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This paper is the third in a series of reports presenting descriptive 

data from the intensive evaluation sites 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 results
2

: this paper examines the Self-Report Survey. 

Although the chapters in ~his 
/' 

as separate papers, it is in~ded 
report can and will most likely' be read 

II 

to be read 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 evaluation site experimental design was 

contained in the JOI report and will not be repeated here. 

This paper has two major purposes. First, it is intended t~ 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 

·pr .. ented in ~,.pter I. The second puq.oae is to provide site-by-site 

[J () 

lMichil'it'l J. Wilscln, The Juvenile Offender Instrument: Admin i­
strationrtand a Descr~buon of Finding_ Institute of Policy Analysis, 
January, i\1983. \\ 

2William R_ Griffith, The Victim Survey: An Overview and 
Description of Results in the Six National Evaluation Sites. Institute of 
Policy Analysis, March, 1983. 

,,~ 
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each of the five national evaluation.Sites where self-report data were 

collected. This information is presented in Chapters II through VI, with 

a summary of the resul~s contained in Chapter VII" '~ 
.1 

} 

, J 

• 

• 

t 
\~ 

\. . 

Introduction 

o 

Chapter I 

Self~Report Survey.~dDninistration and Response Rate~ 
(r 

The self-repor~ survey was designed to gather information on various 

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

Appendix for a copy oi: ~e self-report survey.) The primary focus of the 

self-report was to document youths' self-reported delinquent act,ivities 

prior, during and subsequent to their participation in the restitution or 

control group. A secondary concern was to follow these youths' 

educational and employment histories in this time frame. This chapter 

briefly examines the m6"thods of self-report survey administration and the 

rates of self-report survey response. The reader is again reminded to 

r,efer to the JOI rceport (see introduction) for complete descr iptions of 
" ~!.-, 

the experimental designs ;.1i the intensive sites. 
t 9 

Self-Report Survey Administration 

The self-report survey was designed to be administered to a youth 
'\~J 

every six months from the date of referral U$?; to 18· months after referral. 

There were four different self-report surveys administered: ~he intake 

sel.f--report. the siz-.am:h.. the 1.2-mcmthf' and ~the lB-a:mtb self-reper ts • 

Each individual survey asked the youth tc)recall his or her activities foro 

the past six months only with the total pdssible amount of time covered 

for a youth being twenty-four months. Thus, the intake self-report asked 

the youth to recall activities in the six months prior to referral; the 

six month self-report, activities in the first six months after referral; 

the 14-month self-re~rt, activities from slx to 12 month~J after referral; 
(J 

, 
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and the 18-~nth self-report, activities from 12 to 18 months after 

referral., 

The overall plan of fuur survey administrations was subject, however, 

to alterations in some of the national evaluation sites. First of all, in 

Ventura, California, the self-report was discontinued. This was done 
: ::!)"-

approximately half-way Uthrough 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. In 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 effor~ ceased. 
. ~ 

1\ 

In Washington, DC, the 12- and\\ 18-month self-reports were the only 
i.i 

self-reports administered. The intake an~ six-month self-reports were 
( 

excluded because court personnel expressed conce~n 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 influence both the restitution and nonrestitution groups 

equally and woUld therefore .not affect our ability to assess the iJlpac::t of 
,. 

restitution, court personnel felt the findings for these youth would not 

be representative of the, court ',s referrals'if these subjects were aware of 

their participation in the national evaluation and would not be genera~.iz­

able to future court referrals who were not subjects in a national study. 

Since the court personnel were most co\\erned about the utility of resti­

tution as a permanent disposition and the research findings' generaliz-

\' \\ 
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ability to future court referrals, IPA deferred 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 l8-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 

would have been unacceptably delayed in these sites. In addition, the 

intake self-report was not administered in Boise. 

In Clayton County, Georgia and Dane County, Wisconsin all four self-

report instruments wer,e administered. In Dane, however, the self-report 

was administered six, 12, and 18 months after case closure, rather than 

after referral in order to equalize the conditions ~nder which youth in 
'\~. 

the experimental and control groups were at risk. 
(i 
In 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. If the six 
~ .:-.... 

month self-report were adminl~tered 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 referral date as the anchor date for the self-

report would eliminate most 6f this discrepancy. 

, 
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c 
At each of the national evaluation sites, on-site data coordinators 

collected the names and addresses of the juvenile offenders under study in 

the_national evaluation. The first surveys were administered to youth in 
U 

February I 1980, in Dane County (Table 1.1) 1 "...he last surveys were admini-

stered in February, 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 si~ 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 youth was at the court. 

Beginning on July 15, 1981, local, on-site survey administration 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 mailed 

from IPA. This method--known as AUTOTRAK--was developed becau~e federal 

funding reductions forced the phase-out of local, on-site data collection 

personnel. AOTOTRAK involved the computerization of records of all 

offenders for wh01l aD address was available I at least one sel.f-:report 

survey still remained to be completed, and '8 refusal previously had",not 

been received. 

Self-report surveys were mailed out every two weeks by' AlJTOTRAK. The 

mailing of self-report surveys tooffenaers was schedul~,by AUTOTRAK so 
o ~ 

\ 

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 out\\ by the youth 
?! I,) ~ 

(i.e., usually six, 12 or 18 months af>ter referral). In th:Ls way, each 

\ self-report would cover discret_e time frames, arid overlap arl\d double 
\ 

~ l 
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Site 

C} 

Washington, DC 

Clayton 

Boise 

Oklahoma City 

I~' 

Fil'St MIS 
Referral 

5/79 

6/79 

o 

12/78 

• • 

TABLE 1.1. SELF-REPORT SURVEY ADMINISTRATION DATES 

ij 

Total Months Months of 
First Survey Last Survey of Survey AUTOTRAK 
Administered Administered Administration Administration 

5/80 7/82 26 12 
Q 

3/80 12/82 30 17 
'0 

, 

10/81 2/83 16 16 

11/80 2/83 28 19 

2/80 '0 2/83 36 17 

'---.,. .. 

'. IBoise began the evaluation as a nonintensive site and accepted its first nonrandom referral in April of 
1979. Intensive site evaluation referral did not beg1n until the date noted. 

2Refercals prior to this date are not included in the evaluation. 
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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 their responses would be held in confidence and 

that any dissemination of informa,~ion would be only in aggregate form, not 

traceable to individual respondents. In addition, if consent,had 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 received by IPA 

within one month, a reminder letter would be mailed to the youth by 

AUTOTRAK. 

Six-, 12-, and 18-month self-report surveys were administered by 

AUTOTRAK from July 15, 1981 in Clayton, Washington DC! and Oklahoma County 

and f~om September 9, 1981 in Boise and Dane County through the end of 

stitvey administration in each site. The period of AUTOTRAK survey admini-

stration ranged from 12 months in Washington" DC to 19 months in Oklahoma 

County (Table '1.1): it averaged 16.2 'months across the fivesi,tes. -. ..; 

,Se1f-Report Survey, Response "Rates 

Response rates £or the self-reports are presented ~n Table I .,2. Rates 

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. 

, , 

I 
LD. 

I 
I" 

{) o 

Site 

Washington, DC 

AI 
AP 
AIR 
APR 
PROB 
I NCAR 

Clayton 

R & C 
C 
R 
CONTROL 

Boise 

REST 
CONTROL 

Oklahoma City 

R 
R , P 

CONTROL 

REST 
CONTROL 

Overall Rates 

-9-

TABLE I. 2 • SELF- REPORT SURVE Y RESPONSE RATES 
BY SITE AND EVALUATION GROUP 

Referrals 

42 
149 

32 
140 
144 
...!.Q. 
517 

74 
56 
73 

..2i 
259 

86 
....2§. 
182 

107 
116 
-U 
306 

166 
.-!1 
253 

Intake 
SR 

NA 

.51 

.32 

.41 
ill 
.38 

NA 

.60 
.7,1 
.:.ll 
.67 

.37 
ill 
.37 

.485 

6 Month 
SR 

NA 

.51 

.45 

.52 

.41 

.48 

.33 
ill 
.29 

.16 
.25 
,d:!-
.19 

.55 
ill 
.52 

(-\ 
\.J 

.367 

12 Month 
SR 

.55 

.. 38 

.22 

.19 

.33 
& 
.32 

.27 

.54 

.27 
.:1.Q. 
.34 

.31 

.25 

.28 

.15 

.17 
ill 
.• 16 

.47 
·li 
.42 

.31)3 

18 Month At Least 
SR One SR 

.31 

.24 

.09 

.14 

.17 

.10 

.19 

.20 

.39 

.22 
ill 
.24 

NA 

NA 

.39 
ill 
.36 

.244 

: ;:-~ 

.60 

.45 

.25 

.26 

.40 
dQ. 
.38 

.91 

.89 

.8'4 

.77( 

.85 

.44 
.:.ll 
.39 

.67 

.78 
ill 
.73 

.76 
.:1.Q. 
.74 

.592 
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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. By evaluation 
.. 

group, the lowest rate was 25 percent for Washington, DC's alternative to 

incarceration refused (AIR) group~ t~le highest was 91 percent for 

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

'/s~tes, 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 r~te of response was for the 

intake self-report--48.5 percent overall--although this instrume~t was 

only administered in three, of five sites, and one site--Oklahoma County--

had a considerably greater rate of response to this instrument than the 

other two sites. From the intake lJelf-report, the overall rates of self-

report survey response decreased monotonically through the six-, 12- and 

la-month instruments, most likely due to greater difficulty in tracking 
& 

respondents over ever longer time frames. The overall rate of survey 

completion for the six-month sel.f xeport .was ,~6. 7 percent; for the 

12-month self-report, 30.3 percent: and for tbe la-month s,:lf-report, 24.4 

percent. 
c· 

Rates of self-report $urveyresponse were, on the whole, satisfactory, 

but in some instances disappointing.. 1ftlile Jlear~y S9 percent .of the 

referrals in these five .national evaluation sites completed a.t least one 

self-report survey instrument, less.than one-third of all referrals 

completed the 12-month self-repoit and even "fewer completedlt the l8-month 
" 

survey. These later instruments are of particu~at importance to an 

; ,) 

( , () 

(1 0 

,y=-

o () 

tJ 

(j 

-11-

'\ 
i 
j) 

assessment of the longer-term effects of t't t' res 1 u 10n and other treatments, 

a;!Jhus it is particularly discouragirlg that the rates of survey coverage 

{are not higher for these instruments • 
\c 

Summary 

This chapter briefly outlined the methods of self'~report survey admin­
~ 

istration and the rtf a es 0 response to the self-report. While the rates 

ot,survey coverage could have been greater, they h' h are 19 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 individ1lally focus on each of the five inten­

sive evaluation sites. Each ch t ' d ' ap er lS eSlgned as a self-contained 

report on the self-rePort survey for an individual evaluation site (along 

with Chapter I). Thus the d , rea er may choose to read one, some, or all of 

the five intensive evaluation site survey reports, and may read them in 

any order desired. Moreover th " , e organlzatlonal and tabular structure of 

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

topic and examine it across as many project. as desired. 

C\ 
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Chaptf:!£....!! 

washington, DC 

This chapter presents descriptive results of the self-report survey 

data collected in Washington, DC. A-description of the washingt06, DC 

experimental design ~as already been presented in the JOI reP,Ort O{see 

esp., pp. 8-10, 22, and 66-71) and will not be covered here. 

The self-report survey results for washington'ljDC are presented in 

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

coverage and problems of nonresponse bias. The second section contains 

narrative of the findings of the self-report surveyr and the third section 

displays the tabular materials, composed 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 

national evaluation completed at least one self-report instrument (Table 

1.2)r 32 percent completed the 12-month survey, and 19 percent completed 

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

report was administered, Washington, DC ranked ~. highest tnine number - u 

of referrals. and had the lowest rate of sel.f-re~t s~::rvey coverage. 

By evaluation group, higher rates of surveyr.esponsewere obtained for 

restitution youth (AI and AP) in Washing'ton than for ftonrestitution youth: 

48 percent of all re~titution youth completed at least one survey, while 
1\ 

33 percent of all nonrestitution referrals did. Most likely, the differ-
" 

ence in rates of response between'these two general groups is due to the \\ 

greater accessibility'of the restitution referrals to IPA's on-site data 
o 
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/~~-coordinator. Through approximately the first year of self-report data 

collection, the data coordinator was able to contact many of the resti-

tution youth through the restitution project's community workers and was I 
able to ease some of the fears the youths might have bad in completing a /~ 

, self-report instr ..... nt. Since youth ~n the nonresUtution treatme!'ts were) 

. not as accessible as the ,restitution youth were, an initial personal, ~ 

." / contact was often not possible with the nonrestitut10n youth, WhiC~' 

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

also canaot disaiss the possibility that the restitution you~hi9her 
response rates a're indicative of a positive treatment effect of resti-

tution. 

The rate of self-report survey coverage in Washington was low but not 

surprising, given the fact that tbese referrals were from disadvantaged, 
(;' 

backgrounds. Many youth were difficult to locate because they either did 

not or could not receive any mail, or they bad moved and left no forward­

ing addresses. Frequently, surveys were returned by the postal service 

indicating that the addressee bad a -broken box. - When th~s was indicated 

the postal carrier determined, consistent with postalaerv1cepolicy, that 

the mail" box of the addressee was unsatisfactory (in so. inst:ances. 'no 

mail box was on the preaise.) 'ana that no aailwould .be del.ivued to the 

subject until the situation was corrected. Washington, DC was the only 

ievaluation site where this was a persistent problem. 
a 

The 38 percent self-report survey responaerate in Washington, ,DC 

() 

j .' 

