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Introduction

ThiS'pape{ is the third in a series of reports presenting descfiptive
data from the intensive evaluation siFes in the national evaluation of the
Juvenile Restitution Initiative. The first of these reports focused on the
Juvenile Offender Instrument (JOI)l, while the second presented the
Victim Survey :esultsz; this paper examines the Self-Report Survey.

Although the chapters injﬁhis report can and will most likely be read
as separate papers, it is 1nténded to be ré%d either in conjunction with
the JOI report or by those who already have some familiarity with the
experimental designs in each of the national evaluation sites. An
explication of each national evalsation site experimental design was-
contained in the Jor tepoz¥ and willhnot be repeated here.

This paper has two major purposes. First, it is ;utended to provide
documentation of the administration of the self-report survey in those five

intensive sites where the self-report was administered. This includes a

" description of the survey administration procedures and a Presentation of

the survey response rates. This survey administration documentation is
presented in C@ppte: I. The second purpose is to provide site-by-site

descriptive information, in a style similar to the other® two reports, of

o W]

luichiel J. wilscn, The Juvenile Offender Instrument: Admini-'
strationand a Desc:ﬂgtion ofJPindingg. Institute of Policy Analysis,
January, /1983. Y

‘ |
2yilliam R. Griffith, The Victim Survey: Aan Qverview and

. --—-—--ﬁ————z-—--f-—-r-——- ; ‘
Description of Results 1n’the Six National Evaluation Sites. Institute of
Policy Analysis, March, 1983.

Q
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each of the five national evaluation sites where self-report data were :
. - § Self-Report Survey rdministration and Response Rates
‘ T collected. This information is presented in Chapters II through VI, with / o / o o

[ 3

\4/ \.\)

\ « R
a summary of the results contained in Chapter VIIJ \, - S Introduction

The self-report survey was designed to gather information on various

types of activities of each youth in the national evaluation. (See

Appendix for a copy or the self-report survey.) The primary focus of the

self-report was to document youths' self-reported delinquent activities

% ok : prior, during and subsequent to their participation in the :estitﬁtion or
control group. A secondary concern was to follow these youths'
educational and employment histories in this time frame. This chapter

T ‘ ) , 3 f briefly exami;es the methods of self-report survey administration and the
% ’ .ratescsf §el£~report survey response. The tgader is again reminded to

;gfe: to the JOI report (see introduction) for complete descriptions of

= o . , ' the experimental designs %ﬁ the intensive sites.
: \ ‘ 3 . =

o ; i J

Self-Report Survey Administration = S

The self-report survey was Qesigned to be administered to a youth

[N
RS
et

$ ‘ every six\%bnths from the date of referral upgto 18 months after referral.
Vi v

v There were four different self-report surveys administered: the intake
% 6

"self-tepart. the six-nnnih, the 12-month, and ‘the 18-month self-reports.

=
S

] Each individual survey asked the youth tc’ recall his or her activities for,
the past six months only with the total possible amouht of time covered
for a youth being twenty-four months. Thus, the intake sé;f—report asked

0 the youth to recall activities in the six months prior to referral; the
I : ' six month self-report, activities in the first six months after refeu:al;”JJ

] B =
i b=

{ ’ . ‘ . the 12-month self-report, activities from six to 12 months after referral;

o
@} ) “ 1
’ B =

o]
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and the le-month selféfePOtt, activities from 12 to 18 months after
referral..

The overall plan of four survey administrations was subject, however,
to alterations in some of the national evafuation sites. First of all, in
Ventura, California, the self-:epott was discontinued. This was done
apptoximately:half-wa§ilhrough the Ventura self-report data collection
effort because the survey response rates were unacceptably low and there
were no signs that the situation was going to improve. 1In addition,

federal budget cutbacks in the national evaluation forced a reassessment

of the cost-effectiveness of all data collection efforts and the termina-

tion of those which appeared to produce poor results. Thus, the Ventura

self-report data collection efforﬁkceased.
‘~\
. I
In Washington, DC, the 12- andElB—month self-reports were the only

i

i
self-reports-administered. The intake and six-month self-reports were
. ¢
excluded because court personnel expressed concern that national evalua—-

tion youth might behave differently if they knew they were subjects in a

national study. Although IPA argued that any differences due to this

awareness would infiuence,both the restitution and nonrestitution groups
equally and would therefore not affect our ability to assess the impact of
restitution, court personnel felt the findings for these youth would‘ﬁét
be representative of the court's referrals “if these subjects were aware of
theit‘patticipation in the national evaluation and woulé not be generaliz-
ableJto future coqrt téfettals who were not subjects in a national stu&y.
Since the court pgtsonnel were most concerned about the utility of resti-

tug?on as a permanent disposition and the research findings' generaliz-

[
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ability to future court referrals, IPA defeired to their wishes and agreed
only to administer those self-reports that would occur, in most instances,
after the youth was no longer under the restitution project's or the
control treatment's jurisdiction.

In Boise, Idaho, and Oklahoma County, Oklahoma, the 18-month self-
report was not administered because random assignment began relatively
late in these sites. If one were to wait for all eligible youth to
complete the 1l8-month self-report survey (which was to be mailed out about
a year and a half after referral) the analysis of the self-report data
woula’have been unacceptably delayed in these sites. In addition, the
intake self-report was not administered in Boise.

In Clayton County, Qeotgia and Dane County, Wisconsin all four self-
report instruments were administered. 1In Dane, however, the self-zépo:t
was administered six, 12, and 18 months after case closure, rather than
after r%gertgl in order to equalize the conditions under which youth in
the ekperimental‘and control groups were at risk. [&n particular, in Dane
County (and in no other national evaluation site) both experimental and
control groups were restitution groups, and the experimental group tended
to finish its restitution much earlier than the control group. 1If the six
month self-report were admié%gtered six months after referral, for
example, then the self-report findings might be different because the
youth in the two groups would be under different program conditions during
the six month time frame that the survey covered. It was hoped that using

the closure rather than the referial date as the anchor date for the self-

report would eliminate most of this discrepancy.
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At each of the national evaluation sites, on-site data coordinators
collected the names and addresses of the juvenile offenders under study in
theﬁpational evaluation. The first surveys were administered to youth in
Feb;ua:y,‘lsao, in Dane County (Table I.l); the last surveys were admini-
stered in’Febtua:y, 1983 in Boise, Oklahoma County, and Dane County. The
average length of time of self-report survey administration across the
five intensive sites was 27.2 months.

Initially, the six- through 18-month self-reports were mailed from
the local sites by the on-site data coordinators. Intake self-report
surveys were usually done in-person while the youtgj;;s at the court.

Beginning on July 15, 1981, local, on-site survey adminisﬁration of
the six-, 12-, and 18-month self-reports was discontinued and a central-
ized method was instituted where these self-report surveys would be mail?d
from IPA. This method--known as AUTOTRAK--was developed because federal
funding reductions forced the phase-out of local, on-site data collection
persoﬂﬁel. AUTO?RAK involved the computerization of records of all
offenders for whom an address was available, at least one self-report ’
survey still remained to be completed, and a refusal previously had.not
been received.

Self-report surveys were mailed cut every two weeks by AUTOTRAK. The

mailing of self-geport surveys to offenders was scheduledﬁyy‘anworkax s0

% ) .
that a survey would arrive at the offender's address on or\no earlier than ¢

two weeks before the date it was scheduled to be filled ouﬁsby the youth .

(i.e., usually six, 12 or 18 months after referral). 1In this way, each ‘
) |

self-report would cover discrete time frames, and overlap‘aﬁp double

o i
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TABLE 1.l. SELF-REPORT SURVEY ADMINISTRATION DATES

3

5 ’ : 4

, Total Months Months of
First MIS First Survey Last Survey of = Survey . AUTOTRAK
Site Referral Administered Administered Administration Administration
N =

3 Washington, DC 5/79 5/80 1/82 26 12

| o |
Clayton 6/19 3/80 12/82 30 17

g 7 N : “ *
;* ] ,;’,Q

Boise 117801 . 1o/l '2/83 16 16 I
i Oklahoma City 11/802 11/80 2/83 28 " 19 “

b Dane 12/78 2/80 . 2/83 36 17 :

T~

~ lpoise began fﬁé evaluation as a nonintensive site and accepted its first nonrandom referral in April of i
1979. Intensive site evaluation referral did not begin until the date noted. K

A

f 2Referrals prior to this date are not included in the evaluation.

[

T ! R
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counting of offenses across as many as four administrations of the self-
report would be minimized.

Along with the survey, youth received an introductory letter and a
self-addressed, stamped envelope for return of the survey. In the letter,
youth were assured that theii responses would be held in confidence and
that any dissemination of informagion would be only in aggregate form, not
traceable to individual respondents. In addition, if consenﬁJhad not yet
been obtained from a parent or guardian, an informed consent form, to be
signed by a legal guardian, was included. Youth were paid four dollars
for a completed self-report survey. If a survey were not reéeived by IPA
within one month, a reminder letter would be ﬁailed to the youth by
AUTOTRAK.

Six-, lgf, and 18-month self-report surveys were administered by
AUTOTRAK from July 15, 1981 in‘CIayton. Washington DC, and Oklahoma County
and from September 9, 1981 in Boise and Dane County through the end of
sdfvey administration in each éité. The period of AUTOTRAK survey admini-
stration ranged from 12 months in Washington, DC to 19 months in Oklahoma

County (Table I.l); it averaged 16.2 months across the five sites.

Self-Report Survey Response Rates

Response rates for the self-reports are presented in Table 1.2. Rates

A

of survey response were calculated for each of the four types of self-
reports. In addition, an overall rate of response was computed based on

the number of youth who had completed at least one of the four‘self-

[

reports.

&4
s i

RSN

B i
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TABLE I.2. SELF-REPORT SURVEY RESPONSE RATES
BY SITE AND EVALUATION GROUP
Intake 6 Month 12 Month 18 Month At Least
Site Referrals SR SR SR SR Cne SR

Washington, DC

Al 42 NA NA .55 .31 .60

AP 149 .38 .24 .45

AIR 32 .22 .09 .25

APR 140 .19 .14 .26

PROB 144 .33 .17 .40

INCAR 10 .40 .10 .40

517 .32 .19 .38

Clayton

R&C 74 .51 .51 .27 .20 .91

c . 56 .32 .45 .54 .39 .89

R 73 .41 .52 .27 .22 .84.

CONTROL 56 .21 .41 .30 .18 .77

: 259 .38 .48 .34 .24 .85

Boise

REST 86 NA .33 .31 NA .44

CONTROL 96 .25 .25 .33

: ‘ 182 .29 .28 .39

Oklahoma City

R 107 .60 .16 .15 NA .67

R&P 116 .71 .25 .17 u .78

CONTROL 83 L7 .16 .15 .74

306 .67 .19 .16 .73

Dane

REST 166 .37 .55 .47 .39 .76

CONTROL .87 .36 .46 .32 .32 .70
S 253 .37 .52 .42 .36 .74

AN
) . o
 .485 .367 .303 “244 .592

Overall Rates
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By site, the rate of self-report survey completion, based on the
number of youth .completing at least one self-report, ranged from 38
percent in Washington, DC to 85 percent in}Clayton County. éy evaluaﬁion‘
group, the lowest rate was 25 percent for Washington, DC's alternative to
incarceration refused (AIR) group; tge‘highest was 91 percent for

Clayton's restitution and counseling (R & C) group. Across the five

“gites, the average rate of self-report survey completion of at least one

self-report survey instrument was 59.2 percent.
By survey instrument type, the highest rate of response was for the
intake self-report--48.5 percent overall--although this instrument was
only administered in three of fxve sites, and one s:te--Oklahoma Count&--
had a consxderably greater rate of response to this xnstrument than the
other two sites. From the intake self-report, .the ove;ell rates of self-
report survey response decreased monotonically through the six-, 12- and
18-month instruments, most likely due to greater difficulty in t:eckingv
respondents over ever longer time frames; The&overell rate“of‘snrvey

completion for the six-month self report was 36.7 percent; for the

l2-month self-treport, 36.3_percent: and for the Ia-month'sg;f-rePOtt. 24.4

percent. T ’

(B
.

Rates of self-report survey response were, on the whole, eatisfactory.
but in some instances disappointing. ﬂhile.ueatly 59 pe:cent of the

referrals in these five natxcnal evaluatxon sxtes completed at least one
self—report survey Lnstrument. less than one-thlrd of all referrals

comple.ted the 12-month self-report and even ’fewer completedo the l1l8-month

B

survey. These later instruments are of particular importande to an

)

(71

o)

0

=

O

[}

-]ll-

assessment of the longer-term effects of restitution and other treatments,
and thus it is particularly discouragirig that the rates of survey coverage

//‘x/’

ﬂgre not higher for these instruments.

.

Summary

This chapter briefly outlined the methods of selereport survey admin-
istration and the rates of response to the self—repor;i While the reies
Oi ‘survey coverage could have been greater, they are high enough in many
instances to provide insights into the types and levels of self-reported
subsequent activity of randomly assigned youth in these five national
evaluation sites.

Chapters II through VI individnally focus on each of the five inten-
sive evaluation sites. Each chapter is designed as a self-contained
report on the self-reﬁort survey for an individual evaluation site (along
with Chapter I). Thus, the reader may choose to read one, some, or all of
the five inteneive evaluation site survey reports, and may read tﬁem in

any order desired. Moreover, the organizational and tabular structure of

each chapter are identical, allowing ‘the reader to isolate a particular

topic and examine it aczoss as many projects as desired.

Lt

L4

%7
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Chapter 11 5

Washington, DC

ol

’ This chapter presents descriptive results of the self-report survey

data collected in Washington, DC. - A-description of the Washington, DC

o AT R T TS

experimental design has already been presented in the JOI1 rego:t‘(see
» esp., pp. 8-10, 22, and 66~71) and will not be covered here.
The self-report sdtvey results for Washingtonvfnc are presented in )
three sections. The éizst section discusses rateé of self-report survey X
’ coverage and problems of nonresponse bias. QThe second sectio; contains
narr;tive of the findings of the self-report survey; and the third section
displays the tabular materials, co;posed of five tables, each focusing on

different self-report survey topics.

Washington, DC Self-Report Survey Coverage

In Washington, DC, 38 percent of all youth (196 referrals) in the

& /7

national evaluation completed at least one se;f-:epoztﬂinst:ument {Table
1.2); 32 percent completed the l2-month survey, and 19 percent completed

the 18-month instrument.” Of the five intensive sites where the self-

‘ \
report was administered, Washington, DC ranked the highest in'ébanumber -
of referrals, and had the lowest rate of self-report suivey coverage. | g§

By evaluation group, higher rates of survey response were obtained for

restitution youth (A and AP) in Washington than for nonrestitution youth; L .

i
3
1o
5
3
Eo
B3
t14
2
i
8

48 percent of all restituéion youth completed at least one survey, while ? '\ o S
Y . \\ . } B . .

33 percent of all nonrestitution refef:als did. Most likely, the diffei- . o

WEETNT

EEY

ence in rates of response between these two general groups is du% to the

greater accessibility 'of the restitution referrals to IPA's'on-si;e data
0

ic o

/]
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not as accessible as the restitution ;outh were, an ipitial personal //”

/i
ya S =l
W

I
coordinator. Through approximately the first year of self-report data

collection, the data coordinator was able to cocntact many of the resti-
tution youth through the restitution project's community workers and was
ablewto ease some of the fears the youths might have had in completing a

self-report instrument. Since youth in the nonrestitution treatments were
n - /

Z
7

contact was often not possible with the nonrestitution youth, which///

V4
7

probably resulted in their lower rates of survey response. Of coﬁése, one

also cannot dismiss the possibility that the restitution youth§/ higher
A

&

response rates are indicative of a positive treatment effect of resti-

tution.

The rate of self-report survey coverage in Washington was low but not
surptising;ggiven the fact that these referrals were from disadvantaged
backgrounds. Many youth were difficult to locate because they eitﬂér did
;ot or could not receive any mail, or they had moved and left no forward-
ing addresse§. Freguently, surveys were returned by the postal service
indicating that the addressee h;d a "broken box." When this was indicaied
the postal chrie: determined, consistent with postal service policy, that
the mail box ofithe addressee was unsatisfactory (in some instances, no
mail box was on the premises) and that no mail would be delivered to the

subject until the situation was corrected. ¥ashington, DC was the only

'evaluation site where this was a persistent problem.
Q

The 38 percent self-report survey responSe rate in Washington, DC

places limits.in our confidence that these data are generalizable to all
evaluation referrals in Washington. This is especially the case EoQigoﬁih

@

&

D

g R
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in ihe nonrestiﬁution groups. Particularly, the AIR and APR groups have
the highest rates of nonresponse. These two groups are composed of indi-
viduals who either refused to agree to be in the restitution program after
they wefe randomly assigned or who were denied restitution by the judge at
the time of disposition (see the JOI report referenced earlier for more
discussion of these groups), and thus are most likely different from those
youth who consented to restitution (Al and AP). . We know, in the least,
that they are different in the type of disposition they received and
probably in their attitudes toward participating in alternative court
dispositions. »

With these caveats in mind, the following section presents the results

of thg self?;epo:t surveys for those youth who completed surveys in
AT
Washington, DC.

= ) D ) - ;
Washington, Dcﬁbelf-aegg:t Survey Results " ﬁ&L

The descriptive results of the Washington, DC self-report survey are
Presented in Tables II.1 through 1I.5. 1In this section, these data will
be discussed and some background and explanations for the findings presen-

ted in these tables will be provided. Each table displays information on

’a,pa:ticuia:'selfarepott topic; this discussion will focus arcund these

topics.

Table Ii.i pregengs Anfornﬁtion on youths' riving‘iituations 12 menths
after :efer:;l. This infétmation is takeﬁ from the 12-month self-report
which was the first-self-report administered in Washington, DC. About o

one-third of all referrals were living with both their mother and father

E
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12 months after referral (step-parents are included here), and another
one-third were living with only one parent (usually their mothers) at this
time. . Few referrals (@fzzpercent overall) reported that they were living
in an institutional setting.

Differences in the proportion of referrals reporting that they were in
school approached statistical significance (p = .06) across the six eval-
uation groups. The largest proportion of youth in school was reported in
the alternatives to p;pbation (AP) restitution group (80 percent) while
;nly 66 percent of the probation only group (PROB) reported that they were
"in school. (The PROB group is the comparison group fof‘ﬁhe AP and APR
groups. Again see the Joi tepo;t for more discussion of these comparison
géﬁups.) Of those youth in school, 25 percent were enrolled in speéiél
schdols such as night school, GED programs, and job corps. Of those youth
who had dropped out of school, more than half had not completed the tenth
grade. The self-reported grade pg}nt averages of these youthlwere sur-
prisingly high, averaging between a C énd C+. =

The employment situation of the Washington, DC respondents was'poq;;¢¢

Less than 30 percent of all respondents reported that they curreatly had a

fulluo: part-time job. Of those who had a job, exactly one-third had a

56b that was obtained with the éégis:ance of their parents or through a
friend. Seven out of the 48 respondents with employment were in jobs

that were obtained for them through the restitution project. Intetest-
ingly, one youth who had refused to go into the restitution projgct was

employeé in a job he or she reported was found by the project. Not unex-

pectedly, most youth also reported that “they had held no job in the last

Q.

{

4%
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six months; overall, the average number of jobs held in the last six
months was 0.5.
Although these youth were all adjudicated delinquents, they were not

withggt close friends according to these data. Across the six evaluation

.

= 3
“groups the average number of close friends ranged from two to 22. A

particularly interesting finding in these q§ta is that those youth in the
B
three incarceration groups (AI, AIR, and INCAR) consistently reported
fewer close friends than youth in the three probation groups. The average
number of close friends of youth in the incarceration groups was 3.6; for
youth in probation groups, 14.3 (if one excludes the AP group with its
large outliers, this latter average is 7.8). This suggests that youth 'in
the incarceration groups were probably more asocial than their nonincar-
ceration counteg?atts, and perhaps had been stigmatized by theizypeers.

The number of close ftiéhds'éhom these youth reported Qere also delin-
quénts did not produce a finding similar to the one above. Al youth
reported more delinquent close friends than AP youth, while the other four
evaluation groups showed larger average numbers of delinquent close
friends in the probation groups.

Tables 1.2 and II.3 summarize these respondents' accounts of their
deiinquent behaviors. 'Table II.; contains self-report infofmation from
the 12-month self-report; Table II.3, the 18-month self-report. The
format of the two tables is identical to allow direct comparisons between
offenses reported in these two time frames. Eleven difqt:é;; major

offense types are presented in each table; these are broken out by the six

evaluation groups in Washington, DC. For each offenée,:yge, the propor-

a

U
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tion of respondents who committed none, one or two, and more than two . y
offenses is presented; in addition, :the éverage numbi:x of offenses per '
respondent is displayeé.‘ “

Reoffenseé. when they were reported by these respondents, appeared in
both property and personal offense categories. It is important to ncte
that both actual offenses and attempted offenses are included inwghese
data. In the property category (the overall mean scores are in paren-
theses for both the 12-month self-report and the l8-month sglf—repo:t,
tespectivély). larceny (6.4; 2.0), selling and receiving stolen goods

(4.6; 2.1), burglary (1.8; 0.4), and forgery (l.l; l1l.1) comprised theA

ifmiﬁitiéy of the:offenses. For personal offenses, robbery (3.1:; 1.1) and
\\\ )

assauit (1.8; ‘0.5) were the most frequently reported offenses by these

- youth.

The largest single category of offenses reported was victimless
offenses, with an average of 39 victimless offenses reported for the six-
to-12 month time, and 27 reported for the 12-to-18 month period. This
la;ge amount, w@@ch wgszbbse:ved acqu§ all the national evaluétion sites,
is due primarily to the inclusion ofqéécchal intoxication and marijuana r:
use and sale in the victimless otfense category.

