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HIGHLIGHTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Social, Personal and Community Experience Program (SPACE) is a 90-day 
Page 

pre-parole and intensive parole program for young men and women under the 

15 jurisdiction of the California Youth Autihority. Upon completion of the 

pre-parole phase, wards continue to be supervised on parole by SPACE parole 
16 

agents. About one-third of the SPACE parolees are provided initial short-

17 term placement in the SPACE group homes. The program is located in Los 

Angeles and became operational in October 1973. 
18 

The present research report is based on the first 12 months of the SPASE 

21 program implementation and deals only with the 90-day pre-parole phase. 

Five program goals are evaluated. The parole- £cllowup analysis will be 

23 
covered in a subsequent report. 

Among the major findings revealed by the study are the following: 
26 

1. During the first year of operatic:m, the program admitted 86 wards 

28 
from a total of 275 applicants. About 70 percent of the first 

year admissions successfully completed the community residential 

29 
phase and were paroled; about 30 percent failed to complete the 

pre-parole phase and ~7ere returned to other Youth Authority 

35 
institutions. 

II 
., V 

'J 

II. Of the first-year adm:l.ss:1ons, 91 percent ~yere males and nine 

36 percent females. The median age was 20.6. About 54 percent were 

Black, 27 percent ~nlite, and 19 percent of Mexican-American 

38 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 offenders. The majority 

(54 percent) had histories of escapes or runaways. 

III. Several background variables differentiated wards who success­

fully completed the gO-day residential phase from those who 

failed to do so. The successes were more likely to be wards 

who were Black, first admissions to the Youth Authority, wards 

with a brief deiinquent history, those who had no record of 

escapes or runaways, or wards tran8ferred from Ventura School, 

.Karl Holton School, Southern Reception Center Clinic, and 

forestry camps. Several background variables also differenti­

ated wards who escaped from the SPACE center from those who did 

not. The escapees more often were White or Mexican-American; 

had a history of prior escapes or runaways; had instant offenses 

not involving persons; or were juvenile court rather than 

criminal court commitments. 

IV. SPACE parole administrators as compar~d to statewide regular 

parole administrators spent more time on managerial functions 

(44 percent vs. 31 percent, respectively) but considerably less 

time on case management activities (27 percent VB. 43 perc'ent). 

SPACE parole agents with case10ads as compared to their counter­

parts in regular parole units 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 ward background 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 completing the pre­

parole program could be predicted most accurately, namely, for 85 

percent of the sample group of wards. 

VI. The use of three different treatment modalities did not appear 

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 ~aximizing length of stay. 

VII. 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. 

VIII. Based on a preliminary sample, the arrest records of the SPACE pre­

parole residents were compared 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 the first thre(i! months in the community. 

Moreover, only about one percent of' the SPACE wards had been 

arrested and charged with a felony IilS C'.ompated to 19 percent of 

the regular parolees who had been convicted of new felonies 

~7hich were reported during the first 90 days in the community. 

IX. Approximately 98 percent ,-,I the wards who successfully completed 

the 90-day residential program were employed and/or in school at 

release to parole. 

Recommendations 

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,phould 
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: 

a. With a larger sample of wards. 

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, community-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 evaluation 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
ment 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 per 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 program. A 
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description of the parole phase of the project and an assessment of three 

additional program goals will be the subject of a separate report to be 

pUblished in 1976. 

EVALUATION METHOD 

The first 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. 

Design and Data Collection 

A description of the SPACE program was accomplished by site visits, inter­

views with wards and staff, and a parole agent time study. The latter was 

done in March 1974 for the purpose of showing how parole agents function in 

a community-based institutional program, ?lnd how their functions differ from 

parole staff in 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 

report. 

The evaluation of the other three program goals considered in this report 

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

characteristics, program performance data and outcome data. Ward background 

cha.tacteristics were examined in terms of personal, social, and delinquency 

data which were obtained from clinical case summaries, administration of two 

personality inventories, and records maintained as part of the SPACE program 

evaluation. 
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Program performance and outcome data relating to the 90-day residential 

phaBe in SPACE included the following: Number of disciplinary 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 colle~ted to ascertain treatment modalities used 

and staff ratings of ward performance. The project social worker and other 

SPACE staff were interviewed monthly to determine which of several treatment 

modalities (1. e., reality therapy, role training, individual therapy with 

social worker) were being used with each resident. At the conclusion of the 

residential phase, parole agents were asked to rate the resident's overall 

performance in the pre-parole phase on a 5-point scale. For residents who 

completed 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-post basis with a sample of wards who were exposed 

to the 90-day pre-parole program. 1 Using the before and after measures on 

the inventory, the aim was to determine if participation in the SPACE program 

was associated 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 writer and used primarily for the 

evaluative aspects of SPACE. 

1 The 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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Finally, the FIRO-B inventory (Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orienta­

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

into SPACE. This inventory contains three basic dimensions of social inter­

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

administered the FIRO-B, which was used in treatment planning as well as for 

the SPACE research evaluation. 

Arrangements have been made for a long-term follow-up of parole performance 

based on a matched pairs design which was initiated in January 1974. 

Accordingly, SPACE wa'.t'ds who have completed the residential phase and have 

been paroled are being matched on several demographic characteristics with 

wards in the regular Youth Authority institutions-parole program. Both 

groups are 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 

wards an opportunity to shift gradually over a 3-month period from the 

highly structured environment and dependence fostered by a closed setting to 

the freedom and independence of community living. 

Program~hJlosoehy 

SPACE was established as a program model to demonstrate that gradual 

reintegration of eJt-offenders into the community is a viable concept, and 

t:hnt it Cnn b(~8t be accomplished if the facility is located in a metropolitan 
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area with a TI1ide variety of employment opportunities, adequate pubH,c trans­

portation, and access to human service agencies.' Moreover, the close super­

vision provided by a community-based institution is seen as a way of increas­

ing protection to the community while the resident wards are re-entering 

society. 

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 Ar,'thority, 

it seems worthwhile to mention the major staff functions in relation to the 

program's basic operation. 

The project director, a Youth Authority Administrator 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) III, supervises three PA lIs, is responsible 

for budgeting, management and maintenance of the physical plant, and acts 

for t.he project director in her absence. 

Of the three PA lIs, two fun.ction as staff supervisors. One acts as 

residential treatment supervisor for custody staff and coordinates the two 

parole group homes operated by SPACE. The other serves as casework supervisor 

to the center parole staff. The third PA II is 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 specia1,ist also serves as the project's training 
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officer and coordinator of hearings for the Disciplinary Decision Making 

2 System (DDMS) . 

Each of the four PA Is in SPACE functions primarily on separate treatment 

teams during the pre-parole period of the program. A treatment team consists 

of a PA I, a Youth Counselor, and a Correctional Program Assistant. Assist-

ing these four teams are a social ~jorker, a teacher, and the PA II employment 

specialist, as well as consultants in reality therapy and role playing 

techniques. Case decisions are made jointly by the treatment team during the 

pre-parole 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 residents 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 assisting the treatment teams, the SPACE p'rogram teacher furnishes 

several essential services. These include assessing the academic needs of 

new residents, determining their vocational interests and aptitudes, and 

providing classroom guidance in remedial subjects and connnunitysurvival 

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

2 ,', 
This system com.'ists of a formal procedure for the thorough investigation 

,and fair disposition with respect to cases of ward miscbnduct or rule infrac­
tions in Youth Authority {nstitutions,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 

3 therapy 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 role train-

ing consultant meets for four sessio~s 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 

resiQcats 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 light on the proportionate time generally spent by SPACE parole agents 

for major ~ervice 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 9,escription of this technique, the reader is referred 
to Reality Therapy: A New Approach to Psychiatry, by William Glasser,M.D. 
Harper and Row, Publishers, Inc., New York, N.Y., 1965. 
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J!1.rtJt, ttflm AppendS,r.; A it .appears that: SPACE administrative staff as compared 

'io #tl.ttt~1d{j; lldt;I'J.ir.rioerators spent more time (44 percent vs. 31 percent) on 

wluagcrial.flulet1.0rllj (e.g., staff' supervision, office/center responsibilities 

nu4prcjp:am devalopment). On the other hand, SPACE administrators spent 

eatltd.dt'n:'ilbly lens ti:lJl6 than ntatewide parole administrators (27 percent vs" 

43 p(!t(wnt, rcop(tctively) on caee DUlnagement activities (e.g., case review 

,aij«( .tccm:d1r1g" parole violut:t.on.B, and other case-related activities). 

!1I,U~OruJ, there WtHJ relative.ly little overall difference between the afore­

fLt(l:ntinftcd two groupo on administrative functions (departmental assignments, 

1'tt'ofeo810flul dev1310pment J public relations/resource development, and travel). 

It 1..8 l'lotabl(~i hot,.1ev.Gr, that SPACE staff spent about twi.ce as much time on 

prohrwiood developmcntaa statewide parole administrators , which probably 

rctleet:!.l the, tmnfJiderable involvement of SPACE stnffwith the project treat-

th11'(1, 1t i6 clear thut the set:vice time distribution of SPACE Parole 

Asentu I dtft'~rn tl})preCillbly ft'om that of their counterparts in the regular 

Yt\uthAuth<Ui:U:y pnt:ole program. The data in this regard are shown in 

AN}~'HUUX n~ SFAC& T!A la .spent almost twice as much time on direct services 

aM Ctffl'lt'at:cd.to n.sMtu Bt3tewide. Moreover, SPACE agents devoted only about 

tmcl'lofmrrth 1m much time. to plu;ole violation investigations) and half as much 

tf~~ to t!dlttinitltrntd va dut:ias u.s stntew:f..de case-carrying agents. 

