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HIGHLIGHTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

 The Soclal, Personal and Community Experience Program (SPACE) 1s a 90-day

pte-parolevand intensive parole program for young men and women under the
jurisdiction of the California Youth Authority. Upon completion of the
pte—parole ﬁhase, wardé continue to be supervised on parole by SPACE parole
agents. 'About one-third of the SPACE parclees are provided initial short-
term placement'in the SPACE group homes. The program is located in Los

Angeles and became operational in October 1973.

The present research report 1s based on the first 12 months of the SPACE
program implementation and deals only with the 90-day pre-parole phase.
Five program goals are evaluated. The parcle followup analysis will be

covered In a subsequent report.

Among the major findings revealed by the study are the following:

'I. During the first year of operation, the program admitted 86 wards
from a total of 275 applicants. About 70 percent of the first
year admissions successfully completed the community residential
phase and were paroled; about 30 percent failed to complete the
pre—parole‘phase and were returned to other Youth Authority

institutions.

II." Of the first-year admissions, 91 percent were males and nine
percent females. The median age was 20.6. About 54 percent were
Black, 27 percent White, and 19 percent of Mexican-American
descent. Approximately 46 percent of the wards were property

]

offenders, 45 percent persons offenders, six percent drug offenders,
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" and the remainder other types of offenderé. The majority

(54 percent) had histories of escapes,df runaways.

I11. Sevexal background‘variables diffepe;tiatedVWards,who success-
i7 ;«»:~."/ o fuliy completed the 90—day'résidehfial phasé from those who
L failed to do so. The succgsseéxwere more likély to be wards’

wholéére Black, first admissioné to the Youth Authority, wards
with a brief delinquent history, those who had no record of
vescapes or‘ruhaways,‘or'ﬁards transferred from Ventura School,
Karl Holton School, Southern Reception Center Clinic, and
fbrestry camps. Several background variables also differenti—

' ated wards who escaped from the SPACE center from those who did
not;“The eééépees more often were White or Mexican-Americant
had a histdry of prior escapes or runaways; had instant offenses
not inVolving persons; or were juvenile court rather than

criminal court commitments.

IV. SPACE parple administrators as compared to statewide regular
. parole administrétors spent more time on managerial functions
S ] (44 percent vs. 31 pefcent, respectively) but considerably less
| e timé on casé ménagéﬁént activitieS‘(27 percent vs. 43 percent).
SPACE parbleiagenta‘with caseloads‘as compared to'their counter-
‘iF f‘ ’pafts in regular parole ﬁnits statewide spent almost twice as

much time on direct client services (58 percent vs. 32 percent).

V. Alternate statistical models were tested for predicting the
program performance of SPACE residents. These models included

the use of wnrd‘backgrouﬁd variables, personality inventory
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scores, and a combination of these two types of data. Based
on the latter model, success or failure in completiﬁg the pfe—
parole program could be predictéd-most accurately, namely, for 85

percent of the sample group pf wards.

The use of three different treatment modalities did not appeaf'
to have a significant effect upon success or failure in complet-
ing the 90-day residential program. In conjunction with certain

ward background characteristics, however, treatment modality was

" found to have a significant effect upon length of stay in the

program. Thus, for wards with extensive prior delinquent records,
a multiple approach involving reality therapy, and individual or
group psychotherapy along with role training appeared to be the

most effective for maximizing length of stay.

Wards who successfully completed the SPACE pre-parole phase
revealed few significant attitudinal changes, as reflected on
scales of a personality inventory (Personal Orientation Inventory).
However, they did tend to become more flexible in the application
of their values, and more capable of developing close relationships
with other people. On the other hand, the successes generally were
less accepting of the’values of self-actualized persons at the end

of the pre-parole phase.

"Based on a preliminary sample, the arrest records of the SPACE pre-

parole residents were compéred with those of similar wards assigned
to the regular parole program. - About nine percent of the SPACE

residents as compared with 30 percent of the regular parolees had
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been arrested during thg first three‘mphéhs in thé“commuﬁity.
Moreover, only abéut one percent of the SPACE wards had been
arrested and charged with a felony éé compared to lg'percent of
the regular parolees who had been convicted of new.fﬂionies

which were reported during the first 90 days in thv community.

IX. Approximately 98 percent of the wards who successfully completed
the 90-day residential program were employed and/or in school at
release to parole.

‘ Recomméndations

1. Wards with a history of prior escapes and/or runaways.either
should be excluded from the SPACE program or regarded as
very high escape risks.

2. Wards with a lengthy delinquent history (10 or more prior
delinquent contacts) should be exposed to the multiple treat-
ment modality of reality therapy, individual or group
psychotherapy and role training.

3. A l5-month parole follow-up study, based on two years of

SPACE admissions and matching wards in regular parole, should
be completed to determine if the social benefits of increased
community protection and ward employment found during the
first year of the SPACE parole program continue:

b. With a less intensive treatment program, that is,
special parole supervision in the community as
opposed to 24-hour-a-day residential supervision.




INTRODUCTION -~

This is the first research report on the Social, Personal and Community
Experience (SPACE) program, a California Youth Authority (CYA) demonstration
project financed entirely by state funds. The SPACE program is a coeduca-

tional,kcommunity-based, 90-day residential pre-parole and intensive parole

program for young adult offenders who plan to reside in Los Angeles County
upon release from a CYA institution. It is located in Hollywood in a lower
middle income neighborhood consisting primarily of multiple family dwellings

and small businesses. The project was implemented in October 1973.

The purpose of the research evaluatilon during the first year of the project

was to assess five of the program goals, which are as follows:

1. To provide a short-term, community-based residential treat-
Zient program for selected older male and female wards, thus
offering a more realistic social environment than a geographi-
cally isolated, one-sex institution.

2. To provide .temporary detention for 30 female wards pér year
from Los Angeles County, thus reducing travel costs, loss of

agent time in transit, and length of stay in detention in
more costly CYA facilities. )

3. To examine the use of three types of treatment modalities in
a model community project. '

4. To insure community protection by a high degree of supervi-
sion in a semi~-closed setting.

5. To assist wards in obtaining employment and/or training so
that at least 40 percent will be partially self-supporting
during SPACE residence, and all will be employed or in some
kind of subsidized academic or trade training program at
release to parole. '
The information about the program in the present report is based upon the

first 12 months of operation. The findings with regard to wards pertain

only to those in the pre-parole or residential phase of the ptogram. A
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' dgs;tiption,of the parole phasé‘qf the project and an assessment of three
‘ adaifibnal prograﬁ goals wiil be the subject of é‘separate,report to be

‘published in 1976.

* EVALUATION METHOD

4~ The fifst year evaluation is based on the collection and statistical analysis
of ward background and program performance data as related to ward selection

»and‘outcOme in the residential or pre-parole phase of the project.

"'Desigp and Data Collection

A descriptionkof the SPACE program was accomplished by site visits, inter-

views with Wards,and staf£, and a parole agent time study. The latter was

N dope‘in Hafch l974 for the purpose bf showing how parole agents function in

a community-basedviﬁstitutional program, and how their functions differ from

parole'staff 1 the regular CYA parole program. The results of these efforts,

- along with assessment of the goal pertaining to use of the center for tem-

porary detention, are presented in the Program Description section of the

: :epbrt.

" The évaluation of the other three program goals considered in this report

is prQSeﬁtéd under Findings. This section covers an analysis of ward

chatacteriétics;“program"performancéidata and outcome data. Ward background

'jcha:ACteristicsvwere'examihedfih terms of personal, sbcial,‘and’delinquency

Jdgta;whiéh~wer¢ obtained from clinical case éummaries, administration of two

'~f'§er§¢nélity inventories, and records maintained as part of the SPACE program

. eVéluatibn.



Program performance and outcome data relating to the 90-day residential
| phasé in’SPACEVincluded the following{ Number of diéciplinary actions
~reported, number of arrests, employment status, days in the residential phase,

and success or failure categorization within the residential phase.

Additional program data were collected to ascertain treatment modalities used
and staff ratings of ward pérformance. The project social worker and other
SPACE staff were intervieﬁed'monthly to determine which of several treatment
modalities (i.e., reality therapy, roie training, individual therapy wiﬁh
social’w0rker) were being used with each resident. Ai the conclusion of the
residential phase, parole agents were asked’to rate the resident's overall
pétformance in the pre-parole phase on a 5-point scale. For residents who
completéd the residential phase and were paroled, agents were also asked to
provide data about the primary casework orientation at time of release to

parole.

Furthermore, the Personal Orientation Inventory (POI) by Everett L. Shostrom
was administered on a pre-poét basis with a sample df wards who were exposed
to the 90-day pre-parole program.1 Using the before and afﬁer measures on
the inventory, the aim was to determine if participation in the SPACE program
was assoclated with changes in self;actualizing attitudes. The POI measures
self-actualization on seven dimensions, as described in the Findings Section.
This inventory was administered by the wfiter and used primarily for the

evaluative aspects of SPACE.

1The same residents were tested twice with a single form of the inventory.
- In computing the mean square differences pre~to-post on the inventory scales,
a correlation for same subjects and same test was taken into account. =
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‘P,Finally, the FIRO—B inventory (Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orienta— ~

tion—Behavior) by ‘William Schutz was administered to residents upon entry ‘

‘ints SPACE. This inventory contains three basic dimensions of social inter-

actions, as indicated in the text of thls report. The project social worker

k administered the FIRD-B which was used in treatment planning as well as for

the SPACE research evaluation.

\‘~Arrangements have been madevfor a:lontherm follow-up of parole performance
"based on a matched: pairs design which was initiated in January 1974.

- Accordingly, SPACE wards who have completed the residential phase and have

been paroled are‘being matched on several demographic characteristics with

vsards”in the regular Youth Anthority institutions-parole program. Both

groupsrare then'followed‘in the community for 15 months in order to evaluate

two program goals relating to recidivism. Preliminary findings emerging from

"this study will be reported in 1976

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

 The SPACE center is the only California Youth Authority facility which

functions both as an institution and a parole program. It provides selected

'wardsyan'opportunity to shift gradually over a 3-month period from the
o highly‘structured environment and dependence fosteredfby a closed setting to

'.the’freedOm,and independence of community living.

