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' The Control of Human Behavior

In A Correctional Setting
- by R. C. Pooley

.In ouf day by day interactions with péoplé, we are
cqnstantig gnteriné into subtle ﬁransactions with others.
fhé degreevto which such transactions run smoothly and
are effective is a significant determining factor in our
choice'bf friends and associates. Furtherﬁore, our inter-
personal skills are an indicator of our ability to deal
éffectivelY’with our énvironment. Skills in interpersonal
relaﬁiohship inﬁolve a variety of contrél'procedures which
range ffdh'very common acts of self-control to almost dic-
tatorial‘demands oﬁ‘others. The correcﬁional officer re-
lies heairily on his interpersonal skills and his ability
£o-contrpllthe'béhavior of the inmates in his charge. The
methods he employs to exe:t Such control are varied and
'scmetiﬁés'not clearly understood by;the cofrectional officer
himself;,'ﬁis metﬁods are often responses that he has
learned'th#ough experience and that havé worked in the past.
Soﬁetimesi;howe§ef; something gbeé wrong ahd»there are
éufburéfs‘of temper, and disruptions of the environment
fhaf méf'fesuit in a serious riot. It haé been demonstrated

that viqleht or aggressive acts are the result of antecedent
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events prgsent in the environment. Violent and aggregsive
behavior ié deemed to be undesirable. We would assume
that the environment was not intentionally programmed to
produce‘undesirable behavior. We therefore conclude that
aggressiVé and/or violent behavior occurs because of a mis-
hnderstanding and misapplication of the principles that
govern humén behavio:. The concern of this paper is to
discuss some basic principles that govern human behavior
and to preéent_six procedures that are effective in con-
trolling thé frequency of a specified behavior.

‘A correctional officer is expected to fun¢tion in
an enQirohment thét works'at cross-purposes to many of
the posifive traits of‘humanness such as growth. A prison
is designed to limit thé inméte's freedom, options, and
his behaQiorél repertiore. The prison limits, rather
than expandéf the offender's world. In short, confine- 4
ment'is a bizarre and unnatural state. It is a natural
inclinaﬁion of ;iving organisms to react to unnatural
states iﬁuaivariety‘of ways in order to survivé. Con-
sequently,‘the inmate may react to confinement in a sub-
missivegﬁay; an.afrogant way, a rebellious way, a subvers-
ive way: of in a gooperative way. Inmates who are cooperative

are probabiy keenly aware of the reality of the situation.

They know the deck is stacked against them and that the best
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they ¢ad d6 is to>bring all of their skil}s to béar in
order to ﬁékethe ordeal as ﬁéiniess.as poésible and per-
ﬁaps'evehkpfoductive'to some degree. The éooperative in-
mafé norééliydoes not ﬁresent any problems.

The suﬁmissive inmate does not directly present the
problems either; however, he may serve to stimulate devi-
ant or gndeéirable behaviors on the part of others. For
example,.he‘may elicit varying degrees of brutality from
some inﬁateé and staff. He is on the bottom of thg péck—
ing ordef and.is alwaYS available as a scapegoat. In this
regard, his very presence may encourage and elicit deviant
behaviorfrqm others.

Thé subversive inmate is a clever one. He is the
mahipul#tdr; ‘He often operates through a network of con-
trols nqt'easily observable in the environment. Others
usually;do his dirty work and take his.punishment. He
is a very skillful and perverse agent of behavioral control.

'Thé‘éyrogant inmate and the rebellious inmate are
fhe most_bpen in the behavioral patterns. Their behavior
is.both ir;itating and disruptive and can trigger violent
behaviér in others in ah instant.

