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Abstract 

Prisoner misconduct presents a significant issue to correctional administrators, 

disrupting the orderly running of regimes, endangering safety, and negatively impacting the 

health and well-being of both prisoners and frontline staff. While an extensive literature has 

emerged around rehabilitative intervention with offenders, research efforts have been more 

commonly directed towards reducing post-release recidivism, resulting in a relatively sparse 

literature concerning the in-prison behaviour of prisoners. Persistent and rising levels of 

violent and disruptive behaviour in prisons highlight the need for greater research attention to 

be devoted to this issue. The field of applied behaviour analysis may be well placed to 

address this research deficit, with historical work in prisons and more recent efforts in 

juvenile justice settings suggesting that approaches derived from behaviour analysis may hold 

promise in correctional settings. This includes an emerging literature relating to the 

adaptation of school-wide Positive Behavioural Interventions and Supports (PBIS) to juvenile 

justice facilities. PBIS offers a framework within which to integrate a continuum of evidence-

based practices to address the needs of the population to which it is applied. Preliminary 

evidence suggests that the approach is feasible, is viewed positively by residents and staff, 

and can be efficacious in improving resident behaviour in these settings. However, addressing 

prisoner misconduct within adult prisons may present distinct challenges to that of juvenile 

forensic settings, given differences in their size, staffing ratios, and focus on education and 

rehabilitation.  

 This thesis aimed to contribute to the literature on identifying effective behavioural 

interventions for use with adult prisoners. First, a comprehensive systematic review was 

conducted to explore the range of interventions directed towards reducing prisoner 

misconduct and identify “what works” in reducing institutional infractions (Chapter 2). 

Findings suggested that cognitive behavioural approaches reduced violent infractions but not 
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overall misconduct, while therapeutic community interventions and educational approaches 

reduced overall misconduct. Second, focus groups were conducted with prisoners and 

frontline staff (prison officers) to assess valued intervention outcomes and explore potential 

barriers for PBIS implementation (Chapter 3). Three overarching values were identified: a 

need for rehabilitation, consistency, and respect. Potential barriers to PBIS included 

pessimistic views towards rehabilitative approaches and perceptions of limited resources. 

Third, the intervention design process of a universal (Tier 1) intervention strategy was 

described that incorporated evidence-based practices, stakeholder values, and institutional 

data on prisoner behaviour, whilst also operating within available resources (Chapter 4). The 

resulting intervention was a peer-led approach that focussed on increasing prisoner 

engagement in purposeful activity. Fourth, a feasibility study was conducted to establish the 

viability of the intervention as well as the feasibility of research procedures in the setting 

(Chapter 5). The intervention successfully promoted prisoner engagement, with prisoners 

reporting beneficial effects on behaviour, social relationships, and well-being. Staff 

perceptions of the approach were more tempered but generally positive. Institutional records 

did not appear sufficiently sensitive to detect changes in prisoner misconduct, suggesting that 

alternative measurement approaches may need to be identified. Finally, opportunities and 

barriers to behaviour analytic research in adult prisons were explored (Chapter 6), 

highlighting the continued relevance of the seven dimensions of behaviour analysis to prison-

based research. 
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Chapter 1: 

 

An Introduction to Prison Misconduct and Applications of  

Applied Behaviour Analysis in Prisons 
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1.1 Mass Incarceration, Recidivism, and Prisoner Misconduct 

The United Kingdom currently maintains the highest imprisonment rate in western 

Europe (Prison Reform Trust, 2023). Prisoners are also being incarcerated for longer, with 

most offence types being awarded longer custodial sentences relative to 2008 (Prison Reform 

Trust, 2023). However, custodial sentences do not appear to be an effective strategy in 

reducing recidivism, with proven reoffending rates (i.e., offences that lead to conviction, 

caution, reprimand, or warning) standing at 25% within the first year of release (Ministry of 

Justice, 2023b). These factors result in an ever growing prison population, with reports 

suggesting that the prison population has grown by 75% over the last 30 years (Prison 

Reform Trust, 2023). Projections suggest that this trend is set to continue across the next few 

years, following recent changes to sentencing policy and an increase in policing (Ministry of 

Justice, 2023a).  

While the prison system does not therefore appear to be effective in eliminating post-

release offending, criminal behaviour whilst incarcerated is also of concern. Prisoner rule 

violations are detrimental to order within prisons, inhibiting the effective running of the 

regime and endangering the safety of both prisoners and staff (Goetting & Howsen, 1986). 

Misconduct may also affect staff job satisfaction, with perceived control over inmates, 

number of threats received, and assault rates being shown to be significantly related to the 

work stress of correctional officers (Steiner & Wooldredge, 2015). Being exposed to violent 

incidents and threats can also have a deleterious effect on the health and psychological well-

being of prisoners (House of Commons Health and Social Care Committee, 2018), with a 

HMIP survey suggesting that one in five prisoners currently felt unsafe, and nearly half 

(43%) reporting feeling unsafe at some time whilst in prison (HM Chief Inspector of Prisons, 

2022). The management of inmate behaviour is also important from an economic standpoint, 

with acts of misconduct placing a substantial fiscal burden on the prison system due to costs 
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related to the processing of any incidents, medical care, and a need for heightened security 

measures (Clark & Rydberg, 2016; Lovell & Jamelka, 1996).  

Prior to COVID-19 lockdowns, incidents of misconduct were on the rise in prisons 

across the United Kingdom (UK), with more assaults occurring in 2019 than at any point 

since records began (Prison Reform Trust, 2019). The Trust further reported that both assaults 

and serious assaults had doubled in the last decade, with assaults on staff more than tripling 

within the five years prior to their report. Non-violent behaviour that disrupts the prison 

regime, such as incidents at height (e.g., climbing over landing railings or on roofs) and 

construction of barricades (prevention of access), also showed a steady rising trend over the 

last decade (Ministry of Justice, 2020a). Although assaults fell dramatically during the 

COVID-19 pandemic, presumably due to more restricted regimes to control the spread of 

infection (Ministry of Justice, 2022), misconduct has again been on the rise with the easing of 

restrictions (Ministry of Justice, 2023c).  

1.2 Defining and Measuring Misconduct 

Prison systems define prisoner misconduct as any behaviour that would be illegal if 

committed outside of prison (e.g., assaults or drug related offences), as well as other 

behaviours that defy the rules of the institution or adversely impact the orderly running of the 

prison regime (e.g., noncompliance with staff instruction; Steiner, 2018). The use of official 

measures of misconduct (i.e., the use of institutional records of infractions) has been the 

dominant approach to measuring levels of misconduct since the 1980s (Steiner, 2018; e.g., 

Lugo et al., 2017; Welsh et al., 2007). However, self-report measures are also occasionally 

used (e.g., with prisoners; Lahm, 2009; and staff; Hobson et al., 2000), and less frequently, 

used in conjunction with official measures of misconduct (Steiner, 2018; Steiner et al., 2014). 

Although each approach has its unique limitations, both strategies are generally considered 

valid methods of estimating prisoner misconduct, though discrepancies may exist between 
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these measurement strategies (Daggett & Camp, 2009; Steiner, 2018; Steiner & Wooldredge, 

2014; Van Voorhis, 1994). 

 Approaches to classifying misconduct vary within the empirical literature, with some 

researchers opting to report misconduct as a single class of behaviour that encompasses all 

rule violations, while others have separated offences into specific subcategories (e.g., violent, 

drug, or property misconduct; Camp et al., 2003). The acceptability of pooling misconduct 

measures has been debated, given that different types of misconduct do not necessarily share 

common explanations (Steiner, 2018). For example, specific risk factors for misconduct (e.g., 

prisoner sentence length, programme participation) are associated with some subcategories of 

misconduct but not others, highlighting the importance of conducting separate analyses to 

identify variables that are important in predicting the occurrence of these types of infractions 

(Camp et al., 2003; Steiner & Wooldredge, 2009a). Some interventions have also been shown 

to produce significant reductions in some types of misconduct but not others (e.g., Lugo et 

al., 2017). Grouping measures of misconduct may therefore be useful in identifying more 

general influences (or preventative strategies) for misconduct but inhibit more nuanced or 

precise investigation.  

1.3 The Study of Institutional Misconduct 

Two prevailing theories have been proposed within criminological research to explain 

prisoner misconduct whilst incarcerated: importation theory and deprivation theory 

(Tewksbury et al., 2014). Importation theory posits that prisoner behaviour is largely 

influenced by life experiences and demographic characteristics that they “import” into prison. 

For example, when analysing the disciplinary records of 24,514 prisoners, Cunningham and 

Sorenson (2007) showed that age, gang affiliations, and previous violent offences all 

predicted the likelihood of institutional infractions whilst incarcerated. Further tests of the 

importation model suggest that other “imported” variables might include previous 
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employment status, education, mental health, gender, and prior convictions (Camp et al., 

2003; Kigerl & Hamilton, 2016; Schenk & Fremouw, 2012; Sorensen & Cunningham, 2010; 

Tewksbury et al., 2014). 

In contrast, deprivation theory proposes that much of prisoner behaviour can be 

accounted for by what is termed the “pains of imprisonment” (Sykes, 1958). These pains 

include isolation from society, in addition to loss of autonomy, privacy, access to goods and 

services, and other rights and needs. The theory suggests that the experience of deprivation 

forces prisoners to engage in criminal and undesirable behaviour to satisfy their wants and 

needs, which in turn shapes the development of complex prison subcultures to alleviate these 

strains. The potential relevance of environmental conditions for predicting institutional 

misconduct has resulted in a number of analyses evaluating the role of various macro-level 

risk factors (see Steiner et al., 2014). These have included analysis of prison management 

practices, levels of crowding and staffing, as well as other environmental factors such as 

prison size, location, and supervision level (e.g., Gadon et al., 2006).  

Identifying both individual and macro-level variables that are correlated with 

misconduct can inform the design of prison environments and practices that better manage 

prisoner problematic behaviour. For example, Wooldredge and Steiner (2015) examined how 

the composition of the prisoner population (e.g., age, race, education) impacted institutional 

misconduct across 247 prisons relative to environmental controls (e.g., physical security, 

levels of supervision, and expenditure), coercive controls (e.g., segregation), and 

remunerative controls (e.g., availability of employment, education, and therapeutic 

programming). While their analyses produced mixed findings, they found that when 

population composition was controlled, many environmental factors were not significantly 

related to lower misconduct levels (e.g., prison security and capacity). Although the authors 

advised further analyses, their work has potentially important implications for how prisoner 
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populations are distributed across institutions. Interestingly, their analyses also revealed that 

the use of punitive approaches (e.g., segregation) was inversely related to misconduct levels, 

suggesting that the use and fiscal burden of these practices were unjustified. 

1.4 Therapeutic Programming for Institutional Misconduct 

There is an extensive literature focussed on rehabilitative interventions for offenders, 

although research efforts have been more commonly directed towards reducing post-release 

recidivism than improving in-prison conduct (MacKenzie & Farrington, 2015). This focus is 

understandable, given that the intended function of sentencing is primarily the prevention of 

crime (Grimwood & Berman, 2012). However, French and Gendreau (2006) found that 

interventions that reduced misconduct in prisons also reduced reoffending rates, and more 

recent evidence by Cochran et al. (2014) also indicated a relationship between rates of prison 

misconduct and future recidivism in adult offenders. Taken together, these findings suggest 

that intervention aimed at improving in-prison behaviour may be just as important as efforts 

aimed at post-release rehabilitation. 

Developing better prison management practices is one approach to reducing prisoner 

misconduct, but these efforts are likely to be insufficient in addressing the range of behaviour 

problems that occur in prisons. Therefore, a good deal of research attention in prisons has 

been devoted to identifying specific intervention strategies and treatment programmes to 

reduce misconduct, build skills, or both. French and Gendreau (2006) synthesised outcomes 

of treatment studies targeting prison misconduct between 1952 and 2003, identifying 68 

studies and 104 effect sizes. Their analyses suggested that behavioural treatments (loosely 

defined as cognitive behavioural, radical behavioural, social learning, or mixed) were more 

efficacious in reducing misconduct than non-behavioural strategies (group milieu, 

nondirective, diet; French & Gendreau, 2006). They also conducted a subgroup analysis of 
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the number of criminogenic needs targeted by the included studies, finding that interventions 

targeting a greater number of needs produced stronger effects on prisoner misconduct.  

Criminogenic needs are derived from research and theory within the corrections 

literature and refer to specific risk factors that predict an increased likelihood of criminal 

behaviour (Andrews & Bonta, 2003). Risk factors considered to be important in promoting 

lower levels of offending include substance abuse, affiliation with antisocial others, familial 

and marital relationships, employment, and engagement in recreational activity (Wooditch et 

al., 2014). Targeting these criminogenic needs is likely a critical factor in reducing rates of 

recidivism and crime (Bonta & Andrews, 2007), but also is relevant to reducing crime within 

the prison setting (French & Gendreau, 2006).  

More recent reviews on interventions targeting prisoner misconduct have been 

narrower in focus, but have further contributed to an understanding of approaches that might 

be effective in forensic settings. Auty et al. (2017) conducted a systematic review of 

psychoeducational programmes aimed at reducing violence in prisons, young offender 

institutions, and psychiatric units. They identified 21 studies and suggested that most 

treatments in their review could be categorised as multimodal (i.e., combined multiple 

treatment approaches). Studies were therefore grouped into two categories: social learning 

and cognitive-behavioural approaches, and group milieu therapies targeting specific 

criminogenic needs. Findings were mixed, although the authors noted that therapeutic 

community interventions showed promise, with four of five included studies demonstrating 

evidence of effectiveness. They further suggested that the more promising programmes were 

those that targeted criminogenic needs and used a structured approach in an “un-prison-like 

moral climate” (Auty et al., 2017, p. 140).  
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Papalia et al. (2019) evaluated the impact of psychological treatments on reducing 

violence in forensic settings. This review differed from the review conducted by Auty et al. 

(2017) in that the authors focussed exclusively on “talking therapies” (e.g., cognitive 

behavioural therapy, schema therapy, dialectical behaviour therapy, and motivational 

interviewing; Papalia et al., 2019, p. 4). They identified nine studies that measured 

institutional misconduct, with an initial meta-analysis suggesting that psychological 

treatments did not have a significant impact on violent or nonviolent institutional misconduct. 

Follow-up sensitivity analyses, in which biased studies were removed, suggested that 

psychological treatments did in fact have a significant impact on both violent and nonviolent 

misconduct. However, these findings should be treated cautiously with respect to informing 

practice in prisons, given that most studies included within the review were conducted in 

inpatient forensic hospitals, which may not have generality to prison settings.  

Overall, some general principles of effective treatment of prisoner misconduct can be 

derived from the extant literature. However, due to a relative dearth of studies being 

conducted in prisons, existing systematic reviews have been necessarily broad in scope. 

These reviews were not therefore designed to answer questions regarding the efficacy of 

specific approaches for reducing prisoner misconduct. For example, French and Gendreau 

(2006) advocated broadly for behavioural approaches that targeted criminogenic needs, while 

Auty et al. (2017) grouped studies into the general categories of social learning and cognitive 

behavioural approaches or group milieu therapies.  

A lack of high-quality studies was also reported by all three reviews discussed above 

(i.e., Auty et al., 2017; French & Gendreau, 2006; Papalia et al., 2019), raising concerns 

about the likelihood of bias and the degree to which robust conclusions can be drawn from 

the outcomes (Sterne, Hernán, et al., 2016). For example, only five randomised controlled 

trials were identified by Auty et al. (2017), with all studies being scored as either having high 
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or unclear risk of bias. Missing data were also reported as a prevalent issue amongst included 

studies in all reviews mentioned above. Papalia et al. (2019) further noted that there was 

often insufficient detail regarding specific intervention procedures. These factors impact the 

extent to which more specific recommendations regarding effective treatments might be 

made. As a result, while the extant literature does illuminate some important and promising 

directions for research into therapeutic programming for prisoner misconduct, the evidence-

base remains somewhat limited. There is therefore a clear need for more (and higher quality) 

research to be conducted to allow researchers to better differentiate the specific components 

of interventions that are efficacious in reducing problematic prisoner behaviour from those 

that are not (Papalia et al., 2019).  

1.5 Behaviour Analysis in Prisons 

A behaviour analytic approach may be of use in helping to address some of the above 

limitations of the literature. For decades, applied behaviour analysis has concerned itself with 

developing a technology for understanding human behaviour and ameliorating issues of 

social significance via interventions that promote positive behaviour change (Baer et al., 

1968). The field has done so successfully across a broad array of research domains, including 

behavioural paediatrics, education, gerontology, business and industry, and addiction (Fisher 

et al., 2021). Particularly pertinent to limitations of the current prison intervention literature, 

core features of behaviour analytic research include the use of an analytic approach (i.e., 

demonstrating experimental control), technological reporting (i.e., reporting procedures 

clearly and in their entirety), and conceptual systematicity (i.e., relating interventions to basic 

principles of behaviour change; see Baer et al. 1968). These features are essential in 

promoting replicability of procedures and developing a robust evidence-base for behaviour 

change interventions (Baer et al., 1968; Hantula, 2019; Wiggins & Christopherson, 2019).  
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To date, most behaviour analytic research in prisons has evaluated contingency 

management interventions (Collins et al., 2021; Gendreau et al., 2014), which involve the 

application of principles of operant conditioning (e.g., reinforcement and punishment) to 

change observable behaviour. The programmes have typically involved the use of token 

economies, which allow prisoners to earn points or tokens for specific behaviours and then 

trade those tokens for goods or activities (see Gendreau et al., 2014; Ivy et al., 2017; Kazdin, 

1982). For example, Milan and McKee (1976) established a token economy for prisoners in a 

maximum-security cellblock, whereby participants were awarded with points for completion 

of activities such as cleaning, making their beds, and completion of educational activities. 

Prisoners were able to exchange earned points for access to privileges (i.e., a pool room, 

lounge, or television room) or tangibles (i.e., cups of coffee, soft drinks, sandwiches, or 

cigarettes). They found that the contingent delivery of points increased targeted activities and 

were not detrimental to participants’ engagement in other recreational activities. Hayes et al. 

(1975) demonstrated that providing prisoners with privileges or small cash sums for handing 

in litter resulted in large reductions in the amount of litter in communal areas. Overall, 

contingency management procedures have been found to be an effective approach to 

managing behaviour in secure settings, with a meta-analysis of outcomes suggesting that, on 

average, these programmes result in a 54% improvement in resident behaviour (Gendreau et 

al., 2014). 

Despite the potential of behaviour analytic approaches in secure settings, relatively 

few behavioural studies have been conducted in prisons. For example, a review of 

contingency management approaches in forensic settings identified only 10 studies that were 

conducted in prisons (with 22 being conducted in training schools, 25 community-based 

programmes, and seven conducted in psychiatric institutions; Gendreau et al., 2014). More 

recently, Collins et al.’s (2021) review of behaviour analytic research in forensic settings only 
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identified three studies that had been conducted in adult prisons. Furthermore, both reviews 

reported that these studies had primarily been conducted in the 1970s and 80s.  

The reason for this apparent drop in prison-based behaviour analytic research is 

unclear, but understanding the political and philosophical landscape of the setting may 

provide some context. Of particular interest was the shift in penal policy away from 

rehabilitation and towards more punitive practices in the 70s (see MacKenzie & Farrington, 

2015). This shift has been attributed to the publication of pessimistic reports on the 

effectiveness of correctional interventions in reducing recidivism (MacKenzie & Farrington, 

2015; see Martinson, 1974). These reports and others led to a commonly accepted view that 

rehabilitation of prisoners was not possible. The resultant “get tough” era of prison 

management was associated with an increase in rates of incarceration and a focus on security, 

deterrence, and control as a response to criminal behaviour and decreases in therapeutic or 

rehabilitative programmes (MacKenzie & Farrington, 2015). Another potential factor in the 

decline in behaviour analytic research is that, after a period of popularity in the 1970s, the use 

of contingency management programmes was largely abandoned due to critics’ views that the 

“techniques were unduly coercive” (Gendreau et al., 2014, p. 1082).  

1.6 Incentives and Earned Privileges 

While there was a decline in the use of contingency management approaches in the 

80s (Gendreau et al., 2014), there has been a revived interest in the use of incentives to 

motivate prisoner behaviour in more recent decades, with an “Incentives and Earned 

Privileges” (IEP) scheme being introduced in the mid-90s to prisons across the UK (Liebling, 

2008). The basic premise of the scheme was that prisoners should earn privileges through 

appropriate behaviour, and that those privileges could be removed contingent on poor 

behaviour. These principles were embedded within a levels system, wherein positive and 

negative behaviour points determined movement across three levels of privilege entitlement 
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(Basic, Standard, and Enhanced). Similar agendas, where prisoners are made accountable for 

their own behaviour via behaviour management systems that provide rewards or sanctions 

contingent on meeting defined expectations, have also been noted in Canadian and American 

correctional policy (Gendreau et al., 2014).  

In response to the renewed interest in this so-called “accountability agenda,” 

Gendreau et al. (2014) published a review of principles and recommendations associated with 

effective contingency management procedures, cautioning that high levels of fidelity were 

required for effectiveness. One concern they raised was that lack of supervision of those 

implementing the programmes can result in coercive regimes that are overly reliant on 

punishment. For example, Basset and Blanchard (1977) demonstrated how a lack of direct 

supervision of prison officers implementing a prison token economy resulted in a significant 

increase in the use of response cost (i.e., the removal of earned points), as well as rapid 

increases in the types of behaviour that were recorded as warranting the use of response cost.  

The reality of these concerns are evident in evaluations of the initial implementation 

of the IEP scheme discussed above (see Liebling, 2008), with staff primarily using the use of 

sanctions rather than rewards to manage prisoner behaviour, and prisoners losing access to 

privileges to which they had previously had free access. This initial iteration of the Incentives 

and Earned Privileges scheme has therefore been discussed as “a more punitive approach to 

penal policy” (Khan, 2022, p. 98). Since, revisions to IEP policies have resulted in positive 

changes that encapsulate some of Gendreau et al.’s (2014) recommendations, with changes in 

2013 making behavioural expectations of prisoners more explicit (Khan, 2022) and changes 

in 2020 increasing emphasis on the use of reinforcement to increase positive prisoner 

behaviour (Ministry of Justice, 2020b). However, there is surprisingly little literature on the 

IEP scheme beyond the evaluations reported by Liebling (2008), although some authors have 

discussed whether visitation from family should be considered a human right or a privilege 
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(Hutton, 2017; McCarthy & Adams, 2017). Others have also investigated the definition of 

prisoner compliance, suggesting that the scheme rewarded visible but not passive compliance 

with regimes (Khan, 2022). Beyond these commentaries, an annual report by HM Chief 

Inspector of Prisons (2019) suggested that prison staff continued to rely heavily on punitive 

practices to manage prisoner behaviour. More recent reports suggest that the COVID-19 

pandemic had an impact on both the opportunities that prisoners had to progress through IEP 

levels, as well as the availability of incentives and activities that might motivate positive 

prisoner behaviour. As discussed earlier in the introduction, the pandemic also impacted 

levels of institutional infractions in prisons. As such, it is likely too early to make judgements 

on the success of more recent behaviour management policy. However, in the annual report of 

HM Chief Inspector of Prisons (2022), integrity issues were noted, with prisoners reporting 

not receiving earned incentives. The report also suggested that establishments had not 

appeared to have made efforts to identify alternative strategies to incentivise prisoner 

behaviour throughout the pandemic period. This suggests that while behaviour management 

policy in the UK appears to be moving in positive directions with regards to evidence-based 

practice on incentive systems (as defined by Gendreau et al., 2014), there may be 

implementation issues at an institutional level that warrant improvement. This suggests there 

may therefore be both opportunity and need for behaviour analytic clinicians and researchers 

to align these systems with good behaviour analytic practice. 

1.7 Recent Behaviour Analytic Work in Forensic Settings 

While there has been a dearth of recent behaviour analytic work in adult prisons, there 

has been a resurgence of research in secure settings that might be usefully extended to adult 

corrections. For example, a number of researchers have recently investigated the 

effectiveness of  group contingencies in alternative schools and juvenile detention facilities 

(Groves et al., 2023; Joslyn & Kronfli, 2021; Joslyn & Vollmer, 2020). Other studies have 
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assessed the impact of skills training with staff and juvenile offenders (e.g., teaching 

juveniles interview skills; Edgemon et al., 2020) on a range of outcomes. Of particular 

relevance to discussions of managing institutional misconduct is a study by Brogan et al. 

(2021), who investigated the effectiveness of behavioural skills training (BST) for teaching 

appropriate responding to officer instructions. This involved identifying common corrective 

statements and instructions issued by correctional officers, and then teaching appropriate 

responses to these scenarios through instruction, modelling of appropriate responses, 

rehearsal via role play, and providing feedback for the students’ responses. Results showed 

that BST was an effective method in training these skills, that skills generalised to the natural 

setting (i.e., with dormitory staff), and maintained five months later. Luna and Rapp (2022) 

showed that antecedent-based training was effective in increasing staff use of praise. 

However, these changes did not result in reductions in the rate of resident disruptive 

behaviour. BST has also been implemented to train staff to deliver fixed-time attention (a 

non-contingent reinforcement intervention) with detained adolescents (McDougale et al., 

2019), which reduced “horseplay” (hitting, tripping, or pushing other residents, or throwing 

objects), and inappropriate vocalisations. These studies suggest that behaviour analytic 

approaches can be advantageously applied to offender populations, and findings might 

usefully inform applications of these approaches with adult prisoners.   

1.7.1 The Potential of Positive Behavioural Interventions and Support  

Another emerging literature base concerns the use of Positive Behavioural 

Interventions and Supports (PBIS) in forensic settings. PBIS is a framework grounded in 

empirical principles derived from applied behaviour analysis, and was originally developed 

as a means of improving student behaviour in schools (Sugai & Horner, 2019; Walker et al., 

1996). Rather than being a curriculum or prescriptive intervention for challenging behaviour, 

PBIS instead provides a framework that is designed to promote and maintain the use of 



15 

 

evidence-based practice (Sugai & Horner, 2019). Key principles within the framework are the 

identification of measurable outcomes that are informed by stakeholder values, the use of 

data-based decision making, incorporation of evidence-based practice, and establishing 

systems to support high-fidelity implementation (McDaniel et al., 2014; Sugai & Horner, 

2002). These principles are embedded across a continuum of behavioural interventions that 

increase in intensity in tandem with the needs of the population to which it is applied (Sugai, 

2007). The framework has accumulated substantial empirical evidence supporting its efficacy 

in reducing problematic behaviour in schools (Bradshaw et al., 2010), and has also garnered 

success in extensions to alternative educational settings (Grasley-Boy et al., 2020), residential 

facilities (Ennis et al., 2012), psychiatric hospitals (Reynolds et al., 2019), and juvenile 

justice facilities (Sprague et al., 2020).   

The PBIS framework consists of three tiers of support, designed to proactively reduce 

problematic behaviour by focussing on universal prevention strategies, teaching prosocial 

behaviours, and using evidence-based interventions derived from applied behaviour analysis 

(Solomon et al., 2012). The primary tier (Tier 1) within this model focusses on universal 

prevention of problematic behaviour and is implemented for prisoners across the facility 

(Walker et al., 1996). When implemented with integrity, this tier of support can be expected 

to improve behavioural outcomes for around 80% of the facility’s population. Those that do 

not respond to universal prevention strategies (as measured by the occurrence of problematic 

behaviours) are then targeted to receive secondary supports. Secondary (Tier 2) interventions 

are utilised for the 15-20% of the population for whom universal intervention strategies are 

not adequate (Simonsen, Myers, & Briere, 2011). These programmes provide more intensive 

monitoring and support for individuals shown to be at risk for displaying problematic 

behaviour. Tertiary interventions (Tier 3) are then reserved for the remaining members of the 

population for whom primary and secondary intervention strategies prove ineffective. 
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Typically, these individuals represent around 1-5% of the overall population (Ennis & 

Gonsoulin, 2015; Scott & Cooper, 2013). These interventions are highly individualised and 

are designed to target the specific needs of the person (Sugai, 2007). The logic behind the 

three-tiered approach is that it allows for the systematic identification of individuals in need 

of more intensive support, whilst providing a framework within which to embed a continuum 

of evidence-based intervention strategies to serve those individuals. In this way, the 

intervention framework is able to identify and respond appropriately and efficiently with 

effective and targeted intervention to all members of a given population.  

While a substantial literature base supports the application of the PBIS model in 

schools and alternative education settings (Grasley-Boy et al., 2020; Simonsen, Jeffrey-

Pearsall, et al., 2011), the extension of the model to juvenile justice and secure facilities is in 

its relative infancy. Important contextual differences exist between secure facilities and 

school-based applications that have required careful consideration to promote the successful 

extension of the framework to these settings (Jolivette & Nelson, 2010). Adaptations include 

a need to apply the framework within a 24/7 delivery model and across multiple 

environments bespoke to the setting (e.g., educational, residential, and recreational areas; 

Jolivette & Nelson, 2010; Kumm & Jolivette, 2017).   

Preliminary efforts in applying the model have been positive, with Sidana (2006) 

reporting reductions in the use of restraint, seclusion, and the number of disciplinary 

removals after implementation, and Johnson et al. (2013) reporting positive outcomes on the 

number of behavioural incidents. Meanwhile, a literature describing the feasibility of the 

approach has recently emerged, as well as literature reporting the social validity of 

implementation attempts (Jolivette et al., 2015; McDaniel et al., 2014; Sprague et al., 2020). 

The positive results of these studies suggest that the PBIS approach may hold promise within 

adult prisons. However, there are some important differences between adult and youth 
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correctional facilities, which can include their size, staffing ratios, and focus on education and 

rehabilitation (Caeti et al., 2003; Kupchik, 2007). As such, adult prisons may present a very 

different challenge to juvenile justice and school-based applications of PBIS, and the 

generality of interventions and other features of PBIS that have been found to be successful 

in these settings have yet to be investigated in adult correctional facilities.  

1.8 Summary and Research Aims 

Violent and disruptive behaviour in prisons presents significant challenges to 

correctional administrators and staff, with recent surges in dangerous behaviour (Prison 

Reform Trust, 2022) intensifying the need for more effective behaviour management 

strategies. Reviews of the literature suggest that behavioural approaches are most effective in 

reducing prisoner misconduct, but more and better quality research is needed to establish 

specific approaches that meet the needs of both prisoners and staff (Auty et al., 2017; French 

& Gendreau, 2006; Papalia, 2019). A lull in behaviour analytic research in forensic settings 

occurred in the 1980s (Collins et al., 2021; Gendreau et al., 2014), but renewed efforts in 

juvenile justice settings suggest that approaches derived from behaviour analysis may hold 

promise for adult correctional settings. PBIS, which offers a framework within which to 

integrate a continuum of evidence-based practices to address the needs of the population to 

which it is applied (Sugai & Horner, 2009), may be particularly relevant. Preliminary 

evidence suggests the approach is feasible, is viewed positively by residents and staff, and 

can be efficacious in improving resident behaviour in juvenile justice facilities (Johnson et 

al., 2013; Jolivette et al., 2015; Sidana, 2006; Sprague et al., 2020). However, little is known 

about the adaptations that might be needed to promote success in adult prison settings.  

This thesis aims to contribute to the empirical literature in the following areas. First, a 

comprehensive review of the literature will be conducted to update existing reviews of “what 

works” in reducing institutional misconduct and to establish a typology of interventions that 
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have been directed towards improving the institutional behaviour of prisoners (Chapter 2). 

Second, a focus-group study will be conducted in a large, Category B prison for adult male 

offenders to establish valued outcomes for intervention of key stakeholders (i.e., prisoners 

and staff) as well as potential barriers for PBIS implementation (Chapter 3). Third, 

stakeholder values, institutional data, analysis of institutional resources, and evidence-based 

practice will be incorporated into the design of a universal tier (Tier 1) intervention (Chapter 

4). Fourth, a feasibility study will be conducted to establish both the viability of the approach 

and the feasibility of conducting this type of research in the prison setting (Chapter 5). 

Finally, challenges and opportunities for behaviour analytic researchers will be discussed 

within the framework of the seven dimensions of behaviour analysis proposed by Baer et al. 

(1968; Chapter 6).  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 2:  

 

Reviewing the Evidence Base on “What Works” in Reducing Prisoner 

Misconduct 
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2.1 Introduction 

Prison misconduct constitutes any behaviour that would be illegal if committed within 

mainstream society (e.g., assaults, damage to property, drug related offences), as well as 

behaviour that otherwise violates institutional rules (e.g., disobeying the orders of staff, 

failure to remain in designated areas; Steiner, 2018). As discussed in Chapter 1, such rule 

violations impact safety and order within prisons, but can also adversely impact the mental 

health and well-being of both prisoners and staff (Goetting & Howsen, 1986; House of 

Commons Health and Social Care Committee, 2018; Steiner & Wooldredge, 2015). 

Problematic prisoner behaviour can also present a financial burden for correctional 

institutions, resulting in direct costs related to processing of incidents, medical care, and/or 

repair or replacement of damaged property, as well as indirect costs related to the need for 

heightened security to manage risk (Clark & Rydberg, 2016; Lovell & Jamelka, 1996).  

In the last decade, rates of violent and disruptive behaviour have increased 

dramatically across prisons in the UK (Prison Reform Trust, 2019; 2022; Ministry of Justice, 

2023c), highlighting the need for effective interventions to address these problems. 

Unfortunately, correctional intervention research has primarily focussed on reductions in 

recidivism (MacKenzie & Farrington, 2015). Given that one of the primary purposes of 

prisons is to reduce crime and reoffending (Ellison et al., 2017; Ministry of Justice, 2021b), 

this focus is understandable. However, criminal behaviour whilst incarcerated has been found 

to be related to the likelihood of recidivism upon release (Cochran et al., 2014; French & 

Gendreau, 2006). As such, identifying means of improving the in-prison behaviour of 

prisoners should likely be considered an important goal for correctional researchers. 

The extant research directed toward the study of prisoner misconduct has primarily 

focussed on two goals: (1) identifying risk factors and correlates of inmate misconduct (e.g., 

Steiner et al., 2014); and (2) evaluating intervention strategies for improving prisoner 
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behaviour (e.g., French & Gendreau, 2006). Investigations into the aetiology of prisoner 

misconduct have been broad, ranging from the analysis of individual-level risk factors 

including age, gang-affiliation, and sentence length (e.g., Camp et al., 2003; Cunningham & 

Sorenson, 2007) to more macro-level risk factors, such as prison management practices, 

crowding, staffing, or other environmental factors (e.g., Gadon et al., 2006).  

Randol and Campbell (2017) conducted one such macro-level analysis, evaluating 

how the availability of eight types of treatment programmes were correlated with levels of 

violence. They found that the availability of some programmes (substance abuse, sex 

offender, and family and life skills programmes) were significantly associated with reductions 

in inmate-inmate assault, while the reverse was true of vocational and employment 

programmes. Their analysis also suggested that the availability of mental health, educational 

and employment programmes were associated with increased inmate-staff assaults. The 

authors concluded that the general availability of programming did not appear to have a 

beneficial impact on the rate of prisoner assaults on staff. However, the authors also noted 

that the availability of programmes neither guaranteed nor was equivalent to actual 

programme engagement by prisoners, with prisoners often only accessing programming 

directly prior to their release. Measuring the mere availability of programming provides no 

guarantee that these programmes meet the required levels of treatment fidelity to be 

considered an evidence-based treatment (Lipsey & Cullen, 2007). As such, valid 

determinations of programme effectiveness require direct evaluations of intervention 

effectiveness on prisoners who are engaged in programmes, rather than viewing programme 

availability as a macro-level risk factor for prisoner misconduct. Studies focussed on the 

second goal of the literature on prisoner misconduct (i.e., direct evaluations of intervention 

effectiveness) will be the focus of this chapter.  
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2.1.1 Previous Reviews of “What Works” in Improving Prisoner Conduct 

The previously discussed academic focus on reducing offender recidivism has 

resulted in a relatively sparse literature concerning the improvement of in-prison behaviour 

(MacKenzie & Farrington, 2015). Early attempts to review and synthesise the existing 

research on improving prisoner conduct (or reducing misconduct) revealed a combined total 

of only 32 studies (Keyes 1996; Morgan & Flora, 2002). Gendreau and Keyes (2001) 

suggested that this may be due in part to challenges in locating relevant studies, with the 

subject matter being difficult to describe in a manner that is responsive to conventional search 

strategies. As a result, searches are inevitably populated with highly irrelevant papers that 

share common terminologies (e.g., the recidivism literature or academic and professional 

misconduct). This means that the identification of studies targeting in-prison behaviour can 

be extremely difficult, and even the most systematic review attempts may fail to flag all 

pertinent studies. Researchers have also discussed a dearth of treatment evaluations within 

the correctional literature, with high quality research in prisons being notably difficult to 

conduct (Field et al., 2019; Polaschek & Collie, 2004).  

Despite these challenges, a slightly more recent comprehensive meta-analysis 

expanded on previous reviews, and included 68 studies, 104 effect sizes, and a sample size of 

over 21,000 inmates (French & Gendreau, 2006). This study concluded that, when applied to 

issues of prisoner misconduct, behavioural approaches (defined as strategies utilising radical 

behavioural, cognitive behavioural, social learning, or punishment-based methodologies) 

produced far stronger effect sizes than non-behavioural approaches (e.g., nondirective 

therapy, group milieu). This identification of general principles of effective intervention is 

important in furthering understanding of what works and directing future research (Gendreau 

et al., 2006).  
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In the past 15 years, two additional systematic reviews have been published 

concerning interventions targeting the improvement of the institutional behaviour of 

prisoners. Auty et al. (2017) reviewed the use of psychoeducational approaches in prisons and 

secure psychiatric units, focussing on institutional violence rather than general misconduct. 

They limited their analysis to studies published between 1996 and 2016 and suggested that 

published studies could be grouped under two broad categories: evidence-based approaches 

(cognitive-behavioural and social learning approaches) and group milieu therapies, which 

included therapeutic communities. In contrast to previous findings, however, Auty et al. did 

not find comparably robust evidence for interventions utilising social learning or cognitive 

behavioural approaches. The source of the discrepancy is unclear but may be due to their 

specific focus on violence rather than overall misconduct, for which intervention effects 

might differ (e.g., Lugo et al., 2017; Pompoco et al., 2017), or due to an increase in research 

quality in recent years that more accurately estimates treatment effects (MacKenzie & 

Farrington, 2015). For group milieu therapies, the review found that therapeutic community 

interventions showed promise, with four of the five included studies reporting reductions in 

levels of violence in comparison to control groups.  

In a more recent review and meta-analysis, Papalia et al. (2019) focussed on violent 

offenders in prisons and forensic mental health settings and found a lack of evidence to 

support the use of psychological interventions (including CBT, behaviour therapy, dialectical 

behaviour therapy, and motivational interviewing) on institutional misconduct. However, 

their synthesis was relatively small in comparison to previous works, perhaps due to their 

exclusive focus on violent offenders, identifying only nine studies that measured institutional 

misconduct, and only seven of these being included in the meta-analysis. The larger 

proportion of included studies were also sampled from forensic mental health settings rather 
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than prisons, making their results perhaps more relevant to the former types of institution and 

populations. 

2.1.2 General Conclusions from the Literature 

Taken together, the extant literature does not provide a well-defined picture of what 

works in improving the in-prison conduct of prisoners. The more comprehensive reviews 

within this sparse literature have historically provided a strong directive to move towards 

behavioural approaches for reducing prisoner misconduct (French & Gendreau, 2006; Keyes, 

1996; Morgan & Flora, 2002). However, these reviews are now relatively dated, with more 

recent reviews focussing on very specific offender populations (i.e., violent offenders; 

Papalia et al., 2019) or types of misconduct (i.e., violence; Auty et al. 2017). A decade and a 

half has therefore passed without a comprehensive update to the synthesis reported by French 

and Gendreau (2006). Given that the more recent targeted reviews have produced 

comparatively inconclusive results (Auty et al. 2017; Papalia et al., 2019), revisiting these 

findings across the broader misconduct literature seems prudent. 

French and Gendreau’s (2006) recommendations to pursue behavioural approaches 

were useful in providing general principles for the treatment of institutional misconduct. 

However, their definition of behavioural approaches encompassed a vast collection of 

treatment modalities and intervention approaches (e.g., radical behavioural, social learning, 

cognitive behavioural, and punishment). As a result, it is currently difficult to draw solid 

conclusions as to what definitively works in improving prisoner conduct. Further work is 

therefore needed to gain a more nuanced understanding of how specific treatment approaches 

and procedures differentially impact prisoner misconduct levels.  
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2.1.3 Aims of This Review 

The primary aim of this review is to better establish “what works” by updating 

previously conducted reviews, and create a more refined taxonomy by which to characterise 

the types intervention that have been utilised to improve prisoner conduct. Lipsey (2009) 

undertook a similar task, using an inductive approach to create a taxonomy for interventions 

used with juvenile offenders. He classified interventions into seven categories: surveillance, 

deterrence, discipline, restorative programmes, counselling and its variants, skill building, 

and multiple co-ordinated services. These categories have since been useful in focusing 

follow-up reviews (e.g., MacKenzie & Farrington, 2015). The intention is to partially 

replicate these procedures, reviewing studies of interventions with both adults and juveniles 

in prison settings, to better distinguish the effects of distinct treatment approaches and 

potentially direct future intervention-specific reviews.  

Secondary objectives of the review include describing and discussing the relevant 

heterogeneity of the included studies, including examining more minute procedural variations 

within defined treatment approaches, as well as discussing other potential moderators of 

effects such as setting, populations, treatment dosage, and type of misconduct reported. It is 

anticipated that such analyses will yield a better understanding of what works in improving 

the institutional behaviour of prisoners, as well as usefully informing future research 

undertakings.  

2.2 Method 

2.2.1 Eligibility Criteria for Included Studies 

Studies were required to meet six criteria to be included in the review. First, they had 

to be published in a peer-reviewed journal and written in English. While including grey 

literature into systematic reviews can have many benefits (Paez, 2017), this literature can 

often suffer from methodological limitations (Rothstein & Hopewell, 2009). Gray literature 
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was therefore excluded, given that the quality of the extant literature identified by previous 

reviews has not historically been high (Auty et al., 2017; French & Gendreau, 2006). Second, 

studies needed to evaluate a psychological, behavioural, educational, or other therapeutic 

(e.g., counselling) intervention or treatment. Studies that utilised diet or drug-based 

treatments were excluded.  

Third, studies were required to directly evaluate the impact of intervention upon in-

prison misconduct (as opposed to recidivism or post-release misconduct). This was defined 

as: i) any behaviour that would be illegal if committed outside of prison or is in violation of 

an institution’s rules or policies, or ii) the engagement in any behaviour that was stated in-text 

as being problematic to the administration of the facility. Examples included assault or 

violent incidents, verbal abuse, drug offences, property offences, and noncompliance, 

amongst others.  

Fourth, reported measures of misconduct must have included official measures of 

misconduct, or direct observations of behaviour, thereby excluding studies that exclusively 

reported prisoner self-report measures, psychometric scales, and post-hoc questionnaires 

completed by staff. Although self-report and official measures of misconduct have been 

deemed generally valid (Steiner, 2018), the estimates produced by each measurement strategy 

suffer from different limitations. Caution has therefore been advised against combining 

measures of misconduct due to the discrepancies that exist between different sources (Van 

Voorhis, 1994). For example, official misconduct measures have been criticised as 

underreporting misconduct due to discretionary judgments made by individual prison officers 

(Steiner, 2018). Self-report strategies, in contrast, require participants to actively volunteer 

information, potentially introducing issues with selection bias. Both self-report measures and 

staff evaluations (e.g., rating scales or questionnaires that are completed post hoc) may also 

misreport levels of misconduct due to recall issues or bias (Steiner, 2018; Van Voorhis, 1994). 
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Official measures of misconduct were therefore selected as the focus of this review, given the 

primary concern of this review is the identification of interventions that improve institutional 

measures of misconduct rather than perceptions of misconduct. These measures have also 

been suggested to be more commonly reported in the literature post 1990 (Steiner, 2018). 