(; 

o 

places limits, in our confidence that these aata are generalizable to all 
(I • 

~~ evaluation referrals in Washington. This is especially the case fObr:.outh 

) 

o 

o 

1/ 
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in the nonrestitution groups. Particularly, th~ AIR and APR groups have 

the highest rates of nonresponse. These two groups are composed of indi-

viduals wbo eitber refused to agree to be in the restitution program after 

tbey were 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 (AI 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 the self~report surveys for those youth who completed surveys in 
1,\ 

Washington, DC. 

,~-,D' 
Washington, DC;YSelf-Reeort Survey Results '\ 't, o 

The descriptive results of the Washington, DC self-report survey are 

presented in Tables 11.1 through 11.5. In this section, these data will 

be discussed and some background and explanations for the findings presen-

ted in these tables will be provided. ,Bach table displays inforution on 

a particular self-,report topic, this di~ •• ion"iU focus around these 

topics. 

bl ' !i. nf ''-' ,~. i Ta e II.1. presents J1 oraat .. on on youths 1'-1vingS tuations 12 months 

after referral. This information is taken frOll the 12-month self-report 

which was the first~self-report administered in Washington, DC. About 

on~third of all referrals were living with both their mother and father 

~~~~~==~~~\~.L-~~~ ______________ ~ ________ ~[ ___ JL~~ ____________________________________________________________ ___ 
-.-~~ 
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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 

IF'" 
time. '. Few referrals (<l;~2 percent 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 probation (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 for' the AP and APR 

groups. Again See the JOI report for more discussion of these comparison 

g;oups.) Of those youth in school, 25 percent were enrolled in special 

schools 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 point averages of these youth were sur-
'" 

prisingly high, averaging between a C and C+. 
(. 

The employment situation of the Washington, DC respondents was poo~ 

Less than 30 percent of all respondent~ reportt!d that they currently had a 

full o .. r part-time job. Of thoaewbo had a job, exactly one-third had, a 

job tha.t was obtained with the ~ssistance of their parents or throuqh a 

friend. Seven out of the,. 48 respondents with employment were in j~bs 

that were obtained for th'em through the restitution project. Interest­

ingly, one youth who had refused to I~O into the restitution proj~et was 

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

dl most Youth also repo.rted that'''they had held no job in the last pecte., '1", 

D 

(I 
! 

) 

o 

o 

(/ 

n. o 
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six months; overall, the average number of jobs held in the last six 

months \"~s 0.5. 

Although these youth were all adjudicated delinquents, they were not 

withou/c cl"se fr iends according to' these data. Across the six evaluation 
$ ~"~ , 

~roups the average number of close friends ranged from two to 22. A 

particularly interesting finding in these data is that those youth in the 

three incarceration groups (AI, AIR, and INCAR) consistently reported 

fe!;ller 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 w~th 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 counterparts, and perhaps had been stigmatized by their peers. 
I', /; " 

The number of close friends whom these youth reported were also del in-

quents did not produce a findinq similar to the one above. AI youth 

reported more delinquent close friends than AP youth, while the other four 

evalqation groups showed larger average numbers of delinquent close 

friends in tbe probation qrollps. 

TableaII.2 andII.3a~r.izetbese respondents' accounts of their 

" delinquent bebaviors. I'Table II • .2coDtaina sel:£-report information from 

the l2-month self-r.port; Table II.3., the lS-lIOnth self-report. The 

format of the two tables is identical to allow direct comparisons between 

offenses reported in these two time frames. Eleven dif~ty major 

offense types are presented in each table; t~ese are broken out by the six 

evaluation groups in .. Washington, DC. For each offense .ty~e, the propor- V 
, 
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tion of respondents who committed none, one or two, and more than two 

offenses is presented; in addition, "the average numbj;;:t of offenses per 

respondent is displayed. 

Reoffenses, when they were reported by these respondents, appeared in 

both property and personal offense categor.ies. It is important to nete 

that both actual offenses and attempted offenses are included in ,these 

data. In the property category (the overall mean scores are in paren­

theses for both the 12-month self-report and the 18-month self-report, 

respectively), larceny (6.4; 2.0), selling and receiving stolen goods 

(4.6; 2.1), burglary (1.8: 0.4), and forgery (1.1: 1.1) comprised t~e 

. d:i4~'dty of the offenses. For personal offenses, robbery (3.],: 1.1) and 
''\\ 

assault (1.8:0.5) were the most frequently reported offenses by these 

youth. 

~e largest single category of offenses reported was victimless 

offenses, with an average of 39 victimless offenses reported for the six­

to-12 month tiDle, and 27 reported for the 12~to-18 month period. This 

large amount, which w~s observed acrc~~ all the national evaluation sites, 

Z~ , . to' .,' UI duepriarUy to the inclusion Of~CChol 1ft XJ.C4,..J.On and matijuana 

use and sale in the victialess offense category. 

1Por the l.2~.anth self'-report, there were no statistically significant 

differences (at or less than the .05 .level) across the six evaluation 

groups. Both an analysis of variance test (AHOYA), to test the dif-

ferencesof aeans, and a chi-square, to 

goricU distributions of each variable, 
o 

test the differences in the cate­
o 

were employed. In one instance, 
'" 

larceny, the ANOVA showed a statistically significant difference but the 

(j 

• 

n; I 

o 

o 
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(I 

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 

wi th seven or less for the "other five groups) wh ich the ANOVA is sens it! ve 

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

,lis not. We would not. regard this as Cl 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 mostffertainly is 

the case in this instance). \~, 

For the 18-month self-report, two major findings occurred. First, the 

ave~age number of reported offenses was conSistently lower for the ~ 

12-to-18 month time frame than for the six-to-12 month period. 'l'his de-
c· 

cline was not restricted~~~ anyone evaluation group or experimental 

trea~ent, rather, it seemed to appear generally across all groups. There 

were, however, some specific exceptions to this pattern, particularly for 

the PROS group, whicb showed a much higher rate for D~rglary and larceny 
\-, 

for the 18-month sel£--report than for the 12-month, but the general pat..., 

II tern was fairly conSistent. D 

Second, .1:Atist:iC411y~,ignif icant diffu.nce. (,where' both ABOVA and 
\\ 

chi-squar., :revaalea aiff.r~,es at or beyond the .05 level) ·acrOss the six \\ 
\;, 

-evaluation 1Jl'OUPSappeu ~. ~\lY one of "the ei_venoffensetypes exam­
\\ " 

intKI ,and th'ls ·~en •• '~ -,\ f:~9ht;'ing - is a minor one .I'nother 
. __ ~tW' '\ \ 

P • ''-\ \ 

inacanees , only one of the two tes:u 'WOuld suggest a statistically sig­
\\ ". 
\~t" \ 

nificant a/tfference (ANOVA showed ~~~\difference in vandalism across evaJ...., 

uation groups, but chi-square did 
G 

assault and selling and.receiving 

\\ 

no~.. Chi-square showed a difference in '\ 
.\ 

stolen goods, but ANOV~)did not.). 

\ \ 
\\ 

'\ . 

D 

, 
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Table II.4 shows these youths' sel,f-reported accounts of the cir­

cumstances and consequencesoof their subsequent delinquent behavior. For 

respondents who completed more than 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 12- and l8-month self-reports, only the 

youth's responses to the l8-month survey would be counted in Tabla II 4 
" \\ _. . 

For those youth who committed subsequent offenses most ~ffenders (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 

offende~ either did not know the victim (40 percent) or the youth's 

offenses usually tended·to be victimless (45 percent). In neither of 
'\ 

these two instances were the differences across evaluation groups ~atis-
tically signtficant. 

These youths' reports of the consequences of their subsequent offenses 

e rcen 0 a respondents reported were somewhat surprising. Forty-on pe t f 11 

usually being taken to court wh.n they broke the law, while 46 percent 

re.ported tbatftOthing happened. On ~ average, these 'youth were taken to 

juv.enUe ,court 0.7 tw.. .til ,t.be .l. .. t .is acmtb tilDe period. The.e 

findings ar.esurprismg for tworeaaons. Pirst of all, most respondents 

reported an -aU or nothing- type of response; al.though the';9ourt has a 

range of options in cleaUng with offenders ,,' few respondents (13 percent) 

reported that they were either ,pUnished but not arrested, or were arrested 

but not taken to court. This clearly suggests that forthese"you~h, who 

have a history of prior offenses, subsequf!nt offenses ar~ dealt with 

o 

,) 

D 

\\ 

o 
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strongly when youth are arrested for them. 

Secondly, these findings are somewhat unusual in th .. l~ these youth 
II 

usu~rfy 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 apprehension rate might be due to the apparently high rate of 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 thes,e 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 11.5 presents information on youths' perceptions of the future 

and their educational goals. These responses were taken 12 months after 

refetral (i.e.; from the 12-month self-report). On the average, 65 per-
c-

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 
~-. 

estimate of below average or poor. Concerning their educational plans, 77 

percent of the respondents want to go to college, but only one-third of 

all respondents are reasonably sure that they will attend college. Only 

23 percent of all respondents do not want to go to college, and of those 

not planning to go to college, over 90 percent plan to go to either voca-

tional,oor business school. (There were no statistically significant dif-
~~--

ferences across evaluation groups for any of these variables.) 

I) 
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summary 

The findings of the self-report surveys administered in Washington, DC 

were interesting, but not particularly }lluminati~.g. Statistically signi-
~-\ 

f icant differences across evaJ.uation groups were few, and where they d'id 
~\ \~i 

occur they tended to be idiosyncrat,ic rather than part of any patterll. 

These results suggest that restitution had no measureable e;ffect on self-

reported delinquency activity in Washington, DC. 
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TABLE 11.1. WASRIlGTON, D.C.: lOOTHS' LIVIlG SITUATION 
12 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL 

Restitution Nonrestitution 

..!L .£.. ..ill C-':/...!!! !oROB 
Living Situation 

(I of cases) (23) (57) (7 ) (27) l47) 

Lives with mother ~ father 
(incl. steps) 35% 32% 29% 26% 34% 

Lives with mother only 39 35 14 37 28 
Lives with fath~r only 0 2 0 0 2 
Institutionalized 4 0 0 0 2 
Other 22 32 57 37 34 

11 

School Stdhus 
(I of cases) (23) (56) (7) (26) (44) 

In school 52% 80% 5n 65% 66% 
Not ,in school S\ 48 20 43 35 34 

co 

~If in Schooll Year ,in School 
(I of cases) (12) (45) (3) (18) (32) 

Eighth or lower 25' 16% 0% ln 13% 
Ninth --"\.';-

17 24 0 17 9 

Tenth 0 13 33 l7 25 
Eleventh 8 18 0 11 16 
Twelfth 8 9 0 22 13 
Special school 42 20 67 17 25 

Grade Point Average 
( •. ofcases) \) (20) (54) (6) (26) (43) 

t) -Mean 'acore 2.6 2.5 3.3 2.5 2.5 
,'. 

~ 1 f Not in School! Last Year 
CoMeleted 

(. of cases) (11) .• (12) (3 ) (9 ) (13) 
,.c;,J 

Eighth or ,lower n 33% 6n 33% 39% 

Ninth 55 33 0 44 23 

Tenth ,9 25 0 II l5 

Eleventh l8 0 33 0 23 

TWelfth 0 8 0 II 0 

Special school 9 0 0 0 0 

. 
.. ~--.---~."~' --'-------------~~--~------'--------------

I NCAR 

(4 ) 

50% 
25 

0 
0 

25 

(4) ( 

25% 
75 

(2) 

0% 
0 

50 
0 
0 

,·50 
p 

i, 

(3 ) 

2.2 

(3 ) 
fI 

0% 
33 ~ 
67 

0 
0 , 
0 
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TABLE 11.1. WASHINGTON, D.C.: (Continued) 
'\, 

Youth Currently Ras" a Job 