‘Prog Philosophy

VVSPACE was established as a program model to demonstrate that gradual
- reintegration of ex-offenders into the community is a viable concept, “and

' “that it can best be accomplished if the facility is located in a metropolitan
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area withra wide variety of eﬁployment opportunities, adequate public trans-
portation, and access‘to human service agencies. Moreover, the close super-~
vision prbVided by a community4based institution is seen as a way of iﬁcreas—
ing protection ﬁo the community while the resident war&é are re-entering

soclety.

Program Staffing

The SPACE residential center has a staff of 30.5 positions,’as described
below. §Since SPACE represents a unique model within the Youth Authority,
it seems worthwhile to mention the major staff functions in relation to the

program's basic operation.

The project director, a Youth Authority Administramor I, is responsible
for program development’and implementation, community and departmental
liaison, and coordination of supervisory staff. The assistant project
director, a Parole Agent (PA) II1I, supervises three PA IIs, is responsible
for budgeting, management and maintenance of the physical plant, and acts

for the project director in hef absence.

Of the three PA IIs, two function as staff supervisors. One acts as

; residential treatment supervisor for custody staff and coordinates the two
parole gréup homes operated by SPACE. The other’serves as casework supervisor
to the center parole staff. The third PA 1I 15 a project specialist,‘who,
with the aide of a Correctional Program Assistant, seeks to obtain employ-
ment for and maintains a record of jobs found by residents during their pre-

parole period. The PA II apeéialist also serves as the project's training
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officer and,coordinétor,bf hearings for theyDisciplinary‘Decision Making

,“System:(DDMS)z.

Eaéﬁ‘bf tﬁe four PA Is in SPACE functions primariiy on separate treatment
‘tgams during the pre-parole period of the program. A treatment tegm~consists
of a PA I, a Youth Counselor, and a}Correctional Pfogram Assistant. Assist-
1ng thesge féur teams are a socia1 ﬁorkér; a teacher, and the‘PA IT employment

spéciélist, as well as consultants: in reality therapy and role playing
techniques. Case decisions are made joihtly‘by‘the treatment team during the
pre—pafole period. . However, after the SPACE resident is paroled, the PA I

assumes full responsibility for the ward's case supervision.

The project social worker, assisted by two social work graduate students,
coordinates the center treatment program. These staff members work closely
with each treatment team, conduct a casework assessment of each new’reSident,
and provide psychotherapy to those résidents who wish to participate. The
social work staff also holds special counseling groups in family life educa-

"~ tion; pre-marital counseling, drug and alcohol rehabilitation.

“In aésisting the treatment teams, the SPACE program teacher furnishes
several essential services. These include assessing the academic needs of
new residents, determining their vocational interests and aptitudes, and
providing ¢1assroom guidance in remedial subjects and community survival

skills. The latter involves such aspects as helping the residents obtain a

2This system consists of a formal procedure for the thorough investigation
and fair disposition with respect to cases of ward misconduct or rule infrac-
tions in Youth Authority institutions, including the SPACE pre-parole program.
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valid driver's license, filling out employment applications, applying for

credit, opening a bank account, etc.

All project staff members have been trained by the consultants in reality
thefapy3 and role training. Both of these treatment modalities are oriented
to behavior in the here and now, and are used in daily interactions with
residents, as well as in small and large group counseling. The rele train-
ing-cbnsultant meets for four sessions with each new group of residents

and the treatment team. The reality therapy consultant works primarily with

‘project staff and the large counseling group.

Small groups are the vehicle for exploring individual problems intensively.
Large groups serve as a means of opening up.communications between all
residents and the staff on duty, and are used to promote ward responsibility
for program planning and resolving difficulties that arise in daily living

at the center.

Service Time Distribution for Parole Agents

To shed 1ight’on the proportionate time generally spent by SPACE parole agents
for major’service categories, they were included in a parole time study that
was conducted by the Department in March 1974. The resulting data comparing
SPACE and statewide time distributions among parole service categories are
detailed in Appendices A and B. Among the salient patterns emerging from

these data are the following.

3For a comprehensive description of this technique, thé reader 1is referred
to Reality Therapy: A New Approach to Psychiatry, by William Glasaer, M.D.
Harper and Row, Publighers, Inc., New York, N Y., 1965.
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_fFirst, from‘%ppendix‘Anit‘appears%thatiSPACE administrative staff as compared

:tebétateWide.adniniStrators spent more time {44 percent vs. 31 percent) on
 menegerial fenctiens'(e.g.;vsteff;supervisien; office/center responsibilities
eand'progrem.develonment) On the other hand SPACEfadninistrators7spent
“considerably less time than statewide parole adminibtrators (27 percent wvs.

_43 percent, respectively) on case management activities (e.g., case review

and recording, parole violations, and other case—related activities).

’Second, there was relatively little overall difference between the afore-

mentioned two. groups on administrative functions (departmental assignments,

professional development, public relations/resource development, and travel).

‘It is notable, however, that SPACE staff spent about twice as much time on

; professional development as statewide parole administrators, which probably

reflects the considerable involvement of SPACE staff with the project treat-

ment consultants.

Third, it is clear that the service time distribution of SPACE Parole

Agents I differs appreciably from that of their counterparts in the regular

Youth Authority,parole program. The data in this regard are shown in

Appendix B. SPACE PA Is spent almostftwice as much time on direct services

~ as compared to agents statewide. Moreover, SPACE agents devoted only about

one-fpnrth as much time to parole violation investigations, and half as much

tinefto administratirendutiEB as statewide case-carrying agents.

_The'foregoing differences between SPACE parole agents and their counter-

parts in regular parole programs can ba 1arge1y explained on the basis that

a) SPACE agents generally work on the ward 1iving unit at the residential

center,fmaking“them more accessible to assist with case problems; and
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b) SPACE agents have much smaller céseloadé, which enables them to provide
more caée services‘and requires less timé for parole violation:pfocedures;
¢) SPACE custody‘staff assumes officer of the day functions,,ﬁhich relieves‘
SPACE case-carrying agents of a large proportion of time expended for

administrative duties.

Program Environment

The SPACE physical plant consists of three buildings. ' The main building is
a 25=-bed residential center with ward living quarters and parole agent offices
on one side and administrative offices and a classroom on the other. Both
wings of the main bullding are carpeted; and, bright contemporary colors have
been used to create a home-like atmosphere. 1In the center of the residential
facility is a modern kitchen and dining room, a c¢onference room and a
:esideht day room equipped with a pool table, card tables and color TV. A
large arts and crafts room is located in the center's basement. Outside,

off the dayroom, is a large paved patio for light exercise; and, part of

the center parking lot is used dufing the early evening hours and on weekends
for tennis or basketball practice. It should be mentioned that the center
recreation program also includes supervised community outings tc movies,

sports and entertainment events, beach and camping trips.

Adjacent to the residential center are twé three~bedroom houses which provide
separate living quarters for four male and four female wards who have been
released on parole. Although the two group homes are intended primarily for
former SPACE residents, they occasionally accommodate parolees from Los
*Angelea regular parole units on a temporary basis. The wdmen's group home

is operated by a young married couple. A single male college student manages
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'the'men's group home. The SPACE group home managers live in the homes and
aré mihimally involved in the center residential program, .

Screening and Selection of Wards

, Ihe_projéécfisvdesigned for the more emotionally mature young adult offender
who can cop§ with some stress, who 1s motivated to accept responsibility for
himself socially and,financially, éﬁd who has no more than three months of

,‘gq_institutibnal time to éerve,: Sévetal:stepsﬂaré‘iﬁvolved in the selection

of residents for the project.

'First,’a ward must apply for the program by completing an‘application form
‘deSigned by SPACE staff. (See Appendix'c.) Then, a counselor on the living
'unit at the institutioh reviews the application and makes an independent
evaluation of the ward on a'standard form provided by'the project. - (See
Appendix D.) Each month the institution notifies SfACE of the number of

applicants, and personal interviews with SPACE staff are scheduled.

The third step 18 a pre~screening by SPACE staff members. Team staff visits
‘ the ward at the institution to review his or her‘apﬁliCation and detérmine‘
" if he or she'meeté the project eligibility criteria, which are as follows:
1. Ward must be between 18 and 25'years of age;
2.4 Ward may be male or female;

3. Ward must plan‘to reside in Los Angeles County after being paroled
from the p:eiparole program; and,

4. Ward may come from any Youth Authority institution, camp or
. reception center.

Whrdé who do not meet the age or residence requirement are advised of their
, 'ineligibility during the interview and are encouraged to re-apply when they

reach 18 or feel they will be ablé_to meet the residence requirement,
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The fourﬁh step’in the screening piocésg,is the selecfion of candidates by
" the SPACE classification committee, which coﬁsistS’bf the projeét diréctor,
the assistéﬁt pfcject dire;tor, the casewofk sﬁpervisor, tﬁe,social worker,
‘Qhe teacher and the treatment teaﬁ responsible for screening applicants at

Y.A. institutions during the current month.

Although not stated explicity, cerﬁain additional criteria appear to be
important factors in selecting applicants.  For examplé, wards with histqries
of extensive drug involvement or several eséapes from correctional facilities
generally are not accepted for the SPACE program. Ideally, seven candidatesb
per month are accepted for the pre-parole program; with reports of acceptance
sent to the various institutibns for presentation to the Youth Authority

'Board.

Final screening for the SPACE program is done by the Youth Authority Board.
Sometimes wards accepted by SPACE staff are declared ineligible for the
program by the Board; however, wards may re-apply for the program and be

accepted by the Board at a later date.

Program Phases

Each month a new group of residents enters the SPACE center. The SPACE preF
parole program entails three distinct phases. ‘During the first;or orienta-
tion ph#se, the resident's vocational and personal needs are assessed, and the
‘ward 1s assigned a center job. Wards are paid $1.65 per hour for work per-
formed 6n their center jobs. Each resident must pay the center $2.00 per

day rent from the date of arrival. Initially, rent is paid from center job

earnings and later from the resident's outside employment.
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wTypically,'Phase I lasts twd weeks during which time the resident is not
éligible‘fér passes or furioughs. However, he can leave the center to look
fér(a job or to participaté in é group outing if accompanieé by a staff
member. At‘thé conclusion of Phase I, the resident participates in a case
staffing with the treatment team, At which time goals for the next phase are

set.

 During Phase II of the pre-parole program, the resident becomes involved

in a wqu,kand/or school or training program outside the center. The

résident is pefmitted to have work and free-time passes but must arrange in
advancé with the treatment team for passes. The duration of Phase II varies
ftom~t§6 to eight weeks, depending upon the individual's ability to find a jobk
or become enrolled in a school or training program, use of work’and free time
passés, and general behavior in the program. At the end of Phase 1II, the
fesident again participates in a case staffing with the treatment team to

review ﬁis progress and goals.