The fifth criterion for inclusion required studies to report outcomes for either juvenile 

or adult offenders that were court-mandated to reside within a prison or young offender’s 

institution. These were defined as any facility whereby residents are compulsorily required to 

abide. To avoid ambiguity with care institutions, included studies were required to refer to a 

known type of prison or young offender’s institution (i.e., prison, jail, detention centre, 

penitentiary, correctional facility) or to an incarcerated population (i.e., prisoners) as part of 

their study methodology. This definition included open prisons, due to the ambiguity with 

which these settings were often described in the literature. Facilities that catered to 

specialised offender populations outside of prison (e.g., psychiatric hospitals), as well as post-

release residential placements were excluded. Also excluded were studies that catered only 

for sex offenders, as this population is often deliberately housed separately from other 

prisoners and is significantly less prone to engage in institutional misconduct (McNaughton 

& Webster, 2018; Steiner et al., 2014). This population was therefore deemed to be 

sufficiently different from the general prisoner population to warrant separation.  

The sixth inclusionary criterion concerned the quality of the research design utilised 

within the study. Based on precedent set by previous systematic reviews and meta-analyses 

(Auty et al., 2017; Lipsey, 2009), the University of Maryland’s Scientific Methods Scale was 

utilised to initially rate research quality. This scale was developed by researchers in the field 

of criminology to provide an easy-to-use and readily communicated rating system for 

research quality (Farrington et al., 2002), and was therefore suitable for making rapid but 

objective decisions regarding study quality. The scale comprises five levels; (1) correlations 
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between interventions and treatment effect, (2) Pre-post comparisons without a control group, 

(3) between-group comparisons with similar treatment and control groups, (4) comparisons 

between multiple treatment and control groups, with control over relevant confounding 

variables, (5) randomised controlled trials. Studies that did not achieve a minimum of level 3 

on this scale were excluded. Where multiple papers were identified that reported outcomes of 

the same experimental evaluation (such as longitudinal follow-ups), the evaluation with the 

most up-to-date data for inclusion was selected.   

2.2.2 Information Sources and Search Strategy 

Test searches were initially conducted to refine search terms and increase the 

relevance of captured studies. Electronic searches for keywords were conducted using Ovid 

to search a range of relevant databases (including EMBASE, MEDLINE, PsycArticles, and 

PsycINFO; 1860 to October 2019) on 17/10/19. The search terms included synonyms of 

misconduct (misconduct OR inappropriate OR improper behavio*r OR behavio*ral 

infraction* OR violat* OR rule violation* OR complianc* OR adjustment OR prison 

management OR incident* OR disciplinary report* OR insubordinat* OR assault* OR 

violen* OR aggress* OR noncomplian* OR disobedien*), synonyms of prison settings or of 

the offender population (prison* OR jail* OR incarcer* OR imprison* OR correction* OR 

“correctional facilit*” OR institut* OR felon* OR offen* OR delinquen* OR disciplin* OR 

criminal*), and key-terms pertaining to behavioural, psychological, or other therapeutic 

treatment (behavio*r therapy OR behavio*r modification OR cognitive-behavio*r therapy 

OR behavio*ral skills training OR psychol* treatment OR token econom* OR contingency 

management OR behavio*r contract* OR response cost OR applied behavio*r analysis OR 

cognitive therapy).   
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Figure 1 

PRISMA Flowchart for Search and Screening Strategy (Page et al., 2021). 

 

Initial searches produced 6,334 titles, of which 77 were deemed eligible for potential 

inclusion. Of these, 75 were successfully retrieved and screened using the above inclusionary 

criteria. Uncertainties were discussed and resolved via review and consultation with a 

member of the supervisory team (IA). Authors were contacted for clarification where needed. 

Additional titles (n=119) were identified for screening via ancestry and citation searches of 

included studies as well as from key meta-analyses and systematic reviews (Auty et al., 2017; 

French & Gendreau, 2006). The process was repeated with newly identified papers to 

produce a final list of records. Reasons for exclusion at full text level were recorded in a 

database in Microsoft Excel and are presented in Appendix A. The majority of studies (n=80) 

were excluded because the effects of intervention on eligible misconduct outcome data was 

not reported, 38 studies were excluded based on their research design (i.e., utilised a repeated 

measures or other ineligible design) or due to being scored as at critical risk of bias (Sterne, 

Higgins, et al., 2016; see Risk of Bias Assessments, below), 20 studies were excluded 
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because they were not conducted in a prison, and three studies were excluded because they 

did not experimentally evaluate an intervention or treatment, of which, two were review 

papers.  

2.2.3 Data Extraction 

A data extraction form was created in Microsoft Excel® to record the following 

information: country published, prison setting and security level, participant demographics, 

intervention details (treatment name, duration, and intensity), control group details, the type 

of professionals involved in delivery of intervention, follow-up duration, details of dependent 

measures (e.g., total misconduct, violent offences, drug offences), and outcomes of 

intervention on these measures. The data extraction form was independently piloted by the 

lead researcher and two other postgraduate research students (CS, MO, & JT) using a random 

sample of papers (n=4), to ensure the extraction protocol and form were clear. Inconsistencies 

in extraction were resolved by discussion (i.e., where reviewers had not extracted all relevant 

outcome measures or had extracted different statistics). Following this, the extraction form 

and protocol was revised to improve clarity and reliability, including revision to the guidance 

for each section. A further 12 studies were independently reviewed (amounting to 32.7% of 

included studies), with 95.74% interrater agreement.  

2.2.4 Categorisation of Interventions 

A primary aim of the review was to explore variations among the types of 

interventions targeting prisoner behaviour, with a view to identifying strategies that are 

effective in ameliorating institutional misconduct. Given a lack of an existing typology of 

interventions by which to classify the available literature, the precedent set by previous meta-

analyses in the correctional literature was followed (e.g., Lipsey, 2009, South et al., 2014) to 

iteratively develop a set of definitions that broadly encompassed the available intervention 

approaches. Definitions were initially developed through reviewing the included studies and 
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the extant literature. Ten randomly selected studies from the sample were then independently 

coded using these definitions by the lead researcher and a member of the supervisory team 

(JA). Disagreements were discussed and utilised to further develop definitions. These 

definitions then used to categorise the entirety of the data set. Each study was coded 

independently by the lead researcher and a second postgraduate student (MO or JT). 

Disagreements were discussed and settled by third reviewer (JA).  

 Seven distinct treatment approaches were identified by which to categorise the 

reported interventions. Some of the interventions described in the literature were multi-

component and were therefore coded across multiple categories (Lipsey, 2009). For example, 

therapeutic community interventions commonly report utilising cognitive-behavioural 

strategies (e.g., Welsh et al., 2007) and would therefore be coded as utilising both a 

therapeutic community and cognitive behavioural approach. A short definition of each 

category is provided below. Full operational definitions of each category appear in Appendix 

B. 

Cognitive-Behavioural Approaches 

These programmes were characterised by procedures designed to actively change, 

reframe, or challenge maladaptive or dysfunctional thinking patterns, or procedures used to 

teach new cognitive skills (Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005).  

Social Skills Training 

These programmes were characterised by their use of instruction, modelling, rehearsal 

or role-play, and feedback to teach prosocial and adaptive skills (Ollendick & Hersen, 1979). 

These programmes are distinct from cognitive-behavioural strategies in their lack of a 

cognitive approach (i.e., did not attempt to change or teach cognitive skills).  
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Counselling/Therapy, Discussion Groups 

Counselling programmes were characterised by structured or unstructured discussion 

sessions with a therapist, either in individual sessions or as part of a group. Interventions in 

this category were distinguishable in their lack of reference to the use of cognitive 

restructuring or cognitive behavioural approaches.  

Therapeutic Communities/Group Milieu 

Programmes in this category were characterised as utilising structured environments, 

peer influence/social learning approaches, behavioural contingencies, and hierarchical 

responsibilities and privileges as participants progress through treatment.  

Educational/Vocational 

This category included all programmes designed to teach academic and/or vocational 

skills. 

Solitary Confinement 

This category included programmes that evaluated the use of disciplinary or 

administrative segregation.  

Pet Programmes 

Programmes in this category utilised animal-human interaction as their primary mode 

of treatment.   

2.2.5 Risk of Bias Assessments 

The quality of each of the studies included in the following review were assessed 

using risk of bias tools. The potential biases introduced in a given experimental trial depend 

upon the type of research design utilised (Sterne, Hernán, et al., 2016). The Cochrane 

Collaboration recommend utilising the RoB 2 (Sterne et al., 2019) to assess risk of bias in 

randomised control trials and the ROBINS-I (Sterne, Hernán, et al., 2016) to assess bias in 

non-randomised experimental research designs. There is substantial crossover between these 
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tools, with the latter four risk of bias domains of these tools being identical, namely: 

measuring risks related to deviations from intended interventions, missing outcome data, 

measurement of the outcome, and selection of the reported result. The difference between 

these tools relate to biases that occur prior to intervention for each respective research design 

(Sterne, Hernán, et al., 2016). For randomised controlled trials, the RoB 2 assesses risks 

related to the randomisation process, while the ROBINS-I assesses the risks of bias due to 

confounding, selection of participants into the study, and classification of intervention status 

for non-randomised group designs. The choice of assessment tool was therefore dependent 

upon the type of research design that was utilised.  

Risk of bias classification differed slightly based on the assessment tool utilised. For 

the RoB 2, studies were rated for their risk of bias across each domain as either ‘low’, ‘some 

concerns’, or ‘high’. The ROBINS-I however, allowed ratings of ‘low’, ‘moderate’, ‘serious’, 

or ‘critical’. Studies that received a low risk of bias using this tool could be considered 

comparable to a randomised controlled trial, while a study rated at moderate risk of bias 

would be considered methodologically sound for a non-randomised study, but not comparable 

to a randomised controlled trial. Studies that attained an overall rating of a serious risk of bias 

were considered to have important methodological issues, while those rated at critical risk of 

bias were excluded from the synthesis entirely, based on guidelines published by the 

Cochrane Collaboration (Sterne, Higgins, et al., 2016). Two reviewers (CS and IA) initially 

assessed 14 studies (28.6% of sample) utilising the risk of bias tools. Disagreements were 

discussed and resolved, before assessment was completed for the remaining studies by the 

lead author (CS).  

Quality Assessments 

The included studies utilised either a randomised group design (n=21) or a non-

randomised group design (n=38). Table 1 displays risk of bias assessments across the five 
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domains of the RoB 2 (Sterne et al., 2019); Figure 2 displays results across studies as 

percentages. Substantial bias was detected in all included studies, with none of the studies 

achieving a low overall risk-of-bias rating. Some concerns were identified in just over half of 

studies (52.38%), with the remainder rated as high risk of bias. A common source of bias was 

related to the randomisation process, with only one study (Lambert et al., 2007) achieving a 

low risk of bias on this domain. This might be attributed more to reporting failures than the 

methodologies utilised, with a high proportion of studies omitting reports of the sequence 

generation process utilised. The other prevalent source of bias was related to the selection of 

reported results. This can largely be attributed to there being no reference to pre-specified 

analysis plans in the reports of any of the included studies. 

Figure 2 

Distribution of Risk of Bias Ratings for Studies Assessed Using the RoB 2 Tool (Sterne et al., 

2019). 
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Table 1 

Risk of Bias Ratings for Studies Assessed Using the RoB 2 Tool (Sterne et al., 2019) 

Study Reference 
Randomisation 

process 

Deviations from 

intended 

interventions 

Missing 

outcome 

data 

Measurement 

of the outcome 
Selection of the 

reported result 
Overall Bias 

Andrews & Young (1974a) Some concerns Low Low Low High High 

Andrews & Young (1974b) Some concerns Low Low Low High High 

Armstrong (2002) Some concerns Low Low Some concerns Some concerns High 

Collier et al. (2001) High Low Low Low Some concerns High 

Glick & Goldstein (1987a) High Low Low Some concerns Some concerns High 

Glick & Goldstein (1987b) High Low Low Low Some concerns High 

Hogan et al. (2012) Some concerns Some concerns Low High Some concerns High 

Hollin & Courtney (1983) Some concerns Some concerns Low Some concerns Some concerns Some concerns 

Hollin et al. (1986) Some concerns Some concerns Low Low Some concerns Some concerns 

Lambert et al. (2007) Low Some concerns Low High Some concerns High 

Leak (1980) Some concerns Some concerns Low Low Some concerns Some concerns 

Lee & Gilligan (2005) Some concerns Low High Low Some concerns High 

Leeman et al. (1993) Some concerns Some concerns Low Low Some concerns Some concerns 
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Study Reference 
Randomisation 

process 

Deviations from 

intended 

interventions 

Missing 

outcome 

data 

Measurement 

of the outcome 
Selection of the 

reported result 
Overall Bias 

Liau et al. (2004) Some concerns Low Low Low Some concerns Some concerns 

Morgan et al. (1999) Some concerns Low Low Low Some concerns Some concerns 

Ollendick & Hersen (1979) Some concerns Low Low Low Some concerns Some concerns 

Persons (1965) Some concerns Some concerns Low Low Some concerns Some concerns 

Persons (1966) Some concerns Low Low Low Some concerns Some concerns 

Sowles & Gill (1970a) Some concerns Some concerns Low Low Some concerns Some concerns 

Sowles & Gill (1970b)  Some concerns Some concerns Low Low Some concerns Some concerns 

Wormith (1984) Some concerns Some concerns High Low High High 

Note. Publications reporting multiple studies are denoted with letter ranges following the publication year. 

Table 2 

Risk of Bias Ratings for Studies Assessed Using the ROBINS-I Tool (Sterne, Hernán, et al., 2016) 

Study Reference Confounding Selection 

of 

participants 

Classification 

of 

intervention 

Deviations 

from 

intervention 

Missing 

outcome 

data 

Measurement 

of the 

outcome 

Selection 

of the 

reported 

result 

Overall 

Bias 

Baro (1999) Serious Serious Moderate NI Low Moderate Moderate Serious 
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Study Reference Confounding Selection 

of 

participants 

Classification 

of 

intervention 

Deviations 

from 

intervention 

Missing 

outcome 

data 

Measurement 

of the 

outcome 

Selection 

of the 

reported 

result 

Overall 

Bias 

Butler et al. (2018) Moderate  Moderate Low Moderate Low Low Moderate Moderate 

Camp et al. (2008) Moderate Low Low Low Low Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Claypoole et al. (2000) Serious Low Low Low Low Low Moderate Serious 

Dietz et al. (2003) Serious Low Low Low NI Moderate Moderate Serious 

Duwe et al. (2015) Moderate Low Low Low Low Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Fournier et al. (2007) Serious Moderate Low Low Low Low Moderate Serious 

Glowa-Kollisch et al. (2014) Serious  Moderate Low Moderate Low Moderate Moderate Serious 

Goldenberg & Cowden (1977) Serious Low Low Low low low Serious Serious 

Hoogsteder et al. (2014) Moderate Moderate Low Moderate Low Serious Serious Serious 

Hollin & Henderson (1981) Serious Low Low NI Low Low Serious Serious 

Ingram et al. (1970) Serious Low Low NI Low Low Moderate Serious 

Katcher et al. (1989) Serious Low Low NI Serious Low Serious Serious 

Langan & Pelissier (2001) Serious  Serious Low Serious Low Low Moderate Serious 

Langenbach et al. (1990) Serious  Low Low Low  NI Low Moderate Serious 

Lucas & Jones (2017) Moderate Serious Low Ni Low Low Moderate Serious 
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Study Reference Confounding Selection 

of 

participants 

Classification 

of 

intervention 

Deviations 

from 

intervention 

Missing 

outcome 

data 

Measurement 

of the 

outcome 

Selection 

of the 

reported 

result 

Overall 

Bias 

Lugo et al. (2017A-F) Moderate Serious Low Low  Low Low Moderate  Serious 

Maglinger et al. (2013) Serious  Low Low NI NI Moderate Serious Serious 

Morris (2016) Moderate Low Low NI Low Low Moderate Moderate 

Morrissey (1997) Serious Low Low Low  NI Moderate Moderate Serious 

Pompoco et al. (2017A-C) Serious Serious Low Low Low Low Serious Serious 

Saylor & Gaes (1997) Serious  Moderate Low NI NI Low Serious Serious 

Serin et al. (2009)  Serious Low Low NI Low Low Moderate Serious 

Stallone (1993) Serious Low Low NI Low Low Moderate Serious 

Strah et al. (2018)  Serious  Low Low Low Low Low Moderate Serious 

Walters (1999) Serious Low Low NI Low Low Moderate Serious 

Walters (2005) Moderate Low Low  NI Low Low  Serious Serious 

Watt & Howells (1999) Serious Low Low Moderate Low Low Moderate Serious 

Welsh et al. (2007) Moderate Low Low Moderate NI Low Moderate Moderate 

Wormer et al. (2017) Moderate  Low Low Low Low Low Moderate  Moderate 

Note. As with Table 1, publications reporting multiple studies are denoted with letter ranges following the publication year.  
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Table 2 displays risk of bias assessments across the seven domains of the ROBINS-I 

(Sterne, Hernán, et al., 2016); Figure 3 displays results across studies as percentages. Risk of 

bias overall was again high, largely due to risks of confounding. This was unsurprising, given 

that this risk is generally high in non-randomised studies (Sterne, Higgins, et al., 2016). 

Assessments focused on participant variables associated with misconduct (age, prior offence 

history, and misconduct history; Cunningham & Sorensen, 2007; Steiner et al., 2014), as well 

as the impact of volunteer bias (Grady et al., 2012). Common strategies to deal with these 

confounds include the use of matching procedures or regression analyses, with 28 of the 38 

included studies reporting some attempt to control one or more of these variables.   

Figure 3 

Distribution of Risk of Bias Ratings for Studies Assessed Using the ROBINS-I Tool (Sterne, 

Hernán, et al., 2016). 

Serious risks associated with the selection of reported results were scored against ten 

of the included studies. The remaining studies (n=28) were rated at a moderate risk of bias, 

which can again be largely attributed to a distinct lack of reference to pre-specified analysis 

plans. Also notable was the high proportion of studies that failed to provide sufficient 

information on which to make a judgement regarding deviations from intended interventions 
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and missing outcome data (n=13 and n=6 respectively). This highlights the need to improve 

reporting precision in the field, as well as overall research quality (French & Gendreau, 2006; 

MacKenzie & Farrington, 2015). The unfortunate implications of these limitations of the 

literature are that confident treatment recommendations based on the available evidence 

become more difficult. As a result, outcomes of studies scored as being of higher quality 

(e.g., low or some concerns using the ROB 2 tool, or low or moderate using the ROBINS-I 

tool; Table 1 and 2) have been synthesised separately in the results, to allow judgements on 

treatment effectiveness that are based solely on studies that are of higher quality. 

2.3 Results 

49 publications were identified, reporting a total of 59 studies or analyses, of which 

57 were independent1. Avoiding statistical dependency is an important issue when 

synthesising outcomes from multiple studies (López‐López et al., 2018). However, given that 

the relevant analyses were categorised as different treatment approaches, their outcomes were 

never directly synthesised, meaning that this was not an issue for the purposes of this review. 

Outcomes are therefore summarised for all 59 studies as if they were independent. The 

majority of publications were published in the USA (n=41), with three being published in the 

UK, three in Canada, and one each in Australia and the Netherlands. The majority of articles 

(n=34) reported comparisons between an intervention and some form of control group (e.g., 

waitlist, treatment as usual, or no-treatment). The remainder compared multiple treatments 

either with (n=10) or without (n=5) an additional control group. Of these comparisons, five 

studies evaluated the differential effects of procedural variations within a particular treatment 

 
1 Lugo et al. (2017) reported effect sizes for six intervention strategies, with four analyses 

utilising independent participant samples.  They reported that 6% of eligible control cases 

were reused across the analyses of Thinking for a Change and Victim Awareness. 
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approach (e.g., group versus individual counselling; Sowles & Gill, 1970), while others (n=6) 

directly compared interventions categorised within different treatment approaches (e.g., CBT 

approaches versus social skills training versus discussion groups; Hollin et al., 1986).  

Information on study participants and setting, interventions and control groups, 

follow-up details, dependent variables, and any analysis results are summarised in Table 3. 

The table also depicts how interventions were categorised. The majority of included studies 

were successfully categorised into seven distinct treatment approaches, with ten studies 

falling into an ‘other’ category. Examples of interventions included in this category were a 

psychodrama intervention, a bible college programme, and a Vipassana meditation retreat.  

Participant variables and settings also varied considerably. Reported populations 

included adult offenders (prisoners over the age of 18; n=20), juveniles (n=12), and a mix of 

both (n=7), with some studies failing to specify (n=20). Security levels of institutions ranged 

from minimum to maximum security, though over half of studies (n=30) failed to provide this 

information. The majority of studies evaluated the effects of intervention on male offenders 

(n=45), with seven analysing misconduct across a mix of genders, and the remainder (n=7) 

failing to specify these details. These inconsistencies in the reporting of relevant setting and 

population variables make synthesis of outcomes challenging.  

There was also substantial heterogeneity among studies in the way that misconduct 

was reported both across and within each treatment approach. Many studies reported 

misconduct as a single construct encompassing all types of infractions (n=41), while others 

(n=29) subcategorised incidents either by type (e.g., violent, nonviolent) or by severity (e.g., 

serious, minor), with eleven of these studies subcategorising as well as reporting a total 

measure of misconduct. The majority (n=42) of analyses reported the frequency of 

misconduct (i.e., the rate of disciplinary offences for the included participants), some (n=23) 
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reported prevalence outcomes (i.e., measures representing the proportion of population that 

engaged in any act of misconduct during the follow-up period), while others (n=7) reported 

both. One study (Langenbach et al., 1990) reported the proportion of prisoners committing 

no, one, two, three, four, five, or more than five infractions during the measurement period. 

Length of follow-up of misconduct measures also varied considerably across studies, ranging 

from two weeks to four years, impacting the comparability of outcomes. In addition to this 

heterogeneity, only 33 of the 59 studies provided raw data or sufficient information to 

compute comparable effect size estimates. These factors precluded a meaningful meta-

analysis of outcomes (Haidich, 2010).  

Instead, a narrative synthesis of programme outcomes has been attempted, to identify 

areas of promise for future correctional researchers. To this end, the rating system reported by 

Sherman et al. (1997) has been used to identify ‘what appears to work, what doesn’t, and 

what’s promising’ in reducing crime. For an intervention strategy to be scored as ‘working’, 

at least two studies must be identified that report a significant reduction on a measure of 

misconduct, with the preponderance of the identified evidence also supporting a positive 

effect of intervention on this measure. To be categorised as ‘promising’, at least one study 

reporting a significant reduction on a measure of misconduct must be identified, with the 

preponderance of studies also being in favour of the intervention’s effectiveness. To be scored 

as ‘doesn’t work’, at least two studies evaluating the impact of the intervention must be 

identified, with the preponderance of the evidence indicating a lack of effectiveness. Given 

these criteria, summaries of outcomes are therefore reported below for intervention strategies 

for which there is evidence of effectiveness on at least one misconduct outcome, or for which 

there are at least two evaluations reporting on a comparable misconduct outcome (e.g., total 

misconduct, violent misconduct, or drug related misconduct). The results of syntheses have 

been organised under headings for each treatment approach below. 
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Table 3 

Details and Results of Included Studies by Category of Intervention 

Study Participants & Setting Interventions evaluated Cat Follow-up details Outcomes 

analysed 

Results 

Armstrong 

(2002) 

Participants: Male adult 

and juvenile prisoners. 

Age: Treatment M = 

20.25(0.96), Control M= 

20.16(1.01) 

Setting: County jail in 

Maryland 

 

“Youthful Offender Unit (YOU)”. 

Higher staffing and Moral 

Reconation Therapy (N=129) 

 

Control group: No training (TAU) 

N = 127 

CBT During intervention. 

Details not specified. 

Frequency & 

Prevalence of 

total 

disciplinary, 

serious 

aggressive, 

serious rules, 

less serious 

aggressive, and 

minor 

disciplinary 

violations.  

 

No significant effect on the frequency or 

prevalence of misconduct respectively: 

total disciplinary violations (d = -0.014 

and 0.093), serious aggressive violations 

(d = -0.126 and -0.078), serious rules 

violations (d = -0.054 and -0.003), less 

serious aggressive violations (d=-0.019 

and -0.108), minor disciplinary 

violations (d=0.187 and 0.195) 

Baro (1999) Participants: Close 

security inmates. Age: NI. 

Setting: Michigan 

Reformatory. Houses 

1,200. Gender: Male 

 

Strategies for Thinking 

Productively (STP) Phase 1 

(N=41) 

 

Strategies for Thinking 

Productively (STP) Phase 2 

(N=41) 

 

Volunteers for other self-help 

programs (N=41) 

CBT 

 

 

 

CBT 

Follow-up =1 year. 

Phase 1 = after 8-

week program. Phase 

2 = after 6months of 

program. Control = 

after 8-weeks of self-

help programs. 

Frequency & 

prevalence of 

disobeying a 

direct order, 

assault, and 

total major 

misconducts.  

Frequency: Both STP groups (Phase 1 

and 2) were much less likely to disobey 

a direct order than comparison group: χ2 

(2,123)=7.093, p  =0.029. Participants in 

STP phase 2 committed fewer assaults 

than participants in Phase 1 and control: 

χ2(2,123)= 6.354, p=0.042. Significant 

between group differences not found for 

total major misconducts. Prevalence: 

Fewer inmates in treatment groups 

disobeyed a direct order (59% and 61% 

vs 34%), Gamma test was significant 

(p<.05). No significant difference 

between groups for total major 

misconduct (24%, 22%, and 24%). 

 

Camp et al., Age: Treatment = 38.70, The Life Connections Program CBT Follow-up Prevalence of Any misconduct: All analyses 
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Study Participants & Setting Interventions evaluated Cat Follow-up details Outcomes 

analysed 

Results 

(2008) Control = 38.67. Setting: 

5 LCP site prisons and 13 

other prisons (participants 

matched to LCP sites by 

sex and security level. 

Gender: 79.6% male 

(LCP) N=443 

 

Prisoners in non-LCP prisons 

(N=1,147) 

=18months after 

treatment start. 

any, serious, 

and less 

serious 

misconduct 

suggested no significant between group 

differences. Less serious misconduct: 

Significant differences not found using 

PSMATCH2 and Parsons' greedy 

algorithms. Significant differences 

found in two of five data sets created by 

multiple imputation for the NNMATCH 

algorithm. Serious misconduct: 

Treatment participants suggested to 

engage in less serious misconduct by all 

algorithms (PSMATCH2, Greedy 

match, and NNMATCH) 

 

Glick & 

Goldstein 

(1987A) 

Participants: Juvenile 

offenders incarcerated for 

assault, burglary, drug use, 

trespass. Age: 15 (14-17 

range). Setting: Annsville 

Youth Center, a New York 

State Division for Youth 

residential facility 

Gender: Male 

 

Aggression Replacement Training 

(N=24) 

 

Brief instruction control (N=24) 

 

No treatment control (N= 12) 

CBT 

 

 

 

Follow-up began 

immediately during 

treatment for 10 

weeks.  

Frequency of 

behaviour 

incidents.  

Positive, significant effect of treatment 

for ART group than either brief 

instruction or a no treatment control 

group: F = 11.51, p<.01. 

Glick & 

Goldstein 

(1987B) 

Participants: Male 

juvenile and young adult 

offenders. Jailed for 

violent offences. Age: M 

= 18y8m. Setting: Mac-

Cormick Secure Centre, a 

maximum security New 

York State Division for 

Youth (13-21yo) 

 

Aggression Replacement Training  

 

Brief instruction control group 

 

No treatment control 

CBT 

 

 

Follow-up began 

immediately during 

treatment for 10 

weeks. 

Frequency of 

behaviour 

incidents.  

No significant differences between ART 

group and control groups: F = .69, p = 

n.s. 

Total N = 51. 
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Study Participants & Setting Interventions evaluated Cat Follow-up details Outcomes 

analysed 

Results 

Glowa-

Kolisch et 

al., (2014) 

Participants: Adult 

offenders 

Age: Between 26 and 55. 

Setting: New York City 

jail 

Gender: Male 

Beyond the Bridge (N=218) 

 

Matched 2011 non-participants 

(N=267) 

 

Matched 2010 past cohort 

(N=413) 

CBT Follow-up during 

treatment. Variable 

follow-up. Average 

"person days" in 

treatment calculated. 

Frequency of 

guilty 

infractions.  

Significant between group difference 

was not found for 2011 treatment group 

and 2011 control: ARR = 0.62, 95% CI 

= (0.38, 1.02). Significant difference 

found when comparing 2011 treatment 

group to 2010 comparison: ARR = 0.36, 

95% CI = (0.23, 0.56) 

 

Hogan et al. 

(2012) 

Participants: Male adult 

prisoners placed in 

involuntary treatment 

programme Age: 

Treatment M = 

21.31(2.26), Control M = 

20.43(1.77). Setting: 

High-security prison. Up 

to 450 staff and 1,338 

prisoners predominantly 

under age of 26 

 

Cognitive Housing Approach: 

New Goals Environment 

(CHANGE) (N=122) 

 

Control group: Wait list. Housed 

separately from general 

population but did not receive 

treatment. (N=91) 

CBT Began at end of 

phase 1. 6 months 

total (follow up at 

3m and 6m) 

Frequency: 

Total 

misconduct, 

violent, 

disobeying 

direct order, 

insolence, 

other 

nonviolent 

misconduct. 

Effect sizes from a univariate analysis 

using the general linear model were 0 or 

.01 for all the misconduct variables, 

suggesting a nonexistent or extremely 

small effect. 

Hoogsteder 

et al., 

(2014) 

Participants: Juvenile 

offenders 

Age: Treatment = 17(1.2), 

Control = 16.64(1.3) 

Setting: Secure Dutch 

juvenile justice institution 

(JJI) 

Gender: Treatment 

=93.7% male, Control = 

71.4% male 

 

Re-ART and EQUIP (N=23) 

 

EQUIP and TAU (N=11) 

 

Re-ART and TAU (N=40) 

 

TAU control (N=17) 

CBT 

 

CBT 

 

CBT 

Post-test: 3m into 

treatment 

Follow-up: M=46.86 

weeks for Tx,43.89 

weeks for Cx after 

treatment  

Frequency of 

aggressive 

incidents.  

Participants in Re-ART group engaged 

in fewer aggressive incidents: F(1, 84)= 

7.08, p =  .009, d = 0.70.  

Lambert et 

al., (2007) 

Participants: Adult and 

juvenile offenders. Age: 

20.87(2.07). Setting: A 

high security prison in the 

Midwest USA. Gender: 

Male 

CHANGE program (N=68) 

 

TAU control (N=68) 

CBT Baseline: up to 1 

year prior (rate 

calculated). Post-test: 

7months during 

treatment. Follow-

up: 3 and 6 months 

Frequency of:  

violent, 

disobeying 

direct order, 

insolence, 

other 

Outcomes measured three and six 

months after treatment completed. No 

significant differences on misconduct 

reports for any of the misconduct 

outcomes.  
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Study Participants & Setting Interventions evaluated Cat Follow-up details Outcomes 

analysed 

Results 

immediately 

following 

completion 

nonviolent, & 

total 

misconduct  

 

Langan & 

Pelissier, 

(2001) 

Participants: Adult 

offenders. Age: 

36.12(8.72) 

Setting: 20 minimum, low 

and medium security 

prisons across the USA 

Gender: 83.35% male 

Drug and Alcohol treatment 

Program (DAP) (N=698) 

 

Non participants (N=563) 

CBT Baseline = time 

incarcerated before 

graduation 

Follow-up = post-

graduation (average 

14months). A 

matched, faux 

graduation date 

created for control 

participants 

 

Prevalence of 

misconduct.  

Confounding variables controlled for via 

logistic regression. Treatment group 

participants committed significantly 

fewer infractions (B= -1.362, SE = 

0.479, OR = 0.26, p <0.01). Probability 

of misconduct for programme 

completers was reduced by 74%. 

Leeman et 

al., (1993) 

Participants: Male 

juveniles court-committed 

for parole violations or 

relatively less serious 

felonies 

Age: 16(range 15-18) 

Setting: Medium-security 

correctional facility of a 

midwestern state.  

 

EQUIP (N=20) 

 

Motivational control group 

(N=19) 

 

Simple control group (N=18) 

CBT Baseline=1st month 

after treatment 

Follow-up = 5 

months (Months 2-6 

after treatment) 

Frequency of 

incident 

reports.  

The frequency of an adjusted mean 

incident report was significantly lower 

for the treatment group than for either of 

the control groups: Treatment group 

=0.16, Motivational = 1.11, and simple 

= 1.64, F(2,44) = 7.75,< p < .005. 

Liau et al., 

(2004) 

Participants: Adult 

offenders. Age: 29.9(18-

61). Setting: Alvis House, 

a community corrections 

agency, USA. Gender: 

71% male 

EQUIP programme (N=144) 

 

TAU control (N=132) 

CBT Follow-up: 2 months 

immediately post-

treatment 

Frequency of 

major, severe, 

serious, minor 

misconducts. 

Authors suggested participants receiving 

EQUIP received significantly fewer 

serious violations than the control group 

F(1,275) = 4.25, p<0.05). No significant 

between group differences reported for 

major, severe, and minor violations. 

 

Lugo et al., 

(2017A) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners in Ohio state 

prisons. Age: Treatment: 

participants =28.6. 

Completers = 33.5. 

Cage Your Rage (CYR; N=973; 

participants = 187, completers = 

786) 

 

Waitlist control (N=973) 

CBT Baseline = 1st year 

of custody. Follow-

up= 2nd year of 

custody 

Prevalence of 

violent, drug, 

property, and 

all other 

infractions. 

Significant differences not found 

between programme starters and control 

group on any measure of misconduct 

(violence: t=-1.23, drug offences: t=-

1.53, property offences: t=-0.16, other: 
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Matched control: 

participants = 27.9. 

Completers = 33.7.  

t=0.35).  

One significant difference found for 

CYR treatment completers against 

control group for "other misconduct": 

t=-2.03. No significant differences for 

all other misconduct outcomes 

(violence: t=-1.7, drug offences: t=0.26, 

property offences: t=-0.07, other: t=-

2.03). 

 

Lugo et al., 

(2017E) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners in Ohio state 

prisons. Age: Treatment: 

participants = 

28.7,Completers = 28.9. 

Matched control: 

participants = 31.0, 

Completers = 30.2 

 

Thinking for a Change (N=692; 

participants = 423, completers = 

269) 

 

Waitlist control (N=692) 

CBT Baseline = 1st year 

of custody. Follow-

up= 2nd year of 

custody 

Prevalence of 

violent, drug, 

property, and 

all other 

infractions. 

Significant differences for violent 

offences committed by treatment 

participants (i.e. non-completers) and 

control group (t=-1.96, p<0.025) and for 

treatment completers (t=-2.39, p<0.005). 

Significant differences not found on all 

other measures of misconduct. 

Morgan et 

al., (1999) 

Participants: Adult male 

prisoners Age: 32.2(8.1). 

Setting: correctional 

facilities in a Midwestern 

state 

 

Group psychotherapy (N=20) 

 

Control group: Waitlist (N=16) 

CBT Baseline = 3months. 

Post-test data 

collected 

immediately during 

treatment = 3months  

Frequency of 

disciplinary 

reports.  

Chi Square procedure suggested no 

significant relationship between group 

and disciplinary reports at pretest,  χ2 

(1df) = 0.60, p > 0.80 or posttest,  χ2 

(1df) = 2.40, p > 0.10. 

Morrissey 

(1997) 

Participants: Male 

juveniles. Age: 16y 

4months. Setting: 

Massachusetts Department 

of Youth Services 

Worcester Secure 

Treatment Unit. 

Multimodal treatment approach 

(N=36) 

 

Point level system, group & 

individual counselling, 

educational and vocational 

programs (N=41) 

CBT, 

OTH 

 

 

Follow-up during 

treatment for 1 year. 

Frequency of 

violent 

incidents,  

disruptive 

episodes, 

assault on 

residents, 

assaults on 

staff, and 

escapes.  

 

Treatment group committed fewer 

violent offences (t=-2.36, p<.05), 

assaults on residents (t=-2.43), and 

assaults on staff (t=-2.43, p<0.05). No 

significant between group differences 

found on disruptive episodes (t=-1.96, 

p=n.s.) and escapes (t=-1.29, p=n.s.). 

Serin et al., Participants: Male Persistently Violent Offender CBT Baseline: 6 months Prevalence of All groups committed fewer infractions 
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(2009) violent offenders Age: 

31.75(9.62). Setting: 

Dorchester Institution 

(New Brunswick) or 

Collins Bay Institution 

(Ontario) 

 

(PVO) programme (N=65) 

 

Anger and Emotion Management 

(AEM) referred via usual channels 

(N=105) 

 

AEM–PVO control (PVO eligible 

but assigned to AEM (N=33) 

 

Attrition/non-completers control 

(N=34) 

 

before program 

completion 

Follow-up: 6 months 

after program 

completion 

institutional 

misconduct. 

after program completion. These 

differences were only significant for the 

attrition group and AEM-control group. 

Walters 

(1999) 

Participants: Adult 

prisoners Age: Program 

participants: 34.54(8.24), 

control group: 

31.98(7.53).Setting: FCI-

Schuylkill, a medium 

security prison. Gender: 

Male 

 

Lifestyle Change programme 

(N=291) 

 

 

Waitlist control (N=82) 

CBT Follow-up= V 

variable but annual 

rate calculated. 

Treatment =26.61 

(16.29) Control = 

18.58 (10.87).  

Frequency of 

disciplinary 

reports. 

Participants in treatment group received 

significantly fewer disciplinary reports 

than control group (r = -.25, p <0.001, 

CI = -.35 to -.15), even when controlling 

for age (rpb = -.23, CI = -.33 to -.13.) 

Walters 

(2005) 

Participants: Male adult 

inmates. Age: Treatment = 

37.89, control = 36.24. 

Setting: medium security 

federal prison 

 

Lifestyle Change Program 

(N=203) 

 

Control group (eligible inmates 

volunteers that were transferred 

before participation. (N=124) 

CBT Baseline: Admission 

to last day of 

treatment (Control = 

LCP start date). 

Follow-up: After 

treatment until 

release (Control = 

after scheduled start 

date) 

Frequency of 

total 

disciplinary 

reports, and 

gambling-

related reports. 

An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) 

that controlled for race provided 

significant group, F (1, 323) = 10.14, p< 

0.01, and interaction, F (1, 323) = 5.80,  

p< 0.05, effects, with the effect of time 

falling short of significance, F (1, 323) = 

1.27, p> 0.10. 

ANOVA of gambling related infractions 

were insignificant across group: F (1, 

325) = 2.68, p = 0.10, time: F (1, 325) = 

1.21, p > 0.10, and interaction, F (1, 

325) = 0.07, p > 0.10. 

 

Watt & 

Howells, 

(1999) 

Participants: Male 

violent adult offenders 

Age: 28.76(8.77). Setting: 

Skills Training for Aggression 

Control (N=19) 

 

CBT Baseline: 1 month 

prior to treatment  

Post-test: 1 month 

Frequency of 

incident 

reports. 

0 incident reports at pre-test and post-

test for both treatment and control 

group. 
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2 maximum & 2 minimum 

security prisons in Perth, 

Western Australia. 

 

Waitlist control (N=19) after treatment 

Hollin et 

al., (1986) 

Participants: Juvenile 

and young adult offenders 

Age: 19.0(1.53) 

Setting: Borstal (young 

offender centre) 

Gender: Male 

Cognitive Behaviour Modification 

(N=5) 

 

Social skills training (N=5) 

 

Unstructured discussion (N=5) 

 

No training control (N=5) 

 

CBT 

 

SST 

 

COU 

 

 

Baseline: 10-15 

week prior to 

treatment 

Post-test: 10weeks 

during treatment 

Follow-up: 10 weeks 

immediately 

following treatment 

Frequency of 

Governor’s 

reports 

A 4 x 3 two-way ANOVA (groups x 

stages) suggested significant differences 

in receipt of Governor’s Reports, 

F(3,16)= 3.97, p < .05, with CBM, SST, 

and UD groups all receiving fewer 

reports. Reports for participants in NTC 

group increased considerably.  

Butler et al., 

(2018) 

Participants: Adult 

inmates 

Age: Treatment = 

29.49(8.62), Control = 

29.98(9.69). Setting: 3 

high-security facilities 

housing medium- and 

maximum-security 

offenders. Gender: Male 

Transformation Project + 

Segregation (N=374) 

 

 

 

Matched restrictive housing 

control (N=374) 

CBT, 

SOL 

 

 

SOL 

Follow-up =6 

months after final 

module submission 

(Control = after unit 

transfer) 

Prevalence of 

assault, drug/ 

alcohol, 

nonviolent 

misconduct. 

Participants overall were significantly 

less likely to engage in assault (28% vs. 

35%), drug/alcohol (6% vs. 13%), and 

nonviolent (67% vs. 75%) misconduct 

compared to control. However, this 

effect disappeared when controlling for 

type of restrictive housing. Significant 

between group differences not found for 

administrative segregation: Assault 

difference = -.04, SE = .08, z = .53, p= 

n.s. Drug difference = -.05, SE = .05, z = 

1.06, p=n.s. Nonviolent difference = .05, 

SE = .08, z=-.75, p=n.s. No differences 

either for disciplinary segregation: 

Assault difference = -.03, SE = .04, z = 

.81, p= n.s. Drug difference = -.01, SE = 

.02, z = .71, p=n.s. Nonviolent 

difference = -.07, SE = .04, z=-1.85, 

p=n.s. 

 

Hollin & 

Courtney, 

(1983) 

Participants: Juvenile 

and young adult male 

offenders 

Age: Treatment group: 

Short Course skills training (N=5) 

 

Long Course skills training (N=5) 

 

SST 

 

SST 

Baseline = 6-12 

weeks. Post-test = 

during intervention 

(4 days short course, 

Frequency of 

Governor’s 

reports and 

Minor reports. 

A 4 x 3 (Groups x Stages) analysis of 

variance (ANOVA), revealed no 

significant effects. 
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18.13. Control group “of 

similar ages” 

Setting: borstal for young 

male law-breakers 

 

No training control (N=5) 

 

Non-referred control (N=12) 

8 weeks long 

course).Follow up = 

8weeks immediately 

after intervention. 

Hollin & 

Henderson, 

(1981) 

Participants: Juvenile 

offenders serving Borstal 

Training sentences 

Age: Treatment M = 

18.2(1.6), Control M = 

17.2(1.8) 

Setting: HM Borstal, 

Feltham, Middlesex 

Gender: Male 

Social skills training (N=7) 

 

TAU control (N=7) 

SST Baseline = 12-15 

weeks prior to 

treatment (ratio 

calculated). Post-test 

= 10 weeks during 

treatment 

Follow-up = 8 weeks 

immediately after 

treatment 

Frequency of 

Minor and 

Governor’s 

reports. 

Minor reports: A 2 * 3 (group x stages) 

ANOVA was close to producing a 

significant interaction: F (2, 24) = 2.88. 

p <.10. Governor’s reports: When 

restricting analysis to those participants 

that received a governor’s report (N=10) 

there was a significant interaction: F 

(2,16) = 3.82, p <.05. However, the 

treatment group received significantly 

more governor’s reports pre-course: F 

(2, 19) = 5.57, p<.05.  

 

Leak (1980) Participants: Group 

counselling volunteers. 

Age: NI. Setting: Kansas 

State Penitentiary. 

Gender: NI 

 

PEER treatment (N=27) 

 

Traditional counselling (N=27) 

 

Waitlist control (N=26) 

SST 

 

COU 

 

 

1 year after program 

termination 

Frequency of 

rule violations 

No significant differences found 

between groups. 

Ollendick & 

Hersen, 

(1979) 

Participants: Juvenile 

adolescents. Age: 

14.3(range 13.5-16.0). 

Setting: Rockville 

Training Center, 

Rockville, Indiana. 

Gender: Male 

 

Social skills training (N=9) 

 

Discussion groups (N=9) 

 

TAU control (N=9) 

SST 

 

COU 

Baseline= 2weeks 

Post-test = 2 weeks 

immediately 

following treatment 

Frequency of 

disruptive 

behaviour 

No significant between group 

differences found, but differences in 

means were in favour of the Social 

Skills group. F = 2.02, p = N.S. (p>0.15) 

Andrews & 

Young, 

(1974) 

Participants: Juveniles & 

Young adults 

Age: 17.5 (range 16-21) 

Setting: Provincial 

minimum security, short-

term institution. 

Group counselling (16-17yo 

N=12, 18-21yo N=12) 

 

TAU control (16-17yo N=14, 18-

21yo N=9) 

COU Follow-up: 5 post-

treatment weeks. 

Frequency and 

prevalence 

measures of 

misconduct 

reports. 