(. of cases) 

Yes 
No 

How Youth Obtained Job 
(I gf cases) 

Youth found job 
Parents or friends found it 
Restitution project found it 
Other 

Average Number of Jobs·Held 
In Last , Months 

(. of cases) 

Mean score 

AverageNWlber of Close Priends 
(I of cases) 

Mean score 

Average Number of Delinguent 
Priends 

'tof cases)" 

Mean score 

Q 

. 6 

Restitution 
-!L ...A!... 

(23) (56) 

17% 29% 
83 71" 

(4) . (16) 

"0' 19% 
50 25 
50 25 

0 31 

(21) 1.(56) 

0.3 0.6 

(23) (57) 

4.3 22.2 
(" 

(23) (55) 

'2.<8 1 .. 4 

Nonrestitution 
.M! .£! . f!2! 

(7) (24) (43) 

29% 25% 35% 
71 75 65 

(2) (7) (16) 

50% 43' 38% 
50 43 31 

\~ 0 14,:, 0 
0 0 31 

(7) (25) <.45') 

0.1 0.3 -0.6 

(7) (26) (44) 

2.;,l 6.9 .. 9.3 
0 

, (7) (25) (43) 

=0 .. 7 '4.8 . '3.9 

INCAR 

(4 ) 

75% 
25 

(3 ) 

0' 
33 

0 
67 

(4 ) 

0.8 

(4 ) 

2.3 

(4 ) 

1.S 

a 

, I. 

,1 

; i 

I 
! 
I 
I 
j 

~ \ ! 

( ~ . 

( l 

I ' 
I 

'" ! 
( I. 

f \ 
l 

I 
I 

O~ 

o 

I 
'J 

o 

o 
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TABLE I1.2. WASBINGT9N, D.C.: NUMBE~ OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 
BE',l'WEEN 6 AND 12 MONTHS APTER REFERRAL 

Burglary 
(. of cases) '\) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Larceny 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2. 

Mean 

Y,andalism 
(t of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
Mor.e than 2 

Mean 

"Au1:oTheft 
(.. ·of cases) 

lIone 
1-2 
Mor·e thisn 2 

" ([ 

~ean 

J 

Restitution 
AI AP AIR 

(23) (56) (7) 

78% 73% 1171% 
13 16 /1 -a 

9 11 tzJg 
I 'j 

1.,1 <~ 
3.3 :'2. ~ 

li 
if? 

/ 
/ 11 

(23) /' // .. (57) / ;/ (7) 
./ 

;/ 

61%' 63~ 43% 
13 .+9 14 
2'6 ,r18 43 

f 
if' 

; 

16 4 f 1.7 8;0.1' ;/' . / 

f I/l! !/ /1 
{ j' // 

~/' .l' 
(22) . 

; -/ 

(7 ) (57) /) 
// f 

8at1 64% 86% '/ .Ii 

Ii 
/27 IV 0 

/ ;II 9 14 

I' 0.8 

b 

Nonrestitution 
APR PROB IN0AR 

(26) (47) (4 ) 

73% 83% 75% 
15 9 25 
12 9 0 

1.1 .Q.6 0.3 

/ 
;/1/ 

(26) /;,(44) (4 ) 
'/1 

/I /~9% 68% .;30% 
12 16 1/ 0 /, 

19 U f/ 50 .I 

rf 
4.2 ; 

.1~}1 : .f\ 7.0 , .. 

(25) <') (4 ) 
j' 

80% 75% 75% 
4 23 25 

16/" / 2 0 

0.3 
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,t 

Assault 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More. than 2 

Mean 
Robbery 

(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 
II 

Rape 
(t of cases) 

None 
1 ":2 

j'.'> More than 2 

-26-

'c. TABLE II .2. WASBImTON, D.C.: (Continued) , 
Restitution 
AI AP 

(23) (57) 

70% 81t 
26 12 
4 7 

0.5 

(22) 

68' 
18 
14 

1.8 

(23) 

96' 
o 
4 

0.2 

(23' 

'S2., 
.26 
22 

9.1 

./.-(23) 
} . 87' 

13 
o 

0.1 

0.4 

(57) 

75' 
11 
14 

(56) 

96' 
o 
4 

1.9 

(57) 

'6;5:' 
,1:2 
23 

5.:6 

t,,) 
88'. 

7 
5 

0 .• :9 

AIR 

(7) 

861 
o 

14 

0.4 

(7) 

7U 
o 

29 

2.7 

(7) 

10.0' 
o 
o 

0.0 

(7) 

(7) 

lOl)' 
o 
o 

I? 
Nonrestitution 

APR PROS 

(26) (47) 

8U 771 
12 15 

8 9 

1.4 

(26) 

621 
15 
23 

4.6 

(47) 

751 
17 

9 

I NCAR 

(4) 

SOl 
SO 
o 

0.8 

(4) 

~,51 
75 
o 

4.4 4.7 1.0 

(26) 

921 
8 
o 

0.0 

(~fU 

:651· 
.u 
23 

4.2 

(21) 

93' 
7 
o 

0.1 

~ 

(47) " (4) 

138' 
2 
o 

0.02 

: .. 01 
,f21 
1.9 

87' 
1 
7 

75' 
o 

25 

1.8 

(4) 

25 • 
.25. 
SO 

751 
2S 
o 

·O.~ 

() 

1 

, ' 

, . 

\ ! 

(\ 

\ 0 

o 

ill 

, 
/ 

/ 

/ 
l' 

;/ 

J 

TUf,E II. 2 • 
~ 

Fighting Uncl. Gang Fights) 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 

() 

More than 2 

Mean 

Victimless Offenses 
(Incl. Marijuana Use & Sale) 

(I of cases) I 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

l4ean 

jl 
/; 

II; 
\( / 
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WASaING~ON, D.C.: 

Resti tution 
AI AP 

(23) 

22t 
44 
35 

4.4 

(23) 

171 
17 
65 

(57) 

3.9 

(56) 

34t 
9 

57 

(t.:ontinued) 

Nonrestitution 
AIR APR PR08 

(7) 

14' 
57 
29 

2.0 

(7) 

14t 
29 
57 

(25) 

40,t 
24 
36 

6.0 

(26) 

(47) 

34t 
38 
28 

3.6 

(47) 

31\ 28\ 
15 19 
54 53 

50.0 35.9 42.7 27.8 41.1 

o 
I) 

o 

I NCAR 

(4) 

25t 
SO 
25 

1.3 

(4) 

61.0 

(I 

C,\ • 
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TABLE II.3. 

Burglary 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Q Larceny 
(. of cases) 

iNane 
1 - 2 
'More than 2 

, ,Mean 

Vandalism 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 -2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Aut-o '~e£t 
U of callea) 

iNoae 
1- :2 
ltorethan2 

(, 
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WASHINGTON, D.C.: NUMBER OF DELINQUEN'l OFFENSES COMMITTED 
BETWEEN 12 AND 18 MONTHS APTER REFERRAL 

(l 

o 

Restitution 
AI AP AIR 

(12) (34) (3) 
#' 

67\ 85t lOOt 
a 
a 

25 12 
8 3 

0.6 

(12) 

58' 
17 
25 

1.8 

(13) 

62' ~ 
.15 
23 

2 .•• 

ll;;a~ 

" "ISI 
~.,;O 

• 

o 

0.2 

(36) 

67, 
25 

8 

(3) 

100" 
o 
a 

1.1 0.0 

(35) (2) 

86' 100' 
U 0 

3 0 

0.3 0.0 

__. ".'6?,a 

'1)',0 

'3 13 

Nonrestitution 
APR PROB 

(20) (24) 

75t 79t 
20 13 

5 8 

,~O. 7 

(20) 

1.3 

(20) 

1S. 
15 
10 

~ rO.8 

(20) 

'9.01 
liO 
a 

, ' 

2.S 

(24) 

50' 
21 
29 

4.5 

(2S) 

68' 
D 20 

12 

1.0 

(25) 

"<8ft 
120 

4 D 

,. -~ 

INeAR 

(1) 

lOOt 
a 
a 

0.0 

(1) 

100, 
o 
a 

o 0.0 

(1) 

lOOt 
o 
0: 

0.0 

'('1) 

0.'.0 

(, 

(.1 

1.\ 

I ; 

{J 

a , 
)) 

Assault 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 
Robbery 

(. of cases) 

,None 
1 - ~'':\ 
More ;'than 2 

f4ean 

Rape-
(~, of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

() 

TABLE II.3. 

,;/-' 

Q 

selling and Receiving 
Stolen Goods 

(., Dfen •• ) 

None 
1 - :2 
MOl',e than 2 

Mean 

porgery 't of cases~) 

None 
1 - 2 

~"Ore than 2 

Mean 

-29-

~ASHINGTON, D.C.: 

Resti tution 
AI AP 

(13) (36) 

8St 94\ 
o a 

lS 6 

1.2 

(13) 

62' 
23 
15 

1.2 

(13) 

92' 
8 
o 

0.2 

(1l) 

8~" 
e 
8 

0.5 

(13) 

85\ 
,15 

a 

0.3 

(36) 

1at 
17 

6 

0.8 

(36) 

89' 
11 
a 

0.2 

(35) 

71' 
20 

" 3 

2.0 

(36) 

94t 
6 
a 

0.1 

(Continued) 

AIR 

(3) 

lOOt 
a 
a 

0.0 

(3) 

100' 
a 
a 

0.0 

(2) 

100\ 
o 
a 

0.0 

(2 ) 

100' 
'0 
a 

0.0 

(3) 

lOOt 
o 

" 0 

0.0 

Nonrestitution 
APR PROB 

(20) (25) 

95\ 72t 
5 16 
a 12 

0.1 

(20) 

15\ 
15 

, 10 

0.9 

(20) 

95\ 
5 
o 

0.1 

(20) 

15' 
5 

20 

1.2 

(19) 

95\ 
5 
o 

0.1 

0.8 

(24) 

sat 
11 
,,25 

2.0 

(25) 

lOOt 
o 

~: 0 

0.0 

(25) 

52' 
20 
28 

3.9 

(25 ) 

92% 
4 
4 

4.0 

I NCAR 

(1 ) 

0% 
100 

o 

1.0 

(1) 

100% 
a 
a 

0.0 

lOOt 
o 
o 

0.0 

(1) 

0% 
100 

a 

1.0 

(1) 

100% 
a 
a 

0.0 

Ij 

_.) 

0' 
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1: TABLE II. 3 • WASHINGTON, D. C. : 

r 
~ 
I; 
j, 

1 

f 

I I 0 

I 

~ 
I 

o 

Pighting (Incl. Gang Ptghts) 
(. "of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 co 

More than 2 

Mean 

Victimless Offenses 
(Incl. Marijuana Use & Sale) 

(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 
<) 

Restitution 
AI AP 

(13) (36) 

23' 61\ 
46 2B 

,,31 11 

1.B 1.2 

(13) (35) 

<J. 

39' 34' 
I'j 

0 ,20 
62 46 

8~2 17 .~, 
-(;-, 

G 

(Continued) 

Nonrestitution 
AIR 

(3) 

67t 
33 

0 

0.3 

(3 ), 

0' 
0 

100 

61.7 

o 

APR 

(20) 

55' 
30 
15 

0.9 

(1B) 

33' 
22 
4<1 

33.7 

(~' '_ t 

PROB 

(25)'\, 

44\ 
12 
44 

4.2 

(24) 
-;-"~'" 

29' 
13, 
58 

42.0 

-I NCAR 

(1) 

0' 
100 

0 

2.0 

(1) 

0' 
0 

100 

5.0 

0' 

i) i . ' 
"", .. ~ 

1 } ® 

':1 , 
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WASHINGTON, D.C.: CIRCUMSTANCES AND CONSEQUENCES 
OF SUBSEQUENT OPPENSES 

Restitution Nonrestitution 
AI AP AIR APR PROe INCAR 

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

(. of cases) 
u 

Alone 
With others 

The Youth Usually Knew 
The Victim 

(t of cases) 

Yes 
No 
usually no victim 

What Usually Hapeened as a 
Result of The(se) Offense(s) 

(. of cases) 

Nothing, didn't get caught 
Punished, not arrested, 

apologized 
Arreste,d, not taken to 

court 
Taken to court 
Restitution 
Jailor detention 
Incarceration 

£ncount.r.s 'NithJuvenile 
,au.tic. 'System 

(t of cases) 
Avg. ,oftimesstopped by 
pOlice (excl. traffic 
tickets) 

(t of cases) 
Avg •• of times taken to 
jU'ienile court for 
breakinc;r the law 

(23) 

48t 
52 

(22) 

IB' 
46 
36 

(23) 

57t 

4 

0 
39 

0 
0 
0 

(44) 

46\ 
54 

(45) 

16ft 
40 
44 

(50) 

46' 

4 

12 
36 

2 
0 
0 

,(25) (67) 

(25) (67) 

0.6 0.7 

(7) 

71\ 
29 

(7) 

0' 
29 
71 

(7 ) 

43' 

0 

0 
57 

0 
0 
0 

(8 ) 

1.0 

(8) 

1.1 

(25) 

48' 
52 

(24) 

29' 
33 
38 

(25) 

32' 

4 

20 
44 

0 
0 
0 

(36) 

0.:5 

(36) 

0.4 

(41 ) 

46\ 
54 

(40) 

8' 
45 
48 

(44) 

SO, 

2 

5 
,43 

0 
0 ., 

(57 ) 

(56) 

0.9 

(3 ) 

67% 
33 

(3 ) 

0\ 
33 
67 

(3 ) 

33% 

0 

33 
33 

0 
0-
0 

(4) 

0.8 

~ 
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TABLE 11.5. WASHINGTON, D.C.: YOUTHS' PERCEPTIONS OP 
ct~ .PU'roRB AR1) EDUCATIONAL GOALS· 

Restitution Nonrestitution 
AI AP APR PROB INCAR 

Youths' Subjective Estimates of 
Gettins a Good Job in the Puture 

(. of cases) 

Excellent 
Good 
Average 
Below average 
Poor 

o 
Youths' Concerns About Col lese 

(. of cases) 

Wants tc:{ 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'~. 
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 

(;. \ 

--

o 

(23) 

2~' 
39 
35 
o 
o 

(8) 

22' 

44 

11 

22 

o 

(7) 

(55) 

11' 
53 

> 33 
o 
4 

(43) 

37, 

33 

16 

o 

71:' 1'Oh 
29 G 

*Responses taken twelVe months after referral. 
~J 

(7) 

43' 
29 
o 

29 
o 

(5) 

40' 

20 

o 

40 

o 

(3)-

·in 
33 

--
o 

(24) 

29' 
42 
21 

4 
4 

(17) 

53' 

18 

6 

18 

6 

89' 
..l.l 

(45) 

27, 
40 
29 

2 
2 

23' 

37 

10 

30 

o 

~14) 

(4) 

25' 
a 

50 
·0 

25 

(2) 

0' 

50 

o 

50 

o 

(1) 

o 

11 

(, 

i 
{, . 

o 

\ 
\ 
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Chapter III 

Clayton County, Georgia 

(:( 

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

data collected in Clayton County, (~eorgia. A description of the Clayton 

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

(see esp., pp. 10-11, 22, and 96-99) and.will not be covered here. 
·0 

The se~f-report survey results for Clayton County are presented in 
\~ 

three sections.. The first section dis~usses rates of self-report survey 
\\ 

" I' 

coverage and\,~roblems of nonresponse bias. The second section contains 

narratiVe of t~e findings of the self-report survey: and ,the third section 
1,) 

displays the tabular materials, 'composed of seven tables, each focusing on 
.\ 

different self-report survey topics. 
.\ 

;:§I 

Clayton County Self-Report Survey coverage 

In Clayton County, 85 percent of all youth·(220 referrals) in the 

natioriiil evaluation completed at least one self-report .instrument (Table 
.. if 

1.2). Thirty-eight pe~cent completed the intake self-report: 48 percent, 
:1 ,D 

the six-month self-repott: 32 percent, the 12-month self-report; and 19 
" I' 

c 

percent, the l8-month survey. Of the five intenaivesiteswhere the se.lf­
{) 

report \wasadllini.ter,ed .. ~ eltayton .county had the :thir.d bi9he.t number of 

referrals, and had the hi9h~st rate of self-report survey coverage (a rate 
." . ' 

26 percent~ge points higher than tne "Overallave·rage fot' the five inten-

sive sites). '\ 

By evalua~ion group, the highest }ates 'of survey coverage were 

obtained in the restitution and cQunseling (R & C) group and the counsel-
.. \f 

tng only (C) group" Interestingly, the counseling group had the second 

,~ ::1 o 
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'I lowest rates for the intake and s/i.x-month surveys, and it had the ri.ghest 
'1.11,' 11 

rates for the 12- and l8-month instruments. The counseling 9roup's rates 

for the 12- and l8-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 months: C, 5.6 months: R, 3.5 months; 

and CONTROL, 6.1 months. Another possible explanation for this differ-

ence is that it could be evidence of a ~,sitive treatment effect for the 

counseling group. The causal ~onnection 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 who completed at least one self-repo~t 

survey in Clayton County was the highest of the five national eValuation 

sites 'i(85 percent), Clayton County did not have the highest rate of survey 

response on any of the four individual self-report surveys. On each of 

the four types of surveys, Clayton j~ounty had the second highest rate of 

survey response, while th,i highest 'ates of response alternated among the 
o II 

other evaluation sites. 

The moderate ftate of survey response for -some of 1:'he indi,vidual 8e1£­

report instruments in Clayton Countyplace8 limits on our confidence that 

these data are general1.zable to all evaluation referrals in Clayton. This 

