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HIGHLIGHTS

A Participatory Management System was initiated in January, 1974, at Youth
Authority's 0. H. Close School with a view toward promoting safety, fairness,
normalcy, and effectiveness of treatment within the institution. The system
establishes procedures for the joint participation of wards and staff in key

areas of decision making affecting each ward's institutional career. To imple-~

‘ment the system, ward and staff training was provided under the guidance of an

outside consultant over four-month periods among the institution's eight living

units.

Evaluation of the Participatory Management System yielded several major

findings, as follows:

- For the overall institution, ward/staff ratings indicate relatively
high levels of ward participation in key areas of decision making.

- Based on ward/staff ratings, there was a distinct increase in the
degree of ward participation during the total study period.

- Following completion of ward/staff training in use of the system,
an increase in the level of participative management was accompanied
by a decline in the number of minor disciplinary actions, as well as
in the number c¢f wards placed in the disciplinary lockup unit.

~ The degree of ward participation in decision making varied to some
extent, depending on the type of decision involved.” The highest
degree of participation was reported for ward grievance hearings
and the lowest degree in decisions relating to disciplinary actions.

~ There was a general increase in positive ward perceptions of social
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents data collected over a nine-month study period rela-
tive to the evaluation of the Integrated Correctional Management and Justice

“

System, commonly referred to as the Participatory Management System, at the

hY

0. H. Close School. Training for implementing this procedure on the various

living units was provided by a consultant, Dr. David Daniels. The system was

initiated at this school in 1974 with four specific goals in mind:

1., TIncreasing safety for both wards and staff;

2. Ensuring fairness in making decisions that affect
the lives of wards;

3. Normalizing tb that extent possible the institu-
tional experience of wards; and

4, Increasing the effectiveness of treatment services.

In part, these goals reflected the growing awareness of the need to pro-
tect the rights of individuals while incarcerated. Increasingly, courts have

held that individuals deprived of their liberty must be treated both fairly

and humanely.

e

The provision of due process criteria in dealing with inmates is the
first step in ensuring fairness and humaneness. However, experience has in-—

creasingly shown that due process alone is not enough. To fully achieve the
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desired ends, there must be a cooperative relationship between staff and in-
mates in dealing with mutual problems. This in turn implies a breaking down
of the traditional barriers which too often have separated the two groups in
the past.  FEach group has functioned in isolation from the other and decisions
about common concerns were made independently. The usual result was that de-
cisions and standards made by the keepers were imposed on the kept. At the
same time, the kept articulated and demanded conformity to their own standards
of behavior. The core of the new plan is to provide increased opportunity for
participation on the part of Youth Authority wards in their daily program and

at critical decision making points where control is exercised over their lives.

This system is based on the concept that decisions are made on a continuum
running from the autocratie through consultive and collaborative to participa-
tive.1 The intent is to shift the balance of decision making away from the
authoritative and toward the participative, recognizing that even under ideal
conditions not all decisions will ve made with the equal participation of all
concerned and that the sharing of power must stop short of abdication of respon-

sibility by those charged with providing leadership and control.

Because of the uniqueness of this approach tec correctional program manage-

ment, a research component was added to the project in the latter part of 1974,

The research evaluation was designed to yield ongoing data relative to the func-

1The twe ends of the continuum are: 1) autocratic - decisions made unilaterally

with little or no discussion; and 2) participative - a decision making process

recognizing the equality of all in jointly arriving at a given course of action.

See List of References on page 41 for relevant literature concerning partici-
patory management.

tioning and impact of the participatory system over time.

.

was placed on establishing an information system

Particular emphasis

which would allow a determina-

tion to be made of the extent tc which wards are allowed to jointly partici-

pate in decisions at critical points and to determine the impact, if any, of
>

this participation in other areas of program functioning at the school



OBJECTIVES

The overall aim of the evaluation is to determine the extent to which
wards are involved in the decision-making processes and the impact the system
has on specific areas of functioning at the school. More specifically, the

objectives are:

1. Evaluate the functioning of the participatory management
system; with particular emphasis on the following:
a) the extent to which wards participate in important
decision making points; and
b) the extent to which the management system is maintained

at an adequate level as shown by degree of staff/war
participation after completion of the initial training.

2. Examine major fluctuations in the degree of ward participation
during the study period, as well as any major differences in

participative management among living units.

3. Determine the impact of the management system in terms of in—
dicators of staff/ward safety, as well as perceptions of program

functioning, treatment, and social climate.
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STUDY METHOD

The study design used and the types of data collected with reference to
the three project objectives were as follows. In accordance with the first
two objectives, measures were obtained oun the extent to which participatory
management occurred among staff and wards in critical decision-making areas
and the extent to which the participation was maintained over time. For this
purpose, two instruments, Forms A and B, were devisea. TForm A was employed
to gather data on the extent and quality of ward/staff participation in sev-
eral decision areas: Disciplinary dispositions, day pass decisions, recom-

mendations at case conference dealing with a ward's freedom, ward/staff case

conference committees, and ward grievance hearings. The form was to be com-~

pleted by all participants in these decisions. Form B.was intended to collect
data on the extent and quality of ward/staff participation in two areas - li&—
ing unit policies and phase movements (as defined later in this report). This
form was completed by 10 randomly selected wards from each 50~bed living unit
and by 5 of each unit's 8 staff members. The staff sample was stratified to
include 3 Youth Counselors, the Senior Youth Counselor, and the Social Worker.
In addition to use of the two forms, research interviews were conducted with
random samples of wards, stratified by ethnic group and representing 15% to
20% of the respective living unit populations. Using open—~ended questions,

the interviews were designed to elicit ward appraisals of the participatory
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management system as it was implemented in the living units.

With regard to the third objective, the impact of the management system was

explored by analyzing its implementation during the study period in relation to

several variables. These "impact' variables were based on the following data:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

£)

Program Satisfaction - A global question was asked to assess

staff and ward's overall satisfaction with the total living
unit program. As part of a general questionnaire on Dimen-
sions of Satisfaction administered in the study, the global
question was used here as a key indicator of perceived program
satisfaction. The question was posed to all available staff
and wards within two weeks before training for the system
implementation began, within two weeks after training was com-
pleted, and again at varying intervals after completion of
training among the different living units (see Chart 1),

Correctional Institution Environment Scales (CIES) - This
standardized instrument is designed to measure social climate
factors in correctiounal environments within the living unit
setting. It was administered jointly with the Dimensions of
Satisfaction questionnaire.

Y

Minor Disciplinary Actions (Disciplinary Decision Making
Syst . — Level A reports) — These refer to ward infractions,
of a non-serious nature, which were routinely reported by
living unit staff. Examples: fights without injury, racial
agitation, and rule violations. The more serious discipli~
nary incidents occurred too infrequently to be included in a
trend analysis in this study.

Assignment to Lockup Unit (Inyo Unit) - Routine records were
kept by living unit staff on the number of wards sent to the
lockup unit for disciplinary infractions each month.

Calls to Security for Assistance - Records were maintained by

living unit staff on the number of staff calls for assistance

by security staff in order to contsol potential or actual ward
incidents, such as fights or similar disturbances. !

Ward Grievance - The number of grievances filed by wards was
recorded for each living unit.

In conjunction with the three evaluation objectives, the degree of ward

participation in key decision areas was indicated by the categorical defini-

tiras used in Forms A and B.  These definitions are as follows:

Kasahi s

LITTLE

NONE

- , . .
Everyone involved in making the decision or decisions

was involved. Both wards and staff ¢
{ e e 00 . 2y
in deciding what should be dome. perated equally

Before the decision or decisions were made, there was
i lot of talk about what should be done. All people
nvolved in the matter talked it over and had a chance

to say how they felt Howev
say .t er, the final decisi
decisions were made by staff. ’ shon o

Before the decision or decisions were made, questions
were asked about it and the people involved had snme

chance to say how they felt. Ho
: . wever t
final decision themselves, > SEAtE made the

The de?ision or decisions made were reached without
much discussion or trying to find out ‘how others

felt. Staff decided what to d -
others involved. 0 and then told the
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FINDINGS

The findings are organized into twa major parts. Part I provides an over-

all view of the participatory management system's efficacy and impact based on

a

Part IT presents the corresponding

data broken down for individual living units.

measures summarized for all Tiving units.

Of major interest in both Parts

I and TI are: a) trends in the system's Level of functioning over the study

period; and b) associations between measures of system implementation and de-

pendent or impact measures, such as disciplinary infractions, assignment to the

lockup unit, responses to the global question on program satisfaction, and per-

ceptions of social climate factors.

Part I - Overall Assessment

CASE DECISIONS (FORM A)

Table 1 shows the degree of ward participation as perceived by both wards

and staff combined for all decisions reported on Form A. These decisions per-

tain to minor disciplinary actions, day passes, case conference participation

and recommendations, as well as grievance hearings. The five-month period

covered by the table represents the period after all eight units completed

Lraining in participatory management.




