issues of distributive justice; however, they argue 

prisoners may also see this as procedural injustice. Experiencing a loss of privileges, the use of force, 

or segregation, may be seen by prisoners as “a failure to treat them fairly and with dignity; a failure 

to be clear about what the rules are and to apply them consistently and fairly; and a failure to be 

neutral in decision-making and treatment” (Jackson et al., 2010, p. 7). Therefore, staff should be 

cautious to ensure they consistently apply rules and clearly justify exceptions to those rules.  

Jackson et al. (2010) suggest structured communication tools should be used to prevent 

communication breakdowns and improve decision-making through providing prisoners with voice. 

During conflict scenarios, prisoners should be provided the opportunity to state their case before 

staff make decisions, but should also be provided with both formal and informal mechanisms for 

contributing to daily life while incarcerated (Tyler, 2010).  

Finally, trustworthiness can be displayed by prison staff taking a genuine interest in the well-

being of prisoners by asking them how they are doing and noticing signs of potential psychological 

distress. Trustworthiness can also be displayed through prison staff listening to the concerns of 

prisoners and taking into account their circumstances when making decisions. 
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9.4.2 Managing defiant postures: Considering a regulatory enforcement pyramid for corrections 

From the results presented in Chapter 7 it is clear that the five postures identified by 

Braithwaite (2003, 2009) can be displayed within the prison environment. Further, the findings from 

Chapter 8 suggest that procedural justice can serve to reduce defiant posturing and enhance 

deferent posturing. As such, Braithwaite’s framework offers a useful one in which to understand 

prisoner behaviour, and importantly how prisoner behaviour might be best managed. This section of 

the thesis ties together the ideas discussed in the preceding sections to propose a regulatory 

compliance model that prison staff can use to identify and manage various types of prisoner 

behaviour.  

As can be seen in Figure 9.1, the model is based on the work of Ian Ayres and John Braithwaite 

(1992). It displays a regulatory pyramid, with both prisoner behaviour and possible sanctioning 

strategies depicted. The pyramid of behaviour is what is ultimately sought in a prison (or any 

regulatory) context, with the majority of people committed to doing the right thing, and far fewer 

being resistant or disengaged. Results from the current study closely resembled this pyramid shape, 

though resistant prisoners did outnumber capitulated prisoners by a little under 10%. However, the 

key finding was that most prisoners were committed to doing the right thing, while fewer identified 

with postures of resistance, disengagement or game-playing.21 The pyramid offers a graduated series 

of responses that can be used in a responsive manner by prison staff, escalating in regulatory 

intrusiveness and enforcement strategies as defiant actions increase in seriousness.  

                                                           
21

 It could be argued though that those who were more committed to doing the right thing would also be more 
likely to agree to voluntarily participate in research (given the sample was one of convenience rather than a 
random selection). Those who identify with the resistance posture may also be more likely to participate given 
they value the opportunity to be heard. In contrast, those who identified with disengaged or game-playing 
postures may be less likely to volunteer to participate in research if they are engaged in withdrawal or 
avoidance behaviour (i.e., disengagers) or if participation has no direct benefit for the individual (i.e., game-
players). Therefore, while the current study indicates prisoner posturing styles closely reflects the pyramid 
shape, this may not be the case when considering all prisoners, rather than just those who volunteered to 
participate. 
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Figure 9.1  A regulatory enforcement pyramid applied to the corrections context (adapted from Ayres & 
Braithwaite, 1992)  

The bottom of the pyramid depicts the least intrusive enforcement strategies available to 

prison officers. The larger base signifies that the majority of prisoners are likely to be voluntary 

compliers, requiring less intrusive forms of regulation (i.e., those who display a committed posture). 

Findings from Chapter 7 support commitment as the most endorsed posture among the participants 

of the current study. However, the pyramid allows for the prison officer to escalate their regulatory 

response as defiance levels increase. The overall goal of the regulatory pyramid is to apply 

downward pressure to push defiant postures into more committed postures. At the base level of the 

pyramid prison staff can easily display procedural justice by using persuasion, negotiation, and 

education to communicate why an action taken by a prisoner or prisoners was not appropriate and 

what the potential consequences may be for inappropriate actions or repeated breaches in conduct. 

Persuasion and education can also be used to prevent breaches from occurring in the first place. 

Importantly, such a strategy has been shown to be very effective in the prison context. In their study 

of prison officers, Liebling and Price (2001) found that ‘language’ rather than ‘force’ was the more 

common and effective means for flipping a tense situation to one of peace without incident. Liebling 

and Price argued that compliance is best achieved by focusing on ‘right relationships’ rather than a 

reliance on rules and sanctions. This highlights the importance of using procedural justice at the base 

of the pyramid in the first instance when attempting to diffuse a situation or prevent non-

compliance. 