is especially the case for the IS-month self-report where fewer than one-

third ·of all referrals (24 percent) have completed the suruvey. At,trition 

is, of course, expected on surveys Which cover these later time frames, 

• 
J ! 

'I 
J 
-

-.\ 

•• 
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" 0 

and tt'lis,) pattern of attrition has been a consistent one across all of the 

national evaluation sites. Nonetheless, the rate of attrition across 

these later surveys does(limit their generalizability. On the other hand, 

instruments -- particularly the six-month self-report with its 48 percent 
(,' " 

response rate ~- administered earlier have high enough 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 

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

Clayton County. 

Clayton County Self-Report Survey Results 

The descriptive ,; results of the Clayton county self-~:~port surv,'9Y are 

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

be discussed, and some background and explanations for the findings 

/(presented in these tables will be provided. Each table displays informa­
\)" 

tion on a particular self-report topiC: this discussion wiil focus around 

these topics. 

Table III.l presents information on youths' living situations six 

months after ref.ernl. This information is takenf.rom the six-month 

self-report, the first self-repor.t administered in Clayton County after 

referral. S~xty percent of all referrals were living with both their 

mother and father'" six months after refer ral (step-.parents are included 

here), and another 24 percent were living with only one parent (usually 
. \1 

,I 

, 
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their mothers) at this time. Only one referral was reported to be liVi\~9 

in an institutional setting. 

Differences in the proportion of referrals reporting that they were in 

school were not statistically significant (at or b~yond the .05 level) 

across the four evaluation groups. 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 was 'erlroli~'d in the tenth grade, and 

there were no statistically significant ~i~ferences across the evaluation 
" 

groups. 'Of those 38 youth who had dropped out of school, 47 percent had 

not completed the tenth grade. The self-reported grade point averag~s of 

these youth were surprisingly high, averaging between a C and a C+. 

The employment situation of the Clayton County respondents was not 

particularly good, and did not differ significantly across evaluation 

groups. Jhirty-six percent of all respondents reported that they 

currently had a full or part-time job. Of those who had a job, more 

respondeht-s reported that their job was obtained with the assistance of 

their parents or through a 'friend -- 49 percent overall -- than reported 

that they themselves had found the job 41 percent. Only two youth --

both in the restitution 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; overall, the average number of jobs held in the last six months 

was 0.7. 

t, • 
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Although these youth were all adjudicated delinquents, they were not 

without close friends according to these data. Acros~ the four 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 

\\ \1 '~\ I who have committed offenses for which they have or COU;d have been 

\\ \\1 arrested -- averag~d less than halft-he overall number of close friends 
<~( '\ 

.~ \\ 
, reported; overall, these respondents averaged 14 delinquent close friends. 

'::::::,"0 

There were no significant differences across evaluation groups in the 

average numbers of close friends or delinquent close friends. 

~ables 111.2 through 111.5 summarize these respondents' accounts of 

their delinquent behaviors. Table 111.2 contains self-report information 

from th .>.ntake se.lf-report; Table III. 3, the six-month self-report; Table 
~ ., 

III.4, the 12-month self-report; and· Table III.5, the 18-mo"th self-report. 

The format of the four tables is identical to allow direct comparisons 

between offenses .reported in these four .time frames. .Elevendifferent 

majo.roffense types .ar-epr·es-entedin . each table; these ar-ebroken 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 ':.) 

two offenses is presented; in addition, the average number of offenses per 
'11:7 

respondent is displayed. 

The purposes of th~ intake self-ieport were to establish a baseline 

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

, 
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integrity of the random assignment in clayt~ri county. If random assign­

ment is functioning properly, there should be no significant differences 

in the rates of self-reported offenses across the four evaluation.,groups. 

The results of the intake self~reporc are displayed in Table III.2. 

Both an analysis of variance test fANOVA), to test the differe.nces of 

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

distributions of e~ch variaj:),le, were emihoyed. The chi-square revealed a 

statistically significant difference across the four evaluation groups in 

the number of self-reported burglaries (p,~ .03) and the number of self-
e/ """" " 

reported larcen~r (p. .03). whUe tbe AN°VAlonlY apprOached Significance 

for burglaries ~ .08) and sbowed no differLnce fOr larcenies (p •• 66). 

Given that a total '~Of 22 statistical tels were conducted on th~se 11 
~ 

offense types (i.e., two tests for each offense type), we wQuld expect at 

least one significant:'difference based on chance alone when using a .05 

criterion for statistical significance; thus, the finding of two ,statis-

tically significant differ~Q,ces, while marginally outside the domain of 
;~';" 

chance, is not of particularly great concern. Nonetheless,pne should 

.note these cUfferences -- especially .since .they ,relate to two of th.e most 

importaDtof,fense types - as ther-esu!ts of the later self-reports are 

. presented,. 

Reoffenses" ~en th~y 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 attempted offenses 

are included in these data. In the property category (the overall mean 
,'~ :~\ 

scores per offender are in parentheses" for the) six-, 12- ~ and l8-month 
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self-reports, respectively), larceny (1.0; 1~5; 1.1), selling and 

receiving stolen gOOd: (1.1; 0.9; 0.4), and burglary (0.5; 0.8; 0.3) 
(J ',' 

comprised the majority of off~nses. Reports of personal offenses were 

confined primarily to simple and aggravated assault (0.2; 0.3; 0.2). 

The largest single category of~offenses reported was victimless " 

offenses, Wi~ an average of 56 victimless offenses reported in the first 

six-month time frame, 40 in the six-to-12 month time frame, and 80 repor-

ted for the l2-to-18 month period. This large amount, which was observed 

across all the national evaluation sites, is due primarily to the inclu-

sion of alcohol intoxication and marijuana use and sale in the victimless 

offense category. 
() C;~J 

Tests of significance·conducted\;;;h the six-, 12-, and 18-month data 

revealed fewer significant differences than should occur due to chance 
/. 

alone. For the'six-month self-report, one of the chi-square tests showed 

a significant difference; none of the ANOVA's did. In the six-month data, 

fJ 
a larger proportion of youth in the two counseling groups (C and R & C) 

ha9 co~itted one or more larCenies than youth in the other two groups, 

ana the .c:bi-,aquare test suggested thiswa:s .a statisticallY significant 
\~"', 

.difierence (p -.04). o 

In tbe 1:2~montnse1f-repor;, chi-square tests again revea1-ed one 

II. " statisticalll' significantclifference, aild the AifOVArevealednone.. In the 

~:l.2"",monthda:ta" n.one ~ the counseling .on1y (C) yout.h had committed robber-

ies in this time frame, while from five to 12 percent of youth in the 
S) 

three other evalu~.tion g.roups had committed at 'least one robbery; the 
/ ' .. " 

chi-square".~o"c this difference was statistically Significant (p = .05). 
''l'O'' 

() 

, 
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For the IS-month self-report,'there were no statistically significant 

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

groups for any of the 11 offense types examined. An interesting pattern 

~hat emerged in clayton county along with some of the other national 

evaluation sites was that an overall decline was observed irt the average 

number of offenses reported in the lS-month self-report compared with the 

l2-month self-report. Further, this decline was not restricted to anyone 

evaluation group or offense type, rather it apPeared generally across all 

groups and offense types. 

o Some possible explctnations for this finding are:, 1) That through 

attrition, the chro"ic offenders, some of whom., resP~~ded to the l2-month 

self-report, did not respond to the lS-month instrument; and that the 

types of respondents to the IS-month self-report were generally the less 

h . f J) c ronlC of enders. 2) That through maturation, the respondents to the 

l.8-month survey were naturally older than respondents to the 12-month 

survey, and were therefore committing fewer offenses. Of course, if this 

latterexplana.tionwer1t corr-ect, II decline should have occurred from the 

siJr- to the l'2-lIoDtb ,surveys., .and itdla ,Dot.. 'Mos.t likely, elements of 

,;botnexp1411ati=ona - ,.;long withr:)ther"unspeci,fied reasons - a1:e 'r~spon­

s ibl.e for :this decl-ine. 

Table In.6 sbowstbese youths· .ei'f~repo'rtea accounts of the circum-
o 

stances and consequences ofth~ir'$UbSl!qllent delinquent behavior. For 

respondents who completed more than oneself-r'eport, these responses are 

based on the latest self..;reportthata youth' filled out; fo~r example, if a 
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,/' : 
youth had c.o.:I,mpletec;i.,/,:boththe ,six- and 1 .. CI-month lf I ~ se -;eports, only the' 

I J 

youth I s ~:espon~~s to the lS-month sllrvey would be counted in Table I II. 6. 

II 

For thqs~ you,th who committe,d subsequent:'. offenses most offenders (72, 

percent) resPQn'ded that they/had usuall; committed their subsequent 
/« , , ,./ //,;1, 

offenses with at least ~~,·othe~,pe~,s()n, while 2S percent had usual')y 
J./' ,>' /j/ 

committed subsequent dffenses//alohe. Moreover., in most instances the ! /' 'C /,/' /: 

/ i 
offender either d~d J'lqt kno~t:he victim e:37 percent) or theyrfuth I s 

/' ',/' /:/' ,:l 
offenses usual}:y tended )t:l be victimless (37 p~rcent) • Ih/f'eithe,r of 

these two. iqstances ~~l~,.the differen'7es across evaf'uatid6 groups statis­

tically SignifiCan~ ; 7 
These youths/I, repo.rts of the con~equences ~f their subsequent offenses 

... 

were somewhat surpr ising. Fl' fty eight /t- f 11 - percr-n 0 a respondents reported 

l 
usually being taken to court when they bf,oke ~he law, while 28 percent 

reported that nothing happened. On thEf average, these youth were" taken to 

juvenile cour.t O.S times in the last six month time period. These 

findings, which appeared in a number of national evaluation sites, are 

surprising for two reasons. First of all, most respondents reported an 
), 

-all or noth:ing- ,ty") off'rupon',,; i&lthougb the court bas a range of 
. .; 

..QPtions lindaaling ;wi!th ;Qft.~~r.s. £ew re~ndents (14 .percent) reported 
Z/\~\ 

thKtbeywuee:itJ\er ;pun'~iiedbutnot ar:este.d" or ,were arrested but not 
I • 

taken to court. This j,eUl;p suggests that .for theseyoutb,who have a 

history ,of prior offenses, ~:ubsequent ,o.ffenses are dealt .. with strongly 
II 

~llen youth are arre~ted fd~ them. 

Secondly, these findings are somewhat unusual in that these youth 

usually have been apprehended for their subsequent offenses. Based on 

'",~...;.,.·'"t,·~""'· __ ._t£......,_.\o(~~£" .. ,'."'~-.4 ,~, . 
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these data, approximately 61 percent oftbose youtb who committed subse-

quent offenses were apprebended for at least one of their offenses. 

I ) ; 
-, ~ 

! j. 
c:=;:;.:::;., 

Moreover, this high apprehension rate does not appear to be related t~ 

level of police surveillance, since ~he average youth h~)been stopped 

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

Table III.7 presents informationoniyouths' perceptions of the future 

and tbeir educational goals. Th~se responses wer~ taken six montbs after 
I 

referral (i.e., from the six-month'self-report). 
',' 

J I, 
On the average, 62 

percent of these youth estimate their odds of obtaining a, good job in the 
" 

future as eitber good or excellent, wbUe only ux percent assign an 
;j 

estimate of below av.rage or pqor. <:oncerning their eQucational ,-plans, 58 

