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Chapter 1: Setting and Conveying Positive Expectation of Inmate Behavior

At a recent training sponsored by the National Institute of Corrections (NIC), Jails Division, on the topic
of Inmate Behavior Management, jail administrators from several jails were asked to identify inmate
behaviors that caused problems for their institutions. They produced a list of behaviors identified in
exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1: Inmate Behavior

SPECIFIC BEHAVIORS

Loud Destroying property Not wearing uniform
Hoarding Making tattoos Committing acts of self-harm
“House” shopping Intimidating other inmates Fighting

Making/possessing contraband Group intimidation of others Writing on walls

Suicidal behavior Stealing Practicing poor hygiene
Making/possessing weapons Attempting escape Making alcohol

Isolation Excessive complaining Frivolous grievances

Hunger strikes Failing to keep area clean Sexual misconduct

Refusing to take medication Banging on doors Failure to follow orders

Lack of respect Flooding Answer shopping

This list appears similar each and every time NIC conducts the training. The size of the jail, setting (urban, suburban, rural),
current state, architectural design, or operational type do not matter, however, the uniformity of the responses from the

participating jail administrators remains consistent.

Jail environments are one of the few environments in our communities where this type of behavior is expected and accepted.
While on an interview with an accounting firm if you asked the person conducting the interview to describe the work
environment you could expect to encounter if you were hired, you would almost certainly decline any offer if the interviewer
would describe the behaviors appearing in exhibit I. However, in the corrections profession, those behaviors do not seem to

intimidate or dissuade potential employees, yet they are the behavioral expectations new recruits bring with them to the job.

The environment created by these behaviors should not be considered acceptable and it is the jail administrators’ responsibility
to operate their facilities in a way that prevents these behaviors from occurring. Relatively few resources make it challenging to
provide assistance and detailed direction to administrators on how best to operate such a complex organization. NIC Jails
Division has introduced a training initiative designed to: teach administrators, managers, and corrections officers the most

effective methods to control inmate behavior and optimize operational efficiency.

NIC calls the initiative Inmate Behavior Management, or IBM. The comprehensive management system
has six identifiable elements that work together to control inmate behavior and create an efficient and

effective organization (Hutchinson, Keller, and Reid 2009):

n ASSESSING RISKS AND NEEDS n DEFINING AND CONVEYING EXPECTATIONS FOR INMATES
E ASSIGNING INMATES TO HOUSING B SUPERVISING INMATES
B MEETING INMATES’ BASIC NEEDS n KEEPING INMATES PRODUCTIVELY OCCUPIED
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Jail administrators have long recognized the behavioral benefits of some the individual elements, but taken together, these six
elements allow jail administrators to deploy a complete “operating system” that effectively manages the behavior of the inmates
in their custody. Implementing these elements puts the staff in control of the jail, not the inmates. A properly implemented
inmate behavior management plan influences inmates to desist in unwanted behaviors (assaults, theft, disobeying orders)
while at the same time encouraging more appropriate behaviors. With the creation of IBM, NIC has created a multifaceted

jail management operating system that maximizes the effectiveness of proven practices.

IBM starts with assessing each inmate for risk and needs. Risk is defined as how dangerous the inmate is; need is defined
as the physiological or psychological requirements for well-being. These risk and needs assessments help determine whether
inmates should be accepted for admittance to jail, and how best to manage them in the Intake area and later in population.

Inmate classification typically defines a jail’s system of assessing risks and needs.

Next, IBM calls for assigning inmates to proper housing within the jail, based on a well-defined housing plan. Using
the results of the risk and needs assessment to make an informed decision about housing placement enables staff to effectively

manage inmate behavior.

IBM’s third element is meeting inmates’ basic human needs. The categorization of human needs in the work of psychologist
Abraham Maslow serves as the basis of understanding for this. These include physical needs, safety needs, and social needs.
While case law has clearly established a jail’s legal obligation to meet basic human needs, IBM acknowledges that if a jail does
not meet the basic human needs of inmates, the inmates will find a way to satisfy their needs on terms that may be unfavorable

to orderly jail management.

Element four, the focus of this document, involves setting expectations for inmate behavior, and then successfully
conveying those expectations to the inmate population. Staff expectations for inmates and how those expectations are
conveyed has a powerful influence on inmate behavior. Experience has shown that staff can influence inmates to behave by
setting high standards, conveying those expectations, and giving the inmates the means to comply. These positive expectations

need to be supported by a system of incentives for desired behavior and disincentives to discourage unwanted inmate behavior.