The second level of the pyramid moves to enforced self-regulation. Here, it is recognised that 

prisoners can sometimes become non-compliant, whether through external influences or due to 
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complacency. To encourage such prisoners to self-regulate and remain compliant, prisoners may be 

informed that they will be subject to random cell inspections (e.g., as a result of having previously 

possessed contraband). At this level however, there is potential to escalate the pain of self-

government proposed by Crewe (2011). As highlighted in Chapter 2, self-regulation increases 

prisoner autonomy, yet some begrudge having to accept responsibility for their behaviour and fear 

the risk of making a mistake (Crewe, 2011). The strategy of enforced regulation is likely to appeal to 

capitulated individuals as they are reluctant, but willing to follow the rules, and are particularly likely 

to respond at this level if they fear the repercussions or further consequences of not doing so. Those 

who capitulate to authority adopt a ‘keep them happy’ philosophy and are therefore likely to comply 

without requiring prison staff to escalate to a command regulation (Braithwaite, 2009, p. 38). In the 

current study, capitulation was endorsed by 52.0% of prisoners indicating this was a somewhat 

prominent posture in the corrections context. Again, procedural justice can be displayed at this level 

by ensuring action taken adheres to correct procedure and that interactions with prisoners are 

undertaken in a polite and respectful manner. 

The third level of the pyramid moves to discretionary command regulation. At this level 

penalties may be applied, privileges revoked, and/or official reports written up for non-compliant 

behaviour. Here disapproval of resistance or non-compliance is swiftly expressed by staff, but in a 

procedurally just way. For example, Liebling and Price (2001) argue that when staff use too much 

formal power when responding to non-compliance, resistance among prisoners can be heightened. 

They argue that rewards and punishments act as a “better means of persuasion” (Liebling & Price, 

2001, p. 87). A review of Corrective Services in Queensland produced recommendations that 

improvements in prisoner behaviour should be rewarded (Kennedy, 1988). Following a series of 

high-profile escapes in the UK in the 1990s, the Incentives and Earned Privileges (IEP) scheme was 

revamped (Liebling, 2008). The scheme reintroduced the idea that privileges were not a right, that 

they need to be earned, and that they should be revoked if a prisoner’s behaviour deteriorates. The 

idea was that prisoners would cooperate and comply based on what they could personally gain. 

However, research indicated the issue was complicated when staff awarded and revoked privileges 

unfairly, with prisoners feeling staff were being given even more power over them (Liebling, 2008). It 

is important when applying penalties that prison staff explain to prisoners why a particular decision 

has been reached and to provide prisoners with the opportunity to express any opinions or concerns 

they have about the decision and subsequent action (i.e., voice). By doing so, prison staff will ensure 

that resistant prisoners are provided procedural justice by having their grievances heard. Such an 

approach will likely encourage more voluntary behaviours in the future. 
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The apex of the pyramid provides the most extreme enforcement approach available to prison 

staff. Here use of force options and/or incapacitation can be meted out, with prisoners being sent to 

detention units in the most extreme case. This is a non-discretionary command regulation strategy 

for the most defiant and non-compliant individual. Braithwaite (2009) and Murphy (2016) have 

suggested that domination may be required for those cases where procedural justice or less 

interventionist approaches fail. However, even at this most extreme level of the pyramid, the 

enforcement approach should still be carried out in a procedurally fair manner. Braithwaite (2009, p. 

88) suggests that doing so helps move those who are non-compliant down the regulatory pyramid, 

and encourages positive outcomes not only for the present situation but in the future as well. In the 

current study, postures of disengagement and game-playing were endorsed by less than a quarter of 

the sample, and were associated with prisoners who perceived procedural justice to be low. When 

prisoners perceived staff as procedurally fair, these postures were minimalised and cooperation and 

compliance was heightened, therefore supporting staff use of procedural justice practices with even 

the most defiant prisoners. Importantly, procedural justice was found to be as effective for 

increasing prisoners’ willingness to say they would cooperate and was positively associated with 

prisoner compliance for both high and low disengagers.  

It should be highlighted at this point that the hierarchy of levels in the pyramid does not 

suggest that individuals who express a particular posture will only respond to a specific regulatory 

strategy. It is for this reason that it is important to begin with the least intrusive strategy possible 

based on the severity of the situation.  Of course where a prisoner poses a threat to the safety of an 

officer or to those within close vicinity, there may be need for a more interventionist regulatory 

approach in the first instance. Working through the lower levels prior to arriving at the peak of the 

pyramid may not be appropriate in all circumstances. The notion of discretion and responsiveness to 

the situation is important here when considering how to implement a regulatory pyramid. Liebling 

and Price (2001, p. 87), for example, highlight the importance of discretion when officers are 

managing prisoners; they have the power to use substantial force if required, or to “bend the rules 

for the right reasons”. They draw parallels between police and prison officers as both “make 

judgements about interactions by considering demeanour, gestures and language, whose content 

and tone is continually interpreted”. This allows for decisions to be made about how to initially 

approach the situation and at what point the response needs to be escalated. While Liebling and 

Price (2001) have considered the use of the regulatory pyramid in a correctional environment, 

incorporating Braithwaite’s posturing styles provides a more nuanced understanding of how 

prisoners may react to different enforcement strategies. Prison staff should be able to switch 

between the levels of the regulatory pyramid to best suit the situation and to best respond to the 
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type of posture displayed by prisoners. By being responsive to the situation, they can maintain their 

own legitimacy while ensuring that prisoners are encouraged to voluntarily comply with their 

obligations in the future. To be effective, however, prison staff must always ensure they employ 

procedural justice practices in all their decisions and actions. 