The main points illustrated by this table are: 1) most decisions are seen
as being reached with either equal ward participation with staff or considerable
ward input before a decision is made; and 2) over the five months, ward and staff
ratings of the degree of participation remained at a relatively constant level
showing little variation from month to month; and 3) there was a substantial in-
crease in the amount of ward participation in decision~making, doubling from 202

reports in June to 411 in October of 1975.

TABLE 1

WARD PARTICIPATION IN DECISION MAKING* AS RATED BY WARDS AND STAFF
JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975
(IN PERCENT)

JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER
DEGREE OF -+
PARTICIPATION N=202 N=301 N=308 N=361 N=411
TOTAL cosvecsoconoves 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal +..... PO 56.9 58.2 59.4 59.9 58.6
SOME verrsnonns 32.7 30.9 29.6 31.9 34.6
Little vovaieenes 6.4 8.6 9.4 7.2 5.8
None «ovevses e 4.0 2.3 1.6 1.0 1.0

*Includes decisions on minor disciplinary actions, day passes, case conferences
and grievance hearings.

SOURCE: Form A

To examine long term trends, the ratings for June through October, 1975,
were compared to those obtained for Tebruary through May, 1975, during which
period training in use of the system had been either started or completed in

six of the eight living units.2 Comparison of the first four months to the

.

2Dillingham, David, et. al, An Evaluation of the Correctionmal Management and
Justice System — O. H. Close: Progress Report No. 1, July 1975, California
Youth Authority, p. 10.
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last five months shows an increase of about 10 percentage points, indicating

an improvement in the functioning of the é}stem.over time.

To examine possible differences in ward and staff ratings, the data from
Table 1 are shown in Table 2 separately for wards and staff. Perusal of Table
2 reveals some interesting differences between ward and staff ratings. General-
ly, wards rate the decision making process on a more equal basis than do staff,
as seen by the percentage of vespondents in the equal category for each group.
There are no clear-cut trends for either group, although stafﬁ reveal- an in-
crease and wards a decrease in percent of equal participation duriﬁg the last

three months.

TABLE 2

WARD PARTICIPATION IN DECISTON MAKING® AS RATED BY WARDS AND STAFF
JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTORER 1975
(IN PERGENT)

STAFF AND WARD RATING JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER
OF DEGREE OF
PARTICIPATION N=202 N=301 N=308 N=361 N=411
{N=85) {N=153) {(N¥=139) (N=146) {(N=137)
WARD voivvnvnvcanonss 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal ..veeines ‘e 68.2 58.8 77.0 71.2 66.4
SOME vivaenaess o 22.4 28.1 13.7 20.6 22.6
Little sovvvinnss 5.9 9.2 6.5 4.8 9.5
NONE saverisesans 3.5 3.9 2.8 3.4 1.5
(N=117) (N=148) - (N=169) (N=215) (N=274)
STAFF ....... Cheresas 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal ...ocvuuvan 48.7 57.4 45.0 50.7 54.8
Some ..... cesean 40.2 33.8 42.6 39.6 40.5
Little (... 0een 6.8 8.1 11.8 8.8 4.0
NOME avceatannan . 4.3 0.7 0.6 0.9 0.7

and grievance hearings.

SOURCE: Form A

- 11 =

#Includes decisions on minor disciplinary actions, day passes, case zonferences




A

Table 3 dilsplays variations and trends over time on measurement:s of ward

participation for each of the five types of decisions for which wards and staff

completed a Form A report.

TABLE 3

WARD PARTICTPATION IN DECISTON MAKING BY TYPE OF DECISION
JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975
(IN PERCENT)

TYPE OF DECISION, JUNE JuLy AUGUST SEPTEMBER | OCTOBER
BY DEGREE OF ,
PARTICIPATION N=202 N=301 N=308 N=361 N=411
MINOR DISCIPLINARY (N=20) (N=25) (N=12) (N=12) (N=6)
ACTIONS +uvevnnnenonn 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
EQUal ..ivvvinnan 45.0 24.0 58.3 25.0 100.0
SOME vevvnevennns 45.0 60.0 25.0 58.3 0.0
Little cvevnivnas 10.0 4.0 8.3 8.3 0.0
NOOE cevvruvns .es 0.0 12.0 8.3 8.3 0.0
(N=12) (N=41) (N=50) (N=99) (N=67)
DAY PASS cavveronnnan 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal «o..n.. - 16.7 53.7 52.0 69.7 79.1
SOME +sveneronns . 50.0 39.0 30.0 19.2 16.4
Little ceen 25.0 7.3 16.0 8.1 3.0
NOME +evrevnnnana 8.3 0.0 2.0 3.0 1.5
RECOMMENDATIONS AT (N=82) (N=141) (N=149) (N=174) (N=223)
CASE CONFERENCES .... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal ...cvuntvnn. 42.7 56.0 43.6 52.3 43.C
SOME vevvnvnnenns 41.5 30.5 43.6 38.5 48.9
Little «.vvennnn. 9.7 10.6 12.1 7.5 7.2
NOUE +eervnnnnnis 6.1 2.8 0.7 1.7 0.9
PARTICIPATION ~ CASE (N=48) (N=50) (N=24) (N=57) (N=80)
CONFERENCE +.ev.uusen 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
EQUaLl «vevvinnnn. 62.5 50.0 54.2 56.1 65.0
SOME wuervuvnensn 35.4 36.0 33.3 36.8 26.3
Little .veevnnn.. 0.0 14.0 8.3 7.0 7.5
NOME tivennnnvens 2.1 0.0 4.2 0.0 1.2
(N=40) (N=44) (N=73) (N=19) (N=35)
; GRIEVANCE HEARINGS 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
| EQuUal vvuenennnns 97.5 97.7 98.6 94.7 97.1
SOME +oviivnensan 0.0 2.3 0.0 5.3 2.9
j Little suvvinvenn. 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0
! NONE .ovvrennnens 2.5 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0

SOURCE: Form A
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period. Tt is algoe apparent that the largest number of ratings
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Further,
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P ¥ actions declined to such ap extent that the distribution of ratings
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g e either of a lack of reporting of such actions or a lack’ of ward par
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DECISIONS ON LIVING UNIT RULES AND PHASE MOVE.MENT (FORM B)

Table i ici
4 shows ratings of ward participation in determining living unit

rules., T i
hese ratings are presented for the total, as well ag separdtely f
or

staff and wards.

the overall ratings on
unit rule i i
decisions are considerably lower than for the types of decisio
ns

shown in Table 2.
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] In contrast to the results showm in Table 2, staff rate the d
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arding living unit rules considerably ‘ TABLE 5

~

of ward participation in decisions reg

iaber than do e vards. : WARD PARTICIPATION IN DECISIONS ON PHASE MOVEMENT %
AS RATED BY WARDS AND STAFF
JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975
(IN PERCENT)

TABLE 4
WARD PARTTICIPATION IN DECISIONS ON 1,IVING UNIT RULES
AS RATED BY WARDS AND STAFF STAFF AND: WARD SUNE
JuLy AUGUS
JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975 RATING OF DEGREE OF T SEPTEMBER | OCTOBER
(IN PERCENT) PARTICIPATION N=90 N=89 N=82 N=102 N=100
TOTAL vuievnecuoanees 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 :
. Bqual ...cvievnes 44.4 30.3 41.5 42.2 46.0
STAFF AND WARD JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER | OCTOBER iz:ilé" ......... 40,0 47.2 35.4 27.5 26.0
RATING OF DEGREE OF Nome .l 7.8 16.9 15.8 14.6 15.0
PARTICIPATION N=90 N=89 N=82 N=102 N=100 e NOMB e PR 7.8 5.6 7.3 15.7 1370
N=30) (N=29) (N=29 = -
. 00.0 100.0 ( ) (N=33) N=32 ;
TOTAL seveveovenseses| 100.0 100.0 100.0 1 STAFF vnvnvnnnnn .1 100.0 100.0 100.0 00 &00'8 :
. 25.2 26.3 \ |
EQual «eovevonesn 24.8 23.3 28.6 3.2 26.3 Equal vevevrnnn. ' 50.0 276 483 "y i |
Some .. ve- e 40.0 32.0 41.8 30. . Some .. 46.7 ’ 3. :
13.2 26.1 20.2 preeeeees ’ . 58.6 44.8 30.3 31.3 i
Little coeveeasss 16.2 20.4 ~3.4 2.1 20.2 Little oo g e 4-8 0.3 313 |
Nong «... NN 19.0 24.3 16. . . NOME wveevnuonsan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0:0 3:1
(N=35) (N=33) (N=28) (N=36) (N=36) (4=60) (Ne60
) 00. 100.0 =60) (N=53) (N=69) N=68
STAFF evvsenes . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 WARDS tenveovnnnn ceen 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ﬂoo.g
0.5
Equal «...- ceees 45.7 21.2 35.7 22.2 3 EQUal veeennnen.. 41.7
SOME «oveeveresen 42.9 51.5 50.0 50.0 41.7 Some wonn e 167 ol 31.7 31.9 42.6
X 22.2 22.2 . 1.7 30.2 26.1 21.5
Little cenen 11.4 21.2 10.7 . . Little .ovvveeenn 10.0 )
0.0 6.1 3.6 5.6 5.6 N . 18.3 20.8 18.8 16.3
None «eses o . . . OfE cosesoevnsen 11.6 8.3 11.3 23.2 17.6
(§=70) (N=70) (N=63) (N=79) (N=78)
WARDS .vvcosovsnessns 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 SOURCE: Forum B
Equal cosenvesone 14.3 24.3 25.4 26.6 244
SOME vovasosnene . 38.6 22.8 38.1 21.5 23.1
LAttle .oeseeness 18.6 20.0 14.3 27.8 19.2
HODE sevraseonns .. 28.5 32.9 22.2 24,1 33.3 3