Tho 'l'Ut4!.tsoing fl;i.(ft!1'ences between SPACE parole agents and their coUnter­

.~ft~ in ~'elulM:"p~}rol~prQ8r8m$ can be ],argely explained on the basis that: 

,ft) SlJACt anont:t! 'S:(i!n~:rt.\lly '\i;fork on the wal;d living unit at the residential 
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b) SPACE agents have much smaller caseloads, which enables them to provide 

more case services and requires less time for parole violation procedures; 

c) SPACE custody staff assumes officer of the day functions, which rel.ieves 

SPACE case-carrying agents of a large proportion of time expended for 

administrative duties. 

Program Er;,vironment 

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 class~oom on the other. 

~ngs of the main building are carpeted; and, bright contemporary colors have 

been used to create a home-like atmosphere. In the center of the residential 

facility is a modern kitchen and dining room, a conference room and a 

resident 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 pavep. uatio for light exercise; and, part of 

the center parking lot is used dur.ing 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 to movies, 
. . 

sports and entertainment events, beach and camping trips. 

Adjacent tathe residential center are two 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 

Angeles regular parole units on a temporary basis. The women's group home 

is operated by a young married couple. A single male college student manages 
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thft men' {1 group horoe. 111eSl'ACe group home managers liye. in the homes and 

ft'fcr minimally involved fnthe cente:J;' residential program. 

l!!l!>~li..,1llt..£!!!4. Sdec.t!g,!l.9f WardS 

111e proj eet in dedgned for the more emotionally mature young adult offender 

1Itw C~n NIJH! 'Jofith Sorlle atres8, who is motivated to accept responsibility for 

1I1t'Hh'lH' tmc1nlly nnd financially, and who has no more than three mOl1Lths of 

nrl inDt:1tutlr:mal t;i,mc to serve. Several. steps are involved in the selection 

of reafdeoto for the project. 

l~irf)ti S) ward llluat apply for the program by completing an application form 

dcm1,etlcd by SI'ACE stuff. (See App end i:x: C.) Then~ a counselor on the living 

unit at the inotitution reviewB the application and makes an independent 

(Tvuhw.tion of the wnrd on a $l:;andat'd form provided by the proj ect. (See 

Apt1endiX'O.' Each month the :f.nstiti,ltion notifies SPACE of the number of 

nf*f,Uf·rmtn J llndpersonlll inte,rviewf3 with SPACE staff are scheduled. 

l'lm third fltt!p :io n ptc, ... gcrcc.ning by SPACE staff members. Team staff visit::; 

th~\om.nl nt th0 ;I:nstitution to review his or her application and determine 

it hi' or sh(!mc.ot;1l the project eligibility oriteria, which are as follows: 

1. Wnrd tnUtlt be betveen IS nnd 25 years of age; 

~" War.d Illl.l)1 be ~nle or femule; 

j ~ '~ilrd mUl}tplnn to reside in l.os Angeles County after being paroled 
ffOm th~pt"{\ ... ptrrole progrum: ~md~ 

.\. W~n'd may eOme ft"17J:tn tiny Youth A\lthority institution, camp or 
nt~l)t1on c(~nter. 

\flrd~ 'Who do natmfl.ettbe aSe or r~t,)idence requirement are advised of their 

;btt\iHi1tNJ1t~~ d\n:!ns the :l'ntet'Vie\ot and tare encou:rnged to l:e-apply when they 

r~~\!h 18 01" f~wlthOY ·w:111 b~ able to mCl@t the -residence requirement. 

n 
II 
I' i 
I 

---------~---------- _.-
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The fourth step in the screening process is the selection of candidates by 

the SPACE classification ~ommittee, which consists of the project director, 

the assistant project director, the casework supervisor, the social worker, 

the teacher and the treatment team responsible for screening applicants at 

Y.A. institutions during the current month. 

Although not stated explicity, certain additional criteria appear to be 

important factors in selecting applicants. For example,. wards with histories 

of extensive drug involvement or several escapes from correctional facilities 

generally are not accepted for the SPACE program. Ideally, seven candidates 

per month are accepted for the pre-parole program, with reports of acceptance 

senl': to the various institutions for presentation to the Youth Authority 

Board. 

Filnal 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 pre-

parole program entails three distinct phases. During the first or orienta-

tion phase, the resident's vocational and personal needs are assessed, and the 

ward is assigned a center job. Wards are paid $1.65 per hour for work per­

formed on their center jobs. Each resident must pay the center $2.00 per 

day rent from the date of arrival. Initially, rent ia patd 'from center job 

earnings and later from the resident's outside employment. 
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"r1picaUj I PblUU~ ! la"ts t1lla weeks during which time the resident is not 

tjllB!bl(~f(;r f1atUJ€f6 or £udaugha. ltowever, he can leave the center to look . 
tl)r a job or to pat"tla:f.p.lltc in a group outing if accompanied by a staff 

tIM~t#b~tl At: ,Uu! coIlclullion of Phnse 1, the resident participates in a case 

attd't1.n8 1'!'ith thrttrcatment: team, 'at which time goals for the next phase are 

Dudng ,flhaoe n of the prc"'pllrole progrnnl,the resident becomes involved 

1:n tJ l1fn:k, and/ot' tH:hoQl or training program outside the center. The 

r~61d(+nt 1.0 p(~rmitt.:cd. to have work and free-time passes but must arrange in 

.U.hlllJl('(~ with LitC!· tr(~lltm(mt tC!1m for passes. The duration ofl?hase II varies 

fromt.\.tft to cd .. Hht weckEr, depending upon the individual's ability to find a job 

or b~t'omc enrolled in n school ar training program, use of work and free time 

fHUHHW j D:nd &cnct'nlbchaviol;' in the program. At the end of Phase II, the 

t"(ttd,df,mt llBJlin pntticipatea in n case staffing with the treatment team to 

In l'hilfH~ HI. till' lnut phnoe oithe pre-parole program, the resident is 

~HU1bh~ tot' w~ekcnd furloughs. A furlough is limited in duration, must 

h~vet n pUt"P()tH.~ find be nplll."oved. by the pt'oj ect director or assistant proj ect 

dif~ft(a·* Tll'bfinnlplutae of the pre."'parole program has a minim~m duration 

:(}f two wtt~kn nnd in focused on thtl t'esident'~ placement plans when he is 

l>ud"'~htfl\ lO.lllt '~eftk in. t'(u:lidtlnce •. the. resident is involved in a tl;ansition 

~""~ (t():nf1j:};tC'H\et, vith tlie, ;pnt'ole. agent; at which time the Conditions of Parole 

~r~ ~U\l~~UfUjt:it fA:~d 1\18 pluna and goda modified t i£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, approximately 37 percent (22) of 

the 60 SPACE residents who 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 occup:1.ed 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 

females 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 being 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 det,ention admissions including 19 males and eight females during 

the first 12 months. The' temporary detention admissions s.pent a total of 

285 ward-days .in custody at the center. 

One of the SPACE program goals was that the center would accept 30 female 

wards per year from Los Angeles County parole units for temporary detenti~~.; 
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1"b.~ ptCigtalll: fell considorably short of its goal in this respec.t,as only seven 

t~.l~1J woro hftl.Ong th(~ 2.5 regular parole wards detained at the center during 

the t:!r8t y~llt'* However, 16 young i40mCn from Los .Angeles County regular 

p~tol~ unittl were pj,aced in. the project! group home. Some of these young 

YQmtttt would hllVC beendet:n1,ned in the center pending suitable placement plans 

thu NtCII,dy dceUncin femo,lecommitment:.s to the Youth Authority makes it 

blS»hly unUkel'ythttt the progrBmw:!.ll be able to attain its goal with respect 

t@ t~Duil,e tempot'llry d~tent;ion admis9ions. 

Due to ufilhortnlle of b~d$ at the Southern Reception Center-Clinic, a 3D-day 

l)t~""t'l'!1~4HH!: program f:or wj!u~da from southern institutions was implemented at 

th~ SPACEecntcr ;{n Jnnulll:y 1975. Wards placed in the center in the pre-

:t~lCtHH~ prosram Ilrc Ilsoign.ed to n Cot:rect:ional Program Assistant who orients 

theWtu'd to the cantnr nml serves ns oeneet: liaison with the parole unit to 

W~rtl3 f.i'ltlced tuttle center on temporary detention or in. the pre-release 

llrOtU"~m hnve t:1H'~ ffllmnstut:;uij as residents in Phase I of the SPACE residential 

prO$rn:t'H thnt 18. they ure rcstt"icted tathe center and cannot leave unless 

FINDINGS 

Tho,f1ndiJ\SI r~l'Qtt(ld hel:'einlrre bused on the first year admissions to the 

t'!:uddcnUalpro8r~~" ~o generlil U.r,<:>{lS 0.£ "informatioill. 8.t'epresented. The 

f1f(tt dDfH':r1h~avt\:r:rl ~OVem(H\t: in .nnd out oftlia program., cnar:6lcterist.ics of 

~liAt~_~#\l'lloti~fat\d prOSt~ petlo~'\noe of SPACE :Q1Je.e.~ases and failures. 

t 
I 
1 
l 
I 
i 
f' 
I 
1 
1 
I 
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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 institutions. 