For the 12-lnn:h sglf-zepOtt. there were no statistxcally significant
differences (at or less :han the .05 level) across the six evaluation 0
groups. Both an analysis of variance test (ANOVA) , to test the dif-
rfe:ences ©of means, and a chi-sguare, to test the differences in the cate-

U <
go:icéi distributions of each variable, were employed. In one instance, 0

o

larceny, the ANOVA showed a statistically significant difference but the

,g‘
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chi-square did not. This discrepancy is due to the large number of larce-
nies reported in the AIR group (an average of 80 for the AIR contrasted
I

with seven or less for the .other five groups) which the ANOVA is sensitive

to but which the chi-square -- given how the variables are categorized --

“'is not. We would not regard this as a true difference, however, since the
AIR group is extremely small (N = 7), and the mean can be influenced by

one or two youth with a large number of offenses (which most - ~erta1nly is

i
l
)

the case in this instance).
For the 18-month self-report, two major findings occurred. First, the
average number of reported offenses was consistently lower for the b

12-to-18 month time frame than for the six-to-12 month period. This de~

z

cline was not testzictedggj any one evaluation group or exper imental
Y

treatment, rather, it seemed to appear generally across all groups. There

O

were, however, some specific exceptions to this paﬁte:n, particularly for
the PROB group, which showed a much higher rate for burglary and larceny

for the 18-month self-report than for the lz-month. but the general pat-
I
tern was fairly consistent. . 0

o

Second, atatiseically sxgnxticant differences (where both ANOVA and
chi-sguare revsaled diffntnnces at or beyond the .05 level) aetoss the six

evaluation groups appear for cnly one of ‘the eleveu offense types exam-
ined, and this- effenae-type — fighting == is a minor one. 1n other

A\
Lnatances. only one of ‘the two tests*would ‘suggest a statxstxcally sig-

nificant difference (ANOVA showed m difference in vandalism across eval-
uation groups, but chi—squate did nd%. Chi-square showed a dxffetence in

\

as;%ult and selling and .receiving stolen goods, but ANOVA-did not.).

T o S s kietiat e
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Table II1.4 shows these youths' self-reported accounts of the cir-
cumstances ;nd conséﬁuencesﬂof their subsequent delingquent behavior. For
respondents who ;ompleted more than one self-report, these responses are
based on the latest self-report that a youth filled out; for examéle, if a
youth had completed both the 12~ and l18-month self-reports, only the

youth's responses to the 18-month survey would be counted %? Table II.4.
|

, \ ‘

For those youth who committed subsequent offenses most offenders (52

percent) responded that they had usually committed their subsequent

oifenses with at least one other person, although 48 percent had usually

committed subsequent offenses alone. Moreover, in most instances the

offender either did not know the victim (40 percent) or the youth's
offenses usually tended:ito be victimless (45 percent). In neithe§ of
these twq instances were the differences across evaluation groups giatis-
tically significant.

These youths' reports of the consequences of their subsequent offenses
were somewhat surprising. Forty-one percent of all respondents :eportéé
usually being taken to court when they broke the law, while 46 percent
:gﬁottsd that nothing happened. On ghe average, thes?‘youth were taken to
juvenile court 0.7 times in the last six month time pericd. These
findings are surprising for ew6 t6hsons. fizst of all, most respondents
reported anm'all or nothing*® tyﬁe of response; although the.court has a
range of options in dealing with bﬁiendetq, few respondents (13 percent)
reported that they were either:phnisheq but not arrested, or were arrested

but not taken to court. This clearly suggests that for these.youth, who

have a history of prior offenses, subsequent offenses azé dealt with

Lot

-

4

. \?\\
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strongly when youth are arrested for them.

Secondly, these findings are somewhat unusual in thél these youth

—
usuéii? have been apprehended for their subsequent offenses. Based on
these data, approximately 54 percent‘of those youth who committed subse-
quent offenses were apprehended for at least one of their offenses. This
high apptehension rate might be due to the apparently high rate pf sur-
veillance of these youth by police. The average youth had been stopped by
police 1.4 times in the last six month time frame. (The differences
across evaluation groups were not statistically significant.) Since many
of these youth are known serious offenders, this level of police sur-
veillance is not abnormal. Moreover, given the high apprehension rate, it
appears to be an effective activity.

Table II.5 presents information on youths' perceptions of the future
and their educational goals. These responses were taken 12 months after
referral (i.e., from thg 12-month self-report). On the average, 65 per-—

cent of these youth estimate their odds of obtaining a good job in the

future as either good or excellent, while only six percent assign an

e

estimate of below average or poor. Concerning theii educational plans, 77
percent of the respondents want to go to college, but only one-third of
all respondents aré reasonably sure that they will attend college. Only
23 percent of all respondents do not want to go to college,rand of those
not planning to go to college, over 90 percent plan to go to either voca-

tional”or business school. (There were no statistically significant dif-

o -

ferences across evaluation grOupshEOt any of these variables.)

!
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Summar
Surmary | ) TABLE II.l. WASHINGTON, D.C.: YOUTHS' LIVING SITUATION
The findings of the self-report surveys administered in Washington, DC g 12 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL
. ¢ \
were interesting, but not particularly illuminating. Statistically signi- l“i \&
ficant differences across evaluation groups were few, and where they did Restitution Nonrestitution
N ) : Al AP AIR ~_APR PROB INCAR
occur they tended to be idiosyncratic rather than part of any patternfj E - éi%%2§2§§§§§§%95 (23) (57) ) (27) (u7) (4)
These results suggest that restitution had no measureable effect on self- : : D Lives with mother & father
reported delinquency activity in Washington, DC. L Lisigciit:tzgiier only g:% ;g% ii% §g% g:% gg%
, i ‘ ' Lives with father only 0 ) 0 0 2 0
L o ‘ Institutionalized 4 0 0 0 2 0
DU T Other 22 32 57 37 34 25
; ‘ l
~ t : ,
o School Status |
I (# of cases) (23) (56) {7) (26) (44) (4):
'.‘ i i £ . . 5
- o ‘ : In school 528  80% 57%  65% 66% 25%
' ' o =i Not in school = ‘ 48 20 43 35 34 75
(I1£ in School) Year -in School _ . :
- ~ (# of cases) (12) (45) (3) (18) (32) (2)
. - ' : | Eighth or lower 258 16t 0% 17% 133 0%
-~ LER T s . Ninth N 17 24 0 17 9 0
- i &  Tenth 0 " 13 33 17 25 50
A : o Eleventh 8 18 o 11 16 ]
o v : ‘ Twelfth 8 9 0 22 - 13 0
g P g ' ; : ’ A Special school 42 20 67 17 25 50
(,.n,:" ) R EEE N : -
T - ‘ £ I - 7 ~ Grade Point Average g o
' u s (# of cases) N o (20) (54) (6) (26) (43) (3)
o "~ mean score | 2.6 2.5 3.3 2.5 2.5 0 2.2
, o : (If Not in Séhool] Last_Year
2 ' RS ') Completed . ' :
‘ (# of cases) ALy (12) {3) (9 (13) (3)
' ¢ g
Eighth or lower , 9% 33% 67% ° 33% . 39% 0%
- Ninth - ' : 55 33 0 44 23 33
G R e , Tenth a .9 . 25 0 11 15 .~ 67
A O 1o ... _Eleventh SR "8 0 33 0 23 0
O Twelfth RER 0 8 0o 11 0 0
5 Special school , .9 0 -0 0 0 0
3o
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TABLE II.l. WASHINGTON, D.C.: (Continued) B
N , TABLE II.2. WASHINGTON, D.C.: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED
1 BETWEEN 6 AND 12 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL

it
!

Restitution Nonrestitution i3 : S
L Al AP AIR APR PROB INCAR b
Youth Currently Has a Job Restitut ion  Nonrestitution

(# of cases) (23)  (56) () (24) (43) &) | : “ AL AP.  AIR APR  EROPTRCAE

: N : v , Burglary - ‘ _— —— —— ==
Yes 17%  29% 298  25% 358  75% L ‘ (# of cases) (23)  (56) (M (26) (47 (4)
No 83 7. 7. 75 65 25 o ig .

¢ None - 78% 73% 1 71% 73% 83% 75%

S 1-2 © 13 16 |9 15 9 25
' More than 2 9 11 | 29 12 9 -0

R . . . o A =

Youth found job o 0% 19% S0% 43% 38% o 7 . S Mean 1.1 3.3 \1/.9 1.1 Q.6 0.3
Parents or friends found it 50 25 50 43 31 . 33 B B ) : j S e .
Restitution project found it 50 25 L0 140 0 0 Larceny p s L7 "
Other o 0 i1 0 0 3. 67 . i  (# of cases) @3y sm S @26 e (4)
! 7 ‘ i p

Average Number of Jobs .Held : : None - ,5:;)/ TS 63,’%4"'{; 438 69% 7 688 ) :0%
- 3n Last § Mopths - ' . / 1-2 . /13 19 . 1 127 16 /o

How Youth Obtained Job
(# of cases) (@) (16)  (2) () ()6) (3)

(# of cases) (21)  (56) (M) (25) (45)  (4) o [ T More than 2. V4 26 /18 43 / 19 16 / s0
~ ; : ! ' 7 s ;o AV b
R i 7 7 7 P 17
‘ ’ : ‘ ; : . i 7/ K S . P i
Mean score 0.3 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.8 . i Mea: | /5,4 /ﬂ /51‘,7 801 / 4.2 e 1.-, /,/, \ 7.0

_ Average Number of Close Priends ; 5 . 1 Vandalism AR yay : y
(# of cases) ‘o ‘ (23)  (57) (7)  (26)  (44) (4) A (¢ of cases) . o (22) -~ (s7)/ N (25  (4M) 4)

7

Mean score - 4.3 22.2 2.1 6.9 8.3 2.3 | None LT 64% 838/ . 8ee 808 © 75% 758
‘ i . : [ : ‘ ’ ; 1-2 ' ‘a,//"‘ o 1 27 11/; ' 0 4 - 23 25 //
Averade Number of Delinquent ; - 1 ’ o More than 2 / , g ;f 14 16, ° 2 0 /
Friends [ : : o o SRR S _ / S : : o
{# 'of cases)" (23) (55) ; RN (_25_) (43) “(4) ; . o , Mean 77 0.8 0.9 1.3 //’ 3,;"2 : S

'M:ean ‘score ' . | ;;1' ‘ t ’2048 '101‘ 0.7 B ._"3 . 309 1.5 4 N : . ”Auto meft N o (“'”: ’ //)‘;//
R o : | R {# of cases) P A 5

a
7
i

2//ﬁ7; 26y (&
,«f/ , PN o
A Y

e 1) /Q/@g vy
AT A Vi

/ /14

/7' 0.
PR

) i3 e
R v Fl L oot =2
meD R 2 o _More ;t(:f}un 2

 Mean ‘0?-_-?53'1} A
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Assault
(# of cases)

None
1-2 S
Mo:ebthan 2

Mean

Robbery
(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Rape
~(# of cases)

‘None
,1=2
,/ More than 2

qri’ -
i 1
i

;/éhses)

o

Ve ’ NG"Q e
A= 2
# More than 2

Mean:
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* TABLE 11.2. WASHINGTON, D.C.: (Continued)

\

Restitution

AL

(23)
70%

26
4

0‘.5

(22)
68%
18
14

1.8

(23)

*968%
0.2
123)

22

'5;1

P
7

7%

W

13

s28

S0

01 L

}’J

Nonrestitution

AP

(57)
81%
12

7

0.4

(57)
75%
11
14

1.9

)

  89% ?_‘

AIR

(M
86%
14

0.4
M
71%

29

2.7

N

100%

APR
(26)
8l%
12
8
1.4
(26)

62%

15

23

(26)

0.0

126)
658
23

4.2

t271“.

93y

‘o

v; d;;j

Cem Ul e

928

PROB
(47)
77%

15
9

4.6

(47)

75%

0.02

147y

H0%

19

8)

[
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:-3 ‘} ’ -27-

TABQS}II.Z. WASHINGTON, D.C.: (Zontinued)

INCAR ; J; Restitution Nonrestitution
— . Al AP AIR

(4) : ‘ Pighting (Incl. Gang Pights) . -

(# of cases) (23) (57) (7)

APR _PROB

(25)  (47)

50% L
50 e '3 None o 22% 37y 14%

0 , 1-2 ‘ 44 26 57 24 38
‘ More than 2 35 37 29 36 28

0.8 ~
Mean =2 4.4 3.9 2.0 6.0 3.6

4)
3 Victimless Offenses

25% ! : (Incl. Hatijuang/ﬂse & Sale)

(# of cases)

Q

(23) (56) (7)  (26) (47)
A None ) 17% 348 14% 31% 28%
1.0 1 -2 17 9 29 15 . 19

\ "é 3 Q, More than 2 ? 65 57 57 ‘ 54 53

" (4) » o 2?.8

" Hean 50.0 35.9 42.7 41.1

75%
1.8

14) AT
258 k
25 ' ; .

A R S

25

40%& ’34% )

e A

INCAR
(4)
25%
50
25

1.3

(4)
25%
0

.15

61.0

e
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H Vi TABLE II.3. WASHINGTON, D.C.: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED } TABLE II.3. WASHINGTON, D.C.: (Continued)
' BETWEEN 12 AND 18 MONTHS AFTER REPERRAL ;
] Eoy
' ; . \ Restitution Nonrestitution
Restitution Nonrestitution ° ALl AP AIR APR PROB  INCAR ’i'
Al _AP_ _AIR _APR = _PROB INCAR g Assault S T '
: Burglary . : . (# of cases) (13) (36) (3) (20) (25) (1) -
: (# of cases) (12) (34) (3) (20) (24) (1) o ML
o & | : R 3 "~ None 85% 94% 100% 95% 72% 0%
’ None 678 858  100% 75% 79%  100% : 1-2 # 0 0 0 5 16 100
1-2 : 25 12 0 20 13 0 i More than 2 15 6 o 0 12 0
4 More than 2 8 - 3 0 5 8 o ‘ .
) Mean 1.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.8 l.0
Mean ; 0-6 002 0-0 ,;‘0.7 2-5 0-0 ‘ _R_OM
h . (# of cases) (13) (36) (3) (20) (24) (1)
° Larceny o ' :
' (# of cases) : (12) (36) (3) (20) (24) (1) ‘None 62% 78%  100% 75% 588  100%
. i : 1 -2, ~ 23 17 0 15 17 0
e ‘None , © 58% 678  100%: 60% S08  100% More“than 2 o 15 6 0 . 10 25 0
1-2 ' 17 25 0 0 2 0 . : r
1 “More than 2 T 25 8 0 20 29 L . ‘ Mean ) 1.2 0.8 0.0 0.9 2.0 0.0
- Mean ° g 1.8 1.1 0.0 1.3 4.5 7 0.0 | ; Rape’ bo 7 :
| ' (# of cases) (13)  (36) (2)  (20) (25) 1y
Vandalism . , ! ‘ ’ ¢
(# of cases) (13)  (35) (2) ° (20) (25) (1) ; None : 92% 89%  locs 9358  100%  100%
: . . 1 -2 8 11 0 5 0 0
None . 62% = 86% 100% 75% 68% 1003 o More than 2 ‘ 0 0 0 o . =x0 o
g 1 -2 R 1 8 ° 15 © 20 o ; . .
» More than 2 : , 23 3 -0 10 12 0 f Mean - 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
Mean e . 2.8 0.3 0.0 .-0.8 1.0 0.0 Selling and Receivin
o ' N SR o oA §tolen Goods ) S >
Auto Theft SRR o 4 t ). T (4 of cases) " Q3 (3%) (2) (200 (2%) (1)
{4 of cases) S I3 . (35) 3 (209 (25) 1) _ ’ ‘
A R S - R .. . o : . ' None ~ g 858 77% 100% 75% 52% D
‘None e . vegy. @I, €78 90%  Bas 1003 ° 1-2 o8 20 0 S 20 100 .
1-2 _ SRS IR | 9 20 12 - 0 ‘More than 2 ~ 8 3 0 20 28 0
More than. 2~ . @3 33 , 0 4 0 ’ ' ,
REETE T A R e S : < ; ; o Mean S 0.5 2.0 0.0 1.2 3.9 . 1.0 .
Mean e e 86l 2.3 0 0.2 0.5 0.0 e , ‘
[ N ‘ ) ) o ,‘ . : S ) o ». : ] ; . v . . ~ Por er V : ' ‘ ‘ B - . . ®
(¢ of cases) e S 13y (36) (3) (19) (25) (1 a
. None R 858 948 1008 95% . 928  100% i
; 1-2 P 15 - 6 0 5 4 0 :
TR 3 sMote than 2.~ - . .0 @ ‘-«0 O 4 "0 i
R < - 5 g . . . . e R v » : ' 0 : v B LS O . .- ‘ i
: ;g : B ~.Mean RS 0.3 0,1 0.0 0.1 4.0 0.0 i
7’ A - L , ; G o - N ) . ; . . o . . 3 2{ )
E . : : é ‘ » ’f <) ’ ° e - k ) ) g’
ST | % o ‘0 . i
c R - L N e e 3 a
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Fighting (Incl. Gang Pights)

- (# ‘of cases)

None
1 -2 .
More than 2

Mean
Victimless Offenses
(Incl. Marijuana Use & Sale)
($ of cases)
None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

P
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WASHINGTON, D.C.: (Continued)

Restitution Nonrestitution
Al AP AIR APR PROB  INCAR
(13) (36) (3) (20) (25) (1)
23% 613 67% 55% 443 0%
46 28 33 30 12 100
-31 11 0 15 44 0
1.8 1.2 0.3 0.9 4.2 2.0
(13)  (35) (3),  us)  (24) (1)
398 34 0s 33 29% 0%
0 » 20 0 22 13 0o
62 46 100 44 58 100
8.2 17.3 61.7 33.7 42.0 5.0
-
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TABLE 11.4. WASHINGTON, D.C.: CIRCUMSTANCES AND CONSEQUENCES

OF SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES

(&Y

~3

Restitution Nonrestitution
Al AP AIR APR PROB INCAR
(If a Youth Committed Any
Offenses) The Youth Com-
mited Most of the Offenses:
(# of gpses) (23) (44) (7) (25) (41) (3)
Alone . 48% 46% 71% 48% 463 67%
With others . 52 54 29 52 54 33
The Youth Usually Knew
The Vietim 8
R ($ of cases) (22) (45) (7) (24) (40) (3)
Yes - L Lt 18 163 0% 29% 8% 0%
No h 46 40 29 33 45 33
Usually no victim 36 44 71 38 48 67
'~ What Usually Happened as a
Result of The(se) Offense(s)
(# of cases) (23) (50) (7 (25) (44) (3)
Nothing, didh't get caught S7% 46% 43% 32% 50% 33%
Punished, not arrested, .
apologized ) 4 0 4 2 0
Arrested, not taken to ;

o court 0 12 0 20 5 33
Taken to court 39 36 .57 44 .43 33
Restitution 0 2 0 -0 1] 1]
Jail or detention -0 0 0 0 0 o
Incarceration 0 0 0 0 0 0

Encounters With Juvenile
Justice System ‘ o
(# of‘cases) , -{25) v(67) (8) {36) (57) {4)
Avg. § of times stopped by B ‘ ‘ :
- police (excl. traffic ,
“(# of cases) , {295) (67) (8) (36) (56) 44)
- Avg. § of times taken to ‘ :
_juvenile court for 2 R ' : : .
- breaking the law 0.6 - 0.7 1.1 0.4 0.9 0.8
: ;ﬁg e S /; S _

N

A i s e e e e i,

4

i
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TABLE II. 5'{ WASHINGTON, D.C.: YOUTHS' PERCEPTIONS OF
“INE FUTURE ARD BDUCATIORAL GOALS*

i o o

Restitution Nonrestitution
Al AP AIR APR PROB INCAR

Youths' Subjective Estimates of

Getting a Good Job in the Future

(# of cases) (23)  (55) (1) (28) (45)  (4)

Excellent 26% 11% 43% 29% 27% 25%
Good 39 53 29 42 40 0
Average ' © ‘ 35 | 33 0 21 29 59
Below average °0 ] 29 4 2 0
Poor ) 0 4 0 4 2 25
a ,
Youths' Concerns About College
(# of cases) (18) (43) (s) (17) (30) (2)
Wants t¢ go and plans to go 228 37% 408 S3s  23% 0%
Wants to go but doesn't know
if he/she will . 44 .33 20 18 37 ) 50
Wants to go but doesn't think ‘ =
he/she will 11 16 0 . 6 10 0
Doesn't want to go and probably .
won't 22 14 40 18 30 S0
Doesn't want to go but probably
will 0 0 ] 6 0 0
(If Not Planning to Go to Collefe)
Youth Will Go to Vocational or
Business School
($# of cases) {(7) {18) £3)- (9) {24) (2)
Yes | 718 1008 ©T™ 89% 928 100%

No 29 o 33 a1 8 0

4

o

*Responses taken twelve months after referral.
O '

i

Chapter III
Clayton County, Georgia

.
(38

\\Ehis chapter presents descriptive results of the self-report survey
dataicollected in Clayton County, Georgia. A description of the Clayton
County experimental deéign has already been presented in the JOI report ‘
{see esp., pPp. 10-1}, 22, and 96-99) and will not be covered here.

g 7
The selfvreport survey results for Clayton County are presented in

~ 4
three sections. The first section discusses rates of self-report survey

i
\

coverage andiproblems of nonresponse bias. The second section contains

narrative of the findings of the self-report sutvey, and ‘the third section

& [

displays the tabulat materials, composed of seven tables, each focusing on

N
different self-repott survey topics. " )
Claxton Countx Self-Reggrt Survey Coverage o
\\_
In c1ayton County, 85 percent of all youth (220 zeferrals) in the o

natzonal evaluation completed at least one self-report xnstzument (rable

‘“‘i

x.z). Thxrty-elght pegcent completed the intake self-report; 48 percent,

the six-month self-tepokt: 32 perceot, the l2-month self-teport; and 19

percent, the 18~-month sufvey. Of the five inten?ive,sites:ﬁhere the self-
. - . {

ceport was administered, Clayton County bad the third highest number of

xefettels; and had the highest rate of self-report shzvey coverage (a rate

26 percentage points higher than the ovetall average for the five inten-

sive sites).