In Phase IiI, the laét phase of the pre-parole program, the resident is
_eligible fOr weekend furloughs. A furlough is limited in duration, must
‘have a purpose and be approved by.the project director or assistant project
director;t This final phase of the pre-parole program has a minimum duration
of two weeks and is focused on the resident's placement plans when he is

paroled.

~During his last week in residence, the resident is involved in a transition
case conference with the parole agent, at which time the Conditions of Parole

are discussed and his plans and goals modified, if necessary. Prior to
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being paroled from SPACE, he is required to appear before the Youth Authority

Board and discuss his progress and plans,

Utilization of Parole Group Homes

During the first year of the SPACE program, apptoximately 37 percent (22) of
the 60 SPACE residents wﬁo successfully completed the residential program
and were paroled, returned to the community via the SPACE group homes.
Twenty of the former SPACE residents occupying the parole group homes during
the first 12 months of operation were males and two were females. The male
group home was occupled primarily by former SPACE residents. The mean stay
of males in the parole group home was about one month and ranged from three
to five weeks. By contrast, the mean stay for female wards in their group
home was 2% months but ranged from one day to seven months. Since only two
femaies from the SPACE residential program were paroled during the year to
the SPACE group home, it was necessary to accept 16 female parolees from
regular parole units in the Los Angeles area in order to make maximum use

of the women's group home.

Use of Center for Temporary Detention and Pre-Release

After belng paroled, SPACE wards may be returned to the center for temporary
detention if the need arises. During the first year, only two former SPACE
residents were placed in custody at the center. There was a total of

27 temporary detention admissions including 19 males and eight females during
the firgt 12 months. The temporary detention admissions spent & total of

285 ward-days in custody at the center.

One of the‘S?ACE program goals was that the center would accept 30 female

wards per year from Los Angeles County parole units for temporary detention.:
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: The'progfam felllconsiderably sﬁort ofvits goal in this reSpect, as only seven
fcmaies wece ;mohg the'25 fegulgf‘pérole_wards detained at’the center during

~ the firét:Year. However, 16 young womeﬁ from Los‘Angeles County regular |
»ﬁaroie units were placed in‘the project'group home. Some of these young
women would have been detained in the center pending suitable placement plans

‘had beds not been available in the group home.

'The,stcady‘dccline in female commitments to the Youth Authority makes it
highly“uhlikely that the program will be able to attain its goal with respect

to female temporary detention admissions.

~ Due to a shortage of bcds at the Southern Reception Center-Clinic, a 30-day
pre-teleaée program for wards from southern institutions was implemented at
thefSPACE center'in January 1975. Wards placed in the center in the pre-
relcase program are assigned to a Correctioﬁal Program Assistant who orilents
’the Qard fo the center and serves as center liaison with the parole unit to

which the ward is tc be released.

 ‘Wards placed in the center on temporary detention or in the pre-release
program have the same status as residents in Phase I of the SPACE residential
program; that is, they are restricted to the center and cannot leave unless

. accompanied by a staff member.

FINDINGS

‘The findinga reported herein are based on the first year admissions to the
. fesidéhtial progrgm.. Two general areas of information are presented. The
first describes ward movement in and out of the program, characteristics of

I

~ SPACE a&hiqsiona, and program\performancefof SPACE successes and failures.
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Successes are defined as residents who completed the 90-day program and were
paroled; failures are those who were removed from the program for disciplinary

reasons and returned to other imstitutions.

The second general area pertains to the results of statistical analyses which
identify ward background variables that differentiate successes and failures

and are predictive of outcome in the residential phase of the SPACE program.

Movements Statistics

Table 1A’indicates that over a 12-month period a total of 275 applicants
were evaluated for the program. SPACE screening resulted in rejection of
170 or 62 percent of the applicants. The Youth Authority Board rejected an
additional 19 applicants or 7 percent of the original SPACE applicants. Only

86 or 31 percent of the applicénts were admitted to the program.

TABLE 1A

DISPOSITION OF APPLICATIONS FOR ADMISSION TO SPACE PROGRAM
OCTOBER 1, 1973 TO SEPTEMBER 30, 1974

Disposition Number Percent

Total Applications to SPACEL| 275 | 100.0
Total Rejected 189 68.7

By SPACE | @70) (61.8)

By Board : (19) (6.9)

Net Admitted to SPACE 86 31.3

lrifteen wards applied twice making a total of 260
individual wards who applied for SPACE during the
period. Of the 15 applying twice, eight were rejected
both times; and, seven were rejected once, then later
admitted to SPACE.
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TABLE lB

REASONS FOR REJECTION OF APPLICATIONS BY SPACE PROGRAM
OCTOBER 1, 1973 TC SEPTEMBER 30, 1974

~Reasons For Rejection Number Percent

Total Space Staff Rejections 170 | 100.0

Exteraive drug/alcohol abuse | - 42 24.7

Immature, irresponsible , 24 14.1

Assaults/hostile to authority 22 12.9

Prior escape history 18 10.6

Not motivated/indefinite plans 13 7.6

Referred to parole/camp 12 7.1

Long Continuance/early

- expiration date , 11 6.5

Emotiinal instability o 7 4,1

" Other 21 12.4
Includes 8 wards who rejected the program, 5 who didn't

1
meet the age and/or residence requirements, 4 whom SPACE

felt it could mot help, and 4 who were rejected by SPACE,
but the reason was unknown.

" For the 170 applicants rejected by SPACE, Table 1B shows that the four major
‘reasons which accounted for.almOSt two-thirds of the rejections were: extensive
history of drug or alcohol abuse (42 or about 25 percent); being too immature

‘ or'irresponsible,for the~program (24 or ebout 14 percent); having a history of

recent assaults or being extremely hostile to authority (22 or about 13 percent);

and having,an eitensive prior escepe,history (18 or about 11 percent).

iTable 2 reveals that almost 70 percent of the wards who were admitted to SPACE

the first year “had successfully completed the residential program by March 31,

: 1975 and had been paroled. About 29 percent of those admitted had been returned

to: regular institutions because of program failure. Escape was the major
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‘reason for program failure, involving about 20 ﬁercentﬂbf the total admis-

siomns.

TABLE 2

i

PRE~-PAROLE OUTCOME OF SPACE ADMISSIONS
NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Admissions
Pre-Parole Program Outcome Number | Percent
Total Admissions to SPACE 86 100.0
Completed Program, Paroled 60 69.8
Failed Program, Removed 25 29,1
Escaped1 2 an (19.8)
Failed for other reasons (8) (9.3)
Still in Program Awaiting Court
Action on 3-31-75 1 1.1

1Of the 17 who escaped, six were undergoing DDMS action
for other rule infractions at the time they left the
program. ‘

2F:l.ve residents were removed for possession of contra-

band, two falled because of Board decision, and one was
removed after he committed a new offense.

Characteristics of SPACE Admissions

Table 3 describes wards selected for the program in terms of personal, social,
and delinquency characteristics. A number of features are worth noting in the

table.

Almost 91 percent of the total admissions to-SPACE were males. TFifty-three

percent of the~firstvyear admissions to SPACE were 21 years or older, and the



TABLE 3

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF SPACE PROGRAM ADMISSIONS
NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Characteristics Number | Percent Characteristics Number| Percent
Total 85 100.0 Total 85 100.0
Instant Offense Category
Sex Against Persons 38 44,7
Against Property 39 45.9
Male 77 90.6 Narcotic & Drug Offenses 5 5.9
Female 8 9.4 Other 3 3.5
Ethnic Group Prior Delinquent Contacts

Black 46 54.1 0~5 19 22.3
White 23 27.0 6-10 28 32.9
Mexican-American 16 18.9 11-18 38 44,8

Court of Commitment Prior Escapes/R.unaways1
Criminal 64 75.3 None 38 45.8
Juvenile 21 24.7 Some 45 54.2

- Age at Admission Prior Y.A. Imnstitution
18-20 40 47.0 YTS 28 32.9
21-24 45 53.0 Preston 7 8.2
El Paso 2 2.4
Median age 20.6 DeWitt Nelson 11 12.9
' VRCC (Females) 2 2.4
Y.A. Admission Status Ventura School (Females) 6 7.1
' Ventura School (Males) 9 10.6
. First Admission 54 63.5 Camps 15 17.6
Readmission 31 36.5 Karl Holton 4 4.7
SRCC (Males) 1 1.2

1Based on total of 83 wards for whom information on escapes or runaways was available.
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ﬁeéian ége was 20.6 years. About 54 percent were Black, 27 percent White,,

' ‘§hd almdst 19 percent Metican-American,,

n”ABOut_threé-fourths of the tptalyadmissions;to SPACE were committed to Y.A.

byfcriminél courts. Some 63 percent of the total SPACE residents were

first admissions to Y.A., while 37 percent had been paroled one or more

‘times,‘violated parole and been returned or recommitted by the courts to

Y.A,

AS‘hoted in Table 3, about 44 perééntwof the total SPACE admissions were

 involved in instant offenses against persons. (Although not shown in Table 3,

about 22 petdent were reportéd for‘robbery, some eight percent had been
incarcerated for murder or manslaughter, and 14 percent for other persons

offenses.)

Propetty‘offenses‘ﬁere the instant offense of nearly 46 percent of the total

SPACE admissions, with burglary being the last offense of about one-fifth of

the residents, according to data not presented in the text.

Abouf six percéﬂt pf the total admissions had drug-involved offenses; and,

sk

‘some three percent of the residents had other types of instant offenses, such

~as drunk and disorderly and weapons violation.

\ ‘According iO’Table 3, about one-~-third of the SPACE residents were admitted

*ftom%Youth Traiﬁing School. Some 17 percent were received, respectively, from

forgéttykcamps, Ventura School, and the combined institutions of DeWitt

,Nélsdn/KarlﬁHolton. Only about three percent of the first year admissions

were transferred to SPACE from reception center-clinics in-lieu-of other

~ 4nst itutions.
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Seen further in Table 3 are the proportions of wards admitted to SPACE
according to number of Prior Delinquent Contacts, i.e., reported conteets
with law enforcement agencies for delinquent acts pribr to Youth Authority
commitment and during parcle fof the readmissions wards. About three-fourths

of the wards had six or more prior delinquent contacts.