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 LA. indicates that over a l2-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 applicants were admitted to the program. 

TABLE LA 

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

Disposition Number Percent 

Total Applications to SPACEI 275 100.0 

Total Rejected 189 68.7 
By SPACE (170) (61. 8) 
By Board (19) (6.9) 

Net Admitted to SPACE 86 31.3 

~ifteen wards applied twice making a total of 260 
individual wards who applied for SPACE during the 
period. Of the If'. apply;l.ng twice, eight were rejected 
both times; and, seven were rej ected onc.e, then later 
admitted to SPACE. 
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TABLE 1n 

ReASONS FOR REJECTION OF APPLICATIONS BY SPACE PROGRAM 
CeTOUEa 1; 1973 TO SEPTEMBER 30, 1974 

RCtt8on8 For Rejection Number Percent 

~------------------------------~j'~'--------~----------
'to tal Space S tEl.ff Raj ec tions 

Extensive drug/alcohol abuse 
IWJiliture, irresponsible 
Msaults/hostile to authority 
l?ri.or escape biatory 
Hot motivated/indefiniteplans 
Rtd:f!rred to parole/ camp 
Lollg Continuance/eat'ly 

expi:tat1on date 
r.moti~nal instability 
Other 

170 

42 
24 
22 
18 
13 
12 

11 
7 

21 

100.0 

24.7 
14.1 
12.9 
10.6 
7.6 
7.1 

6.5 
4.1 

12.4 

Ilncludea 6 }lards who rejected the program, 5 who didn't 
m.eUI: the age and/or residence t'equirements, 4 whom SPACE 
felt it could not help, and 4 who were rejected by SPACE, 
'but thereasonwaa unknown. 

For the 170 applicants l,"cjeeted by SPACE, Table lB shows that the four major 

t'CllfJoJUl which llccounted for. almost two ... thirds of the rejections were: extensive 

1\'1~.t()l'Y of drug, or 01eo11.01 abuse (42 or about 25 percent); bej.ng too immature 

or ~.~:t'~BPonnible fol:' the program (24 or about 14 percent); haVing a history of 

toco.nt IH'ftJ~~llta or be;l.ng extremely hostile to authority (22 or c:Lbout 13 percent); 

tlrtd hnving nnoxtonsivQ prior escape histot'Y (18 01;' about 11 percent). 

tdblf1 2rc:W<'l41a that almont: 70 percent of the wards who were admitted to SPACE 

thef:1:tl:JtyeQ-r luul 6ucccasfull.y completed the reeident;!,al program by March 31, 

1915 ond. h4\d been pnroled. .About; 29 percent .of those admitted had been returned 

to :I'aS'll,H:' iruU:it\i.t1onnbecau$C of proi;rl1lJl failure.. Escape WllS the. major 
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reason for program failure, involving about 20 perCetlt of the total admis-

sions. 

TABLE 2 

PRE-PAROLE OUTCOME OF SPACE ADMISSIONS 
NOV£MBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974 

Admissions 

Pre-Parole Program Outcome 

Total Admissions to SPACE 

Completed Program, Paroled 

Failed Program, Removed 

1 Escaped 2 
Failed for other reasons 

Still in Program Awaiting Court 
Action on 3-31-75 I 

Number Percent 

86 100.0 

60 69.8 

25 29.1 

(17) (19.8) 
(8) (9.3) 

1 1.1 

10f the 17 who escaped, six were undergoing DDMS act:Lon 
for other rule infractions at the time they left the 
program. 

2Five residents were removed for possession of contra­
band, two failed 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 perfJona1, social, 

and delinquency cha~acteristics. A number of featu1;'es are worth noting in the 

table. 

Almost ;1 percent of the total admissions to SPACE were males. Fifty-three 

percent. of the first year admissions to SPACE lttere 21 years or older, and the 
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median age was 20.6 years. About 54 percent were Black, 27 percent White, 

and almost 19 percent Mexican-American. 

About three-fourths of the total admissions to SPACE were committed to Y.A. 

by criminal courts. Some 63 percent o~ 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 noted in Table 3, about 44 percent of the total SPACE admissions were 

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

about 22 percent were reported for robbery, some eight percent had been 

incarcerated for murder Ol~ manslaughter, and 14 percent for other persons 

offenses.) 

Property offenses were the instant offense of nearly 46 percent of the total 

SPACE admissions, with bUl:g1ary being the last offense of about one-fifth of 

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

About six pE~rcent of the total admissions had drug-involved offenses; and, 
, 

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

as drunk and disorderly and weapons violation. 

According to Table 3, about one-third of the SPACE residents were admitted 

from Youth Training School. Some 17 percent were received, respectively, from 

forestry camps, Ventura School, and the combined institutions of DeWitt 

Nelson/Karl Holton. Only about three percent of the first year admissions 

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

institutions. 
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Seen further in Table 3 are the proportionn of wards admitted to SPACE 

according to number of Prior Delinquent Contacts, i.e., reported contacts 

with law enforcement ager$,cies for delinquent acts prior to Youth Authority 

commitment and during parole for the readmissions wards. About three-fourths 

of the wards had s~ 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 incar~eration. Ramifica-

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

Backgro~nd Variables in Relation to Program Outcome 

The nine background variables shown in Table 3,were further analyzed with 

respect to successor failure in the pre-par'ole program. The resulting data 

reveal statistically significant relationships--greater than ordinarily 

would be erpected on a chance basis--for five of the nine variables. The 

corresponding findings are presented in Table 4. 

Categorized by ethnic group, the success rate was highest for Black SPACE 

I residents (80.4 percent), followed 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 program ia 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 

BACKGROUND VARIABLES RELATED TO SUCCESS/FAILURE 
IN SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM 

FOR ADHISSIONS FROM NOVEl-iBER 1, 1973 '1;'0 OCTOBER 31, 1974 

~ 

Total Succes.s Failure 
Background Var.iables 

I Number Percent Number Percent Number 
1 85 60 - 25 Total -

Ethnic GrouE 2 

Black 46 100.0 37 80.4 9 
White 23 100.0 16 69.6 7 
Mexican-American 16 100.0 7 43.7 9 

Y.A. Admission Status 3 

First Admission 54 100.0 43 79.6 11 
Readmisnion 31 100.0 17 54.8 14 

Prior Delinguent Contacts 4 

0-5 19 100.0 18 94.7 1 ,. 

6-10 28 100.0 18 64.3 10 
11-18 38 100.0 24 63.2 14 

Prior EscaEes 
5 

None 38 . 100.0 33 86.8 5 
Some 45 100.0 27 60.0 18 

Prior Y.A. Facilities 6 
, 

Camps/SRCC/Holt;ort! 
Ventura School 35 100.0 30 85.7 5 

YTS 28 100.0 20 71.4 8 
VRCC/El Paso/Preston/ 

DeWitt 22 100.0 10 45.5 12 

1 2Total excludes one ward awaiting court actio\'" 
3Chi-square = 7.71, df=2, pc.02. 
4Chi-square = 4.70, df=l, pc.03. 
5Chi-square = 6.88, df-2, pc.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 

6at .01 level with 1 df. 
Chi-square = 10.56, df=2, p<.Ol. 

Percent 

-

19.6 
30.4 
56.3 

20.l. 
45.2 

5.3. 
35.7 
36.8 

13.2 
40.0 

14.3 
28.6 

54.5 
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.6:izni.£1.tttmt:ly :nI'Jre· likely tfJ complete. thep.r.e-parole program. 

ytMHy) 1'nbl(l I, difJplays success rates for the pre-parole program according 

&:0 die, pt':1.or VA facility f:rom whicn Yllrds were transfet.'red. The table is 

H~tttdt;Q ehol:HJ; -characteristicB for: which the p1:oportion of successes and 

t~l1u'r~ 'Were fQund to be significantly different. ~ecauae of small sizes, 

thre~ eatcgorietJ of prior YA ftJ,cilities were developed based on the magni­

tudcwof ($\Jt:C<!S9 t'nt:otJ. The first category--camps, Southern Reception Center 

CUni{~ t Holton School, ~nd VentuX'.(1 .5cho01--had a succeas rate of 86 percent; 

che ne~oml c,bt.:egory, consioting of YTS, had 71 percent; and the third--made 

Ull (1£ Vcnt:Ul;"ll )tcception Centcl,'" Clinic. £1 Paso de. Robles School, Preston 

School oE IndulJtry und DeWitt Nelson School had the 10"lest success rate, 

ii' f'''l''CtOoJ:. 

!J~fJt~~hl~8 und .sPACE Ef)C~:tJ~e Sta!£! 

Sillt~ ~t.i~flfB3 fromthn SPACE p:rogrnm accounted for about two-thirds of the 

Pt'ti"'lltU:olefftilur~tl (17 of the 25 failures were for escape), escape status 

of the, t11:tJt YC!(i3:; l:~8ident8 alao was e-xillnined in relation to ward background 

vl:u:inblq.'UJ. (Non.,;atH:ap(\J) included the p're-pat:ole successes plus those who 

f;~i1~d tot' l"e·tUH')ua oehct: than esc,&r.~ •. ) 'the t:esultingdata appear in 

T~'bl(f ,. 