By evaluation group, ‘the highes:\yates of survey coverage were

wobtalned 1n the restxtution and counseling (R & C) group and the counsel- )

>

'cfxng only (C) gzoup, Intezestxngly, the counselxng gtoup had the second
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lowest rates for the intake and s&;-month surveys, %nd it had the tighest
rates for the 12- and 18-month inétzuments. The co&nseling group's rates
’fo: the 12- and 18-month surveys were nearly twice as high as any of the .
other three evaluation groups. Speculation that this finding might be due
to differences in the length of treatment for the counseling youth proved

to be unwarranted. The average length of time in treatment for the four

evaluation groups was: R & C, 5.8 montﬂs; C, 5.6 ﬁbnths: R, 3.5 months;
and CONTROL, 6.1 months. Another possible explanation for this differ-
ence is that iﬁ could be evidence of aupqsitive treatment effect for the
counseling group. The causal génnection between receiving: counseling and
higher survey response rates would, of course, need to be specified for
such an explanation to be reasonable.’ -

While the proportion of youth ﬁho completed at least one self-report
survey in Clayton County was tﬁe highest of the five hational evaluation
sites (85 percent), Clayton County did not have the highest rate of survey o
response on any of the four individuql self-report survefs. Oa each of
the four types of surveys, Cléyton sounty had’the second highest rate of
survey response, while théﬁhighest :ate$,o£ :esﬁonse aItg:nated among  the

other evaluation sites.

9

The moderate rate pf sutvey response for scme of the indiﬁiduél éelf-
report insttumehts-in Clayton CQunty p1ace§ limiﬁs on our éonfidence that
these data are generalizable to all evaluation referrals iﬁ Cigytoh; Ihis C ‘ﬁ
is especially the éase for the'la-month self-report where fewer than one- |
third,of‘all referrals (24 peicent)‘hgv;icompleéea'thék;uqyey.‘ Attritioﬁ

ik

is, of course, expected on surveys which cdve:ythese later time frames,

1"‘3 :
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and this pattern of attrition has been a consistent one across all of the
national evaluation sites. Nonetheless} the rate of attrition acfoss
these later surveys q°esﬁlimit their generalizability. On the other hand,
instruments ~-- partiéulatly the‘six-month self-report with its 48 percent )
response raté‘-h administered earlier have high eﬁough rates of response
to provide a moderate degree of confidence in the generalizability of
these data.

With these caveats in mind, the following section presents the results o

of the self-report surveys for those fouthawho completéd sﬁtveys in

Clayton County. ‘ _ o

EsS=<

Clayton County Self-Report Survey Results

The descriptiveiresults of the Clayton County self-ggpott‘survay are

presented in Tables III.l through III.7. 1In this section, these data will

be discussed, and some backgtound”and explanations for the findings
npresented iA these tables willlbe provided. Each table displays informa-
tion on a particular self-report topic; this discussion will focus around
these topiecs.
Table III.l p;esents information on youths' living‘situatiohs six
This information is taken'from the six-month

@

self-report, the first self-:gpozt administered in Clayton County after

months after referral.

referral, Sixty percent of all referrals were living with both their L

mother and father six months after referral (step-parents are included

2 &

hgre), and another 24 percent were living with only one parent (usually

W
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theirjmothers) at this time. Only one referral was reported to be 1iv§ﬁg
in an institutional setting.

Differences in the proportion of referrals reporting that they were in
school were not statistically significant (at or beyond the .05 level)
across the_four evaiuation gteups. The largest proportion of youth in
school was .reported in the counseling (C) group -- 79 percent -- while
exactly 65 percent of youth in each restitution group (R and R & C), and
61 percent of CONTROL youth reported that they were in school. Of those
youth in school, the average youth wasg: enrolled in the tenth grade, and
there were no statistically significant gi%ietences across the evaluation

: i
groups."of those 38 youth who had dropped out of school, 47 pezcenﬁ hadﬁ
not completed the tenth grade. The self-reported grade point.averages of
these youth were surpri;ingly high, averaging between a C and a ;+.

The employment situation of the Clayton County respondents was not
pa;ticularly good, and did not dgffer significantly across evaluation
groups. Thirty-six percent of all respondents repprted that they
cuf:eqtly had a full or pa;t—tihe job. Of thoge‘who had a job, more
respondehts‘reported that their job was obtained with the assistance of
their=paren£s or thfough a-friend --749 percent overall == than reported
that they themselves‘had found the job -- 41 percent. Only two youth -
both ih theﬁ:estitution only group (R) - reported that they were in a job
that was obtained for them through the restitution project. Not unexpec-

tedly, most youth reported that they ‘had held no job in the last six

months; ove:all, the average numper. of Jobs held in- the last six months.:

was 0.7.

_ 1)
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Although these youth were all adjudicatee delinquents, they were not
without close friends according to these daﬁe. Across the foqr evaluation
groups the average number of close friends ranged from 19 to 89; the over-
all average was 39. Compared with- other national evaluation sites,

Clayton County youth had significantly more close friends; youth in most

-.other sites usually had fewer than 10.

The number of delinquent close friends -- i.e,, friends of these youth

who have committed offenses for which they have or could have been

| arrested -- averaged less than half the overall number of close friends

‘reported; overall, these respondents averaged 14 delinguent close friends.

There were no significant differences across evaluation groups in the

e

2

.Q:{

average numbers of close friends ‘or delinquent close friends.
‘Pables III.2 through III.5 summarize these respondents' accounts of
their delinguent behaviors. Table III.2 contains self-report information

from th .ntake se}f-repott: TableOIII.S, the six-month self-report; Table

"III.4, the l2-month self-report; and-Table III.5, the 18-month self-report.

The format of the four tables is identical to allow direct comparisons
between offenses reported in these four time frames. Eleven different
majorzoffense;types are presented in each table; these are broken out by
the four evaluation groups in Clayton County. For each offense type, the

=

proportion of respondents who committed none, one or two, and more than ~
(:\\ 5
two offenses is presented; in addition, the average number of offenses per
W L
respondent is displayed.

The purposes of the intake self-feport were to establish a baseline

offense history for comparison with later time frames, and to monitor the

s oty UM S Ul Lt e A

R
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integrity of the random assignment in claytdg County. If random assign-
ment is functioning properly, there should.be no,significan; differences
in the rates of self-reported offenses across the four evaluation groups.
The results of the intake self-report are displayed in Table III.2.
Both an analysis of variance test (ANOVA), to:test tge differences of

means, and a chi-square, to test the differences in the categorical

distributions of each vé}iable, were emﬁﬁbyed. The chi-square revealed a‘

statistically significant difference across the four evaluation groups in

the number of self-reported burglaries ip:!

X,

+03) and the number of self-
N o »
reported larcenies (p = .03), while the ANOVA\only approached significance

Y. ,
for burglaries (i§; +08) and showed no diffecence for larcenies (p = .66).

&

Given thatéa'totalkbf 22 statistical tesLs were conducted on thise 11
offense types (i.e., two tests for eﬁéh offense type), we would expect‘at
least one significantodifference based on chance aione‘when using a .05
é:itetion for statistical significance; thus, the findigg‘of twﬁ\statis-
tically significant differences, while marginally outsiderghe domain of
chance, is not of par:icula:iy great concern. None:heless, one should

note these differences -- eapeciallynsince,tbey.rela:e to two of the most

important offense types -- as the results of the later self-reports aie

- presented. ’

Reoffenses, when they were reported by these :espondents,uappea:ed

primarily in the property offense categories’ with few personal offenséﬁ.
Py ' ‘

It is important to note that both actual offenses and attempted offenses

are included in these data.: In the property category (;heﬁoverall mean

o

scores per offender are in parentheses for the’ six-, 12-,‘and 18-month

33

Q
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self-reports, respectively), larceny (1.0; 1:5; 1.1), selling and
receiving stolen goodg (l.i: 0.9; 0.4), a?d burglary (0.5; 0.8; 0.3)
comprised’the majority of offénses. Repo;ts of personal offenses were
confined primarily ta simple and aggravated assault (0.2; 0;3; 0.2).

The largest single category of _offenses reported was victimless e
offenses, wiih an average of 56 victimless offenses reporged in the first
six-month time frame, 40 ip the six-to~12 month time frame, and 80 repor-
ted for the 12-to-18 month period. This large amouné, which was observed
across all the national evaluation sites, is due primarily to the inclu-
siop of alcohol intoxication and marijuana use and sale in the victimless
offense category.

. [ o
Tests of significance: conducted’zn the six-, 12-, and 18-month data

Py
~

revealed fewver éignificant differences than should occur due to chance

f’alone. For thé4six-mqnth self-report, one of the chi-square tests showed
a significant difference; none of the ANOVA's did. In the six-month data,
a larger proportion of youth in the twg counseling groups (C and R & C)

had committed one or more iércenies than youth in the other two groups,

[}

and :hexchieéénAte test suggested tp}é u;s a statisﬂicq;ly significant
f’diffg:ence {p = .04). o : o |
| in the‘lzqmonth self-repo:}, chi-sqﬁate tests again revealed one
statistically significanzvdifigrence, agd the ANOVA revealed none. 1In the
éfﬁzamonth dataw none bf‘the qbunseling,only (<) éﬁuth had committed robber~

ies in this time frame, while from five to 12 percent of youth in the
¥ : : “ o : . T

a

three other eValug;ion gxoupsihad committed at-least one robbery; the

cﬁi-sqﬁgkedgo? this diffe?ence was statistically significant (p = .05).
Lt |

pe)
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For the 18-month self-report, there wére no'statisti¢a11y significant

differences -- based on chi-square 6E'ANOVA‘-- between the evaluation
groups. for any of the 11 offense types éxamined. An inﬁéresting pattern
thét emerged in clayton County along with some of the other natiohal
évaluation sites was that an overall decline was'observed i; the average
humber of offenses repdrted in the 18-month'se1f-teport compaied with the
12-month self-report. Further, this decline was not restricted to any one
evaluation group 6? offense type, rather it appeared generally actoés all
groups and offense types. |

OSOme possible explanations for this finding are: 1) That through
attrition, the chronic offenders, some of whomorespéhded tb‘the‘lzomonth‘
‘self-report, did not respond to the 18-month inst;ument: and that the
types of respondents to the ld;mohth self-:epoé} were géneially Ehe less
chronic offendérs. 2) That through maturation, the respondents to the
18-month survey were natuialiy'olde: than respondents to the l12-month
survey, and were therefore committing fewer offenses. Of course, if this
latter explanation were co:reéz.‘a decling should have 6ccurréd‘ftom the
8ix- to the Iz-ﬁnﬁrh,surveys,,and'it“aia.not; ‘Most likely, elements of
‘both -explanations -- along with'cthét,;unspeéified reasens‘f-“até ‘respon-
sible for this decline. S |

Table III.6 shows these youths' self-reported accounts of the circum-

stances and consequences of their subseguent delinquent behavior. For

' respondents who compigtéd more than 6ne;éél£-repott,ltheseﬁresponses are

 based on the latest‘Selfsiepdrt thatfé youth filled out; for example, if a
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youth had cgmpleteg%both»thefsix- and ls-month self-rgports, only the:
/," K 7. /,,. KO

Vi
7/

youth's géspon§gé to the 18-month syfﬁey would be counted in Table III.6.

£

For thgsg/youth who committeddsubsequgnt'6ffen$es most offenders (72,
percent) :ésponﬁed that they”had'usually;committed their subsequent
: p i eany

L A .

offenses with at least gpéwOChegxpeggon, while 28 percent had usualily
//.;"" : / ) // ¥

committed subsequent/dﬁfensgs*a;pﬁe.

Moreover, in most instancgé the
AT ;

o ; i ' //
offender either did‘nét know,ﬁhe victim (37 percent) or the/yﬁhth's'
4 S ‘ ‘ Vi
o ' s R A // . -
offenses usuall)y tended to be victimless (37 percent). Inéﬁéxther of
Vi . e V4

Z4

. - A : a4 )
these two. instances were.the differences across evaluaticn groups statis-

7
W

tically s;gnifi€;2/ / ' ; /Z/

These fouthsﬁ reports of tlie congeqﬁenCesvgf their subsequent offenses

were somewhat surprising. Fifty-eight petcgﬁi of all reSpondents reported

usually being taken to court whén they bgé@e the law, while 28 perceﬁﬁ
reported that nothing happeﬁed. on théféverage, these youth were”téken to
juvenile court 0.8 times in the last six month Qime period. These
findings, which appeared in a numbét of national evaluation s{tes, are

surprising for two reasons. PFirst of all, most responden;s reported an
*all or noth;ng' typg;oi/tespnnig;inlthough the court has a range of
options in dealing;yichsofﬁggg@;s. fewizgsponﬁents (14 petcént) reported
;hétftheywuexe aithez&punigﬁésﬁbnt not arrested, or were arrested but not
taken to court. This CLééxixﬁsuggests that for these youth, who have a
; 2,

history .of prior offenées; §Késequentrnffenses‘are dealt with strongly
witen youth a:e‘artegted Edg them.

Secondly, ﬁhese findings are sohewhat‘unusual in that these youth

usually have‘been apprehended for theic subsequent’offenses. Based on

q
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these data, approximately 61 percent of those youth who committed subse-
quent‘offenses were apprehended for at least one of their offenses.
Moreover, this high apprehension rate does not appear to be related to the
; = lgvel of police su?veillance, since the averaée youth h§%§been stoppeé

less than once (0.7) in the last six months.

a

-~ Table III.7 presents information~on”youths' perceptions of the future

and their educacicnal'goals. These responses were taken six months after
>

On the average, 62

referral (i.e., ftom the sxx-month self-teport).
,\

i / #/, ' percent of these youth estimate their 'odds of obtaining a good job in the&

N
Ry

G

future as either good or excellént,'while only Six percent assi?n an
4 - estimate of below average or poor. <Concerning their educationalﬁplans, 58

percent of the respondents want to go to college, but onl§«24 percent are

B e TS T

respondents do not want to go to college, and of tHEgg/not plannxng to co
//

VA
to college, over 78 petuent plan to go to either vocatzonal 214 busines

/

/
school. Concerning this latter group of respondents not plannﬁpg to/éo to

1

A e

/'/

7
v

! the four evaluation groups in thnzz'ﬂn:wze +o a:tcnd:woeational 3¢ busi-

/

" ness school. Youth .in the tun*testitntinn groups ma ané/n & c)/displayed

/S
& greater desire to go to vocational school than youth/én thﬁ/ésnnselxng

7 /7 / / -
(C) group or CONTRDL.. 0 T e : ‘ n\

y 7 e R : p
& . . . ) %
K Summary : : ~ ,‘; , o

The fzmd;ngs of the self—report sutveys adm;nlste:ed in clayton County

were interesting, and, in some lnstances, surprzsing. Statxstxcally ,

creasonably sure that they will attend college. Porty=-two petcent ‘of all /ﬁ

college, there was a statxstxcally szgnifxcant diffetence (p .04/'across
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.
significant differences across evaluatxonﬁg:oups were few, and the total
number of statistically significant differences generally did not exceed

the number one would expect to attain under chance alone. These results

suggest that restitution had no measureable effect on self-reported delin-

‘quency activity in Clayton County.
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. TABLE III.l.

Living Situation’ ; .
(# of cases) s . o

Lives with mother & father (inc. steps)

Lives with mother only
Lives with father only
Institutionalized
Other )

s :

, School Status

" (# of cases)

In ‘school
Not "in school

(If in séhool) Year in School Y
. (# of cases) ; )

Eighth or lowe
Ninth
Tenth
Eleventh
Twelfth
Special school

($ of cases)

" Grade Point Average

Mean score

Eighth or lower o s
Ninth

Tenth

Eleventh

Twelfth

Special school

7

CLAYTON COUNTY: YOUTHS' LIVING SITUATION
6. MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL

3

. NC:\

o

00

0

0

Restitution , Noﬁtqgt
R R&C - C CONTROL.
(38)  (38)  (25) (23)
61% 558 608 654
24 21 20 13
3 5 4 4
0 I .0 0
13 16 16 17
(37) (31 (24)  (23)
65% 658 79y 613
35 35 21 U39,
(24)  (24) (19 (14)
133 258 113 438
13 13 21 7
29 33 26 29
29 25 37 14
17 4 5 7
0 0 0 0
36)  (36)  (24) (23)
2.3 2.3 2.4 2.1
1) a2 (s (9)
258 253 o8 18
1717 60 44
a2 s8 - 20 33
8 0“0 11
0

&

0

)

O

GQ

D
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TABLE III.l. CLAYTO? COUNTY: - (Continued)

j
|
!

1

|
|

Youth Currently Has a Job i

(¢ of cases)

" Yes
No

How Youth Obtained Job
(# of cases)

Youth found job
‘Parents or friends found it

Restitution project found it
-Other

Average‘Number of Jobs Held
In Last 6 Months

(# of cases)

Mean scorte

Averagé Number of Close Frignds
(# of cases) !

Mean score -

Average Number of Delinquent Friends

(# of cases)

‘Mean score

o

el

Restitution Nonrest
R R&C C CONTROL

(36) (38) (25) (22)
31% 40% 323 41%
69 61 68 59
Qf’\\‘ ‘

(11) (15) (8) (9)
463 338 25% 67%
36 53 75 5 33
18 0 0 ¥ 0

0 13 0 0

(32) (24) (21) (20)

0.9 0.6 0.4 0.9
(38) (38)  (24) (23)

18.6 °  38.8 89.2 22.3

(38) (37) (24) (22)

12.1 4.4 43.3 3.3
Q
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TABLE III.Z2.

Burglary
(# of cases)

None
l1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Larceny
(# of cases)

None,
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

vandalism
“(# of cases)
“ None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Antof1heft~

{# of cases)

‘None k

l -2 ‘

More than 2
Mean

A
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CLAYTON COUNTY: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED

6 MONTHS PRIOR TO REFERRAL

VRestitution
R R&C
(30) (37)
67% 49%
30 32

3 19
0.4 1.5
(30) (37)

408 248
50 54
10 " 22
5.2 3.3
(30) (37)
S
60% 62%
23 327

17 5°

2.6 1,6
(30) 37)
908~ 81%

7 16

3 3
0.2 0.3

C

(18)

78%
22
0 B

0.3

(18)

67%
22
11

0.7
@

- (18)

443
S0

1.0
{18)
78%

22

0.2

¢ __Nonrest
CONTROL

(12)

92%

8
0

0.2

(12)

17%

o -

O !

L2

;J;

.
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TABLE III.2. CLAYTON COUNTY:: (Continued)
oo
\  Restitution Nonrest
Q R : R R&C C CONTROL
Assault ; '
‘ (# of cases) (30) (37) (17) (11)
o “ 82
7 None 80% 84% 94% 3
l - 2 13 16 6 18’m
More than 2 7 0 0 0
‘Hean © 0.5 0-2 0-1 002
. b Robbérz | .
(# of cases) (30) (37) (18) (12)
None > o 93% 95% 100% 100%
1 -2 7 0 0 0
g o More than 2 0 o S 0 0
Mean 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0
Rap “ i . @
" (# of cases) (30)  (38) (A7) (10)
9 None "97% 1008 88e 100%
1= 2 3 0 12 0
More than 2 0 0 0 0
Mean ’ 0.03 0.0 0.2 0.0
A 2 Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods .
: (¢ of cases) . (30) (38) (18) (12)
None 778 S8% 83% 83%
1 -2 20 26 ’17 17
8 More than 2 3 16° 0 0
O " .
D

1
i

O
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TABLE I1I.2.

Forgery

($ of cases)

None
1 -2
! More than 2

Mean
I

Pighting (Incl. Gang Pights)

(# of cases)

None
1l -2
More than 2

Mean
Victimless Offenses (Incl.
Marijuana Use & Sale)

(# of cases)

None

1 -2

More than 2

Mean

]

%
.
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CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued) t
o N
_Restitution Nonrest
ﬁ R R&C C CONTROL
o ——— — RV}
(30) (38) (18) (12)
87% 87%  100% 7% v
10 10 - © .25
3 3 0 8
0.4 0.3 0.0 1.2 ‘
o e §<§
(30) (38 (18) (12 o
438 408 228 58% :
40 40 39 17 ‘
17 21 39 25 N
2.6 3.7  16.2 2.7
(30) (38) (18) (12) t i
33% 7% 508 58%
R 13 5 - 6 8
53 58 44 33
- 56.8 32.7 38.2 '27.9 o
j
ﬁ |
I =
7
I
/ RE
/l{" s o C:) P ”
/ ' E
|
J o
/ 0 .
/ 1
i
N O

TABLE III.3.

Burglary

{# of cases)

1 -2 é;
More than

N

p
Mean

Larceny

(3 of cases)
) ﬁone
l -2
More than 2

° Mean

Vandalism
($ of cases)

None

1 -2

More ‘than 2
Mean

Auto Thef:
{$ of cases) ~

‘None
1 =2
More than 2

Mean

O

Qo0
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CLAYTON COUNTY: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES"COMMITTED
IN THE 6 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL

;;;;;

o

Wl

" fi:‘ S
Restitutignﬂ ! Nonrest
R R&C C CONTROL
(38) (38) (25) (21)
79% 74% 88% 918
18 21 8 9 .
3 5 4 0
0.3. 0.9 0.5 0.1
(37) (38) - (24) (23)
73% 66% 63% 78%
14 21 33 9
14 13 i} 4 13
V\
1.5 1.0 ”/0.5 0.9
(37)  (38)  (25) (23)
87% 92% 92% 70%
S 3 4 26
8 5 4 4
0.3 0.4 0.2
(38)  (38) . (25)
90% 95% 96% 96%
11 S 4 4
0 “ 0 -0 0
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.05

"
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TABLE III.3. CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued)

- 3
Restitution Nonrest

R R&C C CONTROL
Assault
(# of cases) - (37) (38) (25) (23)
None 84% . 90% 88% 83%
1 - 14 10 8 17
More’ than 2 : 2 0 4 0
Mean 6.3 0.1 0.2 0.2
Robbery
($§ of cases) . o (38) (38) (25) (23)
None " | . ) 95% 928  100% 963
1-2 ’ 7 3 8 0 4
More than 2 3 -0 0 0
Mean 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.04
Rage Q
(# of cases) : (38) (37) (25) (23)
None 95% 100% 96% 91%
1 -2 3 0 4 9
More than 2 "3 0 0 0
Mean 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1
Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods : ‘ 3
{# of cases) (38) (38) (25) (23)-
None : 71% - 828 80% 74%
1 -2 1l - 11 20 22
More than 2 18 8 0 4
Mean 1.5 1.7 0.2 0.4
h &

L

Y]

{)

Porgerz

{# of cases)
None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean
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TABLE III.3. CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued)

Fighting (Incl. Gang Pights)

(# of cases)
None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Victimless Offenses (Incl.