It should also be noted that slightly over half of the wards admitted to
SPACE had histories of runaways and/or escapes from incarceration. Ramifica-

tions of this finding will be discussed in the next section.

Background Variables in Relation to Program Outcome

The nine background variables shown in Table 3 were further analyzed with
respect to success or failure in the pre-parole program. The resulting data
reveal statistically significant relationships-=greater than ordinarily
would be expected on a chance basis--for five of the nine variables. The

corresponding findings are presented in Table 4.

Categorized by ethnic group, the suécess rate was highest for Black SPACE
residents (80.4 percent), foilowed by White residents (69.6 percent), and
lowest for Mexican-American residents (43.7 percent). As mentioned above,
the proportionate differences between successes and failures among the

three groups are statistically significant.

It is also apparent from Table 4 that successful completion of the resi-
dential pfogram is inversely related to: a) number of delinquent contacts
with law enforcement agencies prior to SPACE admission, and b) number of prior
escapes at time of admission to SPACE. In other words, wards with few or no

prior delinquent contacts and wards with no prior escapes/runaways were
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TABLE 4 o a

'BACKGROUND VARIABLES RELATED TO SUCCESS/FAILURE
IN SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM :
FOR ADMISSIONS FROM NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

o ' , Total ' Success Failure
Background Variables '
' ~ - Number | Percent | Number|Percent | Number [ Percent
Toeat® - | s | - 60 - 25 -
Ethnic Group2
Black | o , 46 100.0 | 37 80.4 9 19.6
White ‘ 23 . 100.0 16 69.6 7 30.4
Mexican=-American 16 100.0 7 3.7 9 56.3
Y.A. Admission Status3 ;
First Admission 54 100.0 43 79.6 11 20.4
Readmission S . 31 100.0 17 54.8 14 45.2
‘Prior Delinquent Contacts
0-5 \ | 19 | 100.0 18 94.7 1 5.3
6-10 : 28 100.0 18 64.3 10 35.7
11-19 38 100.0 24 63.2 14 36.8
Prior Escapess
None ' 38 100.0 33 86.8 5 13.2
Soqe o - 45 100.0 27 60.0 18 40.0
Prior Y.A. Facilities®
Camps/SRCC/Holton/
Ventura School - 35 - 100.0 30 85.7 5 14.3
TS , 28 100.0 20 71.4 8 28.6
VRCC/E1 Paao/Preston/ , :
DeWitt - 22 | 100.0 | 10 | 45.5 | 12 54.5

Total excludes one ward awaiting court action.

Chi-square = 7.71, df=2, p<.02.

Chi-square = 4.70, df=1, p<.03.

Chi~-square = 6.88, df=2, p<.03.

Includes own home and foster home runaway; probation camp, juvenile hall
and CYA institution escape; parole and military AWOL. Escape history was
not ‘available for two SPACE failures. Chi-square was 6.13, significant
at .0l level with 1 df.

“Chi-square = 10.56, df-2, p<. 01.

WS W RS
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‘significantly more likely to complete the pre-parole program.

Fiﬁally, Table 4 displays success rates for the pre-parole ptogrém acéording
to the prior YA facility from which wards were transferred. vThe table 1is
limited to thbéé characteristics for which thekproportion of successes and
failure were found to be‘significantly different. Because of small sizes,
three categories of prior YA facilities were developed based on the magni-
tudes of success rates. The first category--camps, Southern Reception Center
Clinic, Holton School, and Ventura School-~had a success rate of 86 pefcent;
the second category, consisting of YTS, g;d 71 percent; and the third--made
up of Ventura Reception Center Clinic, E1 Paso de Robles School, Preston

School of Industry and DeWitt Nelson School had the lowest succesz rate,

45 percent.

Background Variables and SPACE Escape Status

Since escapé from the SPACE program accounted for about two-thirds of the
pre-parole failures (17 of the 25 failures were for escape), escape status
of the first year residents also was examined in relation to ward backgréund
variables. (Non-escapes included the pre-parcle successes ﬁlus those who
failed for reasons other than escape.)‘ The resulting data appear in

Table 5.

Four background variables were found to significantly differentiate escapes
from non-escapes. 'They'were: number of prior‘escapes, offense category,
cthnic group, and court of commitment. As noted in the previous section,
two of these variables, i.e., prior escapes and ethnic groﬁps alao sign1fi-

cantly differentiated between program successes and failures.
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TABLE 5

'BACKGROUND VARTABLES RELATED TO ESCAPE STATUS IN SPACE PRE~PAROLE PROGRAM
» FOR ADMISSIONS FROM NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Excludes two additional wards for whom prior escapes was unknown.

3Chi-squa,re=10.92, df=1, p<.001.

'Includes 22 White and 16 Mexican-American wards.

5

Chi-square=4.32, df=1, p<.05.
. Chiﬁgquare-4.l6, df=1, p<.04.

Total excludes two residents who were awaiting court action on 1-31-75.

F ~ Total Esi -
" .Background Variables ora : scape Non-Escape
- Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
L 1 ' _
: Total 84 - 17 - 67 -
.‘Prior Escapes/f(unawazs2
Some 44 100.0 15 34.1 29 | 65.9
None 38 100.0 1 2.6 37 97.4
Offense Cé:egory3
Not Against Persons 46 100.0 14 30.4 32 69.6
~ Against Persons 38 100.0 3 7.9 35 92.1
Ethnic Grouga ;
White/Mexican-American 38 - 100.0 12 31.6 26 68.4
Black . 46 100.0 L3 10.9 41 89.1
Court of Commitment5
Juvenile 21 100.0 8 38.1 13 61.9
Criminal 63 100.0 9 14.3 54 85.7
1
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As seen in Table 5, about 34 percent of those wi;h a history of pridf

" escapes also escaped from the SPACE program; by contrast, only about thfee
percent of those with no prior escapes escaped from SPACE. More than 30
percent of those whose offenses were not against persons escaped‘from the
program, but only about eight percent of the persons offenders escaped.
Almost 32 percent of the non-Black (White and Mexican-American) residen;s
escaped cbmpared with a rate of about 1l percent for Black wards. Some

38 percent of the juvenile court but only sbout 14 percent of the criminal

court commitments became SPACE escapees.

In summary, the'first year findings pertaining to ward background
characteristics in relation to program success/failure and escape status
imply that certain categories of wards were better risks than others for
the SPACE pre-parole program. That is, Black wards, first admissions,

wards with 0-5 prior delinquent contacts, those with no prior escapes/

runawvays, and wards admitted from camps, SRCC, Karl Holton and Ventura

Schools had significantly higher success rates than others in the SPACE
residential program. Those with significantly higher escape rates were
wards who had a history of prior escapes/runaways, those whose offenses were

not against persons, White or Mexican wards and juvenile court commitments.

'Background Variables and Length of Stay

Length of stay in the 90-day pre-parole program is another outcome measure
which was examined in relation to ward characteristics. The length of stay
for wards who were failufgs, iﬁé., wefe transferred out of the pré—pgrole

program, ranged from one to 27 days, with a median of 38.5 déys. For wards

who were successes, or»paroled from the program, the length of stay ranged
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,frgm,aa t6'99 da§s, as a“reSult~of.m1hor variétions'in"YA Board schedules

. for hearing‘thesé cases. The median stay for successes was 90 days.

:‘Only one combiﬁhtidn of background variables was found to have a significant
effect ﬁponliength of stay; namely, Y.A. admissipn status and offense
- category. Considering the two variables separately, first admission wards

‘tended to remain longer in the program than readmission wards; moreover,

wards with offenses against persons_generaliy remained longer than those
whose offenses were not against persons. However, readmissions who were also

persons offenders were found to remain in the program almost as long as first

~admissions. = These relationships, though, were only moderately significant

- and the associations were not’st:ong (see Appendix E).

Program Performance Ratings

’As mentioned earlier, overall ratings of program performance were provided by

parole agents at the time a ward was paroled or removed from the pre-parole

‘program. The ratings rangéd on a 5-point scale from "poor" to "excellent'".

The(staff-ratings took into account several factors: Employment and/or

school enrollment, use of work and free time passes or furloughs, number and

levels of disciplinary actions, behavioral adjustment in the center, and

’achiévement of goals established with the treatment team. Presented in

-Table 6 1s the overall distribution of ratingsyand a breakdown for successes

and failures in the pre-parole program.

It is appéren; thét almost two thirds of thé wards were seen as performing

fﬁfair",to "poot".‘and about one third "satisfactory'. Since these ratinga‘

probably were influenced by the agent's knowledge of a ward's success/




- 26 -

N  TABLE 6
STAFF RATINGS OF PROGRAM PERFORMANCE RELATED TO
SUCORSS/FATLURE IN SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM
| FOR ADMISSIONS FROM
NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

‘ Total ' Success1 Failure1
‘Staff Rating Nu@ber Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Total Ratings | 8% 100.0 60 100.0 25 | 100.0
Poor 19 22.3 6 10.0 13 52.0
Fair 35 41.2 27 45.0 8 32.0
Satisfactory 29 ¢ 34.1 25 41.6 4 16.0
Good 1 1.2 1 1.7 - -
- Excellent 1 1.2 1 1.7 - -
1Chi-square=18 7, df=2, p< .01, based on categories of Poor, Fair,

Satisfactory/above

failure status, the compaeative ratings for successes and failures are
worth considering. As might be expected, the success cases received
significantly better ratings than the failures; thus, 45 percent of the
»successee as compared to 16 percent of the failures were rated as satis-
factory‘or Better. In light of the significant relationship between
success/failure and program perfbrmance ratings, the.association between
background variables and performance ratings are not examined eeparately in

this report.

Prediction of Program Performance

Based on the available background characteristics and peraopality'test

data included in the pfojeet,veeveralyalternate statisfieal models were
tested to determine the extent to which program performance or outcome could

be prediCted; The performance criteria included those referred to above--

success/failure, length of stay in the pre-parole program, and agent rating
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of the résident“s performance at time of parole or removal from the program.

~ The statistical models employed involved regression analysis in which several

uvariableé are‘correlated'and‘an equation iS’deveioped to predict performance.

The first regression model teéted'was based on the six scales of the

,"FIRO-B inventorya; In a separate analysis not reported herein, it was

found,that tﬁe set of inventory scales were not significant bredictors of
program;performance, i.e., Success/failurg length of stay, or performance
rétings. It is worth noting, however, that one of the six FIRO-B scales,
labeled "Whnted Control" significantly differentiated successes from

failures in the pre-parole program (see Appendix F). .