Frequency: Younger counselling 

participants (16-17year olds) received 

significantly fewer reports: z=1.66, 

p<0.05. No significant between group 

differences for 18-21year olds (z=1.11, 

n.s.). Prevalence: Significantly fewer 
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Gender: Male 16-17 year olds in treatment group 

received a misconduct report (42% VS. 

79% in control; p < 0.06.). No difference 

between 18-21yo in treatment and 

control groups. 

 

Claypoole 

et al., 

(2000) 

Participants: Incarcerated 

juvenile offenders Age: 

Treatment = male: 14y5m, 

female: 14y8m. Control = 

male: 15y3m, female:16y 

Setting: North Carolina 

training school. Gender: 

50% male 

 

Moral dilemma discussion groups 

(N=24) 

 

Waitlist control (N=24) 

COU No further details on 

follow-up. 

Frequency of 

disciplinary 

infractions.  

Males and females in the treatment 

group received fewer infractions from 

pretest to posttest than the control group, 

but did not engage in significantly fewer 

infractions. 

Collier et 

al., (2001) 

Participants: Juveniles 

adjudicated to the Texas 

Youth Commission (TYC) 

Age: Range =14-18 

Setting: McFadden 

Ranch, a TYC facility. 

Gender: Male 

 

Node-link mapping counselling 

(N=20) 

 

Traditional counselling control 

(N=19) 

COU 

 

COU 

Baseline = 2 weeks 

prior to treatment 

Post-test = weeks 

three and four post 

treatment 

Frequency of 

programme 

infractions 

Misconduct decreased for participants in 

mapping condition. Mann-Whitney U 

for post-test: z (38) = –2.18, p < .05. 

Infractions for traditional counselling 

control increased. 

Goldenberg 

& Cowden, 

(1977) 

Participants: Adult 

offenders 

Age: Range 18-65. 

Setting: Medium security 

correctional institution, 

Wisconsin, Gender: Male 

Group therapy (N=87) 

 

No treatment control (N=90) 

COU Post-test = first 3 

months of treatment 

Follow-up = second 

3 months of 

treatment 

Frequency of 

rule violations.  

No significant between group 

differences for the frequency of 

aggressive behaviour, drug-related 

behaviour, sexually deviant behaviour, 

or possession of contraband materials. 

Rule violations committed by treatment 

group were significantly higher during 

the first three months of post-test but not 

in months 4-6 of follow-up 

 

Persons 

(1965) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners. Counselees had 

psychiatric diagnosis of 

sociopathic personality. 

Psychotherapy (N=12) 

 

TAU control (N=40) 

COU Follow-up  = 3 

months immediately 

during treatment 

Frequency of 

disciplinary 

reports. 

Control group received 38 reports, while 

only one report issued to psychotherapy 

group. Difference in proportion: z = 

6.11, p > .001. 
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Age: 22. Setting: Federal 

Reformatory in Ohio 

 

Persons 

(1966) 

Participants: Male 

juveniles and young adults 

Age: 16.35(range-15-19) 

Setting: Fairfield School 

for Boys, a state 

reformatory 

 

Psychotherapy (N=41) 

 

TAU control (N=41) 

COU Began immediately 

during treatment. 

Follow-up = 20 

weeks. 

Frequency of 

disciplinary 

reports. 

Significantly fewer disciplinary reports 

for psychotherapy group ( p <.01) 

Sowles & 

Gill, (1970) 

Participants: Juvenile 

youths 

Age: Boys M = 14.8, Girls 

M = 14.9. Setting: Utah 

State Industrial School 

Gender: 75% Male 

 

 

Individual counselling. (N=20; 15 

Male, 5 Female). 

 

Group counselling. (N=20; 15 

Male, 5 Female). 

 

TAU control. (N=20; 15 Male, 5 

Female). 

COU 

 

COU 

 

 

No details provided. Frequency of 

disciplinary 

reports 

No significant between group 

differences found for male: F = .81, df = 

2/36 or female: F = .29, df = 2/12 

participants. 

Dietz et al., 

(2003) 

Participants: Adult male 

prisoners Age: Treatment 

= 32.27(8.6), control = 

32.68(9.34) Setting: 

Medium/high security 

prison in Delaware 

KEY therapeutic community 

(N=118) 

 

Nontreatment units in general 

population (N=656) 

TC Follow-up began 

immediately during 

treatment for 2 years.  

Frequency of 

total, violent, 

and nonviolent 

infractions.  

Treatment group engaged in 

significantly fewer total infractions (p < 

.001), violent infractions (p < .001), and 

nonviolent infractions (p < .001). 

Results calculated as proportion per 100 

inmate days in prison.  

 

Lee & 

Gilligan, 

(2005) 

Participants: Violent 

offenders. Age: 30.4(9.1). 

Setting: Jail in San Bruno, 

California. Gender: Male 

Resolve to Stop the Violence 

Project (RSVP). (N=52) 

 

TAU control (N=53) 

TC Baseline: 9 months 

before RSVP. 

Follow -up: Post 

RSVP (15 months) 

Frequency of 

total, and 

violent 

incidents  

Participants on the treatment dormitory 

engaged in violent incidents at 3.6% of 

the rate of the control dormitory (t=-

3.17; p<0.05). For total incidents, 

participants engaged in incidents at a 

rate of 2.9% of the control dormitory 

(t=-5.87; p <0.0005). 

 

Maglinger 

et al., 

(2013) 

Participants: Male adult 

offenders. Age: Treatment 

median = 30, control 

median = 28. Setting: 

ARCH modified Therapeutic 

Community (1 dorm) 

 

TAU control (4 dorms) 

TC Follow-up during 

treatment for 4 years.  

Frequency of 

institutional 

write-ups.  

A repeated measures ANOVA (category 

x dorms) indicated participants on the 

treatment dormitory (Dorm 3) received 

significantly fewer institutional write-
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Green River correctional 

Complex, Kentucky. A 

960-bed medium security 

prison. 

 

ups than other dormitories in the general 

population (F (4, 24)= 5.61, p < 0.002). 

Strah et al., 

(2018) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners in a correctional 

facility in north eastern 

state housing average 

population of 700 

misdemeanour and low-

level felony offenders 

Age: 34.07(11.45) 

matched sample. 

 

Intensive Treatment Unit, CBT 

and TC (N=154) 

 

Nonparticipants and non-

completers (N=113) 

TC, 

CBT 

Follow-up after 

completion of 

treatment. 

Counterfactual date 

created for control 

group 

Prevalence of 

disciplinary 

reports.  

No significant between group 

differences were found between 

matched treatment and control groups in 

the prevalence disciplinary reports. ATE 

= -0.038, p = .398. For subgroups of 

misconduct: violent: ATE = -.031, p = 

.385; alcohol/substance: ATE = -.035, p 

= .08; other nonviolent: ATE = -.008, p 

= .866. 

Welsh et 

al., (2007) 

Participants: Male 

inmates. Age: Treatment= 

33.9(8.50), Control= 33.4 

(9.0). Setting: 5 Min/med 

to maximum security 

Pennsylvania prisons with 

TC dorms. 

 

Therapeutic Community (N=294) 

 

TC eligible participants 

completing less intensive forms of 

treatment (N=779) 

TC, 

CBT 

Baseline = 6+ 

months prior 

(standardised) 

Post-test = 6+ 

months post 

(standardised) 

Frequency of 

total, Class A, 

B, and C 

misconduct  

Significant interactions were not found 

(time x group) for Class A, B, C, or 

Total Misconduct.  

Duwe et al., 

(2015) 

Participants: Male 

offenders in Texas prison 

system. Age: Treatment = 

40.59, Control = 41.16. 

Setting: Texas 

Department of Criminal 

Justice’s (TDCJ) 

Darrington Unit, a max 

security prison.  

'Bible College' intervention 

(N=115) 

 

Waitlist control (N=115) 

EDU, 

OTH 

Follow-up = after 16 

months of treatment.  

Frequency & 

prevalence of 

total, minor, 

and major 

misconduct 

Prevalence: 57% of controls received 

disciplinary conviction following 

programme commencement, in 

comparison to 24% of treatment 

participants (t-test: p<0.001). 47% of 

controls received a disciplinary 

conviction for a minor misconduct in 

comparison to 19% of treatment 

participants (t-test: p<0.001). Finally, 

28% of controls engaged in a major 

disciplinary offence compared to only 

6% in treatment (t-test: p<0.001). 

Frequency Treatment participants 

engaged in significantly fewer 
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infractions across all three measures (t-

test: p <0.001) 

 

Langenbach 

et al., 

(1990) 

Participants: Incarcerated 

adults Age: NI specific to 

sample Setting: 

Oklahoma prisons 

Gender: NI specific to 

sample 

 

Televised Instructional System 

(N=100) 

 

Matched non-participant control 

(N=100) 

EDU Baseline = 1 year 

prior.  During varied, 

but typically > one 

year. Follow-up = 1 

year after  

Proportion of 

prisoners 

committing 

0,1,2,3,4,5,or 

>5 infraction 

No significant between group 

differences before, during, or after 

participation. 

Pompoco et 

al. (2017A) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners in Ohio prisons. 

Age: Treatment group: 

participants = 30. 

Completers = 31.4, 

Control participants=30, 

Completers=31.7  

 

Vocational programmes 

(N=1,354; participants= 849,  

completers = 505) 

 

Matched non-ppts in re-entry 

approved programs (N=1354) 

EDU Baseline = 1st year 

of custody. Follow-

up= 2nd year of 

custody 

Prevalence of 

violent, drug, 

property, and 

all other 

infractions. 

No significant between group 

differences for participants who 

completed vocational programmes and 

those who did not participate, or 

between those who started vocational 

programmes (but did not complete) and 

non-participants.  

Pompoco et 

al. (2017B) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners in Ohio prisons. 

Age: Treatment group: 

participants = 29.8. 

Completers = 29.2. 

Control: participants 

=30.4, Completers=29 

 

College classes (N=1,270; 

participants. = 1,166, completers= 

104) 

 

Matched non-participants in re-

entry approved programs 

(N=1,270) 

EDU Baseline = 1st year 

of custody. Follow-

up= 2nd year of 

custody 

Prevalence of 

violent, drug, 

property, and 

all other 

infractions. 

Significant difference found for the rate 

of violent misconduct rates for 

participants that completed college 

classes compared to non-participants. A 

significant difference was also identified 

for participants that started college 

classes (but did not complete) and non-

participants for drug offences. No other 

significant differences were identified.   

 

Pompoco et 

al. (2017C) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners in Ohio prisons. 

Age: Treatment group: 

participants: 28.4. 

Completers: 25.7. Control: 

participants = 28.9. 

Completers=25.9. 

 

General Equivalency Degree 

(N=6,680; participants = 3,962, 

completers = 2,718)  

 

Matched non-participants in re-

entry approved programs 

(N=6,680) 

EDU Baseline = 1st year 

of custody. Follow-

up= 2nd year of 

custody 

Prevalence of 

violent, drug, 

property, and 

all other 

infractions. 

A significant difference in the rate of 

violent misconduct was identified for 

participants that completed GED 

programs and non-participants. No other 

significant between group differences 

found.  

Saylor & Participants: more than Post release employment project EDU Follow-up data Prevalence of Chi square analysis was statistically 
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Gaes, 

(1997) 

7000 adult offenders. Age: 

NI 

Setting: Prisons in the 

USA. No further details 

given. Gender: NI 

 

(PREP) 

 

Non-participants control  

collected for last 

year of prisoner’s 

sentence. 

disciplinary 

reports.  

significant (p<.05). 22.2% of treatment 

received incident report, in comparison 

to 26.2% of controls for last year of 

incarceration. 

Lucas & 

Jones, 

(2017) 

Participants: Male prison 

inmates. Age: 

33.58(10.29). Setting: 5 

prisons, mixed security 

levels 

 

Disciplinary segregation (N=191) 

 

No treatment control (N=37) 

SOL Baseline = 2 years  

Follow-up = 2 years  

 

Frequency of 

total, major , & 

minor rule 

violations.  

Significant predictive relationships not 

found for overall total rule violations, p 

= .364, total major rule violations, p = 

.445, and total minor rule violations, p = 

.314. 

Morris 

(2016) 

Participants: Male adult 

offenders. Age: 

27.37(8.51). Setting: 70 

prison units from a large 

southern state 

Solitary confinement (N=915) 

 

No treatment control (N=915) 

SOL Follow-up: 12-

months after initial 

violent infraction 

Prevalence of 

violent 

offences, total 

misconduct. 

No significant between group 

differences found for violent offences 

(t=0.59, SE =0.021, p > .05). A 

supplemental analysis also failed to find 

any between group differences for all 

other misconduct. 

 

Katcher et 

al., (1989) 

Participants: Adult 

offenders. Age: NI. 

Setting: District of 

Columbia Department of 

Correction: Central 

Facility, Lorton, Virginia. 

Gender: Male 

 

People, Animals, Love 

programme (N=33) 

Waitlist control (N=13) 

PET Baseline = 2 years 

prior to pet. Post-test 

= 1 year after 

receiving pet 

Frequency of 

disciplinary 

offences  

No between groups difference found for 

participants given animals across 1 year 

follow-up in comparison to wait-listed 

controls. 

Fournier et 

al., (2007) 

Participants: Adult 

offenders. Age: Treatment 

= 26.1, control = 32.8. 

Setting: minimum-

security male prison in 

southwest Virginia, 

housing 352 inmates. 

Gender: Male 

 

Human-animal Interaction 

programme (N=24) 

 

Waitlist control (N=24) 

PET Baseline = 1 month 

before pretest 

surveys 

Follow-up= 

immediately during 

treatment for 1 

month (control =1 

month after survey) 

Frequency of 

institutional 

infractions  

Chi square analysis (2 x 2; Group vs 

phase) fell short of significance: χ2(1, n 

= 25) = 3.2, p < .10. 

Wormer et Participants: Prison Dog handler program (N=484) PET Follow-up analysed Frequency of Analyses utilised random effects 
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al., (2017) inmates 

Age: Treatment = 33.272, 

control = 33.021. Setting: 

12 prisons throughout 

Washington State 

Gender: Male 

 

Non participants (N=517) 

as a rate based on 

months incarcerated 

after intervention 

date. Comparison 

group follow-up 

=fixed 1,583 days. 

serious 

infractions, 

violent 

infractions, 

and sanctions 

imposed. 

regression models. Results suggested 

that participation the in the dog training 

programme negatively predicted serious 

infraction rates (B = -0.21, SE= 0.066, t 

= -3.182, p = 0.002) and 

 violent infraction rates (B = -0.238, SE 

= 0.065, t = -3.655, p <.001), but not the 

number of sanctions received (B=-0.099, 

SE = 0.066, t=-1.489, p = .137) 

 

Ingram et 

al., (1970) 

Participants: Juvenile 

offenders. 

Age: NI. Setting: 

National Training School 

for boys, correctional 

institution. Gender: Male 

 

Multimodal programme (N=20) 

 

Eligible prisoners from past 

cohorts (N=21) 

 

Non-participating eligible 

contemporary prisoners (N=13) 

OTH Follow-up conducted 

for 6months during 

treatment. 

Frequency & 

prevalence of 

assaultive 

offences.  

Frequency: No significant between 

group differences found. Across the six 

month programme, the treatment group 

engaged in fewer assaultive offenses 

than the control group (.25 vs .50 

assaultive offenses). Prevalence: 25% 

of programme participants committed 

assaultive offenses, in comparison to 

33% of controls (a non-significant 

difference) 

 

Lugo et al., 

(2017B) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners in Ohio state 

prisons. Age: Treatment: 

participants = 29.1, 

Completers = 30.9. 

Matched control: Started 

first year= 28.8, 

Completers = 30.9 

 

Inside-Out Dad (N=441; 

participants = 137, completers = 

304) 

 

Waitlist control (N=441 

OTH Baseline = 1st year 

of custody. Follow-

up= 2nd year of 

custody 

Prevalence of 

violent, drug, 

property, and 

all other 

infractions. 

Significant differences were not found 

(p>0.025) for IOD on any measure of 

misconduct. 

Lugo et al., 

(2017C) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners in Ohio state 

prisons Age: Treatment: 

Participants = 28.8, 

Completers = 33.1. 

Matched control: Started 

first year=28.6, 

Money smart (N=479; participants 

= 173, completers = 306) 

 

Waitlist control (N=479) 

OTH Baseline = 1st year 

of custody. Follow-

up= 2nd year of 

custody 

Prevalence of 

violent, drug, 

property, and 

all other 

infractions. 

Significant between group differences 

were found on violent offences for 

treatment participants and control group 

(t=-2.47, p<0.005) and for treatment 

completers (t=-2.38, p<0.005). 

Significant between group differences 

not found on any other comparison. 
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Completers = 33.5 

 

Lugo et al., 

(2017D) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners in Ohio state 

prisons. Age: Treatment: 

participants = 29.1, 

Completers = 31.6. 

Matched control: 

Participants =28.7, 

Completers = 31.8 

 

Responsible Family Life Skills 

(N=370; participants = 175, 

completers = 195) 

 

Waitlist control (N=370) 

OTH Baseline = 1st year 

of custody. Follow-

up= 2nd year of 

custody 

Prevalence of 

violent, drug, 

property, and 

all other 

infractions. 

Significant differences not found 

(p>0.025) for RFLS on any type of 

misconduct between treatment 

participants and control or treatment 

completers and control. 

Lugo et al., 

(2017F) 

Participants: Male 

prisoners in ohio state 

prisons. Age: Treatment: 

Participants = 28.7, 

Completers = 28.9. 

Matched control: 

Participants = 31.0, 

Completers = 30.2 

Victim Awareness (N=1303; 

participants = 632, completers = 

671) 

 

Waitlist control (N=1303) 

OTH Baseline = 1st year 

of custody. Follow-

up= 2nd year of 

custody 

Prevalence of 

violent, drug, 

property, and 

all other 

infractions. 

Significant between group differences 

for violent offences (t=-3.15, p<0.005) 

and "other" infractions (t=-3.77, 

p<0.005) between treatment completers 

of VA and control. Treatment 

participants (that did not complete 

treatment) did not significantly differ on 

these measures, however. All other 

between group differences were not 

significant. 

 

Perelman et 

al., (2012) 

Participants: Adult 

offenders. Age: 35.4(9.34) 

Range 21 to 63. Setting: 

Maximum security facility 

in Alabama. Gender: NI 

Vipassana meditation programme 

(N=60) 

 

Houses of Healing (HOH) (N=67) 

OTH 

 

 

OTH 

Baseline = 1 year 

prior to treatment  

Post-test = 1 year 

after treatment 

retreat 

Frequency and 

prevalence of 

infractions.  

Frequency: No significant difference 

found between either group on 

infractions, F(1,106)=.99, p=.32, np^2= 

.009. 

Prevalence: Groups were comparable at 

follow-up. Twenty-six VM participants 

and 24 comparison group participants 

engaged in at least one infraction. 

 

Stallone 

(1993) 

Participants: NI   

Age: NI 

Setting: NI  

Gender: NI 

Psychodrama (N=22) 

 

Intensive Services Programme 

Control (N=22) 

 

General prison population control 

OTH  

 

 

Baseline = 6-month 

period prior to 

participation. 

Follow-up = 6 

months after 

termination 

Frequency of 

disciplinary 

reports. 

ANOVA revealed an interaction effect 

(time x group) for psychodrama and two 

controls F(2, 65) = 6.37, p < .01, as well 

as a significant interaction (time x 

group) for psychodrama versus the 

Intensive Services control Group, F(1, 
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(N=22) 43) = 5.09, p < .05. 

 

Wormith 

(1984) 

Participants: Prisoners in 

a minimum security 

provincial institution. 

Age: 20.82(4.22) 

Gender: NI 

Four variations of community 

group discussion and a TAU 

control: Behavioural self-control 

training program (group 1 and 2) 

OR recreational exposure control 

program (group 3 and 4), with 

either trained volunteers OR 

untrained volunteers in each group 

 

 

 

OTH 

No details provided. Frequency of 

institutional 

disciplinary 

offences. 

Community group discussion sessions 

with trained volunteers and a 

behavioural self-control training 

program was the only treatment group to 

significantly reduce their frequency of 

disciplinary offences (F(l,30) = 4.47, p < 

.05), all other groups did not decrease 

incidence. 

Note. Intervention category has been abbreviated as follows: CBT = Cognitive-behavioural strategies, SST = Social skills training, COU = 

Counselling and discussion groups, TC = Therapeutic community, EDU = Educational and vocational, SOL = Solitary confinement, PET = Pet 

programmes. Results either extracted verbatim or summarised for brevity. 
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2.3.1 Cognitive-Behavioural Approaches 

This category included therapeutic interventions designed to address dysfunctional 

thinking patterns or teach new cognitive skills via cognitive-behavioural techniques 

(Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005). This category was by far the largest, with 22 publications 

(24 studies) evaluating the use of known ‘brand name’ cognitive-behavioural interventions 

(e.g., Thinking for a Change, Aggression Replacement Training) or simply making reference 

in-text to the use of cognitive-behavioural techniques (e.g., Morgan et al., 1999) as part of an 

intervention package.  

As previously discussed, the rating system developed by Sherman et al. (1997; see p. 

42) was utilised to evaluate the efficacy of this treatment approach in reducing comparable 

misconduct outcomes. Support for cognitive-behavioural strategies in reducing either the 

frequency or the prevalence of overall misconduct was not found, with the majority of studies 

failing to find a beneficial (positive) impact of treatment (see Table 4). The picture marginally 

improved when separately examining the high-quality studies (Table 4; see p. 40 for 

definition of high-quality studies), although the conclusions remained the same, with only 

two of the four studies finding a significant impact of treatment (Hollin et al., 1986; Leeman 

et al., 1993).  

 More promising were the effects of cognitive behavioural approaches on the 

frequency of violent misconduct, with three of the five studies (Baro, 1999; Hoogsteder et al., 

2014; Morrissey, 1977) identifying a beneficial effect on this measure. Unfortunately, this 

beneficial impact on institutional violence were not borne out by studies reporting on the 

prevalence of this outcome, with three of the four synthesised studies reporting non-

significant effects (i.e., equal) on this measure (Armstrong, 2002; Butler et al., 2018; Lugo et 

al., 2017). One might therefore infer that this approach may have beneficial effects on the 



60 

 

  

total number of infractions, but not significantly reduce the proportion of prisoners that 

engage in violent behaviours. 

Table 4 

CBT Outcomes Summary 

Type of misconduct 
Frequency or 

prevalence 

Number of 

positive/equal/negative 

outcomes 

What works, 

what doesn’t 

work, what’s 

promising?  

Total misconduct  Frequency 5 positive/ 9 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Total misconduct  Prevalence 1 positive/ 3 equal/ 1 negative Doesn’t work. 

Violent  Frequency 3 positive/ 2 equal/ 0 negative Works. 

Violent  Prevalence 1 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Disobeying a direct order Frequency 1 positive/ 2 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Insolence Frequency 0 positive/ 2 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Drug/alcohol misconduct Prevalence 0 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Property offences Prevalence 0 positive/ 2 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Nonviolent (other) Frequency 1 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

High quality studies only 

Total misconduct Frequency 2 positive/ 2 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Note. Violent misconduct included assault on residents, assaults on staff, and aggressive 

incidents. See p. 40 and pp. 41-42 for definition of ‘high-quality studies’ and 

‘frequency/prevalence’ measures, respectively.  

Syntheses of other subcategories of misconduct suggested that cognitive behavioural 

approaches are not effective in improving outcomes on these measures. It is important to note 

that outcomes were not synthesised whereby authors had subcategorised misconduct via its 

seriousness, as the definition of severity appeared largely idiosyncratic across the included 

papers. However, Liau et al. (2004) reported a significant impact of treatment on serious 

infractions (but not major, severe, or minor infractions), while some analyses conducted by 

Camp et al. (2008) identified a significant effect of treatment on both serious and less serious 

misconduct (but not on overall misconduct).  
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2.3.1.1 Findings for Specific CBT Curricula 

Several different CBT curricula or ‘name brands’ of CBT were identified in the 

analysis of the data, some of which were evaluated by multiple studies. For example, EQUIP 

was evaluated in two studies (Leeman et al., 1993; Liau et al., 2004), with significant 

reductions on overall misconduct being identified by the first study. In the second, the authors 

divided misconduct by severity, reporting the impact of treatment on major, severe, serious, 

and minor rules violations. They found significant reductions in the frequency of serious 

violations (but not major, severe, and minor).  As such, EQUIP may show initial promise for 

reducing the overall frequency of misconduct reports, and also in the reduction of some of 

types of misconduct. However, as Liau et al. did not report on how rules violations were 

divided, it is unclear for what types of incidents this particular curriculum might show 

promise.  

   Other CBT curricula included Cognitive Housing Approach: New Goals 

Environment (CHANGE), which was evaluated in two studies (Hogan et al., 2012; Lambert 

et al., 2007) with no statistically significant results being reported. Thinking for a Change 

(T4C) was also employed in two studies. For this curriculum, Lugo et al. (2017) identified a 

positive impact of treatment on the prevalence of violent offences (but not for drug, property, 

or other infractions), while Strah et al. (2018) found no significant differences between 

groups on overall misconduct reports. While this strategy therefore shows promise for the 

reduction of the prevalence of violence, there was insufficient evidence to determine its 

efficacy in reducing the frequency of misconduct, or non-violent infractions.  

Elements of the Lifestyle Change Program (LCP) was evaluated in two studies 

(Walters, 1999; 2005), with both reporting significant reductions in the frequency of total 

misconduct. This may provide some confidence that this programme works in reducing 

institutional misconduct, although it should be noted that both studies were scored as being at 
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serious risk of bias. Finally, the efficacy of Aggression Replacement Training was also 

evaluated in two studies (Glick & Goldstein, 1987). Significant reductions on total 

misconduct were reported when utilised in a medium security institution but not when 

implemented in a high security setting. There is therefore insufficient evidence to claim that 

this programme works in reducing misconduct.  

A further ten ‘name brands’ of CBT curricula were reported in the remaining studies, 

with five demonstrating a beneficial impact of treatment on at least one measure of 

misconduct: Cage Your Rage (Lugo et al., 2017), Re-ART (Hoogsteder et al., 2014), drug and 

alcohol treatment program (DAP; Langan & Pelissier, 2001), Strategies for Thinking 

Productively (Baro, 1999), and the Life Connections Program (Camp et al., 2008). No 

significant impact of treatment was reported for the remaining five curricula: Beyond the 

Bridge (Glowa-Kollisch et al., 2014), Transformation Project (Butler et al., 2018), Skills 

Training for Aggression Control (STAC; Watt & Howells, 1999), Persistently Violent 

Offender (PVO; Serin et al., 2009), and Moral Reconation Therapy (Armstrong, 2002). These 

findings suggest that while the strength of evidence for CBT approaches as a whole may be 

poor, some CBT curricula show promise for improving the in-prison conduct of prisoners.  

2.3.1.2 Heterogeneity in Treatment and Measurement 

Other explanations for the differential impact of specific CBT curricula may be 

related to differences in treatment intensity and the duration of its delivery, or simply due to 

disparities in the measurement of outcomes. For example, programmes varied widely in terms 

of the duration of treatment (ranging from 5 weeks to 18 months) and therapeutic contact 

hours (ranging from 7.5 hours to 144 hours, excluding intensive residential treatment 

programmes). Studies that provided shorter periods of treatment (equal to or fewer than 20 

weeks of treatment) were split from those providing longer periods of treatment based on the 

median length of treatment. For studies reporting shorter treatment durations, the only 
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synthesisable outcome was the frequency of total misconduct, with these studies again 

suggesting that cognitive behavioural approaches were not an effective strategy. For studies 

reporting longer treatment durations (i.e., greater than 20 weeks of treatment), evidence was 

found that cognitive behavioural strategies are effective in reducing violent infractions, but 

not the total frequency or prevalence of misconduct. However, it is important to note that the 

length of follow-up in the measurement of misconduct also varied across studies, ranging 

from as little as one-month post-treatment, to as long as a year, which may have also 

influenced outcomes across studies.  

The fidelity of programme delivery may also be relevant to discussions regarding the 

differential impacts of different curricula, though these details were rarely reported in the 

included literature, with only five of the 24 studies in this category explicitly reporting using 

procedures designed to assess and maintain treatment integrity (Hoogsteder et al., 2014; Liau 

et al., 2004; Morgan et al., 1999; Serin et al., 2009; Watt & Howells, 1999). Eight studies 

provided no information at all on the subject, and the remaining nine merely referred to the 

use of trained staff. Unfortunately, increased diligence in maintaining treatment integrity (or 

at least the reporting of the use of such procedures) did not appear to translate into superior 

outcomes for participants, with only two of these five studies reporting positive outcomes on 

any measure of misconduct (Hoogsteder et al., 2014; Liau et al., 2004).  

2.3.1.3 CBT as Part of Structured Residential Treatment Package 

Procedures varied widely across included programmes, but one significant variation 

was the use of a residential component with trained staff members (n=11). The philosophy 

behind this approach is to provide inmates with a structured setting in which to practice skills 

and receive more regular coaching and feedback from staff. This aspect of treatment features 

heavily in therapeutic community interventions, with two of these eleven studies also being 

categorised as such. Outcomes for this procedural variation are synthesised in Table 5. As can 
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be seen, the evidence in support of this strategy was very limited, with only one of seven 

studies reporting a beneficial impact on the frequency of total misconduct.   

Table 5 

CBT Programmes Delivered as Part of a Structured Residential Treatment Package 

Type of misconduct 
Frequency or 

prevalence 

Number of 

positive/equal/negative 

outcomes 

What works, 

what doesn’t 

work, what’s 

promising?  

Total misconduct  Frequency 1 positive/ 6 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Total misconduct  Prevalence 1 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Violent  Frequency 2 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Disobeying a direct order Frequency 1 positive/ 2 equal/ 0 negative  Doesn’t work. 

Insolence Frequency 0 positive/ 2 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Nonviolent (other) Frequency 0 positive/ 2 equal/ 0 negative  Doesn’t work. 

High quality studies only 

Total misconduct Frequency 1 positive/ 1 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Note. Violent misconduct included assault on residents, assaults on staff, and aggressive 

incidents. See p. 40 and pp. 41-42 for definition of ‘high-quality studies’ and 

‘frequency/prevalence’ measures, respectively.  

2.3.1.4 Conclusions for CBT Approaches 

Overall, these results suggest that cognitive behavioural approaches may be useful in 

reducing the frequency of violent incidents in prison, but evidence was not found of its 

effectiveness in reducing the proportion of prisoners that engage in such acts. Synthesis of 

included studies also did not suggest that cognitive behavioural strategies produced beneficial 

effects on the incidence of composite measures of institutional misconduct, or on 

subcategories of misconduct other than violence. Findings do indicate though, that some CBT 

curricula may hold greater promise than others, perhaps warranting further investigation into 

the procedural nuances that improve the relative impact of these programmes. However, 
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caution is warranted in the interpretation of these results, given the heterogeneity in treatment 

dosage between studies, as well as disparities in the measurement of misconduct.  

2.3.2 Social Skills Training 

Interventions in this category involved the use of instructions, modelling behaviour, 

rehearsal of skills, and the delivery of feedback to teach pro-social skills (Ollendick & 

Hersen, 1979). At a minimum, interventions were required to utilise skill rehearsal and 

feedback as part of instruction to be coded in this category. This group of interventions is 

distinct from cognitive-behavioural strategies due to the lack of a cognitive component (see 

Appendix B for complete operational definitions).  

Table 6 

Social Skills Training Outcomes Summary 

Type of misconduct 
Frequency or 

prevalence 

Number of 

positive/equal/negative 

outcomes 

What works, 

what doesn’t 

work, what’s 

promising?  

Total misconduct  Frequency 2 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

High quality studies only 

Total misconduct Frequency 1 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Note. For these syntheses Governors’ reports were categorised as a measure of total 

misconduct, ignoring minor reports for consistency, given that not all studies reported this 

measure (e.g., Hollin et al., 1986). Their inclusion did not change any of the verdicts on the 

efficacy of this approach.  See p. 40 and pp. 41-42 for definition of ‘high-quality studies’ and 

‘frequency’ of misconduct, respectively.  

Four of the included studies reported fairly typical social skills-training procedures 

(Hollin & Courtney, 1983; Hollin & Hendersen, 1981; Hollin et al., 1986; Ollendick & 

Hersen, 1979). The PEER programme reported by Leak (1980) was also categorised as social 

skills training due to its use of training and feedback for specific prosocial behaviour. 
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Treatment intensity across interventions in this category was fairly consistent, ranging from 

8-10 weeks in duration and 12-15 hours in terms of therapist contact time. The exception was 

one study that evaluated an intensive short course (4 days) against a long course (8 weeks; 

Hollin & Courtney, 1983). Training facilitation was most commonly undertaken by the 

researchers or trained psychologists, with two studies recruiting the assistance of a police 

officer to assist with role-plays (Hollin & Courtney, 1983; Hollin et al., 1986). Methods of 

assessing or maintaining treatment integrity of programming were not reported in any of the 

included studies. Summaries of synthesisable outcomes can be viewed in Table 6. 

2.3.2.1 Conclusions for Social Skills Training Approaches 

The synthesised evidence suggests that social skills training does not work in reducing 

the incidence of institutional misconduct, with only two of the five studies in this category 

reporting a beneficial impact of treatment (Hollin & Henderson, 1981; Hollin et al., 1986). 

Further, after studies of lower quality were removed, only one of the four remaining studies 

reported positive effects. It should be noted that all of the included studies were published 

between the late 70s and mid-80s, perhaps illustrating how interventions have since moved 

towards the inclusion of cognitive-behavioural elements.  

2.3.3 Counselling, Therapy, and Discussion Groups 

Interventions were included in this category if they utilised structured or unstructured 

discussion sessions with a therapist, either one-to-one or as part of a group. The distinction 

between interventions in this category and interventions in the previous categories was the 

lack of explicit skills training (see Appendix B) or cognitive behavioural approaches. Eleven 

studies were identified that evaluated counselling strategies or discussion groups as either the 

sole intervention or as part of a treatment package.  
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 This intervention category constituted the second largest grouping of studies, 

suggesting it is a very popular approach for targeting the institutional conduct of prisoners. 

Unfortunately, insufficient evidence was found that this form of treatment is effective in 

reducing either the frequency or prevalence of institutional misconduct. However, there did 

seem to be far greater consistency in reporting of misconduct outcomes for studies in this 

category, with 12 of the 15 analyses describing the impact of treatment on the frequency of 

overall infractions.  

Table 7 

Counselling, Therapy, and Discussion Groups Outcome Summary 

Type of misconduct 
Frequency or 

prevalence 

Number of 

positive/equal/negative 

outcomes 

What works, 

what doesn’t 

work, what’s 

promising?  

Total misconduct  Frequency 4 positive/ 6 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Total misconduct Prevalence 1 positive/ 1 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

High quality studies only 

Total misconduct  Frequency 3 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Note. Two studies were excluded from these syntheses as they compared different types of 

counselling rather than comparing the impact of counselling against a control (Collier et al., 

2001; Sowles & Gill, 1970). See p. 40 and pp. 41-42 for definition of ‘high-quality studies’ 

and ‘frequency/prevalence’ measures, respectively.  

2.3.3.1 Group Versus Individual Counselling 

There was substantial heterogeneity in the procedures utilised by interventions in this 

category. The most obvious procedural variation was the use of individual versus group 

counselling strategies. Eight of the included studies evaluated the impact of group 

therapy/discussion sessions on misconduct, with two reporting a positive impact (Andrews & 

Young, 1974; Hollin et al., 1986), but six reporting no benefit (Andrews & Young, 1974; 
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Claypoole et al., 2001; Goldenberg & Cowden, 1977; Ollendick & Hersen, 1979; Sowles & 

Gill, 1970). Three studies evaluated individual counselling as an approach, with two 

reporting no benefit (Sowles & Gill, 1970) and one reporting a positive impact of treatment 

(Persons, 1965). A final study evaluated the use of both individual and group counselling 

approaches (Persons, 1966), finding that the therapy group engaged in significantly fewer 

acts of misconduct. As a result, while evidence was not found for either group or individual 

counselling strategies in isolation, there may be some promise in utilising some combination 

of these strategies.  

2.3.3.2 Other Procedural Nuances Across Studies 

While the studies in this category all made use of some form of counselling or 

discussion sessions as part of treatment, there was a great deal of variability in how sessions 

were conducted. The types of professional facilitating sessions also varied widely across 

studies, ranging from staff psychologists, social workers, and undergraduate students. 

Another potentially important variable was the duration and intensity with which therapy 

sessions were delivered, with the duration of treatment ranging from 4 weeks (Collier et al., 

2001) to 6-months (Goldenberg & Cowden, 1977) across the included studies. Therapist 

contact-time also varied, with participants receiving as little as 2.5 hours (Andrews & Young, 

1974) to as many as 80 hours (Persons, 1966). Studies were grouped based on the median 

treatment intensity of the included studies, so that studies reporting fewer than 20 therapist 

contact hours and studies reporting 20 or greater contact hours could be separately evaluated, 

to determine whether increasing the dosage of treatment delivery might positively impact the 

incidence of overall misconduct. Unfortunately, evidence was not found to support this 

notion, with neither grouping suggesting any beneficial impact of counselling interventions 

on the incidence of misconduct. 
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A final observation regarding the studies included in this category was the distinct 

lack of procedures designed to assess or maintain treatment integrity. For counselling 

approaches, this might be unsurprising, given that treatment sessions can often be 

intentionally nondirective (e.g., Collier et al., 2001; Hollin et al., 1986). However, some 

studies did programme specific topics as part of intervention (e.g., moral dilemma discussion 

groups; Claypoole et al., 2000), as part of a more structured approach. Leak (1980) directly 

contrasted a more structured approach to counselling (node-link mapping) against a more 

traditional counselling strategy, finding that the former produced superior reductions in 

misconduct. This indicates that structuring discussion sessions may be an important variable 

in improving the outcomes of this approach. Unfortunately, it was not possible to further 

evaluate how the more structured approaches compared with non-directive approaches due to 

the limited procedural information offered by many of the studies, combined with difficulties 

in objectively operationalising this concept.  

2.3.3.3 Conclusions for Counselling/Discussion Groups  

The synthesised evidence does not suggest that counselling or discussion groups are 

effective in reducing the incidence of misconduct. One study reported reductions in 

misconduct for a treatment approach involving both group and individual counselling 

(Persons, 1966), but more research utilising a similar strategy is needed. A second study also 

suggested that a more structured approach to counselling may be superior to traditional 

approaches (Leak, 1980). However, the overall evidence suggests that researchers might be 

better served investigating alternative approaches to the treatment of prisoner misconduct.  

2.3.4 Therapeutic Communities/Group Milieu 

 Therapeutic communities are residential settings that aim to create a structured 

environment where peer influence and explicit behavioural contingencies are used to teach 

and shape behaviour (Malivert et al., 2012). Prisoners in therapeutic communities are able to 
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earn increased privileges and responsibilities as they progress through treatment as part of a 

hierarchical model. This approach also often makes use of cognitive-behavioural approaches, 

with these being explicitly referenced in two of the included studies (Strah et al., 2018; Welsh 

et al. 2007). As such, these two were also therefore categorised as cognitive behavioural 

approaches.  

Five studies were identified that evaluated the use of a residential therapeutic 

community. As can be seen in Table 8, these studies indicate that this approach may be 

effective in reducing the frequency of misconduct in prison, with three of four studies 

reporting a beneficial impact on total misconduct (Dietz et al., 2003; Lee & Gilligan, 2005; 

Maglinger et al., 2013). In addition, both studies that reported on the frequency of violent 

misconduct reported beneficial outcomes (Dietz et al., 2003; Lee & Gilligan, 2005), with the 

former of these studies also reporting a beneficial impact of treatment on nonviolent 

misconduct. However, it should be noted that most of the studies in this category were scored 

as being of high or serious risk of bias using the RoB 2 (Sterne et al., 2019) and ROBINS-I 

tools respectively (Sterne, Hernán, et al., 2016). Only one study was assessed as being of only 

moderate risk of bias (Welsh et al., 2007), reporting no significant impact of treatment.  

Table 8 

Therapeutic Communities/Group Milieu Outcome Summary 

Type of misconduct 
Frequency or 

prevalence 

Number of 

positive/equal/negative 

outcomes 

What works, 

what doesn’t 

work, what’s 

promising?  

Total misconduct  Frequency 3 positive/ 1 equal/ 0 negative Works. 

Violent  Frequency 2 positive/ 0 equal/ 0 negative Works. 

Nonviolent Frequency 1 positive/ 0 equal/ 0 negative Promising. 

Note. See p. 41 for definition of ‘frequency’ of misconduct. 
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2.3.4.1 Conclusions for Therapeutic Communities 

Sufficient evidence was identified to suggest that therapeutic communities are an 

effective strategy for reducing the overall number of institutional infractions. However, these 

findings should be treated cautiously given that of the five included studies, four were scored 

as having a high or serious risk of bias, with the only study scoring a moderate risk of bias 

failing to identify an effect of treatment.  

2.3.5 Education/Vocational Programmes 

 Studies whose aim was to teach (didactically or otherwise) educational or vocational 

skills were included in this category. Four publications were identified that met this criterion 

(Duwe et al., 2015; Langenbach et al., 1990; Pompoco et al., 2017; Saylor & Gaes, 1997), 

yielding six independent analyses/studies. All of the studies included in this category 

measured the impact of these programmes on the prevalence of misconduct, with only one 

study also measuring the frequency of misconduct (Duwe et al., 2015). Summaries of 

comparable outcomes can be seen in Table 9. 

Our syntheses suggest that educational or vocational programmes have a beneficial 

impact on the proportion of prisoners engaging in any type of misconduct, as well as violent 

misconduct specifically. The approach also appears to show promise for reducing the 

frequency of misconduct. Of the studies included in this category, only one was scored as 

being at moderate risk of bias (Duwe et al., 2015), which reported reductions in both the 

prevalence and frequency of misconduct for a Bible College programme where participants 

were able to earn a degree in biblical studies. This study was also coded as “other” due to the 

faith-based component of this strategy. Overall, these syntheses suggest that educational 

programmes show promise for the amelioration of institutional misconduct in prison.  



72 

 

  

Table 9 

Education/Vocational Programmes Outcome Summary 

Type of misconduct 
Frequency or 

prevalence 

Number of 

positive/equal/negative 

outcomes 

What works, 

what doesn’t 

work, what’s 

promising?  

Total misconduct  Prevalence 2 positive/ 1 equal/ 0 negative Works. 

Total misconduct  Frequency 1 positive/ 0 equal/ 0 negative Promising. 

Violent offences Prevalence 2 positive/ 1 equal/ 0 negative Works. 

Drug offences Prevalence 0 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative  Doesn’t work. 

Property offences Prevalence 0 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Other infractions Prevalence 0 positive/ 3 equal/ 0 negative  Doesn’t work. 

High quality studies only 

Total misconduct Prevalence 1 positive/ 0 equal/ 0 negative Promising. 

Total misconduct Frequency 1 positive/ 0 equal/ 0 negative Promising. 

Note. Other infractions were defined as infractions that were not covered by the violent, drug, 

or property offence categories. See p. 40 and pp. 41-42 for definition of ‘high-quality studies’ 

and ‘frequency/prevalence’ of misconduct, respectively. 

2.3.6 Solitary Confinement 

Solitary confinement involves segregating prisoners from the general population. The 

approach can be utilised as a punishment for prisoners that have engaged in misconduct, or as 

a preventative strategy for prisoners that may be either perpetrators or the recipients of 

violence (Morris, 2016). Three studies were identified that referred to the use of this approach 

as part of their procedures (Butler et al., 2018; Lucas & Jones, 2017; Morris, 2016). Only 

violent misconduct outcomes were reported by sufficient studies for synthesis, with two 

studies finding no benefit of solitary confinement on subsequent violent offences (see Table 

10). Equally, no significant differences were found for any of the other misconduct outcomes 

reported by the studies in this category, suggesting that the approach is not effective in 

improving prisoner behaviour.   
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Table 10 

Solitary Confinement Outcome Summary 

Type of misconduct 
Frequency or 

prevalence 

Number of 

positive/equal/negative 

outcomes 

What works, 

what doesn’t 

work, what’s 

promising?  

Violent offences Frequency 0 positive/ 2 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

High quality studies only 

Violent offences Frequency 0 positive/ 2 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Note. See p. 40 and pp. 41-42 for definition of ‘high-quality studies’ and ‘frequency’ of 

misconduct, respectively. 