percent of the respondents want to go to college, but on1y24 percent are 

~ 

porty-~wo pe'rcentof aU l 
~f /1 

0reasonably sure that they Will attend college. 
'I • 

respondents do not want to go to ,;college, 
, 0 

and o~ thosfl not planning to qo 
/1 

• 'I. ,j' // to college, over7S percent plan to go to either vocatl0nalor business 
. p ,.ij , /'l 

school. Concerning this lat~er group ofr,espondents no;tPlannljt~ tof~o to 

college. there was a statistically significant differ~i:e (p /04/acro •• 

tbe';fo1Kevaluat.iOft ,i9zmQHI ill ithai,'Z':Gui%_ to attend' ~ocat:t'na1J :bui-
, ", b 

-., ~. . ,-;."..., ,II II ,ness ,.sChoo'l.. Youtb lUI rthe ;two ~ .. d.l:UUlm :9~pa111and /8., ,,.;C,l jdiUllaye,Q 
I /1 f 

a gr1!clterclesire ,~Ogotovo~''t.ional sc:bool tban 'YOuthJn the~. ,edunsel ing 
'/ l 11 /' 

/ ,I II ' _ 
te) ~ / -

grollP o.r/,/C/~L. . "''''\ 
,Summary I 

mbe flo /{d/l"nfts f h lf ' 
.4 #~. ':I 0" t e se -r,eport survey,s administered in Clayton County 

were interesting, and, in some instances, surprising. Statistically 
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is 
significant differences across evaluationugrOups 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 rneasureable effect on self-reported del in-

'quency activity in Clayton County. 
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"TABLE IlL!. cUY'lC?N ~OUNTY:YOUTHS' LIVING SITtJA'rION 
6,. MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL 

!) 
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TABLE 111.1. CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued) 
Ii 

Restitution 
R RiC 

Youth Currently Bas a Job j 
II 

(. of cases) (36) (38) 

Yes 31% 40% 
No 69 61 

Bow Youth Obtained Job ,~, 

(. of cases) ( ii) (15) 

Youth found job 46% 33% 
'Parents or friends found it 36 53 
Restitution project found it 18 0 

. Other 0 13 

Avera5le Number of Jobs Beld 
In Last 6 Months 

(. of cases) (32) (34) 

Mean score 0.9 0.6 

Avera5le Number of Close Friends 
(. of cases) (38) (38) 

Mean score" 18.6 38.8 

Avera5le Number of Delinguent Friends 
(. of cases) (38) (37) 

'Mean score 12.1 4.4 

o 'i 

C\ 

Nonrest 
C ~ONTROL 

(25) (22) 

32% 41' 
68 59 

(8 ) (9 ) 

25% 67% 
75 [") 33 

0 (r 0 
0 0 0 

(21) (20) 

0.4 0.9 

(24) (23) 

89.2 22.3 

(24) (22) 

43.3 3.3 
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CLAYTON COUNTY: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 
6 MONTHS PRIOR TO REFERRAL 
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TABLE III.2. CLAYTON COUNTY:-:' (Continued) 

Restitution Nonrest 
-:f.:,::' R RiC C CONTROL 
Assault 

U of cases) (lO) (37) (17 ) (11 ) 

" None 80' 84\ 94\ 82% 

1 - 2 II 16 6 18 

More than 2 7 0 0 0 

"Mean '0 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.2 

Robberx 
U of cases) (lO) (l7) (18) (12 ) a 

None 93\ 95' 100' 100% 

1 - 2 7 0 0 0 '-;;.' 

More than 2 0 5 0 0 
~;~ 

Mean 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 

Rape '.1 

" U of cases) . (30) (38) (17) (10) 

None 97% 100' 88' 100% 

1 - 2 j 0 12 0 

More than 2 0 0 0 0 

() 

Mean 0.03 0.0 0.2 0.0 

sellinsandReceivins Stolen Goods 
it of .cases) (30) (38) (1~) (12 ) 

:? 

:1lIone 77, sa, 8l' 83% 

1- ,2 20 26 "17 17 

More than 2 3 16' 0 0 

-Mean 0.4 1.S 0.2 0.3 
Q 

, 
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TABU UI.2. CLAITON COUNTY: (Continued) 

Restitution Nonrest 

(7 

" 

Forgery 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 
\) 

Fighting (Incl. Gang Fights) 
U of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Victimless Offenses (Incl. 
Marijuana Use , S~le) 

(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

R 

(30) 

87t 
10 

3 

0.4 

D 

(30) 

43' 
40· 
17 

2.6 

(30) 

33' 
13 
53 

·56.8 

RiC 

(38) 

8" 
10 

3 

0.3 

(38) 

40' 
40 
21 

3.7 

(38) 

3,t 
5 

58 

32.7 

,f 
/1 

J! 

i' 

C 

(18) 

lOOt 
0 
0 

0.0 

(18) 

'I ' 22t 
39 
39 

16.2 

(18) 

SOt 
6 

44 

38.2 

,/ 

'L~ # t ~, 

# 
/1 

I 
I) 

Ii 

CONTROL 
{1:..j 

(12) 

67t 
25 
8 

1.2 

(12) 

58t 
17 
25 

2.7 

(12) 

58t 
8 

33 

27.9 

I) 
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CLAYTON COUNTY: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 
IN THE 6 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL 
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TABLE III. 3. CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued) 

'Y, 
Restitution 
R R&C 

Assault 
(I of cases) (37) (38) 

None 84% . 90% 
1 - 2~! 14 10 !, 
More;" than 2 2 0 

/,' 
/1 

Mean 0.3 0.1 
"-.\ 

Robber~ 

(I of cases) (38) (38) 

None 95' 92' 
1 - 2 3 8 
More than 2 

I, 

3 0 

Mean 0.1 0.1 

Rape 
(t of cases) (38) (37) 

None 95\ 100% 
1 - 2 3 0 
More than 2 '3 0 

Mean 0.1 0.0 

Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods 
(t of cases) (38) (38) 

cNone 71' ·82' 
1- 2 11 11 
More than 2 18 8 

Mean 1.5 1.7 

Nonrest 
C CONTROL 

(25) (23) 

88% 83% 
8 17 
4 0 

0.2 0.2 

(25) (23) 

100\ 96% 
0 4 
0 0 

0.0 0.04 

(25) (23) 

96% 91% 
4 9 
0 0 

0.1 0.1 

f"\ 

(25 ) (23) 

aOl 74% 
20 22 

0 4 

0.2 0.4 

<> 

('-

o 

, , 
I-

i 

i 
; J' 

o 

Forgery 
(I of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

TABLE III. 3. 

Fighting (Incl. Gang Fights) 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Victimless Offenses (Incl. 
Marijuana Use & Sale) 

(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

-51-

CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued) 

Restitution 
R R&C 

(37) (38) 

92% 84% 
8 8 
o 8 

0.1 0.4 

(38) (38) 

55% 50' 
34 26 
11 24 

2.0 1.7 

(36) (38) 

25% 42% 
17 11 
58 47 

72.3 54.8 

<J 

Nonrest 
C CONTROL 

(25) 

92% 
8 
o 

0.1 

(25) 

44\ 
44 
11 

1.0 

(24) 

38% 
21 
42 

30.3 

(23) 

87% 
4 
9 

0.3 

(22) 

32% 
59 

9 

1.5 

(22) 

36% 
14 
50 

57.1 

Ij 

, 
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TABLE III. 4. CLAYTON COUNTY: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 
v 

BETWEEN 6 AND 12,MO~THS AFTER REFERRAL 
TABLE III.4. CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued) 

Ji 

:, 
Restitution Nonrest 

R R&C C CONTROL 

Restitution Nonrest 
R R&C C CONTROL 

Assault 
Bur5l1ar:l ';0 c) 

(I of cases) (19) (20) (30) (17) .", 

None 79' 90' 80' 94% 
,y 1 - 2 11 10 10 0 

More than 2 11 0 10 6 

(I of cases) (20) (19) (30) (17) 

None 95' 84% 87' 82% 
1 - 2 5 16 10 12 
More than 2 0 0 3 6 

Mean 2.2 0.1 0.4 0.8 I;:) ~ • I 

Larcen:l 
(I of cases) (19) (20) (30) (17 ) 

:' t I p 

None 79' 95' 73' 82' 
1 - 2 11 5 13 12 
More than 2 11 0 13 6 ' , '~ 

Mean 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.6 

Robber:l 
(I of cases) (20) (20) (30 ) (17) 

I~ 

None 95% 90t 100, 88' 
1 - 2 5 10 0 0 
More than 2 0 0 0 12 

':\ 
Mean 3.3 0.1 1.5 1.0 

,Mean 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.6 

Vandalism \. 
)\ 

(I of cases) (19) «(20) (30) (17) 
\! D 

None 90' 90' 80' 94% 
1 - 2 5 5 17 6 
More than 2 5 5 3 0 

Rape 
(I of cases) (20) (19) (30) (17 ) 

,~ 

.,...-/ 

None 95\ 95' 100' 100% 
1 - 2 5 5 0 0 
More than 2 0 0 0 0 

"'" Mean 1.6 0.3 0.3 0.1 
Mean 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 

( :0 
Auto Theft 

(I of cases) ~ (20) .' (20) (30) (l7) 

Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods 
(I of cues) (20) (20) (30) (17 ) 

None ';:::,., '90t 95' 90t 9·", 
1 - 2 10 'f 5 10 <, 0 

More than 2 0 0 0 6 0 ~ 

None 9o, 9St '8l1 82% 
1 - 2 0 5 10 12 
More than 2 10 0 7 6 

I? 

Mean 0.1 0.:1 0.1 0.2 
Mean 1.6 0.1 0.5 1.6 

" 

0 ~. ~ 

D ()- I! 
" 'I 

, 
'-1) 

" 
I 

.~ () 
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TABLE 111.4. CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued) 

)~ 

" 

'TABLE III. 5. CLAYTON COUNTY: NUMBER OP DELINQUENT OPPENSES COMMITTED BETWEEN 12 AND 18 MONTHS APTER REPERRAL 
.] 

I' I 

Restitution Nonrest 
R RiC C CONTROL 

Porgerx 
U of cases) , (20) (20) (30) (17 ) 

None 8St 90t 9" 94\ 
1 - 2 10 0 3 6 
More than 2 5 10 (<J 0 0 

,~-;. 

Mean 0.3 0.4 0.03 0.1 

Piqhting (Incl. Gang Pights) 
(. of cases) (20) (19) (30) (17 ) 

Restitution Nonrest I 
R RiC C CONTROL i I Burg1arx 

I I.:) (. of cases) (16) (15) (22) (8) / J ! 
~ 

None 
94t 100' 86% 100% 1 - 2 6 0 5 0 More than 2 0 0 9 0 J 

Mean) 0.1 t-; ,I !} 
0.0 0.7 0.0 

Larcenx 

None SOl 47, 50' 24' 
1 - 2 35 42 37 41 
More than 2 15 11 13 35 

Mean 1.4 1.0 1.6 3.4 

U of cases) l (16) (15) (22) (9) 
None 

81, 93t 59' 67, 
.~ 1 - 2 0 7 32 22 t \ More than 2 

19 0 9 11 

Victimless Offenses (Incl. 
Marijuana Ose i Sale) 

\ 

(. of cases) '\) (8) (20) (29) (17) 

None, 39% 60' 31\ 35' 
1 - 2 17 5 10 6 
Mo!,e than 2 44 35 S9 59 

Mean 54.0 26.6 39.1 40.8 

Mean 
0.7 0.1 2.1 0.8 I 

I Vandalism c/'''' 
'~ (. of cases) (16) US) (22) UO) I 

I 
None 

81' lOOt 82, 70' 1 - 2 6 0 S 20 More than 2 13 0 14 10 
~ 

I = Mean $) 0.6 0.0 2.3 0.8 n 
Auto Theft 

(. of cases) (16) (1S) (22) (10) 
.fione-

941 100' 91t 9o, (fJ 1 - 2 r,;:' 0 0 9 10 (/ More than 2 6 0 O~ 00 

o 

Mean 
0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 ~e 

~ 
~, 

("\ 1 0 
<.r, 

\' 

'/ 

() "0 
',> 
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TABLE 111.5. 0 CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued) 

Restitution 
c' R RiC 

Assault 
U of cases) (16) (1S) 

None 100' 93' 
1 - 2 0 0 
More than 2 r-. 

(I ""'-.J 

0 7 

) Mean 0.0 0.3 

Robber;t 
(. of cases) (16) (1S) 

None 94' 93' 
;i"' 1 - 2 6 " 7 

More than 2 0 0 
{;) , 

Mean 0.1 O~l 

Rape 
U of cases) (16) (1S) 

None 94t 100' 
1 - 2 '-, 0 0 
More than 2 6 0 

Mean 0.2 0.0 

Sell ins and Receivins Stolen Goods " 
(. of cases) () (16) US) 

None 75' "S7' 

~ 1 - 2 UCc 7 
() 

i More than 2 13 7 

~ 

f Mean 0.8 0.5 

f Forser,4 
~ (tof cases) ,(16) (1S) 

i , (') -jI;~ None 100' 100\ R 

I £ 1 - 2 
........ ~~ 0 0 

i (! More than 2 0 0 

1 Mean 0.0 0.0 

i 
~ 
" 

Nonrest 
C CONTROL 

(22) (9) 

77' 100' 
18 0 

S 0 

0.4 0.0
0 

(22) (9) 

96' 89' 
5 11 
0 0 

O~OS 0.1 

(22) (9) 

100' lOOt 
0 0 
0 0 

0.0 0.0 

U1·) ( 8') 

95' 75' 

° 25 
n 5 0 

cO .1 0.4 

(22) (10) 

91% 90\ 
9 10 
0 0 

0.1 0.1 
'" 

/ 
I 

~: i, 

( 

o 
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TABLE 111.5. CLAYTON COUNTY: (Continued) 

Fighting UncI. Gang Fights)' 
(. ,of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Victimless Offenses (Inclo. 
Marijuana Ose i Sale) 

(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

!1 

'11 

Restitution 
R RiC 

(16) \, (IS) 

31\ 73' 
SO 20 
19, 7 

1.6 0.6 

(1S) (15) 

20' 40' 
7 13 

73 47 

SO.8 26.9 

() 

IU 

Nonrest 
C CONTROL 

(22) (9) 

41\ 22\ 
36 44 
23 33 

4.0 2.9 

(21) (9 ) 

29' 11' 
14 22 
57 67 

96.0 !7 129.2 
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TABLE IlL6. CLA1TON COUNTY: CIRCUMSTANCES AND 
CONSEQUENCES OF SOBSEQOENT OFFENSES 

Restitution 
R RiC 

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

f (. of cases) ( 47) (54) 

Alone 25' 31' 
With others 75 69 ,I;' 

,j' 

The Youth Usualll Knew the Victim 
(. of cases) (45) (51) 

Yes 16' 29' 

No 51 31 

Usually no victim 33 39 

What Usualll Haeesned as a R.esult of 
The(se) Offense(s) a 

(. of cases) (44) (54) 

Nothing, didn't get caught 2¥' 30' 
Punished, not arrested, apologized 7 9 

Arrested, not taken to court 5 4 

Taken to court 59 57 

Restitution 0 0 

Jailor detention 0 0 

Incarceration 2 0 

Encounters With Juvenile Justice Slstem l~ 

(. of cases) /' 
'( 61) (66) 

,! 

Average tof· ti1les stopped bypo~ice 1.1 0.6 

(escl. traffic tickets 

(. of ci'ses) (61) (67) 

Average • of times~~aken to juvenile 0.9 0.9 

court for breaking the law 

.'::;: 

C 
Nonrest 

CONTROX: 

(38) (27) 

26t 26\ 
74 74 

(35) (24) 

31' 29' 
31 33 
37 38 

(40) (27 ) 

30% 19' 
15 11 

3 4 
53 63 

0 0 
0 0 
0 4 

(50) "( 42) 

0.3 
~'~l 

0·1b 

(50) (42) 

0.5 .. 0.6 
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TABLE 111.7. CLAYTON COUNTY: YOUTHS' PERCEPTIONS OF o 
THE PUTURE AND EDUCATIONAL GOALS· 

Restitution Nonrest 
R R&C C CONTROL 

Youths' Subjective Estimates of 

~) {) 
Getting a Good Job in the Future :r 

(I of cases) (37) (35) (24) (21) 

I Excellent 16% 23' 21\ 19% 
I 
I Good 49 37 38 18 

1 Average 32 31 42 24 
! 

~ " t .n Below average 3 6 0 10 

Poor v 0 3 0 5 

Youths' Concerns About college 
(I of cases) (25) (29 ) (20) (19) 

9; 

.~ 
Wants to go and plans to go 28' 21% 10' 16% 

Wants to go but doesn't know if 
'Ji he/she will 8 24 35 26 

1- Wants to go but doesn't think 

I he/she will 16 21 15 11 

Doesn't want to go and probably won't 44 35 35 37 
\ Doesn't want to go but probably will 4 0 5 11 , 

'f) 
r; 

(If Not Planning toGo to college) 
Youth Will Go to Vocational or 
Business School 

(I of cases) (16) (15) (9) (9) 

11) Yes 81' 93' 78' 44, 

,80 19 7 22 56 

~\\, 
0 

(\(1 0 