 

9.5 Part 5: Conclusion 

Overall, the findings from this research have provided an important contribution to existing 

procedural justice and motivational posturing literature, while also contributing to evidence-based 

best practices for prison staff to more effectively manage prisoners. Specifically, this thesis has 

addressed limitations in prior research by: 1) exploring the association between procedural justice 

and well-being and compliance-related variables in a corrections context; 2) it has extended prior 

research by also looking at the relationship between procedural justice and voluntary cooperation in 

the corrections context; and 3) it has examined, for the first time in a corrections context, whether 

procedural justice has different effects on both cooperation and compliance-related variables for 

different types of prisoner (i.e., as measured via different displays of motivational posturing).  

The results have demonstrated that procedural justice is positively related to prisoners’ 

general well-being and negatively related to prisoners’ psychological distress. Given prisoners are at 

high risk for experiencing stress, anxiety and depression, it is vital for staff to find ways to improve 

prisoners’ psychological health outcomes. The current thesis shows that the use of fair, respectful 

and trustworthy treatment by prison staff is one way this can be achieved. Ensuring prisoners have a 

positive psychological outlook is only one aspect of creating a well-functioning prison. Maintaining 

order through voluntary cooperation and willing compliance is another important component, and 

procedural justice practices have again been shown in this study to be useful for achieving this 

outcome.  

Findings from this study further support that procedural justice is associated with prisoners’ 

perceptions of staff legitimacy, as well as their decisions about cooperating with staff and complying 

with prison rules and procedures. Both direct and indirect effects were observed, with procedural 

justice seemingly playing a more important direct role for encouraging prosocial behaviour (i.e., 

voluntary cooperation behaviour), while staff legitimacy played a stronger role for encouraging 

prisoners to comply with rules and procedures. The results demonstrated that while prisoners were 

still likely to say they would comply when they felt they were being treated fairly, they were likely to 

do so because they perceived prison staff as legitimate. Importantly, procedural justice was the 

primary factor associated with perceptions of staff legitimacy. This findings suggests that procedural 
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justice might be able to boost perceptions of prison staff legitimacy, and should therefore be used 

by prison staff to encourage both cooperation and compliance behaviour from prisoners. 

Finally, understanding how motivational postures influence prisoner responses to being 

regulated may also have important implications for how prisoners are managed on a day-to-day 

basis. Findings presented in this thesis, in particular, demonstrated that procedural justice was 

associated with higher levels of commitment, and lower levels of resistance, disengagement and 

game-playing. Such findings suggest that procedural justice could be effective for reducing 

resistance, disengagement and game-playing among prisoners, while also encouraging commitment 

to doing the right thing.  

It was further argued in this thesis that a responsive regulatory approach that emphasises the 

use of procedural justice at all levels of enforcement is the ideal approach to managing prisoner 

behaviour. Such an approach takes account of the motivational postures that prisoners adopt in 

prison, and offers a more humane and fair method to ensuring order is maintained in prison.  To 

conclude, if prison staff interact with and respond to prisoners using procedurally just practices, they 

can help promote positive psychological and behaviour outcomes for all prisoners.  
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APPENDIX A 

Brief Overview of Research Provided to Prisoners 

Griffith University researchers and QCS are interested in exploring the dynamics of staff-prisoner 

relationships from the perspectives of prisoners. The project gives you the opportunity to tell us 

about your experience living in prison, and how you view prison procedures and staff-prisoner 

relations. You will be asked to complete a survey that will take approximately 30-40 minutes to 

complete. You will also be asked if the researchers have your permission to access your official 

prison records. The risks for participating are minimal – recalling negative experiences may cause 

distress, but this is unlikely. There will be no direct benefits to yourself, but you will be provided with 

the opportunity to talk to someone who is interested in hearing about your experiences of prison life 

and the relationships you have with staff. In doing so, you will help Queensland Corrective Services 

understand how to best communicate with you and provide a positive and safe living environment. 
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APPENDIX B  

Building trust and confidence in prison operations through procedural justice 
INFORMATION SHEET 

 
Who is conducting the research A/Prof John Rynne; Prof Kristina Murphy; Ms Julie Barkworth 

(student researcher) 
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice, Griffith University 
(07) 3735 5600 
j.barkworth@griffith.edu.au 

Why is the research being conducted? 
This project seeks to give prisoners the opportunity to tell us about their experience living in prison. We 
are interested in hearing about how you view correctional officers and how this may impact how you feel 
about the prison environment. Correctional officers are also asked to take part in this research to include 
their views of interacting with prisoners. 
 
What you will be asked to do 
You will be asked to complete a survey. You might also be asked to complete an interview at a later date. 
At the completion of the survey you will be asked for permission to link your prison records to your 
survey responses. 
 