Marijuana Use & Sale)

(# of cases)
None
1l -2
More than 2

Mean

Restitution Nonrest
R R&C C CONTROL
(37)  (38) (25) (23)
928 . 843 92% 87%
8 8 8 " 4
0 8 0 9
0.1 0.4 0.1 0.3
(38) (38)°  (25) (22)
55% 50% 442 32%
34 26 44 59
11 24 11 9
2.0 1.7 1.0 1.5
(36) (38)  (24) (22)
25% 42% 38% 36%
17 11 21 14
58 47 42 50
72.3 54.8 30.3 57.1
3‘ a Q{

N
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TABLE III.4. CLAYTON COUNTY: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED TABLE IIT.4. CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued)
BETWEEN 6 AND 12 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL ,
‘ ( | 5
5 i : i : ﬂ : Restitution Nonrest
Restitution Nonrest f : i : R R&C c CONTROL
R R&C c CONTROL 5 Assault , -
Burglary & { (# of cases) (20) (19 3
(# of cases) (19) (20) (30) (17) A 3 ) (30) (17)
L < None 95% 84
None 79% 90% 80% 94% ; 1 -2 5 Llﬁ‘ i;% :i%
1 -2 11 10 10 0 ! More than 2 0 0 3 6
More than 2 11 0 10 6 §
. ‘ g v Mean 0.1 0.2 . .
Mean 2.2 0.1 0.4 0.8 f 3 0.5 0.6
! ! I Robbery
Larceny ! : (# of cases) (20) 20 A
(# of cases) 4 (19) (20) (30) (17) P (20) 200 (17)
‘ 7 i None 95% 90%
None Vi 79% 95% 73% 82% 1-2 5 10 1°3‘ 33‘
1-2 gl =11 5 13 12 L. More than 2 0 0 0 12
More than 2 11 . 0 13 6 £ kS
Mean 0.1 . . 3
Mean 3.3 0.1 1.5 1.0 : 0.2 0.0 0.6
< f Rape :
Vandalism N | (# of cases) (20) (19 30
(+ of cases) (19)  ((20)  (30) (17) | - w o en 17
N ' None 95
None 90% 90% 80% 94% 1 - 2 5‘ 9:‘ ;log‘ 103%
1 -2 5 5 17 6 More than 2 0 0 0 0
More than 2 S S 3 0
Hean L] . L] L]
Mean 1.6 0.3 0.3 0.1 ) | 0-1 0-1 9-0 0.0
. hett b 2 Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods
uto The . (¢ of cases) 20
(# of cases) .. (20) (20)» (30) {17) (200 (20 (30) (17
None ; i 8:
None = 908 95% 920% 9443 1. -2 93‘ 92‘ g:‘ gg&
1 -2 10 5 10 0 ‘ : More than 2 10 0 7 6
More than 2 0 0 0 6 0 D B :
- Iad Mean 06 . - .
Mean 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 = ! 0-1 05 1-6
A,
Q) o /
; o
£

i1
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TABLE III.4.

(# of cases)

More than 2

‘FPighting (Incl. Gang Fights)

(# of cases)

More than 2

Victimless Offenses (Incl.

Marijuana Use & Sale)

(3 of cases)

More than 2

-54-

CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued)

Restitution Nonrest
R R&C C CONTROL
,(20) (20) . (30) (17)
85% 90% 97% 94%
10 1] 3 6
5 10 w 0 0
0.3 0.4 0.03 0.1
(20) (19) (30) (17)
S0s 47% 50% 24%
35 42 37 41
15 11 13 35
1.4 1.0 1.6 3.4
(18)  (20)  (29) (17)
39% 60% 31% 35%
17 S 10 6
44 35 59 59
54.0 26.6 39.1 40.8

&
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"TABLE III.5. CLAYTON COUNTY:
BETWEEN 12 AND

Burglary

(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

een

Larcenz

{(# of cases) Y
None

1 -2

More than 2

Mean

Vandalism

(# of cases)
None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Auto Theft

(# of cases)
None

l-2
More than 2 -

Mean

-55-

NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OPFENSES COMMITTED
18 MONTHS APTER REFERRAL

Restitution Nonrest
R R&C C CONTROL
(16) (15) (22) (8)
94% 100% 86% 100%
6 0 5 0o
0 0 9 0
0.1 0.0 0.7 0.0
(16) (15) (22) (9)
813 93% 593 67%
0 7 32 22
19 0 9 11
0.7 0.1 2.1 0.8
(4;;

(16) (15) (22) (10)
81% 100% 82%° 70%
6 0 5 20
13 0 14 10
0.6 0.0 2.3 0.8
(16) (15) (22) (10)
948 1008 913 90%
0 0 9 10
6 0 o0& °9
0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1
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TABLE III.S5. . CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued)
Restitution
° R R&C
Assault
(# of cases) (16) (15)
None 100% 93%
1l -2 0 0
More than 2 0 7
2
. Mean 0.0 0.3
(# of cases) (16) (15)
None 94% 93%
1 -2 R 7
More than 2 o 0 0
Mean 0.1 0.1
Rape d
($# of cases) (16) (15)
None - 94% 1008
1 -2 # 0 0
More than 2 6 0
Mean 0.2 0.C
Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods J ¢ ‘
. {# of cases) . iz - (16) (15)
None 75% 87%
1 -2 13- °7
More than 2 13 7
Mean g.8 0.5
] o
For ez#?
(% of cases) A£16)  (15)
None © 0y 1008 1008
1-2 o 0 0 -
More than_ 2 0 0
Mean 0.0 0.0

Nonrest
C CONTROL
(22) (9)
77% 100%
18" 0
5 0
0.4 0.0°
(22) (9)
- 96% 89%
5 11
0 0
o;os 0.1
(22) (9)
'100% '100%
0 0
0 (]
0.0 0.0
(21) (8)
95% 75%
0 - 25
« 5 (]
Co'-l' 0-4
(22) (10)
913 90%
9 10
0 ]
0.1 0.1

O

O
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TABLE 1II.5.

0
©

Pighting (Incl. Gang Pights)

(¢ of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean
Victimless Offenses (Incil
Marijuana Use & Sale)

(# of cases)

None

1 -2

More than 2

Mean

%

-57-

CLAYTON COUNTY:

X

A R T
(Continued)
Restitution Nonrest
R R&C C g CONTROL
(16) %(15) (22) (9)
31s% 73% 41% 22%
50 20 36 44
19 7 23 33
1.6 0.6 4.0 2.9
(15) (15) ’y(21) (9)
20% 40% 29% 11%
7 13 14 22
73 .47 57 . 67
80.8 26.9 96.0 - 129.2
Qe
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TABLE IIl.6. CLAYTON COUNTY:

CONSEQUENCES OF SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES

(If a Youth Committed Any Offenses)
The Youth Committed Most of the Offenses:

, (# of cases)

7
Vi

Alone
With others

The Youth Usually Knew theVVictim
(3 of cases)

Yes

No

Dsually no victim
What Usually Ha ned as a Result of
The(se) Offense(s)

(3 of cases)

Nothing, didn't get caught
Punished, not arrested, apologized
Arrested, not taken to court
Taken to court

Restitution

Jail or detention

Incarceration

Encounters With Juvenile Justice System

(# of cases) y

Average 4 of times stopped by police
(excl. traffic tickets

(# of cases)

Average # of times.taken to juvenile
court for breaking the law

/
/‘//
l/‘,{/' ’
s
Ve
i
CIRCUMSTANCES AND
Restitution Nonrest
R R&C C__ CONTROL
(47) (54) (38) (27)
25% 31% 26% 26%
75 69 , 74 74
7 P 4
(45)  (51)  (3%) (24)
16% 29% 31% 29%
51 31 31 33
33 39 37 38
oF
(44) (54) (40) (27)
27% 30% 30% 19%
7 9 15 11
S 4 3 4
59 57 53 63
0 0 0 0
0 1] 0 0
2 0 0 4
&
(61) ({66) (50) =(42)
N
(61) (67) (50) (42)
0.9 0.9 0.5° 0.6

£ ]

LN
i
i
H

("

o A T e 4 0555 M -
3

-59-

TABLE III.7. CLAYTON COUNTY:

Youths' Subjective Estimates of

Getting a Good Job _in the Puture

(¢ of cases)

Excellent
Good

Average

Below average
Poor

Youths' Concerns About College
(¢ of cases) :

Wants to go and plans to go

Wants to go but doesn't know if
he/she will

Wants to go but doesn't think
he/she will y

Doesa't want to go and probably won't

Doesn't want to go but probably will

i ‘
(If Not Plamnning to Go to College)
Youth Will Go to Vocational ot

Business School
($# of cases)

Yes
No

A P T N T T

g R S R TR T

YOUTBS'(?ERCEPTIONS OF
THE FUTURE AND EDUCATIONAL GOALS*

Restitution Nonrest
R R&C C CONTROL
(37)  (35)  (24) (21)
16% 23% 21% 19%
49 37 38 18
32 31 42 24
3 6 0 10
0 3 1] C)

: (25) (29) (20) (19)%
28% 21% 10% 16%
8 24 35 26
16 21 15 11
44 35 35 37
4 0 S 11
(16) (15) (9) (9)
8ls 93% 78% 44%
19 7 22 56

*Responses taken six months after referral.

o
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Chapter IV .

Boise (Ada County)}, Idaho

This chapter presents descriptive results of thé self-report survey
data collected in Boise iAda County), Idaho. A description of the Boise

& . 8
experimental design has already been presented in the JOI report (see

esp., pp. 11, 23, and 123-125) and will not be covered here..

The sélf-report sﬁivgy results for Boise arecptesented in three sec-
tions. The first section discusses rates of sglf-teport survey coverage
and problems of nonresponse Bias. %he second section contains narrative
of the findings of tae self-report survey; and the third section aispié}s
the tébular materials, compoged‘of five tables, each focusing on different

self-report survey topics.

Boise Self-Report Survey Coverade
In Boise, 39 percent of all youth (71 referrals) in the national eval-

uation completed at least one self-report instrument (Table I.2). Twenty-

nine’percent completed the six-month self-report; and 28 percent doqpleted

the 12-month self-report. Of the five intensive sites where the self-

report was.administered, Boise had the lowest number of referrals, and. the

second lowest rate of self-raport survey coverage.

By evaluation group, the highest rate of survey coverage was obtained
in the rgstit&tioh (REST) group. Its rate was 1l percentage goints high@?
than the control (CONTROL) group. Since both survey instruments were
administered by AUTOTRA%f(a computerized mailing procedure where surveys
woulgwbe mailed from IPA in Eugene to respondents in both groups), we

=

would not expect any difference in rates of completion due to the type of
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survey administration. Most likely, the difference in the rates of com-
pletion between the two evaluation groups waé due to the diffe;ence in
treatment modalities. The REST group conta;ned yoéth required to' pay
restitution who were monitored by the :estitution»project for a period of
two m;nths, on the average. The CONTROL group contained youth who were
incarcerated (normally fot,g period of one week), End who we;g then placed
on probation; their treatment (including the incarceration time) usually
averaged 2.8 months. Piobably the incarceration tige‘éisrupted the
QONTROL youths' lifestyles to a greater degree than restitution a;gered
the RBST group's. This disruption then made the CONTROL youth more diffi-
cult for IPA to lqcate and more hesitant to complete the self-report
instrument, and thus was reflected in CONTROL'S rate of completion.

The 39 pe?cent rate of self-report survey response in Boise places
limits on our confidence in the géne:alizabilityrof these data to all
evaluation referrals in Boise. A 61 perceht rate of noncompletion of at
least one self-report is certainly discoufaging. Interestingly, there was
no significant’éifference between the rate of coﬁpletion of the sizx-month
self-report, which had a 29 percent rate, and the 12-month survey, with a
28 percent rate. Moreover, the rates of completion for the two evaluation

groups did not differ between ihe;sixf and the 12-month instruments; thus,

comparisons across survey instruments and ac:ossreyaluatton gzoups will be
N

s} . 3

reasonable to make.

With these caveats in mind, the following section presents the results

of the self-report surveys for those youth who coméleted surveys in Boise.

)

&

s

D
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Boise Self-Report Survey Results

dThe degscriptive results of the Boiée self-report survey are presented
in Tables IV.l through IV.S. Ip this section, these data will be discus-~
sed, And some background and explanations for the findings presented in
these tables will be provided. Eachvtable displays information on a pat-
ticular self-report topic; this discussion will focus around these topics.

Tablé iv.l presents information on youths' living situations six
months after referral. This information is taken from the six-month self-
report, the first self-report adminis;ered in Boise after referral. Sixty
percent of all referrals were living with both their mother and father six
months‘af;er referral (step~parents are inc}uded here), and another 17
percent were living with only one parent (usually their mothers) at this
time. No referrals reporté&}they were living in an institutional setting.

Differences in the proportion of referrals reé;rting that they were in
school were not statistically significant (at or beyond the .05 level)
between the two evaluation gzoups.(}A slightly larger proportion of youth
in REST reported they were in school full-time -- 86 percent -- than in
CONTROL -- 79 percent. Of those you;h in school, the average youth was
enrolled in the tenth grade, and there were no statistically significant
differences across . the eualuatipn g:oups. Of those eight youth who had
dropped out of school, half had not completed the tenth grade. The self-

reported grade point averages of these youth averaged about a C.

The empioyment situation of the Boise respondents was not particularly

'good, and while it did not differ éignificantly across evaluation groups,

7

. More youth in CONTROL were employed. Eighteen pgrcené of all REST youth
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and 35 percent of all CONTROL youth reported that they currently had a
full or part-time job. Of those who had a job, most respondents -- 62
percent overall -- reported that they themselves had found their jobs,
while 31 percent reported that their job was obtained with the assistance
of their parents or a friend. None of thesée youth reported that they were
in a job that was obtained for them through the restitution project. Not
unexpectedly, most youth reported that they had held no job in the last
six months; overall, ‘the average number of jobs held in the last six
months was 0.9.

Although these youth were all adjudicated delinquents, they were not
without close g;;ends according to the data. Overall, the average number
of close friena;‘reported by these respondents was 9.4. More importantly,
youth in CONTROL reported significantly more close friends -- averaging
14.4 -- than youth in RESTITUTION -- 5.3; this difference was statisti-
cally significant beyond the .05 level (p = .02). We wogld surmise that
this difference is, in fact, a result of the CONTROL treatment where youth
were, as discussed earlier, incarcerated for their offenses. While in the
secure facility, many of the CONTROL youth probably made a number of new
friends whom they are reporting here.

This speculation is borne out when the data showing the number of
delinquent close friends ~- i.e., friends of these youth who have commit-~-
ted offenses for which they have or could have been arrested -- are
examined. CONTROL youth reported over three times as many delinq&ent
close friends as REST youth (7.2 compared to 2.0); however, this differ-

ence only approached statistical signifigance (p = .12) according to the .

W

-5~

analysis of variance. Nonetheless, it does not contradict the finding
presented above, and is clearly of importance if one subscribes to the
notion that the peer associations of yoﬁths have a major influence on
their present and future deviant behavior, particularly when these peer
associations can be affected by the actions of the juvenile éourt.

Tables IV.2 and IV.3 summarize these respondents' accounts of their
delinguent bebaviors. Table IV.2 contains self-report information from
the six-month self-report; while Table IV.3 summarizes the 12-month self-
report. The format of these two tables is identical to allow direct com-
parisons between offenses reported in these two time frames. Eleven
different major offense types are presented in each table; these are
brokep out by the two evaluation groups in Boise. For each offense type,
the proportion of respondents who committed none, one or two, and more
than two offenses is presented; in addition, the ave;ége number of
offenses per respondent is displayed.

Reoffenses, when they were reported by these respondents, appeared
primarily in the property offense categories, with few personal offenses.
It is important to note that both actual offenses and attemgged offenses
are included in thesé data. In the property category (the AQerall mean
scores per offender are in parentheses for the six- and 12-month
self-reports, respectively), selling and receiving étolen goods (5.4;
1.3), larceny (3.9; 1.5), forgery (3.1; 0.7); and burglary (1.9; G.2)
comprised the majority of offenses. Reports of personal offenses were

confined primarily to robbery (2.1; 0.4).
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The largest single category of offenses reported was victimless offen-
ses, with an average of 59 victimless offenses reported in the first six-
month time frame, and 61 reported for the six-to-12 month period. This
large amount, whiéh was observed across all the national evaluation sites,
is due primarily to the inclusion of alcohol intoxication and marijuana
use and sale in the victimless offense category.

Tests of significance conducted on the six- and 12-month data revealed
fewer significant differences across evaluation groups than should occur
due to chance alone. Two tests of significance were coﬁducted for each
variable: an analysis of variance (ANOVA), to test for significant
differencés in means; and a chi-square, to test for significant differ-
ences in the categorical data (i.e., percentage differences). Thus, 22
tests of significance were conducted on the eleven offense variables from

. 7 ;
each self-report, ané by chance alone, we would expect one significant
difference at the .05 level for each time frame.

For the six-month self-report, chi~-square tests resvealed no statisti-
cally significant differences, while the ANOVAs revealed one. In the six-
month data, CONTROL youth‘teported committing a significantly greater
number of victimless offenses (at the .04 level) than youth in REST. Theﬂ
chi-square test showed.nq Ftatistically significant difference between the
evaluation groups, 1a:gelytdue to the cut-points used in collapsing the
victimless offense variable which were chosen to allow comparability
across all eleven offense variables and across all five evaluation sites.

For the l2-mcnth self«report, there were no statistically significant

differences -- based on chi-square or ANOVA -- between the evaluation

W

L4
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ately high apprehension rate might be related to the level of police
surveillance, since the average youth had been stopped 1.3 times in the
1a§t six months.” There were no statistically significant differences
across the evaluation groups for any of these variables. |
Table IV.5 presents information on youths' perceptions of the future

and their educational goals. These responses were taken six months after

referral (i.e., from the six-month self-report). On the average, 57

percent of these youth estimate their odds of obtaining a good job in the
future as either good or excellent, while only six percent assign an

estimate of below average or poor. Concerning their educational plans, ?6
percent of the respondents want to go to college, but only 41 percent are
reasonably sure that they will attend college. Twenty-four percént of all
respondents do not want to go to college, and of those not planning to gé
to college, 80 percent plan to go to either vocational or business school.
There were no statistically significant differences across evaluation

groups in any of the variables in Table IV.S.

Summarx

The findings of the\self-;gport surveys administered in Boise were
quite interesting, and raise some important issues, particularly regarding
the effects of incarceration qy present and future.deviant behavior.

These data revealed that youth who had been incarcerated had a signifi-
cantly greater number of friends overall, and over three times as many
delinquent friends as youth who had been ordered restitution. 1In addi-

tion, youth who had been incaréerated had reported committing a signifi-
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cantly greater number of victimless offenses éﬁan youth ordered restitu-
tion.“ While there were no statistically significant digferences in the
self-reported delinquency behavior of these youth for more serious offen- ‘W:
ses, we did find that of the 11 offense types reported in the six-month
self-report, incarceration youth had committed“a highér average number fgr
10 of them; but for the l2-month self-report, incarceration youth and

restitution youth were fairly evenly split -- incarceration youth had

committed a higher average number for five of the 11 offense types. Thus ;

overall, incarceration youth had reported committing more offenses in 15 i

of 22 instances.

These results sugéest two important patterns -- one short-term and one
long-term. Pirst, in’the short-term, incarceration youth tended to have a
higher rate of reoffending. Based onuthe ;ix-month self-report data, the
incarceration group tended to commit more offenses than the restitution
group in the first few qgnths after referral (Incarceraéion youth received
2.8 months of treatment,\énd restitution youth received 2.0 months of
treatment on the average during Ehig six-month time period.). The reasons
for the incatceratian youths' greater short~-term offense behavior might be
because of a higher rate of offense activity while in the secure facility,
as compared %gth the restitution youth whose treatment required no time in
an institutéin: it might be due to the incarceration group's greater ; E
. number of delinquent friends with whom thev might be affiliating after |

release from the institution; or it might be due to other, unspecified

factors. e

5
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Secondly, in the long-term, based on the incarceration group's greater
tendency to affiliate with other delinquents along with their higher rates
of victimless offense activity, we might see these youth leading lives
which are, in some important ways, different from their nonincarceration
counterparts, and different because 9f the incarceration experience.

In summary, the results in Boise suggest that restitution did, in some
instances, bring about lowertfates of subsequent offense activity than
incarceration, and in no instance did restitution appear to be signifi-

cantly related to higher rates of reoffending than incarceration.

43
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TABLE IV.l. BOISE: YOUTHS' LIVING SITUATION

SIX MONTHS AFPTER REFERRAL
]

Living Situation

(# of cases)

Lives with mother & father (inc. steps)
Lives with mother only

Lives with father only
Institutionalized

Other

School Status
(# of cases)

In school ,
Not in school ) @

(If in School) Year in School
{# of cases)

Eighth or lower

Ninth

Tenth

Eleventh

Twelfth

Special school o

Grade Point Average .

(# of cases)

Mean score

(If Not in School) Last Year Completed

(# of cases) L . K
.

Eighth or lower
Ninth

Tenth

Eleventh
Twelfth

Special school

=)

A

REST

. (28)
57%
18

21

(28)
86%
14

(24)
33%
21
25

13

127)

2.3

(4)
25%
25
25

25

CONTROL
(24)

633
< 13
N T
0
25

(24)

79%
21

(19)

21%
11
16
26
11
16

(23)
'
2.3

(4)
0%

50
50

g

,ég,

w

i

TABLE 1Iv.l.

Youth Currently Has a Job

(# of cases)

Yes
No

How Youth Obtained Job
{(# of cases)

Youth found job

Parents or friends found it
Restitution project found it
Other
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BOISE: (Continued)

_REST

(27)
18%
82
(5)

60%
20

20

Average Number of Jobs Held in Last 6 Months
(24)

(# of cases)

Mean score

Average Number of Close Friends

(# of cases)

Mean score
AN

Average Number of Delinquent Friends

(# of cases)

Mean score

o

1.2

{28)

5.3

(28)

2.0

CONTROL

(23)
35%
65
(8)
63%
37

0
0
(22)

0.6

(23)

14.4

(23)

7.2
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TABLE IV.2.

Burglary

(# of cases)
None
1l -2
More than 2

Mean

Latcenz

(# of cases)
None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Vandalism
(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

"
Auto Theft V
(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

BOISE:

i)
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” REST

(27)
70%
19
11

0.6

(28)
463
29
25

2.8

(28)

79%

NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED
IN THE 6 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL

CONTROL

(21)
67%
14
19

3.6

(23)
57%
13
30

5.3

(24)

75%
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TABLE IV.2,.