— As seen in the total, the summarized ratings of ward and staff combined
are considerably higher for phase movement decisions than for living unit

rules decision. The former correspond more closely to the overall ratings

Table 5 shows data on the degree of ward participation in decisions con- sho o |
wn in Table 2, although they are still a little lower. Again, there is a f

se in the living unit program to another.

cerning movement of wards from one pha dice
erence between staff and ward ratings, with staff generally perceiving a

ancement within the program accompanied by

Phase movement refers to.a ward's adv ent ’
greater degree of ward participation than do the wards.: This is especially

d responsibilities on the basis of demonstrated improve-

increased privileges an ‘ '
evident in the distribution of ratings in the three lower categories.

! ments in major facets of program participation.
IN SUMMARY, the above data indicate that the participatory management

- 14 - ‘ |
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gystem was generally functioning at a relatively high level. Examined over time,

. . e
there was an overall increase in the percentage of wards and staff viewing th

a more equal basis. This positive trend

decision making process operating on

was noted during the first four months of the study period, with the fifth month

i i i i , e nine-
showing a substantial increase which was maintained during the rest of th

month followup. A similar trend, however, was not found for all types of deci-

sions.

- 16 -

IMPACT MEASUREMENTS .

This section oxplores the association between the extent of participative
management over time and concomitant measures of program functioning, i.e.,
“impact' variables. The first variable to be examined pertains to minor discip-
linary actions. These data are presented in Chart 2 for the total study period.
1t is relevant to point out that by February 29, 1975, training in the partieci-
pative management procedures was completed by only two living units; by April

20, 1975, the training was virtually completed by all eight units.

.

As seen in Chart 2, the number of minor disciplinary actions reported by
the living units generally declined over the period, April to October, 1975,
during which time all units had completed training.  Thus, for this period

there appears to be an inverse relationship between implementation of the man-

agement system and the incidents of minor disciplinary actions.

CHART 2

INCIDENCE QF MINOR DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS
FEBRUARY 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975
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1. as well as that to
1d be recognized that in the present analysis,
It shou

] d

i f other pro-
" ¢') variables could reflect the influence o
concomitant (or “impac

i s, the findings dis-
i ronmental factors during the study period. Thus,
gram or envil )

d g -

i ioation in this area.
do provide important clues for future investiga
the results do
CHART 3

ED IN LOCKUP UNIT
DENCE OF WARDS PLACE
et JANUARY 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975
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only 44 wards were sent to lockup. Thus, participatory management may have

~

had an impact on the incidence of lockups, especially during the first seven

months of the study period.

Another measurement of disciplinary type of problems that was examined

involved the number of calls to security staff for assistance. A separate

analysis of these data failed to show any salient trends. For the total num-

ber reported monthly, there was some monthly variation found, but no overall
trend which would support a link between a well functioning participatory

management system and the number of calls to security for assistance.

To further explore factors that may be related to implementation of the

participatory management system, questionnaires were administered to both wards

and staff at three different points-in-time. Testing was done on each living

unit shortly before participatory management training, again immediately after

training (approximately a 4-month time lapse), and finally during September

1975.3 The third testing represents intervals varying from three to eleven

months following completion of training among the eight living units.

Table 6 presents data based on ward responses in terms of degree of over~

. . . _ . 4
all satisfaction with the living unit program.

3See Chart 1 on page 8 for the time intervals.

To the question - "In general, how satisfied are you with this program?"

wards were asked to select the appropriate response category. The response
categories are;

1) not at all; 2) slightly; '3) somewhat; 4) quite a bit;
and 5) very much.

For convenience in analyzing the data, the two higler
categories as well as the two lower categories were combined.

- 19 -
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DEGREE OF SATISFACTIO

TABLE 6

BY TESTING PERIOD
(IN PERCENT)

N WITH LIVING UNIT PROGRAM BASED ON WARD RESPONSES

LIVING UNIT TESTING PERIOD*
é% DEGREE OF - p e
SATISFACTION lst 2n
N=34 N=bd N=44
AMADOR
N ceeessoosenves venos 26.3 40.0 5;.%
e 23.7 30.0 8.7
Medium .oveeesosens o 200 .
TLOW soasasensonmmontenes
BUTTE N=45 N=48 N=45
68.9
.. 20.0 57.0
High ...............:. 2.2 AL 20.?
Medium ..ceovomesses -0 e 20
LOW sessonsanses P
CALAVERAS N=36 N=39 N=36
36.1
‘e 22.0 12.0
CHEgh ceecoeeneees .::::.. 220 20 o g
Medium .ocoesenees A 2 o
LOW coonsococs ceseneeane
DEL NORTE N=49 N=45 N=39
25.6
vas 10.0 32.0
High .............:: ::: 00 2.0 2 2
Medium ..eovssee e 2.2 e 29
LOW soesssososssess veee
EL DORADO N=23 N=23 N=52
48.1
...... 34.0 30.0
e i 18.0 60.0 50‘2
Medium -cceeensonis o s0.¢ 2
LOW oveoocoasawesas haasans
FRESNO N=22 N=15 N=22
27.3
...... 28.0 20.0
Hgh Lo 18.0 60.0 50 3
Medium cecovsonanes 8.0 o0 >
LOW oovesoorasenccnncsns
GLENN N=22 N=23 N=22
22.7
...... 33.5 44 .0
AUgh e 38.0 17.0 40.2
Madium ..oceacear o e .
LOW cosessneonoanonevsos
HUMBOLDT N=50 N=49 N=49
43.0
....... 69.0 49.0
Higb ................ 23.0 29.0 22 2
zedium ......... R 29.9 2
OW somecssiosnsonannses

*See Chart 1, page 8.
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As seen in the table, wards on six of the eight living units expressed

-

greater satisfaction with the program at the time of the third testing than at

the initial testing. Thus, it would seem that long term implementation of the

participatory management system is associated with a greater degree of ward

satisfaction with the living unit program.

Table 7 summarizes findings from the Correctional Institution Environment

Scale. This instrument consists of nine subscales (based on 86 true-false

items) designed to measure ward and staff perceptions of social climate on the
. LD . . . -
living unit. An analysis of variance was performed to determine whether the

mean score differences over time for a given subscale are statistically signi-

ficant, i.e., greater than would be expected to occur on a chance basis. Com-

parisons were made between the first and the second testing, the first and the

third testing, and the second and third testing. Six of the nine subscales

reveal such changes: 1) Involvement, 2) Support, 3) Autonomy, 4) Practical

Orientation, 5) Personal Problem Orientation, and 6) Order and Organization.

Table 7 shows the direction of mean score changes between the testing

done at the three points—in-time and the level of statistical significance.

The results are shewn separately for both wards and staff. A change is deemed

significant if there is less than 1 chance in 10 that the shift was due to

chance. As can be seen, significant differences in mean scores between test-

ing sessions were obtained only for ward responses and all of these changes

were in a positive direction. Moreover, these gains occurred mostly between

See Appendix A for a definition of the various subscales and corresponding
dimensions.
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TABLE 7

. ANALYSTS OF WARD AND STAFF RESPONSES ON CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION ENVIRONMENT SCALE
FOR 0. H. CLOSE SCHOOL

WARDS STAFF
DIRECTION| LEVEL OF DIRECTION
SOCIAL CLIMATE TESTING OF SIGNIFI- TESTING OF
DIMENSION AND SUBSCALE PERIODS CHANGE CANCE* PERIODS CHANGE**
RELATIONSHIP
Involvement .......... e 1-2 + P < ,10 1-2 +
1-3 + 1-3 +
2-3 - 2-3 +
Support ....... Ceraereases 1-2 + p < .01 1-2 +
1-3 + p < .01 -3 +
2-3 + 2-3 -
Expressive ...... Cesona “as 1-2 + 1~2 +
1-3 - 1-3 +
2-3 - 2~3 +
TREATMENT
Autonomy ........ Cienen .o 1-2 + p < .10 1-2 +
1-3 + 1-3 +
2-3 - 2-3 +
Practical Orientation ....| 1-2 + p < .01 1~2 +
1-3 + 1~3 +
2-3 - 2-3 -
Personal Problem
Orientation ......c.eve. 1-2 + p < .05 1~2 +
1-3 + p < .10 1-3 +
2-3 - 2-3 +
SYSTEM MAINTENANCE
Order and Organization ... 1-2 + p < .10 1-2 +
1-3 + p < .05 1-3 +
2-3 + 2~-3 +
Clarlty ..vvoeienenacenns 1-2 + 1-2 +
1-3 + 1-3 +
2-3 - 2-3 +
Staff Control (... ...ceees 1-2 - 1-2 -
1-3 + 1-3 +
2-3 + p < .05 2-3 +

*A one-way dnalysis of variance was used to determine whether subscale mean scores
among the three testing sessions differ significantly, based on F-test with p < .10,
When signif{icance was found, a two-talled t-test was used to determine whether the
difference between the mean scores for any twa of the three testing periods differs

significantly.