2.3.7 Pet Programmes 

 A small number (n=3) of programmes were identified that utilised human-animal 

interaction as the primary intervention strategy. Two of these studies evaluated a dog-training 

programme (Fournier et al., 2007; Wormer et al., 2017), while a third evaluated whether 

giving participants pets (e.g., small mammals, birds, and fish) reduced the frequency of 

disciplinary offences over a waitlist control (Katcher et al., 1989).  

When looking at the overall results of the included pet programmes (Table 11), this 

summary suggests that the approach shows promise for the reduction of violent offences, 

even when exclusively looking at higher quality studies. However, the approach does not 

appear to work in reducing the frequency of total misconduct. When looking specifically at 

dog-training programmes, the results are more promising, with one study reporting a 

reduction in overall institutional infractions (Fournier et al., 2007) and the other reporting 

reductions in violent offences (Wormer et al., 2017). These findings therefore suggest that 

while all types of pet programmes are not efficacious in reducing prisoner misconduct, 

further investigating the use of dog training programmes in prisons may be of benefit. 
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Table 11 

Pet Programmes Outcome Summary 

Type of misconduct 
Frequency or 

prevalence 

Number of 

positive/equal/negative 

outcomes 

What works, 

what doesn’t 

work, what’s 

promising?  

Total misconduct  Frequency 1 positive/ 1 equal/ 0 negative Doesn’t work. 

Violent offences Frequency 1 positive/ 0 equal/ 0 negative Promising. 

High quality studies only 

Violent Frequency 1 positive/ 0 equal/ 0 negative Promising. 

Note. See p. 40 and p. 41 for definition of ‘high-quality studies’ and ‘frequency’ of 

misconduct, respectively. 

2.3.8 Other 

 Some interventions did not fit comfortably within the reported intervention categories. 

Of these, some reported significant reductions on at least one measure of misconduct, 

including a psychodrama intervention (Stallone, 1993), a treatment package incorporating 

community group discussion sessions and a behavioural self-control training programme 

(Wormith, 1984), and a Victim Awareness and Money Smart programme that were both 

evaluated by Lugo et al. (2017). Some interventions included in this category were not 

associated with any reductions in misconduct, including a Vipassana meditation retreat 

(Perelman et al., 2012), Responsible Family Life Skills, and Inside Out Dad (Lugo et al., 

2017). Two multimodal treatment packages were also included in this category, both of which 

increased the use of rewards and appropriate activity levels, while reducing the use of room 

confinement (Ingram et al., 1970; Morrissey, 1997). The former of these studies did not find a 

significant impact of treatment on either the frequency or prevalence of disciplinary offences. 

However, the latter of these reported significant reductions in violent offences and assaults 

for participants in the treatment group, but also incorporated cognitive behavioural strategies 

as part of their treatment package.  
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2.3.9 Summary of Findings 

The aim of this systematic review was to update the evidence-base relating to 

interventions targeting institutional misconduct in prisons. The most recent attempt to 

comprehensively review the misconduct literature (French & Gendreau, 2006) synthesised 

studies according to broad definitions of behavioural versus non-behavioural strategies. The 

current review aimed to better delineate the types of strategies utilised to reduce prisoner 

misconduct, to allow a deeper analysis of the differential effects of distinct treatment 

approaches. The goal of this approach was to identify promising avenues of research, and to 

potentially direct future intervention-specific reviews. To this end, seven broad treatment 

approaches were identified that have been utilised to target the institutional behaviour of 

prisoners. Of these, cognitive-behavioural approaches were by far the most commonly 

utilised form of treatment identified. Counselling strategies and discussion groups also 

featured prevalently, with relatively few treatments in other categories being identified by this 

review.  

By utilising the rating system delineated by Sherman et al. (1997), comparable 

outcomes for each treatment approach were synthesised in an attempt to identify what 

appears to work, what doesn’t, and what’s promising in reducing crime (see p. 42). With 

regards to the seven broad treatment categories highlighted above, sufficient evidence was 

found to suggest that cognitive behavioural approaches were effective in reducing the 

frequency of violent misconduct, but not overall infractions or other types of misconduct. 

While relatively fewer studies were found that evaluated other treatment approaches, 

sufficient evidence was also found to support the use of therapeutic communities and 

educational programmes. Pet programmes (specifically, dog training programmes), and some 

of the intervention strategies categorised as ‘other’ also showed promise for the reduction of 

misconduct. However, syntheses of social skills training approaches, solitary confinement, 
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and counselling and discussions groups suggested that these strategies did not prevent or 

reduce the incidence of misconduct.  

High levels of heterogeneity were an issue across all seven treatment approaches, 

which included high levels of clinical heterogeneity (e.g., differences in population, settings, 

outcome measurement, and procedural variations) as well as methodological variability (e.g., 

differences in study design and quality). As such, it is difficult to ascertain whether disparities 

in findings within each treatment approach were due to methodological differences, or due to 

some other uncontrolled variance between studies. This, as well as the generally poor quality 

of studies in this review, mean that the findings reported in this review should be interpreted 

cautiously.  

2.4 Discussion 

An important finding of this review was that cognitive-behavioural and social skills 

training did not appear to be effective in reducing the overall incidence of misconduct. This 

outcome is surprising when contrasted against the robust findings cited for behavioural 

approaches that have been offered by other comprehensive meta-analyses, particularly given 

that these types of intervention would clearly fit within previous definitions of a behavioural 

approach (French & Gendreau, 2006; Morgan & Flora, 2002). Considering that the reference 

lists of previous meta-analyses were utilised as part of this review’s search strategy, there 

may be at least two potential reasons for this disparity. First, the current review was 

conducted close to 15 years after French and Gendreau’s (2006) review, and it is possible that 

the preponderance of the more recently conducted studies have failed to replicate the 

evidence produced by previous studies. It is also possible that the search terms utilised by the 

current review may have differed in some important ways from those utilised by earlier 

reviews, resulting in additional studies being unearthed that contradict previous findings. 
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Given that 17 of the 24 studies that were identified as utilising CBT approaches were not 

included in French and Gendreau’s (2006) review, this explanation seems plausible.  

The second explanation for this disparity is related to potential discrepancies in 

respective inclusionary criteria to French and Gendreau’s review. Although several 

differences may be relevant to this point, the most pertinent difference is likely the exclusion 

of studies that exclusively reported indirect measures of misconduct (e.g., rating-scales or 

self-report) to allow focus on official measures of misconduct. As previously discussed, 

attempting to combine self-report data with official measures of misconduct is not 

recommended due to discrepancies between each source of data (Steiner, 2018; Van Voorhis, 

1994). However, had self-report measures been included, the current review may have 

produced drastically different findings.  

2.4.1 Measuring Misconduct: Issues of Sensitivity and the Need for Consistency 

Official measures of misconduct were selected as the focal point for this review given 

that they have been suggested to be the more commonly reported measure in the literature 

post-1990. A limitation of official measures, however, is that prison officers apply sanctions 

for problem behaviour with a degree of discretion, meaning that all problematic behaviour is 

not necessarily captured (Steiner & Wooldredge, 2014). Problem behaviour is also not always 

detected by prison staff, further compounding the accuracy of this measure. Low rates of 

behaviour unfortunately make the detection of between-group differences more difficult 

within a reasonable timeframe. For example, one included study reported zero infractions in 

either group across the entirety of their study (including both pre- and post-intervention; Watt 

& Howells, 1999). This is problematic, because at least some data need to be captured to 

detect differences between groups, given that reductions in problematic behaviour are the 

goal of interventions for misconduct. It is therefore impossible to judge in this scenario 
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whether there were in fact no differences between groups, or whether the measurement 

strategy simply was not sensitive enough to capture any differences.  

Difficulties in capturing sufficient occurrences of a behaviour are intensified when 

focusing upon a specific category of misconduct (i.e., assaults), rather than a general measure 

(i.e., total misconduct). For example, Camp et al. (2008) cited the use of total misconduct as 

their outcome measure due to there being insufficient instances of more specific types of 

misconduct. Walters (2005) also reported total misconduct due to there being a paucity of 

gambling-related infractions, which were the initial target of study. This issue suggests that 

the use of institutional measures of misconduct may not be the most appropriate dependent 

variable for research on prisoner misconduct.  

One solution to this issue is to ensure that observation periods are sufficiently long 

enough to capture the occurrence of incidents of misconduct. This would allow for 

differences in relative rates of misconduct between groups to become apparent (should they 

exist). A rule of thumb cited by some of the retrospective studies incorporated in this review 

was that a one-year follow-up provided an optimal balance between maximising sample-size 

as well as achieving stability in the rates of misconduct (Lugo et al., 2017; Pompoco et al., 

2017). While this may be an ambitious time-scale for many research projects, it may be 

necessary for future studies to consider how to achieve longer periods of follow-up, 

particularly given that this is currently the most commonly utilised measure of misconduct 

(Steiner, 2018). While this practice would not improve the accuracy of official reports, it 

would at least improve the likelihood that small between-group differences in the incidence 

of misconduct could be detected. The alternative might be to devise a more sensitive measure 

of behaviour that could be used consistently across correctional systems.  
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A second but related consideration regarding the analysis and reporting of misconduct 

concerns its definition, with some of the studies included in this review reporting differential 

outcomes of treatment across specific types of misconduct (e.g., Lugo et al., 2017; Morrissey, 

1997). Future review efforts might therefore consider investigating the influence of particular 

treatment modalities on specific types of misconduct (e.g., violence; Auty et al., 2017). 

Unfortunately, difficulties in synthesising such outcomes as part of this review suggest that 

the literature in its current state would not support such an enterprise, with only half of the 

studies included in this review reporting subcategories of misconduct. As a result, there 

appears to be a real need to consider how to institute some consistency into the measurement 

and reporting of different types of problematic behaviour in prison. Achieving some 

uniformity across future publications would assist with the continued evolution of our 

understanding of what works in improving the in-prison behaviour of prisoners and allow for 

the disaggregation of intervention outcomes for different types of misconduct. 

2.4.2 Research Quality 

Improving the quality of research methodology within the field of criminology has 

long concerned researchers in the field (Mackenzie & Farrington, 2015). Researchers are 

often forced, however, to make use of quasi-experimental designs in lieu of randomised 

controlled trials due to the constraints imposed by prison policies and by ethical 

considerations (e.g., Hoogsteder et al., 2014). As a result, quasi-experimental designs are 

used far more prevalently when conducting research in criminology (MacKenzie & 

Farrington, 2015). It is therefore to be expected that only 21 of the 59 included studies 

utilised a randomised group design. A limitation of quasi-experimental designs is that it is 

more difficult to control for the influence of confounding variables (Sterne, Higgins, et al., 

2016). However, 28 of the 38 included studies reported at least some attempt to control for 

confounding variables using either regression analyses or matching strategies. Some studies 
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controlled more thoroughly for confounding than others, with more than half of the non-

randomised studies (n=23) still being scored as being at serious risk of bias in this domain. 

Given that it is reasonable to assume that the use of quasi-experimental designs will remain a 

necessity in the field of criminology, better use of matching and regression techniques to 

control for important confounding variables (see Cunningham & Sorensen, 2007; Steiner et 

al., 2014) will be an important step in improving the overall quality of research in the field. 

2.4.3 Replicability and Reporting Standards 

While seven distinct treatment approaches were successfully identified, the definition 

for each approach was necessarily broad to capture variance in procedures across studies. As 

a result, it is difficult to discern how more minute procedural differences might influence the 

overall conclusions of this review. Using cognitive behavioural approaches as an example, 15 

different CBT curricula were identified amongst the 24 studies included in the category. In 

looking at these curricula more closely, it was apparent that some curricula might show 

greater promise than others, but only five of these curricula were evaluated more than once 

across the included studies. There is evidently a clear need for more direct replication 

research to be conducted.  

The extent to which treatment protocols are replicable, however, is related to the 

quality of reporting of previous evaluation attempts (Hoffman et al., 2014). While not a 

primary purpose of this review, it was observed that many of the included studies failed to 

provide information critical to the replication of intervention procedures. This included a lack 

of specificity in describing some intervention components, a lack of detail regarding staff 

training, and a failure to report information on any materials utilised. This suggests a need to 

improve the overall quality of reporting in the field. A Template for Intervention Description 

and Replication (TIDieR) checklist has been developed to provide examples of good 

reporting practice and to improve the replicability of research reports (Hoffman et al., 2014). 
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While the guidelines are not specific to research in prisons, future correctional researchers 

might utilise this checklist to improve the quality of research reports in the field. 

2.4.4 Contingency Management Approaches 

Across the prison misconduct literature, the apparent lack of evaluations concerning 

the use of contingency-based approaches was unexpected. Operant conditioning strategies 

(i.e., reinforcement and punishment-based approaches) have been a staple of behaviour 

management strategies in prisons since the 19th century, and there is considerable evidence 

supporting their efficacy in changing behaviour (Gendreau et al., 2014). Beyond studies 

utilising therapeutic community approaches or solitary confinement, only two studies 

reported multimodal intervention that incorporated operant contingencies as part of their 

overall treatment strategy (Ingram et al., 1970; Morrissey, 1997). Given more recent shifts in 

correctional policy towards the increased use of incentives-based approaches over the last 

couple of decades (Gendreau at al., 2014; Ministry of Justice, 2020b), one might expect to 

find a greater number of evaluations of reinforcement-based approaches on inmate 

misconduct. The notable absence of these types of evaluation may be because relevant studies 

often measure the effect of intervention on prosocial or desirable behaviours that are targeted 

for increase (e.g., engagement in institutional activities; Milan & Mckee, 1976; Tyler & 

Brown, 1967) rather than measuring the absence or reduction of problematic behaviour (e.g., 

the incidence of misconduct). Future research might therefore seek to investigate the role of 

reinforcement-based approaches on institutional misconduct levels, particularly given the 

prevalence of operant contingencies within the prison system (Gendreau et al., 2014).  
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2.4.5 Conclusions 

The misconduct literature currently paints a convoluted and confusing picture, but 

some treatment approaches (i.e. cognitive-behavioural approaches, therapeutic communities, 

and educational strategies) show promise for the reduction of at least some forms of 

institutional misconduct. Unfortunately, making confident treatment recommendations is 

currently difficult given the methodological limitations of the literature, with a distinct lack of 

high quality and well reported studies being identified. Research in prisons is inherently 

difficult, but improving the quality of the utilised research designs, and instituting some 

consistency in the reporting of outcomes and experimental procedures is a necessary first step 

in beginning to unravel “what works” in improving prisoner misconduct (Hoffman et al., 

2014; Mackenzie & Farrington, 2015). 

 

  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 3:  

 

Finding Common Ground: Using Focus Groups to Define Values among 

Prisoners and Staff2 

 
2 Portions of this chapter have been published in the Journal of Positive Behavior 

Interventions. See Appendix C for a copy of the published article. 
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3.1 Introduction 

Violent and disruptive behaviour in prison continues to rise to unprecedented levels, 

presenting significant safety concerns for correctional institutions (Prison Reform Trust, 

2019). Despite recent attempts at rehabilitative reform, prisons continue to rely heavily upon 

the use of punitive strategies to manage behaviour (HM Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2020). 

This exemplifies the commonly discussed gulf between political rhetoric and the realities of 

prison management in practice, with rehabilitative agendas being difficult to realise given 

societal views of prison being foremost a place of punishment (Chamberlen & Carvalho, 

2019). Such approaches fail to address reinforcement contingencies that may be maintaining 

problematic behaviour or teach expected behaviours (Apel & Diller, 2017). Worse, punitive 

strategies have not been found to be effective in preventing recidivism (MacKenzie & 

Farrington, 2015), arguably the primary purpose of prison sentencing. Correctional 

researchers are therefore tasked with finding more effective ways to shift organisational 

culture away from punitive approaches and toward this new rehabilitative ideal, as well as 

finding effective and contextually appropriate ways of managing prisoner behaviour.  

Researchers have discussed a similar reliance on punitive strategies in schools, 

arguing that this approach may increase the frequency and severity of problematic behaviour 

(e.g., Sugai & Horner, 2002). Positive Behavioural Interventions and Supports (PBIS), is an 

intervention framework that has been successfully employed to refocus behaviour change 

efforts to more positive and proactive strategies in schools (Simonsen & Sugai, 2013). The 

PBIS framework provides a continuum of behavioural interventions that increase in intensity 

in tandem with the needs of the population to which it is applied.  

Drawing on the success of the school-wide PBIS framework, researchers have begun 

adapting the approach to juvenile justice settings (Jolivette & Nelson, 2010), using the 

moniker “facility-wide PBIS” to denote the difference in setting. Implementation attempts 
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have been associated with positive outcomes on the number of behavioural incidents 

(Johnson et al., 2013) and reductions in the use of restraint, seclusion, and disciplinary 

removals (Sidana, 2006). In addition, studies have also reported some positive findings 

regarding the social validity of implementation attempts in these facilities (e.g., Jolivette et 

al., 2015). While these preliminary findings are encouraging, very little is currently known 

about the adaptations that are necessary to promote its success in adult prisons.  

3.1.1 The Importance of a Values-Driven Approach 

A fundamental feature of PBIS is ensuring that the implemented systems and supports 

are congruent with the valued outcomes of the organisation (McIntosh et al., 2010). Across 

more traditional applications of PBIS in schools, this typically involves consultation with key 

staff members and administrators to identify important goals for intervention (e.g., McDaniel 

et al., 2018). Regularly consulting with direct stakeholders throughout the development and 

maintenance of PBIS initiatives promotes ownership of interventions and is an essential part 

of establishing staff buy-in to the PBIS model (Boden et al., 2020). Failure to recruit staff 

support could be a significant barrier to the success and sustainability of implementation 

attempts, given that they typically are responsible for the implementation of intervention 

procedures (McDaniel et al., 2018).   

Researchers also have recognised the importance of incorporating the voice of the 

population for whom the framework is being implemented, particularly when extending the 

model’s application to older populations (e.g., in secondary schools; Flannery & McGrath 

Kato, 2017). A primary goal of PBIS is to improve quality of life, with reductions in problem 

behaviour occurring as a by-product (Carr et al., 2002). As such, consultation with the 

individuals for whom interventions are designed is important in identifying goals and 

environmental changes that will meaningfully improve their lives.  
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In correctional settings, incorporating resident views as part of decision-making 

processes can be considered especially important, given the complex and delicate power 

dynamic that exists between prisoners and staff (Brunton-Smith & McCarthy, 2016). Here, it 

is commonly accepted that the social order of prisons relies upon the peaceful acquiescence 

and co-operation of prisoners. The PBIS focus on improving quality of life may be especially 

appropriate in this context, with the incorporation of prisoner goals and values being critical 

to ensuring that any proposed framework is acceptable and relevant to the needs of the 

organisation as a whole. Jolivette et al. (2015) argue that incorporating the perceptions of 

incarcerated youth may be even more important than those of administrators and staff, given 

that it is they that have the ultimate need to change their behaviour. They further suggest that 

incorporating the views of the incarcerated may increase their buy-in to the model, improving 

behavioural outcomes and engagement with the interventions and supports. This 

demonstrates the importance of involving both prisoners and staff in the planning and 

maintenance of PBIS practices in prisons, as well as the need to develop mutually acceptable 

goals for intervention.  

3.1.2 The Present Study 

Across the broader literature of PBIS in secure settings, only a few studies have 

investigated stakeholder voice relating to PBIS implementation. Those that have done so 

have used a number of strategies, including interviews (e.g., Swain-Bradway et al., 2013), 

focus groups (e.g., Jolivette et al., 2015), and adapting surveys utilised in school-based 

applications of PBIS (e.g., the Stakeholder Input and Satisfaction Survey-Student; SISS; 

Jolivette et al., 2020). However, evaluations to date have explored consumer voices post-

implementation of PBIS, which naturally limits the utility of the data to address barriers and 

improve social validity proactively.  To the author’s knowledge, no studies have been 

published formalising stakeholder voice as part of the initial development process. The 
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primary aims of the current study are therefore to explore the use of focus groups in 

determining valued outcomes of prisoners and direct care staff (prison officers), and to 

evaluate alignment in valued outcomes between these groups. While research has discussed 

improvements in the historically fraught relationship between prisoners and staff (Crewe, 

2011), these groups represent two very distinct factions within the social climate of the prison 

setting, separated by a disproportionate allocation of authority and power. As previously 

discussed, a failure to find mutually important and acceptable goals for intervention may 

therefore have potent and adverse implications on its success. This study also represents the 

inaugural attempt at recruiting the initial valued outcomes of stakeholders in an adult prison. 

As such, describing and translating procedures and findings may be useful for practitioners 

aiming to establish universal supports in other novel contexts.  

3.2 Method 

3.2.1 Participants and Setting 

The study was conducted in a large, privately operated Category B prison in the 

United Kingdom housing approximately 1,600 male offenders. Category B prisons in the UK 

are high security institutions that accommodate high-risk prisoners (Ministry of Justice, 

2020c). These individuals typically are serving sentences for offences involving violence or 

threat to life, arson, firearms, drugs, sexual offences, or robbery. A convenience sample of 54 

prisoner participants and 14 staff participants were recruited who resided or worked in the 

main residential units of the prison. Potential prisoner participants were informed about the 

opportunity to participate via posters, the prisoner electronic communication systems (CMS), 

and by providing face-to-face information about the study to prisoners during association 

times. Staff participants were recruited by the prison’s training department, who requested 

study volunteers via email. Prison officers represent the operational frontline of the prison, 

having the most direct contact with prisoners and being responsible for the majority of the 
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day-to-day governance of the prison regime. All prisoners and staff across the main 

residential units were eligible to volunteer for participation, provided they had been residing 

or working there for a minimum of three months. Participants were recruited until data 

saturation occurred with regard to the research questions (i.e., responses became repetitive 

and did not reveal additional data beyond that which has already been obtained; Saunders et 

al., 2018). As there were more prisoner volunteers than focus group spaces, prisoners were 

randomly selected for participation from the pools of recruited volunteers on each of the main 

residential units of the prison.  

Demographic information was collected using a brief questionnaire administered 

before commencing each focus group. All prisoner participants were male (aged 21-51; M = 

30.1). Prisoner sentence lengths varied, with two participants reporting life sentences and 

another participant reporting serving an imprisonment for public protection (IPP) sentence. 

Sentence length for the remaining prisoners ranged from 7 months to 19 years (M =6.2 

years). Prisoner participants identified as white British (81.5%), Pakistani (5.6%), white 

Gypsy or Irish traveller (1.9%), white and Asian (1.9%), black British (1.9%), Bangladeshi 

(1.9%), and Indian (1.9%). One participant preferred not to report ethnicity.  

 Nine male and five female prison officers participated (aged 22-47 years old; M = 

31.6). The majority of staff identified as white British, with one identifying as white and 

black African. Length of service at the prison ranged from 6 months to 13 years (M = 2.9 

years). 

3.2.2 Procedure 

Prisoner and staff focus groups were conducted separately (i.e., no staff in prisoner 

groups and vice versa) to minimise conflict and promote open expression of viewpoints.  For 

privacy, focus groups sessions were conducted in classrooms or offices adjacent to the 
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residential areas. Each respective focus group had 1-2 facilitators and followed the same 

structure. At the start of focus groups, participants were informed about the purpose and 

requirements of the study both verbally and in writing, and written consent was collected. 

Participants were free to leave the group at any point. Focus groups were recorded digitally 

and transcribed verbatim. To maintain confidentiality, participants were asked to refrain from 

using the names of prisoners and staff members (any names were redacted during the 

transcription process). To allow transcriptionists to track individual comments throughout 

recordings, participants were asked to verbally identify themselves with a participant number 

when recording began. 

Focus group discussions began by asking the group to comment on the valued 

outcomes that would be important in the design of a “perfect prison.” Specifically, the author 

asked “If you could design a perfect prison, what word would describe how you would want 

it to be?” When participants provided a word in response to the question, participants were 

asked to elaborate (e.g., “What does that word mean to you?” or “What would that look like 

in an ideal world?”). When participants offered negatively framed comments (e.g., expressed 

discontent with the current workings of the prison), participants were asked to reframe their 

points in terms of how things could be improved for the better (e.g., “What word covers how 

you would want that to be?”) and prompted them to elaborate if necessary. This approach 

was taken to align with the PBIS convention of establishing values, which are defined by 

positively stated expectations for behaviour, as part of framework development (Jolivette & 

Nelson, 2010).  

To stimulate conversation and summarise ideas, key words or comments were written 

on a flip chart. This also allowed us to confirm or clarify statements and identify potential 

errors in the facilitator’s understanding of a group member’s comment, which is important in 

improving the quality and trustworthiness of qualitative research (O’Connor & Joffe, 2020). 
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This was a valuable aspect of the methodology, given that post-hoc follow up meetings for 

participant validation purposes were precluded by the anonymisation of participant data 

immediately following groups.  

Nine focus groups were conducted with prisoners and three groups with staff. 

Prisoner groups were conducted with a minimum of five and maximum of seven participants 

in each group. Staff groups were conducted with a minimum of three and maximum of six 

participants. Prisoner groups lasted on average 47 minutes (range 40-55 min), whereas staff 

focus groups lasted 68 minutes on average (range 48-82 min).  

3.2.3 Data Analysis 

An inductive approach to the thematic analysis of the data was utilised. This involved 

initial familiarisation with the data and inductively developing a coding frame using the 

NVivo 12 software package. This strategy was chosen to limit the extent to which 

preconceived notions would shape the formation of the coding frame (Braun & Clarke, 

2006). The coding frame was initially developed by the lead researcher and consisted of 

several codes that represented distinct ideas and issues expressed as being critical to prison 

design by prisoners and staff (e.g., respectful, safe and secure, consistent; see Table 12). 

Operational definitions were created to support and differentiate each code.  Regular 

credibility checks of the operational definitions for each code were conducted with a second 

researcher who was involved in the majority of the focus group sessions (JA). No new codes 

were added to the frame beyond the first three focus groups (prisoner groups; n = 19), 

suggesting that saturation (Saunders et al., 2018) for that group was achieved early in the data 

collection process. However, data collection continued past the point of saturation to honour 

commitments to prisoners who had signed up for subsequent groups. No new codes were 

required for analyzing staff data, with existing codes effectively capturing this cohort’s 

responses. Once all focus groups had been coded by the first author, a research assistant (JT) 
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independently assessed the completeness of fit of the frame across 33% of the transcripts 

from each participant group (one staff and three prisoner transcripts). The research assistant 

was not involved in the initial phases of the research, increasing the external objectivity of 

this assessment (O’Connor & Joffe, 2020).  

Table 12 

Codes and Definitions of Prisoner and Staff Values Relevant to the Design of a “Perfect” 

Prison  

Code Operational definition 

Active and purposeful Text relating to the need for more purpose and activity in prison (both 

for and against).   

 

Caring and responsive Text relating to a need or desire to be looked after and have needs met in 

a timely manner in prison. Also include any text that relates to friendly 

and positive staff-prisoner relationships. 

 

Communicative and 

honest 

Any text relating to a need for sameness, including consistency of prison 

rules, prison structure and routine, incentives and privileges, and staff-

prisoner interactions. Also code any data relating to being organised (or 

disorganised). 

 

Consistent Any text relating to a need for sameness, including consistency of prison 

rules, prison structure and routine, incentives and privileges, and staff-

prisoner interactions. Also include data relating to being organised (or 

disorganised). 

 

Disciplined Text relating to a need or desire for order and control as it relates to 

prisoner behaviour. Also include text that references providing harsh or 

aversive consequences for behaviour. 

 

Equal/Fair Any text relating to discrimination (perceived or actual) between 

groups. Also code the opposite (e.g., belief that there should be 

differences between groups to aspire to [enhanced wings]) 

 

Personal Text relating to being treated as a human being (rather than as a number 

or commodity). This node should be used to code all text that refers to 

prison being foremost a business. 

 

Professional and 

Experienced 

Text relating to perceived knowledge, conduct, training, and expertise of 

staff and management in prison. 

 

Rehabilitative Text that relates to preparation for release from prison, skill building, 

training, or therapy. Include any text that relates to prisoner restoration 

or self-betterment. 
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Code Operational definition 

 

Respectful Text that relates to regard for prisoners’ or staff feelings, wishes and 

rights. Also include text relating to regard for prisoners’ belongings, and 

the manner in which prisoners/staff should talk to one another. 

 

Resourceful Text that explicitly relates to a need for increased resources (e.g., time, 

money, staffing, programs). 

 

Safe and Secure Any text relating to a need for safety and security. 

 

Trustworthy Any text that relates to trust of prison staff or system. 

 

 

To produce a quantitative measure of inter-coder agreement, the NVivo software 

package was utilised to highlight text coded by the author into discrete text samples. JT then 

coded these discrete units of data according to the operational definitions created for each 

code within the frame. After each transcript was coded, a coding comparison was conducted 

using the NVivo 12 software package to calculate a kappa coefficient. Across all nodes, κ = 

0.939 (range 0.265 to 1) for the first transcript. Disagreements were discussed and utilised to 

refine the coding frame. This process was repeated for four randomly selected transcripts 

(one staff and three prisoner group transcripts), accounting for 33% of the dataset. Inter-coder 

agreement was high throughout, and improved after each transcript, with perfect intercoder 

agreement being calculated for the final transcript (κ = 1). The average kappa coefficient 

across the entire process was κ = 0.977. Once the coding frame was finalised and approved 

by the research team, the lead researcher recoded the entirety of the data set using this frame.  

3.3 Findings 

Table 13 summarises the three overarching themes identified across participant 

responses and the valued outcomes associated with those themes. Across prisoner and staff 

groups, values associated with rehabilitation, consistency, and respect (i.e., being person-

orientated) featured most prominently; however, how these valued outcomes were defined, 
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and their relative importance in the “perfect prison” sometimes varied both within and 

between groups.  

Table 13 

Summary of the Overarching Themes and Valued Outcomes of Prisoners and Staff Relevant 

to the Design of a “Perfect” Prison 

Overarching themes Valued outcomes 

Rehabilitation • Rehabilitative 

• Disciplined 

• Active and purposeful 

 

Consistency • Consistent 

• Equal and Fair 

• Trustworthy 

• Communicative and honest 

 

Respect • Respectful 

• Caring and Responsive 

• Personal 

• Resourceful 

• Professional and Experienced 

• Safe and Secure 

 

3.3.1 Rehabilitation 

Table 14 provides examples of staff and prisoner responses with regard to 

rehabilitation, including the need for rehabilitation, the focus of rehabilitation, and views on 

rehabilitation success in the current environment. A central tenet of the rehabilitative ideal 

appeared to be the prevention of recidivism, with the primary goal being that prisoners “learn 

not to come back” to prison. Opinions differed (both within and across groups), however, 
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with regard to how rehabilitation should be facilitated. Some participants petitioned for 

various skill-building and educational enterprises, while a small minority of prisoners and 

staff envisioned a stricter, more disciplined prison that served as a deterrent against future 

criminal activity. These participants argued that more drastic action needed to be taken in 

prisons, suggesting that there was not “enough of a fear factor about prison anymore.” For 

prisoners at least, it was clear from the reactions of other group members that these 

perceptions were held by only a minority, with other group members suggesting “Nobody 

wants to come back.” A few prisoners suggested that a “lot of prisoners find it hard to cope” 

and that the current “chaos” of prison did nothing to prepare them for reintegration into 

society.  

Regardless of perspective, the need for rehabilitation was a popular topic of 

conversation in prisoner focus groups, with most prisoners suggesting that the opportunity for 

personal growth whilst in prison was very important to them. In contrast, staff groups 

discussed the importance of prisoner rehabilitation far less frequently, with most comments 

being made in the context of other needs, rather than it being cited as a primary goal.  

A lack of purposeful activity whilst in prison was discussed in many of the groups, 

with prisoners stating they wanted to “be kept busy,” and staff also expressing their 

perceptions that prisoners spent too much time “doing nothing.” The quality of activity 

seemed to matter to some, with a few prisoners and staff also discussing how there was little 

value in the “irrelevant” menial labour of the prison workshops. A few other prisoners 

discussed though how simply “getting out the cell as much as you can” was important to 

them, with one commenting “I love to work. It makes time fly.” Both prisoners and staff 

further suggested that a lack of things to do was a source of bad behaviour on the residential 

units. 
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With regard to the focus of rehabilitation, opinions varied. Some prisoners and staff 

suggested that prison should be a place to learn basic life skills, with a couple of staff 

discussing the importance of simply teaching prisoners to structure their day. However, both 

cohorts generally agreed that providing more educational and vocational opportunities that 

enabled prisoners to gain employment post-release was important. A minority of staff viewed 

these efforts relatively pessimistically, claiming that there was “only so much we can do 

within these four walls” and suggesting that these enterprises were a wasted effort. On this 

topic, one member of staff suggested that prisoners were already given training “we can’t 

even have on the out(side)” and argued that prisoners did not want the opportunities afforded 

to them.  

Another issue that arose in several groups focused specifically on drug rehabilitation, 

with participants suggesting that there needed to be “a lot more help with drug misuse.” 

Prisoners suggested that the prison’s approach to drug misuse needed to shift away from 

punishment-based approaches (e.g., giving “extra days for it”) towards giving prisoners 

“something to help us come off the drugs.” The issue also appeared important to staff groups, 

with officers suggesting that “there’s more drugs in here than there is the public,” and that 

helping prisoners with drug problems would “solve a lot of problems.” 

With regard to perceptions of rehabilitation success in the current environment, both 

prisoners and staff consistently agreed that the prison system was not currently rehabilitating, 

reporting that they saw the “same faces over and over.” One prisoner commented that “You 

hear the word rehabilitated all the time, but no one explains what it means,” with the 

consensus amongst many prisoners being that the prison did “nothing to rehabilitate” them. 

Despite the acknowledgement in staff groups that prisoners often were not engaged in 

purposeful, rehabilitative activity, some staff were more likely to blame the prisoners rather 

than prison provision for failures to rehabilitate. They admitted frustrations concerning the 
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reality of prisoner rates of reoffending, stating that they felt most prisoners “don’t want to 

change.” A few staff even suggested that recidivism was inevitable and outside of their 

control. Overall, while staff largely agreed that rehabilitation was important, some expressed 

largely pessimistic views towards the success of rehabilitative efforts. 

Table 14 

Representative Prisoner and Staff Comments on Rehabilitation 

Topic Prisoner Staff 

Need for 

rehabilitation 

“I want to be getting rehabilitated. I 

want to be getting taught right from 

wrong, how to live in the new society, 

not the old one.”  

Prisoner D. 

 

 

 

“Because when you’ve got nothing to 

do, what else is there to do other than 

play up or just do something to entertain 

yourself?” Prisoner E. 

“they’ll say, ‘This is all I know. This is 

how I’ve been brought up.’ But then 

maybe we should focus on giving them 

another option and look down another 

avenue, and thinking, ‘Well, yes, that’s 

all you know, but what if..?’ and give 

them another option.” Officer F. 

“And that’s when the issues start 

because they’re bored, because we’re 

not giving them anything to do.” 

Officer G. 

Focus of 

rehabilitation 

“Teach us skills. Teach us life skills. 

Teach us how to cook, teach us how to 

communicate using words, or anything, 

in a pro-social way.” Prisoner L. 

“They’ll put notices on the CMS, ‘When 

you get out there’s these job vacancies 

here, here, and here,’ but they’re not 

“If we do want to help them to become 

better people, why aren’t we enforcing 

basic hygiene rules?” Officer B. 

 

“Instead of having a tea packing 

workshop and a leather straps 

workshop where they’re just wrapping 
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Topic Prisoner Staff 

trying to help you get the qualifications 

to get the job in any way.” Prisoner E. 

 

 

“We’re all failing piss tests left, right, 

and centre for drugs.” Prisoner P. 

straps on a piece of plastic … Why not 

have a fully functioning proper work 

site where prisoners can actually 

learn?” Officer B. 

“A few people have come in here that 

haven’t taken drugs before, haven’t 

seen the form of drugs that we’ve got 

here, and then they’re leaving here 

with a drug issue.” Officer G. 

Assessment of 

current 

environment 

“It feels like we’re just here, stuck, do 

you know what I mean? No one’s tried 

helping me since I’ve been here.” 

Prisoner Y. 

“But they get employed to follow the 

rules, to branch those rules to us and 

teach us those rules. But if they’re not 

doing it, why should we follow it?” 

Prisoner E. 

“We’re not allowed to say that there’s 

no helping people, some people, but 

it’s true though.” Officer D. 

“For me, I think even if you did change 

things in here, I think the same people 

would still come back, doesn’t matter 

how much effort or how much you 

change, it’s still going to happen 

anyway.” Officer H. 

 

3.3.2 Consistency 

The second overreaching value in constructing the “perfect prison” was consistency. 

Comments pertaining to this theme referred not only to the need for procedures, rules, and 

routines to be delivered in predictable ways, but that there be greater equity in their 

application across the population. The need for consistency in communication between 

prisoner and staff also featured as a critical component. Table 15 shows representative 

comments from prisoners and officers with regard to this value. 
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Structure and stability of routines was an important facet of discussions on 

consistency, with prisoners suggesting that “If they get everyone a structured routine, things 

will work a lot better, and prisoners will behave more.” Prisoners complained that the routine 

was currently “never stuck to,” or that “they’re changing the routine here like the weather.” 

Several prisoners also highlighted the inequity of being required to stick to a routine that was 

not upheld by the prison itself. 

Staff members also discussed how consistency with daily routines was important from 

a prisoner perspective, stressing that disruptions to the regime could cause a “backlash” from 

prisoners.  For example, officers discussed how “something so small” as a timetabling 

change created issues and arguments because elements of the regime were not delivered 

when prisoners “expected to have it.” Some staff also discussed frustrations with the lack of 

consistency across different units of the prison. These inconsistencies were discussed as 

being an important source of many of the timetabling issues, with cross-deployed staff being 

“the main one of the problems,” due to their inability to help with anything beyond the bare 

basics of the regime. 

On the topic of consistency, staff stressed the importance of “singing off the same 

hymn sheet,” with some officers voicing frustrations about an inconsistent minority of 

officers “doing different things.” Staff discussed how inconsistencies between staff were 

sometimes due to officers wanting “an easy life,” or because they were scared of saying no 

to prisoners. In the context of designing a perfect prison, staff stressed the need to 

communicate honestly with prisoners, and following through with one’s word. One member 

of staff stated that “if someone’s asked you to do something and you’ve said you’re going to 

do it, actually do it.” Staff also discussed the need for consistency in the application of the 

prison rules, commenting that some officers were negatively “singled out” by prisoners “for 

being the only one who does something.”  
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It was very apparent from discussions with prisoners that current inconsistencies in 

staff-prisoner interactions were fostering a great deal of mistrust amongst prisoners, with 

several mentioning how officers “feed you lies” or deliberately tried to “make your life 

hard.”  The lack of consistency in the application of the rules also lead some prisoners to 

comment that some people seemed to be able to get away with more than others, with one 

prisoner commenting “I get away with absolutely murder.”  

A common theme when discussing the misapplication of the rules was that “bad” 

behaviour appeared to be the only reliable way for prisoners to get what they needed in 

prison. One prisoner commented that “you’re learning that kicking off and being aggressive 

about something gets you what you want, in a place where you’re meant to better yourself 

and do the opposite, which is a little bit confusing.” Both prisoner and staff groups agreed 

that this was “backwards” and that an important goal should be reversing these 

contingencies. 

Table 15 

Representative Prisoner and Staff Comments on Consistency 

Topic Prisoner Staff 

Structure in routines “They don’t stick by their own regime, but 

if we don’t abide by it then we get 

reprimanded.” Prisoner C. 

“A key thing for them is structure. They 

need to know how things are being done, 

what time, and where. That’s massive 

for them.” Officer F. 

Integrity in staff-

prisoner interactions 

“It’s horrible for a prisoner to go to one 

gov and they say no, and lie to you, and 

then you go to another one and they help 

you, and tell you a total different.” Prisoner 

“If someone asks to come out, some 

people haven’t got the willpower and the 

guts then to say, ‘No.’ It’s easier to pull 

key one out and let them out.” Officer F. 
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Topic Prisoner Staff 

N. 

Lack of coherent and 

reliable rules 

“My mate told me that when I first came to 

jail. ‘Be a bastard for six months, and then 

behave, and then after that they’ll give you 

what you want because they know how 

much of a bastard you can be.’” Prisoner 

A. 

“We seem to reward a lot for nothing, 

and sometimes reward bad behaviour. If 

someone wanted something, and they 

took the correct approach, sometimes 

they don’t get it and there’s been 

situations sometimes where I’ve gone, 

‘You know what, you’re right.’ And then 

if someone goes about in the incorrect 

manner, then they end up getting stuff 

done.” Officer H. 

 

3.3.3 Respect 

The third theme identified as a key feature of the “perfect prison” was the importance 

of respect (i.e., being person-orientated). Table 16 shows representative comments from 

prisoners and officers with regard to this value. This encompassed the need for both staff and 

prisoners to treat one another with respect, to be valued as individuals, be looked after, and to 

be given the resources and support to do well in their respective roles. At the heart of many of 

the discussions on this topic was the idea that prisons were foremost a business, treating 

residents “like cows in a cattle market,” and with prisoners being “doubled up for money.”  It 

was very frequently suggested by prisoners that staff “don’t care,” and that they felt treated 

like “just a number” or “neglected.” Meanwhile, staff described feeling under-resourced and 

understaffed, complaining about a lack of care and support from prison administrators for the 

difficult work that they did.  
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The need to be spoken to with respect featured prominently in both staff and prisoner 

groups, with each expressing discontent at how they were treated by the other. Some 

prisoners portrayed perceptions that some staff members looked down at them as “scum” or 

as a “lesser member of society” just because they were in jail, while staff reported “vile” and 

“inappropriate” language that could be “hurtful” and difficult to deal with. In many cases, it 

was clear that prisoner-staff relationships had been deeply damaged, making reconciliation 

and a shared goal of mutual respect difficult to achieve. Both participant groups admitted that 

respect “works both ways,” though one prisoner stated, “it’s hard to like them,” while a staff 

member also admitted that in spite of best efforts to be respectful, they sometimes reached 

“the point where you’re just broken.” Respect was discussed by prisoners as being critical to 

a good prison, with several prisoners suggesting that a lack of respect was a source of poor 

behaviour. One prisoner commented “If you treat people like animals they’re going to act 

like an animal aren’t they?”  

Prisoners and staff agreed that an important goal should be working towards a prison 

that was more caring. Some prisoners articulated the importance of more “emotionally 

involved” prison officers, with several mentioning how valuable simply having an officer 

“chat with you” could be. More commonly though, prisoners equated the idea of being 

looked after with simply receiving help with their queries and issues, with complaints 

frequently being raised that staff did not get anything done. Staff members agreed with these 

prisoner perspectives, with several commenting on the importance of having “meaningful 

conversations” and “giving the prisoners time.” However, staff also stressed that supporting 

staff welfare was also an important goal for the prison. For some, this meant receiving 

increased recognition from management for the work that they did, while others discussed the 

importance of better support following serious incidents. Staff participants suggested that 

these factors were extremely important in retaining staff.  
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In prisoner’s eyes, there were clear links between being looked after and feeling safe. 

Some described safety in terms of being protected from the violent behaviour of other 

prisoners, with one participant stating they “shouldn’t have to walk around thinking 

something’s going to happen all the time.” A few others discussed how it was the violent 

behaviour of staff that was more concerning, with one stating “you have to be careful 

everything you say to them,” and others discussing “roid rages” and “steroid-abusing staff 

members.” Staff members also discussed how safety in prison was of paramount importance. 

Comments from other staff indicated that they perceived safety to be about increased 

“vigilance,” while a couple of other officers discussed how there needed to be “strong 

repercussions” and greater discipline to manage dangerous prisoner behaviour.  

While staff appeared to share prisoner goals of a safer, more caring prison, they were 

very clear that they currently had “nowhere near enough staff” or the resources necessary to 

achieve these goals. The issue with understaffing appeared to cascade into many of the other 

issues cited as hindering the development of a more respectful and person-orientated prison, 

with the result being that discussions on other needs almost invariably returned to the 

necessity of more and better resources. The implications of these resource and staffing 

deficits were that staff felt unable to do their job to a high standard, with a better resourced 

prison being unequivocally the number one priority for officers.  A few prisoners empathised 

with the challenges these issues posed for prison officers, suggesting that a lack of adequate 

staffing was where “99 per cent of the problems come from.” 