The expected benefits of the research 
This research allows you an opportunity to share your experiences of prison staff and procedures with 
the aim of improving your experiences living in prisons. It will also contribute to the knowledge which will 
be used in the development of staff training procedures to ensure a positive and safe environment for 
your time at the facility. The outcomes of this research will also allow QCS to understand the most 
effective and appropriate way to communicate and interact with those in the facility. 
 
Risks to you 
The risks of participating in this research are small. You will be asked to discuss your personal experiences 
within prison and talking about negative experiences may bring about negative emotions. Counselling 
services will be made available if needed. 
Any illegal activity or breaches in prison rules shared with us will be reported to prison staff. 
 
Your confidentiality 
If you choose to do the survey your name or prison ID number will not be noted on this survey. We will 
record your prison ID number in a separate book and will note the survey ID tag of the survey you 
completed. There will be no way of us telling who you are based on your survey responses, and QCS will 
not be able to access your individual survey responses. If you agree to do a follow-up interview, we will 
record your prison ID in a separate book indicating you are willing to be contacted again. Your interview 
responses will not be linked to your survey responses. For the third part of our project we are interested 
in linking your survey responses to your official prison records. As mentioned previously, your prison ID 
and survey number will be noted in a separate book so official records can later be matched to your 
survey responses. 
 

Paper copies of surveys will be kept in a locked office at Griffith University and data files created from 
hard copy surveys will be stored in password-protected files. Digital copies of all audio recordings from 
the interviews will also be stored in password-protected folders. A copy of all data will be stored by each 
member of the research team. Once official records are linked to survey responses, all prison ID numbers 
will be removed from our files. 
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Your participation is voluntary 
Your participation in this project is completely voluntary and your decision of whether to participate or 
not will in no way impact the way you are treated by QCS and the staff of this facility, nor will it impact 
your time served. You are also free to withdraw your participation in the research at any time without 
any explanation or consequences.  
 
Questions / further information / feedback to you 
If at any stage during or after your participation you have any questions or would like any further 
information you are free to contact the research team via phone on (07) 3735 5600 or via email 
(j.barkworth@griffith.edu.au). 
 
The findings from this research will form part of a PhD thesis and several publications in academic 
journals. Participants will be provided with a summary of main findings to be distributed by prison staff. 
 
The ethical conduct of this research 
Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in 
Human Research.  If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of this research 
please contact the Manager, Research Ethics, Griffith University on (07) 3735 4375 or research-
ethics@griffith.edu.au. 
 
Privacy Statement – non disclosure 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified personal 
information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without 
your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements.   A de-
identified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes.   However, your anonymity will at 
all times be safeguarded.   For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at 
http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan or 
telephone (07) 3735 4375. 
 

GUHREC Ref #: CCJ/02/15/HREC 

mailto:j.barkworth@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan
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APPENDIX C  

Building trust and confidence in prison operations through procedural justice 
CONSENT FORM 

 
Research Team A/Prof John Rynne; Prof Kristina Murphy; Julie Barkworth (student 

researcher) 
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice, Griffith University 
(07) 3735 5600 
j.barkworth@griffith.edu.au  

 
By ticking the box below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and 
in particular have noted that: 
 

 I understand that my involvement in this research will include the completion of one 40min 
survey, and possibly a follow-up interview; 

 I understand that my interview will be audio-taped, but only the research team will have 
access to this tape, and that the audiotape will be erased following transcription; 

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 I understand the risks involved; 

 I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this 
research; 

 I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary 

 I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team; 

 I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without explanation or penalty; 

 I understand I will be provided with a summary of the main findings; 

 I understand that if I have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of this 
research I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, Griffith University on (07) 3735 4375 or 
research-ethics@griffith.edu.au; and 

 I agree to participate in the project. 
 
 

By ticking this box, I am voluntarily consenting to participate in this research  
 
By ticking this box, I agree to the researchers linking my survey responses to my prison 
records 
 

 
Witness Name 

 
 

 
Signature 

 
 

 
Date 

 
 

 
GUHREC Ref #: CCJ/02/15/HREC 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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APPENDIX D 

Assumption Testing 

 
 Normality, Linearity, Multicollinearity and Singularity 
 
Skewness, kurtosis and trimmed mean were met for all scales except cooperation and compliance. 

As seen in Table E.1, cooperation violated the recommended value of +1 for skewness. Compliance 

was also found to be heavily skewed with non-normal kurtosis. Within the procedural justice policing 

literature, it is not uncommon for cooperation and compliance scales to be skewed among the 

population. This is a result of the general population willingly cooperating with police and complying 

with laws due to a feeling obligated to comply with authority regardless of how they are treated (see 

Murphy et al., 2010). Interestingly, with the current data the mean cooperation score indicates low 

levels of willingness to cooperate, suggesting the opposite effect is found with prisoners. That is, 

they are less likely to willingly cooperate with correctional staff, and this thesis aims to test whether 

perceptions of procedural justice are associated with this outcome. Further checks of the data also 

revealed four univariate outliers on the compliance scale. 