'rout' h~eklt'~n,f\Ad v4t',it\l.l1~uwcr~ found to significantly dif,ferentiate escapes 

f'r~nnn ... 'ctt~~HH~~:o they we'rn: flmnber of prior escapes t offense ca.tegory, 

_t.bl\'1c: aroup. _nd- l;ourt of eouwit:mc.nt. As noted in the previous aection, 

~. of tl\~.t'. vilr1.bl(ftl, i.~th.. pd:o:r eSe4111CS and ethnic groups ulso signiii­

~ .. ndy dift"crr~t1i\t~d h"'t:~i.\n ptost'~m 6uece5SCS and failures •. 
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TABLE 5 

BACKGROUND VARIABLES RELATED TO ESCAPE STATUS IN SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM 
FOR ADMISSIONS FROM NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974 . 

Background Variables 
Total Escape Non-Escape 

Number Percent Number Percent Number 
1 Total 84 17 - - 67 

Prior EscaEesLRunaways 2 

Some ll4 100.0 15 34.1 29 
None 38 100.0 1 2.6 37 

Offense Category 3 

Not Against Persons 46 100.0 14 30.4 32 
Against Persons 38 100.0 3 7.9 35 

Ethnic Group4 

White/Mexican-American 38 100.0 12 31.6 26 
Black 46 100.0 5 10.9 41 

Court of CommitmentS 

Juvenile 21 100.0 8 38.1 13 
Criminal 63 100.0 9 14.3 54 

, 
~Total excludes two reside~ts who were awaiting court action on 1-31-75. 

Excludes twa additional wards for whom prior escapes was unknown. 
3Chi-square=10.92, df=l, p<.001. 
4Chi-square=5.23, df=l, p<.02. 
Includes 22 White and 16 Mexican-American. wards. 

5Chi-square=4.32, df=l, p<.05. 
Chi-square=4.16, df-l, p<.04. 

Percent 

-

65.9 
97.4 

69.6 
92.1 

68.4 
89.1 

61.9 
85.7 
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All (H~oC.n ;In Tabt~ 5, I.lbout 31,. per.(:(mt of those with a history of prior 

ItU:~tlt!tf 4tao «t#cllp~.d frt:Jm the SPACE program; by contrast, only about three 

f·)f.:rtcttt {It tE'l006 \{ithno prim: escapes escaped from SPACE. 110re than 30 

p~re~tH: fJttJm'~wbotJc offentHU1 ~et'e- not against persons escaped from the 

tPta.E'r~l'lh but anty About: etght: percent of theperaons offenders escaped. 

Almoct 12 p~re~(H:'ilf the non--alack; (White and Mexican-American) residents 

ftxcap~{lem:xfHU'e(1 l1ieha 't'tltco.f about 11 percent for Black wards. Some 

1.8 p¥."f(!tmt of tbe juvenile .(:OU:I'I;: but only nhout 14 percent of the criminal 

r,ou-rt: f<1ait:~nt:o be~~mQ; SP.ACE~8cnpeeB. 

tn lmmfW.n'Y. tlle .tirlft j f ellt' findings pcrt(drling to ward background 

(!hartfet;er~.3tir-.lf 1n :t'(ilntion to progrnm .success/failure and escape status 

1~ly that c~rttl;(·n cntegories of ~·wrda WOre better risks than others for 

t h.~ GV,M!E J.re""pl1t'oll:l tnrosrnm. 'thnt is J l3l.ack wards, first admissions) 

lI~rdf~ yit.h (j ... 5 I)d.or, delinquent contt,\cts, those withnQ prior escapes/ 

Tu'l\.~Wftyn t tmdwtlt'd8ndii\itt.ed from camps, SRCC. Karl Holton and Ventura 

Seho()h tuut td$'nUit;a.ntly higllet' tJuccess rates than others in the SPACE 

r~.dd{~nth;l P1"QBt'4.J!,1. ThQfJQ with aign~.ficant:ly higher escape rates Yllere 

wu:rdt1 'ltlu} had {l hhtcll:Y of Prior-escapes/runaways, those whose oife'nsGs were 

!!.~J\l:W»ll~!,;.A bl~~ . An,d.J;e!!8 th"St, ~ tal 

wUltb. -or ,tttl'Y in tnt»: 9O-dny pte"'parolc program is anottun: outcome measure 

wbteh ~A" e.)(~lidJUi(fin l)'<t.lll,tion co wnrd characteristics. The- length of stay 

fi,'J1: '\l1t''d,v.bO W4r~ f'~11:urM:t i~e •. , w~re tt'nna£e.rredout of the pre-parole 

rrcft&r#~i' t'lUllt(,thnm on.a: tu n dl1YB) with ~1 llled1an of 38.S days. 'Fol; wards 

~HJ~r~ tm\'fr~lUh~.31 6rplu'olod f.tom the p'rograni\ the le.ngth of stay ranged 

-
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from 84 to 99 days, as a result of minor variations in YA Board schedules 

for hearing these cases. The median stay for successes was 90 days. 

Only one combination of background variables was found to have a significant 

effect upon length of stay, namely, Y.A. admission 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 generally 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 strong (see Appendix E). 

Program Performance ~tings 

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. d 5 i t 1 f "poor" to "excellent". The ratings range on a -po n sea e rom 

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 

achievement of goals established with the treatment team. Presented in 

Table 6 is the overall distribution of ratings and a breakdown for successes 

and failures in the pre-parole program. 

It is apparent that almost two thirtm of the wards wer.e seen as performing 

"fair" to "poor", and about one third "satisfactory". Since these ratings 

probably were influenced by the agent I s knowledge of a ward IS success/ . 
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TABLE 6 

t;'fAP'V P.ATt~GS OF PROGRAM PEltFORMANCS RELATEDfO 
6UCC&f1S/fA:rLlJRE IN srACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM 

FOR ADMISSIONS .nOlo{ 
HovmnER 1. 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974 

Total,. Success Failure' 

l4u.mbcr Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Totnl ruttin .88 

Poot" 
Pa:1r 
!itl t: fBI f 4(" t o:ry 
t~f}od 
Excell,(me 
.J;~~:W#Q.;!:~~.,~ ~: 

85 100.0 

19 22 .. 3 
3S 41 • .2 
.29 34.1 
1 1.2 
1 ·1.2 

60 100.0 25 100.0 

6 10.0 13 52.0 
27 45.0 8 32.0 
25 41.6 4 16.0 
1 1.7 - -. 
1 1.7 - -

lChi .... tH~ul:tt'6"'lJJ.1, df-2, P ~ .01, ba$ed On ca tegories of Poor, Fair., 
tfAt,i6£ {\t C(}l:'yh,bQve 

t~inur~ lt~:I;u::uuJ the comparAtive ratillgsfor successes and failures are 

ti!\~torf or lHU:t<'s:t'J In. liSht: of tIm significant relationship betweett 

'(m(~:Ct'lfHt/f~llwi:e lind prol)rauJ pet'tormllnce ratings, the. association between 