**No gtatistically significant difference, based on F-test with p < .10, was found
among the staff mean scores on any of the subscales over the three testing sessions.

-~ 22 -
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o e maintained i
indicated h -
by the changes between the second and third testi
h esting,

Although there

were no significant gaing,

other words, o

o d The latter finding indicates there
eased emphasis on "Org
er and Organizatiop"
n° and on "Staff (g "
ntrol'',

g
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. '
The main focus of the analysis will be twofold: 1) comparing the system s
e e 3 .

le l f unCt niﬂg g th e h 11 ng unltS, aﬂd 2) explorlng r -
p 9 g dlcat TS
Shl 5 twee

.

eight living units.

CASE DECISIONS

3

ivi i iteria are
combined ward and staff ratings for each of the 1iving units. Two crit

i i xtent to which wards
used: 1) the number of reports submitted, reflecting the e |

_ - by per-
participate in decisions; and 2) the degree of participation, as shown by p

cent distributions on a four-point scale.

le variation in levels of ward participation

The table reflects considerab

£1 Dorado shows generally the high-

in decision making among the eight units.

i reports
est level of participative management based on either the number of D

icd i Glenn
submitted or on the quality of ward participation. In contrast, Fresno, ,

and Calaveras reveal much lower levels of participation.

i ikd i . For
in looking at changes over time, one unit shows striking improvement

i t to 81 percent by
Butte living unit, the "equal" ratiug moved from 19 percen P

the end of the study period.

The remaining units exhibit a rather mixed level of ward participation.

' i " " icipation is extremely
On Humboldt, for example, the proportion of equal" particip

- 24 -
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. TABLE, 8
WARD PARTICIPATION IN DECISION MAKING* BY LIVING UNIT
JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975
(IN PERCENT)

LIVING UNIT JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER

BY DEGREE (OF
PARTICTPATION N=202 N~301 N=308 N=361 N=411
(N=37) (N=31) (N=82) (N=77) (N=21)
AMADOR «..... et saves 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal ..eeoeen 56.8 71.0 56.1 42.8 14,3
SOME Leviivonian 24.3 25.8 32.9 37.7 52.4
Little +...vvnnn 13.5 a.0 9.8 15.6 28.5%
None ,...ceeeee . 5.4 3.2 1.2 3.9 4.8
(u=26) (4=63) (N=16) (=42) (N=108)
BUTITE svenvnvvansonen 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal siiieianan 19.2 33.2 68.8 90.5 81.5
SOME cveuurnanss 65.4 54,0 31.3 7.1 13.0
Little euisvnnnn 11.6 11.1 0.0 2.4 3.7
NORE vovernsaras 3.8 1.6 0.0 0.0 1.8
(N=0) (N=19) (N=22) (N=18) {(N=5)
CALAVERAS ..,..... vans 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal ,..... - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SOME .oeevcrinnn - 84.2 45.5 50.0 80.0
Little «.....en - 10.5 50.0 27.8 20.0
NOBE ,ovvuinonne - 5.3 4.5 22.2 0.0
(N=8) {(N=38) (N=33) (1=20) (N=20)
DEL NORTE vcvunvevas 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal ,..ui0nese 25.0 55.3 57.6 60.0 45.0
SUME svrrvvnanse 75.0 26.3 21.2 35.0 45.0
Little ciivvnnns 0.0 13.2 21.2 5.0 10.0
NOM@ wuvoirnnesn 6.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
{(N=73) (N=108) (N=70) (N=121) (=203}
EL DORADO ...... PRI 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
BEqual ....,ccu.e 60.3 75.0 70.0 75.2 55.2
Some ..... PR 32.9 19.4 27.1 24.8 41.8
Little coovnnnsn 2.7 5.6 1.4 0.0 3.0
NODE s vvvverense 4.1 g.0 1.4 Q.0 0.0
(N=8) (N=~8) (N=21) (N=18) (N=9)
FRESNO ........ PPN 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal vouvevnnns 50.0 83.3 57.1 33.3 22.2
SOWE wvvvvevuren 12.5 16.7 38.1 61.1 44.5
Little .....v.0s 25.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 22.2
WOME ..oieivenens 12.5 Q.0 4.8 0.0 11,1
(N=12) (N=12) (N=20) (N=37) (N=20)
GLENN ....... Cedreeas 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal .e..uuod,. 25.0 58.3 10.0 16.2 20.0
SQWE sevvaanaaan 58.4 16.7 75.0 67.6 70.0
Little ......... 8.3 25.0 10.0 16.2 10.0
None ......: aten 8.3 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0
(N=38) (N~24) (Ne44) (N=28) (¥=25)
HUMBOLDT ..uvveineess 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal c.vaieinnn 94.7 75.0 100.0 96.4 92.0
Some 5.3 4.2 0.0 3.6 4.0
Lictle 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 4.0
None 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

*Includes decisfons on minor disciplinary actions, day passes, case conferences,
and grievance hearings.

SOURCE: Form A
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e

i ively low. ‘ N
number of reports submitted 1§ generally relatively
e

WARD PARTICIPATION TN DECISTONS ON LIVING UNIT RULES
JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975
(IN PERCENT)

high, yet th

ENT
DECISIONS ON LIVING UNIT RULES AND PHASE MOVEM

. . : - LIVING UNIT JUNE JuLY AUGUST | SEPTEMBER | OCTOBER
ining to ward participation in deci BY DEGREE OF

Th xt two tables present data pertail PARTICIPATION N=105 N=103 N=91 N=115 N=114

e ne . h

i d earlier, these

it rules and on phase movements. As mentilone (N=15) (N=14) (N=14) (N=15) (N=15)
ivi uni AMADOR .....coeovnn..]| 100.0 100.0 160.0 100.0 100.0

gions on living . 10

atel
. m samples of approxim y EQUAL +vevunnn.n 40.0 40.0 28.6 26.7 26.7
. od on a monthly basis from ranco Some 40.0 60.0 42.9 33.3 33.3
e . . . . .
data were obtain Little .ovinn.. 0.0 0.0 21.4 40,0 33.3
h 1living umit NORE +avvereerns 20.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 6.7
eac 1VInE *
wards and 5 staff from (=15 (¥=14) (N=14) (-15) (§=15)
BUTTE vsvvrnvnnceenes| 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
st part
: ~ipation emerging from Table 9 are, for the most P ? BQuAal eenreonn 13.3 21.4 28.6 53.3 50.0
f participa SOME +raveseesan 80.0 7.1 50.0 20.0 13.3
The patterns oI P ] do manifests Little +.veenes . 0.0 35.7 0.0 0.0 13.3
4 above in Table 8 Once again El Dorado NODE +evenrnrnns 6.7 35.7 21.4 26.7 13.3
abov *
consistent with those foun . o (H=15) (N=15) (N=9) (N=15) (8=11)
hile Butte reveals the greatest 1mprove CALAVERAS +..........|  100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0
ied i whi
: articipation,
i chest ratings of p EqUal «euevsnsnn 13.3 6.7 22.2 46.7 18.2
the hig s 1 Fresno, and Calaveras SOmE cerennnnin 33.3 73.3 22.2 13.3 9.1
iod under consideration. Agaln, Glenn, ? Lirtle .....iv.. 40.0 13.3 22.2 26.7 9.1
- erio Nome «eueennnen. 13.3 6.7 33.3 13.3 63.6
ment over the p

. , jcipatory management. (N=15) (N=15) (N=14) (N=13) (N=15)
show relatively low ratings of participatory > DEL NORTE ...........| 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Bqual «eeronnnnn 26.7 26.7 7.1 15.4 13.3
SOmE +everinenns 60,0 20.0 71.4 15.4 6.7
Little voeeiiens 6.7 40.0 7.1 15.4 40.0
NORE ~everennses 6.7 13.3 15.3 53.8 40.0
(8=15) (N=14) (N=15) (N=15) (N=15)
EL DORADG ++-0eevea..| 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal +vounenne 26.7 64.3 73.3 33.3 60.0
SOME +:rnvenencs 26.7 14.3 26.7 40.0 33.3
Little .eevennes 33.3 7.1 0.0 26.7 6.7
None .e..... 13.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
{N~15) (H=15) (N=10) (n=14) (N=14)
FRESNG ©ouuvnecennen. 100.0 100.0 100.0 122.0 100.0
Equal +.oenn..n. 33.3 0.0 10.0 0,0 0.0
SOME -eenanannn 0.0 20.0 0.0 35.7 28.6
LAEEle «evuonenn 6.7 20.0 30.0 28.6 21.4
None -.... e 60.0 60.0 60.0 35.7 50.0
(¥-15) (a=15) (N=15) (N=15) (¥=14)
CLENN +vvieveiioennn. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal coennnnnns 20.0 6.7 20.0 13.3 14.3
SOmE. < vrrennnss 40.0 26.7 60.0 66.7 57.1
LiCEle toeernnns 26.7 26.7 20.0 13.3 14.3
NOME «evverns 13.3 40.0 0.0 6.7 14.3
(¥=0) (1=0) (4=0) (N=13) (N=15)
HUMBOLDT* -.levn.... 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
Equal «eiei.nn.. 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 13.3
SOME <venennnnne 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.4 46.7
Little «ooennn. 0.0 0.0 0.0 61.5 20.0
None ..... celenn 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.4 20.0

*Humboldt reported that no decisions were made on living unit rules during June,
July, and August 197S5.