Assault
(# of cases)

None
1l -2
More than 2

Mean

Robbery

(# of cases)
None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Rape

(# of cases)
None

1 -2 $/
More;;hén 2

Mean

-75-

BOISE:

Seiling and Receiving Stolen Goods

(# of cases)
None
1l -2
More than 2

Mean

Cans

7

(Continued)

0.1

(27)

100%

0.0

(28)
61l%
25
14

1.0

CONTROL

(24)
88%
8
4

0.8

1.0

(24)
67%
21
13

10.6

4



T A N Y R A A s -

o ey

2,
i
-76- na T
. . : TABLE IV.3. BOISE: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED
TABLE IV.2. BOISE: (Continued) : ( BETWEEN 6 AND 12 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL
22 o - i
y ) - s !
I f} }3 |
3 } :
K. —REST CONTROL g ) Sural REST CONTROL
gery ‘ , aurglary a
(# of cases) ; (28) (24) ‘ T (# of cases) ' (27) (24)
t;aue2 83* 32‘ Y , bllone2 ‘_ 85% 92%
- ' ;o ; = 11 4
More than 2 7 8 ! ; More than 2 4 4
o g :~, E N .
Hean o - 0.3 6.4 | | Mean 0.3 0.2
Pighting (Incl. Gang Pights) “ ° o Larceny | | o
(# of cases) (28) - (24) o > (# of cases) (27) (23)
rlxonez [, :2% ;g* 0 t;one 52% 61%
- . : -2 26 26
More than 2 11 33 - More than 2- 22 13
Victimless Offenses (Incl. Marijuana- M ¢
US?’&oiai:;es) (28) (23) (# of cases) ‘ (26) (23)
"None 85% ~ 74%
i
None 28 303 ol 1-2 12 13\
1 -2 . 2 64 65 More than 2 4 13 \\“
More than \\
, 31,4 93.1 Mean 0.3 1.2 \\
Mean 1. . : h
o Auto Theft
s (¢ ‘of cases) (27) (23)
i
None 85% 91%
1-2 7 0
More than 2 7 9
. D Mean 3.7 0.3
!
K %
({"}: oo i
z o
i
i1
1
;
| 1o
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Assault

(% of céses)
None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Robbery

(# of cases)
None
1l -2
More than,2

Mean

Rape

(# of cases)

None

1 -2

More than 2

Mean

(# of cases)

“None

1 -2
More than 2

Mean

-78-"

TABLE IV.3. BOISE+

Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods

aasy

A

N

3

——

N\

Continued)

0.3
(27)
. 708

22

l.2

Q

CONTROL

o

(23)

(24)
71%
13
17

1.3

K

7

)

0

O

b

L%

>

3

{5

Q.

i

e

Fofgerz

Fighting (Incl. Gang Fights

(# of cases)
None
l -2
More than 2

Mean

(# of cases)
None
1l -2
More than 2

Mean.

-79-

TABLE 1IV.3. BOISE: (Continued)

)

Victimless Offénses (Incl. Marijuana

Use & Sale)

(# of cases)
None:
1l -2
More than:2

Mean

&

_REST

(27)
89%
11

0.1

(27)
56%
30
15

1.2

CONTROL
(24)
83%
4
13

1.4

2

L7

(23) =
35%
30
35

2.8

(24)
25%
67

84.5
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TABLE IV.4.
OF SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES

. REST
(1f a Youth Committed Any Offenses)
The Youth Committed Most of the of fenses:
($ of cases) (26)
Alone 27%
With others 73
The Youth Usually Knew the Victim
{# of cases) (25)
Yes 27%
No 32
52

Usually no victim

Wnat Usually Happened as a Result of
The(se) Offense(s) ‘ .
(# of cases) 127)

Nothing, didn't get caught
Punished, not arrested, apologized
Arrested, not taken to court

Taken to court

Restitution

Jail or detention

Incarceration

Encounters With Juvenile Justice System
(8 of cases)

Average # of times stopg=d DYy police
(excl. traffic tickets

(# of cases)

Average # of times taken to juvenile
court for breaking the law

BOISE: CIRCUMSTANCES AND CONSEQUENCES

CONTROL

(22)
36%
64

(18)

35%

33
39

(21)

[
OO0 OO

(32)

T

5%

@

V2
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TABLE IV.5. BOISE: YOUTHS' PERCEPTIONS CF

THE FUTURE AND EDUCATIONAL GOALS*

Youths' Subjective Estimates of Getting
a Good Job in the Future
(4 of cases)

Excellent
Good

Average

Below average
Poor

Youths' Concerns About College
(# of cases)

Wants to go and plans to go

Wants to go but doesn't know if he/she will
Wants to go but doesn't think he/she will
Doesn't want to go and probably won't
Doesn't want to go but probably will

(If Not Planning to Go to College) Youth

Will Go to Vocational or Business School

(# of cases)

Yes
No

* sa- S
Responses taken six months after referral.

REST

(27)

22%
26
48

(24)

46%
25
13
13

(10)

70%
30

CONTROL

(22)

36%

32

23
5
5

(13)
31%
15

15
31

(10)

90%
10

A
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Chapter V
Oklahoma County, Oklahoma

This chapter presents descriptive results of the self-report survey
data collected in Oklahoma County, Oklahoma. A description of the Okla-

homa County experimental design has already been presented in the JOI

report (see esp., pp. 11-12, 23, and 150-152) and will not be covered here.

The self-report survey results for Oklahoma County are * easented in
three sections. The first section discusses rates of self-report survey
coverage and problems of nonresponse bias. The se’ 3nd section contains
narrative of the findings of the self-re_ort survey:; and the third section
displays the tabular materials, ~omposed of six tables, each focusing on

different self-report surve;, Lopics.

Oklahoma County Self-Report Survey Coverage

In Oklahoma County, 73 percent of all youth (223 referrals) in the
national evaluation completed at least one self-repcrt instrument (Table
I.2). Sixty-seven percent completed the intake self-repcrt; 19 percent,
the six-month self-report; and lsﬁpercent, the 12-month Self—report. of
the five intensive sites where the self-report was administered, Oklahoma
County had the second highest number of referrals, and had the third high-

est rate of self-report survey coverage.

By evaluation group, the highest rates of survey covefage were obtain-

ed in the restitution and probation (R & P) group, with an overall rate of
78 percent, and the control (CONTROL) group, with an overall rate of 74

percent.

SRS e, o 2
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Although the proportion of youth who completed at least one self-
report survey in Oklahoma County was the fairly high (73 percent), and the
rate of survey response on the intake self-report was the highest‘sf the
three national evaluation sites where the intake self-report was admini-
stered, the lowest rates of survey response in the national evaluation on
both the six-month and the 12-month self-report were obtained from the
referrals in Oklahoma County.

Most likely, the major reason for the depressed response rates on the
six- and 12-month instruments was the off-site administration of these
self-reports. While the intake self-report in Oklahoma County was admini-
steféﬁ»by the on-site data coordinator at the time of referral to the
experimental treatment, all followup surveys (viz., the six- and lZ—moth
instruments) were administered by AUTOTRAK -- a computerized system where
surveys were mailed from IPA in Bugene six and 12 months after each
youth's date of referral. AUTOTRAK was developed because federal funding
reductions in the national evaluation fciced the termination of the local,
on-site data collection personnel. ' |

AUTOTRAK was viewed as a compromfse.that would probably not generate
rates of survey response as high as on-site data coordinators could, but
was better than no followup survey administration at all. ' Such assump-
tions turned out to be true. The two sites where all followup surveys
were administered by AUTOTRAK -~ Oklaﬁoma County and Boise -- had the
lowest rates of response of the five sites on their followup su;véys.

The problems with AUTOTRAK were basically the results of the limited

financial resources with which it was provided. Since IPA no longer had

et

=
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an on-site person in Oklahoma County, no one was available to correc; and
remail surveys that were returned with incorrect addresses. In some
instances, a staff person in Eugene could contact the site, oﬁﬁain a new
address when a survey was returned because of an out-of-date address, and
remail the survey, but this was, because of resource limitations; a
limited effort.

The moderate rate of survey response for the followup self-report
instruments in Oklahoma County places limits on our confidence that these
data are generalizable to all evaluation referrals in Oklahoma. Compari-
sons across evaluation groups can, however, be made, sirice the rates of
response do not differ significantly across these groups; thus, there is
no reason to assume that different types of inéividuals -= in terms of
their proclivity to respond to a survey =-- responded in each of the three
evaluation groups in Oklahoma County.

With these caveats in mind, the following secE%bn presents the results
of the self-repor* surveys for those youth who coﬁgleted surveys in

Oklahoma County.

Oklahoma County Self-Report Survey Results

The descriptive results of the Oklahoma County self-report survey are
presented in Tables V.l through V.6. 1In this section, these data will be
discussed, and some background and explanations for the Eindihgs presented
in these tables will be provided. Each table displays information on a
particular self-reporitstopic; this discussion will focus around these

topics.
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Table V.1 presents information on youths' living situations six months
after referral. This information is taken from the six-month self-t%port,
” S\
the first self-report administered in Oklahoma County after referral.“
Forty-two percent of all referrals were living with both their mother and
father six months after referral (s;ep-parents are included here), and
another 25 percent were living with only one parent (usually their
motﬁe;s),at thié time. Only one referral was reported to be living in an
institut;onal setting.

Differences in the proportions of referrals reporting that they were
in school were not statistically significant (at or beyond the .05 level)
across the three evaluation groups. About 70 percent of all ;efertals
reported they were in school. Of those youth in school, the average youth
/Qas enrolled in the tenth grade, and there were no statistically signifi-
cant differences across the evaluation groups. Of those 21 youth who had
dropped out of school, 50 percent had not completed the tenth grade. The
‘éelf-reported grade point averages of these youth were surprisingly high,
averaging between a C and a C+.

The employment situation of the Oklahoma County respondents was not
particularly good, although it was.not atypical compared with other
national evaluation sites, and it did not differ significantly acress the
three evaluation groups. Thi:ty—thrée percent of all respondents reported
that they currently had a full or part-time job. Of those who had a jbb,
53 percent reported that they themselves had found the{job, while 37 per-

cent reported that their job was obtained with the assistance of their

parents: or through a friend. None of these respondents :eporteq that they

I

oS
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J
were in a job that was obtained for them through the restitution project.
Not unexpectedly, most youth reported that they had held no job in the
last six months; overall, the average number of jobs held in the last six
months was 0.7.

Although these youtﬁ were all adjudicated delinquents, they were not
without close friends according to these daﬁé. Overall, these youth

reported an average of six close friends. Differences across evaluation

. groups, while not statistically significant, suggested that restitution

youth (R and R & P) had more close friends -- 6.6 on the average -- than
nonrestitution youth (CONTROL) -- 4.2.

The number of delinquent close friends -~ i.e., friends of these youth
who have committed offehses for which they have or could have been |
arrested -~ éveraged about one~third the overall number of cloée friends
reported; overall, these respondents averaged 2.2 delinquent clos; friends.
There were no significant differences across evaluation groups in the
averagdge numbers of delinquen£ close friends, although, again, restitution
youth reported sliéhtly higher numbers than their nonrestitution counter-
parcts.

Tables V.2 through V.4 summarize these respondents' accounts of their
delinquent behaviors. Table V.2 contains self-report information from the
intake self-report; Table V.3, the’six-month ;9;ﬁ::eport; and Table V.4,

the 12-month self-report. The format of the Eﬁ )ftables is identical to

allow direct comparisons between offenses reported in these three time
frames., Elevenvdifferent major offense types are presented in each table;

these are broken out by “he three evaluation groups in Oklahoma County.
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For each offense type, the proportion of respondents who §ommitted none,
4
: ; , . e
one.-or two, and more than two offenses is presented; in agdxtxon, the
A k<

avet”&e number of$of£enses per respondent is diéplayed.

&'
!
|
3

ST i T

‘ The purposeé of the intake self-report were to establish a baseline §
offense history for coﬁparissn with later time frames, and to monitor the i
integrity of the r;ggcm assignment in Oklahoma County. If random assign-
ment is func;;gnfhg properly, there should be no significant differences
in thgﬂpaigé of self-reported gffenses across the four evaluation groups.

¢/ﬁ§;; results of the intake self-report are displayéd in Table V.2.
Both an analysis of variance test (ANOVA), to test the differences of

means, and a chi-square, to test the differences in the categorical %

distributions of -each variable, were employed. These tests revealed no

significant differences at or beyond the .bs level across the three evalu-

ation groups on any of the 11 general offense variables in the intake
self-report, and thus suggest that there were no signific;nt differences
across the evaluation groups in the self—tepd;ted delinquency patterns of
these youth at the time of referral. |

Reoffenses, when they were reported by these respondents, appeared

primarily in the property offensejcategories, with few personal offenses.

-It is important to note that both actual offenses and attempted offenses

are included jn these data. 1In the property category (the overall mean
scores per 6££endet are in parentheses for the six- and l2-month self-
reports, respectively), larceny (1.9; 2.3), burglaty (1.5; 0.5), selling

and receiving.-stolen goods (1.3; 0.9), and vandalism (1.1; 0.5) comprised X
D T [
i . {
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o
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the majority of offenses. Reports of Bersonal offenses were confined
primarily to simple and aggravated assault (1.4; 0.4).
The largest single category of offenses reported was victimless

offenses, with an average of 32 victimless offenses reported in the first

i R .
“~gix-month time frame, and 30 in the six-to-12 month time frame. This

large amount, which was observed across all the natiodél evaluation sites,
is due priﬁarily to the inclusion og alcohol intoxication and marijuana
use and sale in the victimless offeﬂge category.

Tests of significance conducted on the six- and l2-month data revealed
some significant differences. For the six-month self-report, both the
chi~square tests and the ANOVAs showed statistically significant éiffer-
ences across evaluation groups for auto theft (égé-square p = .04; ANOVA
p = .04) and forgery (chi-squaré p = .03; ANOVA-é = .02). In the six-
month data, seven of theﬂﬁs youth ih the two restitution groups (R ;nd R &
C) had committed, or attempted to commit, auto theft, compg:ed with no
youth in the nonrestitution group (CONTROL), while two youﬁh in CONTROL,
compared with no youth in the restitution groups, had committed forgery.
Although the differences across evaluation groups were statistically sig-
nificant for thesebtwo offense variables, on the whole they are not sub-
stantively significant, since one ziffezence favors the two restitution
groﬁés and one difference favors CONTROL.

In the l12-month self-report, chi-square tests revealed one statisti-

cally significant difference -- auto theft, and the ANOVAs revealed two -~
burglary and victimless offenses. 1In the 12-month data, four of 12

CONTROL respondents, cémpared with only one of 36 respondents from the
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restitution groups, reported they had committéd or attempted to commit
auto theft. Five of seven CONTROL respondents, four of 18 R&?P respon-
dents, and one of 16 R respon§ents had committed a burglary, and CONTROL
youth reported a rate of victimless offenses about twice as high as the
d;kt closest group (R).

Contrasted with the six-month data, the 12-month data form a clearer
pattern. Each of the three significant differences showed youth in resti-
tution groups to have lower rates of self-reported délinquency than youth
in CONTROL. A problem with these data is, of course, théalow number of
respondents in CONTROL (N = 12), which can produce unstable estimates of
the self-repo:teé’delinquencyiactivity of these youth. If two youth in

CONTROL who responded they had committed a burglary or auto theft had

responded that they had not, neither of theSe two offense types would have

7
i

had statistically significant differences across evaluation groups. Thus,
while the data do show differences ‘favoring the restitution group, they
must be interpreted with caution. |

An inéeresting pattern, that emqued in Okiahoma County along with the
other national evaluation sites was that an overall decline was observed
in the average number of offenses reported in the 12-month- self-report
compated with the six-month self-report. Purther, tHis decline was not
restricted to any one evaluation group or offense type, rather it appeared
generally across all groups and -offense types.

Some possible explanations for this finding are: 1) That ‘through
attrition, the chronic offenders, some of whom responded to the six-month

self-report, did not respond to the 12-month instrument; and that the
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types of respondents to the l2-month seif-report were generally the less
chronic offenders. 2) That ghrough maturation, the respondents to the
12-month survey were natufally older than respondents to the six-month
survey, and were therefore committing fewer offenses. Most likely,
elements of both explanations -- albng with other, unspecified reasons --
are responsible for this decline.

Table V.5 shows these youths' self-reported accounts of the circum-
stances and conseguences of their subsequent delinquent behavior. For
respondents who completed more ;han one self-report, these responses are
based on the latest self-report that a youth filled out; for example, if a
youth had completed both the intake and l2-month self-reports, only the
youth's responses to the 12-month survey would be counted in Table V.S.

For those youth who committed subsequent offenses most offenders (71

percent) responded that they had usually committed their subsequent offen-
ses with at ieast one other person, while 29 percent had usually committed
subsequent offenses alone. Moreover, in most instances the offender
either did not know the victim (52 percent) or the youth's offenses
usually tended to be victimless (20 percent). 1In neither of these two
instances were the differences across evaluation groups statistically
signifiéaqg.

Thesé'youths' repdrts of the consequences of their subsequent offenses
were somewhat surprising. 5Beventy-eight percent of all respondents repor-~
ted usually being taken to courgywhen they broke the law, while only 16
percent reported that nothing happened. On the average, these youth were

taken to: juvenile court 1.5 times in the last six-month time period. The
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rate of juveniles taken to court in Oklahoma County was the highest of any
of the natibnal evaluation sites, and suggests that~offehde;s with a his-
tory of prior delinquency are dealt with strongly in the Oklahoma County
juvenile justice system wheﬂ new offenses are committed.

Moreover, these findings are surprising in that these youth usually
have been appteheﬁded‘for their subsequgnt offenses. Based on these data,
approximately 84 percent of those youth who committed subsequent offenses
were apprehended for at least one of theiz,gffénses. This high apptéhen-
sion rate appears to be related to the level of police surveillance, since
th; average youth had been stopped more than once (1.2) in the last six
months. P

Table V.6 presents information on youths' perceptions of the future
an% their educational goals. These responses were taken six monéhs éfter
regérral (i.e.,‘ftom the %ix—month self-report). On the average, 54 per-
cent of these youth estimate their odds of obtaining a good job in the
future as either good or excellent, while only 16 percent assign an esti-
mate of below average or poor. Concerning their educational plans, 56
percent of the respondents want to go to college, and 44 percent are j
reasonably sure that they will attend college. Thirty-one percent of all
respondents do not want to go to college, and of those not;planning to go
to‘college,‘ovef 63 percent plan to go to eithe: vocational or business

school. There were no statistically significant differences across the

three evaluation groups on any of the variables in Table V.6..
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Summarz

The findihgs of the self-report surveys administered in Oklahoma
County were somewhat encouraging for advocates of restitution programs,
but musé be interpreted with caution. When statistically significant
differences (at or beyond the .05 level) in reoffending appeared in’the
data, they tended to favor the restitution groups.  The problém with the
data, however, was that the response rates were low -- 19 percent for the
six-month self-report and 16 percent for the 12-month self-report -~ which
resulted in small group sizes. - The results of data analyzed from small
groups can be unduly affectea by a few aberrant cases; a problem which
éannot be dismissedrhere. Moreover, these low response rates leave open
the possibility that these data’are not representative of their respective
group vopulations. If the sample sizes were larger and the findings were

the same, one would have greater confidence in these findings. Nonethe-

less, we are able to say that, at worst, the restitution youths' rates of

self-reported delinquéncy activity are no worse than the control youths',

, and, at best, restitution youth appeared to have lower rates of self-

reported delinguency activity than youth in nonrestitution treatments.

/
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TABLE V.l. OKLAHOMA CITY: YOUTHS' LIVING SITUATION
¢, 6 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL

’ ) Restitution _

i R R&P i

Living Situation
($# of cases) (17) (29)

©  pives with mother & father (inc. steps) 59% 353
Lives with mother only 12° 24
Lives with father only 0 3
Institutionalized 0 3
Other : 29 35

School Status
(# of cases) (16) (28)
In school 75% 68%
Not in school » 25 32

(If in School) Year in School
($# of cases) (12) (20)
Eighth or lower A 25% 35%
Ninth 25 25
Tenth ! = 8 0
Eleventh 0 25
Twelfth . 33 5
Special school . 8 10

Grade Point Average
(# of cases) (17) (27)

‘Mean score i 2.3 2.3

{If Not in School) Last Year Completed _

. (% of cases) ©(s) (10)
Eighth or lower 20% 403
Ninth 20 10
Tenth 0 30
Eleventh 5 0 10
Twelfth , a ‘ ¢ 60 10
Special school 0 0

Nonrest
CONTROL

(13)

39%
39 o

(13) © «

(3)°
1Y

67
33

o J

gy

13

\\ o
S (% of casesgy

TABLE V.1.

Youth Currently Has a Job
(# of cases)

Yes
No

\ How Youth Obtained Job
($# of cases)

Youth found job

Parents or friends found it
Restitution project found it
Other

OKLAHOMA CITY:

Average Number of Jobs Held in Last 6 Months

(§ of cases)

Mean SCj’/fte

L

Sl G,
Average Number of Close Friends

%

Mean score

Average Number of Delinguent PFriends
($ of cases) E

Mean score

N -
-95-
(Continued)

Restitution Nonrest
R R&P CONTROL

(17) (28) (13)
29% 32% 39%
71 68 62
(5) (9) (5)
60% 56% 40%
40 33 40
0 0 0
0 11 20

(16) (26) (12)

.9 0.7 0.6

(17) (28) (13)

7.5 6.1 4.2

(17) (29) (13)

2.6 2.4 1.4

Ia
&
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TABLE V.2. OKLAHOMA CITY: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED

Burglary
(# of cases)

None .
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Larceny
(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

- Mean

Vandalism
($ of cases)

None
l1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Auto Theft
(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

&r

6 MONTHS PRIOR TO REFERRAL

Restitution
R R&P

(63) (79)
46% 47%
40 35

“14 18

1.0 1.9
(56) (78)
s0% 51%
32 32
18 16
5.0 17.0
(56) (73)
73% 643
18 16

9 . 19

0.6 7.2
(61) (80)
89 80%
12 15

0 5

0.2 0.6

Nonrest
CONTROL

(59) ¥

58% ;o
31 . !