Supervising inmates to hold them individually accountable for their behavior is the fifth IBM element. Staff presence in
inmate occupied areas and positive staff interaction with inmates obtain desired inmate behavior. Skills such as decisionmaking,

problem-solving, communication, and motivation contribute to the effectiveness of this element.

Keeping inmates occupied with productive activities concludes IBM. Productive, staff-directed activities provide a powerful
incentive for inmates to behave. When continued access to meaningful and desired activities is tied to appropriate behavior, they

are motivated to meet the expectations of the staff. Providing activities gives staff a means to reward positive inmate behavior.



PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

This document focuses on explaining Element 4: Defining and conveying expectations for behavior.
It is intended to:
¢ Review what is known about how positive expectations influence behavior

e |dentify what concepts are important for jail administrators to understand as they attempt to apply this element
to their facilities

e To provide resources that will assist jail administrators in providing training for their staff and in properly identifying
positive expectations for inmate behavior

Chapter 2 will outline the general concepts that are important to understand and will describe how they are adapted to a
corrections environment. Chapters 3, 4, and 5 will outline, in greater detail, the core components of setting, conveying,
and enforcing positive expectations for inmate behavior. Chapter 6 will discuss the importance of monitoring the
implementation process. In addition, this document will provide PowerPoint presentations and accompanying workbooks

that you may use to train your staff on how to properly identify behavioral expectations.

Jail administrators have long recognized the behavioral
benefits of some the individual elements, but taken together,
these six elements allow jail administrators to deploy a
complete “operating system” that effectively manages

the behavior of the inmates in their custody.
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Chapter 2: The Basics of Setting and Conveying Expectations

THE SELF-FULFILLING PROPHECY

The self-fulfilling prophecy is a classic example of how expectations influence behavior. Anyone who
has been motivated to succeed based on the encouragement and positive expectations of another

can understand the power of this concept. The self-fulfilling prophecy suggests that our expectations
of a person’s behavior or performance can actually influence the way that person behaves or performs.

If we expect someone to succeed, our expectation can actually influence the eventual outcome.

The best example of this comes from the work of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968), who designed an experiment to test the
power of the self-fulfilling prophecy. In the late 1960s the researchers told a group of teachers who worked in an elementary
school in San Francisco that several of the students had tested favorably on an aptitude test, suggesting that these students had
a higher potential for learning than other students. The only test the students were given was an educational assessment exam
to establish a baseline measure of learning before the start of the school year. It was not an aptitude test and did not identify
higher-potential students as was suggested. The identified students had been chosen at random. The researchers wanted

to know if the expectations the teachers had for the chosen students could actually lead to greater improvement in student

achievement.

At the end of the school year each of the students was again given an educational assessment exam to compare the results to

the same exam given before the start of the experiment. The results demonstrated that the students who were identified as
having a higher potential for learning actually scored higher on the year-end exams. In addition, and more important to this
discussion, the students who were identified as gifted received more favorable behavioral evaluations by their teachers than

did other students. The researchers suggested the results demonstrated the power of the self-fulfilling prophecy: the teachers’

expectations for student success actually influenced the students to perform to the teachers’ levels of expectation.

In a detailed evaluation of the experiment, Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) were quick to point out that although expectations
had a positive effect on student outcomes in their particular experiment, nothing suggests the influence expectations have on
behavior is always positive. This means our negative expectations of a person can actually influence or cause poor behavior to
occur. When you think of your own correctional environment, how many times have you heard an officer respond to negative

inmate behavior by saying, “What do you expect? They are inmates.”

Ifyou challenge whether the self-fulfilling prophecy has a place in corrections, ask yourself whether you and those you work
with have negative expectations of the inmates. Do they behave poorly because that is what we expect from them, or are our
expectations a result of their behavior and a product of the nature of an inmate? The only way we will know the answer is to

change our expectations and see whether inmate behavior changes to match our new expectations.