' Over the years, experienced correctional officers

discover ways to deal effectively with this curious mixture

- of behavioral pattérns. He becomes extremely sensitive
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to subtle cues that are present in the environment and
lea;ns to réspond appropriately. Consequently, he main-
~tains a reasonable degree of control.
~What is the strategy of the effective correctional
officer?"What,methods does he use? What resources does
he ﬁ?ing t§ bear tq the situation? These are some of
the questions that will be discussed in this paper.
Previously, I‘spoké of inmates as being either coop-
erative, :ebellious, arrogant, subversive or submissive.
These aréutraits not only of inmates but of people in
general. We all poséess these traits in varying degrees,
The quesfion, then, is not whether or not a person is
strictlyla rebellious type or cooperative type and so
"forth, but rathe; the degree to which he uées various
modes of behavior in his interpersonal relationships.
Some of these modes are less effective in dealing with
the environment fhan others. Same are "trouble-making"
‘mOdes of‘behavior. The prdblem afises when we are expected

to deal with a person who frequently engages in trouble-

some behavior or one who is intensely frustrated and inept.

Consequently, our concern with behavioral control should
not be directed so much at the kind of behavior, but
rather at the intensity and frequency of specific behav-

ioral events. For example, if one day an otherwise cooperative
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_indiyiduél:suddenly talks back in a disrespectful way,

this is no reason to‘catégorizé him as a rebellious in-
dividual. He may be teﬁporarily irritated for a variety
of very good reaséns. On the other hand, if an individual
Ais constantly disruptive, annoying, and insulting, he is
emphasizidg an undesirable mode of behaviof too fregquently
and perhaps we shoﬁld consider bringing this mode of be-
havior ﬁnder control..

The reason for an‘individual's freqdent-use of in-
approﬁriaté behavior may be attributed to his lack of
awareness of alternative methods. 'Or,,his_past experience
with'élte;ﬁative methods did not result in whatever goals
he was seéking. Consequent1§ he dropped them from his
behavioral repertoire. I am reminded of the inmate who
constantly acted up and consequently was frequently put
into soiitary confinement. This punishment procedure was
VineffeéEiQé.in attenuating the inmate's inappropriate be-
havior.'.ih’fact, the punishment seemed to strengthen his
inappropriate behavior on future occasions. Upon close
examination it was discovered that the inmate was receiv-
ing a gréat deal of social approval and respect from his
peers bédause he had demonstrated his aﬁility to "take it"
so well. Tﬁe more frequently the subject was put into soli-

tary confinement, the more frequently he would receive
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admiration_énd respect from his peers. Consequently, he
would enéégé in disruptive behavior more frequently in
order to be:put in solifary confinemént. This is a pure
example §f how a procedure designed to weéken a specific
behavior resulted in sfrengthening that spgcific behavio;.
And it takes preéisely such a clear understanding of the
dynamics_df the events in order to correct the situation.
Let us examine the variabies that govern human behavior.

The functional vs. the topographic description of

events. The functional definition of behavior refers to
how one defines the behavior under investigation. It is
to be distinguished from a topographic definition, the
more conventional approach. When behavior is defined
topographically, it is defined by applying‘éome kind of
| ~criteria for classification. These may be terms such as

"nouns” or "verbs" in language. The topographic definition

defines an event in terms of how it appears and not in terms

of what it does to the environment. In a functional
definition, on the other hand, the behavioré are classified
according tb the effects they have on the environment.

They are éléssified according to what they do rather than
how they lock. Therefore, two topographically dissimilar
behavio:S} pulling the hand-brake, and pushing the foot-’

brake, aré’functionally similar, in that they both can be
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definedvand_by the common consequence of stopping the car.
In anal}éing human behavior, it is crucial that the be-
vhavioral eyents beldefined functionally rather than topo-
graphicéily, Topographically dissimilar events may be
functionaiiy similar in that they are maintaining the‘same
-behavion. nfhe importance 6f this concept cannot be over-
emphasized. In order to bring a behavior under control
weﬂmus;nfirst discover what events are maintaining the
behavior.lﬁ

Behavior is maintained by its consequences. Loosely

speaking,'reinforcement refers to strengthening behavior

by attaching a consequence to it, and punishment refers
to wgnkénéng'a behavior by attaghing a consequence to it.
Behavio: so strengthened or weakened will tend to return
to its prior level if these consequences are no longexr

applied}"This is referred to as extinction.