12

1-0 iz

(52)
60%

27
14

(54)

72%
19

1.3

e

(s8)

71%
26 ©

004
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TABLE V.2. OKLAHOMA CITY:

Assault

(# of cases) i
None

1 -2

More than 2

Mean

Robhery
-;7(9 of cases)k

None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

N
g
(a

Rape

(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

. Mean

Seﬁling and Recéiving Stqlen Goods

4

(# of cases)

None
1-2
More than 2

&

Mean

(Continued)
Restitution
R R&P
(61) (80)
85% 73%

8 19

7 9
0.3 1.8
(62) (80)
86% 843
13 8
2 . 9
0.3 0.8
(60) (79)
100% 98%
0 2

0 0
0.0 0.03

(64) ~ (80)

&g

73% 65%
19 18
8 18
0.9 2.3

Nonrest
CONTROL

(59;
78%
20

2

1.1
(57)
79%

18

2.2

0.1
(58)
78%

14

0.8



TABLE V.2.

Fotgetz

(# of cases)

None
1l -2
More than 2

K /
Mean ‘ //
— ¢/

-98~

OKLAHOMA CITY:

Pighting (Inci. Gang Fights) i

(# of cases)
None
1 -2
More than-2

Mean

Victimless Offenses (Incl.

Marijuana Use & Sale)

(# of cases)
None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

{Continued)
Restitution
R R&P
(64) (79)
843 85%
13 10

3 S
0.4 9.4
(61) (81)

39% 46%
36 27
25 27
2.6 3.7
(60) (72)
48% 50%
23 8
28 42
23.4 45.3

Nonrest
CONTROL

(59)
92%
5
3

0.2

(59)
34%
31
36

4.1

(57) .
44%
25
32

13.0

0y
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TABLE V.3. OKLAHOMA CITY: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED

. IN THE 6 MONTHS APTER REFERRAL
Restitution Nonrest
R R&P CONTROL
Burglary o
(# of cases) (17) (28) (13)
None N 88% 75% 92%
1l -2 o 18 8
More than 2 « 12 7 0
Mean 3.2 1.1 0.1
Larceny “
* (# of cases) ' (17) (28) (13)
None * 71% 643 77%
1 -2 12 21 15
More than 2 @ 18 14 8
Mean N : 3.7 1.4 0.5
Vandalism
fﬁ (# of cases) o (17) (29) (13)
)
\/\L/ﬁ D
o None 2 82% 83% 85%
1 -2 - Ty ] 10 15
More than 2 “ 18 7 0
Mean ‘ 6; 1.8 1.1 0.2
Auto Theft <
(# of cases) ° ‘ {16) (29) (13)
None . 754 904 100%
1 -2 6 10 0
More than 2 19 . "0 0
Mean 0.8 0.1 0.0
]
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TABLE V.3. OKLABOMA CITY:

Assault
(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Robbery
(# of cases) -

None
1 -2
More than 2

‘Mean

Rape =
(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods

{(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

“ Mean

Porgercy o

($# of cases)

None

1-2

More than 2
B

&

Mean

(Continued)
Restitution Nonrest
R R&P CONTROL
(17) (29) (13)
82% 79% 924
12 14 8
6 7 0
1.1 2.2 0.2
(17) (19) (13)
943 90% 92%
0 3 8
6 7 0
0.2 0.8 0.1
(17) (29) (13)
<
943 SNKX 1008
0 R 0
6 3 0
0.0 0.03 0.1
(17) (29) (13)
82% 72% 854
6 14 8
12 14 '
1l 1.6 0.8
(17) (29) (13)
100% 100% 858
0 0 0
0 0 15
0.0, 0.0 0.2

NS
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TABLE V.3. OKLAHOMA CITY:

Fighting {(Incl. Gang Fights)

(# of cases)
None

1l -2

More than 2

Mean

Victimless Offenses (Incl.

Marijuana Use & Sale)

(# of cases)

None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

o

(Continued)
Restitution
" R o8P
(17) (28)
53% 71%
12 11
35 18
3.4 4.0
(17) (28)
53% 54%
6 4
41 43
44.8 27.3

Nonrest
CONTROL

(12)
58%
25
17

0.9

(12)
50%
50

23.4
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TABLE V.4. OKLAHOMA CITny NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED

BETWEEN 6 AND 12 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL

Restitution
R R&P
Burglary
(# of cases) (16) (18)
None 94% 78%
1 -2 6 11
More than 2 0 11
Mean 0.1 0.4
Larceny
(# of cases) - (16) (20)
None SO0% 758
1 -2 31 10
More than 2 19 15
Mean 2.4 2.5
(# of cases) E (16) (20)
None 81s 90%
1 -2 13 10
More than 2 6 0
Mean 49 0.9 0.2
Auto Theft . -
(# of cases) ‘ ) (16) (20)
None 94¢% 100%
1 -2 0 . 0
¥ore than 2 6 0
Mean ) - 0.3 0.0

Nonrest
CONTROL

Al

(12)
58%
25
17 |

1.2

(12)
67%

25

s
.
[+ ]

(12)
83%
17

0.8

(12)
67%
17
17

0.8

N\
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TABLE V.4. OKLAHOMA CITY:

3

Assault
(# of cases)

None
1 -2

 3‘ More than 2

Mean

Robbery

(# of cases)

None
¥ 1 -2
More than 2

Rape

(# of cases)

None
1-2 i
2 More than 2

Mean

Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods

(# of cases)
o .

3 None
1 -2
Moge than 2

Mean

12

?o:get!

(¢ of cases)
None
1 -2

0 More than 2

Mean

< {) : /

(Continued)

Restitution
R R&P
(16) (20)
81% 95%
6 5
13 0
0.6 0.1
(16) (20)
100% 953%
g 5

0 0
0.0 0.1
(16) (20)
943 100%
6 0

0 0
0.1 0.0
(16) (20)
754 8Ss
6 0
19 ‘15
0.8 0.6
(16) (20)
943 95%
0 5

6 0
1.1 0.1

A

Nonrest
CONTROL

(12)

83%
8
8

0.7

(12)

0.5

(12)

100%

0.0

(12)
58%
17
25

1.8
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TABLE V.4. OKLAHOMA CITY: (Continued) ) : TABLE V.4. OKLAHOMA CITY: CIRCUMSTANC ES AND CONSEQUENCES
' g OF SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES :
Restitution Nonrest - = 3
R R&P CONTROL : s Restitution Nonrest
Fighting (Incl. Gang Pights) o R R&P CONTROL
(# of cases) (16) (20) (12) (If a Youth Committed Any Offenses)
The Youth Committed Most of the Offenses:
None 50% 85% 67% (# of cases) (62) (78) (56)
1 -2 31 15 8 "
More than 2 19 0 25 Alone 32% 27% 29%
’ ~ With others 68 73 71
Mean 2.0 0.2 1.2 L
: . i The Youth Usually Knew the Victim
Victimless Offenses (Incl. 5 (# of cases) : (62) (75) (52)
Marijuana Use & Sale) / § :
(# of cases) (16) (19) (1X) Yes . 16% 353 35%
No- 61 47 48
None 31 s8s 27% Usually no victim 23 19. 17
1 -2 6 S 9 -
More than 2 63 37 64 ' What Usually Happened as a Result ot
O M < The(se) Offense(s)
Mean 31.7 7.4 64.8 3 (' of caSéS) (64) (76) (56)
v .
Nothing, didn't get caught 27% 15% 7%
Punished, not arrested, apologized 0 3 2
B Arrested, not: taken to court 2 4 7
. 2 Taken to court 72 79 84
; Restitution 0 0 0
‘ Jail or detention G 0 o
{ Incarceration 0 0 0
N f . Encounters With Juvenile Justice System
o \ R I (# of cases) S (72) (91) (60)
R % Average # of times stopped by police 0.8 1.7 1.0
(excl. traffic tickets
= | (# of cases) (71) (90) (60)
g% ’
Average # of times taken to juvenile 1.3 1.8 1.4
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Restitution

: R R&P
Youths' Subjective Estimates of
Getting a Good Job in the Futuze =
(# of cases) (169 (23)
e
Excellent /318 26%
Good 31 17
Average 25 35
Below average ) 6 9
Poor ™ 6 13
Youths' Concerns About College
(# of cases) (11) (19)
Wants to go and plans to go R 55% 42%
Wants to go but doesn't know if - :
he/she will , n . 9 16
Wants to go but doesn't think :
he/she will 0 21
Doesn't want to go and probably won't 36 21
Doesn't want to go but probably will - 0 0
(If Not Planning to Go to College)
Youth Will Go to Vocational or
Business School -
(# of cases) (4) (9)
Yes 50% 564
No . S0 44

<i

'Responses taken twelve months after referral.

OKLAHOMA CITY: YOUTHS' PERCEPTIONS OF
THE FUTURE AND EDUCATIONAL GOALS*

R

Nonrest
CONTROL

(11)
183
46
27

0
9
(6)

33%

17
50

(3)

100%

% {‘:)

i,

£
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Chapter VI
Dane County, Wisconsin

\
This chapter presents descriptive results of the self-report survey

data collected in Dane“Couﬁfy, Wisconsin. A description of the Dane

. County experimental design has already been presented in the JOI report

(see esp., pp. 8~10, 23, and g}a-LBO) and’willwnot be covered here.

The self-report shrvey res;lts for Dane County are présented in three
sections. The fiFrst sect;on discusses rates of self-report survey cover-
age and{ﬁtoblems of nbnresponse‘bias. The second section contains narra-
tive of the findings of :heféglf-zeport survey; and the third section dis-

plays the tabular materials, composed of seven tables, each focusing on

different self-teport survey topics.

DaneuCOuntz Self-Report Survey Coverage
In Dgne cQuqty, 74 percent of all youth (i87 referrals) in the national

eValuatién‘cpmpleted at leasgjoné self-report instrument (Table I.2).

Thirty-seéen-percent completedathe intake self-téport: 52 percent, the

six-month self-report; 42 percent, the 12-month éeif-repor;; and 36

percent, the ls-month survey. Of the five intensive sites where the self-

‘report was adminxstered, Dane County had the second lowest number of refer-

" a

el

rals, and had the second highest rate of self-report survey coverage.

]

. iy . .
By evaluation group, the highest rate of survey coverage was obtained

in the;program restitution (REST) group with a 76 percent rate, overall,

O

while the nonprogram restitution group (CONTROL) had an overall rate about

six;percentblowef at 70 percent.

9

W
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Across the four self-report instrumentsfuthe survey response rates
were fairly uniform, ranging frqﬁ a low of 36 ;etcent for the 18;month
self-report to a high of 52 percent for the six-month self-report. For
both the 12- and 18-month self-rgports, Dane County had the highest rates
of sélf-report completioﬁ of any national evaluation site -- 42 and 36
percent, respactively.

These relatively higher rates of survey.response for the later self-
report instruments in Dane County give us somewhat greager confidence that
these data are generalizable to all evaluation referrals in Dane, compared
with oth;r sites in the national evaluation. One still must exercise
caution in generalizing from these data, however, since for no;pafficular
survey does the response rate exceed 52 percent. #

With these caveats in mind, the following section presents the results

- of the self-report surveys for those youth who completed surveys in Dane

County.

Dane County Self-Report Survey Results s

' The desc:xptxve results of the Dane County: self-report survey are

presented in Tables VI. 1 through VI.7. In this section, these data‘will
be discussed, and sn-efbackgznnnﬁ 3nd»expianatﬁons for tme £indings ‘pre-
sené;;Bi; é;ése tables wialzbe;érovideﬂ. Each :tbic‘aisplays information
on a particular self-report topic; this,disguiéion'will focus around these
topics.

Table VI.l presents information on youths' living situations six 9

monthsiafter closure. This information is taken fzog the six-month

¥}

self-report, the first self-report administered in Dane Coupty after

T T e it

ks |

T

Z
S
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“closure. Forty-nine percent of all referrals were living with both tgeir

>mother and father six months after closure (step-parents are included

here); and another 21 percent were liviﬁg with only one parent (usﬁally
their moth;rs) at this time. Five teferré&s were reported to be living in
institd;ional settings.

Differences ih the ptoporgion of referrals reéorting that they wefe in
school were not statisticallg/significant (ator beyond the .05 level)
across REST and CONTROL, although more youth in REST reported they were in
school full-time (64 percent) than in CONTROL (51 percent). Of thos%
youth in School; the aver;ge youth was enrolled in the eleventh grade six
months after closure (tenth grade was the average six months after
referral in other national evaluation sites), ané there were no statis-
tically sig;ificant differences across the evaluatioﬁ;groups. of ihose 51
youth who had dropped out of school, 22 percent had not completed the
tenth grade. The self-reported grade point averages of these youth were
surprisingly high, averaging between a C and a C+.

The employment situation of th; Dane County réspondents was better
than in any other national evaluation site. Fifty-two pereen; éf all'
respondeats reported that they currently had a full or part-time job.
While thete were no significant differences across evaluat;e; groups, a
higher ptopoztion of‘REss‘youth (56 pe:cent)'had jobs than CONTROL (45
percent). Of those who had a job, 52 pércent reported that they had found
the .job themselves, while 28 percent responded that a parent or friend

helped them locate employment. Six youth in REST, and one youth in

CONTROL responded that the restitution project helped them finq their
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Across the four self-report inétruments. Ehe survey response rates i closure. Forty-nine percent of all referrals were living with both their
were fairly uniform, tangijg from a low of 36 percent for the 18-month - mother and father six months ;;ter closure (step-parents are included
self-report to a high of 52 percent for téeUsix-month”self-:eport. For L 3 here); and another 21 percent were living with only one parent (usually
Poth the 12- and 1§-month self-reports, Dane County had the highest rates o «f their mothers) at this time. Five referrals were reported to be living in
of self-report completion of anj national evaluation site -- 42 and 36 ? ; .

: v f] institutional settings.
percent, respectively. : 01 i3 Differences in the proportion of referrals reporting that they were in

These zelgtively higheﬁltatés of sucvey response for the later self- ;_, school were not statistically significant (at or beyond the .05 level)
report instruments in Dane County give us somewhat greater confidence that ' ¢ across R§§T and CONTROL, although more youth in REST reported they were in
these data are generalizablg to al;:evaluation zefertjls in Dane, compared ﬁ‘é i,%’ schaol fgii-time (64 percent) than in CONTROL (51 percent)f Of those
with other éites in the nationa} evaluation. One still must exercise ‘ i youth ih school, the average youth was enrolled in the eleventh grade six
cau?ion in generalizing from these data, however, since for no particular % | nonths after closure (tenth grade was ;he averagg six months after
sHevey does"the FaMpanas Tate sxoeme o PEtFeﬂt- , iéj E QG referral in other national evaluation sites), and there were no statis-

With these caveats in mind, the following section presents the rgsu;ts % :\;;, tically significant diffezgnces across the evaluation groups. Of those 51
of the self-repo:trsurveys for those youth who completed sutveyf in Dane : youth‘who had dropped out of school, 22 percent had not completed the
County. ’ 4 i EE : tenth grade. ‘The self-reported grade point averages of these youth were
Dane County Self-Report Survey Results ) | : surprisingly high, averaging between a C and a C+.

The descriptive results of the Dane County self-report survey are ” | The employment situation of the Dane County respondents was better
presented in Tables VI.l through VI.7. i\ncthih section, these data will 4 13 than in any other national evaluation site. Fif-ty-tﬂg percent of all
be discussed, and some background,and -explanations for the £indingsq?r€3 ~ ' ; tespondents reported that they curremtly had a full or pa::-timf job.
sented in these tables will be provided. Each table displays ;nfo:u;ti»on While there were no significant differences across evaluation groups, 2
on a particular self-report topic; this discussion will focus around these " ! 3 K higher proportion of REST youth (56 pe:cent)ckad joﬁs than CONTROL (45
topics. ‘ ‘ , ) ; . - ’pegé;nt). Of those who hi& a job, 52 percent reported that they had fﬁugd‘

g : o o ;

Table VI.l presents information on youths' 113139 situations six ; . the job themselves, while 28 percent responded that a pareant or friend%
months after closure. This information is taken from the six-moﬁch o [ ] @ helped them locate employment. Six youth in REST, and one youth in %
sself-report, the first self-report administered in Dane<County éfter - ‘ ?\ , ‘ ‘ CONTROL responded thaﬁlthe restitution ‘project helped them find thei::%

0 , . |
< - “C 0L ’ ¢
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cut;ent job; -overall, the average number of jobs held in the/last six
months was 0.8,

Although these youth were all adjudicated delinquents,/ they were not
without close friends according to these data. The anfﬁée number of

/.

clos; friends was 12. Compared with other national syaluation sites, Dane
COunEy youth had slightly more close friends; yg}ﬁg/i; most other sites
usually had fewer than 10.

The number of delinquent close friends s~ i.e., friends of these youth
who have committed offenses for which they have or could have been
arrested -- averaged about half the overall number of close friends
reported; overall, thése respondents averaged 7.7 delinquent close
friends. There were no sig;%ficant differences across evaluat;on groups
in the average numbetscgg¢€iose friends or delinquent closzxfriends.

Tables VI.2 through VI.5 summarize these respondents' accounts of
their delinquent behaviors. Table VI.2 contains self-report information
from the intake self-ieport: Tag}e VIE?' the six-mqnth self-report: Table
VI.4, the 12-month self-report; and Table VI.S5, th;/ls-month self-report.
The f;rmat of the four tables is identical to allow direct comparisons
between offenses reported in these four time frames. Eleven different
major offense types are presented in eaehr:abie: these aze btokengout by
the two evaluation groups in Dane County. Por each offense type, the
érupottion of respondents who conniﬁtgd none, one or two, and moge than

two offenses is ‘presented; in addition, the average number of offenses per

respondent is displayed.

oy

0

2y

&

Zssault (0.5; 0.7; 0.4) and robbery (0.5; 0.8; 0.6). -

7
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The purposes of the intake self-report were to establish a baseline
offense history for comparison with later time frames, and to monitor the
integrity of the random assignment in Dane County. If random assignment
is quctioning properly, there shoulg be no significant differences in the
rates of self-reported offenses across the four evaluation groups.

The results of the intake self-report are displayed in Table VI.2.
Both an analysis of variance Fest (ANOVA), to test the differences of
means, and a chi-square, to test the differences in the categoricalr
distributions of each vatiable,qwere emp;oyed. The results of the tests
of ;tatistfbal significance revealed no sigunificant diffé}ences (at or
beyond the .05 level) between REST and CONTROL fér any of thé 11 offenses
examined. Thus, we can have confidence that the selffrepOtted delinqguency
patterns of youth in the two evaluation groups, at the time of referral,
were not different.

Reoffenses, when they were reported bynggse respondents, appeatea
primarily in the property offense catecories, with’few personal offenses.
It is important to note ﬁhat both actual offenses and attempted of;enses(
are included in these data. 1In the property category 1the-oveta11 mean

scores per offender are in parentheses for the six-, 12-, and l8-month

k self-reports, respectively), larceny (8.9; 4.8: 4.0), selling and receiv-

ing stolen goods (7.0; 4.3; 6.1), forgery (1.9; 2.6; 0.8), burglary (1.7;
0.6; 0.5), and vandalism (0.9; 3.3; 4.9) comprised the.majority of

offenses. Reports of personal offenses included simple and aggravated

P
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The largest single category of offenses reported was victimless

offenses, with an average of 168 victimless offenses repocted in the first

six-mgnth time frame, 153 in the Six-to-12 month time frame, gnd 165

reported for the 12-to-18 month period. This large amount, which was

observed across all the national evaluation sites, is due primarily to the

inclusion of alcohol intoxication and marijuana use and sale in the victim-

less offense category.

Tests of significance conducted on the six-, 12-, and 18-month data

revealed a number of statistically significant differences. Poé§the six-

month éelf-zepott (Table VI.3), robbery (chi-square, p = .04; ANA;A,
P = .04), auto theft (chi-square, P = .03; ANOVA ns), and forgery
(chi-square, p =:.03; ANOVA, ns) showed statisgically significant differ-
ences across REST and CONTROL for at least one.of the two tests of signi-

ficance. Por robbery and auto theft, REST repor'ted a iower rate of delin-

quency; for forgery, CONTROL:reported a lower rate.
5

In the 12-month self-report, tests of significance againvrevealed v
statistically significant differences. Sellingcand receiving stolen goods
(chi-square, p = .04; ANOVA, ns) and rapé (chi-square, p = .01; ANOVA,
p = .01) had statistically‘significant differences across the two eval-
uation ‘groups; and in both instances REST had the lower rates of reof-
fgnse;/ Moreover, for other offense types, where the differences weze‘%ta_
tistically significant at or below the 10 level (burgl&:y, assault, and
férgery), tég differences again showed RgST to have lower rates of self-

i ’
reported delinquent activity.

&

A

L

it R T s Bl g LT R

4
SRy

e

O

A

( -113-

For the 18-month self-report, only assault obt;ined statistical signi-
ficance (ANOVA, p = .05), with the REST group again showing a lower rate
of reoffense. Burglary approached significance (ANOVA, p = .06) with
differences also favoring REST.

Interestingly, a pattern that emerged in some of the other national
evaluation sites d&d nct emerge in Dane County. Respondents in Dane did
not show an overall decline in the average number of offenses reported in
the 18-month self-report compared with the l2-month self-report. 1In fact,
these two survey instruments had similar offense rates (the mean average
number of offenses in the 12-month survey was 1.98; for the 18-month,
2.09). ‘

Table VI.6 shows these youths' self-reported accounts of the circum-

~stances and consequences of their subsequent delinquent behavior. " For

respondents who completed ﬁbte than one self-repdrt, these responses are
based on the latest self-report that a youth filled out; for example, if a
youth h;d completed both the six- and 18-month self-reports, only .the
youth's responses ;o the 18-month survey would be counted in Table VI.6.
For those youth who committed subsequent offenses most offenders (77
percent) responded that they-hid usually committed their subsedquent offen-
ses with at least one other person, §hile 23 percent had‘usually committed
subsequent offenses alone. Moreover, in most instances the offender

either did not know the victim (32 percent) or the youth's offenses

o)

usually tended to be victimles{\?44‘petcent). In neither of these two

instances were the differences across evaluation groups statistically
° X8

a v D ’

significant.
0
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These youths' reports of,gpe consequences of their subsequent offenses

‘Wwere somewhat surprising. Forty-four percent of all respondents reported==

usuélly being taken to court when they broke the law, while 47 percent
reported that nothing happened. On the average, these youéh were taken to
juvenile court 0.9 times in the last six-month time pekiod. These find-
ings, which aépeated in a number of national evaluation sites, are sur-
prising for two reasons. First of all, most respondents reported an 'all

or nothing®” type of response; a;though the court has a range of options in

v dealing with offenders, few respondents (eight percent) reported that they

were either punished but not arrested, or were arrested but not taken to

" court. This clearly suggests that for these youth, who have a history of

”ptiot offenses, subsequent offenses are dealt with strongly when youth are

arrested for them.