The remainder of this resource guide is designed to help you change the expectations your staff may have of the inmates.
Changing the facility culture, how we view the inmate population, is not easy and will take a detailed and planned effort.
This guide will explain the critical components of establishing positive expectations: setting, conveying, and enforcing
positive expectation of inmate behavior. It will also provide training materials to assist in teaching your staff the importance

of behavioral expectations.
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Chapter 3: Setting Positive Behavioral Expectations

This chapter deals with the first of three critical components of Element 4: Setting positive behavioral
expectations. This may be more challenging than you think because all staff members bring with them different
life experiences that uniquely influence the way they perceive inmates and what they expect from them. If you
ask several different staff members to list six behavioral expectations they have of the inmates, chances are
you will receive very different lists. The challenge of the administrator is to help staff create an agreed upon
list, consistent with your desire to create positive behavior. This chapter outlines some things you will need

to keep in mind when trying to establish positive behavioral expectations.

MANAGEMENT VERSUS DISCIPLINE

Educational researchers continually comment on something that corrections professionals have intuitively known for years: there
is a difference between management and discipline. Understanding this is essential in changing the behavioral expectations your
staff may have of inmates. Wong and Wong (2009) suggest that discipline has very little to do with management. They comment
that effective teachers manage their classrooms while ineffective teachers discipline theirs. Many corrections administrators will
note that their best officers are not necessarily the ones that write the most misconduct reports, but rather they are the ones who

write the fewest.

It is important to realize that it is not what corrections officers do to stop poor behavior that demonstrates effective group
management, rather what they do to prevent it from occurring in the first place that matters (Wong and Wong 2009). Research
demonstrates that in some professions, those who are proactive and try to prevent unwanted behavior from occurring are more
successful than those who are simply reactive (Jones and Jones 200%). The same is true of corrections officers; those who are
proactive always seem to be able to prevent behavior from reaching critical stages and often seem to find themselves in the right

spot at the right time.

Traditionally in the corrections profession, control is viewed as a product when, in fact, it is a process. The product is actually
inmate behavior and the process requires that inmates be managed, not simply observed. Control does not happen through

threats or intimidation, through the use of security devices, or through segregation and separation.

The process of control requires that an individual knows:

What he or she is doing, His or her professional responsibilities
(Wong and Wong 2009).

H Proper policy and procedure,

Knowing how to manage a housing unit requires the officer to understand how to set, convey, and enforce behavioral expectations.

N
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CREATING BEHAVIORAL EXPECTATIONS

As noted earlier, setting behavioral expectations may be more complicated than first imagined because officers, supervisors,

and administrators may not have uniform behavioral expectations. The challenge is to create a list that every person can

respect and agree upon. Consistent and continual enforcement is important, so creating a set of expectations that receives

universal acceptance is the first step in establishing an effective system.

Consider several things when setting expectations:

ALLOW OFFICERS TO ESTABLISH POSITIVE BEHAVIORAL EXPECTATIONS —It may be tempting for
supervisors or administrators to set behavioral standards to meet their own expectations. However,
it is the officer who works most closely with the inmate population and is influenced most directly
by the behavioral expectations that are established. Ensuring delivery of a consistent message to
the inmates, the content of that message must be supported by line staff. They are more likely to
support the content if they had a hand in developing it.

STANDARDIZED OR VARIED EXPECTATIONS -It is important to remember there may not be one set
of expectations that applies to the entire facility. A jail may choose to have a standardized set of
behavioral expectations, which suggests all inmates should behave the same regardless of who
they are, where they are housed, what types of responsibilities they are given, and what types of
privileges they receive. It is also possible, however, that behavioral expectations will be different,

or varied depending on any number of circumstances. The behavior you expect from an inmate who
is on your work release program may be different from the behavior you expect out of a maximum
custody inmate, which is different than the behavior you expect from an inmate worker. Your agency
must decide which approach, standardized or varied, is most appropriate and that decision must be
clearly conveyed to the staff.

BE CONSCIOUS OF THE POST ROTATION SYSTEM-The style of post rotation that a facility adopts

does have an influence on the ability to build consensus regarding positive behavioral expectations.
All facilities assign officers to given assignments, locations, or posts in a predetermined fashion. Some
change officer assignments at hourly intervals, some every day, some on established rotations (every
30, 60, or 90 days), and some assign officers on a permanent basis. Those facilities that have hourly or
daily post rotation systems may experience some difficulty in reaching a consensus among staff. This
is largely due to the fact that the officers are not familiar enough with inmates in a certain area or unit,
given their lack of any extended exposure, to identify problematic behavior. This is particularly true for
agencies that choose to adopt a philosophy where expectations vary based on housing unit, type of
inmate, or level of responsibility.