SOURCE: Form B
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A somewhat different pattern {s seen in Table 10 with respect to ward p

i i 6 inues to show
cipation in phase movement among the living unilts. £l Dorado contin

1 " " participation cate-
the highest and Glenn the lowest proportions in the "equal' pa P

v v i ver vel of parti-
gory; however Amador reveals a consistently higher than average le P
¥ 2

close to the oeverall institution aver-

cipation, and Calaveras manifests a level

age as seen in Table 5.

i ‘ i hase
bfresno is deleted from this table because their program does not include pha

movement of wards.
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TABLE 10

.

WARD PARTICIPATION TN DECISIONS ON PHASE MOVEMENT®
JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975

(IN PERCENT)

LIVING UNIT JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER

BY DEGREE OF
PARTICIPATION N=90 N=89 N=82 Nw=102 N=100
(N=15) (K=15) (N=14) (H=15) (8=15)
AMADOR uuvevionnnsns 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal .....c00ss 46.7 46.7 50.0 40.0 40.0
SOME c.iiiieniian 33.3 53.3 42,9 20.0 20.0
Licele (iiiniien 0.0 0.0 7.3 13.3 33.3
None «..ioveeen . 20.0 0.0 0.0 26.7 6.7
(=0} (§=0) (~0) (N=15) (N=15)
BUTTEX 4uuavsescnsnens 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
EQUAl +ovvrvnn.s 0.0 0.0 8.0 40.0 66.7
SOME eursvveass Q.0 Q.0 0.0 26.7 26.7
Lictle ...ovienns 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0
NOBE +ovennunnns 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 6.7
(N=15) (N=15) (N=9) {N=15) (N=11)
CALAVERAS ‘..c.vvenns 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0
Bqual ...c..00 v 46.7 20.0 33.3 53.3 9.0
80Me ceriiaraannn 33.3 40.0 33.3 26.7 27.3
Little v.oioviney 13.3 26.7 11.1 13.3 18.2
NoTlE vevvenenvae 6.7 13.3 22.2 6.7 45,5
(N=15) (N=15) (N=14) (N=13) (N»15)
DEL NORTE ..icnsncens 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
FQUAL ...einnaes 33.3 33.3 35.7 30.8 46.7
SOME +i.isusnaana 33.3 6.7 21.4 30.8 33.3
Little ..ovuvsn 20,0 40,0 35.7 7.7 13.3
Note cosvesvenas 13,3 20.0 7.1 30.8 6.7
(N=15) (N=14) (N=15) (N=15) (N*15)
EL BORATN0 sevvnvvoens 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal .. evineaas 53.3 57.1 60.0 66.7 66.7
Some se.uviaiasn 46.7 42.9 20.0 33.3 20.0
Little ..vieeenn 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 6.7
Nome seiesseians a.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 6.7
(N=15) (N=15) (N=15) (N=15) (N=14)
GLENN ,.eonvasaecoens 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Equal v.vvvvnaes 26,7 6.7 26.7 26.7 14.3
SOME severinvasa 53.3 73.3 53.3 33.3 35.7
Little .oviveusn 13.3 20.0 20.0 26.7 35.7
None »suisrurasas 6.7 0.0 0.0 13.3 14.3
(N=15) {N=15) (N=15) (N=14) (N=15)
HUMBOLDT ovvuvevvenes 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
EQUAL vecsivannn 60.0 20.0 40.0 35.7 66.7
Some i..enan [ 40.0 66.7 40.0 21.4 20.0
Lictle .....v.s . 0.0 13.3 13.3 21.4 0,0
None ...vuvnenon 0.0 0.0 6.7 21.4 13.3

*Butte reported that no phase movement decisions were made during June, July, and

August 1975.

SOURCE: Form B
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Fresno, and Calaveras.

TABLE 11

ESTIONS
WARD RESPONSES T0 TWO QUES
REGARDING PARTICIPATTON IN DECISION MAKTING
(IN PERCENT*)

2
XR\ < $$ S/ S8/ 2/ 8/ &
N S & S & S & 5 5
S/ ¥/ /) &/ S &
o = =10
QUESTION N=71 | ¥=10 [ N=10 | N=10 N=10 | ¥=10') N=6 | N=5 1
7o what degree do wards have
o e Tiving waic? o ot Lo | | st | ter |l e
are run on your living unit:
17 10
60 50 40 30 20 0
got/Quite a blt veverens 22 o > > % gg 28 gg gg
OMB s eeevrrsn caveseanms :
Not much/very little ... 25 10 10 0 30
How do you think most staff
feel about letting wards
participate 1n decizion made (2] (3] m (61 ] (6l (6] -
here at 0. H. Close
0] 20 \] 20
..... 35 60 40 70 20 3
Fee% g;:idabOUC ?% ..... .l 45 40 60 200 60 50 gg z; 28
Do 11Ke LE vivnromans o1 ol o] 10| 20| 20

*Numbers in brackets ind

{cate rank order of

1iviag units based on proportionate

i ion
d participation in decis
d in the positive categories of wart
reSEO“SeSEinCluizr OZescioi 1, Amador and Butte rank 1 and 2 1in p§02052322280f
:2§p2§ées %giiing wichin the positive categories, while Fresno and (a
rank 7 and 8, respectively.

To illustrate these Tesponse patterns,

{o'lows. On Amador,

- 20 -

some of the typical comments are as

Butte, and El Dorado, sample response

s to the first question

T - T — _:
b b bt R =

about ward participation were - "we have quite a bit of say," "lot of say”

"we get to talk about it," or 'some say." Concerning the second question on

staff reaction, the typical responses for the same living units were - "staff

like it," "they feel good about it," or "they don't mind it." TIn contrast,

on Fresno and Calaveras, the typical responses to the first question were -~

"not very much say,' "only on small things,'" or '"we have some say but staff

make the decision.” On the second question, the pattern for these units was

¢nly slightly less clear: Not untypical were responses such as "they don't
like it too much,"” "they don't care very wmuch," or "too much of a bother to
them."

However, these were mixed with more pesitive comments such as 'they

feel all right about it," and "they want us to."

To summarize the foregoing findings, the living units were categorized

in terms of high, medium, and low levels of ward participation based on the

several areas of decision making.7 As seen in Table 12, relatively high

levels of participation were generally found for El Dorado, Butte, and Amador;
medium levels for Del Norte and Humboldt; and comparatively low levels for

Glenn, Fresno, and Calaveras. The units categorized in this manner will be

used in the analysis to be presented in the next section.

See Appendix B for definition of categories.
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TABLE 12 IMPACT MEASUREMENTS ‘

UNITS CATEGORIZED ACCORDING TO

0. H. CLOSE SCHOOL LIVING SASED ON FOUR CRITERTA

ION IN DECISION—MAKING
S To assess the probable impact of the participatory management system, the

{cipati . o . elam
DECISION AREAS (Tables 8-10) ] S NTERVIENS level of ward participation among the various living units was analyzed rela
Table 11) . ;.
CASE CONFERENCES |LIVING UNIT RULES PHASE MOVEMENT* ( tive to several measures of program functioning. The latter medsures were
MED. | LOW
) W [ HIGH [ MED. | LOW | HIGH . . . P . ;o
LIVING UNITS HIGH Mﬁiw 1OW | HIGH | MED. | 1O limited to those for which an appreciable association was found with partici-
1 e
L porad X XXX X patory management, namely, incidence of minor disciplinary actions, friquency
El Dorado «e.seves .
XXX .
BULLE evovvennanser| XXX = - of lockups, and mean scores on subscales of the Correctional Institutien En-
XK .
AmadoT coeevrs cadee o X vironment Scale.
Del NDLLE coeevesse o
h.9,0.8 :
Humboldt ...vee-ver o XX Featured in Table 13 are trends in the incidence of reported minor dis-
Glenn cecessvovsens XXX . . . . . . ‘ P
— XXX ciplinary actiouns as compared to the levels of ward participation in decision
Fresgno «.eoves srees X
calaveras pasd o "R . making among the eight living units. It should be noted that comparisons in
Ca I I

hase Movement because data were not avail-

the frequency of disciplinary actions between units would be of questionable
%Butte and Fresno could not be categorized on P . y , , q

sufficient number of months. . L. . . .
able for validity because of procedural differences in the extent to which minor behav-

ioral infractions are reported among the units. However, it is reasonable to
assume that standards for reporting the infractions within a living unit were
consistent during the study period, so that an analysis can be made of these

trends for each unit.