Violations of normality should be corrected by performing transformations on the skewed and 

kurtosed variables. Tabachnik and Fidell (2007) recommend performing square root transformations 

on variables that only differ moderately from normal, and logarithm transformations on variables 

that differ substantially. Based on the skewness statistics, a square root transformation was 

performed on cooperation and a log 10 transformation was performed on compliance. The square 

root transformation saw skewness and kurtosis corrected for cooperation; however, compliance was 

still positively skewed after the log 10 transformation and one outlier remained. As a result, an 

inverse transformation was then performed on the compliance scale (recommended for variables 

with a severe positive skew; Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007), which saw skewness, kurtosis and the 

remaining outlier corrected.  

Analyses utilising the cooperation and compliance scales were run with both untransformed and 

transformed variables. The transformed variables saw differences in results compared to the 

untransformed variables, therefore the transformed variables were retained for all analyses.  
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Table D.1 
Normality assumptions for all variables of interest used in Chapters 5-8 

 
 

 
Scale 

Normality Assumptions   

Skewness 
 

Kurtosis 
 

Trimmed 
Mean 

Mean SD 

1 Procedural Justice .026 -.082 2.79 2.78 0.73 
3 Well-being .278 -.398 2.49 2.51 0.85 
4 Psychological Distress (K10) .189 -1.024 2.42 2.45 1.01 
5 Legitimacy .039 .354 3.30 3.30 0.68 
6 Cooperation 1.029 .301 1.82 1.90 1.02 
7 Noncompliance 2.308 6.467 1.34 1.42 0.59 
8 Commitment -.380 1.484 3.85 3.80 0.68 
9 Capitulation -.482 .963 3.33 3.31 0.63 
10 Resistance -.065 .128 3.45 3.56 0.80 
11 Disengagement .152 .085 2.73 2.63 0.80 
12 Game playing .397 .197 2.41 2.48 0.75 

Skewness: any value between +1 to -1 is adequate 
Kurtosis: any value ranging between +2.2 to -2.2 is adequate 
 
 
Table D.2 
Normality assumptions for transformed variables 

 
 

 
Scale 

Normality Assumptions   

Skewness 
 

Kurtosis 
 

Trimmed 
Mean 

Mean SD 

6 Cooperation .687 -.617 1.31 1.34 0.35 
7 Compliance -.661 -.742 4.20 4.21 0.28 

Skewness: any value between +1 to -1 is adequate 
Kurtosis: any value ranging between +2.2 to -2.2 is adequate 
 
 
Variables are problematic when they are correlated with a value of .7 or higher (multicollinearity) or 

when perfectly correlated with each other (singularity) (Tabachnick & Fiddell, 2007). The highest 

correlation for the current study was between procedural justice and commitment (.601), therefore 

all variables were retained (though capitulation was dropped from regression analyses due to cross-

loading with procedural justice in factor analyses differentiating key variables). Collinearity was also 

assessed for all variables on each of the outcome variables when multiple independent variables 

were included. Table D.3 presents tolerance and variance inflation factors (VIF). A tolerance value of 

less than .10 or a VIF value of greater than 10 indicates issues with multicollinearity. Assumptions of 

linearity, singularity and multicollinearity were met for the current study. 
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Table D.3   
Collinearity for dependent variables with multiple independent variables 

 Scales  Collinearity Diagnostics 

  Tolerance VIF 

Self-reported Cooperation    
1 Procedural Justice .800 1.250 
2 Commitment .712 1.404 
3 Resistance .700 1.428 
4 Disengagement .797 1.255 
5 Game playing .818 1.222 
    
Self-reported Compliance    
1 Procedural Justice .800 1.250 
2 Commitment .712 1.404 
3 Resistance .700 1.428 
4 Disengagement .797 1.255 
5 Game playing .818 1.222 
    
Actual Compliance    
1 Procedural Justice .800 1.250 
2 Commitment .712 1.404 
3 Resistance .700 1.428 
4 Disengagement .797 1.255 
5 Game playing .818 1.222 

 



PRISONS, PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND POSTURING  200 
 

APPENDIX E 

Full Item Wording for Scales used in Chapters 5-8 

Procedural Justice 
Staff in this prison take account of the needs and concerns of the prisoners they deal with 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions 
Staff give prisoners the opportunity to tell their side of the story before decisions are made 
Staff in this prison treat prisoners with respect and dignity 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner 
Staff in this prison show concern and understanding towards me 

 
Prisoner Well-being 

My experience of imprisonment in this particular prison has been stressful+ 
My time in this prison feels very much like a punishment+ 
My experience in this prison is painful+ 

 
Psychological Distress: K10 
During the last 30 days, about how often did you feel… 

…hopeless? 
…that everything was an effort? 
…worthless? 
…nervous? 
…restless or fidgety? 
…depressed? 
…so sad that nothing could cheer you up? 
…so restless you could not sit still? 
…so nervous that nothing could calm you down? 
…tired out for no good reason? 