SUPPORT FUNCTIONS —Setting behavioral expectations is not the sole responsibility of the housing unit
officer. Although most inmate misconduct does occur on housing units (Atlas 1983), any number of
employees who oversee a variety of unique institutional functions need to set behavioral expectations.
Booking and receiving, institutional employment, specialized program pods or units, and work release
are all examples of institutional functions that may require a different set of behavioral expectations to
deal with behavior that typically occurs in those settings.

POSITIVE EXPECTATIONS —Remember the goal of creating the expectation of positive behavior so those
that are created should be presented positively to the inmates. Avoid using phrases such as, “Don't...",
“You are not permitted...”, “You should never..."”
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Be respectful of other residents, staff,

and volunteers
Practice proper hygiene

Keep your living area clean

Always speak in a respectful tone to

other residents, staff, and volunteers.

Yelling or using profanity when addressing

someone is considered disrespectful.

Please make sure you shower on a
daily basis, or when the opportunity

is afforded to you.

Please keep your cell and living area in

a manner consistent with the pictures
posted on the information board. All beds
need to be made and personal belongings
placed in your locker by the 8:00 a.m.

inspection.

TYPES OF RULES: GENERAL AND SPECIFIC

There are two types of behavioral expectations that can be
established: general and specific. General rules are broad by
nature, while specific rules are more precise. Regardless of the
style chosen by your agency the goal is the same: expectations are

designed to discourage negative behavior and encourage positive

behavior (Wong and Wong 2009).

Advantageously, a broad range of behaviors can be addressed

by a few simple comments with general rules (Wong and Wong
2009). “Be respectful of other residents, staff, and volunteers,”
can mean more than just the tone of one’s voice or the use of
profanity. It can mean respecting personal property, personal
space, the practice of one’s religion, or the expression of
opinions. However, the expectation needs to be clearly explained
to the inmate, a task which may be easier for older, more veteran

officers than less seasoned staff (Wong and Wong 20009).

A specific rule clearly states a behavioral expectation and leaves
little room for confusion or misunderstanding (Wong and Wong
2009). The rule, “Always speak in a respectful tone to other
residents, staff, and volunteers. Yelling or using profanity when
addressing someone is disrespectful,” leaves little confusion that
officers will not tolerate yelling or profanity. However, specific
rules may require many be created to accomplish what one broad
rule may cover. Specific rules may be better for less seasoned

officers, but may prove cumbersome to veteran officers.

You may choose to use one type over the other, or in
combination. Jails that choose standardized expectations might
be more likely to select general rules, ones that are more easily
applied to the entire population. Jails that choose to have varied
behavioral expectations might find specific rules more helpful

to address the unique needs of different types of inmates. Used

General rules are broad by nature, in combination, a jail might have a few general rules that apply

while specific rules are more precise. to the entire population and specific rules for certain housing
units, inmate workers, or work release inmates. The choice is

individual to each institution.
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NUMBER OF RULES

In establishing behavioral expectations the goal is to have them easily remembered by the staff and inmates. Too many rules
pose a challenge to this. Much of the information that is given to someone is given in a short, concise format. Your phone
number, social security number, credit card numbers, and zip code are all pieces of valuable information that need to be
remembered. All are given in a condensed format so they are easier to remember (Wong and Wong 2009). The same should
be true of behavioral expectations. Avoid creating a list your staff has difficulty conveying to the inmates and the inmates have

difficulty remembering.

That does not limit your ability to establish strong behavioral expectations. Behavioral expectations can vary and change over
time based on the behavior of the inmates. A behavior that is not problematic today may become so in the future. If that is the
case, it can be specifically addressed when the need arises. As an example, Rick Kaledas, Jail Administrator for Washtenaw
County (Michigan), has adopted a “Rule of the Month” approach, through which he or his staff can address issues they feel
warrant attention at any given time. This allows for the creation of fewer formally posted expectations while, at the same time,

giving them the flexibility to address a wide variety of behaviors that they feel need to be corrected.

—
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Chapter 4: The Keys to Conveying Positive Expectations

As noted in chapter 3, there are three important components to remember when implementing a system

of behavioral expectations in your facility. First, setting positive expectations, and second, which is the
subject of this chapter, conveying those expectations to the inmate population. There are two ways in
which expectations can be conveyed to the inmate population: directly and indirectly. Direct methods are
specifically intended to convey a message or meaning, and are most often under the control of either
the administration or the officer. Indirect methods refer to expectations conveyed inadvertently or

without forethought.