blu~kBrOm\d vnr1,ftbleJJ t)ud pc.n:fomnnee l;1,lt;'tngs are not examined separately in 

~~~P~b&~.~ ~et;S",9"';'tMnc~ 

1~.llidt)t\th~ ~wa.il~blQbltck8t"ound eh~l:'aeteri8t;i.e8 and per~onality test 

d~t1:l1nc;lydtd inb'h~p.r()jtltctf . tJ~ve:rtll ilHelrnate stAtistical models were 

ttMltM t() dfilt\t.l'''tdntl the lXtent ~Q. yllieh ptQgrnmperfot:nll;tnce or Ollt:come could 

b§: Ptt't,U(:;t~d<! l'h~ 11(tt'fQ~6nC\.i etite:r!a inelud~d thosel:efe-r-ced to a'bove-­

f!t!e"'~~itlr«11Yr\t, 1~1&tb ofltay 1.0 thtl pxe-ptl1:ole program,1i1ud agent rating 
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of the resident's performance at time of parole or removal from the program. 

The statistical models employed involved regression analysis in which several 

variables are correlated and an equation is developed to predict performance. 

The first regression model tested was based on the six scales of the 

FIR0-B inventory4 In a separate analysis not ~eported herein, it was 

found that the set of inventory scales were not significant predictors of . 
program performance, 1. e., success/failure, length of .stay 1 or performance 

5 rating • It is worth noting, however, that one of the six FIRO-B scales, 

labeled "Wanted 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 prior escapes, numbel: 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, 
6 

length of stay, and performance ratings) for the pre-parole program. As 

seen in Table 7, the background variables used predicted success/failure 

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

4Th FIRO-B covers three interpersonal dimensions, 1. e., Inclusion, .Control . 
e ." d" d" ted" be-and Affection, which are dichotomized into erpresse an wan . . 

havior The inventory scales with score ranges of 0-9 are as follows. 
Expres~ed Inclus:1.on, Wanted Inclusion; Expressed Control., Wanted Control; and 
Expressed Affection and Wanted Affection. (See Appertdix F). 

5The multiple correlati~ns squared (R2) in the regres/3ions were: .06 for 
success/failure, .04 for dayS in the pre-parole program, and .02 for 
performance rating. 

6rhe multiple correlation squared (R2) 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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nnw. (,he btlf.;kgrmmd 't'cgrcasion model was ttlQre predictive of failures (74 per­

f~nt r~udi<~t.~d 4ceuc4tcly) than of nucccsaca (55 percent predicted accurately). 

'fABLE 7 

p}UmICtING PRE .... PAltOLE OUTCOME FROM 
UACKCROUNO VA1t.IAllLES ONLY FOR SPACE ADMISSIONS 

NOVEMBER. l~ 1973 1'0 OCTOBER 31, 1974 

, '.~ 

Actual & Predicted Actual & Predicted 

'·l,'(l .. Ptu;'ole 
Outcome 

~:::.l:';n:::r,·:r.'jt..,;;;:f,~,~/!'..~>f'~-'4: 

GueCt~Ja 
FaUuro 

Total f--...,..., _iiH'l>-

, llo. Percent: 
:MMt.li! ::. 

83 100.0 

60 100.0 
23 100.0 

., 

Number 

50 

33 
11 

Same Different 
Percent Percent 

Predictive Number Error 

60.2 33 39.8 

55.0 27 45.0 
74.0 6 26.0 

lJ~Kcl\1den one ward for whOl1l Ou,tcOme was unknown on 3 ... 31-75) and 
eW(i otlmr wnrd~ for "Whom bt1ckground information was missing. 

Th~ third rcgrc,JUJion tnodel t~8ted improved the prediction of outcome measures 

(tJ\l(~fCJH)lfnHuref l(msth of 6t:ny t und performance ratings) considerably for 

thou(\ f~~id(mt;t4 for whot!\. data w.ere available {see Appendix G, Tables G-1 to 

tiuJ).. 1.'It" llrCMlictorn uoed 'W!!re :(1 combination of background characteristics ... 
nnd SH~l'aOnAlltY vnrlnbl(lu fro~ the FIRo-n and the 1'01:1. As shown in 

'fabh Sf th~8Q vft.rirt.bl(ulpredieted auccess/failure accurately fo'l:' 8S percent 

nt tht"! 68 r~lI1(hmt$ fot" wbom thercquisite data were avai1able8 • However, 
~-?,;,i~~;:,,~'~:,t;:;$';,~:;!" 

'1.1lB: '}Jt'i:'tHn,d Ot'ientation 'InventorY' (POI) consists. of 150 items which make 
up H. itH1:liba tlU),tl'UUHHHl aevcn dituendons of emotionally healthy personality 
hmct1.o11in8, ~~lv~ of th~ ac~les \.lore used in the aonlysis. The two indepen­
,d(!llt i!t\:tth.'i1!l to\\lht~n& of Mltu.n.llyexclusive items, were; Time Competent and 
Im\O''t n1r~et~d, Sub"uQi\le3. ~olllpt'isc.d of items from the. two i"ndependent 
l{tftl~j:t lblr\HS:eU''''Aet.u.~li~i.nS ValtJQ:; Ex:lstentinlitYi feeling Reactivity; 
'll~nti!m~U;y; $~lf.,,~tS~t'(h S~lt-Acl!eptnnce; Nattt'l:'e of l-!an, Constructive; 
Synllra11 Mr~~'Urn:e~ of Assrcttaigft) n.nd Capacity for Intilllste IContact. 

~. ~{,.ntni!tt.ton uf vllriablna used fo:r the suceess/f~.:.Uurc.predic.tionwere: 
~"'tmd Y"A. #d_.tiU~iot\ at.tUij.FlRG-ll "muted Control nndExpressed Inclusion 
lIl~:l~r:e-ll~ .nd 'Ot Inni!f l)1:t."t.'tc.t:ed~ t~~ Comp~tent: t 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 

Pre-Parole Percent Percent 
Outcome No. Percent Number Predictive Number Error 

Totall 68 100.0 58 85.3 10 14.7 

Success 54 100.0 52 96.3 2 3.7 
Failure 14 100.0 6 42.8 8 57.2 

1 Personality 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 bias 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 FIRO-B and POI data were ruissing for a number of first-year residents, 

particularly the failures who were removed from the program before testing 

could be done, this regression model is of limited value. However, it does 

demonstrate that certain combinations of ward background and personality 

variables appear to be significant predictors of success or failure in SPACE, 

and that this kind of regression model is of potential value to staff in the 

selection of wards for the program. 

It should be added that the POI testing was discontinued after the first year 

of the SPACE pre-parole program. This action was taken both because many 
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~f.jr(hi bad difficult)' undertJtl1ndillg some of thel'OI items and because a high 

POliti,tlD correlAtion "Vllt;' .!ound between scores on siX \)f the Bcales and 

filitHll; l1ch:t<tvment' teot a (!Ores • On the otherhand~ the FIRO-B scale scores 

fJ.rt: not l:orr~l.tlt~d V'1th reading nchfevernent, nnd most wards appeared to have 

Hf;(:lf.'! cr ru, difficulty comprehending the items of the inventory. 

!I~~~~Jb~~~l-nn~.Bfickaround Characteristics 

'Ulthrt!Hlu:d to the third proSrmn goal. tl1(~ evaluation examined the relative 

~.;Iilp~l~r of the tbree trMta~lCnt modalities - reality therapy only; reality 

thtttaf~Y lind 1f1il1v1.dulll (frgroup therllPY by a social worker; and a multiple 

.It{lprUlirh involving r(!ol:ic.y therepy, individual or group psychotherapy and role 

t'rtdn1ng (1J~C Allpendix It)" The resulta of this analysis showed first that 

thf'l'~\II!\t} it tfi&'rtifj,ennt diffet'Qnc~ among the three modalities with respect 

to ttm ont(;{imC t:).0unure of length of stay in the pre-parole program. Wards 

~Nl(1lnl to r(t~lity thorapy only rcuud.ned, on the average, for the shortest 

iHn'!od (~enn "iI4 S6 ~ 6 dtiytJ); thonG given r(\ality therapy and individual or group 

Ilf}Yf'lmth~r.nJlY flti\ycd longer (mean !Ill 78.7 days); and those exposed to the 

l:'>U1Ullh tl't'Atment reldded the .10ngoGt (mean g 82.3 days). 

"h~ 4fudydtJ ttho indicl1t(!d n aignificant difference in length of stay 

bU,t4 Ofi tim extent of dftcllnquent oontncta with law enforcement agencies 

~t'1{jr t\,SJ~ACf: ~ulm18tdi)n. That is t wards with 0-9 prior delinquent contacts 

ft.I~,n~HI in tl\~ CtlUt:!cu,· lu:ogr4m dRnifi(~lmtly longer (mean"" 82.9 days) 

Hum 'IIfu',hl ~lth 10 or metre lfUch priur eantacta (mean l!O! 62.1 days). 

Xli Ixft .. l~1.nl tlU\ Mt~tot'ilpl,~~ l,nterr~lntionship of treatment lllodality and 

l'idol." d~U.nqu~n:t ~(Jt\t«tt~ in t~rmaof length ~f stay, a different. kind of 

IHttU~rn ~f1~rlfd. !\t~u thouah t:h()8e,.,tlrd,~ ~ith extensive (10 or more) priot: 

-----~ -~ - --~-~-
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delinquent contacts could be expected to survive for a relatively short 

period (62.1 days), they tended to remain considerably longer if they 

received .either individual or 'group psychotherapy along ~dth reality therapy 

(76.1 days) or the mUltiple treatment (78.7 days). Their length of stay, 

however, wa~ significantly shorter (mean = 31.0 days) if they were exposed 

only to reality therapy. Thus, for wards with extensive prior delinquent 

histories, the combined approach of reality therapy and individual group 

psychotherapy or the multiple approach appear to be most effective. No 

significant differences in the relative effectiveness of the three treatment 

modalities 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 basis9 . 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 

retest, a randomly selected sample "involving 50 percent of the successes 

9The Personal 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 capabilities. In 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 Gocial. 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 ta 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. J reality therapy and role training. 
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'totlttJ 1.dcnt1,U.cd, AltbQugll not detailed herein, the sample was found to be 

rtjprOacntllUve of the total Sl?'ACg Buccesses with respect to the POI scale 

RetIreu <m the initial. test. 

A~ prc'Iioudy ntat.:cd. the l'OIW£l8 ua~d to explore attitude changes in the 

arclt of 1Je:1("'actu41;h':J,1tion~ ~,8 mel18ured by 12 scales in the inventory. An 

eU·ott wan 1tI4dc, firat, to determ~,ne the extent to which the wards who were 

tlre"vnrol~ pr()~ram dueccssca were self-actualized prior to treatment. For 

thin fH,U"{JOIIC; art annl.yo1ewao done using pre-test raw score means which were 

conv~rted to 1.r (.fcorea nod compared to the range of values descriptive of 

ltclt ... {.etL!nH~at:1(ml0. Although not reported below, the sample of success cases 

Bhowcd BcH"'IlCt:utl11~at:~,on in terms of the no.t'ms on only two of the 12 POI 

f!Cll~tJ, namely; Feeling Itenctivity and Self-Regard. 

After illJ)proxiroatcly ~~ montho in the pre-parole program, the residents still 

~Pfl~ftr~(J to b.Q relntively luelf-actuali~ed on only two Beales, but there was a 

"hUt to n different scale. Thnt is, they were no longer self-actualized on 

l~eeUns: Reactivity (ougseoting they had become less sensitive to thei:!; own 

necdu ~'md feelings); inQtaad,li they had become self-actualized on the Capacity 

for InrimatoConttl.ct scnle,although the differences pre-to-post were not 

tdsnUlt'Ant. An mentioned, the. center successes continued to be 8el£­

li~t:u.lllb,e40n th~ Sc1f .... Regard tH~{11e. 

hllll!tlUtl.af\, of th.., dattl ;in Appendix I indicates that substantial gains toward 

ite·1t"'M·t\HIU~U\tiou 'W(fte 8hown by the SUccess casee on. ~wo scales -

~:=t.-~~.~,;~ _ ' . ., 

." unll .l'c:r,ona~ Ol:icnt:&tion InventoEX. An Inventog fot' the Measure-
~n ><",,_"'Aetu.li~.tiQn Snoutr<.lln. Everett L. f Educational and Industrial 
T~ijtna Siltv1e~l San Diego. Cnlifo.rnia .. 
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Existentiality (flexibility in application of values), and Capacity for 

Intimate Contact (ability to develop close relationships with other people). 