Some prisoners offered the perspective that many of the above problems were issues 

of quality rather than quantity of staffing, pointing towards a lack of adequate training. In 

comparison, staff only mentioned the need for more training once in groups, with an officer 

stating, “I don’t think there’s enough training on mental health in general.” This might 

suggest that staff felt relatively competent in their roles. The perceptions of some prisoners 
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though were that staff were “not trained to really deal with words,” and too readily jumped 

to the use of force. Other prisoners discussed how “Most of the screws are brand-new, so 

they don’t know what they’re doing,” with comments such as “They’re fresh from 

McDonalds” or “they’re employing shelf stackers” being made. Some stated that “cheap 

labour” was at fault, again portraying their perception that the prison service was more 

concerned with profitability than quality of care.  

Table 16 

Representative Prisoner and Staff Comments on Respect 

Topic Prisoner Staff 

Being treated 

with respect 

“I think the worse you treat a prisoner, 

the worse they behave as well. You 

know, like I said, they’re making 

problems for themselves.” Prisoner S. 

“I do get a lot of abuse. They will completely 

blank me if I’ve asked them to bang up, or 

last call for food, or completely ignore me or 

walk past me, or these snide little 

comments.” Officer A 

The need to be 

looked after 

“If they just went round and sorted 

everything that needs to be sorted, there 

wouldn’t be so much problems ... They 

go, ‘I’m busy, I’m busy,’ and then you 

look out on the wing, you spy on them, 

and they’re drinking a cup of coffee on 

the table. That’s busy, like, do you know 

what I mean?” Prisoner W 

“Because for staff to sit someone down 

for five minutes and chat with them, … 

sometimes it might stop them from self-

“A prisoner may ask you for a prison app 

form. At this moment, no printers on the 

house block are working, so it may seem 

mundane … But to them, it is important. … If 

you don’t get it there and then for them, 

you’re lazy, you’re this, you don’t do that. 

But when there’s three of you and you’ve got, 

like I said, 92 prisoners, it’s tough.” Officer 

A.  

“If they actually took the time to care and 

support the ones [staff] they’ve got, I think 
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Topic Prisoner Staff 

harming or whatever … But they don’t.” 

Prisoner S. 

more would stay.” Officer F. 

Safety “There’s just a lot of violence going on 

in the jail at the moment, and people 

cutting their own throats and that … 

staff need to provide a safer 

environment for the people to live in.” 

Prisoner P. 

 

“I’ve been in a position where I’ve been 

assaulted. He’s probably looking at a couple 

of weeks extra on his sentence. But then, if a 

police officer is assaulted, he’d be looking at 

least two years. So, there’s no fear for them 

against us.” Officer B 

Barriers to 

respect 

“I think the screws get a lot of stress, 

though. The managers come around like 

that, clicking their fingers saying, ‘Do 

this, do this, do this,’ and then they ain’t 

got the tools or the resources to do it, 

and then it just causes murder with us.” 

Prisoner A. 

“It’s the fault of the profit sheet isn’t it? 

… If they can get brilliant officers for 

£800 a week, or they can get ones that 

don’t really care for £400 a week, what 

are they going to choose? They’re going 

to go for the £400 a week all day long.” 

Prisoner T. 

“If we had more staff as well, things like 

queries would get sorted out properly,... On a 

unit, daily basis you’ve got …one person 

doing queries. If that one person has got 15 

to 20 queries, how is that one person 

physically able to do that amount of queries 

in one day? It’s not possible.” Officer C. 

“It’s quite hard to get hold of the stuff the 

prison needs like cleaning products and 

things. So, that makes a big knock-on effect if 

we can’t get them, and a lot of the time we 

can’t.” Officer M. 

Note. Ellipses within quotes indicate the omission of text due to interruption by another 

participant or for parsimony.   
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3.4 Discussion 

The primary purpose of this study was to assess the use of focus groups to identify 

valued outcomes of key stakeholders as part of PBIS framework development in a prison for 

adult offenders.  A secondary purpose was to evaluate the degree to which these two groups 

were aligned in their perceptions of the values that would underly a “perfect prison.” Given 

that very little is currently known about the potential for extending PBIS practices to adult 

correctional settings, this study represents a critical first step in evaluating not only the 

outcomes of the focus groups, but the feasibility of this approach in applied practice. With 

regard to outcomes, a thematic analysis of the resultant data revealed substantial overlap in 

the valued outcomes discussed by prisoners and staff. Three overarching themes were 

identified: the need for rehabilitation, the need for consistency, and the need for respect (i.e., 

a more person-orientated prison). Further, group responses pointed to specific obstacles that 

would likely need addressing prior to intervention development and implementation.  

While each cohort generally agreed on the values that should be most important in a 

prison, there were important differences in the priorities of each group, with each naturally 

tending to focus on changes that would improve their personal circumstances. Prisoner 

groups prioritised increasing rehabilitative enterprises that improved their post-release 

prospects, as well as improving their treatment whilst in prison (e.g., valuing mutual respect, 

responsive and caring prison officers, and safety). In contrast, staff participants focussed on 

discussing changes that improved their working life, such as the need for increased resources, 

and more consistency in working practices.  

These discrepancies in relative priorities between prisoner and staff cohorts is 

interesting but perhaps unsurprising, considering the respective roles that each play in the 

functioning of the prison. Given that staff members are responsible for the delivery of the 

prison regime and supporting prisoners day-to-day, it is appropriate that they would focus on 
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needs pertaining to their working practice and the effective delivery of services. It is equally 

appropriate that prisoners would focus on needs that would improve their quality of life as 

recipients of the prison’s services. However, these differences in focus exemplify the very 

reason that recruiting both prisoner and staff perspectives are a necessity in developing a 

PBIS framework that comprehensively addresses the needs of the organisation as a whole. A 

focus on the operational needs and priorities espoused by staff serves to recruit their buy-in 

and identify barriers that may impact the treatment integrity of implementation attempts 

(McDaniel et al., 2018). Meanwhile, prisoner perspectives supplement those offered by staff 

in giving crucial insight into the organisational changes that will improve resident quality of 

life, an important dimension of PBIS (Carr et al., 2002). Incorporating prisoner views in 

framework development also helps ensure that the goals of interventions are important to 

their recipients, a factor that can have a positive impact on their buy-in and subsequent 

engagement (Jolivette et al., 2015). Given the perceptions of some staff that prisoners “don’t 

want to change,” involving prisoners in this process might be considered especially 

important.   

In addition to identifying shared values between prisoner and staff, focus group 

discussions pointed to specific obstacles that likely should be addressed prior to intervention 

development and implementation. This proved to be a specific strength of the approach, as 

mapping shared values at the outset provided clear information regarding potential 

misalignment that could pose challenges to implementation. In practice, this approach would 

allow a PBIS implementation team to proactively address these issues from the outset, rather 

than employing a reactive strategy as barriers arose.  

Despite general agreement regarding the values on which a PBIS system might be 

based, focus group discussions revealed that some participants held opinions that might prove 

incompatible with PBIS practices, representing a potential implementation barrier. For 
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example, on the subject of rehabilitation a sub-set of staff participants expressed views that 

increasing rehabilitative enterprises were a wasted effort, while some staff and prisoners also 

submitted that prison should be a punishing experience. These participants suggested that 

prisons functioned to prevent reoffending by instilling a fear of reoffending in prisoners. 

These beliefs directly oppose the more constructive approaches to rehabilitation discussed by 

other prisoners and staff, as well as the positive, and preventative approaches to problem 

behaviour espoused by PBIS (Simonsen & Sugai, 2013).  

Unfortunately, the sobering rates of re-offending combined with the rising prevalence 

of violence and self-harm in prisons (Prison Reform Trust, 2019) may make the punitive and 

pessimistic views portrayed by some staff a somewhat predictable finding. The particular 

appeal of punitive approaches (i.e., “strong repercussions”) is perhaps understandable, with 

researchers discussing how these tactics often perpetuate due to the reinforcing nature of their 

temporarily suppressive effects (Maag, 2001). Staff motivation for punitive recourse might 

therefore be at least partially explained by their desperate need for effective tools to respond 

to problematic prisoner behaviour. 

PBIS practices may provide staff with the solutions they seek, but the success of 

implementation attempts paradoxically rely upon the extent to which staff members support 

and employ procedures with integrity (Boden et al., 2020). Unfortunately, given staff learning 

histories with ineffective prison practices, recruiting this support might prove a substantial 

challenge. In secure settings, researchers have discussed the need to attain the buy-in of as 

many as 90-95% of staff to support effective implementation of PBIS practices, due to the 

challenges presented by shift work, staff turnover rates, and the total number of staff in these 

settings (Jolivette & Nelson, 2010). As a result, minority views like the ones observed in the 

current study may still represent a threat to the success of future implementation efforts. 
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Beyond challenges in securing buy-in, another potentially significant contextual 

barrier to the success of PBIS implementation were staff perceptions of the limited 

availability of resources and poor staffing levels. Staff frequently discussed the perception 

that the quality of their service delivery was crippled by a profound lack of staff and 

resources, with participants suggesting they felt unable to provide anything beyond the bare 

minimum in terms of prisoner care. Combined with potential buy-in issues, these findings 

might indicate a need to initially select intervention approaches that are more likely to be 

efficacious with poorer levels of integrity, or potentially scale down procedures in the first 

instance to allow their implementation by a smaller, committed staff team. However, these 

results may also indicate that the ‘work smarter not harder’ mantra and systems-based 

approach of PBIS may be very relevant to the needs of the prison (Sugai et al., 2016).  

Having too many practices in place can decrease the likelihood that they are 

implemented systematically and with fidelity (Jolivette et al., 2012). This also prevents a 

valid measure of their impact, resulting in organisations being left with a multitude of 

ineffective and inefficient practices. Jolivette et al. (2012) therefore recommended that the 

PBIS framework is utilised to streamline processes that are either not evidence-based or not 

being used. The ultimate goal is to establish a core set of practices that may be systematically 

monitored and evaluated to allow data-based decisions. Given the resource limitations of the 

adult correctional setting, a wise next step for PBIS implementation might therefore be to 

develop a comprehensive list of practices, and attempt to streamline these as part of a 

building a more efficient and effective intervention package. Another potential solution to the 

perceived lack of resources is to utilise prisoners to lead interventions. A systematic review 

of 57 studies has suggested that peer delivered interventions and support can have positive 

effects on both deliverers and recipients, with evidence also suggesting that peer delivered 

interventions are actually preferred by prisoners (Bagnall et al., 2015).  
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3.4.1 Limitations and Future Directions 

A potential limitation of this research was an exclusive focus on the views of 

prisoners and frontline operational officers. While this provided an important snapshot of the 

organisational climate directly from those closest to the day-to-day realities of prison life, the 

account is missing the perspectives of important managerial staff and administrators. These 

voices offer crucial operational and logistical insight, being naturally and essentially 

incorporated into PBIS planning and implementation as part of the top-down approach to 

programming in secure institutions (Scheuermann & Nelson, 2019). An interesting extension 

of the above study may therefore involve formally delineating how closely aligned the goals 

and perceptions of these parties are to those of prisoners and more front facing staff roles.  

With regard to the applicability of focus groups as an approach for defining values in 

prison-based PBIS systems, the strategy proved useful for exploring nuances of opinion that 

may otherwise have been missed (Acocella, 2012). Prisoners and staff also both commented 

that they appreciated having a forum in which to express their views. However, from an 

efficiency perspective, the analysis strategy was a relatively lengthy process, which, while 

both a valuable and appropriate strategy for the epistemic pursuits of this study, represented a 

much longer planning phase than would likely be practical in real-world applications. The 

process was also relatively disconnected from the contributors of the data, which is 

incongruous to the original aims of the process. In applied practice, continued consultation 

with both prisoners and staff throughout the development process is probably preferable to 

the in-depth analysis of cross-sectional data delineated in the current study. 

A related limitation was that it was not possible to evaluate the degree to which the 

sample was representative of the larger prison population or of prison populations across the 

UK. However, across prisons in England and Wales, one quarter (27%) of the prisoner 

population and 7.7% of prison officers in England and Wales are from minority ethnic groups 
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(Ministry of Justice, 2021a; Prison Reform Trust, 2022). In terms of age profiles, the 30-39 

age group accounted for the largest proportion of prisoners (33%) and around 55% of 

prisoners were serving sentences of 4 years or longer, with a quarter serving a sentence 

between 1-4 years (Sturge, 2022). The recruited sample was therefore similar in many 

respects to the broader prison population, though greater recruitment from minority ethnic 

groups would have improved representation. Recruiting perspectives from a broader range of 

prison staff would also have improved representation and potentially added richness to the 

data. Although the views of prison officers provide an important snapshot of the 

organizational climate from those closest to the day-to-day realities of prison life, important 

and alternative perspectives might be offered by managerial staff and administrators. These 

voices offer crucial operational and logistical insight, which are essential to PBIS planning. 

An interesting extension of the current study would be to assess how closely aligned the 

values and priorities of these parties are to those of prisoners and “on the ground” staff. 

Overall, the findings provide an important contribution to the literature, underscoring 

the unique value that consultation with stakeholders of PBIS system provides, and 

empirically validating the need to involve both prisoners and staff in developing a framework 

that supports the priorities of the organisation as a whole. These results also begin to answer 

important questions regarding the feasibility of implementing PBIS practices within adult 

correctional settings, with the findings suggesting that a perceived lack of resources and the 

need to win over some of the more pessimistic and punitively orientated staff members might 

present the two most significant obstacles to successful implementation.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 4:  

 

Adapting PBIS to Adult Secure Settings3 

  

 
3 Portions of this chapter have been published in Behavior Analysis in Practice. See 

Appendix D for a copy of the published article. 
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The chapters thus far have discussed the promise of facility-wide Positive 

Behavioural Interventions and Supports (FW-PBIS) as a solution to the levels of problem 

behaviour in adult prisons in the UK (Prison Reform Trust, 2022). Evidence is emerging that 

the PBIS approach can be successfully adapted to alternative education settings and juvenile 

justice (JJ) facilities (Sprague et al., 2020). However, the potential of the PBIS approach in 

adult prisons remains untested. While JJ settings and prisons might house somewhat similar 

populations, there are important differences between these settings that might preclude 

simply transplanting practices that have been successful in young offender institutions.  

As discussed in the introduction, PBIS is a multi-tiered intervention framework that 

provides a continuum of behavioural support systems that increase in intensity in accordance 

with the needs of the population (Sugai, 2007). The purpose of this chapter is to design a 

contextually appropriate Tier 1 (i.e., universal; see pp. 15-16) approach to reduce the 

incidence of problem behaviour in an adult prison. Focussing initially on a Tier 1 intervention 

strategy was deemed prudent given that they are intended to address the needs of the majority 

of a given population, with more intensive and individualised interventions (i.e., Tier 2 and 

Tier 3 interventions) being reserved for those that do not respond to universal approaches 

(Horner & Sugai, 2015; Walker et al., 1996). This approach is also congruent with 

recommendations for PBIS implementation in school systems to implement one tier at a time, 

and wait until high fidelity is achieved at Tier 1 before implementing later tiers of support 

(Algozzine et al., 2014; Kittelman et al., 2022). 

4.1 Critical Elements of PBIS  

It is generally agreed that an effective PBIS approach integrates four critical elements 

across tiers: (a) incorporating the outcomes that are most valued by stakeholders, (b) the use 

of evidenced-based practices and interventions, (c) relying on institutional data to inform the 

selection of practices, and (d) considering the organisational systems and resources that are 
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available to support the implementation of practices (McDaniel et al., 2014; Sugai & Horner, 

2002). The previous chapter described how focus groups were utilised to recruit information 

on stakeholder values. As part of this process, resources and barriers were identified to 

inform intervention design (i.e., organisational systems that might support practices). 

Adherence to these critical features proceeded in four stages, whereby specific data were 

collected to further inform intervention planning. In Stage 1, institutional data were recruited 

to allow data-based decisions to be made regarding intervention selection. In Stage 2, 

evidence-based practice and stakeholder values were then incorporated into the 

conceptualisation of a Tier 1 intervention. In Stage 3, organisational resources were 

accounted for so that a contextually appropriate intervention could be developed. Prisoner 

feedback was also recruited to both inform the development of and validate the proposed 

approach. Stage 4 involved further collaboration with key stakeholders (i.e., prisoners and 

staff) to finalise the design of the intervention.  

4.2 Stage 1: Data-Based Decision Making 

Within a PBIS framework, data from a variety of sources are utilised to inform the 

selection and modification of practices, including disciplinary records on problem behaviour, 

treatment fidelity data, and the social validity of those practices (Simonsen & Sugai, 2013). 

For the current intervention planning process, the focus group research described in the 

previous chapter provided some important preliminary insight into the prevalence of 

behavioural issues, as well as identifying some potential environmental variables that may be 

correlated with these behaviours. However, given that retrospective reports collected from 

untrained stakeholders can often be unreliable sources of information (Oliver et al., 2015), 

objective data on the incidence of problem behaviour were also extracted from the prison’s 

adjudications database. The goal of analysing these data was to explore patterns or contextual 

variables that might be related to a higher incidence of problem behaviour in the setting, 
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thereby allowing for the design of a more targeted intervention. As previously alluded, 

incorporating such data is a critical element of PBIS interventions more generally (Simonsen 

& Sugai, 2013; Sugai & Horner, 2002). However, given that so little can be gleaned from the 

extant literature regarding contextual adaptations that might be necessary for successfully 

intervening in adult prisons relative to juvenile justice, this data gathering was considered an 

essential part of the intervention planning process.  

An adjudications database at the research site maintains records of all major 

institutional infractions (e.g., assaults on staff or prisoners, fights, damage, incidents at 

height), whether proven or disproven, as well as the time of the incident. To inform 

intervention planning, event data were extracted for all disruptive behaviour across the main 

residential areas of the prison across the 6-month period that preceded the intervention 

planning stage of the project. Data from specialist residential house blocks (i.e., vulnerable 

prisoner units, drug rehabilitation units, and house blocks for Enhanced prisoners) were 

excluded, given that these areas differed from main residence in terms of both population and 

daily routines.  

To identify potential temporal and environmental variables that may be correlated 

with problem behaviour, scatter plots were constructed (Sloman, 2010). The use of scatter 

plots is a common practice in behaviour analysis, though few research studies have validated 

their use nor even reported using them as part of their procedures (Sloman, 2010; c.f., Maas 

et al., 2009; Touchette et al., 1985). To assess whether there were any patterns to institutional 

infractions, events were plotted each day against the time at which the incident occurred (see 

Figure 4). Typically, researchers have used a grid data sheet and illustrated levels of 

behaviour within time intervals through the use of hatching or shading to indicate higher 

frequencies of behaviour (Sloman, 2010). However, given that the prison’s database afforded 
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exact timestamps for incidents of problem behaviour, each incident was instead plotted 

directly onto the scatterplot.  

Figure 4 

Scatterplot Showing the Distribution of Disruptive Behaviour Across Core Prison Days Over 

a 6-Month Period  

 

To address the potential for data points being hidden due to overlap with other 

incidents (Wickham & Grolemund, 2017), the researcher utilised the tidyverse package 

(Wickham et al., 2019) within the statistical computing software R (R Core Team, 2021) to 

add horizontal random variation to each data point using the “jitter” function. The purpose of 

this variation was to cause data points to spread and allow clusters of data points at the same 
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latitude to be revealed (Wickham & Grolemund, 2017). By limiting variation to the 

horizontal axis, the times at which incidents occurred was also protected.  

Visual analysis of the scatterplot data did not reveal any obvious differences in 

incidents across days of the week. Incidents also appeared to occur consistently throughout 

the core day (with the exception of between 13:00-14:00). However, the data did appear to 

cluster more densely at 12PM throughout the week, 18-19PM on Monday-Thursday and 9-

10AM on Friday-Sunday.  

Given that some clustering was identified, a risk ratio analysis was conducted to 

investigate the relative risk of incidents occurring at different time periods (Motulsky, 2018). 

These analyses involve dividing the probability of behaviour given a particular predictor 

variable (e.g., a specific time of day) by its overall probability to create a ratio. In the context 

of problem behaviour, a ratio of 1.0 would indicate that incidents are no more or less likely 

given a particular predictor variable, while a ratio of 2.0 would indicate that an outcome is 

two times as likely in its presence. Equally, a ratio of 0.5 would indicate that incidents occur 

about half as often in the presence of a predictor. 

These types of analysis are attractive given that ratios can sometimes be more 

intuitive to interpret than raw differences between variables (Motulsky, 2018). Recent 

examples of its use within the behaviour analytic literature include investigating the relative 

probability of problem behaviour in children with autism spectrum disorder (ASD) given 

therapist behaviours (i.e., movement across a room; Morris & Vollmer, 2022) or different 

toileting outcomes (i.e., success, no event, or accident; Perez et al., 2021).  

For the current analysis, the relative likelihood of incidents occurring on a particular 

day (i.e., their conditional probability) versus the other days of the week (i.e., their 

unconditional probability) was investigated first. Figure 5 shows these results. A horizontal 
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line has been added to the figure at a risk ratio of 1.0 to assist in distinguishing periods of 

greater or lesser relative risk. Similar to outcomes of the visual inspection of the scatterplot 

data, there did not appear to be a strong link between problem behaviour and particular days 

of the week, although Mondays and Thursdays did appear to have a marginally higher risk of 

incidents.  

Figure 5 

A Risk Ratio Analysis to Show Relative Risk of Major Institutional Infractions Across Days of 

the Week 

 

The next analysis involved calculating risk ratios for time periods within days of the 

week. Monday-Thursday, Fridays, and Saturday-Sunday were analysed separately, given that 

a different regime operated on these days of the week. Figures 6, 7, and 8 show the results of 

these analyses.  
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Figure 6 

A Risk Ratio Analysis to Show Relative Risk of Major Institutional Infractions Across Hours 

of the Day on Monday – Thursdays. 

 

Risk ratios suggested that on core weekdays (i.e., full prisoner working days; 

Monday-Thursday), the period at greatest risk of institutional infraction was between 18-19H 

(risk ratio = 2.37), with 12-13H (risk ratio = 1.88) and 17-18H (risk ratio = 1.47) also being at 

high risk of infractions. Discussions with staff suggested that these spikes in risk were 

correlated with prisoners’ evening association (a term used to describe prisoner free time 

between 18-19H) and meal times. On Fridays, prisoners were required in work in the 

morning, and then had the afternoon off, with the regime ending at 17H. Here, the periods of 

greatest risk were 8-9H (breakfast and assembling to move to work or education; risk ratio = 

2.05), 12-13H (lunch time; risk ratio = 2.05), and 15-16H (afternoon association; risk ratio = 

2.93). On weekends there were four periods of elevated risk: 9-10H (breakfast period; risk 

ratio = 1.93), 12-13H (lunchtime; risk ratio = 1.48), 15-16H (afternoon association; risk ratio 

2.07), and 16-17H (afternoon association and evening meal time; risk ratio = 2.07).  
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Figure 7 

A Risk Ratio Analysis to Show Relative Risk of Major Institutional Infractions Across Hours 

of the Day on Fridays 

 

Taken together, the data appeared to indicate that prisoner association times were 

highly correlated with major institutional infractions, with mealtimes also being commonly 

flagged as a relatively high-risk period. These findings were consistent with the focus group 

data reported in the previous chapter, with both prisoners and staff suggesting that a lack of 

structure and meaningful activity (of which association periods were renowned) were strong 

predictors of prisoner problem behaviour. While descriptive data do not provide evidence of 

causal relationships (i.e., that a lack of structure cause problematic behaviour; Holland, 1986; 

Oliver et al., 2015; Pence et al., 2009), they do indicate a need to address behaviour within 

these periods. As discussed earlier in the chapter, making data-based decisions regarding the 

selection of practices is a critical element of PBIS (Sugai & Horner, 2002). These data 

therefore provide useful information around which a more targeted intervention might be 

designed. 
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Figure 8 

A Risk Ratio Analysis to Show Relative Risk of Major Institutional Infractions Across Hours 

of the Day on Saturday and Sundays 

 

4.3 Stage 2: Designing an Evidence-Based and Data-Driven Model for Intervention that 

is Centred in Stakeholder Values 

The next stage of the intervention planning process involved integrating information 

from focus groups (i.e., outcomes that were important to key stakeholders, available 

resources, and barriers to intervention) with institutional records (i.e., problematic periods for 

violent and disruptive behaviour) into the design of an intervention that was supported by 

evidence-based practices. Universal behaviour support strategies within PBIS frameworks 

aim to establish and promote setting-wide behavioural expectations, developing systems to 

systematically communicate, teach, and reinforce those expectations (Grasley-Boy et al., 

2020; Sprague et al., 2013). However, prisons in England and Wales are required to adhere to 

a behaviour management policy framework known as the “Incentives and Earned Privileges” 

(IEP) scheme (see Ministry of Justice, 2020b). In 2019 significant changes were made to this 

policy framework, which included an increased emphasis on the use of positive 
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reinforcement to manage prisoner behaviour (Ministry of Justice, 2020b). As a result of these 

recent changes, correctional administrators at the prison in which the research took place did 

not wish to make any further changes to their local behavioural expectations nor their systems 

for reinforcing those expectations. The focus of intervention design was therefore on 

developing an approach that might be layered onto the existing IEP scheme to enhance 

behavioural outcomes.  

Data collected via stakeholder focus groups and institutional infraction databases 

suggested that violent and disruptive behaviour occurred most frequently during periods with 

limited structured activity. Links have indeed been drawn between the availability of 

purposeful activity and prison violence, with researchers claiming that infamous prison riots 

in 1970s America were the result of a lack of recreational activity (Vuk & Doležal, 2020). 

Criminologists have also long claimed that states of deprivation engendered by prison 

systems account for much problem behaviour (Steiner, 2018; Sykes, 1958). 

Sykes’ (1958) deprivation theory is consistent with the principle of motivating 

operations within the field of behaviour analysis, with response deprivation being suggested 

to increase the reinforcing value of events and temporarily increase relevant behaviours 

(Iwata et al., 2000). Klatt and Morris (2001) proposed that deprivation of access to activity 

operates in the same way as deprivation to other vital reinforcers such as food or drink. 

According to this principle, limited access to activity in prison may therefore increase the 

value of activity as a reinforcer, and evoke behaviours that result in access to activity. In the 

absence of other sources of reinforcement, engaging in problematic behaviour may also be 

reinforcing in its own right. One prisoner commented in a focus group (Chapter 3), “Because 

when you’ve got nothing to do, what else is there to do other than play up or just do 

something to entertain yourself?” 
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Research has also addressed how drugs are often utilised by prisoners to relieve 

boredom and pass time (Nurse et al., 2003), with the distribution and misuse of drugs being 

intricately related to issues of debt, self-harm and violence in prison (Gooch & Treadwell, 

2020). In behavioural terms, the value of engaging in drug misuse is increased in the absence 

of alternative sources of reinforcement, thereby evoking behaviours that are associated with 

the acquisition and misuse of drugs. Boys et al. (2002) found that 26.4% of prisoners that 

admitted using heroin in their life-time initiated their use whilst in prison. Duke (2020) 

further discusses that the demand for drugs in prison can be attributed to a lack of meaningful 

activity for prisoners. However, she discusses that prison policy has focussed on the issue of 

controlling such substances rather than improving conditions that may be evoking such 

behaviour.  

Given these links between deprived prison environments and problematic prisoner 

behaviour, reason might dictate that providing greater access to meaningful and appropriate 

activities might serve to reduce such behaviour by altering motivating operations for 

misconduct and occasioning reinforcement for other types of behaviour. This notion is 

consistent with “environmental enrichment” interventions within the field of behaviour 

analysis, which provide noncontingent access to tangible items and activity to afford 

alternative sources of reinforcement (Gover et al., 2019; Horner, 1980; Ringdahl et al., 1997; 

Wong et al., 1987). Research has found the approach can be utilised advantageously 

alongside other interventions to reduce self-injury and problematic stereotypy in individuals 

with intellectual disability (Gover et al., 2019). However, a particular advantage of 

environmental enrichment interventions is that they can be readily applied as an antecedent 

approach in settings where multiple individuals might be engaging in problematic behaviour. 

For example, access to activity has been found to reduce stereotypic vocalisations of 

individuals with schizophrenia in a psychiatric hospital (Wong et al., 1987), while structured 
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activities have been found to reduce the aggression of children with and without disabilities 

(Bay-Hinitz et al., 1994; Murphy et al., 1983; Spangler & Marshall, 1983).  

In the UK, the availability of structured and purposeful activity is one of the main 

metrics by which a “healthy” prison is measured (HM Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2022). It is 

therefore surprising that there is a dearth of studies that directly evaluate the impact of 

increasing purposeful activity on the institutional behaviour of prisoners (Vuk & Doležal, 

2020). However, the systematic review detailed in Chapter 2 indicated that there was 

promising evidence in support of educational programmes reducing institutional infractions 

(c.f., Duwe et al., 2015; Pompoco et al., 2017; Saylor & Gaes, 1997). There is also some 

correlational evidence that increasing engagement in some types of activity reduces levels of 

misconduct, with several studies finding that prisoners engaged in work are at reduced risk of 

engaging in acts of misconduct (Duwe & McNeeley, 2020; Huebner, 2003; Steiner & 

Wooldredge, 2009b; Vuk & Doležal, 2020) or being assaulted themselves (Howard et al., 

2020).  

Wooldredge (1998) suggested that prisoner routines can predict problem behaviour, 

but noted that levels of staff supervision were of primary importance in managing risk of 

assaults and prisoner victimisation. He suggests that time spent in activity without staff 

supervision creates opportunities for institutional infractions to occur and may increase levels 

of misconduct. Therefore, merely engaging in some type of activity may not be sufficient to 

reduce the risk of infractions. In fact, some types of activities in prison have been correlated 

with increased misconduct (e.g., reading; Vuk & Doležal, 2020), but correlational studies can 

be misleading in that they merely point to activities for which greater levels of engagement 

are associated with significant changes in misconduct. As such, it would be a mistake to 

assume a causal relationship between variables that have only been shown to be associated 

(Holland, 1986). For example, Vuk and Doležal (2020) demonstrated that more hours spent 
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watching TV was associated with reduced infractions, while hours spent reading was 

associated with a greater risk of infractions. A simple explanation for these results might be 

that inmates who conduct a greater number of infractions spend a greater proportion of their 

time in solitary confinement (typically without a TV). As a result, they might be more likely 

to spend more time reading and less time watching TV than prisoners who are not confined in 

solitary. If true, infractions might be said to cause reading rather than the reverse. 

Correlational studies do not therefore address the impact of manipulating the availability (or 

prisoner engagement in) purposeful activity. For example, if reading were to be abolished in 

prisons, what might the impact on behaviour be? Experimental or quasi-experimental studies 

are therefore much needed to investigate the direct impact of increasing purposeful activity. 

Aside from impact on institutional infractions, research suggests that purposeful 

activity can have much broader benefits, including a positive impact on prisoner mental 

health and reducing the risk of suicide and self-harm (Borrill et al., 2005; Cooper and 

Berwick, 2001; Leese et al., 2006; Marzano et al., 2011; Stephenson et al., 2021). Other 

studies have found positive associations between the availability of physical activity and life 

satisfaction or quality of life (Ali et al., 2016; Mannocci et al., 2015). 

Although more research is needed, the extant literature generally suggests that 

purposeful activity in prisons can have a beneficial impact on prisoner behaviour and well-

being. The latter of these is central to PBIS, with interventions aiming to improve client 

quality of life in the first instance, with reductions in problematic behaviour being a 

secondary goal (Carr et al., 2002). Researchers have also discussed that applications of PBIS 

in juvenile justice facilities need to provide frequent opportunities for youth to learn both 

academic and social skills (Scott et al., 2002; Sprague et al., 2013). The need to increase 

purposeful activity therefore appears to fit comfortably within the general ethos of PBIS 

interventions. Perhaps more crucially, the focus group outcomes discussed in Chapter 3 also 



125 

 

  

suggested that adult prisoners regarded opportunities for skill-building and rehabilitation to 

be a valued outcome in prison. While adult prisoners commonly share similar academic and 

social deficits with their younger peers (Bergeron & Valliant, 2001; Creese, 2016), it should 

not be assumed that each group share similar appetites for educational or rehabilitative 

activity. These findings were therefore especially important as they validated the relevance of 

the PBIS approach for adult offenders.  

Links could also be drawn between increasing purposeful activity as an intervention 

approach and the other values identified by stakeholders. For example, with regards to the 

need for consistency, aiming to increase purposeful activity during less structured association 

periods addressed an identified need for greater consistency in routines. The approach also fit 

harmoniously with the prisoner and staff need for respect (i.e., a person orientated and caring 

prison) in several nuanced ways. First, attempting to correct an environment that appeared 

conducive to violence and problematic behaviour addressed prisoner and staff needs for 

safety (i.e., being looked after). Second, supporting prisoner mental health and well-being 

through enriching their environment with purposeful activity also serves to address prisoner 

need to be treated as a person and looked after. Finally, creating opportunities for prisoners to 

engage in more positive behaviours creates potential opportunities for staff to engage in more 

positive ways with prisoners. Therefore, it is possible the approach might have a positive 

impact on prisoner-staff relationships (i.e., treating one another with respect). Given that 

increasing purposeful activity appeared consistent with consumer values, as well as 

promising evidence on the role of purposeful activity in improving prisoner behaviour (e.g., 

Pompoco et al., 2017; Steiner & Wooldredge, 2009b; Vuk & Doležal, 2020), it seems 

reasonable and prudent to investigate the impact of the approach as a universal prevention 

strategy.   



126 

 

  

4.4 Stage 3: Accounting for Institutional Systems and Resources in Intervention Design  

The above stages describe the conceptualisation process of a Tier 1 intervention that 

accounted for three of the four critical elements of a PBIS approach. Specifically, the 

preceding process ensured that the approach addressed the valued outcomes of key 

stakeholders, was informed by institutional data, and was supported as an intervention 

approach by the extant literature. The fourth and final critical element involved factoring the 

systems that were available to support implementation into the design of the intervention 

(Sugai & Horner, 2002). A critical component of this process involved considering contextual 

barriers and adaptations that might be necessary to promote intervention success.  

As discussed in the introduction to the chapter, focus groups with prisoners and staff 

were a useful source of information on the resources available to support intervention. Two 

important cultural and operational barriers identified were the negative perceptions expressed 

by a minority of staff toward the need for rehabilitative activity, and perceptions of limited 

resources that the majority of staff felt prevented them from adequately responding to the 

needs of prisoners. These findings signalled that staff were not currently in a position to 

intensively support an intervention, and that there may even be some resistance towards 

rehabilitative approaches from a minority of staff members.  

Another important contextual variable that presented significant obstacles was the 

COVID-19 pandemic, with the outbreak occurring amidst the intervention planning process. 

The pandemic placed an enormous strain upon the prison system, with the need for 

heightened restrictions and control of prisoner movement, making structured activity even 

more difficult to organise (HM Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2022).  Throughout much of the 

pandemic, prisoners were required to spend as much as 22 hours a day in their cells, even as 

restrictions began to ease. Most relevant to the intervention planning process was that the 

pandemic exacerbated the previously discussed staffing issues, with the UK prison service 
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experiencing significant staff attrition, difficulties in recruitment, and frequent absences from 

work due to infection or isolation protocols (HM Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2022). These 

issues were also suggested to have significantly impacted officers’ abilities to support 

prisoner rehabilitation.   

Despite challenges posed by the pandemic, conversations with senior management 

made it clear that they remained committed to identifying avenues to support prisoner 

purposeful activity. As discussed in the previous chapter, one potential solution to address a 

lack of staff resources and buy-in might be to utilise prisoners to facilitate skill-building 

groups. A systematic review of 57 studies has suggested that peer-led approaches in prisons 

may have several appreciable advantages, showing that peer-delivered interventions and 

support can have positive effects on both deliverers and recipients (Bagnall et al., 2015). 

Evidence from this review also suggested that peer delivered interventions often are preferred 

by prisoners. Typologies of prisoner-led interventions reported by this review included peer 

mentoring interventions, wherein prisoners are paired with peer role models who model and 

teach positive behaviours or skills, and peer support interventions, wherein prisoners provide 

social and emotional support to prisoners in need. 

Perhaps more pertinent to the present study were findings related to peer education 

strategies that aimed to increase the knowledge or awareness of other prisoners. Examples of 

topics and skills taught via this strategy included health education (e.g., HIV and infectious 

disease prevention; Bryan et al., 2006; Peek, 2011), literacy (O’Hagan, 2011), and parenting 

(Penn State Erie, 2001). However, while these studies demonstrate precedent for the 

successful application of peer-led educational strategies, an important consideration for 

adapting this approach was whether prisoners would be willing to undertake such a 

responsibility during their free time, and equally relevant, whether prisoner skill sets would 

align with the needs or preferences of their peers. 
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To assess these potential challenges, the next stage of intervention planning involved 

recruiting prisoner feedback in terms of whether there was an appetite to both lead and 

participate in activity sessions during their free time. An informal survey was conducted 

during prisoner association periods on a standard residential unit. This unit had been 

identified through discussion with the senior management team as a potential site to trial a 

Tier 1 system. At the time of the survey, 94 adult prisoners were housed on the unit. 

A convenience sampling approach was utilised, which involved approaching prisoners 

on the residential unit during association times and asking if they were willing to provide 

feedback on association periods. If a prisoner agreed, he was subsequently asked one or more 

of the following questions, depending on the preceding response:  

1. If we were to schedule skill-building activities during association times, would 

you be interested in participating? If yes: 

2. What types of skills or groups would you like to participate in (if applicable)? 

3. Would you be willing to lead any activities or skill building groups for your 

peers? If yes: 

4. What types of activity would you be willing to lead (if applicable)? 

Forty-three prisoners (accounting for 45.7% of the population) provided responses. Of 

the surveyed prisoners, 35 stated that they were interested in participating in structured 

activities during association times. Eight stated they were not interested or were concerned 

there would not be enough time. When asked what types of skills or activity prisoners would 

like to participate in, 10 prisoners stated they were not sure what was available or could not 

think of any suggestions. The remainder suggested at least one activity across a range of skill 

domains. Suggestions were compiled into a list and grouped loosely into categories (see 

Table 17). Types of suggested activity included educational skills (i.e., literacy and 

numeracy, language lessons), vocational skills (i.e., construction, painting and decorating, 
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barber training), other employability skills (i.e., business/money skills, IT skills), thinking 

skills/peer support (i.e., family relationships, thinking skills, drug counselling), and 

recreational skills (gym groups, cooking, drawing/art class, and music groups). The activities 

that were suggested by the most prisoners were construction courses, peer mentoring/peer 

support training, gym groups, and cooking classes.  

Table 17 

Prisoner Suggestions for Activities During Association Periods 

Category 

  

Course  Number 

of 

requests 

Volunteer to 

Facilitate 

Educational 

  

Shannon’s Trust 2 Y 

English lessons (second language) 2 N 

Numeracy/Literacy courses 1 Y 

Language lessons (Italian/Spanish) 1 N 

Driving theory 1 Y 

Vocational 

 

  

Construction – CSCS/PSR course 5 N 

Hair styling/barber training 3 N 

Electrical 2 Y 

Carpentry 1 N 

Plastering 1 N 

Painting and decorating 1 N 

Employability skills 

(other)  

Business/money skills 2 Y 

BICS Course 1 N 

Food hygiene course 1 N 

IT skills (Microsoft Office etc.) 0 Y 

Thinking skills/ 

Counselling/peer 

support 

 

  

Peer mentoring/peer support training 5 Y 

Resolve 1 N 

BBR – building better relationships 1 N 

Family relationships/matters 1 N 

Life coaching course 1 Y 

Thinking skills 1 Y 

Listener training 1 N 

Drug counselling 1 N 

Recreational skills 

 

  

Cooking 7 Y 

Gym group 4 Y 

Drawing/art class 2 Y 

Music group 1 N 

Rap 1 Y 

Origami 0 Y 
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Encouragingly, a substantial proportion of prisoners also stated that they would be 

willing to lead activity groups for their peers (N = 17; 39.5% of those surveyed). Names of 

volunteers were recorded along with the types of activity they would be willing to facilitate to 

assist with future facilitator recruitment. Often, prisoners volunteered to lead groups that had 

been suggested by another resident (with several volunteering to lead their own suggestions 

of activity). In two cases, a prisoner volunteered to facilitate an activity that had not 

previously been requested (origami and IT skills).   

Prisoner responses largely indicated strong support for more structured activities on 

the unit. Anecdotally, a common response to being asked what activities they would like to 

see organised during association times was that “anything would be an improvement.” 

Another positive finding was the breadth of activities that prisoners volunteered to lead, with 

prisoners volunteering to lead activities across all categories of activity (see Table 17).  

Despite the largely positive responses to the notion of peer-led association activities, a 

limitation of the use of convenience sampling was that not all prisoners spent their 

association times socializing in the communal areas. Given that prisoners were not 

approached whilst in their cells, the views of the sample surveyed might not be representative 

of the broader population on the unit. One concern might be that prisoners remaining in their 

cells might be less inclined to either lead or participate in more structured types of activity 

than peers that typically socialised on the unit. However, given that the purpose of the 

surveys was to ascertain whether there was at least some interest in introducing prisoner-led 

activity on the unit, this was not deemed a significant risk to the validity of the data. In 

addition, most prisoners spent at least some of their association times out of their cells, and 

the researcher collected data across multiple association periods to maximise the likelihood 

that the majority of prisoners be afforded the opportunity to provide their views. 
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In summary, surveys suggested that prisoners were motivated to support a peer-led 

approach to increasing purposeful activity, with responses suggesting that increasing 

rehabilitative activity remained a valued outcome to prisoners. In terms of the four critical 

elements of PBIS, this stage of the planning process was likely one of the most important, 

given that it involved ensuring the planned intervention was feasible in principle. Given the 

positive prisoner feedback, the final stage of the planning process involved refining and 

finalizing an intervention approach that might be trialled across a residential unit.  

4.5 Stage 4: Finalising the Design of a Tier 1 Intervention 

This stage of intervention planning was an iterative process that involved regular 

meetings with various departments in the prison to determine what types of activity would be 

feasible to run in the context of the prison environment. The goal was to establish a timetable 

of activities that was available on the residential unit during prisoner free association periods. 

Another important aim was to provide prisoners a choice of activities that were freely 

available during their association times so that they might allocate as much or as little of their 

time as they wished. From an operational perspective, running activities on the unit itself was 

also advantageous given that it precluded the need for a member of staff to leave the unit to 

supervise activities elsewhere. This was especially important given that staff ratios were 

already very low (3:90 staff to prisoners per residential unit).  

While running activities on the residential unit was a necessary component of the 

planned intervention, this approach also introduced some important contextual barriers, 

namely space in which to conduct sessions. Main residence units are notoriously loud and 

busy, making activities that require quiet (e.g., literacy and numeracy groups or music 

groups) difficult to conduct in communal spaces. These units are not designed to 

accommodate purposeful activity, with each unit typically only having a single small 

classroom (maximum occupancy eight prisoners) in which to conduct more structured types 
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of activity. A variety of activities were therefore discussed that could be conducted in a 

noisier environment but might still offer prisoners the opportunity to develop skills (e.g., 

cooking and art groups).  

Other key considerations in the preparation of activity timetables were resources 

available to support activities, security concerns, and managing risks to health and safety. 

Resource considerations included both the availability of material resources, as well as staff 

resource in terms of support and training available to set activity facilitators up for success. 

Being a secure setting, some common household items (e.g., scissors) were controlled or 

banned in the prison setting. As a result, some types of activity were deemed unfeasible, 

while others required significant adaptations to make work on the unit. One example is that 

card making activities needed to be supplied with all materials pre-cut. 

Once a preliminary timetable had been developed, the next step was to recruit 

facilitators. Prisoners that had registered their interest in leading groups during Stage 3 of 

intervention planning were approached. Prison officers also recommended prisoners they felt 

would be well suited to leading particular groups. In instances where staff could not 

recommend a suitable prisoner, the lead researcher approached prisoners to ask who they 

might recommend (e.g., “Who is the best cook on the unit?”). The unit manager requested 

that the behaviour of peers recommended by prisoners be vetted by staff prior to 

employment. This is somewhat consistent with therapeutic community approaches, in which 

peer role models are required to have met certain standards of behaviour to be promoted to 

positions of responsibility and lead group activities (Malivert et al., 2012). Involving staff in 

the selection of prisoner facilitators also felt important to recruit their buy-in (Boden et al., 

2020). An overview of scheduled activities appears in Table 18. 
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Table 18 

 Scheduled Activities Organised as Part of a Peer-Led Initiative to Increase Purposeful 

Activity 

Activity Location Brief description of activity 

Literacy and Numeracy 

Support 

Unit classroom A peer helped prisoners work towards qualifications 

in literacy and numeracy. Materials were provided by 

the prison’s education department.  