DIRECT CONVEYANCE

Rules and behavioral expectations can be conveyed by either the administration or the officer. The most common method for
an administrator to convey information to the inmate population is through the inmate handbook, or a pre-recorded inmate
orientation video. Regardless of whether the inmate is given a handbook, the handbook is posted on the housing unit, or

the inmate is required to watch an orientation video of some type, these methods are the administration’s attempt to convey
alarge number of expectations to the inmate at one time. There is little attempt to judge comprehension in these methods.

Many administrators feel that giving an inmate handbook to every inmate is a poor use of resources because an inmate only

reads the document when he or she gets into some type of trouble. Consider how many times you have seen a request slip

submitted by an inmate that asks a question to which the answer can be easily found in the handbook.

With respect to the inmate orientation video, many facilities stream the video through the inmate television system at a
certain time every day. Inmates are instructed to watch the video, or are simply told it is available for them to watch at a
certain time. Although this method avoids literacy problems inherent in the inmate handbook, it still does not ensure
comprehension or proper attention. These comments do not mean to suggest they are not important parts of an effective
management plan; rather it is meant to suggest there needs to be other, officer-directed methods by which behavioral

expectation can be conveyed.

The most common method for officers to convey behavioral expectations is through some form of orientation, or by simply

interacting and talking to the inmates. Officer-directed orientations are often non-existent or underused in many facilities.
In determining the role they play in managing behavior, consider how many housing units in your facility operate differently
than one another or under a different institutional schedule. Does the inmate workers unit operate with the same set of rules

as the disciplinary segregation unit? Do maximum custody inmates receive visits, recreation, or meals at different times

than a minimum custody unit? Do inmates who work in the kitchen work under the same set of rules as those who clean the
outside grounds? If the answer to any of these questions is no, chances are there is a need for an individual, officer-directed

orientation as part of the process through which behavioral expectations are conveyed to the inmates.

N
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INDIRECT CONVEYANCE

As noted earlier, indirect methods refer to expectations conveyed inadvertently or without forethought. As an example,
many agencies require that officers follow a strict dress code and appear for their shift dressed professionally. The neat and
orderly appearance of the officer conveys a message to the inmate although the officer may not intend it to do so. It is harder
to convince an inmate that he or she needs to appear in proper uniform and keep the housing unit neat and orderly when the

officer appears to lack those qualities.

In one podular remote facility, an officer gained the attention of the inmates in a given housing unit by banging his or her
hand on the thick glass of the unit window. Once the inmates knew the officer wanted their attention, the officer would shout
out an inmate’s name. In return, when the officer was making a round and passing by the podular remote housing unit,

how do you think an inmate sought the attention of the officer? He or she would simply pound on the window of the unit
until the officer made eye contact. There was no rule in the inmate handbook stating an inmate should bang on the housing
unit window to get an officer’s attention; rather it was learned by the inmate as the most effective means of communication

through the indirect conveyance by the jail staff.

THE IMPORTANCE OF OFFICER-DIRECTED CONVEYANCE

Having established there are both direct and indirect methods of conveying behavioral expectations to inmates, the
remainder of this chapter deals with the issue of officer-directed methods. That is not meant to suggest that direct,
administrative methods or indirect methods are not important; rather it is meant to highlight the importance the officer
has in regulating behavior. In many facilities the officer does not play a role in conveying behavioral expectations, nor do
officers see it as their primary role. That paradigm needs to change and can be quite simply. Without strong officer-directed

expectations, creating a well-run correctional environment is difficult.

UNIFORMITY AND CONSISTENCY

Perhaps the most important concept to understand with respect to effectively conveying positive expectation of behavior
is that conveyance must be uniform and consistent. Uniform means every officer who has some type of responsibility for
supervising inmates must convey established behavioral expectations; and consistent means it must be done each and every

time the opportunity presents itself.