' dperant behavior is behavior whose rate or form ié
»governed by its consequences. Operant behavior is defined
functiqnéiiy by‘what it does in the environment, the changes
it prodncéé in the environment, and the effects it has on
the envﬁfonmenf. For the purposes of building a model, let
us say that a specific behavior is obserﬁgble in terms of

a responSéb(R).

In a functional analysis, a behavior (R), is functionally

related to other events and conditions. This principle can
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be expté#sed by the equation:
o R = f(E) under c.

Thié‘équatibn divides the elements intb two expliéit
danains.:;fﬁe specific behavior (R), that we are concerned
with is.§ﬁ§ dcmaih.‘ The events (E), under certain conditions,
‘(c), isvfﬁé bthé; domain. Each domain is relatea to the
other #ﬁd this relationship is symbolizéd.by (5); In an
exéerimeh£51 setting, the behavior (R), ié'fhe domain of
the subjééi, and the events (E), under certain cdnéifiéns
(c), is;ghgidomﬁin of the‘experimenter..nlnla correctional
setting.£hé behavior (R), is the domain-of'the ihmatéjénd
the évéﬁ§§ fE),'pnder cértain conditioné (é),‘is tﬁe domain
‘of.the ég?féétional or'professionaléfaff;lThis diétinction
is cruciai and it will be well to engrabe i£ into yourl
| memory.g‘chh an awareness may have profoﬁhd.effects on
the wayféné handles a given situation. 'Fdf example, as
a éorrééfiénal pfactitionef with these facfs in mind, one
should;hpﬁidemaﬁd specific changes in the beﬁévior of in—
mateé.Ffféf better results will occur b}jaitéring fhe
événts'éhé?cénditioﬁs within the instifufién in such é way
as to QAR% the occurrence of the désired‘ﬁehavior highly
Prqbab}é:i?Theh; wﬁen the desired.behavior does occur, it
shouldi#éf%einforced so that the probability of it occurring

again iﬁqthe future is even more likely.,iCbnsequently, desired
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behavio:s are occurring more and more_frequéntly and un-
desirabie 5ehévidrs are appearing ;ess frequently in the
inmate'sirgpertoire. This, in brief, is the strategy of
behavioral . control.

Presented here are six prdcedures for altering the
frequency of a response. A beh#vior (R) which leads to
or resﬁits in an event (E) is diagrammed thus (R—E). The
expected change in the behavior under a specific procedure
is diagrammed (RT), if the behavior increases, and (Rl),
if the behavior decreases in frequency of intensity. The
type of event and the procedure is defined in the box of
the diégréms that follows. _
| POS;TIVE REiNFORCEMENT - If a response (R), is fol-

lowed by the presentation of an event (E), and the response

rate then increases or is maintained, then; the event (E),

is called a reinforcing stimulus (abbreviated SY¥), and

the use of ST to increase or maintain behavior is called

positive reinforcement.
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‘A MODEL OF THE POSITIVE REINFORCEMENT PROCEDURE

rT

RESPONSE INCREASES  _
E = REINFORCING STIMULUS, S® 1

R»E

PROCEDURE=POSITIVE REINFORCEMENT

THIS PROCEDURE INVOLVES THE PRESENTATION
OF A REINFORCING STIMULUS FOLLOWING THE
RESPONSE, CAUSING THE RESPONSE TO INCREASE
IN FREQUENCY OR TO BE MAINTAINED.

NEGATIVE REINFORCEMENT - If a response (R), is followed

by the withdrawal (=), or postponement of an event (E),
‘énd the reépoﬁse raﬁe‘then increases or is maihtained,

then the event (E), withdrawn or postponed is called an
avérsive‘stimulus (abbreviated S®), and the use of S2 with-
drawal or ppstponement to maintain behavior is called

negative reinforcement.