 

Cooking club Communal area Cooking group to teach prisoners how to cook simple 

meals using ingredients they could purchase for 

themselves (although ingredients were provided for 

classes in the first instance). Meals were cooked in 

microwaves, given that was the only equipment 

available to them on the unit.  

 

Music group Unit classroom A peer taught prisoners how to write and record songs 

using recording equipment and software.  

 

Chess club Communal area A peer taught prisoners new to chess how to play and 

organised pyramid tournaments. The prisoner at the 

top of the pyramid at the end of each week won a 

small prize. The structure of tournaments allowed 

prisoners to continue challenging one another until the 

last minute, rather than operating a “knock-out” 

system. This encouraged active participation for 

longer. 

   

Guitar tutoring In-cell A peer taught prisoners how to play guitar. Sessions 

ran one-to-one or in small groups. 

 

Fitness groups Exercise yard A peer organised circuits for prisoners. Exercises were 

either body weight or using a small amount of 

equipment (e.g., sand bags, slam balls, resistance 

bands). 

 

Virtual Campus 

courses 

Unit classroom A peer managed the use of virtual campus computers 

on which prisoners could complete various vocational 

and employment related courses (e.g., food hygiene 

training, introduction to construction). Also available 

were driving theory practice, and CV builder 

software.  

 

Art club Communal area Various arts and crafts activities were trialled in these 

groups, including painting classes, origami, and card 

making. 

 

Bingo Communal area Bingo nights were organised during evening 

associations. Prisoners were able to win small prizes 

such as cans of pop and chocolates.  
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Activity Location Brief description of activity 

 

Yoga Exercise yard A peer taught basic yoga poses.  

 

Note. Yoga classes were discontinued after the first week due to a lack of participation. 

Developing a finalised timetable of activities was a lengthy and iterative process, 

involving repeated discussion with both prisoners and staff to identify a range of activities 

that would be feasible to run on the residential unit. This process engendered several new 

ideas for activity groups, with some replacing some of the initial suggestions of prisoners in 

the original survey (see Table 18). This was an intentional and inevitable result of the 

process, with the goal being to identify a workable schedule of activities that prisoners would 

be motivated to engage with.  

It may be interesting to note that a large proportion of the approved activities might be 

categorised as more recreational in nature (e.g., music group, art club, chess club) as opposed 

to teaching more functional, vocational, or employment related skills. This was due in some 

part to the logistical difficulties of running activities that required specialised equipment. For 

example, although a prisoner volunteered to teach electrical skills, security issues related to 

the theft or misuse of wires were raised when discussing the possibility of running electrician 

courses. Meanwhile, other types of activity were simply impractical to run on a residential 

unit (e.g., practical construction courses).  

Another important variable in finalising a workable timetable was identifying 

prisoners that were willing and able to teach various courses/skills. In some cases, the issue 

was a lack of training rather than an absence of desire. For example, several prisoners 

volunteered to lead counselling activities (e.g., thinking skills or drug counselling; see Table 

17), but lacked the training to do so. Training was arranged with the prison’s interventions 

department for two prisoners to learn to facilitate a drug counselling programme. However, 
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staff shortages created by the COVID-19 pandemic prevented the training from taking place 

prior to the piloting of the activity timetable. Running these types of groups may therefore be 

feasible in the longer term but would require a training infrastructure to be better established 

to support these types of peer-led courses.  

4.6 Chapter Summary 

The intervention planning process described in this chapter proceeded across four 

stages. Each stage involved integrating data from a variety of sources, and continued 

consultation with key stakeholders aided the design of an intervention that adhered to the four 

critical elements of PBIS (Sugai & Horner, 2002). In Stage 1, institutional data were analysed 

to identify problematic periods for violent and disruptive behaviour, and to enable a data-

informed and targeted intervention to be developed. In Stage 2, evidence-based practice and 

stakeholder values collected via focus groups allowed the conceptualisation of a Tier 1 

intervention strategy that focussed on increasing prisoner engagement in purposeful activity. 

Stage 3 involved considering the systems and resources that were available to support the 

Tier 1 intervention that had been conceptualised in the previous stage. Given cultural and 

operational barriers, the intervention was adapted to utilise prisoner facilitators to lead 

activity groups for their peers. A key part of this stage involved consultation with prisoners to 

ensure their buy-in and validate the feasibility of the approach. The final stage of the process 

involved working collaboratively with key stakeholders (prisoners and staff) to finalise the 

design of a contextually appropriate Tier 1 intervention that might be trialled on a residential 

unit. The next chapter will be devoted to evaluating the feasibility of this approach in 

practice, as well as the feasibility of conducting research in prisons more generally.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 5:  

 

Evaluating the Feasibility of a Peer-led Approach to  

Increase Purposeful Activity4 

  

 
4 Portions of this chapter have been published in Behavior Analysis in Practice. See Appendix 

D for a copy of the published article. 
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5.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter outlined the process involved in designing a contextually 

appropriate Tier 1 intervention that might fit within a PBIS framework in an adult prison. 

Critically, the chapter addressed how the four key elements of PBIS were integrated into 

intervention design by incorporating the extant literature, the valued outcomes of prisoners 

and staff, institutional infraction data, and the institution’s available systems and resources 

(Sugai & Horner, 2002). The result of this process was the design of a peer-led intervention 

that aimed to increase the availability of purposeful rehabilitative activity during association 

periods (unstructured prisoner free time). This chapter will delineate an empirical evaluation 

of the feasibility of this strategy in practice.  

5.1.1 Feasibility Studies 

Randomised controlled trials (RCTs) are considered the gold standard of experimental 

research design (Mackenzie & Farrington, 2015). However, researchers commonly describe a 

range of difficulties in conducting high quality research in prison settings (Lobmaier et al., 

2010; Pettus-Davis et al., 2016; Prendergast et al., 2011), including recruiting sufficient 

sample sizes, treatment attrition, and delays to treatment delivery. Researchers have therefore 

reasoned that RCTs make up a relatively small proportion of the treatment literature due to 

the challenges in conducting such trials in the prison context (Mackenzie & Farrington, 

2015).  

Given these difficulties, and the fact that such research trials require a significant 

investment of time and resources, a prudent approach is that preliminary work should be 

undertaken to ensure that trials are worth such resource expenditures. Feasibility studies 

primarily serve to identify barriers to conducting high-quality research, as well as parameters 

of outcome measures (e.g., standard deviations), response rates and attrition, and the general 

willingness of staff to support the study (Whitehead et al., 2014). It is important to highlight 
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that the primary outcomes of feasibility studies are not typically measures of treatment 

effectiveness (for which feasibility studies rarely have sufficient power to determine; 

Whitehead et al., 2014). Instead, they function to determine whether full-scale studies are 

possible. This study therefore aimed to inform the design of a larger-scale study that might 

evaluate a Tier 1 intervention.  

A specific consideration with regards to the design of a future large-scale study are 

potential outcome measures. Institutional infractions data have been most commonly utilised 

as measures of misconduct within the correctional literature in recent years (Steiner, 2018). A 

key goal of the following study will therefore be to explore the parameters of institutional 

data on infractions and self-harm to inform their sufficiency as measures of problem 

behaviour and well-being in future evaluations.  

Equally important to the current study, however, was evaluating the feasibility of the 

intervention itself. As previously discussed, while PBIS interventions have been successful in 

juvenile justice settings (Johnson et al., 2013; Sidana, 2006), prisons differ significantly in 

terms of resources available, prisoner-staff ratios, and the degree of focus on treatment or 

rehabilitation (Kupchik, 2007; Ng et al., 2012). Research has also suggested that staff 

attitudes towards rehabilitation may differ when working with juvenile versus adult offenders 

(Bolin & Applegate, 2016). As a result, it is possible that positive and proactive approaches 

to reducing problem behaviour may be less well received in practice. In addition, while the 

surveys and focus groups conducted for the current project suggested support for the use of a 

peer-led approach (Bagnall et al., 2015; see previous chapter), success in practice might be a 

different matter. Evaluating treatment integrity of implementation attempts (i.e., whether it is 

possible to successfully implement the proposed intervention) and the social validity of the 

treatment amongst prisoners and staff are essential measures.  
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Observational evidence suggests that prisoner engagement in structured activity is 

associated with reductions in problem behaviour (Duwe & McNeeley, 2020; Huebner, 2003; 

Steiner & Wooldredge, 2009b; Vuk & Doležal, 2020), while other studies have shown that 

the availability of purposeful activity can have a positive impact on prisoner mental health 

and well-being (Cooper & Berwick, 2001; Marzano et al., 2011; Stephenson et al., 2021). 

Despite this, there are currently no experimental or quasi-experimental studies that have 

directly investigated the impact of increasing purposeful activity on prisoner misconduct 

(Vuk & Dolezal, 2020), perhaps due in part to the discussed difficulties in conducting such 

evaluations in the prison context. This study therefore aimed to investigate the following 

questions: 

1. Is a peer-led approach to increasing purposeful activity feasible within the context 

of prison residential units? 

2. Is peer-led structured activity an effective strategy for increasing engagement 

during association times? 

3. What is the social validity of introducing peer-led purposeful activity amongst 

prisoners and staff? 

4. Are key performance indicators within the prison system (i.e., misconduct, self-

harm, and positive IEP awards) suitable and sufficient as primary measures of 

behaviour change? 

5. What is the feasibility of conducting a high-quality full-scale study to investigate 

impact of peer-facilitated purposeful activity on prisoner behaviour and well-

being? What considerations would be necessary? 
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5.2 Method 

5.2.1 Participants and Setting 

The current study was conducted on a main residence (i.e., non-specialist) unit that 

had been identified by the prison’s senior management team as being a suitable location to 

conduct a feasibility study. A key consideration in unit selection was identifying an 

operational manager that was willing to support the project, given that recruiting staff-buy in 

is an essential factor in intervention success (Boden et al., 2020). The unit included single or 

double-occupancy cells across three floors, a communal shower area, a common area with 

twelve tables and chairs bolted to the floor, two staff offices, a multi-purpose room with three 

computers and monitors, and a paved recreation yard. During the 8-week study period 

(inclusive of a 2-week pre-intervention baseline), the unit housed adult male prisoners 

between the ages of 20-63 (M = 30.94). All prisoners that resided on the unit were free to 

participate in unit activities, though specific inclusion criteria applied with regards to 

outcome data (see below). The population of the unit varied across the feasibility study due to 

prisoners being transferred between units, to other prisons, or released from custody, but 

ranged between 92 and 97 prisoners.  

At the start of the study, the unit staff team comprised nine core staff members (prison 

officers; three females, six males) and a female operational manager. Two male members of 

staff left their employment midway through the study, and one male and one female member 

of staff joined the team in the last two weeks of the study. At the end of the study the staffing 

group therefore comprised four females and five male prison officers. Demographic data for 

staff were derived from self-report rather than institutional records (see measures, p. 145). 

Although prison officers from other areas of the prison sometimes worked on the unit due to 

issues with staffing caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, demographic information was only 

recruited from core staff members. Data were collected for seven staff members (six prison 
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officers and the operational manager). Two staff participants omitted responses to 

demographic questions. Mean age was 32.6(4.93), with an average of 150.35 weeks service. 

Length of service was variable, ranging from two months to six years. 60% of respondents 

reported being female, 40% male. Regarding ethnicity, 60% of respondents reported being 

white, with the remainder preferring not to say (40%). Three staff members worked 

concurrently on the unit during day-time shifts, supporting a prisoner-staff ratio of roughly 

30:1.   

5.2.2 Measures 

Anonymised data on major problem behaviours (i.e., prisoner and staff assaults, 

fights, damage, fire, and incidents at height) and self-harm were collected from the prison’s 

adjudications database for all prisoners that resided on the intervention unit during the 

feasibility study and exported to MS Excel™. Measures of minor problem behaviour were 

collected via extracting data on positive and negative Incentives and Earned Privilege (IEP) 

points. IEP points formed the basis of a levels system used by the facility to determine 

prisoners’ access to privileges, including employment, preferred housing, education, and 

recreation (see p. 146). These were necessary in addition to adjudications data, given that 

major and minor infractions were adjudicated separately, with the IEP system being primarily 

utilised to address less severe incidents or reward prisoners for meeting behavioural 

expectations (Ministry of Justice, 2020b). As such, IEP data provide additional insight into 

levels of problematic (and pro-social) behaviour that might not be captured by evaluating 

reportable incidents alone. Three levels of IEP awards are possible: minor commendations or 

verbal warnings (+/-1 point respectively), major commendations or written warnings (+/-4.5 

points respectively), and single exemplary acts or serious incidents (+/-10 points 

respectively). IEP awards were therefore extracted as the count of awards delivered rather 

than the number of points awarded to maintain consistency across sources of data on problem 
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behaviour, given that different values of points could be awarded depending on the 

seriousness of an incident.  

The above measures were collected by the staff that witnessed or responded to the 

incidents and were recorded by them on the prison’s databases. As researchers could not be 

present 24 hours a day to confirm incidents, measures of interobserver agreement (IOA) were 

not feasible. While time sampling strategies were considered, these strategies were all 

ultimately dismissed given that the target behaviours were relatively low in rate, meaning that 

behaviour was unlikely to be captured via these strategies. Three inclusion criteria were 

applied to the extracted data. First, the data of any prisoner that spent fewer than 48 hours on 

the residential unit while the intervention was running was excluded. This cut off (while 

somewhat arbitrary) was included to restrict the analysis to prisoners that had at least some 

time to adjust to the unit. It was deemed that shorter exposure periods to the intervention 

would not contribute meaningful data to an analysis. Second, participant data were excluded 

if they arrived at the prison during the feasibility study, given that early days in custody are 

very different to treatment as usual, and has also been correlated with institutional 

misconduct (Cihan et al., 2017; Morris et al., 2012). Third, prisoner data were excluded if 

they were transferred to or from specialist units during the feasibility study (i.e., drug 

rehabilitation or safer custody), given that treatment on these units differ drastically from 

standard residential units, confounding any comparison that might be made between time in 

treatment and during baseline.  

Anonymised social validity (Wolf, 1978) data were also collected from prisoners and 

staff via questionnaires. Being a cross-sectional analysis (i.e., measuring a single time point 

rather than evaluating change over time), social validity questionnaires were issued to all 

prisoners and staff that had experienced the intervention for a minimum of 48 hours. Similar 

to the exclusionary criteria for institutional infractions, it was deemed that participants that 
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experienced fewer than two days of activities they would be less likely to provide useful 

input on the social validity of the intervention. The purpose of this measure was to evaluate 

prisoner and staff perceptions of the importance of purposeful activity (intervention goals), 

the perceived impact on prisoner behaviour (value of intervention outcomes), and perceptions 

regarding the peer-led approach (appropriateness of intervention procedures). Questionnaires 

were presented as statements to which participants responded to a 5-point Likert scale 

(strongly disagree to strongly agree; Jamieson, 2004). Prisoners and staff were provided with 

slightly different questionnaires, with bespoke questions for each. Staff were additionally 

asked about their perceptions regarding the workload introduced by the intervention, while 

prisoners were asked about the impact of groups on their well-being and acquisition of skills. 

Activity facilitators were provided with prisoner questionnaires but were also given an 

additional page of questions bespoke to their role as a facilitator. These questions included 

whether facilitators would want to continue in their role, and whether facilitating groups had 

impacted the level of respect they received from their peers and officers. Both prisoners and 

staff were also afforded the opportunity to provide written feedback. Space was provided 

after each question for staff, and at the end for prisoners. The use of questionnaires also 

allowed some basic demographic data of the population to be collected. For prisoners, data on 

age, ethnicity, time on the intervention unit, and time at the prison overall were collected. For 

staff, data on age, gender, length of service, and ethnicity were collected. Social validity 

questionnaires for prisoners (including facilitator specific questions) can be viewed in 

Appendix E and staff questionnaires can be viewed in Appendix F. 

5.2.3 Experimental Procedures 

 The availability of peer-led activity within the prison’s existing regime was 

manipulated across the study period. After five weeks of intervention, there was an 

unanticipated regime change due to a HMPPS mandated easing of COVID-19 restrictions. 
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This impacted the general availability of purposeful activity (see below) and also necessitated 

changes to the peer-led activity intervention. Baseline and peer-led activity conditions are 

therefore described under these different regimes (i.e., Regime 1 and Regime 2). 

Baseline, Regime 1 

The baseline phase constituted treatment as usual at the prison (i.e., no additional 

interventions were programmed). As noted above, the prison employed an “Incentives and 

Earned Privileges” (IEP) behaviour management scheme that is mandated by HMPPS and the 

Ministry of Justice and is common to all prisons across England and Wales (Ministry of 

Justice, 2020b). Positive IEP points are delivered to prisoners in recognition of meeting 

behavioural expectations, while negative IEP points are awarded to prisoners who “behave 

poorly or refuse to engage” (Ministry of Justice, 2020b, p5). Examples of behaviours that 

might earn positive IEP awards are “following rules” or “taking an active part in the regime 

and sentence plan, including work, education or interventions” (Ministry of Justice, 2020b, p. 

20). Negative IEP points might be awarded for failing to meet these expectations, engaging in 

threatening or abusive behaviour, or failing to respect staff, prisoners, or their belongings. 

Incorporated into the IEP system are a minimum of three levels of privileges (Basic, 

Standard, and Enhanced). Acquiring positive IEP points allow progression to higher levels of 

privileges, while negative IEP points result in demotion through levels and loss of privileges.  

The residential unit was split into two cohorts by cell number. Each was afforded a one-hour 

association period each day, which ran consecutively in the afternoon.  

Peer-Led Activities, Regime 1 

Peer-led activities were scheduled each week during prisoner association periods. 

Activities were facilitated by prisoners that resided on the intervention unit. The exception 

was guitar lessons, for which the originally recruited facilitator was transferred to another 
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prison a week prior to the study. It was necessary to replace this facilitator with an off-unit 

prisoner due to difficulties in recruitment on the unit. Further details on the facilitator 

recruitment process are detailed in the previous chapter (see p. 133). Activities occurred 

during the middle 30-minutes of association periods, allowing facilitators 15-minute window 

to set up and down respectively.  

Activities were developed by working collaboratively with recruited prisoner 

facilitators and relevant departments across the prison (see Table 18 in previous chapter for a 

full list of activities). Where relevant, training was provided fortnightly for prisoner 

facilitators. In some cases, training was flexible, and led by facilitators. For example, while a 

music teacher initially gave music group facilitators ideas for running sessions, follow-up 

trainings served to provide facilitators with opportunities to ask questions and receive help 

with specific topics that they deemed relevant to their sessions. For cooking activities, 

prisoners would also be heavily involved in the selection of recipes, receiving training 

fortnightly on a recipe that they would then deliver to their peers. For some activities there 

was less flexibility (e.g., literacy and numeracy groups), with facilitators in these sessions 

delivering a pre-set curriculum of materials. 

  The activity timetable was developed each week to maximise the use of space on the 

unit. This typically meant concurrently scheduling an activity in the on-unit classroom, on the 

exercise yard, and using the communal area. Prisoners could sign-up to activities via sign-up 

slips that displayed the timetable of activities (see Appendix G). These were deposited to 

prisoner’s cells on the Thursday of the week prior. Prisoners were able to deposit these slips 

into a box fixed to the wall adjacent to the manager’s office. Activities were available on a 

first-come first-served basis. As a result, sign-up forms were designed to allow prisoners to 

provide a first and second choice of activity in case their first choice of activity was already 

fully booked. The lead researcher emptied the activity box daily and wrote prisoner names on 
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an activity list that was displayed in a window in the communal area. Prisoners were able to 

check this list to see what activities they had been signed-up for each day.  

Prisoners were able to request participation in activities as often as they were 

available, with the exception of cooking, for which participation was limited to once per 

prisoner per fortnight. This was due to there being a high demand for a limited number of 

spaces, and due to participants being entitled to extra time out of cell to allow time to both 

cook and eat their meals. This privilege was reserved for participation in the cooking activity. 

Over the course of the study, prisoners began to exclusively use sign-up forms to book onto 

the cooking activity, and simply turned up for the other types of activity (for which there 

were typically open spaces on the day). 

An unplanned withdrawal of the intervention occurred after the first four days of 

implementation. This was due to the lead researcher contracting COVID-19 and being unable 

to direct the implementation of the study, nor collect data, and necessitated a return to 

baseline conditions. Activities were therefore cancelled across the weekend, and for the 

entirety of the second week of the feasibility study. Prior to this withdrawal, three or four 

activities were scheduled concurrently. When the intervention was reinstated, a maximum of 

three concurrent activities were scheduled due to staff reports that the unit was otherwise too 

busy. 

Baseline, Regime 2 

Five weeks following initial implementation of the intervention, COVID-19 

restrictions were eased and HMPPS mandated a sudden and substantial change to the prison’s 

regime. This necessitated an immediate withdrawal of peer-led activities to calibrate existing 

activity schedules to the new regime, which included more time out of cell, greater 

opportunities to secure full-time work or education, and additional gym and football sessions. 
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Association times also changed to account for a greater number of prisoners returning to 

work. Most significantly, rather than running consecutively in the afternoon for each cohort, 

one association period was scheduled in the morning, and one in the afternoon. Other aspects 

of the prison regime remained identical to baseline in Regime 1.  

Peer-Led Activities, Regime 2 

Several impromptu changes were necessary to adapt peer-led activities to the new 

regime. First, fewer activities were scheduled concurrently to reflect the reduced number of 

prisoners on the unit during association times (due to being in education or work). Second, a 

focus was placed on scheduling the most popular activities. No literacy and numeracy groups 

or virtual campus courses were therefore scheduled under Regime 2. Third, changes to 

association times meant that guitar lessons were no longer feasible due to their being 

facilitated by an off-unit prisoner. Fourth, changes to the timetable impacted cooking 

sessions, given that association periods no longer ran consecutively. This precluded extra 

time being given to prisoners to cook and eat their food. Under Regime 2, prisoners were 

therefore required to complete the cooking activity within their one-hour association.  

5.2.4 Experimental Design and Data Analysis 

A within-subjects research design was utilised in which the levels of behaviour were 

compared across experimental conditions. As previously discussed, feasibility studies are not 

designed (or typically powered) to detect treatment effects (Treare et al., 2014). However, a 

research aim was to evaluate the suitability of key performance indicators (i.e., institutional 

infractions, IEP awards, and incidents of self-harm) as primary measures of behaviour change 

in prison, given difficulties that researchers have cited in measuring misconduct in prison 

(e.g., Steiner, 2018; see Chapter 2).  
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A Poisson regression was conducted to evaluate trends in behaviour across conditions, 

given that even a relatively small dosage of intervention might engender a detectable change 

in behaviour. Poisson regressions are best suited to the analysis of count data (McElreath, 

2020; Winter & Bürkner, 2021) and have been commonly utilised in the field of correctional 

research to analyse prison misconduct (e.g., DeLisi et al., 2010; Gover et al., 2008; Randol & 

Campbell, 2017). A mixed Poisson regression model was built using the tidyverse (Wickham 

et al., 2019) and brms (Bürkner, 2017) packages within the statistical computing software R 

(R Core Team, 2021). Given that there were repeated measurements for each participant (i.e., 

infractions in baseline versus intervention), the model incorporated random intercepts and 

slopes. Random intercepts allowed for within-participant variation in terms of the number of 

infractions they committed, while random slopes allowed the degree to which participants 

responded to each condition to vary (Winter & Bürkner, 2021). These random effects were 

incorporated to account for between-participant variation and because it could not be 

assumed that participants would respond to an increase in structured activity in the same way. 

An offset was included within the model to incorporate participant exposure time (i.e., days 

in each condition) into the model (McElreath, 2020; Winter & Bürkner, 2021). This was 

necessary given that participants experienced different amounts of time in both baseline and 

intervention conditions due to being transferred between units or discharged from the prison. 

This strategy maximised the number of participants that could be included in the analysis.  

The originally planned analysis involved comparing behaviour within a six-week pre-

intervention baseline to that during the peer-led activity condition. However, the unplanned 

withdrawals and the change in regime midway through the study disrupted this analysis plan. 

The change in regime in particular represented a significant threat to the study’s experimental 

control, given that the availability of purposeful activity was directly affected. As detailed in 

the experimental procedures section, the post-regime change period (Regime 2) was therefore 
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treated as a new phase of the study. Two analyses were therefore conducted. First, behaviour 

was compared in baseline and during the peer-led activity intervention under Regime 1 for all 

eligible participants. Given that the intervention was trialled for a significantly shorter period 

than had been originally planned, the pre-intervention baseline period was shortened to two 

weeks, which (combined with the withdrawal period in Regime 1) made the time in baseline 

and intervention roughly equivalent. This analysis was designed to be as close to the 

originally planned analysis as possible. Second, to incorporate data post-regime change, the 

institutional behaviour of eligible prisoners was compared across all four phases described in 

the experimental procedures section. The purpose of this analysis was to investigate 

differences in behaviour across conditions under the newly instated regime.  

5.2.5 Treatment Integrity 

Evaluating procedural fidelity first involved assessing whether scheduled activities 

were available as planned (i.e., that relevant materials and a peer were present to lead 

activities). However, it was also important to evaluate whether available spaces were being 

utilised by prisoners. This served to verify that the implemented activities were successfully 

promoting prisoner engagement, without which it would be difficult to attribute any changes 

in behaviour to the intervention.  

Engagement was defined as any interaction with activity materials or the performance 

of behaviour relevant to the activity within its designated area. Participants were not recorded 

as engaged if they performed relevant behaviours in another area of the unit. For example, a 

prisoner drawing on a table adjacent to those designated for art activities would not be 

recorded as being engaged in art sessions.  

Activity facilitators were responsible for recording engagement in their sessions via 

activity registers, upon which participant names were recorded. Interobserver agreement 
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(IOA) of engagement was assessed by the lead researcher periodically checking registers 

throughout activity sessions and affirming whether recorded participants were currently 

engaged in the activity. This occurred three or four times throughout activity sessions. It is 

important to note that observations were not independent, given that the lead researcher 

actively checked over registers with each facilitator. This sometimes acted as a prompt for 

facilitators to complete registers with prisoners that were currently in attendance. Lack of 

correspondence between researcher- and prisoner-collected data was therefore most likely 

due to prisoners attending briefly in the interims between verification checks, or arguably due 

to prisoners fabricating attendance. As a conservative measure of engagement, verified 

attendance was utilised as the primary measure of engagement, alongside figures on 

correspondence. This measure was utilised given that engagement for a meaningful 

proportion of association periods was the outcome of interest. Verification checks also served 

to evaluate whether scheduled activities were running as planned. Of the 173 scheduled 

activity sessions, 167 ran as planned (96.5%). Two guitar tutoring sessions were cancelled 

due to the need for a facilitator to attend a healthcare appointment. Four virtual campus 

sessions were also cancelled due to technological issues.  

Table 19 displays engagement across different activity types, including the capacity of 

each group, peak and lowest recorded engagement, the mean number of prisoners engaged in 

each activity, and the proportion of spaces filled on average. This latter measure was 

calculated by dividing the cumulative recorded engagement in sessions by the number of 

spaces available in activities across the study. This has been graphically displayed in Figure 

9.  

The proportion of spaces filled across activities provides a measure of which activity 

groups were maximally successful in engaging prisoners (i.e., functioning at capacity). Figure 

9 shows the average proportion of spaces filled across activities. Cooking groups most 



151 

 

  

reliably filled available spaces (81.0% of spaces filled), followed by bingo (68.1%). 

Meanwhile, music, chess, and guitar tutoring filled around half of their available spaces. 

Other groups filled less than half of their available spaces. Figure 10 displays the average 

proportion of spaces filled per session across activity types over the course of the study. 

Inspection of these data suggest that participation was variable across the study for most 

activities. The exception was literacy and numeracy groups, for which there was some initial 

engagement in the first week, with engagement dropping to zero thereafter. 

Figure 9 

Average Proportion of Spaces Filled by Type of Activity Across Regime 1 and 2 
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Figure 10 

Average Proportion of Spaces Filled per Session and Activity Types Across Regimes 1 and 2  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. BL1 = Baseline, Regime 1, PLA1 = Peer-led activity, Regime 1, BL2 = Baseline, Regime 2, PLA2 = Peer-led activity, Regime 2.
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Table 19 

Engagement Data and IOA for Different Types of Activity 

Note. Cooking sessions were trialled with eight participants for two weeks, but spaces were 

then limited to six places due to facilitator reports that larger sessions were more difficult to 

manage. This was accounted for in calculating spaces filled.  

Beyond whether groups are functioning at capacity, an important consideration when 

looking at engagement levels are the number of available spaces in each group, given that 

some activities had capacity to take on greater numbers of prisoners than others. For example, 

although fitness groups only filled 39.06% of spaces on average, there were 12 spaces 

available in each session. In comparison, guitar tutoring sessions only had three spaces 

available. As a result, while guitar tutoring sessions filled a larger proportion of spaces on 

average, mean engagement per session was lower (1.5) relative to fitness groups (4.68). Mean 

engagement (see Table 19) should also therefore be inspected to evaluate which activities 

were most successful in recruiting the engagement of larger numbers of prisoners. Here, 

bingo, cooking groups, and chess clubs appeared to have the highest mean engagement.  

 
Total  

sessions 
Group 

 capacity 
Peak Low 

Spaces  
filled (%) 

Mean  
IOA 

(%) 
Art club 16 12 6 0 22.4 2.69 73.44 

Bingo 12 40 29 11 68.06 20.42 N/A 

Chess club 18 10 10 2 52.22 5.22 98.89 

Cooking club  21 6 8* 4 81.0 5.75 99.17 

Fitness 32 12 11 1 39.06 4.68 96.30 

Guitar Tutoring 14 3 2 1 50 1.5 100 

Literacy & Numeracy 10 3 2 0 13.33 0.4 90 

Music group 24 8 7 1 52.6 4.21 91.14 

Virtual Campus 20 2 3 0 32.5 0.65 100 
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It is important to note that the engagement data can be expected to be inflated, given 

that prisoners were freely able to participate in more than one activity in each association 

(meaning that they might contribute to engagement counts in more than one activity). It was 

not possible to resolve this limitation of the data, given that activity facilitators often utilised 

nicknames or pseudonyms to record attendance on activity registers. While the verification 

process (see pp. 151-152) ensured that the count of attendees was accurate at the point of the 

verification check, it precluded removing duplicates.  

Mean engagement-per-session IOA was calculated by dividing the smaller count of 

participants by the larger count in each session. Agreement in each session was then summed 

and divided by the total number of sessions. Correspondence between researcher-verified 

attendance in activity sessions and facilitator recorder attendance was reasonably good across 

the feasibility study (94.203%). Table 1 displays IOA for different types of activity. 

Inspection of these data suggest that discrepancies in observations between the lead 

researcher and activity facilitators were largely due to art club (73.44% agreement). 

Discrepancies for this group may have occurred more frequently due to prisoners 

participating for shorter lengths of time in this group. For example, some prisoners might 

attend a session, complete a small project, and move on in-between verification checks. 

Another explanation is that facilitators for this group were not filling in registers with 

integrity. On one occasion during a verification check, some obviously faux names had been 

recorded (i.e., “Mickey mouse”) with there being no prisoner participants engaged in the 

activity. At this point the lead researcher stated that these participants could not be verified 

and reminded the facilitator to only record participants that met the definition of engagement 

(i.e., were performing a behaviour relevant to the activity).  

IOA data were not collected for bingo. For this activity, a register was not feasible 

given the number of participants and time constraints. The intention was initially to verify a 
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head count of participants engaged in the activity using the number of tickets issued. 

Unfortunately, prisoners consistently took multiple tickets over the course of the study, 

invalidating this procedure. This behaviour persisted in spite of efforts to control the 

distribution of tickets (e.g., removing multiples from prisoners that were identified playing 

more than one ticket, issuing different coloured tickets each session). Instead, the lead 

researcher simply conducted a head count of prisoners playing with a ticket at the start of 

games. 

5.3 Results 

In total, 110 prisoners were housed on the intervention unit during Regime 1 of the 

feasibility study. Ninety prisoners met eligibility criteria for inclusion, with one being 

excluded due to spending fewer than 48 hours on the unit, and 19 being excluded due to 

arriving at the prison midway through the feasibility study. Table 20 displays the mean rate 

per day per prisoner and standard deviations of institutional infractions, self-harm, and IEP 

awards. The mean rate of infractions was low, with very few incidents occurring across the 

study overall. Contrary to prediction, the rate of institutional infractions and negative 

behaviour points awarded were higher during the intervention period, while the rate of 

positive IEP awards was roughly equal in each condition. However, levels of self-harm were 

lower while activities were being scheduled on the unit.  

The impact of peer-led activities on violent and disruptive behaviour, self-harm, and 

positive behaviour points were analysed separately. Disruptive behaviour incorporated the 

number of negative IEP awards issued, violent incidents (assaults, serious assaults, and 

fights), damage, and incidents at height in each condition. Slope coefficients, standard errors, 

and credible intervals for each analysis can be viewed in Table 21. Estimates reflect the 

model’s predictions regarding the impact of the activity condition. Inspection of these values 

suggests that the model predicted a greater number of infractions, marginally fewer positive 
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IEP awards, and lower incidents of self-harm when peer-led activities were scheduled. The 

model’s predictions on the count scale can be viewed in Figure 11 for prisoner institutional 

infractions, positive behaviour awards, and self-harm respectively. Given that credibility 

intervals for each measure contained zero, the evidence does not support an effect of 

condition on the institutional behaviour of prisoners (Hespanhol et al., 2019). This was an 

expected result, given that this was a feasibility study and not therefore powered to evaluate 

intervention effectiveness (Lancaster, 2015).  

Table 20 

Mean Rate per Day per Prisoner and Standard Deviations of Infractions, IEP Awards, and 

Self-harm in Baseline and Intervention of Regime 1 (N = 90)  

Incident Baseline Intervention 

 M St Dev M St Dev 

All infractions 0.008924 0.026108 0.014815 0.03321 

Violence 0 0 0.001058 0.007059 

Damage 0.000383 0.003635 0.000529 0.005019 

Height 0 0 0 0 

Negative IEP 0.008541 0.025462 0.013228 0.030309 

Positive IEP 0.001449 0.007848 0.001587 0.008596 

Self-harm 0.001832 0.010778 0.000529 0.005019 

 

Table 21 

Mixed Poisson Regression Results under Regime 1 of Feasibility Study (N = 90) 

Dependent Measure Estimate Est. Error l-95% CI u-95% CI 

Institutional infractions 0.38 0.37 -0.37 1.09 

Positive IEP -0.02 0.45 -0.90 0.85 

Self-harm -0.19 0.46 -1.10 0.74 

Note. Output for slope coefficient utilised the activity condition as the reference level. 
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Figure 11  

Conditional Effects of Poisson Regression Model for Prisoner Institutional Infractions, Self-

Harm, and Positive IEP Awards in Regime 1. Error Bars Represent 95% Credible Intervals  

Note. BL = Baseline, PLA = Peer-led activity. 

5.3.1 Follow-Up Analysis 

Given the previously discussed disruptions to the original research design, a follow-up 

analysis of prisoner behaviour was conducted across four conditions: the initial baseline and 
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intervention conditions under Regime 1 (labelled “Baseline, Regime 1” and “Peer-led 

activity, Regime 1”), and a second baseline (withdrawal) and adapted intervention condition 

under Regime 2 (labelled “Baseline, Regime 2” and “Peer-led activity, Regime 2”). While 

these latter two phases were comparatively short, the purpose of the analysis was to evaluate 

whether trends identified in the analysis of prisoner behaviour under Regime 1 persisted 

under eased COVID-19 restrictions. Fewer overall participants were eligible for inclusion in 

this follow-up analysis (N = 73), given that participants were required to have been exposed 

to each intervention conditions for a minimum of 48 hours. In total, 124 prisoners resided on 

the treatment unit at some point during the extended feasibility study, with 51 prisoners being 

excluded in total (see p. 144 for detailed exclusionary criteria). Reasons for exclusion were 

arrival at the prison midway through the study (N = 30), limited exposure (<48 hours) to an 

experimental condition (N = 19), or transfer to a specialist unit (N = 2). Mean rate per day 

and standard deviations of reportable incidents and IEP awards can be viewed in Table 23. 

Table 22 

Mixed Poisson Regression Results Across Regime 1 and 2 of the Feasibility Study (N = 73) 

Dependent Measure Condition Level Estimate Estimated 

Error 

l-95% 

CI 

u-95% 

CI 

Institutional 

infractions 

Peer-led activity, Regime 1 0.20 0.33 -0.48 0.81 

Baseline, Regime 2 0.64 0.46 -0.31 1.48 

Peer-led activity, Regime 2 -0.24 0.38 -1.00 0.49 

Positive IEP 

Peer-led activity, Regime 1 -0.01 0.44 -0.91 0.87 

Baseline, Regime 2 -0.12 0.48 -1.09 0.84 

Peer-led activity, Regime 2 -0.04 0.46 -0.94 0.85 

Self-harm 

Peer-led activity, Regime 1 -0.18 0.45 -1.06 0.70 

Baseline, Regime 2 -0.08 0.49 -1.08 0.9 

Peer-led activity, Regime 2 -0.14 0.48 -1.07 0.82 

Note. Output for slope coefficient utilised Baseline 1 as the reference level. 
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The mixed Poisson regression model that was utilised in the main analyses was again 

utilised to analyse the effect of condition on violent and disruptive behaviour, positive IEP 

awards, and self-harm. Table 23 displays slope coefficients, standard errors, and credible 

intervals for each analysis, while conditional effects are displayed in Figure 12. Again, the 

evidence did not support an effect of condition on prisoner behaviour.  

Table 23 

Mean Rate per Day per Prisoner and Standard Deviations of Infractions, IEP Awards, and 

Self-harm for Regime 1 and 2 of the Feasibility Study (N = 73) 

 Regime 1 Regime 2 

 Baseline Peer-led Activity Baseline Peer-led Activity 

Incident M St Dev M St Dev M St Dev M St Dev 

All infractions 0.0114 0.0310 0.0183 0.0369 0.0594 0.1399 0.0106 0.0397 

Violence 0.0000 0.0000 0.0013 0.0078 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Damage 0.0005 0.0040 0.0007 0.0056 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Height 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0027 0.0234 

Negative IEP 0.0087 0.0274 0.0157 0.0328 0.0594 0.1399 0.0078 0.0327 

Positive IEP 0.0018 0.0087 0.0020 0.0095 0.0000 0.0000 0.0020 0.0167 

Self-harm 0.0023 0.0119 0.0007 0.0056 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Note. Means and standard deviations in Regime 1 differ to those in initial analysis due to 

there being fewer participants that met inclusion criterion in this analysis.  
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Figure 12 

Conditional Effects of Poisson Regression Model for Institutional Infractions, Self-Harm, and 

Positive IEP Awards across Regime 1 and 2. Error Bars Represent 95% Credible Intervals  

 

Note. BL1 = Baseline Regime 1, PLA1 = Peer-led activity Regime 1, BL2 = Baseline Regime 

2, PLA2 = Peer-led activity Regime 2. 
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5.3.2 Social Validity 

Social validity questionnaires were issued during baseline of Regime 2 to recruit 

perceptions of the peer-led activities at “full dosage” as opposed to under an adapted and 

abbreviated schedule. In total, 109 prisoners were eligible to complete questionnaires (see 

dependent measures), with one prisoner being excluded for not residing on the unit for more 

than 48 hours whilst activities were running. However, only 106 questionnaires were issued 

due to three prisoners being discharged from the prison. Ten members of staff met eligibility 

criteria.  

Tables 24 and 25 display demographic data collected for prisoners and staff, 

respectively. Eighty-five prisoners (77.98% of eligible participants) and seven staff (70% of 

eligible participants) returned questionnaires. Participants responded to questions on the 

length of their stay (or service) at the prison using different units of time (i.e., in weeks, 

months, or years). These responses were therefore standardised to the number of weeks. 

Some participants answered using a range (e.g., “3/4 months”). These cases were rounded 

down to provide the most conservative measure. Some prisoners wrote irrelevant statements 

to these questions (e.g., “too long”). These responses were treated as missing.  

Table 24 

Descriptive Statistics for Prisoner Respondents (N = 85)  

Variable Prisoners 

Age 31.81(SD = 9.65) 

 

Weeks at prison 
57.55 (SD = 58.84) 

 

Weeks on intervention unit 33.50 (SD = 42.99) 

 

White 

Welsh/Scottish/English/Northern Irish/British 69.41% 

Other 2.35% 
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Variable Prisoners 

Asian/Asian British 

Indian 1.18% 

Pakistani 2.35% 

Other 3.53% 

 

Black/Black British 

African 4.71% 

Caribbean 3.53% 

 

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups 

White and Black Caribbean 2.35% 

White and Asian  2.35% 

 

Other  

Other ethnic minority 4.71% 

Prefer not to say  3.53%  
Note. Proportion of missing data for age = 1.18%, weeks at prison = 5.89%, weeks on 

intervention unit = 4.71%, ethnicity = 0%. 

Table 25 

Descriptive Statistics for Staff Respondents (N = 7)  

Variable  

Age 32.6(SD = 4.93) 

 

Length of service (weeks) 150.35 (SD = 123.42) 

 

Gender 

Male 40% 

Female 60% 

 

Job title 

PC06 80% 

Operational Manager 20% 

 

White 

Welsh/Scottish/English/Northern Irish/British 60% 

 

Other ethnicity  

Prefer not to say  40%  
Note. Descriptive data were missing for two staff respondents for all demographic questions.
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Questionnaires recruited Likert-scale feedback to specific statements pertaining to 

peer-led activities (see Appendix E for prisoner and facilitator questionnaires and Appendix F 

for staff questionnaires). Staff responses to these statements are reported in Table 26 and 

prisoner responses in Table 27. For each question, the proportion of missing responses also is 

reported (Schlomer et al., 2010). As discussed in the method, questionnaires also afforded 

participants the opportunity to provide qualitative feedback, which was thematically analysed 

using a combination of deductive and inductive approaches. The analysis was deductive in 

that the creation of the coding frame was guided by the questions asked in the questionnaire 

as well as the lead researcher’s hypotheses on the potential impact the intervention may have 

(Braun & Clark, 2006). However, the analysis was also inductive in that the data were 

explored for themes relating to barriers and opportunities to improve the intervention.  

Table 26 

Staff Participant Responses to the Social Validity Questionnaire 

Question SD D N A SA M 

Q1: I think offering activities during 

association times is important. 
0.0  0.0  14.3  57.1  28.6  0.0  

 

Q2: I think activities should continue to be 

organised during association times in the 

future.  

0.0  0.0  14.3  57.1  14.3  14.3  

 

Q3: I like that activities are peer-led.  
14.3  28.6  14.3  28.6  0.0  14.3  

 

Q4: I think activities would be better if they 

were run by staff. 

0.0  0.0  14.3  71.4  14.3  0.0  

 

Q5: The range/variety of activities was good. 
0.0  0.0  14.3  71.4  14.3  0.0  

 

Q6: The quality of activities was good.  
0.0  14.3  14.3  42.9  14.3  14.3  

Q7: There was enough time for residents to 

participate in organised activities during 

association. 

0.0  14.3  28.6  42.9  14.3  0.0  

 

Q8: Activity groups have had a positive impact 

on negative or problematic behaviour. 

0.0  0.0  71.4  14.3  14.3  0.0  
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Question SD D N A SA M 

 

Q9: Activity groups have had a positive impact 

on staff-prisoner relationships. 

0.0  28.6  28.6  42.9  0.0  0.0  

 

Q10: Activity groups during association 

increased my workload. 

0.0  0.0  0.0  57.1  42.9  0.0  

 

Q11: Activity groups make association periods 

run more smoothly. 

14.3  28.6  28.6  28.6  0.0  0.0  

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, N = Neither, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree, 

M = Missing 

Table 27 

Prisoner Participant Responses to the Social Validity Questionnaire (N = 85). 

Question SD D N A SA M 

Q1: I think offering activities during 

association times is important. 

 

0.0 2.4 5.9 27.1 63.5 1.2 

Q2: I think the activities should continue 

during association times in the future. 

 

0.0 2.4 7.1 20.0 69.4 1.2 

Q3: I like that activities are peer-led. 

 
0.0 0.0 15.3 27.1 49.4 8.2 

Q4: Activities would be better if they were 

run by staff. 

 

24.7 32.9 28.2 2.4 7.1 4.7 

Q5: The range/variety of activities was good. 

 
0.0 0.0 8.2 42.4 47.1 2.4 

Q6: The quality of activities was good. 

 
0.0 0.0 5.9 44.7 47.1 2.4 

Q7: There was enough time to participate in 

the activities during association. 