 

Prison Staff Legitimacy 
You should accept staff decisions even if you think they are wrong 
There are times it is OK for you to ignore what staff tell you to do+ 
You should do what staff tell you to do even when you don’t like the way they treat you 
I question the staff’s authority over me+ 
If a prisoner is doing something and a member of staff tells them to stop, they should stop even if they 
feel that what they are doing is OK 

 
Self-reported willingness to cooperate with prison staff 
How likely would you be to… 

…report dangerous or suspicious activities of other prisoners to staff 
…provide staff with information to find someone who committed an offence in the prison 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff 
…willingly assist staff if asked 

 
Self-reported Compliance with prison rules 
In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you… 

…damaged property that did not belong to you 
…used violence against another inmate 
…refused to obey an order given by a member of the prison staff 
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…threatened another inmate with violence 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs, weapons or money 
…taken property that did not belong to you 

 
Commitment 

I feel I should follow the rules and procedures of prison 
Obeying prison rules and procedures is the right thing to do 
Following prison rules and procedures should be willingly accepted by all inmates  
Overall, I am committed to doing the right thing by staff 
Obeying prison procedures ultimately advantages everyone 

 
Capitulation 

Even if staff find I am doing something wrong, they will still respect me 
If you cooperate with staff, they are likely to be respectful toward you  
The way this prison works may not be perfect but it works well enough for most of us 

 
Resistance 

More inmates need to stand up to staff if they treat us poorly  
It's important not to let staff push you around 

 
Disengagement 

I don't care if I am not doing the right thing by staff in this prison 
I personally don't think there is much that can happen to me if I choose to disobey prison rules 
If I find out I am not obeying prison rules, I'm not going to lose any sleep over it 

 
Game-playing 

I like the game of finding the grey area of prison rules 
I enjoy talking to my mates in here about loopholes in the prison system 
I enjoy the challenge of finding ways not to follow rules 
I look for ways to manipulate staff 
I enjoy spending time working out how changes in prison rules and procedures will affect me 

 

+ Reverse-scored items
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APPENDIX F 

Original Factor Analysis Differentiating Motivational Postures and Procedural Justice 

Table F7.3  
Factor analysis differentiating motivational postures and procedural justice (capitulation cross-loads with procedural 
justice) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 

Procedural Justice       
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .851 .103 -.076 -.130 .036 -.120 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .792 .168 -.067 -.133 -.127 -.082 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .769 .081 -.182 -.140 -.023 -.072 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner .715 .142 -.148 -.032 -.096 .316 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  .710 .063 -.177 -.162 -.072 -.095 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .693 .085 .044 -.088 -.067 .112 
Staff treat prisoners with respect and dignity .681 .164 -.056 -.067 -.073 .058 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .677 .107 -.036 -.026 -.008 .324 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .637 -.035 .009 -.028 -.239 -.106 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .548 .052 .003 .076 -.112 -.017 

Capitulation       
The way this prison works well enough for most of us .535 .177 -.040 .048 -.045 .031 
If you cooperate with staff, they are likely to be respectful .486 .361 -.055 -.070 .009 .100 
If I’m found doing something wrong, staff still respect me .432 .182 .119 .113 -.051 .210 

Commitment       
I feel I should follow the rules and procedures of prison .158 .822 -.233 -.138 -.068 .002 
Obeying prison rules is the right thing to do .117 .744 -.305 -.055 -.152 .059 
Following prison rules should be willingly accepted .091 .728 -.258 -.091 -.118 -.108 
Overall, I am committed to doing the right thing by staff .211 .713 -.175 -.203 -.049 .227 
Obeying prison procedures advantages everyone .322 .626 -.113 -.151 -.007 .003 

Game-playing       
I like the game of finding the grey area of prison rules -.038 -.193 .892 .105 .060 .077 
I enjoy talking about loopholes in the prison system .032 -.139 .856 .097 .108 .116 
I enjoy the challenge of finding ways not to follow rules -.078 -.237 .797 .223 .108 -.032 
I look for ways to manipulate staff -.162 -.303 .554 .231 .011 -.241 
I enjoy working out how changes in rules will affect me -.065 -.147 .476 .031 .126 -.085 

Disengagement       
I don't care if I am not doing the right thing by staff -.118 -.350 .295 .605 .233 -.321 
I don't think much can happen to me if I disobey rules -.121 -.258 .365 .558 .035 .092 
If I find I am not obeying prison rules, I won’t lose sleep -.082 -.341 .339 .537 .276 .072 

Resistance       
More inmates need to stand up to staff -.225 -.103 .261 .020 .763 -.054 
It's important not to let staff push you around -.223 -.178 .138 .278 .600 .017 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 9.291 4.335 1.851 1.285 1.041 0.937 

% of total variance 33.18 15.48 6.61 4.59 3.72 3.35 

The six components explain a total of 66.9% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .891 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square = 2842.97 
                                   df = 378 
                                 sig. < .001 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

 

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of all items 
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APPENDIX G 

Original Factor Analyses Differentiating Key Variables in Chapter 8 

Table G8.1  
Factor analysis differentiating key variables for Research Question 6 (with commitment) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