A MODEL OF THE NEGATIVE REINFORCEMENT PROCEDURE

R
(————RESPONOE____ INCREASES
_— | E=AVERSIVE STIMULUS, S° 2

R>E

PROCEDURE=NEGATIVE REINFORCEMENT

1ot e masavt

THIS PROCEDURE INVOLVES WITHDRAWAL OF AN
AVERSIVE STIMULUS FOLLOWING THE RESPONSE,
CAUSING THE RESPONSE TO INCREASE IN FRE-
QUENCY OR BE MAINTAINED.

PUNISHMENT. is the converse of the reinforcement procedures
and therefore has two forms. The two forms, however, are
not referred to as positive and negative punishment; they

are just punishment. If a response (R), is followed by
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pAgsentatlon of an aversive stimulus (Sa), the behavior

is attenuated the procedure is called punishment.
A MODEL OF THE PUNISHMENT PROCEDURE INVOLVING (Sa)
R

RESPONSE DECREASES
E=AVERSIVE STIMULUS, S2

R—>E

PROCEDURE=PUNI SHMENT

THIS PROCEDURE INVOLVES THE PRESENTATION
OF AN AVERSIVE STIMULUS FOLLOWING THE
RESPONSE, CAUSING THE RESPONSE TO DE-
CREASE IN FREQUENCY.

If a response (R), is followed by withdrawal, (~), of

a reinforcing stimulus (SY), the behavior is attenuated,
and the procedure is called punishment.
A MODEL OF THE PUNISHMENT PROCEDURE INVOLVING (Sr)

R
RESPONSE l DECREASES
E=REINFORCING STIMULUS, S¥

R—E

PROCEDURE=PUNI SHMENT

THIS PROCEDURE INVOLVES WITHDRAWAL OF A
REINFORCING STIMULUS FOLLOWING THE RE-
SPONSE, CAUSING THE RESPONSE TO DECREASE

IN FREQUENCY.

EXTINCTION involves attaching no consequence to the behavior,

(R—)O).»vEXTINCTION can be used to increase or decrease the

frequoncy'of response; consequently there are two EXTINCTION
procedures. If a previously reinforced response (positively
or negatiVely), is now no longer followed by ptesentation of

ST or withdrawal of S2, then extinction (R->0) occurs,

and response rate will decrease.
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A MODEL OF THE EXTINCTION PROCEDURE INVOLVING PRIOR REINFORCEMENT

R
RESPONSE DECREASES
PROCEDURE=EXTINCTION: 5

prior reinforcement

NO CONSEQUENCE IS ATTACHED TO THE BEHAVIOR
If a previously punished response (either way), is

‘now no longer followed by presentation of S® or withdrawal

of Sr, thén extinction (R->»0) occurs, and fhe response rate

will increase.

A MODEL OF THE EXTINCTION PROCEDURE INVOLVING PRIOR PUNISHMENT
r?

' RESPONSE INCREASES
PROCEDURE=EXTINCTION :

R->0

prior punishment

NO CONSEQUENCE IS ATTACHED TO THE BEHAVIOR
SUMMARY --

Behavior whose frequency or form is governed by its

consequences is called operant behavior. Operant behavior
is defined, functionally, by its consequences - by what
it_does»iﬁ the environment, the changes it produces in

the environment, or the effects itAhas on the environment.

These consequences can be classified into six categories,

as charted in the following matrix and bar (Cohen,

Goldiamond, Filipczak and Pooley, 1968, p. 25).