Uniformity and consistency are important because routines provide an effective means of structuring acceptable behavior
(Feldman 1992), both for the inmates and the officers. Routines are more important to agencies like jails because typically
there is little coordination of work between staff. This often occurs because people have overlapping responsibilities and
work is required to continue regardless of who is present, or more importantly, who is absent (Feldman 1992). Because
jails operate around the clock, inmates are naturally exposed to a variety of officers who work on different platoons under
different supervisory systems. If your agency rotates shifts on a continual basis, give some thought to how many officers an

inmate will take direction from during the period of any given week. The number may be staggering.

Lax or ineffectively conveyed expectations can lead to confusion, which, in turn, leads to misbehavior (Wong and Wong
2009). It is this misbehavior that will lead to difficulty between your staff and the inmate population. Environments have an
influence on behavior and one of the essential characteristics of an environment that supports positive behavior is the clear
establishment of behavioral expectations (Jones and Jones 200%). This clearly points out the importance of a uniform and

consistent system of conveyance.



ESTABLISHING A SYSTEM OF UNIFORM AND CONSISTENT CONVEYANCE

It is the role of the administrator to create a system in which the established behavioral expectations are conveyed to inmates in

a uniform and consistent method.

When doing so, it is important to remember some key factors that influence success:

MAXIMIZE CONTACT BETWEEN OFFICERS AND INMATES - It is not possible to convey positive behavioral
expectations to an inmate without having personal contact with him or her. Unfortunately, several
jails limit, or even prohibit, contact between officers and inmates. This is often more a product of the
institution’s culture rather than out of a need to ensure officer safety. It is critical that officers and
inmates have personal contact. Expectations cannot be effectively conveyed through the use of an
intercom or while standing behind some type of barrier.

It is important to realize that expectations are never simply conveyed once. Facilities that have
established strong systems of behavioral expectations allow officers to convey, or in many instances re-
convey, expectations through repeated contact with the inmate.

E CONVEY IMMEDIATELY - It is important that positive behavioral expectations be conveyed to
the inmate as quickly as possible after assignment to a housing unit, or changes to one’s level of
responsibility. Do not allow other inmates to convey behavioral expectations to one another before
the officer has had a chance to do so. Establish a system in which an officer or staff member interacts
with an inmate immediately upon assignment, or, if possible, before assignment to ensure the
expectations are clearly defined.

n ALLOW OFFICER INPUT - In the examples that will be discussed shortly, one of the defining elements
of each shows the method of conveying positive behavioral expectations was created by the officers,
not the supervisors or administrators. Do not discount the value provided by line staff in establishing
an effective method for conveying expectations to inmates. If the goals are uniformity and consistency,
what better way to ensure that than to allow the officers a voice in creating the method? Just
remember to ensure the method includes contact between the officer and inmate.

GROUP VERSUS INDIVIDUAL CONVEYANCE

Establishing the system by which officers convey behavioral expectations directly to inmates can be done in three ways.
Officers can choose to interact with each inmate individually, they can choose to address the inmates in groups, or they
can choose to convey positive expectations using some combination of the two. Regardless of the methods chosen, the goals

are the same: the expectations must be conveyed uniformly and consistently.

The easiest way to demonstrate all of these methods is to look at the examples provided by the successful implementation at
two different jails: Northampton County (Pennsylvania) and Brazos County (Texas). It is important to note in both cases

the administration addressed each of the points listed above: they sought to maximize contact between the officer and inmate,
they created a system in which expectations were conveyed immediately upon housing change or assignment, and they allowed

the officers’ to create the method by which expectations were conveyed.

NORTHAMPTON COUNTY

In Northampton County the officers who were assigned to different housing units chose to convey positive behavioral
expectations that were specific to each unit in different ways. There is not one preferred or desirable method; any number
of methods can be selected as long as implementation is uniform and consistent. In the first example, officers who worked
one of the units decided each inmate would be given an index card upon their admission to the unit. On one side of the
card were several positive behavioral expectations and on the other side was the institutional schedule for the housing unit
(the card is presented in appendix A). Each inmate was given the card by the officer working the unit immediately upon the

inmate’s assignment, with the officer addressing each of the expectations at that time. The officers designed the system to

ensure every inmate was given the exact same orientation and each knew exactly what was expected of him.
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On a different unit in Northampton County, the officers chose to create a poster that listed the behavioral expectations.
Upon admission, each inmate would be taken to the poster and the behavioral expectation of the unit would be explained to
him. This approach is unique because the officers also chose to list on the poster what behavioral expectations the inmates
could expect from the officers (this poster is presented in appendix B). How many administrators can say their staff would
feel comfortable doing this? The officers felt strongly that if they were to expect a certain type of behavior from the inmates
then the inmates should have the right to know exactly what type of behavior they could expect from the officers. This truly

demonstrates an understanding of the power of behavioral expectations.