A non-significant but slightly positive movement also was shown on Nature of 

Man, Constructive (seeing man as basically good rather than evil). On the 

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

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

the exception of one scale--Self-Actualizing Value. This difference suggests 

that wards became less accepting of values held by self-actualizing. people 

following exposure to the center program. Generally, thay 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 program remained essentially non-self-actua1ized. After 

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

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 ~PACE program, i.e., lito insure community protection 

by a high degree of supervision in a semi-closed setting. ,I 

Table 9 demonstrates that during the first year of the program almost 

91 percent of the total SPACE admissions had no arrests by community law 

enforcement,agencies for new offenses committed while they were in residence 

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

one police arrest in the cOIIl1T.lunity. None had more than one arrest. 
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Two of the eight wi!lt'ds arrested spent a few days in jail for traffic warrants 

and then returned to the center. Two others who were arrested made restitu-

tibn and completed the pre-parole program. Three of those arrested were on 

escape status from SPACE; after being apprehended on Youth Authority 

warrants, they were removed from SPACE and placed in other Y.A. institutions. 

Only one of the eight wards 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 population (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 the 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 reported herein, the arrest rate of the regular parole wards 

during the first three months was about 30 percent, which was more than three 

times that of 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. 

ThUB, these preliminary findings suggest that during the initial reintegration 

period a closely supervised residential pre-parole ~rogram affords significantly 

greater protection to the community than the traditional Youth Authority 

parole program. 
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TABLE 9 

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

FROM NOVEMBER 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974 

Total 
Admissions Success Failure 

Police Arrests 
And Dispositions Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 81) 100.0 60 100.0 25 100.0 

No Arrests 7'8 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) (1. 7) (1*) (4.0) 
Restitution (1) (1.2) (1) (1.7) - -
Time & Restitution (1) (1.2) (1) (1.7) - -
Prog:r:am Removal (3) (3.5) - - (3) (12.0) 
Jailed, Awaiting 

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

** f Ward had been arrested and was awaiting trial on a felony charge as 0 

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

Disciplinary Actions for Center Rule Infractions 

Also examined in conjunction with police arrests and dispositions were 

dil,~ip1inary actions (DDMS) that occurred for infractions of center rules. 

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

tion alternatives is given in Appendix J. 

Table 10 demonstrates 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. Another 23 percent were reported for only minor 
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TABLE 10 

filCetr'r~tft\,ny Wt'JofS) }.(;t1JJl'iS BY SfJCCESS/FAtl .. URB STATUS IN Sl'ACE PHS-PAROLE PROGRAM 
pan AllMI5GlOnS :fROM UOVl2{BER 1, 1913 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974 

" 'bmj~::~~~~-~'-~~~I:~=- -!_u_c...,c,-e_B_B __ -I-__ ---. ___ _ 

10.:1 ' _·lll;:m:~\. f~~Nu::er P:::~:t 

Failure 

Number Percent 

t.~vel 1 ()nly 
l.ev(i<h~ 2. uad 1:L 2. 
!,~\I~lf.l '~ onlY 
t-e~€~ln l} 3 ' 
t.cvdn 1 .. 2, 3; 2 ~nd 3 

M\'!:iin !fWf.h~r of I)1)HS 
AN'101'ut 

t 121 14.0 

74 g 86.0 

(20) 
(10) 
( 15*) 
(1ft) 
OS) 

(23.2) 
01.6) 
(17.4) 
(16.3) 
(11.5) 

12 

48 

2.2 

20.1 

79.9 

(33.4) 
(16.6) 
(3.3) 

(10.0) 
(16.6) 

25 100.0 

- -
25 100.0 

- -- -
(12) (48.0) 

(8) (32.0) 
(5) (20.0) 

3.1 

28.5 21.1 

l t,~v~l ! !M!tlQiUJ lire the lC1I6t fH:riou8, and Level 3 the moat serious. 
detGU~d d~tledptl(m of 'OOMS infractions and disposition altern~tives 
m\;\f~K pruSfaUl1 o~eAppt;!nd:b: J. 

For a 
for the 

.~ t~'t{Jl inl11uden one tulditioMl ~t1td nx:test!ed and awaiting trial Oil a felony 
eh~l'gtl [{t. l..ev§l 3 offcn~n):. hie. pt'oSt"lun outcome 8t;atUE.l was unknown on March 
'U. Hn~. 

-
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rule infractions, such as being untidy or late for a 'l1ork assignment, which 

were handled as DDMS Levell behavior reports. 

The most serious rule infractions, such as escape, use of alcoholic 

beverages or commission of a felony, are Lev~l 3 incidents. Some of these 

Level 3 infractions are Board reportable and result in program failure. 

Others may result in loss of privileges with the resident eventually 

succeeding in the program. 

As seen in Table la, nearly one third of those who succeeded in the program 

incurred the most serious (Level 3) disciplinary actions. As would be 

expected according to SPACE pre-parole procedures, all of the program 

11 failures 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 

occ~:;::-ed earl:l.er for SPACE fiaUures (mean:: 21.1 days) than for program 

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

Community Employment of SPACE Residents 

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

gainful employment tn the community. 

Table 11 demonstrates that about 83 percent of the total admissions and 

almost 92 percent of those who completed the pre-parole program successfully 

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

l~t 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 

~fH'Jrr 1$."{ SUCCtsS/YA1.LtlRE S'l'A!'US OF ADMISSIONS TO SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM 
fROH UOv.e:MBER. 1 J 1973 TO OCTOBER. 31, 1974 

.~~'. 

tit 
't" £;" 

TOt.~11 

Not P"mplayed 

!!!t~~ 

'OS KA.mlf'Aetur1 
SkUl~ 1''(. 
JAnitorinl 
100d !~rvie 

dct.* 

a 
Other 

_·t~~ 

Total 
Admissions 

tiumber,. 
'" I"'; 

Percent 

a6 100.0 

15 17.4 

71 82.6 

(21) (24.5) 
(20) (23.3) 
(13) (15.1) 

(7) (8.1) 
(10) (11. 6) 

Success Failure 

Number Percent Number Percent 

60 100.0 25 100.0 

5 8.4 10 40.0 

55 91.6 15 60.0 . 
(17) (28.3) (3) (12.0) 
(16) (26.7) (4) (16.0) 

(9) (15.0) (4) (16.0) 
(5) (8.3) (2) (8.0) 
(8) (13.3) (2) (8.0) 

IlndudtiJ~ four nl)idQut3 nttcnding school full-time 'who, though not employed 
1n tbe tH)\mt\tnity, wot:'kcd purt time at the center ~ The four students 
luee~uHlftJl1y l~omplet;cd tbe progrUrn. Totnl also includes one additional ward, 
~}lQ1ed in l1lt\nu!flC'tut'itts, ~ho was tlf,{tliting court action and for whom outcome 
ftt4ru" \l~~ 'lul'kno\ffl onl-tlrrcll 31, 197.5. 

~Inel~e(f (101M. nUrdl\S. office work~ stable band and basketball coach. 
OM· ot'thathr0{\ l:I.mpl.oye.d iu anleuand .... one of the. three office workers failed. 
1h~ t'~tl ~lQy~d in nuroins lif) well os the conch and stable hand successfully 
ei»llll~tt\d th"'1>ro.8rOlll nnd were.paroled, 

.. ~ -
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program and were employed at the time they completed it. Only 60 percent of 

the failures were employed at the time they were removed from the program; 

bu.t, about half of these failures occurred before residents were eligible 

to seek outside employment. (Generally, failures did not remain in the 

program as long as successes; hence, failures had less opportunity to 

become employed than successes.) 

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 employment 

shown in Table 11. 

From these findings it appears that 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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CONCLUSIONS 

!lUUz.d onthnfinding8obtained in the present study) a number of tentative 

J"n~rlJ1iZ.AUQnff, ¢t1n be Mde with t'egard to the oper~~tional feasibility and 

ftUf!4(':yottnl$ SPACt pre-parole program •. 

'lrott tlu$, tJcl~ct1.on proce4ut'e for screening SPACE applicants appears to be 

tMfH'1rl#bly efftlctive; since ovet' two thirds of the admissions successfully 

eOJIPleted thcredd~nt:!tl1 phase o£:..theprogram. It should be noted, how­

.,verJ thlttthc pro3ram iailut'e6 were largely attributable to escapes. 

1'11111 nUBS0t1tu e.hnt Uiore i.nformation is needed concerning factors underlying 

SItACE caenfHHl with it vle'i4 towa.rd developing strategies to minimize escape 

S~~ondr n ft\irly t\.CCut'uta. Qtntia ticnl pt'ediction can be. made on the basis 

of'l.nn"d llttekg1:ound chnractcn'iatics and PClrsonality inventot'y scores as to 

th~ Ilt'obnhUity of lJutces6ful pre-parole program completion. 

Ttrh"{!¥ a.multipl~ treatment llPprol1ch involvins reality therapy and indi­

V1d\l~1, {)'C f,tfOuIl PtlycllotherllPY along with role tra:ining appears to be most 

flftt;let:tve in termtl fiE length of stay in the pte-parole proS't'am. 

R~ljU.t1 thet'opyhy 1t301£ 8e~S to be. effective with wal;'ds having relativ:ely 

t:ev In:i.or ~:ont3.ctn w:Lth b.'W tnforcement agencies but ineffective with those 

f~urtbl tll:Qt~ 11 11:ttle cvi .. clen.ce that wnrds exposed Ct.> thl\'! residential program 

UildtrjJUlMj.(JIt' fl.tlrttud:1nt11 chnnses in the area of self-actualization. :Further» 
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and behavioral orientations, aspects basic to two of the treatment approaches 

used in SPACE, i.e., reality therapy and role training. 

Fifth, the high degree of supervision within the semi-closed setting of SPACE 

seems to provide adequate community protection, as reflected by the relatively 

low incidence of arrests for SPACE res1.dents. Whether the low SPACE arrest 

rate continues 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 successfully 

complete the program. 

Seventh, partial use of the SPACE center for the temporary detention of wards 

on pa~ole 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 temporary detention 30 female wards per year from Los Angeles 

County parole units. It has been possible, however, to utilize the SPACE 

center to a limited extent for a 30-day pre-release program for wards from 

southern California Youth Authority institutions. 
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APpmmlX A 

COl1P ARISON OF mmCTIOIlS OF SPACE 
AIm STA;r~VInE .l\Dlfl'llIsrRATIVE FAROLE AGENTS'­

MARCU 1974 TIME STUDY 

,~wi#' "'~~.:i;4i1:: . ' 

orkcd We"kly 

m~t; 

iew and Recording 
ioLt,eion pr.'oe,edut'(Ul 
rings 
n of Ulitd$ 
et"Vieell to Warda 

c~u~ Rev 
T'tUiOle: V 
DnHS nCll 
th,tleet:1o 
D1'rtu~t S 
Dc:ht!1:' Cu tHs MnnAgt:nlUnt }1unctiona 

fH,U'vb!on !;t~tt $" 
OfUce!C 
l'rosrrun 

:~nter UetJP()n~ibi1itj,€!t8 
UtvC)l,opmen t 

Mftl.ln'i~u:l .. nt iV6 
~~~~~~~;::;;I::;.:';1~ 