. R->0

S =t - R}
___RESPONSE __ -~ INCREASES __ RESPONSE ____DECREASES_
E=REINFORCING STIMULUS, ST 1 E=AVERSIVE STIMULUS, S2

PROCEDURE=POSITIVE REINFORCEMENT | PROCEDURE=PUNISHMENT

Ghsone e e e o PE—

Prormmmnrs v s e - s - - e Sa——

E=AVERSIVE STIMULUS, S 2 E=REINFORCING STIMULUS,SY 4

PROCEDURE=NEGATI_VEREINEORCEMENT~ PROCEDURE PUNISHMENT

: R L : IzT
RESPONSE . _°_DECREASES . ___ _____ RESPONSE . .. INCREASES.. ..
PROCEDURE=EXTINCTION: 5 PROCEDURE=EXTINCTION: 6

prior reinforcement J prior punishment

One of the most effective control procedures is positive

reinforcement. What reinforcers, one might ask, are avail-

able for the correctional officer's use in a correctional

setting? Upbn a superficial examination, it would seem

that theré are ho reinforcers available in a correctional
setting.. Certainly there are fewer reinforcers in a prison
because such severe limitations are élaéed on inmate behavior.
However, a closer look at the en&ironment reveals that there
are numerous reinforcers available for th; correctional
officerifo use. There are hundreds of reinforcers appear-
ing and disappearing every moment of the day within ﬁhe cor-
rectional setting, or any other setting for that matter. Tﬁe
question of; "What are the reinforcers?" now can be restated

in terms of "How do I sharpen my perception to recognize a

‘reinforcing event when I see one?"
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In Ofder to perceive something, to measure it or to
weigh iﬁl for example, we must be aware of it through one
~or more of our physical senses. 1In the'sﬁudy of behavior,
we sometimes find reference to inner states of the orgaﬁism
- such as}drivé and motivation. 1In setting up procedures to
confrdl5huﬁan behavior, these terms are useless because one
cannot normally see "inner-states" or measure them in any
wéy.- If4§oﬁ don't believe me, then show me a drive, measure
some motivéfion, or define accurately the feelings of an-
other. 'These, of course, are imposs;blevtasks. Conse-
quently, nothing presented here will refer to inner~states
of the organism or to concepts of drive or motivation. The

strategy outlined in this booklet is presented in terms of

what we can do as controlling agents to make the occurrence

of desired patterns of behavior more probable. These pat-
terns 6f behavior are increased or maintainedvby measurable
events whiEh we systematically design into the environment.
| In a series of experiments, David Premack has found

evidengélfé support.the position that there is no need to
invokela arive concept in explaining why certain events func-
tion asgféinforcers. In an experimental setting, if an event
is reinforcing, it is so simply because matters have been
arranged, such that the event has a highér probability of

occurring than the response we are attempting to strengthen.
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~ (Homme and Tosti, 1965) 1In view of this; a reinforcing
event is not defined in terms of its topography or how

it looks, but rather how it functions and its frequency

of occurrence. 1In short, events that appear in the reper-
toire of‘an individual more frequently can be used to
strengtheh events whiqh appear in his repertoire less
frequently.u This is the Premack principle (Premack, 1965).
In genefél, thé Premack hypothesis can be stated thus: If
behavior "B" is of higher probability than behavior "A",
then behavior "Aﬁ can be strengthened by making behavior
~nge contingent upon the occurrence of behavior “A". This
proceduretis referréd to as contingency management,

This strategy can be applied in the correctional insti-
tut ionwith varying degrees of sophistication. These meth-
ods have béén used successfully in a special project (CASE
project), c6nducted in recent years at the National Training

School for Eoys in Washington, D. C. (Cohen, et. al., 1967-
1968). .For.a.number of years, the Draper Correctional Insti-
tution in Elmore, Alabama, has been using prinéiplés of
vbehavioral control in their program. (Clements and McKee,
1967). A primary concern of both projects is to increase
learning of adaptive behavior among the inmates by applying
the system of contingencies in an environment specifically

designed for the purpose of shaping behavior (Shah, 1966).
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Literatufe on these "total design" projects is available.