The second regression model tested consisted of background variables only.
They were: age, number of pribr escapes; number of prior persons offenses,
number of prior delinquent contacts and months incarcerated prior to admission

to SPACE. It also was found that the set of background variables as such

were not significant predictors of outcome or performance (success/failure,
“length of stay, and performance ratings) for the pre-parole program.6 As
- seen in Table 7, the background variables used predicted success/failure

. accurately for only some 60 percent of the SPACE first year admissions.

4'I‘he FIRD—B covers three interpersonal dimensions, 1i.e., Inclusion, Control

and Affection, which are dichotomized into "expressed" and 'wanted" be-
havior. The inventory scales with score ranges of 0-9 are as follows:

‘Expresaed Inclusion, Wanted Inclusion; Expressed Control, Wanted Control; and

Expressed Affection and Wanted Affection. (See Appendix F),

5The multiple correlations squared (R ) in the regressions were: .06 for

' success/failure, .04 for days in the pre-parole program, and .02 for

performance rating,

6The multiple correlation squared (R ) in the regressions analyses were:

12 for success/failure, .12 for days in pre-parole program, and .13 for
performance rating. :
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Thus, the background regression model was more predictive of failures (74 per—

cent predicted accurately) than of succesées (55 perdent predicted accurately).

TABLE 7

PREDICTING PRE~-PAROLE OUTCOME FROM
BACKGROUND VARTABLES ONLY FOR SPACE ADMISSIONS
NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

-Actual & Predicted | Actual & Predicted
Total Same Different
Pre~Parole ; Percent Percent
Qutcome No. | Percent |{ Number | Predictive | Number Error
Totall 83| 100.0 | 50 60.2 33 39.8
Success 60 100.0 33 55.0 27 45.0
Failure - 23| 100.0 17 74.0 6 26.0

1Excludes one ward for whom outcome was unknown on 3-31-75, and
two other wards for whom background information was missing.

The third regression model tested improved the prediction of outcome measures
(success/failure, length of stay, and performance ratings) considerably for
those residents for whom data were avallable (see Appendix G, Tables G-1 to

G-3). The predictors used were a combination of background characteristics

and personality variables from the FIRO-B and the POI7. As shown in

Table 8, these variables predicted success/failure accurately for 85 percent
of the 68 residents for whom the requisite data were availables. However,

7The Personal Orientation  Inventory (POI) consists of.150 items which make
up 14 scales that assess seven dimensions of emotionally healthy personality
“functioning. Twelve of the scales were used in the analysis. The two indepen-
dent scales, consisting of mutually exclusive items, were: Time Competent and
Inner Directed. . Sub-scales, comprised of items from the two independent
scales, were: Self-Actualizing Value; Existentiality; Feeling Reactivity;
Spontaneity; Self-Regard; Self-Acceptance; Nrture of Man, Constructive;
Synergy; Acceptance of Aggression, and Capacity for Intimate Contact.

"The combination of variables used for the success/failure prediction were:
Age and Y.A. admission status, FIRO-B wanted Control and Expressed Inclusion
scores; and POI Inner Pirected, Time Competent, and Feeling Reactivity scores.
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TABLE 8

PREDICTING PRE-PAROLE OUTCOME FROM BACKGROUND
* AND PERSONALITY VARIABLES FOR SPACE ADMISSIONS
~ NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

. Actual & Predicted | Actual & Predicted
, Total Same | Different
Pte-Patole Percent Percent
Outcome No. | Percent Number | Predictive | Number | Error
Totalll |68 | 100.0 | 58 85.3 10 14.7
Success 561 100.0 | 52 | 96.3 2 3.7
Failure s 14 100.0 6 42.8 ’ 8 ’ 57.2

~1Personality variables missing for 17 residents who completed program
(11 failures and 6 successes). Since the regressions for the sample of
"total" residents, based on both background and personality variables,
included only 14 of 25 SPACE failures, there is reason to believe that
the above data reflect a blas for successes. That is, nearly half of
‘the failures either were removed from the program before the POI and
FIRO-B were administered, or their tests were invalid so that data for
them were missing, and they were excluded from the regression analysis.

the prediction was about twice as accurate for successes (96 percent) as for

failures (43 percent).

Because FIROfB and POI data were missing for’a number of first-year residents,
pgrticularly the failures who wgre»rempved from the p:ogram before testing
could be done, this iégresSion'model is of iimitgd value. However, it does
,demonstrate th#t cettain combinations of ward backgrbund and personality
variaﬁles appear to be significant predictors of success or failure in SPACE,
- and that this kind of régression modellié of potential value to staff in the

selection,bf wards for the program.

It should'be added that the POI teéting was discontinued after'the’first year

of the SPACE pré-parole‘program. This action was taken both because many
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wards had difficulty understanding some of the’POI items and because a high
positive correlation was foﬁnd between scores on six of the scales and
reading achievement test scores. On the other hand, the FIRO-B scale scores
were not correlaﬁed with reading achievement, and most wards appeared to have

little or no difficulty comprehending the items of the inventory.

Treatment Modalities and Background Characteristics

With regard to the third program goal, the evaluation examined the relative
impact of the three treatment modalitiés - reality therapy only; reality
therapy and individual or group therapy by a social worker; ‘and a multiple
approach involving reality therapy, individual or group psychotherapy énd role
traiﬁing (see Appendix H). The results of this analysis showed first that
there was a significant difference among the three modalities with respéct
_ to the outcome measure of length of stay in the pre-parole program. Wards
exposed to reality therapy only remained, on the average, for the shortest
period (mean = 56.6 days); those given reality therapy and individual or group
psychotherapy~stayedrlonger (mean = 78.7 days); and those exposed to the |

multiple treatment resided the longest (mean = 82.3 days).

The'aﬁalysis also indicated a significant difference in length of stay
baséd on the extent of delinquent contacts with law enforcement agencies
- prior to SPACE admissibn. That 1is, wards with 0-9 prior delinquent contacts
remained in the center program significantly longer (mean = 82.9 days) .

than wards with 10 or more such prior contacts (mean = 62.1 days).

In examiningbthe more complex iInterrelationship of treatment modality and
prior delinquent contacts in terms of leﬁgth of stay, a different kind of

pattern emerged. Even though those wards with'extenSive’(lo or more) prior
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delinquenticontacts coﬁld be expected to survive for a relatively short

;period (62.1~days), they tended to remain considerably longer 1f they
‘ received either individual or group psychotherapy along with reality therapy

v(76 7- days) or the multiple treatment (78.7 days) Their length of stay,

however, was significantly shorter (mean = 31.0 days) if they. were exposed

on;y'ro;reality therapy. Thus, for warde with extensive prior delinquent

-~

“histories, the combined approach‘ef reelity therapy and individual group

ngsychotﬁerapy or the multiple approéeh appear to be most effective. No

: eignifieant differences in the relative effectiveness of the three treatment
_modaliéies were obtained with respect to the other two outcome measures of

success/failure and program performance ratings.

Attitudinal Changes Among Pre-Parole Residents

To assess the relationship between exposure to the pre-parole program and

~attitudinal changes relevant to the treatment goals, the Personal Orientation

Inventory (POI) was administered on a test-retest baeisg. The initial test

~was given during the orientation phase and was readministered during the

~ resident's last month at the center. The analysis reported below was

limited to SPACE successes mainly because these wards’had the longest period

/‘of’pre-parole program exposure (mean = 70.7 days) between tests. For the

"reteet,ra-raﬂdomly selected sample involving 50 percent of the successes

UgThe‘Pereonal Orientation Inventory (POI) is a measure of self-actualization.
This concept as set forth by Maslow (1954, 1962) depicts an individual who uses

"his- time well and makes the most of his capabiiities. 1In terms of these
~criteria, the young adult offender generally is a "non-self-actualized"

individual. Since the treatment modalities used in the SPACE program are aimed
at developing social and personal skills which will enable offenders to function
better in society, a method of measuring pre-to-post-treatment functioning was
needed. The POI was chosen because conceptually self-actualization appeared to
be relevant to the therapeutic goals and because the inventory measures a
"here-and-now" attitudinal and behavioral orientation, which is basic to two of
the treatment approaches used in SPACE, i.e., reality therapy and role training.
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Qas identified. Although not detailed herein, the sample was found to be
representative of the total SPACE 'successes with respect to the POIL sacale

scores on the initial test.

As previously stated, the POI was used to eﬁplore attitude changes in the

area of éelf-actualization, as measured by 12 scales in the inventory. An
effort was made, first, to determine the extent to which the wards who were
pPre-parole program successes &ere self-actualized prior to treatment. For
this purpose, an analysis was done using pre-test raw score means which were
converted to T scores and compared to the range of values descriptive of
self-actualization}o. Although not reported below, the sample of Buccess cases
showed self-actualization in terms of the norms on only two of the 12 POI

scales, namely, Feeling Reactivity and Self-Regard.

After approximately 2% months in the pre-parole program, the residents still
apﬁeared to be relatively self-actualized on only two scales, buﬁ there was a
shift to a different scale. That is, they were no longer self-actualized on
Feeling Reactivity (suggesting they had become less sensitive to their own
needs and feelings); 1instead, they had become self-actualized on the Capacity
for Intimate Contact scale, although the differences pre-~to-post were not
gignificant. As mentioned, the center successes continued to be self-

actualized on the Self-Regard scale.

Examination of the data in Appendix I indicates that substantial gains toward

self-actualization were shown by the success cases on two scales -

loEdits Manual, Personal Orientation Inventory, An Inventory for the Measure-
ment of Self-Actualization, Shostrom, Everett L., Educational and Industrial
Testing Service, San Diego, California.
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Existentiality (flexibility in application of values), and Capacity for

I

",Intimste Contact (ability to develop close relationships with other people)
A non-significant but slightly positive movement also was shown on Nature of
: th, Constructive (seeing man as basically good rather than evil) On the

dother nine POI scales the sample of treated residents appeared to become

generally‘less self-=actualized. The differences were non-significant, with

the eXceptiontdf one scale——Self-Actualizing Value. This difference suggests

: thstcwsrds.becsme less accepting of values held by self-actualizing people
following exposure to the center program. Generally, they were not oriented

to the "here and now" as indicated by the Time Competent scale.