.ntAl, Mnigtlmnnta n~tHlrtn$C 
VroftuuJl 
llubUr R 

tI~'lll Development 
(lbt11:H111R~$OUrc.e 
)pm.~mt llcvftl, 

11"l!v~1 

~~~ 

~ 

SPACE 

Hours Percent 
-

41.5 100.0 

(11.1) (26.9) 

1.7 4.1 
0 0 

3.5 8.6 
2.9 7.0 
2,0 4.7 
LO 2.5 

(18. 4~ (44.1) 

7.5 18.0 
7.3 17.5 
3.6 8.6 

(12.0 (29.0) 

1.7 4.1 
6.4 15.4 

1.0 2.5 
2.9 7.Q 

Statewide 

Hours Percent 

42.S 100.0 

(18.1) (42.6) 

5.8 13.7 
5.5 12.9 
- -
- -

3.8 8.9 
3.0 7.1 

(13.1) (30.9) 

3.5 8.2 
6.2 14.7 
3.4 8.0 

(lL3) (26.5) 

2.1 4.9 
2.9 6.8 

2.4 5.6 
3.9 9.2 
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APPENDIX B 

COMPARISON OF FUNCTIONS OF SPACE 
AND STATEWIDE CASE-CARRYING PAROLE AGENTS 

MARCH 1974 TIME STUDY 

SPACE 

Activity Hours Percent 

Average Hours Worked Weekly 45.0 100.0 

Direct Services (26.1) (58.0) 

Caseload Supervision 14.0 30.9 
Selection of !esidents -' 3.1 7.1 
Cente2 Duties 8.8 19.5 
Other .2 .5 

Violation Investigations (2.2) (4.8) 

Parole .3 .7 
Center Residents (DDMS) 1.9 4.1 

Other Case Related Services (9.7) (21. 6) 

Case Review and Recording 3.9 8.7 
Co11atera1s 3.4 7.6 
Resource Development 2.4 5.3 

Administrative (7.0) (15.6) 

Office Duties - -
Professional Development 3.0 6.7 
Travel 4.0 8.9 

State,,,ide 

Hours Percent 

43.3 100.0 

(13.6) (31. 6) 

10.5 24.4 
- -
- -

3.1 7.2 

(9.0) (20.7) 

9.0 20.7 
- -

(7.4) (17.1) 

3.3 7.6 
2.5 5.8 
1.6 3.7 

(13.3) (30.6) 

5.9 13.5 
2.2 5.1 
5.2 12.0 

, l~gent offices are located on the living unit, t\'hich mean~ that wards have 
direct access to agents at all times when they are in the center; and, agents 
frequently cover the Youth Counselor desk as part of their center duties. 

2Includes Initial Home Visits, Placements, Special Investigations and 
Institutional Liaison. 
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~lRt llould 'you l1k~ to (Jcconlpli~h fOl: youl:self on pa.role? 

.• l~l(lltdns you In'~ DUll itl eU6tody. how can the. thrce.--month community program help 
ynul:JJ do thIn? 

(aV!}~XI1~I)hB nf 110V you lUlvc actedrcaponsibly in the institution and in the 
i,' tliMunt t'l: 
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Al'PENDIX D 

INSTITUTION PAROLE AGENT'S EVALUATION 

PROGRAM 

Social 
-Personal 

-And 

To: 

Community 
-Experience 

Date: ---------------------From: _~ ______________ _ 
Institution: 

Name: 
-------~~------------Y.A.II: _____ DOB: 

County I 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: 

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

Your evaluations and impressions: 

If you feel a ward is qualified for and' would benefit from this Program, but 
he has problems filling out his application, please give him the necessary 
assistance. 
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APPENDIX G 

TABLE G-1 

REGRESSION RESULTS FOR BACKGROUND AND PERSONALITY VARIABLES AS 
PREDICTORS OF SUCCESS/FAILURE 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 

(N = 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 :t Admission -0.07 0.04' -2.03 .05 4.8 
FIRO-B Ie Score 0.04 0.02 1.51 .14 2.6 
POI T.c Score -0.02 0.02 -1.48 .14 2.5 
POI .!'r Score -0.02 0.03 -0.84 .40 1.0 

Fc = 7.69, 7 and 60 df, P <l .02. 
2 

Fc = F-test when shrinkage formula 

(R ) is used, with N = number of c 
in regression. Using: Fe = 

cases in sample, 

R2 ~ (m - 1) 
c 

(1 - R2 ~ (N - m) 
c 

and m number of variables 

Regression Constant = 1.24. Multiple Correlation Squared (R2) = .48 

Using: R2 = ~ 2 c c . 1 - (l-R) (N - 1) 
(N - m) 

1 
Personality variables misSing for 17 SPACE admissions who had' left program by 

3-31-75 (11 failures and 6 successes). 
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APPENDIX G (CONT'D) 

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 

{N = 68)1 

Y.A. Admission Status -12.97 
POI Tc Score 1.64 
FlRO-B Ie Score -1.29 
Sex -8.22 
FIRO-B Cw Score -2.19 
POI I Score -0.66 
POI Fr Score 1.45 

Regression Constant = 122.43 

Multiple Correlation Squared (R~) = 
c ' . ' 

.44 

4.70 -2.76 .01 9.1 
0.75 2.20 .03 5.8 
1.18 -1.09 .28 1.4 
7.64 -1.08 .29 1.4 
1.46 -1.50 .14 2.7 
0.44 -1.49 .14 2.7 
1.38 1.05 .30 1.3 

F = 5.73, 7 and 60 df, p <l .02 
c 

TABLE G-3 

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 Co~fficient DF = 60 Level Variance 

(N = 68)1 

Prior Delinq. Contacts -0.04 
Sex 0.87 
Prior Escapes -0.13 
FIRO-B Ie Score -0.08 
POI I Score -0.02 
Type Offense 0.25 
POI Tc Score 0.03 --. 
Regression Constant a 3.04 

2 Multiple Correlation Squared (R ) • .48 c 

0.02 -2.34 .02 6.3 
0.31 2.81 .01 9.1 
0.06 -2.22 .03 5.7 
0.05 -1.65 .10 3.2 
0.01 -1.60 .12 3.0 
0.19 1.34 .19 2.1 
0.03 0.87 .39 1.0 

F = 7.67, 7 and 60 df, P < .02 c 

lpersona1ity variables missing for 17 SPACE admissions who had left the 
program by 3-31-75 (11 failures an,d 6 successes). 
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l'J;M.~{;l~ r»f VAnU~;CE PES'utrS: H£M~ DAYS Ul SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROOltA}l 
U1 'fR£h''l1mU1 P.trJ,)AL11'Y AnD PRIOR DELniQUENT CO~ACTS 

fOl ADl-umn:m;s H(WEH!ER 1 ~ 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 197{~ 
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;;.~ 
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78.7 82.3 

ANAttYSl!* 011 VARIANCE Rl~Sttl,'rs: SUHMARY 'FOR TREATHENT 
MOt)AI;tty AffiJ NrWR DRl !NQURNT CONTACTS ON i)AYS 

n. SPACE pm "'PAROLE PROCRAH 
FOR All'MISSIONS NOVF.HlU;:a 1,1973 TO OCTOBER. 31,1974 

Row Means 
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-

62.1 

-
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72.5 Me 

:r:~~>'~~~:::::""-" ~ 1·Pt~1~T.:t S1
S

l1i.
o 
fe~O~l-~nee (r;~~e~~11~!6'\l;~~:1 

fr,t.~r l}~Hnllutmt (;-ot\t4:u,n:n i'H;I~" J..~1 "I \),;t , 

Tf~'t~nt 'H04IUt~~ f.420.f~6 ~ 8",83 *001 13.9 
'n(l~j b!f ){~witl1ty 199:l.46 ,,}, ~l· 7.98 .001 12.5 
VUbb\ el\'U SOO~47 ,() "" 62.0 

'1 S9~ ~o ~'!i t 
f"..:~;:!::!:::~,:::,:;;t.;~4t.-:;'!'~::-~:;:::, '"K<:;:;_~:~~~;;:::r.:-~u,.-;~~,::·~~~~~; t' ;·"'~W:~~""J<:.'1::,~''lOICII"-,*,l\;l''~_ ~'OI" _____ ~_' _____ _ 

100.0 

and 
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.. 
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APPENDIX I 

POI PRE AND pOSTTEST SCORE MEANS FOR SANPLE OF 
SPACE PRE-PAROLE PROGRAM SUCCESSES 

ADMITTED NOVEMBER. 1, 1973 TO OCTOBER 31, 1974 