(See Bibiioéfath)' However, at this point in time, the

majorityléf cqrréctional workers are not working in such

specifically desiéned environments. Consequently, some

general étatemehts should be made fegarding the usevof

these é:péédures in a more conventional correctional setting.
Human beings signal, in a variety of ways, when cer-

tain behéﬁidrs may be reinforcing ones. For exéﬁple, an

. inmété may say, "I'd rather wofk at that job than this

one". Translated,vhe is saying, "That" job is a reinforc-

ing event for him, Acco;dingly, the correctional officer

using céntingency management, may say to him, "All right,

- when you déﬁonstrate that you have learﬁed to behave apprbp—

riately‘(sﬁgcify "appropriate" behavior), then I will see

to it th;t you are transferred to the job you desire."

(It must be pointed out that at this point; the correc-

tional officer has made a contract with the inmate and

consequently, the correctional officer must be in a po-

sition t§ hqld up his end of the bargain.' The whole sys-

tem fallsiapart if the controller doesn't keep his promises.)

Another_#igﬁal of reinforcing behavior, as Premack. points

~out, is its frequency of occurrence. As a matter of fact,

the inmé£e_may give the signal often enough and intensely

enough for it to be distinctly annoying. The adaptive thing
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to do is to use, rather than be annoyed by high probability

behavior;v Use the high probability behaviors to reinforce

low probability behaviors which need strengthening.

.For example, an inmate may frequeﬁtly approach a cor-
rectional officer by asking trivial questions, by asking
for help with a personal problem, or by just making small
talk. Translated, the inmate may be saying that he wants
the companionship of the correctional officer, that he
sincerely has a personal problem that he wants to discuss,
or that'ﬁe'just wants to make small talk; he wants to talk
to somebody. 1In this case, the correctional officer may
respbnd in the following way: “All right, we will discuss
this matter, but first let me point out something to you.
This morning, I asked you to stop arquing (or whatever),
with your fellbw inmate. You ignored me and continued
to argue until I had to physically separate you. In the
future, I want you to stop arguing when I ask you. If
you coopefate with me in the future, I will be only too
glad to diécuss matters at a convenient time."

These two examples serve to illustrate two methods
whereby events may be recognized as being reinforcing to
an individual. There are other ways to recognize such
events. In his day-by-day work, the correctional officer

should sharpen his perception regarding reinforcing events.
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He should continpélly observe ihmate Sehavior and determine
the acceptable behaviors that are in the immate repertoire.
He should use these events to strenéthen other desirable
behaviorai‘patterns that are less frequent in the inmate
repertdiré, The corréctionél officer should use contingency
'management.g

A second class of reinforcers available to the cor-

rectional officer is social approval. All human beings

have a need for a certain amount of social approval. Fre-

- quently, inmates look to the correctional officer as a
source of social approval. At every opportunity, the cor-
.rectional officer should make the practice of consistently
and subtly approving the appropriate behavior emitted by
the inmates. By showing approval for appropriate behavior,
vénd ignoring, as much as possible, inappropriate behavior,
the correctional officer is accomplishing two things. He
is increasing the frequency of the appropriate behavior
through~the“procedure of posifive reinforcement. He is
debreaéinthhe probability of inappropriate behavior by the
use of extinction. Furthermore, he is téaching<the inmate
to deal Qith his environment more competently., He does
this by causing the offender to engage in behaviors that
are incompatible with behavioral patterns which would proba-

bly lead him into future trouble. The correctional officer
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is thereby‘subtly and consistently modifying the inmate's -
behavioral repertoire. Consequently, the inmate may recog-
nize his successful behavioral patterns, engage in them
more frequently, and be rewarded, accordingly, by fulfilling
his needs; All this can be accomplished without the use
of punishment.