*Responses taken six months after referral. 
e) 

0 0 /) 
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Chapter IV 

Boise (Ada county)« Idaho 

This chapter presents descriptive results of the self-report survey 

data collected in Boise (Ada County), Idaho. A description of the Boise 
(0 

experimental design has already been presen~ed in the JOI'report (see 

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

The self-report survey results for Boise are presented in three sep-

tions. The first section discusses rates of self-report survey coverage 

and problems of nonresponse bias. The second section contains narrative 

of the findings of the self-report survey; and thE!, third section displays 

the tabular mat~rials, composed of five tables, each focusing on different 

self-report survey topics. 

Boise self-Report surve~ Coverage 

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

uation completed at least one self-report instrument (Table 1.2). Twenty-

nineopercent completed the six-month self-report; and 28 percent do~pleted 

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

report wasoadainistered, Boise had the lowest ll"r "Of referrals, and the 

second lowest rate of ,sel"f-report survey cover-age. 

By evaluation group, the highest rate of sQrvey coverage was obtained 

in the r,stitution (REST) group. Its rate was 11 percentage points higher 

than the control (CONTROL) group.. Since both survey instruments were 

administered by AO'l'OTRAK" (a computerized mailing procedlJrewhere surveys 
Ii 

(.,:~~\ 

would be 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 was due to the difference in 

treatment modalities. The REST group contained yo~th required to pay 

restitution who were monitored by the restitution ~roject for a period of 

two months, on the average. The CONTROL group co~tained youth who were 

incarcerated (normally for ,a period of one week), and who were then placed 
n ~ 

on probation; their treatment (in~luding the incarceration time) usually 

averaged 2~8 months. Probably the incarceration ti~e disrupted the 

CONTROL youths' lifestyles to a greater degree than restitution altered 

the REST group's. This disruption then made the CONTROL youth more diffi­

cult for IPA to locate and more hesitant to complete th~ self-report 

instrument, and thus was reflected in CONTROL's rate of complEition. 

The 39 percent rate of self-report survey response in Boise places 

limits on our conUdence in the generalizability of these data to all 

evaluation referrals in Boise. A 61 percent rate of noncompletion of at 

least one self-report is certainly discouraging. Interestingly, there was 

no significant dtfference between the rate of completion of the six-month 

self-report, which had a 29 percent rate, and the 12-lIOnth 8urvey,wH,h a 

28 percent rate. Moreover, the rates of cqapletion ~ortbetwo evaluation 

.groups did not differ between the ,six~ and the12~month instruments: .thus, 

comparisons across surveyinst.rUments and acrossevalu~tton groups will be 

reasonable to make. 

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

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

o 
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Boise Self-Report ,Survey Resul~ 

Th~ descriptive results of the Boise self-report survey are presented 
D 

in Tables IV.l through IV.S. In this section, these data will be discus-

sed~ Clnd some background and explanations for the findings presented in 

these tables will be provided. Each table displays information on a par-

ticular self-report topic; this discussion will focus around these topics. 

Table IV.l presents information on youths' living situations six 

months after referral. This information is taken from the six-month sel£-

report, the first self-report administered in Boise after referral. Sixty 

percent of all referrals were living with both their mother and father six 

months after referral (step-parents are included here), and another 17 

percent were living with only one ,parent (usually their mothers) at this 

time. No referrals report~lJ they were living 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) 

between the two evaluation groups. A slightly larger proportion of youth 

in REST reported they were in school full-time 86 percent -- than in 

CONTROL -- 79 percent. Of those youth in school, the average youth was 

enrolled in the tenth gr.ade, and ther~ were no st~tistically significant 

dif~e·rences across .,t'he ev.aluati'on groups. Of those eight youth who had 

dropped out of school, half had !lot completed the tenth grade. The self-

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

The employment situation of th~ Boise respondents w~s not particularly 

good, and while it did not differ significantly across evaluation groups, 
o 

" more youth in CONTROL were employed. Eighteen p~rcent 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 these youth reported that they were 

Not in a job that was obtained for them through the restitution project. 

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 

d ' t th data Overall, the average number without close ~~iends accor lng 0 e • 

h d ts was 9 4 More l' mportan'tly, of close friends reported by t ese respon en • • 

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 would surmise that 

this difference is, .in fact, a result of the CONTROL treatment where youth 

we=e, as discussed earlier, incarcerated for their offenses. While in the 

secure facility, many of the CONTROL yiluth probably made a number of new 

friends whom they are reporting here. 

This speculation is borne out when the data .showing the number of 

f ' d ' frl'ends of these youth who have commit-delinquent close rlen s -- l.e., 

ted offenses for which t~ey have or could have been arrested -- are 

examined. CONTROL youth reported over three times as many delinquent 

close friends as REST youth (7.2 compared to 2.0); however, this differ­

ence only approached statistical signififance (p = .12) according to the 
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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 youths 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 court. 

Tables IV.2 and IV.3 summarize these respondents' accounts of their 

delinquent behaviors. Table IV.2 contains self-report information from 

the six-month self-report; while Table IV.3 summarizes the l2-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 

differe~t major offense types a~e presented in each table; these are 

broken 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 average number of 

offenses per respondent is displayed. 

Reoffenses "wht.m 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 attempted offenses 

are included in these data. In the property category (the overall mean 

scores per offender are in parentheses for the six- and l2-month 

self-reports, respectively), selling and receiving stolen goods (5.4; 

1.3), larceny (3.9; l.S), forgery {3.l; 0.7}; and burglary (1.9; 0.2) 

comprised the majority of offenses. Reports of personal offenses were 

confined primarily to robbery ~2.l; 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, which was observed across all the national evaluation sites, 

is due primarlly to . the l·nclusl·on 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 conducted for each 

variable: an analysis of variance (ANOVA), to test for significant 

differences 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~ere conducted on the eleven offense variables from 

each self-report, and 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 r3vealed no statisti-

cally significant differences, while the ANOVAs revealed one. In the six-

month data, CONTROL youtbreported committing a significantly greater 

The number of victimless offenses (at the .04 level) than youth in REST. 

chi-square test showed no FtatisticallY significant difference between the 

evaluation groups, largely due to the cut-points used in collapsing the 

victimless offense variabl~ which were chosen to allow comparability 

across all eleven offense ~ariables and across all five evaluation sites. 

For the l2-mC'nth self·,report, there were no statistically significant 

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

oj 
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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 

last 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, 76 

percent of the respondents want to go to college, but only 41 p~;tcent arE! 

reasonably sure that they will attend college. Twenty-four percent of all 

respondents do not want to go to college, and of those not planning to go 

to college, 80 percent plan to go to either vocational or bUsiness schoo;L. 

There were no statistically significant differences across eValuation 

groups in any of the variables in Table IV.5. 

Summary 

The findings of the. self-report surveys administered in Boise were 

quite interesting, and raise some important issues, particularly regarding 

the effects of incarceration on 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. In addi-

tion, youth who had been incarcerated had reported committing a si9nifi-
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cantly greater number of victimless offenses than youth ordered restitu-

tion. While there were no statistically significant di~ferences in the 

self-reported deiinquency behavior of these youth for more serious offen-

ses, we did find that of the 11 offense types reported in the six-month 

self-report, incarceration youth had committed a higher average number ror 

10 of them; but for the 12-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 

of 22 instances. 

These results ~uggest two important patterns -- one short-term arid one 

long-term. First, in the short-term, incarceration youth tended to have a 

higher rate of reoffending. Based on the six-month self-report data, the 

incarceration group tended to commit mor~ offenses than the restitution 

group in the first few months after referral (Incarceration youth received 

2.8 months of treatment, and restitution youth received 2.0 months of 

treatment on the average during this six-month time period.). The reasons \, 

for the incarceration youths' greater short-term offense behavior .might be 

because of a higher rate of o.ffense activity while in the secure facility, 

as compared lith the restitution youth whose treatmentrequued no time in 
II 

an institut;Jlbn; it might be due to the incarceration group's greater 

number of delinquent friends with whom they might be affiliating after 

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

factors. 
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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 ~f the incarceration experience. 

In summary, the results in Boise suggest that restitution did, in some 

instances, bring about lower rates of subsequent offense activity than 

incarceration, and in no instance did resti.tution appear to be signifi-

cantly related to higher rates of reoffending than incarceration. 

(I 

, 
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TABLE IV.l. BOISE: YOUTHS' LIVING SITUATION 
SIX MONTHS APTER REPERRAL 

Living Situation 
(. of cases) 

CJ 

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 

Grade Point Average 
(. of cases) 

:Mean score 

(If Not in School) Last Year Completed 
(I of cases) 

I.' 

Eighth or lower 
Ninth 
Tenth 
Eleventh 
Twelfth 
Special school 

l~;' 

REST 

(28) 

57% 
18 

4 
0 

21 

(28) 

86' 
14 

(24) 

33' 
21 
25 

4 
13 

4 

(27) 

2.3 

(4 ) 

2S\ 
2S 
25 

0 
25 

0 

,;',.-'. 

" I 

CONTROL 

(24) . 1), 

63' 
/) 13 
\J 0 (j 

0 
25 

(24) 

79' 
21 

(19) 

2lt 
11 
16 
26 
11 
16 

(~J 

2~ 

(4 ) 

0' 
'SO 
:50 

0 
0 
0 eli (} 

.) I 
I:J 01 0 
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TABLE IV.l. BOISE: (Continued) 

Youth currently Bas a Job 
(. of,! cases) 

Yes 
No 

Bow Youth Obtained Job 
(. of cases) 

Youth found job 
~arents or friends found it 
Restitution project found it 
Other 

Average Number of Jobs Held in Last 6 Months 
(. of cases) 

Mean score 

Average Number of Close Friends 
(. of cases) 

Mean score 
\\, 

Average Number of Delinquent Priends 
(. of cases) 

Mean score 

(j 

REST 

(27) 

18' 
82 

( 5) 

60% 
20 
o 

20 

(24) 

1.2 

(28 ) 

5.3 

(28 ) 

2.0 

c':. 

CONTROL 

(23 ) 

35% 
65 

(8 ) 

63% 
37 
o 
o 

(22) 

0.6 

(23) 

14.4 

(23) 

7.2 

~ 

\) 
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TABLE IV.2. BOISE: (Continued) 

Assault 
REST CONTROL 

(t of cases) (28) (24) 

None 89% 88% 
1 - 2 4 8 More than 2 7 4 

Mean 0.3 0.8 