(N = 32) 

~' .. 

Pre-Test Post-Test 
POI Scale Mean Mean 

Time Competent 15.0 14.7 
Inner Directed 79.3 78.1 
~lf-Actua1izing Value 18.9 17.6 
Existentia1ity 18.0 19.2 
Feeling Reactivity 15.4 14.4 
Spontaneity 11.3 11.2 
Self-Regard 12.9 12.2 
Self-Acceptance 14.7 14.3 
Nature of Man, 

Constructive 10.1 10.2 
Synergy 5.4 5.1 
Acceptance 'of Aggression 15.3 14.9 
Capacity for Intimate 

Contact 17.8 18.8 

* 

Mean 
Dif-

£erence 

-0.3 
-1.2 
-1. 3** * 1.2** 
-1.0 
-0.1 
-0.7 
-0.4 

0.1 
-0.3 
-0.4 

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. 

*** t = -2.98, p< .01, df = 31, based on two-tailed matched t-test. 
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mms 
C¥FFStI!ii:r; 111m OH;}lma'tIOH Al.nm.l.fATIVES 

'~'ht~ U~U~t} Ii"t td'ft:tlfHHl nod dlnpoa1Hon ultcrnntivcs shows whnt disposi­
~t"'mh ~ nn 11(1' H~'1Uiljtfd mld~r flOW!! ntthe S.ll~A .. C:,,£. Center for various 

tf~t~,!J,vi~!lr~ .. 

AU~pr: hit', tf,l t{t~U:. any lJt th€!tH· ()Uf'f\Oetl. tdd'hlS another person to commit 
IUl, ut tht'tH1 htrtuHU'1'jJ

l 
t\tlll!!m.ktng pl«rw to cotnmit: any of these offenses 

:l!}l~n 19~ t:t:m~MtH:ed Uta unl;':l~ lUi eomt~Htin8thcoffen8e itself. 

ttfiU;{':fY on ntnff or '\.'{\.rdn. (flattcry in Hany unlawful beat:l.ng or 
ot:h",r ~f{mstul . vhyaie~:d \l'i()l~n('(>l/'1r constraint: inflicted on a 
hWMO llr'lns vi t:hmH: hio tOnoNlt * ) 

F.~H:~ttNl lm.d~H:t(~t!ll)t: ~d t1!H'UpNl. 

r~$'\ I JH)fltt't'}Q1lOl1. OJ,' ~tt(,~mpr in~ to bring narcotics t dangerous dt'ugs 
fir (~~h~f nH~\lhmu Of" {it:lprentmJltfi into the S.P.A.C.E. Center or 
Utl a\'(~un~i~* 'l'l\in ineluthm aleoht.)lic.bevernges. 

U(t~HH~~\JAl or lUH:,~roo~~tHl.l aeUh (Theseure ,(U,\1 sexual act pt'o­
h1t;iU'd b)1' 'fU1Cl> I)tof the {~fil Hornia 'Pennl Code (including sodomy, 
i't~~l l;()pulit'1~th tmli\\oItul int.t~reourucI etc: .. ) or any st:ucual intercourse 
~~n3unb\g on S .. P ~A~t;.R. Cfo'ntN' lrroumla ot'property.) 

1~{'HU~t'li~h)~~ 61:' ~tttf!1pt1ng t'O hr:tna weapons into the S.P.A.C.E. Center 
il)t u~ s,r()uthll'h 

Itl~,)~V~~flt in « Ci.nu~p:t:rncy to t'omit: n crime or ipcite a riot. 
tC~n~J)Uo.\'~ tl dd'!:ned I:U~ "u \~orl~lnntJ.(m or {1 c(lnhderacy between 
"'\tic~ (~r ~r:e ~)er~onltromi:!d f{}t'" the put'P(HHl (If committi.ng, by their 
i~"flt ~t t\)rt~,. i}\l~tt \ml~~ful m' cri,minal ~lC t. U) 

Af~~ !nv~'l~itl'mnt :tn un et~ftp~ plot t 

,r~~~!IJ.,lnl lll" !nnu£rfj\."~n& t'tl~~f~;t orN\nnp1 dug 'With I.'lthet's to resist the. 
~\!chm .. tt~ {~t ttlltf \U (f~'fU~ ,{Ul InetdNft not Involving violence. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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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 abide by the limits and or intent of any pass or 
furlougl}._r--zii' , 

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. 

10. Damaging or destroying State or personal property. 

11. Fire setting. 

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

13. Self-mutilation. 

14. Indecent exposure. 

15. Verbal tht'eats to do bodily harm to anyone. 

16. Physical fighting. 

17. Lying as a 'witness in a DDMS hearing. 

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

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

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

3. Any equal or lesser disciplinary action (including Level 2 and Levell) 
which will achieve the desired change in behavior. 
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L r!lt!t(~rnlfi.e. tt$ tho 'fj .. t:r~A.C.r.!. Cente.t' from aoy puss Or furlough more than 
~h~rti'*t."4!nut(uJ but lCfJO tMn t~o hours late. 

~.. 1r.dHf dtatimw ..,hile in the !J,P4A,C.E. Progrnm. at the discretion of 
th.r r~fJfthmt'D Tt"clttt'ltmt 'rcllln. 

1# fUfiduft· \#h1(.:1\ d1lJfuptn or intcderea 'With the security of, or the orderly 
fHHDioS of th, R.P.A.C.B. Center. 

H.f'l1ltJf'ly lH('un1ng tlward or ntuff }t('!mbcr of misconduct. 

9. 1,1ttmlrt8- Ijroll~t'tY or nnything of volue for profit or increased return. 

10. ntl&iflClflH l)utt in thepcrfot'munre of their duties, inclu~11'1,; searches of 
~uwk'nd. 

lf~~ ~r<!(1t~f'ltr i!~'OBritm fldlure c()ns1nt:ing of failut"e to meet: the moderate 
hy,;lUtah' d()eument~d tlfOsram gonlG nnd/or individual program objective. 

An'i~ tmll} \~r f~ll~tmnblc cOr,lb!nnt!Clll of ~ 

1. 1:{"llt ~$fl'f!vU~se QtrHlt.H'H~IUi()n ~~t an automobile or moto't'cycle for a 
~:d~\tf!i \'If tilt) 'J,Feek~h' 

1," h.'~ft ftt fud~u.sb IH!'ivlleacfl tor !/). Uif:tXi.mllm ·of two fU7:1oughs. 

:l~. fuU re~t:r.1uton ti.) S*P.A .. C.! .. C~nt{~r S):'ouuds du't'ing free time for a 
~tUeh~lJ,,~ ,,'ft~ W't:l-~k~t 

- 55 -

6. Special counseling program (must be outlined in detail, including 
follow-up) • 

7. Research project relating to behavior, for a maximum or 8 hours of work. 

8. Creative project for S.P.A.C.E. for a maximum of 10 hours of work. 

9. Volunteer work for the community for a maximum of 8 hours of work. 

10. Loss of S.P.A.C.E. pay phone privilege for a maximum of two weeks. 

11. For being late on a pass or furlough, a deduction not to exceed 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. 

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

L:rWEL 1 OFFENSES: 

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

2. Failure to follow safety or sanitation rules. 

3. Verbal abuse directed toward staff or wards. 

4. Unexcused absence or tardiness from Em assignment. 

5. Using abusive or obscene language. 

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

7. Manipulation of staff or residents. 

8. Lying. 

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

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

LEVEL 1 DISPOSITION .ALTERNATIV.ES: 

Anyone or reasonable combination of: 

1. Extra duties without pay to a maximum of five hours. 

2. 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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1" IJ,jtj« of 1t'1!~ t1-.e (ltf-grounds privileges \rl.,tb or without staff for 00 
WJr~ tb~tl t1l0dttY1J 1 DOt:: to rcStt'l,et yeekend or holiday passes or furloughs 
1ithlch 'r6oU1A'frll,bu~ ~timed. 

~" !~8Jt1 <lfl beJiAvior -not: to exceed 500 'Words. 

Ih l,(j~#j 01: UlH't or tllfl pooltablBft):t amaximurn of one "'eek . 

. 'J. 
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