Secondly, these findiqgs are somewhat unusual in that these yoqth =
frequently have beenggppr;hended for their subsequent offenses. Based on
these data, approximately 50 percent of those youth who committed subse-
quent offensegf%e:enapptehended for at least one of their offenses. This
moderately”hfgi apprehension rate appears, moreover, to be related to the
level of police surveillance; the average youth had 'been stopped by the
police more than once (1.6 times) in the last six months. None of the
differences across evéluaticn'gtoups for either of these variables were
statistically significant at the .05 level.

Table VI.7 ptesen@s information on you:hs' perceptions of the future
and their educationai;goals. These responses were taken six ﬁonthsﬁafter

closure (i.e., from the six-month self-report). On the average, 57 per-
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cent of these youth estimate their odds of obtaining a good job in the
future as eiéhar good or excellent, while oﬁly 11 percent assign an esti-
mate of below average or poor. Concerning their educational plans, 59
percent of the respondents want to go to’college, but only 33 percent are
teasonably sure that they will attend college. There was a tendency,
which éppzcached statisti;al significance (chi-square, p = .10}, fo: REST
ybuth to display a g:éater interest in attending college than CONTROL.
Forty-one percent of all respondents do“not want to go to college, and
of those not planning to go to college, over 76 percent plan to go to
either vocational or business school. Evaluatioh group differences
suggesteq that of those yocuth who‘did not want to go to college, CONTROL -
youﬁ@ywere more interested in‘éﬁtending vocational or business school than

REST youth, but these differences were not statistically significant at

the .05 level.

Summar

The”findings of the self-report surveys administered in Dane County
were interesting and provided some cogent evidence concerning the effec-
tiveness of the Youth Restitution Program‘’s (REST) and the Dane County

Department of Social Services restitution program's (CONTROL) attempts to

. reduce self-reported delinquency. 1In the followup self-reports (i.e, the

L

512;@ 12-, and 18-month instruments), a total oﬁQ%ix statistically signi-~

ficant differences across evaluation groups for offenses of robbezy, auto
, ; 5

theft, forgery, rape, assault, and selling and receiving stgleéggoods were

observed. Five of these six differences (all but forgery) favored the

= w
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sy . . : ) TABLE VI.l. DANE: YOUTHS' LIVING SITUATI N
REST group. In addition, all marginal differences (statistical signifi- SIX MONTHS AFTER CZOSURE . °
i ! .
.cance at or below the .10 level), favored the REST referrals. These ‘ 4
. D
results strongly suggest that referrals from ‘the Youth Restitution Program ! REST CONTROL
- Living Situation
had lover rates of self-reported delinquency than youth from the DCDSS (# of cases) (126) (61)
restitution program. )
Lives with mother & father (inc. steps) 52% 40%
. 3 Lives with mother only 16 23
" ' Lives with father only 3 0
. Institutionalized 4 2
Other 24 35
’ School Status
0 . 3 (# of cases) (92) (39)
4 4 “ | e In school o 648 ° 51%
4 , Not in school 36 49
, (1€ in School) Year in School
\\\ 4 . o (# of cases) (59) (20)
< ,
Eighth or lower 2% 5%
Ninth 7 5
Tenth . 12 15
Eleventh 39 40
o 2 Twelfth ‘ 31 25
C < special school 10 10
i
Grade Point Average
(§ of cases) (90) (38)
. . ” B Mean score ‘ 2.4 2.3
’ E 7 ~ {If Not in School) Last Year Completed
-~ 4 ‘ (# of cases) ' i (32) (19)
| Eighth or lower oa 0% :
. 5 <:i"o ) ) M B @ i ' Ninth 28 11 o~
| v O Tenth | a T i
° ' - . , - *  Eleventh . 13 5
Twelfth 25 26
7 . Special school ¢ 3 11
4/ o ®
0 = : 0‘ M o
1. o
.

B .
o
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" Youth Curréntlx Has a Job

(# of cases)

i
W¥es
No y

S

TABLE VI.1.

D

How Youth Obtained Job

(# of cases)

Youth found job

Parents or friends found it

Restituticn project found it

Other

~-118-

_DANE:

(Continued)

o

_REST

(90)

<

568
44

(50)

Average Number of Jobs Held in Last 6 Honths

(# of cases)

Mean score

- f‘\
. .

Average Number of Close Frzends

(# of cases)

Mean score

(# of ‘cases)

Average Number of,Dellnguent Frlends

Mean score
p '0/*\“
(‘/\h ’/\

[

¥

52%
28

S12,

(90)

11.3

(87)

~ 8.0

conTROl!

]
(40)

45%
55

(17)

538

29
6

12

(38

0.9

(40)

12.0

(40)

6.0

S

Q
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o
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TABLE VIi.,2. DANE:; NUMBER oF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED
' (] MONTHS‘PRIOR TO REFERRAL
REST .CONTROL
Burglary -
(# of cases) (61) (31)
Norne 39% 558%
1l -2 36 29
More than 2 25 16
Mean 2.0 3.4
Larceny. ‘
(% of cases) i (60) (31)
" None 223 39%
l -2 25 29
More than 2 - 53 32
Mean 18.6 5.0
Vandalism
(# of cases) (61) ] (29)
None 54% 69%
1 - 2’ 20 17
More than 2 T 26 14
Mean 3.1 2.1
Auto Theft X
(# of cases) (61) (29)
e
None 5 668 79%
1=-2 : 28 10
“More than 2 i 7 10
~ Mean . o 1.4 0.5
Assault . - ! =
(¥ of cases) « {62) -(31)
None 86% 87%
More than 2 , 7. 0
1 ,Mean , “i.l 0.2
- SR ‘o I :
N [/ @
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Robbery
. (# of ¢

None
1 -2
More th

Mean

Rape
(# of ¢

None
1 -2

More th

Mean

ases)

an 2

ases)

an 2
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TABLE VI.2. DANE:

@D

i

/) IE N : .
Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods

(# of cases) .

None

1l -2

More than 2

Mean & -

Forgery

{# of cases)

None
1-2

[~

;'@}@cgfkii* g;

" Mean

(Continuéd)

REST

(61)

- 82%

2210

@

6.1

(62)

- 100%

0.0
(62)

48%

16

36

‘11.1

'J'kef)@-1

728

15
a3

CONTROL

(31)

94%
3
3

0.2

5

(31)
97%
i3

0

0.03

(31)

42%
- 23
36

15.3

(30)

708

L//,>

e

ictimless Offenses (Incl. Marijuana
Use & Sale) B

(# o0f cases)

None

1 -2

More than 2J

Mean

4

b
TABLE VI.2. DANE:V (Continued)
REST CONTROL
(60) (30)
5% 13%
S 7
90 80
135.4 148.3
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TABLE VI.3. DANE: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFPENSES COMMITTED

\ 0

Burglary

(¢ of cases) '

None
-1 =2
More than 2

. Mean

Latcenx

(# of cases)

None
1-2
Moré than 2
s

y
< Mean

N

A

d

7
#

7

Vandalism
(# of cases)

None

1l -2

More than 2
Mean

Auto Theft
‘{# of cases)

Hone
1-2

Soe

mbzgrthanjz

Mean

None

(% of cases)

Sl -2

“More than 2

Mean

IN THE FIRST 6 MONTHS AFTER CLOSURE

=]

REST

(91)
69%
21
10

1.4

(89)

46%
18
.36

8.2

(90)

73%

CONTROL
(39)
59%
28
13

2.3

(39)
448
15
41

10.3

(40)

78%
17

L

R e S i e e+ e e i e o

O

0,

)

4

0.2

(92)

1008

G # T kAS v el -
A] 9
o
-123-
\ TABLE VI.3. DANE: (Continued)
Robbery )
(# of cases
None e &
1-2 ’
More than 2
Mean
Rape
(¢ of cases)
-None
l1-2

More than 2

(# of cases)
‘None
l1~-2
More than 2
»Mean

FOIEQ!!

(# of cases)

,’ngsafichiaib‘

' Sone
1-2

More jthan 2

Mean \

| Selling'and~Receiving’Stolen Goods

v

‘ B 32 )
St

(92)

48%
32

4.7

(92)
‘35%
10

2.6

(91)

37%

2.4

CONTROL

(39)

82%

0.2

(40)
43%
23

35

3.7

R e o e
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Victimless Offenses (Incl. Marijuana

Use & Sale)

(# of cases)

None

1-2 .
More than 2
Mean

8

TABLE VI.3.

Z(Continued)

REST

(88)
5%

93

178.4

CONTROL

°(39)

»  10%,

5
85

144.6
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TABLE VI.4. DANE: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES

Burglary

(# of cases)
None
1 -2
More than 2

Mean

Larceny

(# of cases)
None

l -2

More than 2

Mean

(% of cases)

None
l1 -2
More than 2

4l

Mean

.Autd Theft

{$ of cases)

None
1 e 2 "

‘Motre ‘than 2
Mean

S Assaglt
(4 of cases)

None
1 =2

_ 'More than 2

‘Mean

SR
\/
-125-
COMMITTED
BETWEEN 6 AND 12 MONTHS AFTER CLOSURE
REST CONTROL
{L

(76) (27)
83% . 74%

12 15

5 11

0.3 1.2

(77) (28)
49% 438

30 18

21’ 39

3.6 8.1

(76) (28)
699 71%

24 14

8 14

3.4 3.0

(76) (28)

@

93y 898

4 7

3 4

. 0.2 0.9
(17 (28)

878 kit

9 21

4 7

° 0.3 1.8

¢
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: \ TABLE VI.4. DANE: (Continued) : , ,
: “\\ . E TABLE VI.4. DANE: (Continued)

. e REST  ° CONTROL & P
S Robbery * < , REST CONTROL
N (# of cases) (76) - (28) g Victimless Offenses (Incl. Marijuana '
’ N ‘ : B Use & Sale)
s, ?gyez 9:% 9:! : (3 of cases) (75) (27)
R o ‘a,gi' : 7
More than 2 , J‘l o 7 ‘~§ 2 . None - 3% 7%
Y . * ‘ : - l1-2 4 H
Mean ' ] . 0.5 1.6 More than 2 93 23

¢
¢

]

Rape b Mean 148.8 165.1
(# of cases) (mm (28). g i ‘
; None 1008 89% i @
’ More than 2 (H} 4

Mean . . 0.0 0.2

Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods ]
© (4 of cases) . o (771) (28) ‘ g

None 664 39 R ,
l/- 2 13 29 R
Kore than 2 ' 21 32 O o

N

Mean | 1.2 , . 11.4
5 ’ & ) :

Porgery ' . ' .
{4 of cases) ‘ 76) - (28)

| - I N B 2] S |
Hone : s 868y IS8 N ; : o SR " . A

P
N,
]
>

“Mean = : e . 0.8 7.4

"pighting {Inc
(8 of cases)

&

w?ﬁncaafca"is Fahts:) ‘n : - 5 o  ‘<ﬁ O
o | : 7)) i |

Mome . gey
R R S o 35
‘More than 2 o R o200

o Mean . 1@ a0
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* TABLE VI.5. DANE: -NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED , : }
I BETWEEN 12 AND 18 MONTHS AFTER CLOSURE TABLE VI.5. DANE: (Continued)
' REST CONTROL ‘s 2
{ Burglary . g REST CONTROL
(# of cases) 3 (63), (28) . Robbery :
‘ (¢ of cases) (64) (28)
None ) 83% 75% o
1 -2 : ' 13 11 None ~ 92% 86%
More than 2 S 14 1-2 i 5 7
o e More than 2 3 7
Mean = 0.3 0.8 7 "
* . Mean . iy 0.6 © 0.6
Larceny - :
(# of cases) - ‘ (64) (28) Rape
N ($ of cases) _ (63) (26)
None o 52% 61%, ‘ : .
1 -2 11 7 None s 97% 96%
More than 2 ‘ 38 32 X 1 -2 2 , 0
' ) ' ’ More than 2 : : 2 4 .
Mean ; ’ 3.6 “ 447 ) s >
, Mean' ° " N 0.1 6.9
Vandalism , . v ; : ‘ A
(# of cases) ' . (64) (27) Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods '
. ) (# of cases) K (64) (28) ~
None ‘ 77% 82% , ' ) | ) ; ) §
1-2 | ° 9 4 None | . a8y sis /
More than 2 15 15 1-2 o 22 18
8 ) ‘ More than 2 : 30 25
Mean ' ) 0.8 14.7 :
S B uean ’ ‘ 67‘/ 706 p 2'8
(# of cases) (64) (28) Porgery :
. {# of cases) . - 464) 127)
None 923 89% ,
1-2 ’ 8 7 None ! | 8 89%
‘more ‘than 2 0 4 1=-2 y o 9 4
‘More ‘than 2 3 7
‘Mean a 0.1 50;.4
. ‘Mean 0.7 1.0
. Assanlt ‘ o L . : :
77 (# of cases) 164) . 128) Fighting {Incl. Gang Pights)
| ) - o " (# of cases) @ N (63) 127)
' None 943 82% - ;
}.; 1-2 - 3 7 None 0 49% 633
| - More tham 2 : 3 R 1-2 SR . 33 22
' : [N More than 2 ’ - 18 15
tean , L ST
o : o o Meary 1.3 1.1
, o ’,:.“‘ e? 1




A

T s

oo A e £

o gt

-130-

TABLE VI.S. DANE: (Continued)

iy
>

. REST
Victimless Offenses (Incl. Marijuana
Use & Sale)
(# of cages) (63)
Nonev ’ 6%
1 -2 . 6
More than 2 87
Mean ) 151.2

J

CONTROL

(25)

4%
0
96

R S ey 5 T
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TABLE VI.6.  DANE: CIRCUMSTANCES AND CONSEQUENCES

AN

OF SUBSEQUENT OQFFENSES

w

(If a Youth Committed Any Offenses)
The "Youth Committed Most of the Offenses:

(# of cases)

Alone
With others

The Youthcnsuallx Knew the Victim

(# of cases) o

Yes
No
Usually no victim

What Usually Happened as a Result of 0
-The(se) Offense(s)

(# of cases)

Nothing, didn't get caught
Punished, not arrested, apologized
Arrested, not taken to court
Taken to court

Restitution

Jail or detention
Incarceration

Eal

Encounters With Juvenile Justice §zstém )

($ of cases)

Average § of times stopped by police
., Yegel. traffic tickets

(% of cases)

=

F Avezagé # of times taken to juvenile
court for breaking the law

N1

&

., _REST

(111)

233

(126)

l c"

(126)

0.9

CONTROL

(52)
23%
77

(49)

25%

37
39

(52)

L
NN OOoON >

(61)

(61)

1.1

B e
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_TABLE VI.7. DANE: YOUTHS' PERCEPTIONS OF Chapter VII
‘ - :
QTHE‘FUTURE AND EDUCATIONAL GOALS g . Summary of the Self-Report Findings
%D g“:; o o
REST ' CONTROL b introduction
!b:th:‘ngb:ic:ﬁ:epﬁizizates of Gettin Each of the intenszve sites in the national evaluation had & different’’
a_Goo in - ; ‘ )
(#’°f cases) (90), (39) % type of restitution program with different program components. Moreover,
gxc:llent 23% 213 §.00 0 in each of these sites different research designs were implemented to
00 ‘ 5 ‘ s
:vi::gzverage 3; i; isolate and focus on these program components. As the sites varied, so too
e \ o
0 i
Poor‘ ' 2; mezﬁ, did the results from the self-report surveys admxnxstered in those sites.
: P Ty o
39%%E%é—%§§§§§2§—59995-9955329- (59) (22) § : . In some sites, youth from the restitution (experimental) treatments appeared
Wants to go and plans to go 27% 323 i to have lower self-reported reoffense rates than youth from the control
ants : : ‘ o s
7 9 1 . ' . s g o T
::“:: :g :g gﬁ: gg::: : ::::k’:eyzg:hslzill io 5 treatments, while in other jurisdictions, no significant differences in -
n . , , ~ ~ . .
TR ] 4 o : J |
goesn't :::: :g :g ::: g::g::i§ :g;lt e “; 14 § 1 self-reported reoffending appeared between youth from the two treatment
oesn : ; N " . ;
(If Not Planning to Go to College) Youth i ® modalities. In none of the sites did‘Ehsfcontroi group demonstrate a
q | P ) . S ’ , :
Will Go to Vocational or Business School i pattern of significantly lower self-reported reoffending than the restitu-
T (% of cases) - (36) (10) é - : 4 S : _
Yes 723 823 tion group. Q’z’:.l
No 28 . 18 ; : o ‘ ' |
, ; > This chapter conta;ns a summary of the fxndings from the descrxptxve
o " & = }
? presentatxon of the self-report contained 1n the previous E;ve chapters.
3]
£ ° It xs organized by site, rather. than by topic.
i ﬂashington, pC ﬁ -
Y] In Waghington, TC, 196 referrals responded Eﬁ at least one'of the self-
€ | ~
: repcrt xnstruments adm;nistered tbere. resultxng in a response rate of 38
“gi percent-overall. 'iny the l2-month self-repot: and the 1B—month self-
- kD ‘ report were administered. A larger,proportionﬁof’yourﬁ“in~thé restitution
*+Respor ix months after closure. e . € o . o o - L e
Responses taken six e : : ~groups resgsponded to the self~-reports than 'youth ‘in the control groups.
B QO 3
4 )
. L
€N Jﬁ S . :
. Q
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About two-thirds of~%117refetrals in Washington, DC were living with
one or both parents 12 months-af;g;'tefezral’to treatment. The school and
employment statuses of these youth were poor, but were notbatypical Eﬁm-
pared to otﬁez national evaluation sites. Oge year after program téfetta1, 
a larger proportion® of youﬁh from‘tﬁe alternatives to probation réstitution
group reported they weré~in“§ch;ol (80‘per§ent)'than in‘the conttoi proba-
tion group (66”p§rceq§). ‘Differences ih schbol status approachéd stagésti;
cal significancev(pﬁ= .06) éc:oss the si# é;aluaﬁion groups. Concern;ng
the;r emploYmeﬁt status, only 29 percent of these respondents had paid
empldyment; thévdiffétenées wére not statisﬁically signiiicanﬁ'acroés the
eQaluation groups. | |

COnéerning the’peet telatiénshipé‘of these fouth,;moét;respondénts

reported that they had some close friends. Iﬁterestingly, YOuth who had

been recommended for incarceration, or had teCeived an incarceration order,

reported fewer close friends than youth who had been tecbmmended for proba-

tion. These incarceration youthvdid not, hoWever,‘repOE; mbr? délihquent
closeﬁ;riends than the probation Qouth. |

Self-repotted reoffenses included both personai and p?ope:ty offégses
and did not differ signifiéantly’acioss the six’évaluaﬁion gtonps fot Q\
eithef the 12-month self-report or the 18-month self—rgport' One pgtter;\\

that emerged in the 18-month data, when contrasted with the 12-month data;\\

was that the rates of reoffending tended to be lower in the 18-month data.

Moreover, these :ateéﬁténded to be lower across all evaluation groups and
, , . S AN

across all types of offenses. In most other national eyaluatxontsxteé, a

similar'decline was observed for the late:_self-;epo;t surveys. .

o N S o 7
N : '

o

£y

N

o

‘restitution treatments.

IR SR R SRR
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Overall, the Claytgn County data contained some interesting findings,
dut this initiaf analysis did not demonstrate any consistent differences in

]

the amounts of self-teported reoffenses between the r;stitution and non-

:\\\\

rd

Boise, Idaho~

In Boise; Idaho, 71 referrals responded to at least one of the self-
report instruments administered there, resulting in a response rate of 39

percent overall. Only the six-month self-report and the l2-month sglf-

. report were administered. The response rate for the restitution group was

11 percentage points higher than the nonrestitution (incazceration) group.

5 ;glightly over three-quarters of all referrals in Boise were living

‘'with one or both patents six months after referral to treatment. Concern-—

<

ing their school and employment status, about four out of five,yOuth repor-

ted they were in school full-time, and most youth -- 82 percent of restitu-

tion youth and 65 pércent of incarceration youth -- reported they were not
¥ . : T

currently employed. Z

- The peer telationships, reported by these youth were the most interest-

ing of any of the national evaluation sites. - Youth tt&@ the incarceration
B oo

‘g:nqp‘zeynr;gd.a sta:isticiily~signi£icant1y:grsatet number .0f close

friends than yguth,ftom the restitution group. Moreover, they reported a

greater number of delinquent close~f:iends\than the restitution youth. 'We

expect that these differences are the result of the incarceration treatment

and its social milieu, and would surmise tggt incarceration and the social
R . . & ~ B

gopqecéions made during incarceration could have an effect on these youths'

future behaviors.

e o
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Self-reporred reoffenses were contained primarily in the property
offense category. |
statistically signifioantly greater amount of victimless offense activity
than restiéution‘youth, wnile for the 12-month data, there were no statis-
tically significant differences between the two groups; There was, how-
ever, a pattern in the six-month data that suggested more subseouent

offense activity in the incarceration group. Of tne ll offense types

examined in the six-month data, the incarceration group had committed a

o

higher average number for 10 of them.

Consistent with most orher national evaluation sites, the rates of

T

reoffending tended to be low.ir in the 12-month data than in the six-month

data.  Moreover, these rates tended to be lower across both evaluation
groups and across all types of: offenses. -

Also consistent with most other national evaluation sites was the
finding that that when these youth had committed subsequent offenses, they
reéported usually being apprehended for at least one of these offenses and
nsually'being taken to court. J

In general. the tindings in Boise were suggestive and thought-
=provoking_' they snggested ‘that incarceration youth might have developed a

new~network of friends as«a‘resultxof their rncarceration experience, and

- that the result<o£‘£hesevnew-associations might be hlgher levels of delin-

'éﬁent‘andzcriminal activity‘for‘these youth than for the restirution youth.