Robber;t 

\" 
(t of cases) (28) (24) 

None 96% 88% 
1 - 2 0 8 More, than 2 4 4 

1'/ 
Mean 0.1 4.5 

Rape 
(t of cases) (27) (23) 

None 100% 91% 
1 - 2 !(\ 0 4 II 
More;~than 2 0 4 

Mean 0.0 1.0 

SeflinSi and ReceivinSi Stolen Goods 
~ (t of cases) (28) (24) 

None 
61' 67% 

1 - 2 2S 21 
!lOre .than 2 14 13 

Mean 1.0 10.6 

7l 

, 
c? 

o 
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TABLE IV.2. BOISE: (Continued) 

Forgerl 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Fighting (Incl. Gang Pights) 
(. of case's) 

None 
1 - 2' 
More than 2 

Mean 

Victimless Offenses (Incl. Mati juana'j 
Use & Sale) 

(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

CG 

Q 

REST 

(28) 

89' 
4 
7 

0.3 
>0 

" 
(28) 

43\ 
46 
11 

0.9 

(28) 

32' 
4 

64 

31.4 

c 

CONTROL 

(24) 

88' 
4 

. :J .. 

8 

6.4 

., (24) ~ 
\j 

38% 

-I 

29 
33 

!} 
0 

8.1 
" 

(23) 

30, .~ 

4 ~~ I 

6S 

93.1 

h);, 
Do 

0' 
ri) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

{)I 0 

I 
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TABLE IV.3. BOISE: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 
BETWEEN 6 AND 12 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL 

REST CONTROL 
Burg1arl .' 

(I of cases) (27) (24) 

None 8S% 92% 
1 - 2 11 4 
More than 2 4 4 

MeaJl 0.3 0.2 

Larcenl 
(I of cases) (27) (23) 

None ~2% 61% 
1 - 2 26 26 
More than 2 22 13 

Mean 2.0 0.8 
I) 

Vandalism l~( 

(I of cases) (26) (23) 
'I 

None 8S% 74{ 
1 - 2 12 ~~\~ More than 2 4 , 
Mean 0.3 1.2 ."\ 

\, 
Auto Theft <. 'of cases) (27) i( 23) 

None 85' 9U 
1- 2 7 0 
More than 2 7 ';9 

J!ean 3.7 0.3 

-~ 
\J.\ 
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.-
TABLE IV.3. BOIS2':-

Assault 
(t of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Robber;t 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than ~ 

IT 
Mean 

(~ Rape >:. 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 
~ 
" Sellins and Receivins " Stolen Goods i , (. of cases) 

, ~ 

I None 
" ~ 1- .2 (~ ! 

~ More tban 2 
,f 
(; 

Mean 

" ,/ 
"' '."" rContinued) 

REST 

(27) 

93% 
4 
4 

0.1 

(26) 

96% 
0 
4 

0.8 

(27) 

93% 
4 
4 

0.3 

(27) 

70% 
22 
7 

1.2 

,\ 

CONTRQ& 

(23) 

96% 
0 
4 

0.1 

(23) 

9,~' 
4 
0 

0.1 

. (23) 

91% 
4 
4 

0...].2 
c' 

(24) 

71% 
13 
17 

1.3 

o 

?} 

/< • 

, j, 

::.:) 

(:-

o 

Forser;t 
(. of c~ses) 

NOne 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

TABLE IV.3. 

Fightins (Inc1. Gans FiShts) 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean, 
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BOISE: 

Victimless Offenses (Incl. Marijuana 
Use & Sale) 

(. of cases) 

NoneD 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

(Continued) 

I) 

REST 

(27) 

89% 
11 

0 

0.1 

(27) 

56% 
30 
15 

1.2 

(27) 

15% 
7 

c·78 
~v, 

\~j-39.9 

COUTROL 

(24) 

83% 
4 

13 

1.4 

(23) 

35% 
30 
35 

2.8 

(24) 

25% 
8 

67 

84.5 

, 
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TABLE IV.4. BOISE: CIRCUMSTANCES AND CONSEQUENCES 
OF SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES 

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

(t of cases) 

Alone 
With others 

The Youth usually Knew the Vic~ 
(t of cases) 

Yes 
No 
Usually no victim 

Wha't Usua.lly Happened as a Resul t of 
The(se) Offense(s) 

(t of cases) 

Nothing, didn't get caught 
punished, not arrested, apologized 
Arrested, not taken to court 
Taken to court 
Restitution 
Jailor detention 
Incarcerati'on 

~unter:s With Juvenile Justice System 
(t of cases) 

Aver.age t of times stop~~d by police 
(excl. traffiC tickets 

(# .of cases) 

Average # of times taken ~o juvenile 
court for breaking the law 

REST 

(26 ) 

27% 
73 

( 25.) 

27% 
32 
52 

l27) 

44% 
7 
0 

48 
0 
0 
0 

(38 ) 

1.2 

(38) 

0.9 

CONTROL 

(22 ) 

36% 
64 

(18 ) 

35% 
33 
39 

( 21) 

76% 
0 
0 

24 
0 
0 
0 

(32 ) 

1.5 

(32 ) 

1.1 
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TABLE IV.S. BOISE: YOUTHS' PERCEPTIONS GF 
THE FUtURE AND EDUCATIONAL GOALS* 

Youths' Subjective Estimates of G etting 
a Good Job in the Future 

(. of cases) 

Excellent 
Good 
Average 
Below average 
Poor 

Youths' Concerns About C 11 o ege 
(. of cases) 

Wants to go and plans to go 
Wants to go but doesn't know if he/she ~ill 
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 

*Responses taken six months after referral. 

REST 

(27 ) 

22% 
26 
48 

4 
o 

(24 ) 

46% 
25 
13 
13 

4 

(10 ) 

70% 
30 

CONTROL 

(22 ) 

36% 
32 
23 

5 
5 

(13 ) 

31% 
15 
15 
31 

8 

(10 ) 

90% 
10 
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Chapter V 

Oklahoma County, Okiahoma 

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 Jor 

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

The self-report survey resul ts for Oklahoma County are' esented in 

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

coverage and problems of nonresponse bias. The s~ 'nd section ccntains 

narrative of the findings of the self-r.~ort survey: and the third section 

displays the tabular materials, ~omposed of six tables, each focusing on 

different self-report surve~ topics. 

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-report instrument (Table 

I.2). Sixty-seven percent completed the intake self-report: 19 percent, 

the six-month self-report: and 15 percent, the 12-month self-report. Of 

the five intensive sites where the self-report was administered, Oklahoma 

county had the second highest number o.f referrals, and had the third high-

est rate of self-report survey coverage. 

By evaluation group, the highest rates of survey coverage were obt.ain-

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. 



-84-

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 of 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 CO,I,lnty was admini­

stet;J'p\ by the on-site data coordinator at the time of referral to the 

experimental treatment, all followup surveys (viz., the six- and 12-month 

instruments) were administered by AUTOTRAK -- a computerized system where 

surveys were mailed from IPA in Eugene six and 12 months after each 

youth's date of referral. AUTOTRAK was developed because federal funding 

reductions in the national evaluationfc':'ced the termination' of the local, 

on-site data collection personnel. 
;1 

AOTOTRAK was viewed as a compromise. that would probably not generate 

rates of survey .response as high as on-site datacoQrdinato.rs could ,but 

was better than no followup survey administration a't all. Such assump-

tions tur.ned out to be true. The two sites where all followup surveys 

were administered by AU'l'OTRAK -- Oklahoma County and Boise -- had the 

-85-

an on-site person in Oklahoma County, no one was available to correct and 

remail surveys that were returned with incorrect addresses. In some 

instances, a staff person in Eugene could contact the site, obtain a new 

address when a survey was returned because of an ou~-of-date address, and 

remail the survey, but this was, because of resource limitations, a 

limi ted 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, sii:lce the rates of 

response do not differ significantly across these groups; thus, there is 
o 

no reason to assume that different types of individuals -- in terms of 

their proclivity to respond to a survey -- responded in each of the three 

evaluation groups in Oklahoma County~ 

Wi th these caveats in mind, the following sect'j?on presents the results 
I; 
n 

II 
of the self-repor\; surveys for those youth who cor.ipleted 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. In this section, these data will be 

discussed, and some background and explanations f.or the findings presented 

in these tables will be provided. Each table displays information on a 
lowest rates of response of the five sites on their followup su~veys. ~. 

The problems with AUTOTRAK were baSically the results of the limited 
particular self-repor~~topic; this discussi~n will focus around these 

financial resources wi th which it was 'provided. Since IPA no longer had 
topics. ,. 
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Table V.l presents information on youths' living situations six months 

after referral. 
c~ 

This information is taken from the six-month self-r~.!port, 
\\ 
\\ 

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 (step-parents are included here), and 

anothe~ 25 percent were living with only one parent (usually their 

mothers 1 at this time. Only ,one referral was reported to be ~iving in an 

institutional 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 referrals 

reported they were in school. Of those youth in school, the average youth 

was 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 

self-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 wi tho.thex 

national :evaluation 'Sit~s, and it did not di'ffer sl.gni.ficantlyacross the 

three evaluation -groups.. Thirty-three percent of all respondents 'reported 

that they :curr.ently had a full o,r part-time job. Of those who had a job, 

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 fri~~d. None of these respondents reporte~ that they 

',I 

1: 
1\ 

~ i 

, \ 
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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. 

c' 
Although these youth were all adjudicated delinquents, th~y were not 

without close friends according to these data. Overall, these youth 

reported an average of six close friends. Differences across evaluation 

groups, while not st3tistic~lly 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 offenses for which they have or could have been 

arrested -- averaged about one-third the overall number of close friends 

reported; overall, these respondents ave~aged 2.2 delinquent close friends. 

There were no signifi~ant differences across evaluation groups in the 

average numbers of delinquent close friends, although, again, restitution 

youth reported slightly higher numbers than their nonrestitution counter-

parts. 

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 s~~J~report; and Table V.4, 

the l2-month sel£.-report. The format of the \:;~,= .. ~~)tables is identical to 

allow direct comparisons between offenses reported in these three time 

frames. Eleven different major offense types are presented in each table; 

these are brok~n out by ~he three evaluation groups in Oklahoma County. 
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For each offense type, the proportion of respondents who 

onecor two, and more than two offenses is presented; in 
(!.) 

average number o~~offenses per respondent is displayed. 

"~\ 

~rommitted 
II 

dl:.a .. aultlon, 
,?/I 

none, 

the 

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 ra~pcm assignment in Oklahoma County. If random assign­

ment is funct~9n:Lng properly, there should be no_significant differences 

in the r:at:es of self-reported offenses across th fl' ,:/' e our eva uatlon groups. 

c/The results of the intake self-report are displayed 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 
c, 

significant differences at or beyond the .05 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 significant differences 

across the evaluation groups in the self-repo~ted delinquency patterns of 

these youth at the time of referral. 

Reoffenses, when they were reported by these respondents, appeared 

primarily in the property offensel!categories,with felipersonal offenses. 

It is important to note that bothaetual offenses and attempted offenses 

are includedj~n these data. In the 'proper'ty ,category (the overall mean 

scores per o,ffender are in parentheses for the six- and l2-month self-

reports ,respecti vely), larceny (1. 9; 2. J ), burglary (1. 5; 0.5) , selling 

and recei vii'ig9~olen goods (1. 3; 0.9), and vandalism (1.1; 0.5) compr ised 

' •. 1- t 
1 

fl 

-89-

the majority of offenses. Reports of personal offenses were confined 

primarily to simple and aggravated assault (1.4; O.A). 

The largest single category of offenses reported was victimless 

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

six-month time frame, and 30 in the six-to-12 month time frame. This 

large amount, which \'las observed across all the national evaluation sites, 

is due primarily to the inclusion o~ alcohol intoxication and marijuana 
'\ 

\\ 
use and sale in the victimless offen~e category. 

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

some significant differences. For the six-month self-report, both the 

chi-square tests and the ANOVAs showed statistically significant differ­

ences across evaluation groups for auto theft (dh~-square p = .04; ANOVA 