 

5.9 10.6 20.0 35.3 25.9 2.4 

Q8: The activities have improved resident 

behaviour during association. 

 

0.0 0.0 12.9 41.2 43.5 2.4 

Q9: The activities have improved resident 

relationships with officers. 

 

3.5 2.4 30.6 34.1 25.9 3.5 

Q10: I benefited from participating in the 

activities. 

 

1.2 0.0 12.9 38.8 44.7 2.4 

Q11: The activities have had a positive 

effect on my mood or mental health. 
1.2 0.0 12.9 29.4 54.1 2.4 
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Question SD D N A SA M 

Q12: I learned some new things by 

participating in activities. 

 

1.2 1.2 20.0 43.5 32.9 1.2 

Q13: The activities helped me try new things 

or develop new interests. 

 

1.2 2.4 17.6 45.9 31.8 1.2 

Q14: Other residents benefited from activity 

groups. 

 

0.0 0.0 8.2 49.4 41.2 1.2 

Q15: The activities helped me make friends 

or improved my relationships with other 

prisoners. 

 

2.4 1.2 17.6 47.1 30.6 1.2 

Q16: Activities made me feel like someone 

cared about my well-being. 

 

3.5 1.2 24.7 42.4 27.1 1.2 

Q17: Activities made things feel more 

positive on the wing. 

 

1.2 0.0 11.8 40.0 45.9 1.2 

Q18: How often would you participate in an 

activity during association times? 

 

3.5 3.5 29.4 38.8 22.4 2.4 

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, N = Neither, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree, 

M = Missing 

 The majority of both prisoner and staff respondents reported that offering activities 

during association times were important (90.6% and 85.7% respectively) and should be 

continued (89.4% and 71.4% respectively). One prisoner suggested that activities “keeps 

people happy”, and another reported that association was “boring now activitys (sic) have 

stopped.” One member of staff commented that activities “can prevent boredom which could 

lead to potential conflict.” Other staff comments were more tempered, with one suggesting 

that “some activities work some do not,” and another suggesting that activities should 

continue but on a smaller scale (e.g., “one or two activities”). Another reported that activities 

should continue “As long as more staff were provided.” 
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5.3.2.1 Staffing and Perceptions of the Peer-led Approach 

 Resources (i.e., increased officers) were clearly important to staff in their responses to 

the questionnaire, with all staff respondents agreeing that peer-led activities increased their 

workload. In addition, only two staff respondents (28.6%) suggested that activity groups 

made association periods run more smoothly, with one strongly disagreeing (14.3%), and two 

disagreeing (28.6%). One member of staff wrote “when the activities were taking place on 

the unit it was busier, louder, prisoners were more rowdy.” Although one member of staff 

wrote that activities ran “smoothly,” several staff participants mentioned the need for “more 

staff” to support activities or there not being “enough staff to manage.”  

A related subject was staff and prisoner perceptions of the peer-led approach, given 

that this aspect of the intervention was selected in part to relieve the burden of 

implementation from staff. An interesting discrepancy was that while the majority of 

prisoners (76.5%) agreed that they liked this aspect of activity groups, only 28.6% of staff 

agreed with this statement. Staff were also far more inclined to think that activities would be 

better if they were run by staff (85.7% agreed or strongly agreed). This was a point of 

contention between prisoners and staff, with only 9.4% of prisoner respondents reporting 

feeling the same way (24.7% strongly disagreed and 32.9% disagreed). One staff member 

commented that they felt activities would run “more fairly” if run by staff and was concerned 

that “vulnerable or quieter” prisoners might be “pushed out by other prisoners” in peer-led 

groups. However, this member of staff also suggested that officers “should not be running 

activities.” Their view was that additional staff should be allocated towards increasing “the 

security of staff members and prisoners,” given that limited officer supervision created an 

“additional security risk.” Linked to this comment was another officer’s view that there were 

“to (sic) many peers leading to (sic) many activities” and that not having enough officers 

again put “prisoners and staff safety at risk.” 
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5.3.2.2 Perceptions of Problem Behaviour 

On the subject of security risks and prisoner behaviour, most prisoners (84.7%) 

reported perceptions that activity groups had a positive impact on prisoner behaviour during 

association, with the remainder neither agreeing nor disagreeing. Several prisoners 

commented that activity facilitators pushing them to participate in groups “steers you away 

from trouble.” Another prisoner shared their view that groups helped with “drug problems” 

while a third wrote that groups provided alternatives to “standing about on the landings + 

getting on each others nerves.” 

While only 28.6% of staff agreed that groups had a positive impact on prisoner 

behaviour, the remaining 71.4% neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement. Based on 

their comments, this may be due to perceptions that “Certain activities seemed to have a 

better influence,” suggesting a differential impact of activities on behaviour. This tallies with 

a comment from one staff member who wrote that “Fitness group seemed to make prisoners 

less stressed + angry.” This observation is consistent with comments made by staff directly to 

the lead researcher over the course of the feasibility study, with several suggesting that some 

activities (e.g., bingo, chess, and fitness) helped keep the unit calm. However, another reason 

for a lack of staff conviction might have been the short duration of the feasibility study, with 

one member of staff writing that there had not been “enough longevity in the course to 

establish” whether there had been an impact. 

5.3.2.3 Relationships  

 Prisoners tended to agree that activities improved relationships with officers (60%) 

with 30.6% neither agreeing nor disagreeing. Some staff also agreed that activities had a 

positive impact on staff-prisoner relationships (42.9%), although 28.6% disagreed. A small 

proportion of prisoners also disagreed with this statement (5.9%), with 3.5% of those strongly 

disagreeing. The one staff comment on this topic suggested that staff had “not interacted any 



168 

 

  

more or less [with prisoners] when the activities have been taking place.” Most prisoners 

reported that groups had a positive impact on peer relationships, with 77.6% agreeing that 

activities helped them make friends or improved their relationships with other prisoners. 

Prisoners commented that groups encouraged “people to socialise,” “work together,” and 

“meet new people.”  

5.3.2.4 Well-being 

A related topic was the subject of well-being, about which prisoners were asked 

multiple questions. The majority of prisoners agreed that group participation had benefited 

them (83.5%) or other prisoners (90.6%), had positively affected their mood or mental health 

(83.5%), and made the unit feel more positive (85.9%). A slightly smaller majority agreed 

that groups made them feel like someone cared about their well-being (69.4%). Several 

prisoners commented that peer-led activities created “a better community within the prison,” 

with another writing that activities made “the wing a better environment for all to live in.” 

This latter participant further discussed that race and religion “don’t matter” as “everyone 

engaged in the same activity.” Regarding mental health, several prisoners discussed the 

benefits of activities on mood and mental health, with one writing that groups helped “take 

their minds off any issues going on outside.” A few prisoners commented on how fitness 

groups were especially good for improving mental and physical health, with a member of 

staff also making this point (as discussed earlier).   

5.3.2.5 Learning 

When asked, most prisoners agreed that groups had helped them try new things or 

develop new interests (77.6%) or learn something new (76.5%). One prisoner commented 

that they had “started getting better at reading and writing which is a possitive (sic) thing for 

me as ive (sic) struggled with it my whole life.” A couple of other prisoners commented that 

they found cooking club “useful.” However, one prisoner suggested that cooking club should 
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be extended to more advanced equipment, stating that they found it “a bit silly 

cooking/teaching with a microwave.” One member of staff suggested that “life skills based 

activities” should be the priority. They suggested introducing more activities that would “help 

people with their future”, and suggested “Laundry, Barbering/hair cutting, Creative writing” 

and “How to fill forms in correctly.” 

5.3.2.6 General Feedback on Activity Sessions 

Regarding more general feedback on activity sessions, several prisoners commented 

that they would prefer activities to be scheduled outside of association times. One prisoner 

commented “Let us out more because we are going crazy 23 hours banged up.” A couple of 

prisoners discussed that daily necessities such as showering, using CMS, and time out on the 

yard “takes up a lot of time” and would prefer it if time spent in activity was “added to the 

time out the cell.” As a proportion, 16.5% of prisoners suggested there was not enough time 

to participate in activities (61.2% agreed there was adequate time). The majority of staff 

(57.1%) also agreed there was enough time for prisoners to participate, with one disagreeing 

(14.3%). This member of staff commented that “Some activities ran outside of association 

times.” This comment might have been directed at cooking club under Regime 1 of the study 

(an issue that was resolved under Regime 2; see p. 149). However, another staff member also 

commented that “prisoners listened to officer’s instructions less” when activities were 

running because “their time and focus for the majority of their association time was an 

activity and not talking to the people they want to or doing the things they needed to.” They 

suggested that as a result prisoners “ran out of time.” This comment aligns with comments 

from some prisoners that activities clashed with the need to shower and engage in other daily 

necessities, suggesting that time management may have been an issue for at least some 

prisoners.  
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5.3.2.7 Activity Specific Feedback 

 Questionnaires were also utilised to ask activity-specific questions. In response to 

statements about the quality and variety of the activities, the majority of prisoners and staff 

respondents agreed or strongly agreed that both aspects of peer-led groups were good. 

Regarding perceptions of engagement, prisoners were asked how often they would participate 

in activities during association times. A small proportion reported never participating (3.5%), 

3.5% also reported only participating once, 29.4% reported participating in some sessions, 

38.8% reported participating in nearly all sessions, while 22.4% reported participating in all 

sessions. Some participants (2.4%) did not respond to this question. 

 Activity facilitators were also asked about the proportion of association time that “the 

average” registered prisoner typically spent engaged in their activity. Forty-two percent of 

facilitators reported that the average prisoner typically spent “the entire session” engaged 

with their activity, 33.3% reported prisoners spent “Most (>75%) of the session”, while 25% 

reported that prisoners were engaged for “More than half of the session (>50%).” These data 

indicate that those registered typically spent a good proportion of association sessions 

engaged. 

When asked what types of activity participants would like to see continue in future, 

most staff (85.71%) voted for fitness activities, music groups, and bingo to continue. Other 

activities received fewer votes from staff (see Figure 13). In contrast, the larger proportion of 

prisoner participants voted for bingo (78.82%), fitness (80%), and cooking (82.35%). To 

investigate which of these were most popular amongst prisoners, a further question asked 

which activity they would select if only one were to continue. Fitness and cooking were the 

most commonly selected responses, with each receiving 22 votes (25.9% of respondents 

respectively). Bingo received 10 votes (11.8% of respondents), music 7 votes (8.2%), chess 
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club 3 votes (3.5%), and guitar tutoring two votes (2.4%). Nineteen respondents opted not to 

answer this question (22.4%), with one writing “Its hard to say as all activities are enjoyable.” 

Figure 13 

Activities Prisoners and Staff Nominated for Future Continuation 

 

5.3.2.8 Facilitator-Specific Questions 

  Responses to the facilitator-specific questions can be viewed in Table 28. All 

facilitators returned their questionnaires (N = 12). Most facilitators agreed that leading groups 

made them feel like their skills were valued (91.7%). Responses on peer respect were more 

divided, with 58.3% of facilitators agreeing that leading groups made them feel more 

respected by peers and the remainder neither agreeing nor disagreeing. The majority of 

facilitators 58.3% also agreed or strongly agreed that leading groups made them feel more 

respected by officers, but 25% disagreed with this statement. All facilitators reported 
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perceptions that activities were important for prisoner well-being and stated they would be 

willing to continue leading groups in future. 

Table 28 

Activity Facilitator-Specific Responses to the Social Validity Questionnaire (N =12) 

Question SD D N A SA M 

F1: Leading groups made me feel like 

my skills were valued. 
0.0 0.0 8.3 41.7 50.0 0.0 

F2: Leading groups made me feel more 

respected by my peers. 
0.0 0.0 41.7 33.3 25.0 0.0 

F3: Leading groups made me feel more 

respected by officers. 
0.0 25.0 16.7 33.3 25.0 0.0 

F4: I would be willing to continue 

leading groups. 
0.0 0.0 0.0 41.7 58.3 0.0 

F5: I think the activities were important 

for resident well-being. 
0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, N = Neither, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree, 

M = Missing 

5.3.2.9 Follow-up Feedback from Unit Manager 

 One month after the feasibility study, the residential unit manager was asked to 

provide open-ended feedback on the project to provide an additional measure of social 

validity. In terms of general feedback on the study, she reported that the project “integrated 

prisoners who wouldn’t normally socialise, which improved relationships and made a more 

inclusive environment.” She added that this included integration of men of all ethnicities. She 

noted that during the project “men refused to relocate to Tango block (enhanced wings with 

greater privileges) as they felt they had more access to purposeful activity.” However, she 

also suggested that activities “worked better in smaller groups” as these were “easier to 

manage.” 

Regarding specific activities, she reported that bingo was “very popular” and that 

“prizes they can’t attain from canteen (prison shop) were great.” Of the music activity, she 
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said that it was the first time she’d seen someone in prison “genuinely happy” and that this 

activity afforded prisoners a sense of “normality.” She also wrote that “giving life skills to 

reduce reoffending” was a way of offering “self confidence.” She gave cooking, reading, and 

writing as examples of key skills.  

As an indication of treatment acceptability, she reported that, since the conclusion of 

the study, some activities (bingo, chess, and fitness) were continuing on the unit and that in 

the future she would like to implement a peer activity “champion” that would organise the 

distribution of “board games that can be signed out for the day / night.”   

5.4 Discussion 

The study detailed above aimed to evaluate the feasibility, effectiveness, and social 

validity of a peer-led approach to increasing purposeful activity. The study also sought to 

identify considerations necessary for a future large-scale evaluation of such an approach, 

including the appropriateness of official measures as dependent variables. With regard to the 

intervention itself, findings revealed that a peer-led approach to increasing purposeful activity 

in prison was a feasible and reasonably effective strategy for increasing prisoner engagement. 

The social validity of the approach was also generally high, with the majority of prisoners 

and staff agreeing that the approach should continue and the operational manager reporting 

that some aspects of the intervention were continuing one month after the conclusion of the 

study. However, some potentially important cultural and operational barriers were identified, 

including a staff preference for groups to be led by staff and perceptions that the intervention 

increased staff workload. Rates of institutional infractions and self-harm were low across the 

study, making robust inferences difficult to make. For example, although rates of self-harm 

trended as anticipated, there were insufficient data to draw solid conclusions from these 

findings. In terms of the feasibility of conducting research in the setting, a number of 
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contextual barriers to conducting high-quality research trials were identified. In what follows,  

these will be discussed in the context of the results of this study.  

As discussed above, the goal of introducing peer-led activity was to increase prisoner 

engagement in purposeful activity, given the links that have previously been identified 

between engagement and reduced institutional infractions (e.g., Duwe & McNeeley, 2020; 

Huebner, 2003; Steiner & Wooldredge, 2009b; Vuk & Doležal, 2020). Measures of 

engagement in the current study therefore served to verify that the intervention was 

functioning as intended (i.e., whether the activities were successfully recruiting the 

engagement of prisoners). Results showed that all activities successfully recruited and 

maintained active engagement, with the exception of literacy and numeracy groups, for which 

engagement declined as the study progressed. Some types of activity also filled available 

spaces more reliably than others. Specifically, activities that were more social in nature 

tended to be better attended than activities that were focussed more exclusively on skill-

building. For example, the three most popular activities (in terms of overall mean 

engagement) were bingo, cooking, and chess club. However, it is possible that the tangible 

features of these activities outweighed social reinforcers. For example, in cooking groups, 

free food was available that prisoners were able to take away with them, while small prizes 

were offered for winning chess tournaments or bingo. Given relative levels of deprivation for 

extra food in the setting, the importance of tangible reinforcement warrants closer 

investigation. As discussed in Chapter 4, deprivations in prison are discussed as accounting 

for much problem behaviour (Steiner, 2018; Sykes, 1958). As such, inclusion of tangibles 

may be an important feature in designing systems that may recruit more consistent 

engagement.  

Aside from groups that offered tangible incentives for participation, the next most 

popular activities were more practical in nature (i.e., fitness groups and music), while the 
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more academic types of activities (literacy and numeracy groups and virtual campus courses) 

were the most poorly attended. As mentioned above, although a few prisoners showed an 

initial interest in literacy and numeracy groups, this rapidly waned, with there being no active 

participants after the first week. Interestingly, findings within social validity questionnaires 

suggested that prisoners were still motivated to engage with literacy and numeracy groups, 

with 40% reporting wanting literacy and numeracy groups to continue. This result was 

particularly notable given that an equivalent number of prisoners voted for chess club to 

continue (42.35%), for which there had been relatively high active engagement. Given the 

importance of educational opportunities espoused by prisoners in the focus groups (see 

Chapter 3), poor attendance may have been a commentary on the quality of the content and 

tuition rather than the activity itself. However, it is also possible that the reinforcers for 

literacy and numeracy groups were not as salient as those for other activities. While the 

concurrently scheduled peer-led activities presented one source of competition, these periods 

were also one of the few opportunities for prisoners to socialise with their peers. Some 

prisoners commented on questionnaires that association periods were needed to complete 

daily necessities such as showering and exercise. It is therefore unsurprising that few 

prisoners opted to sacrifice this time to engage in academic activity. Going forward, 

researchers (or correctional administrators) might therefore need to carefully consider 

competing sources of reinforcement when seeking to increase engagement in specific types of 

activity.   

Discussing engagement more broadly, it is worth noting that the feasibility trial was 

relatively short in duration. Longer exposure to activities might have promoted greater 

engagement among prisoners. In the early stages of the study, some prisoners were observed 

watching activities rather than participating. They often made comments such as “I’m waiting 

to see how it goes first.” Notably, a few of these prisoners became some of the most actively 
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engaged prisoners towards the later stages of the study. It is also worth noting that the 

disrupted nature of the evaluation period may have had an impact on engagement. The 

withdrawals under Regime 1 and 2, as well as timetabling changes necessitated by the shift in 

regimes, prevented any continuity in the scheduled activities. As a result, prisoners 

sometimes reported not knowing that a particular activity had been scheduled. Very relevant 

to this discussion are the findings from the focus group study detailed in Chapter 3 that 

identified structure and predictability in routines to be extremely important to prisoners. Had 

these disruptions not occurred, engagement levels may have been even higher. Disruptions in 

this particular study were largely COVID-related, so it is unclear whether replications in a 

post-pandemic prison environment might be more successful in instituting a more consistent 

timetable. 

While disruptions engendered by the COVID-19 pandemic were unavoidable, some 

other limitations of the present research design were identified that might require 

modification in future trials. First, while overall engagement levels were measured to verify 

that the intervention was recruiting the engagement of prisoners, individual engagement was 

not tracked. As such, the research design as presented here would not allow for the direct 

impact of engagement on behavioural outcomes to be evaluated (i.e., it would not be possible 

to determine whether those engaging in activities were those that committed institutional 

infractions or engaged in self-harm). The design also precluded determining whether different 

levels of engagement were differentially associated with misconduct levels, or even whether 

different types of activity were better at reducing the risk of infractions than others. Future 

research seeking to explore the direct effects of engagement would therefore likely need to 

track individuals throughout the study. The procedures reported in this study would likely not 

be suitable for this purpose, given that facilitators often recorded nicknames or pseudonyms 

of prisoners in lieu of real names (often at the request of the prisoners; see methods section). 
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Thought would therefore need to be given to how individual engagement might be tracked for 

this purpose.   

Another discussion point is the sufficiency of institutional measures of misconduct 

and self-harm. Extremely low rates of these measures were recorded throughout the 

feasibility study, preventing any robust conclusions from being drawn. Although these 

outcomes are not uncommon in feasibility studies (Whitehead et al., 2014), the extremely low 

rates point to the need to either identify more sensitive measures or to plan for sufficiently 

long evaluation periods (or large sample sizes) when designing a large-scale study. As 

discussed in Chapter 2, researchers in the field have suggested that a 12-month follow-up 

period provides an optimal balance between maximising sample size and attaining stability in 

measures of misconduct. However, the levels of attrition in this study might suggest these 

recommendations are unrealistic (20 participants in the analysis of Regime 1 data; 51 

prisoners for the analysis of data across both regimes), particularly given this was such a 

short trial. However, the root cause of prisoner exclusion was ultimately prisoner movement 

(i.e., between units or other prisons) or the intake and discharge of prisoners midway through 

the study. Given that this was a small-scale feasibility study, it was not possible to control 

prisoner transfer. However, given a larger, longer, and better funded trial, one would hope 

that these issues might be controlled. If for example the intervention was trialled on a greater 

number of units across the prison, there would also be greater scope to move a participant (if 

necessary) to a comparable unit, thereby avoiding losing participant data.  

An alternative to the utilization of institutional data is collecting self-report data. 

While this type of data is criticised as being unreliable due to issues with recall or 

underreporting of misconduct levels in some participants, contrasts of self-report data with 

official measures suggest comparable findings, with researchers suggesting that either 

approach may be a valid means of estimating misconduct (Daggett & Camp, 2009; Steiner & 
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Wooldredge, 2014). As previously discussed, official measures are currently most widely 

used in research on in-prison misconduct, but this approach suffers from its own limitations 

(Steiner, 2018). The most pertinent limitation of these measures to this study are their 

underreporting of more minor problem behaviour, given that so few counts of infractions 

were recorded overall. However, no single measure is ever likely to capture a domain of 

interest in its entirety (Kazdin, 2011), and researchers should therefore consider utilising 

multiple measures of misconduct to strengthen their methodology (e.g., Bosma et al., 2020).  

In this study, social validity questionnaires served to recruit self-report data from 

prisoners and staff. A potential limitation of this measure was that statements presented were 

all positively framed (i.e., “Activity groups have had a positive impact on staff-prisoner 

relationships”). This limits the inferences that can be made, given that a strong disagreement 

to a positively framed statement does not necessarily mean that the participant agrees with a 

negatively framed version of the statement (i.e., “Activity groups have had a negative impact 

on staff-prisoner relationships”). While this therefore limits the breadth of inferences that can 

be made, keeping questionnaires brief was considered important, given how busy staff 

participants were, and the prevalence of literacy issues amongst the prisoner population 

(Morken et al., 2021).  

This limitation notwithstanding, questionnaire data suggested that prisoners felt the 

intervention had a positive effect on problematic behaviour (84.7%). Staff perceptions of the 

impact of intervention on behaviour was more reserved, with the majority neither agreeing 

nor disagreeing that activities had a positive impact (71.4% of respondents). This neutrality 

might be explained by a staff comment that some activities improved behaviour better than 

others. Staff might therefore have felt that some activities improved prisoner behaviour while 

others did not (or even worsened prisoner behaviour). However, as previously discussed, a 

limitation of the present study was that it was not designed to determine the direct effect of 
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different types of activity on prisoner behaviour. These findings therefore add further weight 

to the argument for more research that investigates the impact of different types of activity on 

prisoner problem behaviour. This type of research is an essential part of designing prison 

environments that support more positive prisoner behaviour.  

Sprague et al. (2013) discuss that essential features of PBIS approaches include 

setting clear behavioural expectations and implementing positive reinforcement systems to 

support engagement in those expectations. No additional reinforcement systems were 

implemented as part of the intervention, given that in UK prisons a behaviour management 

policy developed by the Ministry of Justice and HMPPS is mandated (Ministry of Justice, 

2020b; see Chapter 4, pp. 121-122). In addition, the behavioural expectation of “taking an 

active part in the regime… including work, education or interventions” (Ministry of Justice, 

p. 20) is an existing part of this behaviour management policy. All that was directly 

manipulated as part of the present study was therefore the opportunity for prisoners to engage 

in activities that might promote prosocial behaviours and provide alternatives to engaging in 

problematic behaviour. While not a primary research question, prisoner acquisition of 

positive IEP awards was measured to explore whether prison officers would capitalise on 

these opportunities to reinforce prisoner engagement in meaningful activity. However, no 

difference in the rate of IEP point delivery was observed between conditions. Similar to 

institutional infractions data, extremely low rates were observed across conditions. Given that 

engagement data suggested that prisoners were making use of the activities and engaging 

appropriately, this suggests that staff were not capitalising on opportunities to reinforce 

prisoner engagement. Although this might have been due to prisoners failing to demonstrate 

the pro-social behaviours that staff expected of them whilst engaging in these activities, it is 

also possible that staff did not feel that reinforcing engagement in voluntary activities was 

warranted. The social validity data on prisoner-staff relationships did suggest that prisoners at 
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least felt that activities had improved relationships with staff though (60% agreement). This 

suggests that activity groups may at least have created opportunities for more positive 

prisoner-staff interactions. However, staff perspectives were more mixed, with only 42.9% 

agreeing that activities improved their relationships with prisoners. These results imply that 

the impact of peer-led activities on prisoner-staff relationships may have differed across staff 

members. Given that some members of staff opted to be more actively involved in activities, 

it is possible that these staff perceived a greater benefit of groups on their relationships with 

prisoners. For example, one member of staff participated often in bingo and art sessions 

across the course of the study, while other staff members appeared to have no interest in the 

scheduled activities. Anecdotally, it was those staff members who engaged with the activity 

groups that more commonly reported positive feedback about the intervention to the author 

across the course of the study. However, given that staff engagement was not measured, the 

extent to which this may serve as a mechanism to improve staff-prisoner relationships 

remains an empirical question.  

On the subject of staff involvement in activities, questionnaire results revealed that 

staff did not like the peer-led approach trialled in this study (42.9%), with the majority 

reporting a view that activities would be better if run by other staff members (85.7%). Staff 

opposition to the peer-led aspect of the approach may represent a potentially significant 

cultural barrier to intervening in adult prisons. This resistance might be explained by 

qualitative feedback recruited via questionnaires, which suggested that some staff were 

concerned about security and safety risks related to the approach, citing a need for more staff 

to supervise the activities. Wooldredge (1998) discussed how institutional infractions and 

inmate victimisation are less likely during activities with greater levels of staff supervision. 

He further discusses that activities that expose prisoners to peers that are more likely to 

engage in acts of misconduct increase their risk of victimisation, and that less structured 



181 

 

  

activities (without staff supervision) create more opportunities for assaults to occur. This 

raises an interesting debate on the viability of peer-led approaches to increasing purposeful 

activity. However, as previously discussed, the peer-led approach was selected in-part to 

alleviate the burden of the intervention on staff. Further, given that three or four activities 

were often run on the unit per association period, implementing a purposeful activity 

intervention on the scale of this study would likely not be viable if facilitated entirely by 

staff. The resistance of unit staff to the use of prisoner facilitators therefore inhibits a 

potential solution to the staffing deficits that the prison service is currently suffering (HM 

Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2022). Given the value that prisoner-led approaches might offer 

(Bagnall et al. 2015), finding ways to overcome staff resistance should likely therefore be a 

priority for correctional researchers. However, not all staff were against the peer-led 

approach, and the fact that the unit manager reported a goal to implement a peer activity 

“champion” in the post-study follow-up was an extremely positive finding. A solution to 

overcoming staff resistance may therefore be exposure to the approach and allowing them to 

experience the benefits for themselves. Speaking anecdotally, some staff reported concerns 

with the planned activity timetable during the intervention planning phase, but seemed to 

warm to the intervention as the study progressed.  

That the staff viewed the intervention as increasing their workload also warrants 

further discussion, given that they had very little responsibility in terms of setting up or 

leading activity groups (this being undertaken by prisoner facilitators and the lead researcher 

where necessary). One member of staff also commented that staff had “not interacted any 

more or less (with prisoners) when the activities have been taking place.” The fact that all 

staff reported an increase in workload was therefore unexpected. Two potential explanations 

might account for these views. First, the intervention was trialled in the midst of the COVID-

19 pandemic. This was an important contextual factor given that the pandemic period was 
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associated with high staff turnover, and limited prisoner movement and activity due to 

lockdowns (HM Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2022). Many staff on the unit were new to their 

roles, with some not having experienced pre-pandemic regimes (which were typically busier). 

Staff perceptions of workload may therefore have differed had the intervention been trialled 

outside of the pandemic. A second explanation is that staff reports were tactical, hoping to 

recruit higher staffing levels for the unit. Understaffing was identified as a significant issue in 

focus groups in Chapter 3, and responses to this question may have been motivated by factors 

outside of the intervention trial. However, another relevant factor is that during the 

intervention planning phase, officers on the unit were promised a fourth member of staff by 

senior management to support the trial of the intervention. This unfortunately did not 

materialise due to severe understaffing across the prison. This fact was begrudged by the 

entire staff team and was frequently commented on by some to the lead researcher. Had this 

fourth member of staff not been offered, staff might have been less inclined to comment on 

the workload associated with the intervention. In spite of these perceptions, staff did seem to 

like the approach overall, with most agreeing that activities should continue (71.4%).  

5.4.1 Summary 

The present feasibility study provided a useful contribution to the literature, finding 

that peer-led activity was a well-liked intervention by prisoners. Scheduled activities 

successfully recruited and maintained prisoner engagement, with the exception of literacy and 

numeracy groups, for which engagement trailed off towards the end of the study period. 

Institutional measures of problem behaviour yielded very little data across the short duration 

of the study, suggesting that official measures are insufficient as primary measures of 

behaviour change for studies that are short in duration. Alternatives to the use of official data 

is the use of self-report measures (Steiner, 2018), which in this study suggested that peer-led 

activity had a positive impact on behaviour from the perspective of prisoners. The majority of 
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staff neither agreed nor disagreed that the intervention had had a positive impact. A number 

of other cultural and logistical barriers were also identified to intervening and conducting 

high-quality research in adult prisons. In the next chapter, some of these barriers will be 

discussed in greater detail, and the relevance of the seven dimensions of behaviour analysis to 

overcoming these barriers will be discussed.  
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Over the past few decades, great strides have been taken by correctional researchers 

towards an understanding of what types of programmes may be effective in improving 

prisoner behaviour whilst incarcerated (Auty et al., 2017; see Chapter 2). Despite these 

developments, the persistent and rising levels of violence and self-harm in prisons (Prison 

Reform Trust, 2022) suggest that more needs to be done to address these issues. The field of 

behaviour analysis is well placed to meet this challenge, having now amassed several decades 

of research relating to socially significant behaviour change strategies across a broad 

spectrum of applied settings and populations (see Fisher et al., 2021). This includes an 

emerging literature-base relating to the adaptation of school wide PBIS to juvenile justice 

facilities (Sprague et al., 2020), as well as other recent extensions of behavioural approaches 

to juvenile forensic settings (e.g., Brogan et al., 2021). In contrast, recent reviews suggest that 

behaviour analytic research in adult prisons has been less prevalent, with the extant literature 

largely pertaining to token economy evaluations that were conducted in the 1970s (Collins et 

al., 2021; Gendreau et al., 2014).  

The recent successes of behaviour analytic research in juvenile justice settings suggest 

that extending behavioural approaches to adult prisons is prudent. However, as discussed in 

prior chapters, little is known about the adaptations to behavioural technologies that might be 

needed to promote success in this setting. While adult and juvenile settings house similar 

populations, there are important differences in these contexts that can have implications on 

both research and practice. Among these are differences in population size, staffing ratios, 

emphasis on education and rehabilitation, and propensity to employ punitive strategies (Caeti 

et al., 2003; Kupchik, 2007). The purpose of this chapter is to explore the ways in which 

behaviour analytic research in adult prisons is timely, desirable, and feasible, using the seven 

dimensions of behaviour analysis (Baer et al., 1968) as a framework for discussion. 
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Importantly, the chapter also will identify specific barriers to research in prisons, as well as 

potential solutions. 

6.1 Applied 

The prison system exists to safely house and alter the behaviour of individuals 

engaging in dangerous and undesirable criminal activity (i.e., reduce reoffending; Ministry of 

Justice, 2021b). Unfortunately, recidivism rates remain high, with 25% of adult prisoners in 

the UK being proven to reoffend within one year of release (Ministry of Justice, 2023b). Of 

prisoners awarded short term sentences (12 months or less), recidivism rates increase to 

54.4%. Given the costs to victims and communities posed by criminal activity (McCollister et 

al., 2010), tackling recidivism is an issue of significant societal importance. As noted in the 

introduction to this chapter, the severity and ubiquity of violent behaviour and self-harm in 

prisons is also of concern, particularly given that prevalence appears to have risen in recent 

years (Prison Reform Trust, 2022). These types of behaviour can cause both prisoners and 

staff to feel unsafe, which can have negative implications on both their health and perceived 

well-being (House of Commons Health and Social Care Committee, 2018). Problematic 

prisoner behaviour also impacts perceptions of work stress in frontline staff, which may be 

related to issues of retention and a rising number of inexperienced prison officers within the 

prison service (Prison Reform Trust, 2022; Steiner & Wooldredge, 2015).  

In light of the challenges presented by offender behaviour both within and outside of 

prison, it is difficult to argue for a setting and population that more readily satisfies the 

applied dimension of behaviour analysis, which posits that research should concern outcomes 

that are important to society (Baer et al., 1968). Given the social significance of work in 

prisons, it may be important to explore why greater research attention has not been devoted to 

incarcerated individuals or prison staff. One potential explanation is that conducting high-

quality research in prisons is notoriously difficult (MacKenzie & Farrington, 2015), with a 
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host of challenges that can hamper efforts to demonstrate experimental control (as will be 

discussed extensively later in this chapter). Given that methodological quality and 

significance of outcomes are the greatest predictors of publication (Lee et al., 2006; Tincani 

& Travers, 2019), pressures to publish (e.g., Carson et al., 2013; Locey, 2020) may have 

steered researchers in favour of populations and settings that are more readily accessed. 

While this would be understandable, Baer et al. (1968) argued that applied research should be 

“constrained to examining behaviors which are socially important rather than convenient for 

study” (p. 92). As such, overcoming barriers to conducting research in prisons should be 

considered an important goal for the continued development of behaviour analysis as an 

applied science. 

6.2 Behavioural  

As discussed above, prisoners can engage in a range of criminal and problematic 

behaviour whilst incarcerated, including dangerous acts of violence, self-harm, and the 

distribution and consumption of illicit substances, which threaten the safety of inmates and 

can sometimes result in loss of life (Byrne & Hummer, 2007; Sim, 2021). Unfortunately, 

much of this criminal behaviour occurs undetected by prison staff, and some problematic 

behaviour goes unreported at the discretion of prison staff as a means of maintaining positive 

relationships and keeping the peace with prisoners (Haggerty & Bucerius, 2021; Liebling, 

2008; Steiner, 2018). As a result, it can be difficult to accurately ascertain the true level of 

these types of behaviour. 

The behavioural dimension of applied behaviour analysis concerns the objective 

measurement of behaviour, and recommends measuring outcomes directly, rather than 

recruiting participant’s subjective interpretation of outcomes. Baer et al. (1968) state that this 

typically involves measuring “what a subject can be brought to do rather than what they can 

be brought to say; unless, of course, a verbal response is the behavior of interest” (p. 93). In 
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practice, this means establishing data collection strategies that involve the direct observation 

(by the researcher) of the behaviours of interest. For example, recently Luna et al. (2022) 

successfully assessed how residents and staff utilised their time in communal areas of a 

juvenile justice facility by counting residents and staff at the start of observation sessions, and 

then recording the number of each that were engaged in specific activities using a momentary 

time sampling technique.  

Unfortunately, adult prisons do not easily lend themselves to such an approach, with 

the size of many of the residential and public areas being too large to observe prisoner 

behaviour from a single location. Juvenile justice facilities often operate on a much smaller 

scale to adult facilities, with residential areas housing a fraction of the residents of adult 

prisons. For context, a residential area in a juvenile justice facility might house up to 20 

residents, while residential areas in adult prisons may house as many as 90 prisoners. This 

can make adult prisons particularly noisy settings, precluding the observation of verbal 

behaviour in these areas short of actively pursuing individuals in close proximity (an 

untenable approach for many reasons). The use of direct observation strategies in such areas 

is therefore likely to be limited to very specific research scenarios in which behaviour in a 

discrete “zone” is the outcome of interest (e.g., within the dining area of a residential unit).  

Another important consideration is that some of the more problematic behaviours 

(i.e., assaults and self-harm) in need of change in prisons occur at relatively low rates. 

Although rates of these behaviours are troubling at an institutional level (i.e., 255 annual 

assaults per 1000 prisoners in male prisons; 419 per 1000 prisoners in female prisons; 

Ministry of Justice, 2022), at an individual level, this may only translate to an incident per 

week or month, even for some of the more persistently problematic prisoners. This issue was 

apparent in the experiment reported in Chapter 5, with participating prisoners engaging in an 

average of 0.01 institutional infractions per day over a 7-week period (Regime 1; see Table 
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20). This makes consistent monitoring via conventional direct observation strategies 

impractical. 

A strategy that might be utilised to mitigate challenges to direct observation strategies 

is the use of CCTV (video surveillance) systems, given that recorded footage might be used 

to retrospectively conduct observations of multiple areas during the same timeframe. 

However, as alluded to above, prisoner populations are often very adept at ensuring that 

problematic behaviour avoids notice by staff. For example, whilst the author has been 

conducting research at the prison, staff would often bemoan prisoner aptitude for committing 

pre-meditated assaults in known blind spots for CCTV recording equipment. This included 

co-ordinated efforts involving multiple prisoners, whereby doors would be opened in 

particular ways to block a camera’s view of an incident. Officers also commented on how 

distraction tactics were often utilised to draw staff attention away to allow crimes to be 

committed undetected. Due to the surreptitious nature of these types of behaviour, estimates 

of their frequency via traditional direct observation strategies are likely to be highly 

inaccurate. 

Given these issues, concessions regarding the objectivity of measurement approaches 

could potentially produce more valid measures for some types of behaviour. An example of 

such a concession can be found in a study on officer training in a juvenile justice facility 

(Morosohk et al., 2021). After training officers to conduct security checks of prisoner cells 

(to find contraband), researchers measured the subsequent integrity of cell checks by 

surreptitiously timing the length of time that officers spent in each cell using CCTV. The 

argument for these procedures were that researcher presence on the residential units would 

act as a discriminative stimulus for more thorough cell checks, thereby reducing the validity 

of integrity measures. Surreptitiously observing staff behaviour therefore served to provide a 

more valid measure of the impact of their training. However, there are ethical issues 
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associated with surreptitious observation of participants, which include the use of deception, 

failure to obtain fully informed consent, and potential distress and embarrassment that might 

be evoked by such procedures (Roulet et al., 2017).   

For rule violations, official institutional measures and prisoner self-report are 

currently the predominant approaches to measurement within the literature (Steiner, 2018). 

Unfortunately, institutional measures are of questionable objectivity, given that officers often 

utilise discretion in reporting offences or applying sanctions (Haggerty & Bucerius, 2021; 

Liebling, 2008; Steiner, 2018). As a result, recorded institutional infractions are dependent 

upon the subjective decision making of officers. Whenever human observers are utilised to 

measure the behaviour of others in experimental research, Baer et al. (1968) advise 

researchers to question whose behaviour has been changed. Their implication is that changes 

in dependent measures may be the result of a change in the observer’s behaviour rather than 

that of the participant. To increase confidence in the validity of outcome measures, 

interobserver agreement (IOA) data are often therefore collected to bolster believability 

(Kahng et al., 2021; Kostewicz et al., 2016). In practice, this involves two independent 

observers simultaneously collecting data on an outcome of interest. Given that direct 

observation is not viable in many prison environments, a potential alternative is to use 

multiple measures of an outcome to assess the believability of the data. For example, prisoner 

self-report data might be utilised to supplement institutional data on infractions. While this 

would not constitute inter-observer agreement in the traditional sense, recruiting perceptions 

of behaviour change from prisoners would help verify institutional data, provided that they 

aligned. However, it is possible that many behaviour analysts may have difficulties in 

accepting this approach. When Baer et al. (1987) revisited the relevance of their seven 

dimensions of behaviour analysis two decades later, they continued to raise concerns that 

self-report measures and psychometrics might not represent the behavioural repertoires being 
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estimated. However, in prison settings, there is at least some evidence that self-report 

measures can align with official measures of misconduct (Daggett & Camp, 2009; Steiner & 

Wooldredge, 2014). Given other solutions are currently lacking, combining these approaches 

may be the most viable approach for increasing the credibility of measurement strategies in 

the absence of direct observation by independent observers.  

6.3 Analytic  

 The primary purpose of identifying valid measurement strategies for a behaviour of 

interest is to allow researchers to both predict its occurrence and evaluate the effectiveness of 

relevant intervention strategies. The analytic dimension of behaviour analysis is concerned 

with demonstrating control over the outcome (i.e., behaviour) of interest (Baer et al., 1968). 

In behaviour analysis, single-case designs have been the primary approach for demonstrating 

functional relations between independent variables and behaviour (Perone & Hursh, 2013) 

and there is evidence they can be successfully employed in prison settings (e.g., multiple 

baseline designs; Hayes et al., 1975; reversal designs; Milan & McKee, 1976). Within these 

designs, the unit of analysis is typically the behaviour of an individual, but the approach can 

be flexibly applied to analyse the behaviour of groups (e.g., classrooms; Joslyn et al., 2019; 

prison units; Hayes et al., 1975).  

Single-case methodologies rely on repeated assessment, stability in baselines, and 

large observable differences between phases for convincing demonstrations of experimental 

control, which can make them less suited for the analysis of lower rate behaviour (Ledford et 

al., 2018). As discussed above, some of the more serious problematic behaviour in prisons 

occurs at a rate that, while problematic for the institutions concerned due to their severity, 

may be difficult to evaluate using these types of design. Other researchers with similar 

populations have instead focussed on higher frequency behaviours that are important to the 

settings in which they work (e.g., talking out and out-of-seat behaviour in alternative schools; 
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Groves et al., 2023; Joslyn et al., 2019). However, an alternative might be focussing on 

intervention strategies that increase pro-social behaviour and engagement in educational and 

vocational training, rather than evaluating reductions in undesirable behaviour. This focus 

might be advantageous when attempting to demonstrate intervention effects, given the fact 

that more serious rule infractions in prison are typically committed as surreptitiously as 

possible and often go undetected (Steiner, 2018). As a result, there may be more 

opportunities to observe changes in pro-social behaviour. Contingency management 

strategies in correctional settings have often targeted positive behaviour for increase (e.g., 

friendly statements, word comprehension, self-esteem, cleaning, and recreational activity; 

Gendreau et al., 2014). Targeting these types of behaviour can also be considered a socially 

significant goal for intervention given links between skill-building approaches and reductions 

in recidivism (MacKenzie & Farrington, 2015).  

These alternative foci may allow intervention effects to be more readily demonstrated 

and may have auspicious effects on problematic behaviour for which change might be more 

difficult to evaluate. However, there remains a need to find means of evaluating impact on 

more serious, low-rate behaviour. Behaviour analysts may therefore need to extend their 

research repertoires to include other means of detecting intervention effects for dangerous 

(and socially significant) assaults and self-harm. Kazdin (2021) noted that statistical measures 

might be carefully applied to single-case designs to identify weaker intervention effects that 

might not be readily apparent via visual analysis. Other strategies might include the use of 

between-groups designs to identify smaller population level changes (Kazdin, 2021). 

Another important consideration might be allowing for sufficiently long evaluation 

periods to detect changes in lower rate behaviour. For example, when analysing the impact of 

treatments for prisoner misconduct, researchers have recommended that a minimum of 12 

months be utilised to allow stability in baselines to be established (Lugo et al., 2017; 
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Pompoco et al., 2017). Unfortunately, high rates of prisoner attrition due to their release from 

custody presents a significant challenge to such endeavours (Yoon et al., 2017). Short prison 

sentences are common in the UK, with between 40-47% of prisoners being imprisoned for six 

months or less (Prison Reform Trust, 2021; 2022). To compound the issue, prisoners may 

also be transferred to other prisons whilst enrolled on a study (Wormith & Olver, 2002), 

further increasing attrition rates and negatively impacting the feasibility of longer 

intervention trials.  

A final difficulty in conducting research in prisons is that security issues or other 

conflicts can often disrupt or restrict the delivery of interventions or therapy (e.g., Messina et 

al., 2010), impacting the treatment integrity of research trials. For example, Ford et al. (2013) 

reported that participants only attended two-thirds of scheduled sessions due to “unavoidable 

scheduling problems that are expectable in prisons” (p. 273). These difficulties were also 

observed in the feasibility study reported in Chapter 5, with prisoner association periods 

being delayed on two occasions due to “lock downs” caused by security issues. Individual 

prisoners were also occasionally unable to participate in peer-led activities due to restrictions 

on their time out of cell caused by a pending adjudication (hearings regarding in-prison 

offences) or due to an active punishment for their misconduct.  