Oklahoma County, Oklahoma - L

In Oklahoma County, 223 referrals responded to at least one of the

)

self—report instruments administered there, resulting in a response rate of

[«

For the six-month data,“incarceration youth displayed a .

n

£

o

)

# ﬁ\ W‘m«wy«n Ry rgwy;&ﬂw

[
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73 percent overall. The intake self-report, the six-month self-report and

-the 12-month self-report were administered in Oklahoma éounty.“ The lowest

rates of survey response on the six-month and l2-month self-reports were

obtained in Oklahoma.
About two-thirds of all referrals in Oklahoma County were living with
one or both parents six months after referral to treatment.

oo

cent of all‘referrals reported they were in school.

About 70 per-
The employment status
of these respondents was fairly typical éompared with other national evalu-
ation sites; 33 percentvof all youth@reported“that they currently had a
full- or part-time job. There were no statistically significant
differences ;cross evaluation groups for thegse variables.

Yourh in Oklahona County generally reported fewer close Erienos -
about six =-- rhen youth in other jurisdictions: and they had even fewer
delinguent close friends. Restiturion youth tended to have more close
friends than nonrestitution youth, but the differences were not statisti-
cally significanr at the .05 level. |
- Self-reported reoffenses included both gersonal and prooerty offenses,

[

but propezty offenses accounted for the majority .of offenses. There were

- two statistically significant di!iozencns across the three evaluation

groups for -offenses reported in the six-month self-report; one difference
Eavoned the restitution groups,.one favored the control group. Three

differences apgeared,inmthe lzsnon:h=deta: all three differences favored
the restitution groups. A problem with the l12-month data, however, was

that only 12 youth from the control group responded to the survey; thus,

]
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% although some of the differences were statistically significant, these P - , greater proportion c- progtam restitution referrals (64 percent) reported
; h findings ﬁeed to be regarded as suggeg;ive. ‘ 1y they were in sehoollthan nonprogrem testitution youth (51 percent). Con-
. | 3 '
In Oklahoma County, as in most other sites, rates of reoffending o 0 ﬁ cerning employment status, 52 percent of theése respondents had paid employ-
tended to be lower in the later data (l2-month data)ﬁfﬁiﬁ/ﬁ9¢%ﬁé earlier ment, which was the highest of the national evaluation sites. The differ-
; = } ; | )
data ‘ ences were not statistically significant across the two evaluation groups.
When these referrals committed subsequent offenses, they were dealt L Concerning the peer relationships of the Dane County respcndents, a

wieh strg;gly oY, the juvenilekjustice system inleahoma. Seventy-eight g lafge nuﬁb?r of close friends was reported by these youth (the average was
peeceet of ell respondents who reoffended were taken to court for et least 123, although~eva1uaciop sEoup 41Fferances wars nat intstonstly dirformat.
one of their subsequent offenses; this was the highest rate pf eny of the 4 Moreover, a large number of delinquent close friends were reported (eight
national evaluation sites. , . v | . E “

In suﬁeary, the Oklahoma County data eontained some - xnteresting f£ind-

N : i

TENGLES At

on the average), with again, no statistically significantadifferences

F

between the two evaluation“groups.

s T TN

ings and suggested that any differences in the s°l£f’e99'ted reoffense ) 7 " Self-reported reoffenses were reported primarily for property offenses, Vi
z :ates‘of these youth favored the reseitution treatmept groupe ovee the but also included,personal offenses. Por the six-, 12- and 18-month self- ' ‘/
Q coneral. groug: : : ' S » reports, a total of sisttatistically‘significant differences appeared
- G/f 3 , ' ; D ~between ihe'expetimental and control groups; five of these differences
Dane County, Wisconsin . . h | u st
ded to at least one of the self- - favored the experimental group. Moreover, all marginally significant
In Dane County, 187 referrals responded to t . / | n
i ts administered there, resulting in a survey response rate ' differences (i.e, greater than .05 level and less than .10 leveluof signi-~
o lns:rumen s | : ts were administered o 9‘ 2 ficance) favored the program restitution group.
cen A1l fou. 1f-report instruments were adm \ :
of 74 percent overall. 2All four self-repor r ;
: pe PR . sorts, Dane County ' In contrast to all other national evaluation sites, respondents in
in Dane CTounty. Por both the 12- and 18-month self-reports, - ) 5 : ‘ 4}
espon ‘ iluation sites. The ‘ | . Dane Tounty did mot demonstrate a decling’ in subsequent offense rates in
d t igh: response rates ‘of the national evaluation sites. 1 '
o i i tage points higher © o the later self-report instruments. The rates for the 12- and 18-month
' itution had a response rate six percent. : ‘ |
program restitution group v | e o ol | | . ' |
itution {Both evaluation groups received _ sel: ceports weze,aho”t the same, with the 18-month instrument's rate being
than the nonprogram restitution group. up: . . ) o N
| | ‘ | ' only slightly higher.
restitution in Dane County.) | S _ ; . ol o h
11s in Dane County were living with RS Consistent with the findings in the other national evaluation sites,
About sixty percent of all referrals i , ; ) |
' £ losure f£°m treatment. A slightly | o Dane County youth indicated that when they had committed subsequent offen-
: . one or both parents six months after closu e
AN = ‘
/ . Y«
O S
0
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ses, they had been usually apprehended for at least one of these offenses;

and when they were apprehended forcthe offense, they :%ported usually being

4

taken to court. @

\

Generally, the Déne County provided some fairly strong evidence to

subgest that the youth in the program restitution group had lower rates of

]

- self-reported delinquency than the nonprogram restitutioﬁ group.

i -
IS
I3

Summary
< ,

The main purpose of this paper on the self-report surveys was to pro-
vide descriptive documentation of the administration and findings from the
self-report. The data presented in this paper have suggested' that the
testitucibn groups {(experimental groups) had lower crates of sekfex;pprted
reoffending in Dane County, ahd, to some degree in Oklahoma County ;pd

Boise, than theis respective control groups. Moreover, in the other

national evaluation sites -- Washington, DC and Clayton County ~- the data

.have suggested no difference in the levels of self-reported reoffense rates

between-experimental and control treatments.

a

Clearly, more analysis must be done. 1In particular, more intensive

i

analysis of the self-report data from each site along with the other data

elements in each site I:he,anvnnilc¢otfin§;; Ingtrusent, theJafficial

Records Check data, the uictia.SUtveya:lﬁs:gbe~azagmndﬂ'conﬁoin:;y in order

to obtain a clearer understanding of the effects and oiutcomes of restitu-

tion on the attitudes and behaviors of juvenile delinguents.
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JUVENILE OPINION SURVEY"®

R Boise, Idaho
L
G ﬁ .
W ) Twelve-Month
I
li 4
o Institute of Policy Analysis
b ’ Eugene, Oregon
&
(r,

N

Please try tamauswet all the gquestions. Thank you very much.
Hu

Remember, " you; answers wz.ll be kept confzdennal

3

N

<

’ < PART I ,
. ) s v
- )
(:) What is your birthdate%
] : (Month) . (Day) ' (Year)
@ Who do ‘you live with? -(Please circle ‘the numbers next to the peoplé’
o B " you live with. Circle as many as apply.)
1l Mother 7. Grandmother
2. Father 8. Grandfather
3. Stepmother ‘ ) 9. Brother(s) (18 or older)
4. “Stepfather 10. sister(s) (18 or oider)
5.. Poster Mother 1ll. Other (Explain)
6. Foster Father ¢
(:) Counting yourself, how many children or youths under 18 live
. [
in your house?
. Are-you in school now-dr will you attend school when it starts
again? (Circle the correct answer.) =
. ' .
1. YES } ' 2. NO ‘ ?
' N
. 1
What Grade? " | How many months ago did you leave school?
4 et
; months
]
' E g
i What grade did you finish?
(] -/
' .
! Why did you leave school? (Circle one)
¥ )
) 1. Graduated §. To find work
E 2. Suspended ‘ 6. Dropped out
b 3. Expelled 7. Other (Explain)
E 4. To get married ' .
L
H o
t .
. ) ot ) i~
What is (or was) your grade point average in school? ({(Circle one)
> 1. A to A= (3.6 to 4.0) 5. c-‘ (1.6 to 2.0) p
2. B to B+ (3.1 to 3.5) 6. D to D+ (1.1 to 1.5) |
" 4. ¢ toc+ (2.1 to 2.5) 8. F ( .5 and below) %3
; . @ %
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Some of these questions ask whether you have broken any rules or laws.
Recent surveys--like this one--find that most people break rules or

laws sometimes during their lives.

Please answer these questions as

honestly as you can. Your answers will be kept secret.

EXAMPLES :

How many times a month (about
30 days) do you take something
from a store without paying
for it?

0 1({2)3 More?

# of times

How many times in a month do
y you go to the movies? .

DIRECTIONS:

Circle th number of times you
have done“this.

If you have done it more than 3
times, write the number of times.
When you don't know exactly how
many times, you should write in
your best estimate of about how
many times.

Notice that you should write in the
number of times. Do not use words

N o]
0 1 2 3 More?_ 4
# of times

such as "many" or "a few". Use
numbers. . }

How many times in a month (about
30 days) do you do your homework
after school?

01 2 3 More?

# of times?

How many times in a month do you

- smoke marijuana?

0 ,1 2 3 More?

# of times

How many times in a month do you
help with chores around the
house or yard?

01 2 3

More?
# of times?

How many times in a month do.you
play or practice a sport such as
football, basketball, soccer, etc.?

01 2 3

More?
# of times

- - e e - — A W - " S T o ]

b

i

- o . - - - - -

©)

S

(:) How many times in a month do you

participate in schocl activities
such as clubs, musical groups,

~N

student government, yearbook, etc.?

0 1 2 3 More?

# of time

How many times in a month do you
participate in community activit

=

ies

such as boys or girls clubs, scouts,
4-H, things sponsored by the Y or

a neighborhood center, and so on
0 1 2 3 wMore?

# of time

How many times in a month do vou

things with your family just for fun

such as going to movies or picni
or other similar things?

01 2

3 More?

14

?

s

do’

cs

R
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o

How many times in the past six
months have you sold marijuana?

01 2 3 More?

N

How many times’ in the past six
months have you been given a
traffic ticket?

01 2 3

More?

How many times in the past six
months have you been stopped by
the police, NOT COUNTING ANY
TRAFFIC TICKETS?

01 2 3

More?

# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you been taken to
juvenile court for breaking the
law?

01 2 3 More?

In the past six months,'how maﬁy
times have you skipped school
without a proper excuse?

01 2 3

More?

# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you broken a promise?

0 1 2 3 More?

# of times?

Hdw many times in the past six
months have you knowingly bought
or sold stolen goods?

01 2 3

More?
# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you kept /Ar hidden
stolen goods for someone else?

01 2 3

More?
# of times?

# of times?

# of times?

# of times?

|

y

g

f ——
o # of times?

sty

How many times in the past six
months have you disobeyed your
parents?

01 2 3 More?

&
(:) How many times in the past six
months have you said something
that is not true?

0 1 2 3 More? v

# of times?
{’:EQRE.DIRECTIONS: <‘\\
For all the rest of the questions,
please count each separate thing
you have done only once.

For example, if you broke into a
house and stole a TV you would
answer "1" on gquestion 26 but
you would not count this offense

\. ©n any other question. ‘

How many times in the past six
months have you broken into a house
or building and .taken things that
.did not belong to you or damaged
their property?

{ 0 1 2 3 More?

4 of times?

1]
In the past six months, how many ~
times have you broken®into a house
or building where you had no right
to be but didn't take anything or
damage their property?

0 1 2 3 More?
= # of times?

@

How many times in the past six
) months have you tried to break
into a house or building wherz
you had no right to be, but did
not actually get in?

01 2

3 More?
o # of times?



Y

Several of these questions ask

[PLEASE READ FIRST:

past six months (about 180 days

you figure out what month was six months ago.

1
il

WHAT MONTH WAS SIX MONTHS
AGO?

3

(WRITE IT IN THIS SPACE)

or 25 weeks).

This Mont::h Is:

you about things you might have done in the
The chart below will help
Six Months Ago Was:
January . . . . . . July.
Febrvary . . . . . . August
March . . . . . . september ©
April . . . . . . October )
May . . . .. November g
June . . . . . . December
July . . . . . . January
August . . . . . . February
September . . . . . March
October . . . . . . April
November . . . . . . May
December . . . . . .

June

_/

9
77
/
Vi \

How many times in the past six
months (about 180 days or 25 weeks)
have you run away from home?

01 2 3 More? =
. # of times?
. i

How many times in the past six
months have you driven a motor
vehicle when you were drunk?

01 2 3

More?
# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you gotten drunk (NOT
COUNTING DRUNK DRIVING)?

01 2 3

More?
# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you cheated in school? '
0 1 2" 3 More?
# of times?

/

®)

How many times in the past six

mofiths have you forged anything

(such as a check, a driver's

license, a birth certificate, etc.)?
01 2 3 More?

/4 &

# of times?

How many times in the past six

months have you used hard drugs
(such as heroin, cocaine, LSD,

and so on)?

01 2 3 More? =~
. o # of times?
How many times in the past six o

months have you sold hard drugs,

such as heroin, cocaine, LSD, and
SO .on?

0 1 2 3 More?_ == ‘
: # of times? i

How many times in the past six
months have you used marijuana?

01 2 3

e
)

More?
R
# of times?

**\\ h

i R

i
4
3
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‘'How many times in the past six

months have you sold marijuana?

01 2 3

More?
m—————
# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you been given a
traffic ticket?

01 2 3 More?

e pt————————————
# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you been stopped by
the police, NOT COUNTING ANY
TRAFFIC TICKETS?

001 2 3

More?
# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you been taken to
juvenile court for breaking the
law? :

0 1 2 3 More?

# of times?

In the past six months, how many
times have you skipped school
without a proper excuse?

001 2 3

More?
# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you broken a promise?

01 2 3

More?
——
# of ‘times?

How many times in the past six
months have you knowingly bought

or sold stolen goods?

0 1 2 3 More?
# of times?
s . ' N
How many times in the past six,
months have vou kept or hidden
stolen goods for someone else?

001 2 3 More?

B # of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you disobeyed you

parents?

0 1 2 3 More?
# of times?

a
@ How many times in the past six
months have you said something
that is not true?

0 1 2 3 More?

# of times?
ﬂQRE’ DIRECTIONS:

“\\

For all the rest of the questions,
please count each separate thing
you have done only once.

For example, If you broke into a
house and stole a TV you would
answer "1" on question 26 but
vou would not count this offense

‘\ on any other question. ‘

‘ How many times in the past six
months have you broken into a house
or building and taken things that
-did not belong to you or damaged
their property?

0 1 2 3 More?

# of times?

In the past six months, How many
times have you broken intc a house
or building where you had no right
to be but didn't take anvthing or
damage their property?

0 1 2

3 More?
# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you tried to break

into a house or‘SEIIEEng where

you had no right to be, but did
not actually get in?

01 2

3 More?
# of times?
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How many times in the past six
months have you stolen a car,
truck, or other motor vehicle?

01 2 3

‘More?
# of times?

In the past six months, how many
times have you tried to steal a
car or truck or other motor
vehicle, but did not succeed?

01 2 3

More?
# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you used a dangerous
weapon--such as a gun or knife--
to take money or other valuables
from another person?

012 3

More?

p # of times?

Y

<:> yﬂow many times in the past six

" months have you used a dangerous

weapon, such as a gun or knife,
and tried to take money or other
valuables from another person--

but did not succeed? 5
\

-0 123

More? /[
# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you used force (but
not a weapeon) to take money or
other valuables from another
person?

01 2 3

More?
# of times?

How many times in the past '
six months have you tried to take’
money or other valuables from
someone by using force (but not

a weapon)?

o1 2 3 More?

4 of times?

How many times in the past six months

. have you taken things that did not

belong to you, NOT COUNTING ANYTHING
YOU ALREADY MENTIONED?

First, how many times in the past
six months ‘have you taken things
worth more than $250 that did not
helong to you?

0.1 2 3 More?
4 of times?

Second, how many times in the past
six months have you taken (or tried °
to take) things worth $10 to $250
that did not belong to you?

0 1 2 3 More?
4 N # of times?

Third, how many times in the past
six months have you taken (or tried
to take) things worth l€ss than

$10 that did not belong to you?

0 1 2 3 More?
# of times?

Have you intentionally damaged or

destroyed property during the past
six months that did not belong to

you, NOT COUNTING THINGS YOU HAVE
ALREADY MENTIONED?

First, in the past six months, how
many times have you intentionally
damaged or destroyed property
worth more than $250 (or tried to)?

0 1 2 3 More?

# of times?

Second, in the past six months how
many times have you intentionally
damaged or destroyed property worth
$10 to $250 (or tried to)?

01 2 5

More?___«
& of times?

Third, how many times in the past
six month have you intentionally
damaged or destroyed property worktn
less than $10 (or tried to)?

0 1 znfs “More?
¢ of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you used a dangerous
weapon, such as a gun or knife,
to attack someone?

0 1 2 3 More?

# of times?

How many times in the past six
months have you attacked someone
without a weapon but with the
idea of seriously injuring them
or killing them?

01 2 3

More?
# of times?”

How many times in the past six
months have you participated in
gang fights, NOT COUNTING ANY-
THING YOU HAVE ALREADY MENTIONED?

01 2 3

More?
# of times?

NOT COUNTING ANYTHING YOU HAVE
ALREADY MENTICMED, how many
times during the past six months
have vou gotten into a fight

or beaten someone up?

01 2 3 More?

#.0f times?

How many times in the past six
months have vou used force
(strong-armed methods) to get
someone to have sex with ‘you?

0 1 2 3 More?

# of times?

42 How many times in the past six
months have you tried to use force
{strong-armed methods) to get some-
one to have sex with you, but did
not succeed?

0 1 2 3 More?

# of times?

i
e e e e i e e e o > o~ o o T i o o e e o ————— - - - - o= -~ - = e = e e A e

How many times in the past six
months have you carried a hidden
weapon, other than a plain pocket
knife?

More?
# of times?

01 2 3

How many times in the past six

‘months have you done something we
have not asked you about but which

you could have been arrested for?

Please describe each offense in
the spaces below.

1. .,
01 2 3 More?
# of times?
2.
01 2 3 More?
# of times?
3.
0 1 2 3 |More? (
# of times?
4.
0 1 2 3  More?
# of times?
5.
01 2 3 More?

% of times?

About how many close friends do

you have--kids you hang around
with often?

number of close friends?

How many of your close friends have &
done something for which they could
have been arrested?

number who have?

o

GO ON TO THE &:XT PAGE. ...
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If you now have a job (or had a job in the past 6 months), the
next question asks you about the things you do (did) in the job.
(pmscrrous.- ' o \
3
The groug of words below are for you to explain how you fee] about '
these ?h;ngs. For example, if you feel the job is (was) a lot of o {
fun,'czrcle a number close to the word FUN. If you don't feel the
job is (was) much fun, circle'a number close to the words NOT FUN,
as in the example.
EXAMPLES : ‘
® 3 f
vorron 7 B s 4« 3 2 1 ruw ; |
\\\; BAPPY 1 2 3 C:) 5 6 7 sap A,// , |
If you now have a job (or had a job i s
: { in the past 6 months), how
do (did) you fee; about the things you do (did) in the joﬁ? &
TOUGH 7 6 5 'y 3 2 1 EASY )
FAIR 1 2 3 4 S 6 7  UNFAIR . '
HELPFUL TO ME. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  HARMFUL TO ME {
HELPFUL TO OTHERS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 HARMFUL TO OTHERS |
WRONG 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 RIGHT
PLEASANT 1 273 4 5 6 7 PAINFUL :
ILLEGAL 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 LEGAL ﬁ
EXCITING 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 DULL
] FRIGHTENING 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 NOT FRIGHTENING
INTERESTING 1 2 3 4 5 & 7  BORING o ]
USEFUL TOME 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WORTHLESS TOME |
USEFUL TO OTHERS 1 2 3 -4 5 6 7 WORTHLESS TO OTHERS |
- = . ? 01
<:> Are you looking for a job (or a diff j \ B
. . erent job than the one
you have now)? (Circle your answer) ,
1. YES - 2. NO
Why (or why not)?
~"§ '
(:) What do vou think vour, chances are of gettiﬂ& a good joh in
the future? (Circle one) : ) ) )
1. Excellent v
2. Good
3. Average
4. Below average , @ 0

5. Poor

N NAL TA (AP P A Y o | U e o e P
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Do you think that you will go to college? (Circle one)

1.
2.

I want to go and plan to go.
I
3. I want to go but don't think that I will.
I
I
I

want to go but don't know if I will.

don't want to go and am sure'that Iwon't.

don't want to go but will probably go anyway.

4
5
6. don't know.

7. Other (FILL IN)

If you are not planning to go to college, will you go for
more training after high school (for example, vocational school,
business school, etc.)? (Circle one) .

1. YES 2. NO 3. Don't know

Are you on supervision now? (Circle one) 1. YES 2. NO

The next question asks you about how you feel about being on supervision.

/’;}varroms: ﬂ\\\

The group of words below are for you to explain how you feel about
being on supervision. For example, if you feel it is a lot of fun,
circle a number close to the word FUN. If you don't feel that it is
much fun, circle a number close to the words NOT FUN, as in the example.

EXANPLES :

NOT FUN 7 6 5 4 3 2 C:) FUN
\\‘ ~ HAPPY 1 <::Z, 3 4 = 5 6 7 SAD ,/)

How do you feel about being on supervision (now or before)?

TOUGH -7 6 S 4 3 2 1l EASY
FAIR 1 2 3 4 5 6 ‘7 UNFAIR
HELPFUL 1 2 3 4 5 | 6 7 HARMFUL
WRONG 7 6 5 4, 3 2 1 RIGHT
PLEASANT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 PAINFUL
ILLEGAL 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 LEGAL
EXCITING 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 DULL
FRIGHTENING 7 6 S 4 3 2 ) 1 NOT FRIGHTENING
INTERESTING 1 2 3 4 5 6 7\‘ BORING
dssFUL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 WORTHLESS
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Do you think iéu may be living somewhere else

Yes No

(IF YES) Where?

six months from now?
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