‘The implications of these findings are that residents who succeeded in the

SPACE pre-parole progrsm'remained essentially non~self-actualized. After

exposure to treatment, they generally became less sensitive to their own

f,feelings and needs, and less accepting of certain self-actualizing values;

on the other hand; they tended to become more flexible in the application of

" values and'more capable of developing close relationships with other people.

- Community Arrests During the Residential Phase

Police arrests of wards during the pre-parole program were used to evaluate

“the fourth goal of‘the SPACE program, i.e., "to insure community protection

by a highfdegree of'superpision in a semi-closed setting."

“Thble 9 demonstrates that during the first year of the program almost

i 2 ! percent‘ofithe total SPACE admissions had no arrests by community law

enforcement agencies for new offenses cormitted while they were in residence

‘at the center.h Only eight (about nine percent) of the 86 admissions had

._one'police arreStlin'the'community.‘ None had more than one arrest.
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Two of the eight wards arreéted spent a few days in jail for‘traffic warrants
and theﬁ réturned to the center. Two others who were‘arrested made restitu-
tion’aﬁd completed the pre-pafole program. Three of those arrested were on
éscape status from SPACE; after being apprehended on Youth Authbrity

warrants, they were removed from SPACE and plaéed in other Y.A. institutions.
Only one of the eight,waﬁds arrested was held for trial on a new felony charge.

It should be noted that the arrest rate for failures was about proportionately
three times greater than for pre-parole successes.

Among a high risk pdpulation (ex-offenders, ages 18-24) from metropolitan

lower income areas one might expect more than one young adult in 86 to be
arrested and tried on a felony charge as was reported within'the first

90 days of return to the community.

This expectation was supported upon examination of ;he arrest records of a
sample of 52 wards in the regular Youth Authority parole program, who were
similar to the SPACE admissions in terms of sex, age, ethnic group, offense

category, geographical area and date of return to the community.

From data not Feported herein, the arrest rate of the regular parole wards
during the first three months was about 30 peréent, which was more than three
times that Af the SPACE admissions. Moreover, some 19 percent of the wards
in the regular program were tried and convicted of a new felony committed
during the first 90 days in the community. By contrast, about one percent

of the SPACE admissions were held for trial on a new felony charge.

Thus, these preliminary findings suggest that during the initial reintegration
period a'closely supervised residential pre-parole program affords significantly
greater protection to the community than the traditional Youth Authority

_parole program.
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TABLE 9

Y

. POLICE ARRESTS AND DISPOSITIONS BY SUCCESS/FAILURE STATUS
b IN SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM FOR ADMISSIONS

FROM NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Total : , :
LT Admissions -Success Failure
Police Arrests :
And Dispositions Number | Percent | Number { Percent | Number | Percent
Total 8 | 100.0 | 60 | 100.0 | 25 | 100.0
No Arrests 78 90.6 | 57 94.9 | 21 84.0
One Arrest 8 9.4 3 5.1 4 16.0
Jail Time (2) (2.3) 1 a.7) (1%) (4.0)
. Restitution i (1) (1.2) (1) (1.7) - -
- Time & Restitution 1) (1.2) (1) .7 - -
Program Removal 3) (3.5) - - 3) (12.0)
~Jailed, Awaiting ‘
Trial (1%%) (1.2) - - - -

. ; | | , ;
One ward was arrested on a traffic charge, jailed and then released.

He was subsequently removed from the SPACE program on the basis of a

disciplinary action for an unrelated incident which occurred in the center.

*k s ; ‘
Ward had been arrested and was awaiting trial on a felony charge as of

¢

Disciplinary Actions for Center Rule Infractions

3-31-75; hence, his success/failure status was unknown.

Also examined in conjunction with police arrests and dispositions were

dieciplinafy actions (DDMS) that occurred fordinfractions'of center rules.

A description of rule infractions by DDMS lgvel and accompanying disposi-

oy

"tion altéfna:ives‘ie.given,in Appendix J.

o Tdble 10 demonsttateé that 14 percent of the total admissions to SPACE

were not involved in any kind of disciplinary action during their stay in

the residential program.

ALt SRR L R RS

g ke re

Another 23 percent were reported for only minor
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'TABLE 10

DISCIPLINARY (DDMS) ACTIONS BY SUCCESS/FAILURE STATUS IN SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM

FOR ADMISSIONS FROM NOVEMBER 1,

1973 TO OCTOBER 31,

1974

Total i
DDMS Actions Admigsiqns _ Success Failure -
Number |Percent | Number |{Percent Number Percent
Total 86 100.0 60 100.0 25 100.0
No DDMS Actions 12 14.0 12 | 20.1 < -
One/More Actions’ 7% | 8.0 | 48 | 79.9 | 25 | 100.0
Level 1 only (20) | (23.2)| (20) | 33.8)| - -
Levels 2 and 1, 2 (10) | (11.6)| (10) | (16.6) - -
Levels 3 only (15%) | (17.4) (2) (3.3 (12) (48.0)
Levels 1, 3 (14) | (16.3) (&) | (10.0) (8) | (32.0)
Levels 1, 2, 3; 2 and 3 (15) | (17.5)| (10) | (16.6) (5) | (20.0)
-Mean Number of DDMS :
Actilons ' 2.5 2.2 3.1
Mean Days to First DDMS 27.1 28.5 21.1

l Jevel 1 actions are the least serious, and Level 3 the most serious. ¥For a
detailed description of DDMS infractions and disposition altermatives for the

SPACE program, see Appendix J.

* Total includes one additional ward arrested and awaiting trial on a felony
charge (a Level 3 offense); his program outcome status was unknown on March

31, 1975.
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rule inféactions, such as being untidy or late for a ﬁork assignment, which

2 were handled ;s DDMS Level 1 behavior reports.

The‘most serious fgle infractions, such as escape; use of alcoholic
_beverages or commission of a felony, are'Lgvel 3 incidents. Some of these
Leve1;3 infractions are Board reportable and result in ptogram failﬁre.
\Others may result in loss of privileges with the resident eventuallf

succeeding in the program.

As seen in Table 10, nearly one third of those who succeeded in the program
incurred the moét serious (Level 3) disciplinary actions. As would be
expected according to SPACE pre-parole procedures, all of the program

' 11
failurgs were reported for such disciplinary actions .

SPACE failures averaged about one more DDMS action per ward (3.1) than
SPACE successes (2.2 actions per ward). Moreover, disciplinary actions
occurred earlier for SPACE failures (mean = 21.1 days) than for program

successes (mean = 28.5 days to the first DDMS) .

. Community Employment of SPACE Residents

. The last goal of the SPACE pfogram covered in this report pertains to

gainful employment in the community.

[N

‘Table 11 demonstrates that about 83 percent of the total admissions and
almost 92 percent of those who completed the pre~parcle program successfully

had obtained gainful employment in the community during the 90-day residential

1lIt might be asked why the successes with the serious disciplinary actions
were not removed from the program. The reason for this was that these actions
‘represented infractions of program rules rather than illegal acts..
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TABLE 11

EMPLOYMENT BY SUCCESS/FAILURE STATUS OF ADMISSIONS TO SPACE PRE-PAROLYE PHNGRAYM
FROM NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Total
Admissions Success Failure

Type -.of Employment Number | Percent ;| Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Totall 86 100.0 | 60 | 100.0 25 100.0
Not Employed 15 17.4 5 8.4 10 40.0
Employed 71 82.6 55 91.6 15 60.0

Manufacturing (21) 24.5) | @7) (28.3) (3) (12.0) °

Skilled Trades (20) (23.3) (16) (26.7) (4) (16.0)

Janitorial (13) (15.1) (9) {15.0) 4) (16.0)

. Food §ervice (7N (8.1) (5) (8.3) (2) (8.0)

" Other (10) (11.6) (8) (13.3) 2) (8.0)

1Includes four residents attending school full-time who, though not employed
in the community, worked part time at the center. The four students
successfully completed the program. Total also includes one additional ward,
employed in manufacturing, who was awaiting court action and for whom outcome
status was unknown on March 31, 1975.

2Includes sales, nursing, office work, stable hand and basketball coach.
One of the three employed in sales and one of the three office workers failled.
The two employed in nursing as well as the coach and atable hand successfully
completed the program and were paroled.
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~

'program and wére‘employed at the time they,Completed it.',Only 60 percent of

“the failufes were employéd at the time they were removed from the program;

but, about half of these failures occurred before residents weré eligible

to seek oui:siile employment. _(Genei:ally, failures did not remain in the

ﬁ?dgtam as long as successes; hence, failures had less opportunity to

become employed than succesgses.)

Nearly half of the total admissions were employed in manufacturing and

skilled trades, areas in which the proportions succeeding in the program

‘were considerably higher than those failing it. Only minor differences

appeared between the successes and failures for the other areas of eﬁployment

shown in Table 11.

From these findings it appears ﬁhat the program goal of having "at least
40 percent partially self-supporting during SPACE residence and all employed
or in an academic or trade training program at release to parole" (the

successes) essentially was achieved with the first year admissions to SPACE.
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CONCLUSTONS

Based on the findings obtained in the present study, a number of tentative

-generalizations can be made with regard to the operational feasibility and

efficacy of the SPACE pre-parole program. .

First, the selection procedure for screening SPACE applicants appears to be
reasonably effective, since over two thirds of the admissions successfully
completed the residential phase of the program. It should be noted, how-
ever, that the program failures were largely attributable to escapes.

This suggests that more information is needed concerning féctors underlying
SPACE escapes with a view toward developing strategles to minimize escape

attempts.

Second, a fairly accurate statistical prediction can be made on the basis
of ward background characteristics and personality inventory scores as to

the probability of successful pre-parcle program completion.

Third, a multiple treatment approach involving reality therapy and indi-
vidual or group psychotherapy along with role training appears to be most
effective in terms of length of stay in the pre-parole program.

Reality therapy by itself seems to be effective with wards having relatively

few prior contacts with law enforcement agencies but ineffective with those

" having extensive prior contacts.

Fourth, there 1s little evidence that wards exposed to the residential program

undergo major attitudinal changes in the area of self-actualization. Further,

no appreciable changes are appareht in residents' "here-and-now" attitudinal
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3 and’behavioral‘oriéntations, aspécts basic to two of the treatment approaches

! uéed in SPACE, i.e., reality therapy and role:tfaining.