Procedural Justice      
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .818 .108 -.096 .109 .074 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .805 .192 -.015 .106 .081 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .754 .108 -.166 .150 -.001 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  .708 .094 -.129 .125 .043 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner .701 .129 -.183 .054 .154 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .691 .072 .011 .163 .088 
Staff in this prison treat prisoners with respect and dignity .686 .150 -.009 .171 .082 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .671 .122 -.034 .178 -.057 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .660 -.020 .134 .019 .173 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .539 .049 .018 .098 .021 

Commitment       
I feel I should follow the rules and procedures of prison .144 .811 -.223 .157 .131 
Following prison rules should be willingly accepted  .089 .770 -.073 .122 .173 
Obeying prison rules is the right thing to do .115 .719 -.236 .151 .158 
Overall, I am committed to doing the right thing by staff .193 .681 -.276 .183 .167 
Obeying prison procedures advantages everyone .307 .600 -.220 .064 .134 

Compliance 
In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you… 

     

…damaged property that did not belong to you .024 -.028 .806 -.044 .065 
…used violence against another inmate -.173 -.190 .742 -.060 -.230 
…refused to obey an order given by staff  -.136 -.317 .690 -.124 -.236 
…threatened another inmate with violence -.183 -.207 .689 -.154 -.187 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) .009 -.120 .669 -.064 .000 
…taken property that did not belong to you .078 -.059 .661 -.031 -.015 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs -.068 -.250 .643 -.101 -.041 

Cooperation 
How likely would you be to… 

     

…report dangerous or suspicious activities  .236 .146 -.095 .914 .073 
…provide staff with information  .292 .151 -.134 .853 .062 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff .263 .220 -.119 .813 .149 
…willingly assist staff if asked .255 .293 -.182 .625 .120 

Legitimacy      
You should do what staff tell you  -.012 .539 -.153 .119 .433 
Prisoners should stop what they’re doing when told .160 .501 -.144 .223 .326 

There are times it is OK for you to ignore staff orders
+
 .194 .287 -.125 .196 .663 

You should accept staff decisions  .097 .346 -.032 -.023 .622 

I question the staff’s authority over me
+
 .124 .281 -.184 .153 .478 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 10.214 4.308 2.543 2.030 1.166 

% of variance explained 32.94 13.90 8.20 6.55 3.76 

The five components explain a total of 65.36% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .882 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square = 3569.794 
                               df = 465 
                             sig. = < .001 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording for all items 
+
 Reverse-scored 
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Table G8.2  
Factor analysis differentiating key variables for Research Question 6 (with resistance) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

Procedural Justice      
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .832 -.104 .118 .135 -.034 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .801 -.024 .125 .131 .141 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .756 -.170 .156 .043 .080 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner .703 -.179 .056 .179 .092 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  .702 -.128 .130 .060 .122 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .693 .014 .167 .106 .029 
Staff in this prison treat prisoners with respect and dignity .684 -.016 .185 .093 .106 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .677 -.046 .196 .011 -.002 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .640 .160 .010 .071 .232 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .534 .018 .103 .017 .101 

Compliance 
In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you… 

     

…damaged property that did not belong to you .020 .796 -.041 .036 .003 
…used violence against another inmate -.164 .743 -.056 -.219 -.248 
…refused to obey an order given by staff  -.138 .700 -.140 -.312 -.159 
…threatened another inmate with violence -.173 .693 -.154 -.186 -.264 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) .005 .684 -.076 -.029 -.017 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs -.077 .668 -.124 -.137 -.042 
…taken property that did not belong to you .065 .663 -.026 -.074 .073 

Cooperation 
How likely would you be to… 

     

…report dangerous or suspicious activities  .230 -.098 .919 .110 .069 
…provide staff with information  .285 -.138 .858 .110 .087 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff .262 -.127 .817 .212 .109 
…willingly assist staff if asked .252 -.199 .644 .224 .143 

Legitimacy      
You should do what staff tell you  .010 -.194 .147 .713 .021 
You should accept staff decisions  .104 -.040 -.022 .694 .140 

There are times it is OK for you to ignore staff orders
+
 .187 -.119 .184 .606 .312 

Prisoners should stop what they’re doing when told .186 -.190 .256 .584 -.024 

I question the staff’s authority over me
+
 .108 -.181 .151 .488 .320 

Resistance      
It’s important not to let staff push you around -.213 .142 -.128 -.227 -.653 
More inmates need to stand up to staff  -.221 .131 -.124 -.184 -.637 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 8.897 4.014 2.247 1.947 1.204 

% of variance explained 31.78 14.33 8.03 6.95 4.30 

The four components explain a total of 65.39% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .872 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square = 3012.617 
                               df = 378 
                             sig. < .001 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of all items 
+
 Reverse-scored 
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Table G8.3  
Factor analysis differentiating key variables for Research Question 6 (with disengagement) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

Procedural Justice      
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .816 -.091 .134 .111 .028 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .805 -.023 .166 .118 .062 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .754 -.164 .118 .145 -.031 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner .710 -.193 .107 .063 .175 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  .703 -.121 .160 .117 -.030 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .697 .000 .033 .174 .122 
Staff in this prison treat prisoners with respect and dignity .691 -.015 .136 .178 .026 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .672 -.049 .058 .188 -.053 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .653 .144 .077 .015 .099 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .545 .010 .017 .106 -.015 