Inspection of Table 13 brings to light an interesting relationship.. It
appears that "igh levels of ward participation are associated with generally
decreasing trends in minor disciplinary actions, whereas, low levels of parti-
cipation are related to increasing or fluctuating trends. Thus, El Dorado,
Butte, and Amador, which were previously shown to have high levels of ward in-
volvement in decision making, consistently show decreasing trends in discip-
linary actions, while the reverse relationship is apparent for Fresno and Cala-
veras, the units with low levels of ward participation.

- 32 -
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TABLE 13

‘ ATTON
; By LEVEL OF WARD PARTICIP
i NOR DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS,
NUMBER OF T IN DECISION MAKING AMONG LIVING UNITS
' JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975

PARTICIPATION - ocT
LEVEL gz z%%gNG UNIT TREND JUN JUL AUG W
715 840 789
Decreasing 874 858
TOTAL o+ soosaorvessnosorstrans ;
High Ward participation . )
56
..... .. ... |Decreasing 130 76 e o
gttzzrado '..::.......... Decreasing lgg 1;2 22 o %
I Necreasing
AmadoT cevesssrennense R
Medium Ward Participation Fluctuating .
210 85
i vues.vs |Fluctuating S0 133 239 e
361b§i§§e o .., Fluctuating 203 130 179 .
uml PP
Low Ward Participation ; ,
6 72
1 AP ... |Fluctuating 120 146 ?g 127 12
e :.... ...... ,..lIncreasing 9 g b 2o 159
2:?2::r;;................ Increasing 117 17

i locku
Table 14 displays trends in the frequency of wards placed in the P

l

b ‘

gorized by level of ward participation in decision making.

i i ion in the
Although no SErong relationship is evident, there is a suggestl

i“? tren s 1 tl!e num er © wardas se t o} ocKU 3 W o] the t ree
. d ‘ f d ¥ f ],, ].

g r b u
Witkl hl h W3 d axr

i i i r trends.
| medium and low levels of participation fail to show any clea
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TABLE l4.

NUMBER OF WARDS SENT TOQ LOCKUP UNIT BY LEVEL OF WARD PARTICIPATION
IN DECISION MAKING AMONG LIVING UNITS
JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975

LEVEL OF WARD PARTICIPATION
BY LIVING UNIT TREND JUN JUL AUG SEY 0oCT

TOTAL «cvvvvens veeaens veiveend . 126 94 44 63 83
High Ward Participation

El Dorado ..vsvrennvnrens Decreasing 20 5 6 S 4

BUEEE +eveesiornesereonons Fluctuating 6 7 6 3 7

Amador .......vevev0s....|Decreasing 21 22 5 4 7
Medium Ward Participation

Del Norte «.oeenvens «ess [Fluctuating 24 10 2 3 21

Humboldt ...... fevensanes Fluctuating 18 4 4 18 8
Low Ward Participation

Glemn ..icevevnvenncvanas Fluctuating 18 29 15 16 17

Calaveras viceeviivavenes Fluctuating 19 17 6 14 19

Although not presented in this section of the report, two additional types

of data were examined as possible indicators of impact exerted by the participa-

tory management system (see Appendix C). One body of data pertains to the num-

ber of calls for assistance from security staff among the living units during
the period June to October 1975, by which time all units had completed training

in participatory management. The second set of data relates to the number of

grievances filed by wards during the same period. Both sets of data were ana-
lyzed with reference to living units categorized according to "high", "medium",
and "low" levels of ward participation in decision making, as defined earlier.

Analysis of these data did not disclose any systematic relationship between

level of ward participation in decision making and either the number of calls

for assistance from security staff or the number of grievances filed among

- 35 -



Al i

1iving units durin
portant to mnote that the unit in

filed was also the un

tion. This result would seem to cont

tioning unit does not have

From another perspective, it ¢
with relatively high levels of
pared to units with relatively low le
based on measures of the Cc
1ight on this question,

of participation were compare

g the period under consider

e st

it categorized as having a

radict the notion that a

many grievances filed by

ward participation

vels manifested improvement

rrectional Tnstitution Environment Scale.

the living units with

d on the number of subscale

or negative shifts between testing periods.7

15, reveal an interesting pattern.

and upon completion
with high levels of participation gen

creases on more subscale

A similar pattern is seen between testing

months after completion of training) ,

training and severa

7 . . cqss . .
A more refined analysis utilizing analysis of vari

Over the testing period

of training in particilpatory management) ,

s than did the units with lo

as well as between 2-3

1 months thereafter) .

ation.

The results,

periods 1-3 (before trainin

In this regard, it is im-

which the largest number of grievances were

"high' level of ward participa-

n open, well funec-

its wards.

an be asked to what extent the living units

in decision making, as com=

To shed

"igh', "medium', and "low" levels

s which showed positive

the living units

erally displayed significant positive in-

w levels of participation.

ance is being considered for

inclusion in a supplemental technical report.
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in social climate

as summarized in Table

s 1-2 (before training

g and several .

(upon completion of

TABLE 15 :
NUMBER OF SUBSCALE - : ?
FNV IRONMENT SEZEEWIgg ¥2§£¥§¥E£222352VE SHIFTS ON CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION
; ; PERIODS AND LEVEL OF WARD
IN DECISION MAKING AMONG LIVING UNITS PARTICIPATION

-

NUMBER OF
NUMB
i SUBSCAng OF SUBSCALES WITH
;ﬁgﬁgﬁ;:ERIODS, BY LEVEL OF WARD e STONTFICANT: ¥
ATION AMONG LIVING UNITS INCREASE DECREASE INCREASE DECRE
CASE
TESTING PERIODS 1-2
High Ward Partici
pation *
El Dorado .....vivevenn g * ™ o T
BULEE seveieinaann ...... 8 : : :
Amador ......iiiennnn . . 7 ; ; o
‘e 7 [+]
Medium Ward Participation 7 ‘
Del Norte ....... eeenes 8 : ; ; ’
Humboldt ..... e ieann 6 ; ; 0
. 2 0
Low Watrd Participation 4.3
Glenn ..viivmciinnranss i o 152 :
Fresno ................: 4 ; : :
Calaveras ......cecsaess 7 g 3 0
3 0
TESTING PERIODS 1-3
High Ward Partici
pation
El Dorado seciciuens e 833 2 o i’y
Butte ....... ..........: 8 : K 0
Amador Ceereenrtenanee 8 % ; o
5 0
Medium Ward Partici
paticn
Del Norte ...oveveeas . 4;5 % 2e e
Humboldt ..............: 2 3 ‘ ;
0
Low Ward Participation 4.6
Glenn ceveeseveacrsuanss é 3 13 2
Presno euecseeceenanss . 4 : o :
Calaveras sieiseeinnsnss 8 i ; '
4 1 !
TESTING PERIODS 2-3
High Ward Participation
El Dorado ...,.... crenan ' 533 % ne H
BUECE eiucuinevsas reesen 7 2 3 o
Anador <..i.e. besenaans . 3 g ; ’
0 2
Medium Ward Participation 3
Del NOoTte .ovevrevnnnnns 1 . ) :
Humboldt ....ciiuweasnss 5 2 0 5
. 0 [
Low Ward Participation 2.6
Glenn .eveveveunnnoaninns i 53 y 3
Presno .... 11 . ! i |
Calaveras . 5 2 0 0 }
0 0 {
i

*Data are based onl
y on ward ratings, sinc
for staff ratings. See footnotes t; Tablg ;0 significant changes wers found

**Numbers in italics repres m o C >4
c P ent mean number of es W esignated pos ve
. 2 subscal 1th desi ted b 41
or n-'Bat:iVE clmnges between testing sessions
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CONCLUSIONS

The implementation of a Participatory Management System at 0. H. Close
School appeared to be a viable approach, as reflected overall by a {elétively
high level of ward participation. This conclusion is based on the finding
that appraisals by the majority of both wards and staff indicate considerable
equality in the degree of ward/staff participation in important areas of deci-

sion making affecting ward status in the institution.

There appeared to be some improvement in the functioning of the system
over time. This was specifically evident by the higher ratings of the degree
of ward participation during the last five months of the study period as com-

pared to the first four months.