;F;fth, the high degree of supervisibniﬁithiﬁ the semi-closed setting of SPACE
séems'to provide adequate community protection, ﬁs reflected by the ;elatiVely
low incidence of‘arres;s for SPACE residehts. Whether the low SPACE arrest
rate contiﬁues during the intensive parole phase will be evaluated in a

subsequent research report.

Sixth, exposure of wards to the pre-parole program is associated with rela-
tively high rates of employment, particularly among those who successfuily

complete'the program.

Seventh, partial use of the SPACE center for the temporary detention of waids
on parole is feasible, even though this has included few SPACE parolees. One
of the SPACE program goals in this respect could not be met, namely, that of
accepting for temporéry detentionf§0 female wards per year from Los Angeles
County parole units. It has been possible, however, to utilize the SPACE
center to a limited eitent for a 30-day pre-release program for wards from

southern California Youth Authority institutions.
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APPENDIX A

COMPARISON OF FUNCTIONS OF SPACE :
AND STATZWIDE ADMINISTRATIVE PAROLE AGENT
MARCH 1974 TIME STUDY

SPACE Statewide
) Activity ; Hours | Percent | Hours | Percent
Averaée Hours Worked Weekly 41.5 100.0 42.5 100.0
Cace Management (11.1); (26.9) (18.1) (42.6)
Case Review and Recording 1.7 4,1 5.8 13.7
Parole Violation Procedures ” 0 0 5.5 12.9
DDMS Hearings 3.5 8.6 - -
Selection of Wards 2.9 7.0 - -
Direct Services to Wards 2.0 4.7 3.8 8.9
Other Case Management Functions 1.0 2,5 3.0 7.1
Managerial (18.4) (44.1) (13.1) (30.9)
Staff Supervision 7.5 18.0 3.5 8.2
Office/Center Responsibilities 7.3 17.5 6.2 14.7
Program Development 3.6 8.6 3.4 8.0
Administrative (12.0} (29.0) (11.3) (26.5)
Departmental Assignments 1.7 4.1 2.1 4.9
Professional Development 6.4 15.4 2.9 6.8
Public Relations/Resource
Development 1.0 2.5 2.4 5.6
Travel 2.9 7.0 3.9 9.2

lPertains to PA 11Is .and administrative PA Ils.
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‘- APPENDIX B

COMPARISON OF FUNCTIONS OF SPACE
“AND STATEWIDE CASE-CARRYING PAROLE AGENTS
. MARCH 1974 TIME STUDY

SPACE  Statewide
Aetivity RS . L Hours |Percent Hours | Percent
Average Hours Worked Weekly = 45,0 | 100.0 43.3}| 100.0
Direct Services (26.1)| (58.0) | (13.6) (31.6)
: .,Caselead gupefvision 14.0 30.9 10.5 24.4
~ Selection of Residents 3.1 7.1 - -
CenteE Duties : 8.8 1 19.5 - -
» Other ~ - 2 .5 3.1 7.2
Violation Investigations .2)] (4.8 (9.0} (20.7)
"~ 'Parole 3] o7 9.0 20.7
Center Residents (DDMS) 1.9 4.1 - -
Other Case Related Services (9.7)]. (21.6) (7.4) (17.1)
Case Review and Recording 3.9 8.7 3.3 7.6
Collaterals 3.4 7.6 2.5 5.8
Resource Development 2.4 5.3 1.6 3.7
Administrative ' (7.0)] (15.6) (13.3)} (30.6)
: Office Duties | - - 5.9/ 13.5
Professional Development 3.0 6.7 2.2 5.1
Travel : 4,0 8.9 5.2 12.0

; 1Agent offices are located on the living unit, which means that wards have
direct access to agents at all times when they are in the center; and, agents

B .‘ftequently cover'the Youth Counselor desk as part of their center duties.

: 2Includea Initial Home Visits, Placements, Special Investigations and
,Inatitutional Liaison.
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APPENDIX C

APPLICATION
Social
Personal
And

Community

Experience
NAME: . ; AGE: DATE:
Last Residence Before Institution:
Desired Parole Placement: ~
Birthdate: Number of Children:
Single: Married: : Separated: Divorced: .

‘What type of training or schooling have you had?
What would you like to accomplish for yourself on parole?

€

Realizing you are still in custody, how can the three-month community program help
you to do this? '

Give examples of how you have acted responsibly in the institution and in the
community: : }

Why should you be selected for this program?

What 1s life like for you in the Youth Authority?
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APPENDIX D

~ INSTITUTION PAROLE AGENT'S EVALUATION

PROGRAM

§9¢1a1

* . Personal
 TAnd
Community
: Experience
To:r : ' , Date: -
From: : Name: ‘ :
Institution: Y.A.#: , DOB:
" County/Court: - Exp. Date:
"~ Commitment Offense: , Full Board: __ Spec. Serv.

INTAKE CRITERIA:

1. Wards must be between 18 and 25 years of age.

~ -2. Wards must plan to be released to Los Angeles County.
3.  Wards may come from any Youth Authority institution or reception center.
4. Wards must be amenable to the program.

EVALUATIONS:

'Realistic nature of ward's application:

How has ward shown he can handle the freedoms and limitations of the S.P.A.C.E.
Program? o

‘ Your'évaluationa and impressions:

- If you‘feel a werd is qualified for and would benefit from this Program, but
"he has problems filling out his application, please give him the necessary
: ~asaist;nce. ‘
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APPENDIX E

TABLE E-I

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS: MEAN DAYS IN SPACE PRE—PAROLE PROGRAM
BY Y.A. ADMISSION STATUS AND OFFENSE CATEGORYl
FOR ADMISSIONS NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Againsgt | Not Against Unwéighted
Y.A. Admission Status Persons Persons Row Means
First Y.A. Admissions | Mean Days 80.0 80.6 80.3
N (30) (24)
Readmissions Mean Days 79.9 57.2 68.5
N (13) (18)
Unweighted Column Grand
Means 80.0 68.9 74.4 Mean

lUnweighted row and column means, as well as the grand mean, are simple means
of the cell means regardless of the number of cases in the cells,
Although the unweighted means method provides approximate significance tests, it

preserves independence of main and interaction effects. (See

Data-Text Primer,

Armour, David J. and Couch, Arthur S., Free Press, New York, N.Y., 1972,

p.p. 112-119.)

TABLE E-2

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS:
AND OFFENSE CATEGORY ON DAYS IN SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM
FOR ADMISSIONS NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

SUMMARY FOR Y.A. ADMISSION STATUS

Mean Significance Percent of Total
Source of Variation Square | DF F-Test Level Sum of Squares
Y.A. Admission Status | 2669.72 1 4,32 .04 4.6
Type Offense 2360.72 1 3.82 .06 4.1
Status by Offense 2634.92 1 4.26 04 4.6
Within Cell .617.82 1 81 - - 86.7
Total . 687.01] 84 - - 100.0




APPENDIX F

FIRO-B SCALE SCORE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ,
FOR SPACE ADMISSIONS NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Total2 Successes Failures
(N = 74) (N = 56) (N = 18)
Symbol , FIRO-B Scales’ - Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Ie Expressed Inclusion 3.0 1.84 2.9 1.82 3.3 1.89
Iw Wanted Inclusion 1.8 2.39 1.8 2.35 1.6 2,56
Ce : Expressed Control 2.6 2.04 2.5 2.07 2.9 1.65
| Cw ~ Wanted Control 2.1 1.85 1.8% 1.64 2,7% 1.94
5 Ae Expressed Affection 2.6 | 1.79 2.6 | 1.79 | 2.4 | 1.83
o Aw Wanted Affection 2.6 2.21 2.6 1.90 2.7 2.88

*t = -1.98, df = 72, significant at .05 level based on two-tailed t-test

lror a discussion of the theory behind the instrument, development of the scales and
- validation studies of the FIRO-B, the reader is referred to The Interpersonal Underworld, A
Reprint Edition of FIRO, A Three-Dimensional Theory of Interpersonal Behavior, Schutz, ‘
William C., Science and Behavior Books, Inc., Palo Alto, California, 1966. A description of
-FIRO-B profiles for the clinical user of the test is contained in Clinical Interpretation of
the FIRO-B, Ryan, Leo Robert, Ph. D., Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc., Palo Alto,
California, 1971.

2FIRO—B results were not availlable for 12‘SPACE admissions.
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APPENDIX G
TABLE G-1

REGRESSTON RESULTS FOR BACKGROUND AND PERSONALITY VARTABLES AS
PREDICTORS OF‘ SUCCESS/FAILURE IN SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM
'FOR ADMISSIONS NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Std. Error L
: ; : of | t-test | Signif.| Percent
Variables . . Coefficient | Coefficient | DF = 60| Level | Variance
(v = 68)1 |
Y.A. Admission Status 0.25 0.10 2.53 .01 7.4
FIRO-B Cw Score 0.06 0.03 2,15 .04 5.3
POI I Score 0.02 0.01 2,15 04 . 5.3
Age at Admission ~-0.07 0.04 -2,03 .05 4,8
FIRO-B Ie Score 0.04 . 0.02 1.51 .14 2.6
POL - Tc Score ” -0,02 - 0.02 -1.48 14 2.5
" POI Fr Score =0.02 0.03 -0.84 .40 1.0

Fc = 7.69, 7 and 60 df, p< .02, Fc = F-test when shrinkage formula

(R:) is used, with N = number of cases in sample, and m number of variables
in regression. Using: Fc = Rz ¢ (m-1)

(l-Ri s N -m

‘Regression Constant = 1,24, Multiple Correlation Squared (R:) = ,48

2 .
Y‘Using: R,c = \\J 1 - (1-R2) (N - 1)
: (N-m

kngrsonality‘variables missing for 17 SPACE admissions who had left program by
3-31-75 (11 failures and 6 successes).
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TABLE G-2

REGRESSION RESULTS FOR BACKGROUND AND PERSONALITY VARIABLES AS
~ PREDICTORS OF DAYS IN SPACE PRE~-PAROLE PROGRAM
FOR ADMISSIONS NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Std. Error

of t-test | Signif. | Percent

Variables Coefficient| Coefficient | DF = 60| Level | Variance
v = 68)t |

Y.A. Admission Status -12.97 4.70 -2.76 .01 9.1
POI Tc Score 1.64 0.75 2.20 .03 5.8
FIRO-B Ie Score. -1.29 | 1.18 -1.09 .28 1.4
Sex -8.22 7.64 ~1.08 <29 1.4
FIRO-B Cw Score -2.19 1.46 -1.50 14 2.7
POI I Score -0.66 0.44 -1.49 .14 2.7
POI Fr Score 1.45 1.38 1.05 .30 1.3