In addition, several of the housing units instituted group meetings, similar to the “town hall” meetings made popular on the

campaign trail. At least once each shift an officer would call all of the inmates together and address them as a group. It might
be to inform them of something that was going to occur that day, to address an issue that needed the group’s attention, or to
reinforce a behavioral expectation that the officers felt was not being met. In any case, it was an effective way for the officer

to convey information to every inmate at the same time.

BRAZOS COUNTY

In a different approach, Brazos County chose to implement one set of standardized behavioral expectations for all units.
In a manner similar to Northampton County, the administration in Brazos County chose to give the officers the
responsibility for creating the list of behavioral expectations. They created “The Golden Rule.” Exhibit 2 presents a set
of behavioral expectations posted on every housing unit. Each of the letters of “The Golden Rule” relate to a behavioral

expectation. Walk anywhere in Brazos County’s facility and you will find the posters prominently displayed.

CHAPTER 4 CONCLUSION

As one can see from the examples provided, it is not necessarily the method that will prove successful; it is the manner

in which the method is operationalized. Even within a facility it is possible to develop an effective system of conveying

behavioral expectations that is different from unit to unit. The determination to create rules unique to each housing
unit (Northampton County) worked just as well as the decision to create a standardized set of expectations (Brazos County).
The important feature to each was that the same goals existed, each facility wanted to convey expectations in a uniform

and consistent manner.

Exhibit 2: EXPECTATIONS

- Give Respect to Get Respect.
- Obey the Facility Rules
- Listening is Important

Upon an inmate’s placement on a housing unit, the officer
- Demonstrate Good Behavior

will discuss the expectations with each inmate. Since - Environment Care is a Must
- Noise Should Be Kept to a
the expectations are uniform, the inmate’s movement L
- Remember Proper Hygiene

throughout the facility does not require that the _ Use Good Judgment
expectations be reaffirmed. Officers need only address - Learn How to Work With Others
- Elect a Positive Attitude

specific behavior as it deviates from what is expected.
BRAZOS COUNTY OFFICE OF THE SHERIFF
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Chapter 5: Enforcing Positive Behavioral Expectations

Once positive behavioral expectations have been clearly identified and conveyed to the inmate population
they must be enforced. Consistent enforcement serves the third critical component in the implementation
of positive behavioral expectations and success cannot be realized without it. Criminal justice researchers
have demonstrated one of the common features of high-crime locations is they tend to have fewer rules and
lax enforcement (Eck, Clarke, and Guerette 2007). Over time, lax enforcement and inaction makes behavior

more difficult to change (Felson et al. 1996).

The importance of rule enforcement has been extensively studied in school environments as well. One of the most important
differences appearing in school-to-school comparisons with respect to student behavior shows schools with better student
behavior had clearly established systems of discipline that were firm, fair, and consistent (Jones and Jones 200%). But how does
one create a consistent form of rule enforcement when such a large number of people have influence over how, or maybe more
importantly, whether a rule is enforced? The answer lies in how we teach our officers to make decisions and how we influence

their perceptions of appropriateness.

TEACHING DECISIONMAKING

One administrator who recently implemented the Inmate Behavior Management (IBM) system in his facility commented
that he was concerned about turning rule enforcement, and more accurately, the majority of decision making over to the
more than 100 officers he employed. He noted that it was easier to control the behavior of a dozen supervisors than it was
100 officers. But as he soon found out, the solution to his hesitation was provided by quality training. Training officers

how to make decisions is the first step in establishing consistent enforcement.

The exercise of discretion is an inescapable part of the corrections profession. As a matter of fact, discretion is necessary

in any profession where choices have to be made outside the direct control of a supervisor (Feldman 1992). But researchers
have determined discretion is far from unpredictable. It tends to follow clear and specific principles and can be managed
(Baumgartner 1992). Focusing on the process for making decisions and not the substance of the decision itself remains one
of the ways to control and structure discretion. Training on how to make decisions can clearly influence discretion and the

perceptions officers have as to the appropriateness of certain behavior (Feldman 1992).

To illustrate how changes in officer tra