The findings further indicate that the Participatory Management System is
associated with gains on measures of program efficacy. This generalization is
based on the following findings:

1) As the degree to which ward participate in the decision-
making process increased, the number of disciplinary actions
decreased over the same period of time.

2) There was considerable variation in ward participation
among living units, suggesting that the training was less

effective on those units, and/or not intensive enough.

3) On those living units where the system was functioning at
a relatively high level of ward participation, there was

- 39 -
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isciplinary actions and lock-

§ 1lining d ,
a clear trend of dec g those units where the system

ups. This did not occur on
was operating at a lower level.

i i ion' jal climate
Positive perceptions of the institution s SOC

i i stem
enerally increased after the 1mplegentat10n oi thitzz L
gnd the increase was largely maintained several moO

: ; - . ed.
when followup questionnalres were administer

- 40 -

%Aewmm;w;u ke e it s 3

LIST OF REFERENCES

French, Wendell, Organization Development: Objectives, Assumptions, and
Strategies. California Management Review, 1969, 12, p. 39.

Gerstl, Theodore, From do Your Own Time to Let's Get it Together, 01§mpia,
Washington: - Washington Department of Institutions, 1971.

Huber, George P. et. al. Guidelines for Combining the Judgements of Indi-

vidual Members in Decision Conferences, Academy of Management Journal,
1972, 15, pp. 161-174.

Marrow, Alfred J., Management by Participation, Harper and Row, 1967.

National Advisory Commission of Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. Cor-
rections. Washington: Government Printing Office, 1973.

Wilson, Thomas P., Patterns of Management and Adaptations to Organizational
Roles: A Study of Prison Inmates, Glaser, D., Carter, R. M. and Wilkins,
L. T., Correctional Institutions, J. B. Lippincott Company, 1972.

- 41 -



e R T N

i o, e o

B

APPENDIX A |

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS ENVIRONMENT SCALE
(CIES)

The CIES is a self-reporting, true-false questionnaire developed to mea-
sure selected environmental parameters of institutionally located correctional
8 ; . ,
programs. The 86 items of the instrument form nine subscales and are des-

cribed in Exhibit 1.

The first three subscales of Involvement, Support, and Expressiveness

are measures of relationship dimensions. They assess the extent to which wards

tend to become involved in the program, the extent to which staff support wards
and wards tend to support each other, and the extent of spontaneity and free

and open expression within all these relationships. Thus, they focus upon the
type and intensity of personal relationships among wards and between wards and

staff which exist in the program.

The next three subscales, i.e., Autonomy, Practical Orientation, and Per-
sonal Problem Orientation, are measures of person development or treatment
program dimensions. Each of these subscales assesses a dimension which is
particularly relevant to the type of treatment orientation a program has initi-
ated and developed. Autonomy assesses the extent to which wards are encouraged
to be self-sufficient and independent and to take responsibility for their own

4

For a detailed‘review of the CIES, see Moos, D, H., Evaluating Correctional
and Community Settings, John Wiley and Sons, 1975.
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decisions.
tion of staff.

Orientation reflec

i § orienta-
This is an important program variable and reflects a value

The subscales of Practical Orientation and personal Problem

. . . . -
t two major types of treatment orientations which are curren

i ractical pre-
ly in use in institutions. Some pragram place much emphasis on p

i i i in training for jobs,
! m the institution, as Xn
paration for the ward's release fro

n h [y n

* g

mensions.

i i i Staff
The last three gsubscales of Order and Organization, Clarity, and

i i i ions are system
Control measure system maintenance dimensions. These dimens y

i ifoning in
oriented in that they all are related to keeping the program functioning

an orderly, clear, organized, and coherent manner.

i in Exhi-
Examples of CIES items for each of the nine subscales are shown 1n EX

bit 2.
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Exhibit 1

CIES SUBSCALE DESCRIPTIONS

1.

w

Involvement

Support

Expressiveness

Autonomy

Practical Orien-
tation

Personal Problems
Orientation

Order and Organ-

ization

Clarity

Staff Control

measures how active and energetic wards are in the
day-to-day functioning of the program, i.e., inter-
acting socially with other wards, doing things on
their own initiative, and developing pride and group
spirit in the program.

measures the extent to which wards are encouraged to
be helpful and supportive towards other wards, and
how supportive the staff is towards wards.

measures the extent to which the program encourages
the open expression of feelings (including angry
feelings) by wards and staff.

assesses the extent to which wards are encouraged
to take initiative in planning activities and take
leadership in the program.

assess the extent to which the ward's environment
orients him towards preparing himself for release
from the program. Such things as training for new
kinds of jobs, looking to the future, and setting
and working towards goals are considered.

measures the extent to which wards are encouraged
to be concerned with their personal problems and
feelings and to seek to understand them.

measure how important order and organization is in
the program, in terms of wards (how they look),
staff (what they do to encourage order) and the
facility itself (how well it is kept).

measures the extent to which the ward knows what to
expect in the day~io-day routine of his program and
how explicit the program rules and procedures are.

assesses the extent to which the staff use measures
to keep residents under necessary controls, i.e.,

in the formulation of rules, the scheduling of acti-
vities, and in the relationships between wards and
staff.
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Exhibir 2

EXAMPLES OF CIES SUBSCALES ITEMS

1. Involvement

2. Support

3. Expressiveness

4. Autonomy

5. Practical Orien-

tation

6. Personal Problems

Orientation

7. Order and Organ-

ization

8. Clarity

]

Staff Control

"Wards put a lot of energy into what they do around
here."

"Wards in this program care about each other."
"Staff have very little time to encourage wards.'

"The staff help new wards get acquainted on the. liv-
ing unit." ‘

'"Wards are encouraged to show their feelings."
"People say what they really think around here."

"Wards are expected to take leadership in this pro-
gram.''

"The staff gives wards very little responsibility."

"This program emphasizes training for new kinds of
jobs."”

"Wards here are expected to work towards their goals."

"Discussions in this program emphasize understanding
perscnal problems."

"The staff make sure the living unit is always neat."

"The staff set an example for neatness and orderliness."

"If a ward's program is changed, someomne on the staff
always tells him vhy."

"Wards never know when a counselor will ask to see
them. "

"Staff don't order wards around."

"All decisions about the program are made by staff and
not by wards."

- 45 -
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The following d

to Tables 9 and 10:

High Level

Medium Level

Low Level

efinitions were used to categorize the units with reference

Unit's percentage of "Equal' participation ?atiﬁgs
are greater than or equal to the total institution
percentage for at least three of the five months.

Unit's percentage of "Equal'' participation ratings
are greater than or equal to the percentage obtalged
for the total institution percentage for two of the

five months.

Unit's percentage of "Equal" participation ratings
are less than the total institution percentage for
at least three of the five months.

- 46 -

APPENDIX B~

CATEGORIZATION OF WARD PARTICIPATION AND DECISION MAKING

To facilitate the analysis pertaining to levels of ward participatioun in

decision making among living units, the units were classified into "high",

"medium", and "low" categories according to their proportionate response dis-

tributions over the five-month study period. The following definitions were

used to categorize the units with reference to Table 8: ’

High Level -

Medium Level -

Low Level -

Unit's percentage of "Equal" participation ratings
are greater than or equal to the total institution
percentage for at least three out of the five months.
In addition, the unit's number of ratings are greater
than or equal to the expected number (total responses
for institution divided by number of living units)
for at least three of the five months.

Unit's percentage of "Equal" participation ratings
as well as the total number of ratings, are greater
than or equal to the percentage obtained for the
total institution for two of the .five months; or,
one of the two criteria - percentage ''Equal" ratings
and total unit responses - are met for three of the
five months.