Regression Constant = 122.43

Multiple Correlation Squared (Ri) =

.44

F
c

TABLE G-3

= 5.73, 7 and

60 df, p < .02

REGRESSION RESULTS FOR BACKGROUND AND PERSONALITY VARIABLES AS
PREDICTORS OF PERFORMANCE RATING FOR SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM
FOR ADMISSIONS NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Std. Error ‘

of t-test | Signif. Percent

Variables Coefficient | Coefficient | DF = 60| Level | Variance
v = 68)L

Prior Delinq. Contacts -0.04 0.02 -2.34 .02 6.3
Sex 0.87 0.31 2,81 .01l 9.1
Prior Escapes =0.13 0.06 =2.22 .03 5.7
FIRO-B Ie Score -0.08 0.05 =1.65 .10 3.2
POI I Score ~0.02 0.01 ~1.60 .12 3.0
Type Offense 0.25 0.19 1.34 .19 2.1
POI Tc Score 0.03 0.03 ° 0.87 .39 1.0
Regression Constant = 3.04 Fc = 7.67, 7 and 60 df, p « .02

~ Multiple Corrslstion Squated‘(Rz) = 48

1Personality variables missing for 17 SPACE admissions who had left the
program by 3-31-75 (11 failures and 6 successes)
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS: MEAN DAYS IN SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM
. ° BY TREATMENT MODALITY AND PRIOR DELINQUENT CONTACTS

‘FOR ADMISSIONS NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

Reality and | Reality and
Individual/ | Individual/
~1Group Psycho4Group Psycho-
Prior Delinquent Reality:| therapy therapy and }Unweighted
" Contacts Therapy Role Training]Row Means
0-9 Prior Contacts. |Mean Days 82.5 80.7 85.9 82.9
Sy N S ® (23) (10) -
10-13 Prior Contacts | Mean Days 31.0 |  76.7 78.7 62.1
N | - ® (25) (11) -
Unweighted Grand
. Column Means 56.6 78.7 82.3 72.5 Mean
TABLE H-2

" ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS: SUMMARY FOR TREATMENT
MODALITY AND PRIOR DELINQUENT CONTACTS ON DAYS
IN SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM
FOR ADMISSIONS NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

‘ Mean . : Significance |Percent of Total
fSoqrce‘of‘Variation Square | DF [F-Test| - Level Sum of Squares
Prior Delinquent Contacts | 7424.14 | 1| 14.83 .001 11.6
Treatment Modality - 4420.46 2| 8.83 <001 13.9
Priors by Modality 1 3993.46 | 2| 7.98 .001 12.5

- Within Cell : 500.47 |79 - : - 62.0
. Total g 759.40 | 84| - - 100.0°
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APPENDIX I

’POI PRE AND POSTTEST SCORE MEANS FOR SAMPLE OF
SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM SUCCESSES
ADMITTED NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974

(N = 32)
Mean
‘ Pre-Test Post-Test Dif-
POI Scale Mean ©  Mean ference
Time Competent 15.0 14.7 -0.3
Inner Directed 79.3 78.1 -1.2
Self~-Actualizing Value 18.9 17.6 =1.3%%%
Existentiality 18.0 19.2 1.2%*
Feeling Reactivity 15.4 14.4 ~1.0
Spontaneity 11.3 11.2 -0.1
Self-Regard 12.9 12.2 -0.7
Self-Acceptance 14,7 14.3 -0.4
Nature of Man, . ‘
Constructive 10.1 10.2 0.1
Synergy 5.4 5.1 -0.3
Acceptance of Aggression 15.3 14.9 -0.4
Capacity for Intimate -
Contact 17.8 18.8 1.0*

* -
t= 1.75, p< .09, df = 31, based on two-tailed matched t-test

*

* t =1.98, p< .06, df = 31, based on two-tailed matched t-test.
*kk

t =-2.98, p< .01, df = 31, based on two-tailed matched t-test.
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. APPENDIX J
. S.P.A.C.E. CENTER

; DDMS ; -
' OFFENSES AND DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES

This 1isting of offenses and disposition alternatives shows what disposi-

tions can be initiated under DDMS-at the S.P.A.C.E. Center for various

behaviors. .

Attempting to cbmmitiany of these offenses, aiding another person to commit
any of these offenses, and making plans to commit any of these offenses

"shall be considered the same as committing the offense itself.

LEVEL 3 OFFENSES:

1. Offenses requiring report to, or action by, Youth Authority Board:

A,

B.

Felonies.

Battery on staff or wards. (Battery is "any unlawful beating or
other wrongful physical violence or constraint inflicted on a
human being without his consent.")

Escapes and attempted escapes.

Use, possession, or attempting to bring narcotics, dangerous drugs
or other stimulants or depressants into the S.P.A.C.E. Center or

its grounds. This includes alcoholic beverages.

Homosexual or heterosexual acts. (These are any sexual act pro-
hibited by Title IX of the California Penal Code (including sodomy,
oral copulation, unlawful intercourse, etc., or any sexual intercourse
occurring on S.P.A.C.E. Center grounds or property.)

Possession or attempting to bring weapons into the S.P.A.C.E. Center

- or its grounds.

 Involvement in a conspifacy to commit a crime or incite a riot.

(Conspiracy is defined as "a combination or a confederacy between

- two .or more persons formed for the purpose of committing, by their
Joint efforts, some unlawful or criminal act.")

2. 'Ahy;inyolvement ih an escape plot.

3. Engéging in, infiuencing others, or conspiring with others to resist the
authority of staff or cause an incident not involving violence.

e
a
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3,

6.

9.
10.
11.

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.
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Assault on staff or wards. (Assault is "an unlawful attempt, coupled
with a present ability, to commit a violent injury on the person of
another.")

Returning to the S.P.A.C.E. Center from any pass or furlough two hours
or more late.

Willful failure to abidé by the limits and or intent of any pass or
furlough.

Willful violation of a Youth Authority Board order.

A bench warrant or arrest arising from a traffic violation occurring
while in the S.P.A.C.E. Program.

Theft of State or private property.

‘Damaging or destroying State or personal property.

Fire setting.

Possession or bringing into the S.P.A.C.E. Center or its grounds any
explosive or ammunition.

Self-mutilation.

Indecent exposure.

Verbal threats to do bodily harm to anyone.
Physical fighting.

Lying as a witness in a DDMS hearing.

Lying about a staff member with intent to do harm in a grievance
procedure.

Serious program failure involving consistent failure to meet or attempt
to meet the major realistic documented program goal(s) and/or individual
program objective(s} at the discretion of the resident’'s Treatment Team.

LEVEL 3 DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES:

1.

2.

3.

Remove from the S.P.A.C.E, Program, with or without recommendation of
additional time in another Youth Authority institution.

Full restriction to S.P.A.C.E. Center grounds during free time for a
maximum of four weeks.

Any- equal or lesser disciplinary action (including Level 2 and Level 1)
which will achieve the desired change in behavior.
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© LEVEL 2 OFFENSES:

1.

2‘-‘ .

3.

11.

12,

13 .

14'

Returning to the S.P.A.C.E. Center from any pass or furlough ‘more than

~thirty minutes but less than two hours late.

Failure to,obey staff's instructions.

Traffic citations while in the S.P.A.C.E. Program, at the discretion of
the. resident 8 Treatment Team.

Being two weeks or more behind in room and board payments.
Possession of contraband except for items covered by Levei 3.
Misuse of medioations, including refusal to take medication.

Conduct which disrupts or interferes with the security of, or the orderly
running of the S,P.A.C.E. Center.

Falsely accusing a ward or staff member of misconduct.
Loaning property or anything of value for profit or increased return.

Resisting staff in the performance of their duties, including searches of
any kind.

Gambling.

"Pressuring'’; démanding compliance by intimidation.

Minor law violations, misdemeanors.

Moderate program failure consisting of failure to meet the moderate
realistic documented program goals and/or‘individual program objective.

LEVEL 2 DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES:

: ‘1.

2.

3.

4,

5.

‘ Any‘one or reasonable combination of:

Loss of privilege of possession of an automobile or motorcycle for a
maximum of two weeks.

Loss of free-time pass ptivileges for a maximum of two passes.
Loss of furlough privileges foroa maximum of two furloughs.

Full restriction to S.P.A.C.E. Center grounds during free time for a
maximum of two weeks.

"Time Served" at a closed institution prior to D.D.M.S. hearing.
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10.

11.

12.

f55-
Special counseling program (must be outlined in detail, including -
follow-up).
Research project relating to behavior, for a maximum of 8 hours of work.
Creative project for S.P.A.C.E. for a maximum of 10 hours of work.
Volunteer‘work for the community for é maximum of 8 hours of work.
Loss of S.P.A.C.E. pay phone privilege for a maximum of two weeks.
For being late on a pass or furlough, a‘deduction not to éxceed five
minutes for each minute late may be made from next pass(es) or furlough.

Total deduction for Level 2 not to exceed 10 hours.

Any equal or lesser (including Level 1) disciplinary action which will
achieve the desired change in behavior.

LEVEL 1 OFFENSES:

10.

 Pretending to be sick or injured to avoid work or involvement in program.

Failure to follow safety or sanitation rules.
Verbal abuse directed toward staff or wards.
Unexcused absence or tardiness from an assignment,
Using abusive or obscene 1anguagé;

Being unsanitary or untidy; failing to keep one's person and quarters in
accordance with standards.

Manipulation’of staff or residents.
Lying.

Returning to the S.P.A.C.E. Center from any pass or furlough thirty or
less minutes late.

Any minor infraction of S.P.A.C.E. Center rules not covered by Level 3,
Level 2 or above. : ,

LEVEL 1 DISPOSITION ALTERNATIVES:

Ahy one or reasonable combination of:

1,

2.

Extra dutles without pay to a maximum of five hours.

Loss of one evening program (early room time) beginning no earlier than
6:00 p.m. and to be used within one week of completion of DDMS process.
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- more than two days, not to restrict weekend or holiday passes or furloughs
which are otherwise earned. :
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Loss of free time off-grounds priv11eges with or without staff for no

1Loss of S.P.A. C E. pay phone privileges for a maximum of 2 days.

Essay on behavior not to ‘exceed 500 words.

qus of use~of the-pool table for a maximum of one week.
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