Thé phi1osophy of punishment is a complex one. 1It
is true that punishment will bring certain behaviors under
control. It is also true that punished behaviors will tend
to return to their former frequency when the punishment is
removed. Consequently, any lasting behavioral change through
the procedufé of punishment will probably not be maintained
in a non-bunishing environment. Punishment, therefore, is
- is not a realistic rehabilitative procedure. Furthermore,
punishment carries with it certain side effects that may
tend to intensify the punished response when the punishment
is removed. In other words, if a response is punished, it
may be temporarily attenuated, only to return more'intensely
when the punishment procedure is stopped; I am sure that
any experiehced correctional officer has seen this phenomenon
occur, In;view of the complex dimensions inherent in the
pPhilosophy of punishment, the use of punishment should be
minimized. It should be used only when the punishment pro-

cedure is thoroughly understood, and only as a temporary
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procedureAto be followed by other more productive cor-
rectivé'méasures such as positive reinforcement and
extinction.

The following example is a behavioral analysis where
pﬁnishmeqt ‘a form of aversive control) is used. There
is no ddﬁﬁt that this procedure brought the inappropriate
behavior under control. However, there is no guarantee_
that the inappfopriate behavior will not occur in the
future. Certain undesirable side effects may also occur
as is poihﬁed out in the final comment of this analysis.
Included in this analysis are other comments which are
references'to defining the enviromment functionally. The
events are analyzed in terms of what they do in the en-
vironment and.what other behaviors cre maintaining such.
events.l Iihope you find this a useful and informative
“analysis which will guide you toward viewing your environ-
ment in functional terms, thereby enabling you to modify
events éo that desirable behavior.occurs more frequently.
It's likg this: We shape the environment and the environ-
ment, ih'furn, shapes us.

En&irénmental and behavioral control are used by all
of us mqré'fréquentlé than we realize. 'we don't, however,
recogniie such events as control procedures. In a correc-

tional setting it is beneficial to be acutely aware of such
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proccdures and to apply them appropriately in order to
obtéin desired results.

The foilowing examples are actual incidents which
occurred within a correctional context. The brief analysis
of these iﬁcidents include some exampleslof behavibral con-
trol procedures, their use, and misuse. Perhaps such ex-

amples will help to sharpen your perception regarding meth-

-ods of ehvifonmental and behavioral control which may be
used effectiVely in a‘correctionai setting.

1. At'a cdrrectional institution ih>the East it was
decided that attending church would probably be beneficial
to the inmates; Consequentiy the objective was stated:

"To increése church attendance among the iﬁmates". ,Accofd—
ingly, antransaction was made with the inmates that went
somethiﬁg like this: "All inmates who attend church may
have an extra hou: of visiting privilege during their next
regularly scheduled visit"; Guess what happened? The
Sunday fbllowing, each church service was filled to capacity.
There was an immediate increase in church attendance and

this atfendance has been maintained ever since the trans-
action was‘initiated.

The érbcedure employed is, clearly, positive rein-
forcement. - The behavior unéer investigation is "church

attendance". The reinforcing event is, "an extra hour of
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visiting privilege". The extra hour of visiting privilege
was made contingent upon church attendance. ' Consequently,
church attendance increased.

Now, contrast the above procedure with a punishment
procedure that may have been used to increase the same
Sehavior. For example, let us say that the directive was
issued: "If you don't attend church, then you can't have
visiting privileges". One can imagine the numerous unde-
sirable side-effects that such a procedure would invoke.
How much better it is, by itilizing the samé‘variable,
(visiting privilege) to increase the behavior (church
attendance), with the procedure bf positive reinforcement.

2. At another Eastern institution, the punishmept
procedure of'segregation (solitary confinement{, began
to take on some reinforcing properties for some inmates.
This phenomenon was discussed earlier in this paper.
Briefly, the phencmenon is‘as follows. Some inmates receive
a great deal of reéognition.and praise for being able to

take the punishment of solitary confinement. They are

praised for their "toughness" by their fellow inmates.

Conseqﬁently, the event of solitary confinement takes
on reinforcing properties for that particular inmate. In
other words, the praise he receives from his peers is worth

more to him than the inconvenience of time spent in solitary




~24-

confinement. Therefore, behavior which results in solitary
confinement, will increase in order to attain recognition
and praise'as a result of the confinement. The institution
solved tﬁis problem in a novel way. The staff began to
casually refer to the isolation unit as a "loony bin".