Clearly, adult prisons present numerous challenges to demonstrating functional 

control over behaviour, requiring behaviour analysts to carefully select and consider the 

parameters of their dependent variables when developing research designs. As discussed in 

the behavioural section, direct observation strategies may not always be best suited to address 

research questions concerning problematic prisoner behaviour and alternatives measures of 

outcomes may need to be identified. Consideration should also be given to the levels of 

treatment integrity required to promote the success of interventions, given that disruptions are 

inherent to the setting. However, these challenges are not unique to behaviour analytic 
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research. Furthermore, there is at least some evidence that behavioural research is feasible in 

the setting and that behavioural interventions can have a demonstrable impact on the 

behaviour of prisoners (e.g., Gendreau et al., 2014; Hayes et al., 1975; Milan & McKee, 

1976). 

6.4 Effective 

 Intervention goals considered important to prisoners likely overlap heavily with the 

goals considered important to correctional administrators and society as a whole. A study of 

prisoner goals suggested that prisoners often wished to reduce their offending behaviour, 

build skills, gain employment, and abstain from drugs (McMurran et al., 2008). This aligns 

with findings from the focus group study in Chapter 3, which suggested that prisoners wanted 

to gain skills and learn not to come back to prison. In behaviour analysis, for an intervention 

to be considered effective it must produce a socially significant effect on behaviour (Baer et 

al., 1968). However, Wolf (1978) posits that the most important consideration is whether the 

effects of an intervention are meaningful to participants and relevant stakeholders. Producing 

a robust or statistically significant change in behaviour is not always therefore sufficient for 

an intervention to be considered effective (Baer et al., 1968, 1987; Sullivan & Feinn, 2012).  

 While the extent of behaviour analytic research in adult prisons is both too dated and 

scarce to make any great claims, the recruitment of social validity data has not been common 

practice (c.f., Calabrese & Hawkins, 1988). However, the emerging literature base 

concerning applications of PBIS to juvenile justice facilities has made use of staff and 

prisoner feedback to inform the feasibility and effectiveness of the approach (e.g., Sprague et 

al., 2020; Jolivette et al., 2015). The benefit of implementing socially valid interventions is 

that buy-in from staff and recipients is likely to be higher, which may increase engagement 

and treatment integrity (Boden et al., 2020; Jolivette et al., 2015). Considering stakeholder 
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perceptions is likely important for research in adult prisons, given the aforementioned 

challenges to maintaining high levels of treatment integrity.  

Recruiting stakeholder views is also useful in supplementing more direct measures of 

outcomes, and to help to capture the domain of interest in its entirety (Kazdin, 2011). For 

example, in Chapter 5, official measures of misconduct were not sufficiently sensitive to 

detect changes in prisoner behaviour over short evaluation periods due to floor effects. 

However, prisoners overwhelmingly reported a positive effect of the intervention on their 

behaviour. While it is true that other contingencies beyond the intervention may have evoked 

these positive verbal reports, such results would not have been produced if the intervention 

had not had a meaningful impact on the lives of prisoners. Recruiting the views of prisoners 

and other key stakeholders should therefore be considered an important part of establishing 

the effectiveness of interventions in this setting. 

6.5 Technological 

 For intervention research to have value, sufficient detail regarding intervention 

procedures must be provided to allow replication by other researchers and practitioners 

(Hoffman et al., 2014; Michie et al., 2009). Unfortunately, recent systematic reviews with 

prisoner populations indicate that missing information or incomplete reporting of intervention 

procedures is common (Edwards et al., 2022; Papalia et al., 2019; Chapter 2). This is a 

significant issue, and likely contributes to the fact that syntheses of the evidence have not 

been able to produce clear guidelines regarding specific interventions to reliably improve 

prisoner behaviour (Auty et al., 2017; Papalia et al., 2019).  

Replication of research findings is at the heart of scientific practice and is what allows 

for a reliable evidence-base to be established (Hantula, 2019). Wiggins and Christopherson 

(2019) discussed how a lack of transparency in reporting of methods and analytic strategy is a 



196 

 

  

barrier to replication. While methodological reproducibility does not guarantee a replication 

of results, ensuring replicability is an essential part of being able to evaluate the robustness 

and external validity of specific intervention strategies (Goodman et al., 2016; see Hantula, 

2019; Open Science Collaboration, 2015). It is also important that practitioners (e.g., prison 

staff, behaviour analysts) can implement and continue interventions without researcher input. 

Interventions that are shown to be efficacious in controlled research environments have 

limited value if they cannot be implemented and effective in settings for which they are 

designed. Clear reporting of intervention procedures provides guidelines for implementation 

to practitioners, and allow fidelity measures to be developed to assess and ensure 

interventions are implemented with integrity (Michie et al., 2009). A technological study as 

defined by Baer et al. (1968) therefore reports its procedures clearly and in their entirety. The 

correctional literature therefore appears to stand to gain much from adhering to Baer et al.’s 

recommendation for technological reporting. As discussed in Chapter 2, the TIDieR checklist 

has recently been developed to guide researchers on good reporting practice and improve the 

replicability of study procedures (Hoffman et al., 2014). It is recommended that behaviour 

analysts adhere to these guidelines when conducting research in prisons.  

6.6 Conceptually Systematic 

Without clearly described procedures, it can also be difficult to establish causal 

mechanisms responsible for intervention effects (Michie et al., 2009). Baer et al. (1968) 

recommended that behaviour analytic research endeavour to relate procedures to scientific 

principles (i.e., conceptual systematicity). They discuss that doing so is important in 

transforming a “collection of tricks” (i.e., intervention procedures; Baer et al., p. 96) into a 

scientific discipline. Understanding why something works (i.e., behavioural mechanisms) is 

also important in being able to adapt procedures to novel contexts whilst retaining the active 

ingredient of an intervention. At present, systematic reviews of the evidence have garnered 
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some general principles for intervention related to prisoner misconduct and recidivism (Auty 

et al., 2017; French & Gendreau, 2006; MacKenzie & Farrington, 2015; Papalia et al., 2019). 

For example, French and Gendreau (2006) were able to suggest that “behavioural” 

approaches (including radical behavioural, social learning, cognitive behavioural, or 

punishment approaches) were more effective than “nonbehavioural” approaches (e.g., 

nondirective, psychodynamic, or group milieu therapies). Reviews have also found that 

targeting “criminogenic needs” (i.e., risk factors for criminal activity; see Bonta & Andrews, 

2007) can be important in reducing problematic prisoner behaviour in prison (Auty et al., 

2017; French & Gendreau, 2006). However, one area that behaviour analysis might 

contribute to this literature is by linking intervention procedures to behavioural principles that 

underly their effectiveness. This is a defining feature of behaviour analysis, and may be of 

use in helping to develop a scientific discipline of behaviour change approaches within 

correctional settings.   

6.7 Generality 

High rates of prisoner recidivism are an issue internationally (Yukhnenko et al., 

2019), and are a primary focus of the prison system and correctional researchers, along with 

in-prison misconduct to a lesser extent (Cullen & Levrant, 2017; French & Gendreau, 2006; 

Ministry of Justice, 2021b). There is therefore a need to develop interventions that promote 

durable and flexible changes in prisoner behaviour that persist despite changes to their 

environment. This is important in reducing recidivism upon release but also for managing the 

behaviour of prisoners whilst incarcerated, given that prisoners are frequently transferred 

between residential units within prisons and between institutions over the course of their 

incarceration (Wormith & Olver, 2002). This is relevant to the dimension of generality of 

behavioural procedures. Baer et al. (1968) discussed that behaviour change needs to be 

durable across time (i.e., maintenance of the change), occur across multiple environments or 
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contexts (i.e., setting generalisation), and generalise across different behaviours to produce 

flexible repertoires (i.e., response generalisation). When applied to prisoner behaviour, 

interventions need to promote long-term reductions in criminal behaviour that persist across 

different prison environments and upon release, as well as provide prisoners with flexible 

alternative repertoires that empower them to respond in prosocial and appropriate ways when 

presented with novel and challenging environments.  

Generalisation and maintenance of behaviour change is sometimes reported within 

behaviour analytic research, although analysing the necessary features for interventions to 

promote such outcomes is less prevalent (i.e., determining the aspects of the intervention that 

promote maintenance and generalisation of effects; Baer et al., 1989; Stokes & Osnes, 2016). 

These types of analyses may be especially pertinent to report within research in prisons, 

given the relative value placed on recidivism outcomes across the correctional literature 

(Cullen & Levrant, 2017; French & Gendreau, 2006). In behaviour analytic research, 

analyses of generalisation and maintenance typically involve follow-up of the specific 

behaviour targeted for intervention over time (e.g., Plienis et al., 1987) and into novel settings 

(e.g., Fowler & Baer, 1981). Within the correctional literature, recidivism outcomes are 

typically analysed, and involve evaluating likelihood of rearrest, reconviction, and 

incarceration over various intervals post-release (e.g., cognitive-behavioural interventions; 

Lipsey et al., 2007; reasoning and rehabilitation skills; Tong & Farrington, 2008). Given that 

behaviour analytic research tends to measure the direct goal of a behavioural intervention 

(e.g., social skill acquisition), incorporating follow-up recidivism measures might be 

considered the ultimate test of the durability of intervention effects. Incorporating these 

analyses into study designs is likely an important (and socially significant) place to start in 

terms of evaluating the long-term effects of interventions with prisoners.  
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To promote positive recidivism outcomes, the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) model 

has been developed by correctional researchers to guide treatment. This model involves 

assessing the likelihood of reoffending and matching services to this risk (risk principle), 

assessing variables correlated with reoffending (e.g., pro-criminal attitudes, substance abuse, 

family/marital relationships) and designing interventions to target those specific variables 

(need principle), and individualising the intervention to the participant to maximise the 

likelihood of success (responsivity principle; Bonta & Andrews, 2007). In essence, the model 

helps guide the selection of the prisoners for whom treatments may be most likely to reduce 

recidivism, the risk factors and skill-deficits that require targeting with intervention, and how 

interventions should be applied. Meta-analyses have found that interventions that incorporate 

these principles produce stronger effects on recidivism relative to those that do not (Hanson 

et al., 2009; Smith et al., 2009; Travers et al., 2021; Wormith & Zidenberg, 2018), though a 

recent meta-analysis on community corrections did not replicate these positive findings 

(Duan et al., 2023). Given that an explicit technology of generalisation (or maintenance) has 

yet to be developed within behaviour analysis (Stokes & Osnes, 2016), prospective 

researchers and clinicians may do well to incorporate these principles into their practice to aid 

the design of interventions that produce long term impacts on prisoner behaviour.  

6.8 Summary 

A large literature base now supports the efficacy and generality of behaviour science 

across an array of applied domains (e.g., behavioural paediatrics, feeding disorders, 

education, treatment of drug addiction, gerontology, and organisational behaviour 

management; Fisher et al., 2021). There have been efforts to extend this science to 

correctional settings, but research in adult prisons specifically has been lacking for several 

decades (Collins et al., 2021; Gendreau et al., 2014). This is unfortunate, given the relevance 

of the seven dimensions to work in this area. Criminal behaviour both in and out of prison 
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presents a socially significant issue to society and should be a target for behaviour analytic 

research. While direct observation of some behaviour may not always be possible in this 

setting, the principle of pragmatic and credible quantitative measurement of behaviour 

change can be achieved given careful planning and thought. Further, while challenges to 

demonstrating functional control over behaviour exist, these are not unique to behaviour 

analytic research, with the correctional literature being notable for its dearth of high quality 

research (MacKenzie & Farrington, 2015). The seven dimensions of behaviour analysis have 

relevance to the improvement of the corrections literature, most notably the technological 

reporting of procedures and conceptual systematicity. The use of social validity measures to 

recruit the views of prisoners and staff regarding the effectiveness and appropriateness of 

behavioural interventions should also be an important part of behaviour analytic work in this 

setting, and it would be interesting to evaluate whether interventions that are considered 

meaningful by prisoners are more likely to have positive long term effects (e.g., post-release). 

Given the importance placed on recidivism as an outcome, developing interventions that 

promote the acquisition of durable and flexible repertoires in prisoners is an important goal 

for behaviour analytic work in correctional settings.  
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7.1 Overview of Research Area and Aims 

Prison rule violations disrupt the orderly running of regimes, jeopardizing the safety 

of both inmates and staff, incurring significant costs, and negatively impacting prisoner and 

officer well-being (Clark & Rydberg, 2016; Goetting & Howsen, 1986, HM Chief Inspector 

of Prisons, 2022; Steiner & Wooldredge, 2015). Further, the prevalence of dangerous violent 

behaviour has increased dramatically in recent decades, although restrictions imposed by the 

COVID-19 pandemic has tempered this rising trend (Prison Reform Trust, 2023). Behaviour 

analysis is well placed to address violent and disruptive behaviour in prison, having 

accumulated a critical mass of research relating to positive behaviour change strategies that 

have been applied across a diverse array of socially significant issues and populations (Fisher 

et al., 2021). While there has been a dearth of behaviour analytic research in adult prisons in 

recent decades (Collins et al., 2021; Gendreau et al., 2014), there has been a renewed interest 

in applying the science in young offender institutions (e.g., Brogan et al., 2019; Luna & 

Rapp, 2022). This includes an emerging literature devoted to adapting PBIS strategies to 

juvenile justice facilities (Jolivette & Nelson, 2010; Sprague et al., 2013), with there now 

being promising evidence that the framework can be successfully and beneficially applied to 

these settings (Johnson et al., 2013; Sidana, 2006; Sprague et al., 2020). Given these 

advances in the behavioural literature, it seems prudent to explore the applicability of this 

approach to adult correctional facilities.  

The primary research aims of this thesis were therefore fivefold. The first aim was to 

explore the range of interventions used to address prisoner misconduct and identify those that 

were most effective (Chapter 2). The second aim was to assess perspectives of prisoners and 

staff in terms of valued intervention outcomes, as well as exploring potential barriers for 

PBIS implementation (Chapter 3). The third aim was to design a universal (Tier 1) 

intervention that incorporated evidence-based practices, stakeholder values, and institutional 
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data on prisoner behaviour, but also operated within available resources (Chapter 4). The 

fourth aim was to test the feasibility of the Tier 1 approach, as well as the feasibility of using 

institutional measures as primary indicators of behaviour change (Chapter 5). The fifth aim 

was to critically discuss the challenges and opportunities for behaviour analytic research in 

adult prisons (Chapter 6).  

7.2 Summary of Findings and Implications 

As discussed in Chapter 1, some general principles of effective treatment of prisoner 

misconduct have been established within the literature, though more recent reviews have 

tended to focus on specific populations (i.e., violent offenders; Papalia et al., 2019) and types 

of misconduct (i.e., violence; Auty et al., 2017). Chapter 2 aimed to update the 

comprehensive review of interventions for prisoner misconduct carried out by French and 

Gendreau (2006), who identified that behavioural approaches were most effective. To better 

define “what works” in reducing prison misconduct, a primary goal of the systematic review 

was to create a taxonomy of interventions (e.g., Lipsey, 2009) that had been directed toward 

the improvement of prisoner behaviour. Seven treatment approaches were identified: 

cognitive-behavioural approaches, social skills training, counselling/therapy, therapeutic 

communities/group milieu, educational/vocational, solitary confinement, and pet 

programmes. Using the criteria developed by Sherman et al. (1997), sufficient evidence was 

identified to suggest that cognitive-behavioural approaches, as a whole, were effective in 

reducing the frequency (i.e., rate) of violent misconduct, but not overall misconduct. 

Educational programmes appeared to work in reducing the prevalence of total misconduct 

(i.e., proportion of population engaging in misconduct), and there was promising evidence 

that they reduced the frequency of total misconduct. Finally, the available evidence indicated 

that therapeutic community interventions reduced the frequency of total and violent 

misconduct.  
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A key finding of the review in Chapter 2 was that the quality of the included literature 

was very poor, with missing information and a lack of procedural detail being common. 

When studies scored as being at high risk of bias were removed from syntheses, there was no 

longer sufficient evidence to support the use of cognitive-behavioural interventions nor 

therapeutic communities as interventions for addressing prisoner misconduct. However, 

evidence for educational programmes as a ‘promising’ intervention approach remained. 

These findings provide an important contribution to the literature by updating existing 

reviews, and better delineating the types of intervention that can be directed towards 

improving prisoner misconduct. However, there is clearly a need for more and better-quality 

research to bolster confidence in treatment recommendations. 

Chapters 3-5 were concerned with developing and evaluating the feasibility of a 

PBIS-based approach in an adult prison, given emerging evidence of its effectiveness in 

juvenile justice facilities (Sprague et al., 2020). In Chapter 3, focus groups were utilised to 

identify the valued outcomes of intervention for prisoners and staff, as well as potential 

barriers to implementing behaviour change strategies. Beyond the novelty of the setting, this 

study addressed a gap in the PBIS literature by formally reporting stakeholder views as part 

of the initial intervention development process, which, to the author’s knowledge, has not 

previously been done. Thematic analysis of resultant data identified three themes: 1) 

rehabilitation; 2) consistency; and 3) respect. Key findings were that prisoners and staff 

generally discussed the same values as being critical to a “perfect” prison. However, there 

were important differences in the priorities of each group, with prisoners tending to focus on 

changes that would improve their personal circumstances and post-release prospects, while 

staff focussed on work-life related changes. The implications of these findings were that it 

may be necessary to recruit the views of both prisoners and staff to ensure intervention 

approaches are tailored to address the needs of prisons as a whole. As potential implementers 
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and recipients of intervention approaches, recruiting and incorporating both prisoner and staff 

perspectives into intervention design may therefore be important in acquiring their buy-in and 

improving treatment outcomes (Boden et al., 2020; Jolivette et al., 2015). The study also 

identified some potentially important obstacles to PBIS practices. This included negative 

perceptions regarding the attainability of prisoner rehabilitation held by a minority of staff, 

with some prisoners and staff also discussing views that prison should be a place of 

punishment. Perceptions of significant resource deficiencies were also identified that could 

inhibit the feasibility of interventions requiring more intensive staff input.  

In Chapter 4, the goal was to design a Tier 1 intervention that incorporated the four 

critical elements of a PBIS approach (i.e., stakeholder values, evidence-based practice, data-

based decision making, and accounting for the systems available to support implementation; 

McDaniel et al., 2014; Sugai & Horner, 2002). To this end, scatterplot and risk ratio analyses 

were conducted on institutional data of prisoner violent and disruptive behaviour. These 

analyses suggested that the rate of infractions was highest during unstructured periods (i.e., 

prisoner free association and meal times). This finding, along with focus group data from 

Chapter 3, environmental enrichment literature (e.g., Gover et al., 2019; Horner, 1980; 

Ringdahl et al., 1997), and literature regarding purposeful activity in prisons (e.g., Duwe & 

McNeeley, 2020; Huebner, 2003; Steiner and Wooldredge, 2009b; Stephenson et al., 2021; 

Vuk & Doležal, 2020), informed the design of a Tier 1 intervention strategy that aimed to 

increase prisoner engagement in purposeful activity. This strategy was tied directly to the 

valued outcomes identified in Chapter 3. For example, providing greater opportunities for 

skill-building and purposeful activity linked to a need for rehabilitation, while increasing 

structure to routines linked to a need for greater consistency. The strategy also aimed to 

establish an enriched environment that promoted engagement in prosocial (rather than violent 

and disruptive) behaviour, which related to a need for respect (see Chapter 4). The aim was to 
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layer this intervention onto the prison’s existing behaviour management system for teaching 

and reinforcing behavioural expectations. The next stage of the intervention development 

process involved accounting for the resources available for implementation. To account for 

limited resources and potential staff resistance, a prisoner-led approach, underpinned by 

prisoner interest surveys, was proposed. Survey results suggested that the majority of 

prisoners were supportive of the approach, with two-fifths (39.5%) of those surveyed also 

stating they would be willing to be involved in intervention delivery. Prisoners also suggested 

a diverse range of activities that they or others might lead. The final stage of intervention 

development involved building a timetable of scheduled activities that could feasibly be 

implemented on the unit. This was an iterative process that required repeated discussion with 

prisoners and staff given challenges posed by security restrictions and other logistical issues. 

While the intervention design process was therefore relatively lengthy, heavy stakeholder 

involvement and incorporation of institutional data were essential in ensuring a targeted and 

workable intervention was developed. Anecdotally, correctional administrators involved in 

the process appeared to also highly value the data-based approach to intervention design, with 

explicit links to institutional data and stakeholder perspectives proving to be a valuable tool 

in recruiting their buy-in to the proposed strategies. 

The results of the feasibility study presented in Chapter 5 suggested that a peer-led 

approach to increasing prisoner engagement was both feasible and reasonably effective at 

increasing prisoner engagement in activity, though some activities promoted higher levels of 

engagement than others. Social validity of the approach was generally high, with the majority 

of prisoners and staff agreeing that the intervention should continue. Most prisoners reported 

that activities had a positive impact on their mood and mental health, helped them develop 

relationships with others, and made them feel as though someone cared about their well-

being. While links have previously been drawn between purposeful activity and mental health 
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(Borrill et al., 2005; Cooper and Berwick, 2001; Leese et al., 2006; Marzano et al., 2011; 

Stephenson et al., 2021), this research provides an important contribution to the literature by 

experimentally manipulating (for the first time) the availability of structured activity in adult 

prisons. Prisoners also suggested the approach had a positive impact on their behaviour, 

though most staff neither agreed nor disagreed with this, with one member of staff 

commenting that some activities improved behaviour more than others. Rates of officially 

recorded misconduct were too low to derive solid conclusions, suggesting that these measures 

may not be appropriate for demonstrating behaviour change in studies of short duration. 

Although the study utilised a peer-led approach, staff reported that the intervention increased 

their workload, and suggested they would prefer if activities were led by themselves, 

highlighting a potential cultural barrier to this type of approach in prisons. More general 

challenges to conducting research in prisons were also identified, including disruptions to the 

scheduled intervention due to unit lockdowns and attrition caused by prisoner movements 

(i.e., transfers and release). However, these challenges are not unique to behaviour analytic 

research, and Chapter 6 highlighted the continued relevance of the seven dimensions of 

behaviour analysis to prison-based research. In particular, the principles of technological 

reporting and conceptual systematicity appear to be critical for a body of research that 

generally is lacking in high-quality studies (French & Gendreau, 2006; MacKenzie & 

Farrington, 2015; see also Chapter 2).  

7.3 General Limitations and Future Directions 

This thesis provides a valuable and original contribution to the literature by 

delineating design considerations and the implementation process of a Tier 1 intervention in 

an adult prison in the UK. However, there are some limitations and potential future directions 

that warrant discussion. First, the Tier 1 intervention developed and evaluated within this 

thesis was bespoke to the needs and available resources of the institution in which the 



208 

 

  

research was conducted. While this approach is considered a critical element of PBIS (Sugai 

& Horner, 2002), it may limit the generality of the strategy to other prisons. However, reports 

indicate that other institutions across England and Wales suffer similar challenges in terms of 

staffing levels and low levels of purposeful activity (HM Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2022; 

Prison Reform Trust, 2022), suggesting that the current approach might be a good fit for 

other facilities. Another limitation was the limited timeframe for implementation evaluation, 

caused primarily by COVID-19 restrictions. While results indicated a promising short-term 

impact on prisoner engagement and well-being, further work is needed to determine 

durability of effects over time.  

One obvious omission of the strategy employed in the current study was the absence 

of explicit reinforcement procedures for behaviour change, which typically are key features 

in Tier 1 interventions (Grasley-Boy et al., 2020). However, as discussed in Chapter 4, 

institutions across the UK are required to abide to a behaviour management policy known as 

the “Incentives and Earned Privileges” (IEP) scheme. This scheme was overhauled in 2019 

(Ministry of Justice, 2020b), which meant that administrators at the prison were reluctant to 

change or supplement their local procedures at the time of intervention planning. Therefore, 

institutional reinforcement procedures remained unchanged across intervention 

implementation. Institutional data suggested that staff use of rewards in the form of positive 

IEP points were low throughout the evaluation period and did not appear to change during the 

intervention phases of the experiment. It was also the author’s experience whilst working on 

the residential units that staff use of praise also was limited. As discussed in Chapter 5, it is 

possible that staff did not feel that reinforcing engagement in voluntary activities with 

behaviour points was warranted. This is unfortunate, given that more active use of 

reinforcement systems may have enhanced engagement outcomes and improved prisoner 

behaviour overall. However, research suggests that merely increasing the use of praise may 
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not be sufficient to enact meaningful behaviour change. Luna & Rapp (2022) recently 

conducted a study in a juvenile justice facility that aimed to use antecedent-based training to 

increase staff use of praise. While their procedures were successful in promoting higher 

levels of praise, this did not appear to positively impact problematic behaviour on the 

residential units. The use of tangible reinforcement may therefore be an essential part of 

behaviour change strategies in prisons. For example, in the feasibility study reported in 

Chapter 5, prisoners were most actively involved in the activities for which there was a 

tangible incentive (e.g., cooking classes, bingo, chess club). Further, meta-analyses of 

contingency management procedures have shown that the contingent delivery of reinforcers 

can improve behavioural outcomes (Gendreau et al., 2014). Future research might therefore 

aim to investigate how to increase staff use of reinforcement. When discussing adapting PBIS 

for juvenile justice facilities, Jolivette and Nelson (2010) suggest that this may be difficult, 

given that staff may be more comfortable with punitive practices in correctional settings. 

They suggest that to address this, reinforcement examples should be provided (e.g., from 

PBIS implementation sites in alternative and residential schools), and staff reinforcement 

systems should be implemented to provide recognition to staff for their use of reinforcement 

with juvenile offenders. They also advise that sufficient time should be allocated for staff 

training.  

While accounting for staff training time is important, there are important challenges 

related to staff training in prisons. Perhaps most important is that correctional settings suffer 

high rates of attrition (Boden et al., 2020; HM Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2022; Jolivette & 

Nelson, 2010). In UK prisons, 52% of staff are suggested to leave the prison service after 

fewer than three years of service, leading to a growing inexperience of staff members (Prison 

Reform Trust, 2022). The COVID-19 pandemic has exacerbated training difficulties, with 

staff needing to be frequently redeployed across institutions to cover staffing shortages (HM 
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Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2022). The implications for researchers are that there is little 

stability in staffing groups, which has a direct impact on the number of staff that need to be 

aware of, invested in, and trained in relevant intervention procedures. Behaviour analysis is 

well placed to meet these challenges, given that a sizeable literature has now been established 

on behavioural skills training (BST), which include applications with residents in juvenile 

justice facilities (e.g., Brogan et al., 2021; Edgemon et al., 2020). Luna and Rapp (2022) also 

recently evaluated an antecedent-based training strategy that aimed to increase staff use of 

praise. However, researchers and clinicians aiming to implement interventions requiring 

trained staff should account for the above challenges as part of research protocol 

development, given that training high volumes of staff may require a prohibitively large 

resource investment (Luna & Rapp, 2022). 

Although the changes to behaviour management policy in UK prisons were untimely 

for the purposes of this thesis, they do represent a positive shift in prison culture towards 

reinforcement-based approaches (see aforementioned IEP framework; Ministry of Justice, 

2020b). Prison culture is an important factor in determining the feasibility of rehabilitative 

interventions, given the effects of poor staff buy-in on treatment fidelity (Boden et al., 2020). 

However, while rehabilitative ideals are now regularly pontificated by the prison system (e.g., 

Ministry of Justice, 2013), researchers have argued that better punishment continues to be at 

the heart of prison reform (Chamberlen & Carvalho, 2019). In the UK, rigid bar handcuffs 

have recently been introduced to UK prisons, with PAVA spray also being trialled (Ministry 

of Justice, 2017, 2018). These practices have been employed in the name of officer safety, 

but essentially communicate that security and control remain foremost on the prison system’s 

agenda. 

These attitudes were reflected in staff social validity feedback regarding the peer-led 

intervention discussed in Chapter 5, with most staff reporting a preference to run the 
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intervention themselves. Qualitative feedback from one member of staff on this topic 

suggested that a lack staff supervision over activities placed “prisoner and staff safety at 

risk.” Another member of staff also suggested that more staff were needed to supervise 

activities given that “the security of staff members and prisoners” should be the priority. 

Negative perceptions of prison officers towards rehabilitative approaches were also identified 

throughout the process delineated in this thesis. In fact, the peer-led approach was selected in 

part to mitigate the impact of these negative perceptions. While peer-led approaches are now 

common in prison (Bagnall et al., 2015), there are perhaps limits at present to the 

responsibilities that staff are willing to bequeath to prisoners due to concerns regarding safety 

and security, though this should be verified by further research. If true, this may have 

important implications for the feasibility of positive and preventative interventions for 

problematic prisoner behaviour and work may need to be done to shift culture towards the 

use of more positive behaviour change approaches. 

7.4 Summary and Conclusion  

There is a current dearth of high-quality research identifying effective interventions 

for prisoner misconduct, preventing the development of specific treatment guidelines. This 

thesis has furthered knowledge in this regard by updating existing comprehensive reviews 

and generating a taxonomy of interventions that have targeted prisoner misconduct. This 

thesis also delineated, for the first time, the design of a values-based PBIS intervention for 

prisoners in an adult prison in the UK. A peer-led approach was selected to mitigate staff 

perceptions of resource deficiencies as well as counteract negative attitudes towards 

rehabilitation held by a minority of staff. The resulting Tier 1 intervention aimed to increase 

prisoner engagement in purposeful activity. A feasibility study of the approach extended the 

literature regarding prisoner-led interventions and the value of purposeful activity in prison. 

The intervention proved largely successful in increasing prisoner engagement, with prisoners 
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perceiving a benefit to their behaviour in prison, on their relationships with others, and on 

their well-being. Staff were less sure of a benefit on behavioural outcomes, and low rates of 

officially recorded misconduct prevented robust conclusions from being drawn regarding 

impact on prisoner misconduct. However, social validity data indicated that both prisoners 

and staff valued the intervention and would like the approach to continue. Finally, this thesis 

makes an original contribution to knowledge by discussing challenges and opportunities for 

behaviour analytic research in prison, given that behaviour analytic work in the setting has 

declined in recent decades (Collins et al., 2021). Discussion in Chapter 6 suggested that the 

seven dimensions of behaviour analysis are not only relevant to research in prisons, they 

provide important principles of research that might help address some of the limitations of the 

extant literature concerning prisoner behaviour whilst incarcerated. Principles of 

technological reporting and conceptual systematicity may be particularly important in 

developing an evidence-base of explicitly described interventions for the improvement of 

prisoner misconduct.  
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Effectiveness of a dialectical behaviour therapy program for 

incarcerated female juvenile offenders. Child and Adolescent Mental 

Health, 7(3), 121-127. 

Misconduct was not 

measured or reported 

directly. 

Valliant, P. M., & Raven, L. M. (1994). Management of anger and 

its effect on incarcerated assaultive and nonassaultive offenders. 

Psychological reports, 75(1), 275-278. 

 

Misconduct was not 

measured or reported 

directly. 

 

Valliant, P. M., Hawkins, T. J., & Pottier, D. C. (1998). Comparison 

of psychopathic and general offenders in cognitive behavioral 

therapy. Psychological reports, 82(3), 753-754. 

 

Not prison/secure setting or 

was community based 

 

Vidyasagar, P., & Mishra, H. (1993). Effect of modelling on 

aggression. Indian Journal of Clinical Psychology. 

 

Misconduct was not 

measured or reported 

directly. 

 

Walden, A. L., Stancil, N., & Verona, E. (2019). Reaching 

underserved youth: A pilot implementation of a skills-based 

intervention in short-term juvenile detention. Journal of prevention 

& intervention in the community, 47(2), 90-103. 

 

Misconduct was not 

measured or reported 

directly. 

 

Walrath, C. (2001). Evaluation of an inmate-run Alternatives to 

Violence Project: The impact of inmate-to-inmate intervention. 

Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 16(7), 697-711. 

 

Pre-post design 

 

Wang, E. W., Owens, R. M., Long, S. A., Diamond, P. M., & Smith, 

J. L. (2000). The effectiveness of rehabilitation with persistently 

violent male prisoners. International Journal of Offender Therapy 

and Comparative Criminology, 44(4), 505-514. 

 

Misconduct was not 

measured or reported 

directly. 

 

Webb, L. R. (2003). Building constructive prison environments: The 

functional utility of applying behavior analysis in prisons. The 

behavior analyst today, 4(1), 71. 

 

Not prison/secure setting or 

was community based 

 

Wilson, C., Gandolfi, S., Dudley, A., Thomas, B., Tapp, J., & 

Moore, E. (2013). Evaluation of angermanagement groups in a high-

security hospital. Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health, 23(5), 

356–371. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cbm.1873. 

 

Pre-post design or no 

control group 

 

Wilson, N. J., & Tamatea, A. (2013). Challenging the ‘urban myth’ 

of psychopathy untreatability: the High-Risk Personality 

Programme. Psychology Crime and Law, 19(5–6), 493–510. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1068316x.2013.758994. 

 

Could not access 

 

Wolk, R. L. (1963). The relationship of group psychotherapy to 

institutional adjustment. Group Psy chotherapy, 16, 141–144. 

 

Pre-post design or no 

control group 

 

Woo, Y., Drapela, L., Campagna, M., Stohr, M. K., Hamilton, Z. K., 

Mei, X., & Tollefsbol, E. T. (2020). Disciplinary segregation’s 

effects on inmate behavior: Institutional and community outcomes. 

Criminal Justice Policy Review, 31(7), 1036-1058. 
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Reason for Exclusion Reference 

 

Misconduct was not 

measured or reported 

directly. 

 

Zeitner, R. M., & Rosenfield, J. M. (1977). A proposed adjustment 

unit in a correctional institution: An alternate to token economy. 

Corrective & Social Psychiatry & Journal of Behavior Technology, 

Methods & Therapy. 

 

Misconduct was not 

measured or reported 

directly. 

 

Zhang, S., Wang, H., Chen, C., Zhou, J., & Wang, X. (2015). 

Efficacy of Williams LifeSkills Training in improving psychological 

health of Chinese male juvenile violent offenders: a randomized 

controlled study. Neuroscience bulletin, 31(1), 53-60. 
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Appendix B 

Intervention Inclusion/exclusion criteria 

Cognitive Behavioural 

Approaches 

Cognitive behavioural approaches utilise procedures designed to 

actively change, reframe, or challenge maladaptive or 

dysfunctional thinking patterns, or procedures used to teach new 

cognitive skills (Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005). All variants of 

cognitive behavioural therapy should be included in this 

category (e.g., Moral Reconation Therapy, Thinking for a 

Change, Aggression Replacement Training, Dialectical 

Behaviour Therapy [DBT] and Acceptance and Commitment 

Therapy [ACT]. Interventions simply referring to the use of 

cognitive behavioural components or cognitive restructuring 

strategies should also be included. Interventions that describe 

procedures whose goal is to change thoughts but do not refer 

specifically to the use of CBT (or other variant as stated above) 

must require participants to actively rehearse or challenge 

thoughts to be included, either through in-class exercises, 

homework exercises or through journaling. Interventions may be 

delivered to participants housed in the general population, or 

more intensively as part of a structured residential unit.  

Interventions designed to change thoughts and attitudes via 

purely didactic methods (e.g. lectures), or via discussion 

groups/traditional counselling would not meet criteria for 

classification as a cognitive behavioural approach. 

NOTE: CBT approaches may include other skills training 

components as part of a multimodal treatment package.  

If an intervention is scored as cognitive behavioural, it 

CANNOT be scored as also being a counselling/therapy 

intervention. (e.g. 2 and 3) 

 

Social skills training Skills training approaches involve a structured approach to 

teaching pro-social skills via providing instruction, modelling 

behaviour, rehearsal of skills and the delivery of feedback 

(Ollendick & Hersen, 1979). Pro-social skills are broadly 

defined and may include any skills that promote the engagement 

in “successful social interaction” (Hollin & Hendersen, 1981).  
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Included interventions must allow participants the opportunity to 

rehearse skills via role-play or other contrived opportunities and 

deliver feedback on performance at a minimum.  

Strictly didactic training strategies (e.g. lectures or discussion 

groups) or interventions designed to teach vocational skills, or 

educational targets (e.g. literacy, numeracy, history, etc.) would 

not meet the criteria for social skills training. 

NOTE: Although CBT approaches often include skills 

training components, studies that also utilise strategies that 

target thinking skills should be excluded from this category. 

 

Counselling/therapy, discussion 

groups 

Counselling programs are broadly defined as structured or 

unstructured discussion sessions that do not make use of skills 

training or cognitive behavioural approaches (Morgan et al., 

2006). Sessions may be individual (Persons, 1965) or conducted 

as a group (Sowles, 1970). Discussion sessions may be directive 

(therapist-led) with topics chosen by the lead therapist, or more 

client-centred (Leak, 1981). Educational or vocational discussion 

groups designed to teach academic or employment skills would 

not meet criteria for counselling interventions.  

 

Therapeutic communities/group 

milieu 

Therapeutic communities (TC) are residential settings that utilise 

a multimodal treatment strategy, incorporating a structured 

residential environment, group and individual therapy, peer 

influence and explicit behavioural contingencies to teach and 

shape behaviour. TC also sometimes refer to the use of 

cognitive-behavioural approaches. Responsibilities and 

privileges increase as participants progress through treatment as 

part of a hierarchical model (Malivert et al., 2012). Interventions 

may refer to the use of a therapeutic community or group milieu 

therapy.  

Typically mentions therapeutic communities specifically. 

(e.g. a structured residential environment would not 

necessarily be a TC intervention). 

 

Educational/vocational Any intervention whose aim is to teach (didactically or 
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otherwise) educational or vocational skills. These might include 

numeracy or literacy skills, or any form of study that might lead 

to the attainment of a professional or academic qualification.  

 

Solitary confinement Interventions in this category report the use of solitary 

confinement as the primary mode of intervention. These may be 

referred to as the use of restrictive housing, administrative 

segregation, or disciplinary segregation (Butler et al., 2018) and 

entail confinement in specialized cells for the majority of the 

day, with limited access to social interaction and other facility 

services. 

 

Pet programmes Interventions in this category evaluate the use of human-animal 

interactions to reduce misconduct. This includes interventions 

such as dog training programmes, as well as any other animal 

interaction programmes that forms the primary method of 

intervention (Dell et al., 2019). 

 

Other Interventions that do not fit within the above categories. 
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Appendix C 

 

 

Publication 1 

 

Seel, C. J., Holloway, K. H., Austin, J. A. (in press). Finding common ground: Using focus 

groups to define values among prisoners and staff. Journal of Positive Behavior 

Interventions. 
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Appendix D 

 

 

Publication 2 

 

Seel, C. J., May, R. J., & Austin, J. A. (2023). Enriching prison environments via peer-led 

activities. Behavior Analysis in Practice. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40617-023-00851-8  

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40617-023-00851-8
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Appendix E 

Association Activities Feedback Form 

 

How long have you 

been residing on B1? 

 

 

 

How long have you 

been at HMP Parc? 

 

 

Age:  

 

 

Ethnicity:  

 Prefer not to say 
 

White 

 Welsh/Scottish/English/ Northern 

Irish/British 

 Irish 

 Gypsy or Irish Traveller 

 Other, please describe: 

_______________________ 

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups 

 White and Black Caribbean 

 White and Black African 

 White and Asian 

Other, please describe: 

 

_______________________ 

 

 

Asian/Asian British 

 Indian 

 Pakistani 

 Bangladeshi 

 Chinese 

 Other, please describe:  

 

______________________ 

 

Black/African/Caribbean/Black British 

 African 

 Caribbean 

 Other, please describe: 

 

_______________________ 

 

Other ethnic group 

 Arab 

 Other, please describe: 

_______________________ 
 

 

Below are statements about the activities Chris and the facilitators ran during association times. 

For each one, please tick the box that says how much you agree with each statement.    

I think offering activities during 

association times is important.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Disagree 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

I think the activities should 

continue during association times 

in the future.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 
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I like that activities are peer-led.  

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Activities would be better if they 

were run by staff.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

I would like to see these activities 

continue in some way during 

association times (tick all that 

apply).  

Fitness 

groups 

Chess 

Club 

Origami Art Club Virtual 

Campus/ 

Computer 

courses 

     

Cooking 

Club 

Music 

Group 

Guitar 

Tutoring 
Bingo Literacy 

and 

Numeracy 

Support 

     

If you had to pick just one activity to continue in association times, which would it be? 

 

_____________________________ 

 

If you have any feedback about an activity in particular, write it here: 

The range/variety of activities was 

good.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 
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The quality of activities was good.  Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

There was enough time to 

participate in the activities during 

association. 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

The activities have improved 

resident behaviour during 

association.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

The activities have improved 

resident relationships with 

officers.   

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

I benefited from participating in 

the activities.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

The activities have had a positive 

effect on my mood or mental 

health.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

I learned some new things by 

participating in activities.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 
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The activities helped me try new 

things or develop new interests. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Other residents benefited from 

activity groups.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

The activities helped me make 

friends or improved my 

relationships with other prisoners.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Activities made me feel like 

someone cared about my well-

being. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Activities made things feel more 

positive on the wing. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

How often would you participate 

in an activity during association 

times? 

Never Once Some 

sessions 
Nearly 

all 

sessions 

All 

sessions 

     

 

 

Have any officers been particularly 

helpful in supporting the running 

of association activities? 

 

 



278 

 

  

 

 

 

Please write any additional comments or feedback you may have in the space below. This can include 

any comments about this project specifically, or any other comments that you feel might be helpful in 

improving the way we deliver purposeful activity in prison. 
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280 

 

  

Facilitator Questionnaire 

Leading groups made me feel like 

my skills were valued.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Leading groups made me feel 

more respected by my peers.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Leading groups made me feel 

more respected by officers.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

What activity (or activities) did 

you facilitate? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I would be willing to continue 

leading groups. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

I think the activities were 

important for resident well-being. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

How much time did the average 

resident that registered for your 

group spend engaged with the 

activity?  

Very little  

or no 

engagement 

with activity 

(< 25%) 

 

A small 

proportion 

(25-50%) 

of the 

session  

 

More than 

half of the 

session 

(>50%) 

Most 

(>75%) 

of the 

session 

 

The entire 

session 
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Appendix F 

Association Activities Feedback Form 

Below are statements about the activity sessions we piloted during association times. For each one, 

tell us how much you agree with these statements by placing a tick the appropriate box.    

I think offering activities during 

association times is important. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

     

Comments: 

I think activities should continue 

to be organised during association 

times in the future.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

     

Comments: 

I like that activities are peer-led.  

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Comments: 
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I think activities would be better 

if they were run by staff.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Comments: 

I would like to see the following 

activities continue in some way 

during association periods in the 

future (tick all that apply).  

Fitness 

groups 

Chess 

Club 

Origami Art Club Virtual 

Campus/ 

Computer 

courses 

     

Cooking 

Club 

Music 

Group 

Guitar 

Tutoring 
Bingo Literacy 

and 

Numeracy 

Support 

     

If you have any feedback about an activity in particular, write it here: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



283 

 

  

The range/variety of activities 

was good.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The quality of activities was 

good.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There was enough time for 

residents to participate in 

organised activities during 

association.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Comments:  
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Activity groups have had a 

positive impact on negative or 

problematic behaviour.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Activity groups have had a 

positive impact on staff-prisoner 

relationships.   

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Activity groups during 

association increased my 

workload.   

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Comments: 
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Activity groups make association 

periods run more smoothly.  

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 

 

 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Agree 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

     

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Have there been any residents that 

have been particularly helpful in 

running activities?  

 

 

Demographics Information Form 

Providing the following information is optional. These details will help us better understand 

the perceptions of different groups within HMP Parc. 
 

Age: 
 

 

Gender: 
 

 

Job role/title: 
 

 

Length of service (Years/months): 
 

 

Current residential unit: 
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Ethnicity: 

 
 Prefer not to say 

 

 

 

White 

 Scottish/English/Welsh/Northern 

Irish/British 

 Irish 

 Gypsy or Irish Traveller 

 Other, please describe: 

_______________________ 

 

Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups 

 White and Black Caribbean 

 White and Black African 

 White and Asian 

Other, please describe: 

_______________________ 

 

 

Asian/Asian British 

 Indian 

 Pakistani 

 Bangladeshi 

 Chinese 

 Other, please describe: 

______________________ 

 

Black/African/Caribbean/Black British 

 African 

 Caribbean 

 Other, please describe: 

_______________________ 

Other ethnic group 

 Arab 

 Other, please describe: 

_______________________ 
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Please write any additional comments or feedback you may have in the space below. This can include 

any comments about this project specifically, or any other comments that you feel might be helpful in 

improving the way we deliver purposeful activity in prison. 
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Appendix G 
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