Unit's percentage. of "Equal' participation ratings
are less than the total institution percentage for
at least three of the five months. In addition,

the unit's number of ratings are less than the ex-
pected number for 2t least three of the five months.
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APPENDIX C

TABLE C-1

NUMBER OF CALLS FOR ASSISTANCE FROM SECURITY UNIT
BY LEVELS OF WARD PARTICIPATION
IN DECISION MAKING AMONG LIVING UNITS
JUNE 1975 THROUGH OCTOBER 1975

LEVEL OF WARD PARTICIPATION

AMONG LIVING UNITS TOTAL JUN JUL AUG SEP QCT
TOTAL INSTITUTION 502 126 108 68 74 126
High Ward Participation| (173) (55) (29) (22) (18) (49)
El Dorado v.ovvvvnnn 67 24 9 9 5 20
J1100 o of - S, 41 13 6 6 4 12
Amador ....ceveennn 65 18 14 7 9 17
Medium Ward Participa-
tion (126) (28) (26) {(7) (25) (40
Del Norte ......... 82 22 19 3 12 26
Humboldt i.....ev.. 44 6 7 4 13 14
Low Ward Participation (203) (43) (53) (39) (3D (37)
Glenn v .vevennvnens 126 23 36 26 21 20
Fresnmo ..c.ocvievnann 9 1 3 12 1 2
Calaveras v...evess 68 19 14 11 9 15

it e i e S
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TABLE C-2

NUMBER OF GRIEVANCES FILED BY LEVELS OF WARD PARTICIPATION i /G\F>F)EET\J[>I)( [)
TN DECISION MAKING AMONG TIVING UNITS

JROUGH OCTOBER 1975 Form A
JUNE 1975 THROUGE (Col. 1-5) REPORT ON DECISIONS 1775
LEVEL OF WARD PARTICIPATION JUN UL AUG SEP QOCT : This form is to be completed by each person involved in D.D.M.S., Day Pass, Rec. of
AMONG LIVING UNITS TOTAL . ) referral to parole, Ward in C.C.C. and Grievance hearing decisions. For each of the
; following items. check the appropriate box. You should check only one box per fitem.
y - 75 18 12 Please compliete all items.
TOTAL, TNSTITUTION 156 (Col. 6)
. (73) 8) (22) (25) (10) (8) ; ; HALL: 1. [] Amador 3. [Jcalaveras 5. []El dorado 7. [] Humboldt
High gir% PagtIClpatlon 46 1 12 17 8 8 . 2. [ Butte 4. [] el Norte 6. [] Fresno 8. [ clenn
QTadO s+ 20000 00w 9 2 — -
7 3 - , {Col. 21)
Butte .......- 20 A 10 6 - - : (Col. 7) Item #2 Type of decision:
AmBGOT - pvrvere et ; tem #1 1. [ ] 0.0.M.5. dispositions
O , Check whether you are ward or staff: . PR P
Mgdium Ward Participa- (42) 6) (10) (24) - (2) : 1. [ ward 2. [ gzzFZiZ§C:ecisyons outside of Case
tion 6 1 4 1 - - : 2. [} staff
Del Norte ..veenovs 5 6 23 - 2 : ' 3. [] Recommendation at Case Conference
Humboldt o ceeve s 36 . dealing with freedom-referral, fur-
s sy |- sy | @ | @& | @ ; (col. 8-13) toush, day pass
Low Ward Participation ( 9 15 2 1 {tem #3 k. [] Ward/Staff participation at Case
Glenn ....ovvves PR 20 - _ 1 2 - . Date you completed this report: Conference
Fresno ..... cennan 12 ~ 3 10 4 1 5. [ Grievance hearing
Calaveras ..... Wonth  Day = Yr.~ (Col. 22) (Col. 23)
ltem #5 Number of ltem #6 Number of
staff participating | wards participating
(Col. 14-19) in decision: in decision:
tem #4 1. [] None 1. ] None
Date decision was made: 2. [] Ore 2. E] One
e 3. [ Two 3. ] Two
Honth Day Yr. 4, [] Three b, [] Three
5. [] 4 or more 5. []4 or more
{Col. 20)
Item #7

Check the box which you feel most closely represents your opinion of how the decision
was reached: :

1. [j The decision or decisions made were reached without much discussion or trying
to find out how others felt. Staff decided what to do and then told the others
involved.

2. [] Before the decision or decisions were made, questions were asked about it and
the people involved had some chance to say how they felt. However, staff made
the final decision themselves.

3. [] Before the decision or decisions were made, there was a lot of talk about what
should be done. * All people involved in the matter talked it over and had a
chance to say how they felt. However, the final decision or decisions were
made by the staff,

L, [] Everyone involved in making the decision or decisions were involved. Both
wards and staff cooperated equally in deciding what should be done.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING IN THIS FORM

Fil1l in all items on the form.

{Col. 1-5)
Hall

{tem |

Item 2

item 3

ftem 4

ltem 5

ltem 6

ltem 7

=

1]

!

Leave blank - for Research use only.

The appropriate living unit for the decision making process will be
checked.

Check whether you are wa d or staff: Check either ward or staff
depending upon the person completing the form.

Type of Decision: Check one of the five boxes depending on the
type of decision made.

Use 1 if a decision was made about a DDMS disposition through
Joint action by both wards and staff.

Use 2 if joint decisions involving wards and staff about day passes
were made but not in Case Lonference.

Use 3 if a recommendation is made at Case Conference concerning a
freedom issue (referral, day pass, furlough, etc.).

Use &4 if wards sit as regular members of the.Case Conference
Committee and ratings are being made of decisions made by the
Committee.

Use 5 if the matter involves a grievance hearing.

Date you completed this report: Enter the month, day, an@ year on
which you are completing this form. All spaces must bg fitled in.
For example, if the date is February 5, 1975, enter this as - 02
05 15:

Date decision was made: Enter the date on which the decision was
actually made. Usually this will be the same date as for ltem 3.
Again, fill in all spaces.

Numbér of staff participating in decision: Check the‘a?proprtate
box for the number of staff participating in tﬁat dec;s;on: For
example, if there were no staff participating in that particular
decision then box #1 would be checked.

Number of Wards participating in decision: Check the_aqproprlate
box for the number of wards participsting in that‘dectsson. Eor
example, if there are two wards sitting on the grievance commat?ee
and you are evaluating the decision making process of that committee
then box #3 would be checked.

Check the box which you feel most closely represents your opinion of
how the decision was reached: Considering the way in which Fhe deci-
slon was reached or the series of decisions were reached during a par-
tlcular meeting, the appropriate box should be checked. |f evaluat!ng
only one decision, select the choice that most closely rgpres?nts, in
your opinion, how that decision was made. |f you are evaluating more
than one decision, choose the one that fits the way most of the deci-
slons were made. "

s

Hall

Form B
HALL POLICY AND PHASE MOVEMENT DECISIONS 1/75

~

«

Month

Check only one box for each question.

QUESTION 71

Check whether you are ward
or staff: . E] Ward

2. [] staff

Thinking back over the last month, how were most decisions made concerning
hall policies?

[ 4

QUESTION #2

Thinking back
which program

] 1.
Enjs

Staff usually made the decision and then they told the wards.
I and other wards had little or no say in what happened. Ve
were only told after the decision was made. ;

Before the decision was made there was some talking with wards
about what should be done. Staff asked some questions about
how we thought it should be and then they decided what to do.

Before any changes were made, there was a lot of talk between
wards and staff about what should be done. | or other wards
had a chance to say how we felt. However, staff made the fi-
nal decision about how things would be.

Both ward and staff worked together in deciding on new poli-

cies or changing old ones. Both wards and staff had equal
say in how things would be.

over the last month, how were most decisions made concerning
phase wards would be in?

Decisions about which phase a ward should be in were usually
made by staff. Wards had little if any say about it.

Before decisions were made about wards, there was some talk-
ing between wards and staff and some questions asked. How-
ever, the decisions were really up to staff.

Before any changes were made about the phase a ward was in,
both wards and staff had a chance to talk it over and share

their feelings. However, the final decisions were still up
to staff.

Both wards and staff got together and cooperated in deciding
questions about phase movement. Both wards and staff had an
equal chance to share in the decisions that were made.
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INSTRUCTIONS - for completing Form B - Hall Policy and Phase Movement
Decisions.

i during the third full week of each month, the Social Worker on
Zzzﬁt;:?l wil}gcontact every fifth ward on the Hall Roster and four st?ff
members (Senior Youth Counselor, Lead Teacher and ?wo Youth Cogn?el?rs
and have each person complete DIG Form B. The Social Worker will a s?d
complete the form. A total of 10 wards and 5 staff on gach h§11f§h?9
complete the forms each month. The ward shqu]d have privacy in ;; ing
out the form and the replies kept confidential. All items should be

filled in.

‘ f) should be forwarded to
Once completed, the 15 forms (10 wards and 5 staf :
the Information Coordinator by no later than 5:00 P.M. on Friday of the
third full week of each month.
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Form C

/75
-LEVEL A D.D.M.S. REPORT FORM

Hall ‘ Month

INSTRUCTIONS:

This form will be completed in duplicate each month by the Senior Youth Coun-
selor. One copy will go to the TTS and one copy to the Information Coordina-
tor's Office. Deadline will be 5:00 P.M. on the second working day following

the end of the reporting period., The reporting period will be the calendar
month.

The number of Level A D.D.M.S. actions in each of the following dreas will be
tabulated for the month and noted in the proper box: g

Fight without injury: combat or physical struggle between two or more
individuals where no injury occurs. fnjury is
where there is visible or medically defined trau-
ma to the body.

Racial Agitation: Verbal or non-verbal expressions which are racial
in nature and designed to elicit a negative emo-
tional reaction from one or more persons.

Other non-seilf ;
managing behavior: Any irresponsible behavior except those previously
mentioned which result in Level A documentation

and/or deprivation. Examples would be horsepiay,
out of bounds, etc.

Total Level A D.D.M.S. actions should be entered in the final box. This
should be equal to the total of the first three boxes.

LEVEL A - Fights without Injury

LEVEL A - Racial Agitation

LEVEL A - Other non-self managing behavior

TOTAL LEVEL A D.D.M.S.

Prapared by:

Date:
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