By doingithis, they sucéeeded in éttaching an aversive
identification to the seqregation block. Consequently,

the inmates who were sent there were regarded, by their
peers, as sqmewhat crazy rather than tough. Bring crazy
carries wifh it no praise or positive recognition whereas
"toughness* does. By pairing the segregation block with

a "loony bin" concépt the correctional institution succeeded

in attenuating behavior that usually resulted in segregation

or solitary confinement.

Anéleis: This is a somewhat sophisficated and in-
telligent Qse of aversive control. The "loony bin" con-
cept attached aversive consequences to the event of spending
time in ségregation. When iﬁmates return to the population
from the segregation unit, instead of being praised by their
peers for their toughness, they were regafded as somewhat
odd and bérhaps unreliable. This aversive consequence suc-
ceeded in attenuating behavior that woﬁld otherwise lead

to segregation.
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3. Some prispns still use the "dog boy". The "dog
boy" is»anJinmate who cares for dogs who are used to track
runaways..;The ugse of inmates to care for the tracking dogs
creates a éerious social problem. The “dog’bdy“'is identi-
fied with the security unit by his fellow inmates. He is

regarded as somewhat of a "turncoat". Consequently, the "dog

"boy is in constant danger from his fellow inmates. It is

-not uncommon that "dog boys" are brutaliy beaten and some-

times even kiiled. The solution to this problem is, clearly,
not to use inmates for "dog boys". A staff member should be
hired to care for and to train the dogs.

Analysis: The inmate "dog boy" is a target for agres-
sive behavior. He becomes a scapegoat and his very pres-
ence is a constant stimulué which elicits agressive and
deviant behavior on the part of his fellow inmates. The
only solution, cléarly, is to eliminate the concept of an
inmate "dog boy".

4. A training officer at a midwestern prison was
faced with the following problem. |

At the institution there are gun towers that are to.
be manned at all times. There are regular people assigned
to the g§n~tower positions. However, there is also a need

for regular temporary replacements for the positions to
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accomodate days off and sick leave for the regulars. A
- pre-requ;site to qualify for duty in theldun.tower is to
qualify'én ﬁhe rifle range. It is the training officers'
responsjbility to train peéple tb qualify on the rifle range.
The qun tower assignment was deemed an ubdesirable position
by mosf of the correctionél staff. Concurrently, the train-
~ ing officer was having difficulty in training his men to
”qualify oﬁ‘the rifle range. There never were enough quali-
fied‘riflemén for replacements in the gun'toWers. The
traininé officer also became concerned abon his ability
‘as a trainef. His men were simply not lea;ning to qualify
~with the rifle. This situation preseﬁted a cohtinuing and
very annoying proﬁlem.

“Analysis: This problem has two distinct elements.
They are (1) Therevis an undesirable job that needs to be
done continuously and (2) there is a pre-requisite to qualify
for the undesirable job. It doesn't take a genius to figure
out that;he can avoid the undesirable job by merely not
becoming éonpetent in the pre-requisite skill. (e.g., If
he doesn'tléualify with the rifle, he will never be assigned
the gun tower job.) The gun tower assignment is contingent
upon qualifying with the rifle. Consequently, anyone who
wishes to-avoid the assignment has a perfectly acceptable

"out" merely by not qualifying on the rifle range.
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By attaching meaningful consequences, such as reward,

recbgnition'or pramotion, to "qualifying with the rifle",

or by incorporating some merit.system for "hours spent in
the gun tower", or both would probably solve this problem.
This i; an outstanding example of how meaningful con-
sequences were hot attached to specific behaviors and the
continuihg problems that resulted from this oversight.
Ihvaur work we must examine the environment, consider
the alternatives, and make use of the environment in accord-
ance with the laws that govern behavior. 1It's important.
kemembér,"We shape oﬁr environmept, and the environment,

in turn, shapes us'.
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