Compliance 
In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you… 

     

…damaged property that did not belong to you .025 .833 .083 -.058 -.096 
…used violence against another inmate -.169 .720 -.346 -.051 -.049 
…taken property that did not belong to you .073 .712 .104 -.053 -.238 
…refused to obey an order given by staff  -.137 .679 -.357 -.138 -.147 
…threatened another inmate with violence -.182 .677 -.300 -.153 -.055 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) .019 .653 -.227 -.052 .183 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs -.064 .635 -.269 -.109 .064 

Disengagement      
If I find out I am not obeying prison rules, I'm not going to 
lose any sleep over it 

-.108 .160 -.701 -.142 -.164 

I don't think much can happen to me if I disobey rules -.126 .110 -.663 -.069 -.010 
I don't care if I am not doing the right thing by staff -.151 .326 -.635 -.142 .017 

Cooperation 
How likely would you be to… 

     

…report dangerous or suspicious activities  .236 -.095 .121 .923 .039 
…provide staff with information  .289 -.131 .154 .854 .024 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff .268 -.119 .214 .818 .100 
…willingly assist staff if asked .254 -.180 .297 .634 .051 

Legitimacy      

I question the staff’s authority over me
+
 .112 -.132 .641 .125 .136 

There are times it is OK for you to ignore staff orders
+
 .195 -.089 .612 .176 .334 

Prisoners should stop what they’re doing when told .172 -.163 .430 .258 .341 
You should accept staff decisions  .114 -.039 .337 .006 .745 
You should do what staff tell you  .006 -.179 .438 .166 .491 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 9.222 4.199 2.392 2.009 1.217 

% of variance explained 31.80 14.48 8.25 6.93 4.20 

The four components explain a total of 65.69% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .869 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square = 3204.345 
                               df = 406 
                             sig. < .001 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of all items 
+
 Reverse-scored 
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Table G8.4  
Factor analysis differentiating key variables for Research Question 6 (with game-playing) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

Procedural Justice      
Staff take account of needs and concerns of prisoners  .818 -.096 -.078 .117 .071 
Staff try to be fair when making decisions .810 -.027 -.097 .126 .114 
Staff listen to prisoners before making decisions .753 -.154 -.171 .151 -.038 
Prisoners given opportunity to tell their side of the story  .707 -.113 -.180 .128 -.010 
Staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner .706 -.186 -.100 .058 .177 
Staff are always polite when dealing with prisoners .701 -.005 .055 .167 .136 
Staff in this prison treat prisoners with respect and dignity .694 -.018 -.071 .186 .088 
Staff show concern and understanding towards me .672 -.048 -.025 .197 -.016 
Staff in this prison treat all prisoners equally .655 .142 -.010 .011 .121 
Staff make decisions based upon facts .545 .010 .000 .102 .019 

Compliance 
In this prison (in the last 12 months), how often have you… 

     

…damaged property that did not belong to you .029 .798 .047 -.031 .033 
…used violence against another inmate -.175 .722 .307 -.068 -.163 
…refused to obey an order given by staff  -.144 .693 .245 -.147 -.277 
…threatened another inmate with violence -.187 .682 .247 -.164 -.163 
…taken property that did not belong to you .076 .679 -.026 -.026 -.087 
…possessed tobacco (after May 2014) .011 .665 .161 -.078 .040 
…possessed contraband, such as drugs -.078 .661 .104 -.130 -.092 

Game playing      
I like the game of finding the grey area of prison rules -.043 .179 .884 -.057 -.073 
I enjoy talking about loopholes in the prison system .027 .118 .860 .001 -.111 
I enjoy the challenge of finding ways not to follow rules -.106 .137 .847 -.103 -.113 
I look for ways to manipulate staff -.175 .288 .525 -.251 -.206 
I enjoy working out how changes in rules will affect me -.087 .113 .484 -.011 -.160 

Cooperation 
How likely would you be to… 

     

…report dangerous or suspicious activities  .238 -.104 -.041 .925 .089 
…provide staff with information  .292 -.137 -.092 .855 .073 
…report a crime in the prison to prison staff .272 -.128 -.107 .824 .172 
…willingly assist staff if asked .263 -.193 -.159 .648 .168 

Legitimacy      

I question the staff’s authority over me
+
 .121 -.140 -.482 .168 .371 

You should accept staff decisions  .117 -.055 -.117 -.006 .777 
You should do what staff tell you  .012 -.191 -.227 .174 .608 

There are times it is OK for you to ignore staff orders
+
 .206 -.098 -.407 .205 .554 

Prisoners should stop what they’re doing when told .178 -.174 -.258 .272 .468 

Eigenvalues of 1 and above explained 9.438 4.487 2.586 2.178 1.505 

% of variance explained 30.44 14.48 8.34 7.03 4.86 

The four components explain a total of 65.14% variance. 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .868 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square = 3566.347 
                               df = 465 
                             sig. < .001 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation  

Note: Some item wording has been changed for concise reporting. See Appendix E for full wording of all items 
+
 Reverse-scored 
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