p = .04) and forgery (chi-square p = .OJ; ANOVlI. P = .02). In the six-

month data, seven of the 45 youth in the two restitution groups (R and R & 

C) had committed, or attempted to commit, auto theft, comp~red with no 

youth in the nonrestitution group (CONTROL), while two youth in CONTROL, 

compared with n~ youth in the restitution groups, had committed forgery. 

Although the differences across evaluation groups were statistically sig­

nificant for these'two offense variables, on the whole they are not sub-

stantively significant, since one difference favors the two restitution 

groups and one difference favors CONTROL. 

In the l2-month self-report, chi-square tests revealed one statisti-

cally significant difference -- auto theft, and the ANOVAs revealed two --

burglary ~nd victimless offenses. In the 12-month data, four of 12 

CONTROL respondents, compared with only one of 36 respondents from the 
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restitution groups, reported they had committed or attempted to commit 

auto theft. Five of seven CONTROL respondents, four of 18 Ii i P respon-

dents, and one of 16 R respondents had committed a burglary, and CONTROL 

youth reported a rate of victimless offeRses ab~ut twice as high as the 

n~xt 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 de-linquency than youth 

in CONTROL. A problem with these data is, of course, the low number of 

respondents in CONTROL (N = 12), which can produce unstable estimates of 

the self-reporteg delinquency activity of these youth. If two youth in 

CONTROL "lh.o responded they had committed a burglary or auto theft had 

'responded that they' had not, neithe.r of these two offense types W~~ld have 
'i 

had.~tatistically significant differences across evaluation groups. Thus, 

while the data do show differences favoring the restitution group, they 

must be interpreted with caution. 

An interestingpat.tern. that eme:~ged in Oklahoma County along wi th the 
,',/ 

other national evaluation sites was that an overall decline was observed 

in the average number o.f offenses reported in the l2-month self-report 

compared with the six-month self-.report. P.urther, t'nis decline was not 

restrict.ed to anyone evaluation group or ·offense type, rather it appeared 

generally across all groups and ~ffense types. 

Some possible explanations for this finding are: 1) 'rhatthr·ough 

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 12-month self-report were generally the less 

chronic offenders. 2) That through maturation, the respondents to the 

12-month survey were naturally older than respondents to the six-month 

survey, and were therefore committing fewer offenses. Most likely, 

elements of both explanations -- along with other, unspecified reasons 

are responsible for this decline. 

Table V.s shows these youths' self-reported accounts of the circum­

stances and consequences 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 12-month self-reports, only the 

youth's responses to the l2-month survey would be counted in Table V.s. 

For those youth who committed subsequent offenses most offenders (71 
-0 

percent) responded that they had usually committed their subsequent offen-

ses with at leas.t 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). In neither of these two 

instances were the differences across evaluation groups statistically 

significan.,.t;. 

These youths' reports of the consequences of their subsequent offenses 

were somewhat sur-prising. ('Seventy-eight percent of all respondents repor­

ted usually being taken to court, when they broke J~-1:::a 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 per iod. The 
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rate of juveniles taken to court in Oklahoma county was the highest of any 

of the nati~nal evaluation sites, and suggests that offenders with a his-

tory of prior delinquency are dealt with strongly in the Oklahoma County 

juvenile justice system when new offenses are cQmmitted. 

Moreover,~ these findings are surprising in that these youth usually 

have been apprehedded ',for their subsequent offenses. Based on these data, 

approximately 84 percent of those youth who committed subsequent offenses 

were apprehended for at least one of theirQ,ffenses. This high apprehen­

sion rate appears to be related to the level of police surveillance, since 

the average ~outh had been stopped more than once (1.2) in the last six 

months. 

Table V.6 presents information on youths' perceptions of the future 

am1 their educational goals. These responses were taken six months after 
II 

\\ t! 

ref\~rral (Le., from the six-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 44percentar.e !I 

J\ 
reasonably sure that they will attend college.. Thirty-one :percento'f all 

respondents do not want to go to college, and .of 'those not 'planning togo 

to college, over 63 percent plan to go to either vocational or business 

school. There were no statistically .significant dif:ferences across the 

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

, , 
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Summary 

The findings of the self-report surveys administered in Oklahoma 

county were somewhat encouraging for advocates of restitution programs, 

but must 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 problem 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. c The results of data analyzed from small 
, 

groups can be unduly affected by a few aberrant cases; a problem which 

cannot be dismissed here. Moreover, these low response ra~es leave open 

the possibility that these data~are not representative of theii respective 

group populations. 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 delinquency activity are no worse than the control youths', 

and, at best, restit~tion youth appeared to have lower rate;s of self-

reported delinquency activity than youth in nonrestitutiontreatments. 

.\ , 
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TABLE V.l. OKLAHOMA CITY: YOUTHS' LIVING SITUATION 
\'\ 6 MON'rHS AFTER REFERRAL 

Restitution 
R RiplS 

Living Situation 
(t of cases) (17) (29) 

\~, Lives with mother & father (inc. steps) 59% 35% 

Lives with mother only 12" 24 

Lives with father only 0 3 

Institutionalized 0 3 

Other 29 35 

School Status 
(t of cases) (16) (28) 

In school 75% 68% 

Not in school 25 l'2 

(If in School) Year in School 
(t of cases) (12) (20) 

/.( 

Eighth or lower 25% 35% 

Ninth 25 25 

Tenth "-:. 8 0 

Eleventh 0 25 

Twelfth 33 5 

Special school 

(1\ 
10 

Grade Point. Average 
(t of cases) (27) 

Mean scor~ 2.3 2.3 

(l~ Not in School) Last Year Comeleted 
(I of cases) (5 ) (10 ) 

Eighth or lower 20% 40% 

Ninth 20 10 

Tenth 0 30 

Eleventh ,1 0 10 

Twelfth 60 10 

special school 0 0 

t'::;> 

Nonrest 
CONTROL 

(13) 

39% 
39 [; 

0 
0 

23 

(13) Ii 
69% 
31 

(9) 

[I 22% .. 
0 

33 
22 't? (} 
11 
11 

(13) 

2.4 
0 

(3) " 

0' :0 
67 
33 

0 
0 J 0 

o 

I 

\'"'1' /' 
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TABLE V.l. OKLAHOMA CITY: (Continued) 

Youth currently Has a Job 
(I of cases) 

Yes 
No 

How Youth Obtained Job 
(I 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 scete 
c:::~J 

Average Number of Close Fr iends 
(. of cases\') 

~'; 

Mean score 

Average Number of Delinguent Friends 
(. of cases) 

Mean scot:e 

(,,' 

" 
";1 

". 
F~~ 

II 
. II 

Restitution 
R R&P 

(1. 7) (28) 

29% 3.l'% 
71 68 

( 5) ( 9) 

60% 56% 
40 33 

0 0 
0 11 

(16) (26) 

0.9 0.7 

(17 ) (28) 

7.5 6.1 

(17 ) (29) 

2.6 2.4 
c;, 

I) 

{r 

D 

Nonrest 
CONTROL 

(13) 

39% 
62 

(5 ) 

40% 
40 

0 
20 

(12) 

0.6 

(13) 

4.2 

(13) 

1.4 
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i 
TABLE V.2. OKLAHOMA CITY: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 1 

6 MONTHS PRIOR TO REFERRAL f TABLE V.2. OKLAHOMA CITY: (Continued) 
1 
j , 

\-) :1 )' 
Restitution Nonrest 

,J 
Restitution Nonrest 

R RiP CONTROL R RiP CONTROL 
Burg1arx Assault 

(. of cases) (63) (79) (59) (. of cases) (61) (80) (59, 

None 46% 47% 58\ None 85% 73% 78% 
1 - 2 40 35 31 

:J, 1 - 2 8 19 20 
More than 2 1114 18 12 More than 2 7 9 2 

Mean 1.0 1.9 1.0 Mean 0.3 1.8 1.1 

\\ 
Larcenx :1 RobJlery 

D (I of cases) (56) (74) (52) if (' of cases )\\ (62) (80) (57) 
// 

., 
None ,~) 

5P;' 51' 60' None 86% 84% 79% 
1 - 2 32 32 27 1 - 2 13 8 18 
More than 2 18 16 14 More than 2 2 9 3 

Mean 5.0 17.0 1.2 :l Mean 0.3 0.8 2.2 " 

/\ 

if 

(] 
Vandalism Rape 

(. of cases) (56) (73 ) (54) (. of cases) (60) (79) (58) 

None 73% 64' 72% None 100% 98% 91% 
1 - 2 18 16 19 D 1 - 2 0 2 7 c 
More tqan 2 9 19 9 More than 2 0 0 . 2 .:.::..) 

Mean 0.6 7.2 1.3 . Mean 0.0 0.03 0.1 

'0 Auto Theft se'11ing and Receiving Stolen Goods 
(t of cases) (61) (80) (58) !J (t of cases) (64) '~' (80) (58) 

0 Co (i 

None 89' 80' 7U None ,-!: 73' 65' 78% 
1 - 2 12 15 26 c 1 - 2 19 18 14 
More than 2 0 5 3 More than 2 8 18 9 

\:> c::, l) (\ 
( I 

'l), Mean 0.2 0.6 0.4 Mean 0 .. 9 2.3 0.8 

If &' (; 

~ 

0 ,(! 
0 

o 
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TABLE V. 2. OKLAHOMA CITY: 

Forgery 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 

Mean 

Fighting (Incl. 
(t of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than,,2 

Mean 

Gang Fights) 

Victimless Offenses (Incl. 
Marijuana Use & Sale) 

(. of cases) 

None 
'1 - 2 
!lore than 2 

Mean 

\" 

(Continued) 

Restitution 
R 

(64) 

84% 
IJ 

3. 

0.4 

(61) 

J9, 
36 
25 

2.6 

(60) 

481 
2J 
28 

23.4 

RiP 

(79) 

85% 
10 

5 

3.4 

(81) 

46t 
27 
27 

3.7 

(72) 

50% 
8 

42 

45.3 

Nonrest 
CONTROL 

(59) 

92' 
5 
J 

0.2 

(59) 

JU 
Jl 
36 

4.1 

(57) . 

441 
2S 
32 

13.0 

(r' 

( ) 

o 
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TABLE V.3. OKLAHOMA CITY: NUMBER OF D~LINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 
IN THE 6 MONTHS AFTER REFERRAL .. 

Restitution Nonrest 
Burglar;:t 

.R R&P CONTROL 
(. of cases) c} 

(17) (28) (13) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

. ...::\> 

88, 75% 92% 
0 18 8 

12 7 0 

Mean 

Larcen;:t 
~:. (. of cases) 

J.2 (1 0.1 

(17 ) (28) (lJ) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

711 6U 77, 
12 21 15 
18 14 8 

Mean J.7 1.4 0.5 

Vandalism 
(. of cases) (17 ) (29) (lJ) 

None 
1 - 2 "" 
More than 2 

82, 8J% 85% 
0 10 15 

18 7 0 

Mean 1.8 1.1 0.2 

Auto Theft I') 

U of cases) '0 
(16) (29) (lJ) 

Hone 
1 - 2 
More tban 2~ 

'\\ 
751 901 lOOt' 

6 10 0 
19 0 0 0 

Mean 0.8 0.1 0.0 

o ~ 

, 

0 
(.'I 

:') 
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TABLE 'Y.3. OKLAHOMA CITY: (Continued) 

Restitution 
R RiP 

Assault 
(. of cases) (17) (29) 

None 82t 79t 
1 - 2 12 14 

°0 More than 2 6 7 

Mean 1.1 2.2 

Robberl 
(. of cases) (17) (19) 

None 9ft 90t 
1 - 2 0 3 
lIIore than 2 ., 7 

,. 
'Mean 0.2 0.8 

Raee ~-:) 

(. of cases) (17) (29) 

None 94' co/\" 
-1" I 

1 - 2 0 "b '\ "-v 
More than 2 6 3 

" Mean 0.0 0.03 

sell ins and Reeeivins Stolen Goods 
.:::, It o£ casu) (17) (29) 

Rone 82' 72\ 

'; 
1-2 6 14 

'~ !!Dre than 2 12 14 r. 
0" -
M 
~ "Rean 1.1\\ 1.6 ~ 'f) 
" " 1 
{ Porserl t, (t of cases) (17 ) (29) 
" ~, ~ 

"t· None lOOt lOOt 

i 1 - 2 .:P 0 0 
" Mo're than 2 0 0 
~ , '\ 

(t f Mean 

\ 
O.Ou 0.0 

t 
1 
~ 

, 

'- -- .~ 

(/ 
zi t 

• , \ 

Nonrest 
CONTROL 

(13) 

92t 
8 
0 

0.2 

(13) :l 

92t 
8 
0 

0.1 

(13 ) 

100% 
0 0 f. 
0 ~I~' 

~ 

0.1 

(13) I . , D 

8St 
8 
8 

0.8 l . 0 

(13) 

85% 
0 () 0 

15 

0.2 0 

() 0 
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TABLE V. 3. OKLAHOMA CITY.' ( Continued) 

Restitution 
FiShtins (Incl. Gans FiShts) 

R nr..p 
C. of cases) (17 ) (28) 
None 
1 - 2 53t 71% 
More than 2 12 11 

35 18 
Mean 

3.4 4.0 
Victimless Offenses (Incl. 
Marijuana Ose & Sale) 

(. of cases) (17) (28) 
None 
1 - 2 53, 54% 
More than 2 6 4 

41 43 
Mean 

44.8 27.3 

() 

Q c 

Nonrest 
CONTROL 

(12) 

58% 
25 
17 

0.9 

(12) 

SOt 
0 

SO 

23.4 

,. 
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TABLE V.4. ,:'J 
TABLE V.4. OKLAHOMA CITY: (Continued) OKLAHOMA CITY: NUMBER OP DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 

BETWEEN 6 AND 12 MONTHS APTER REPERRAL 
/, 

<:-' 

,:): Restitution Nonrest 
~) , , R RiP CONTROL i( 

Restitution Nonrest Assault \" 

R RiP CONTROL (I of cases) (16) (20) (12) BurglarI 
(t of cases) (16) (8) (12) None 81% 95% 83% " 1 - 2 6 5 8 j None 94' 78' SSt More than 2 13 0 8 1 - 2 6 11 25 More than 2 0 11 17 Mean 0.6 0.1 0.7 

Mean 0.1 0.4 1.2 RobberI 

LarcenI J 
(t of cases) (16) (20) (12) 

(. of cases) (6) (20) (12) None lOOt 95% 91% 
\) 1 - 2 0 5 0 None SOt 7St 67t More than 2 0 0 8 1 - 2 31 10 8 !lOre than 2 19 15 25 Mean 0.0 0.1 0.5 

Mean 2.4 2.5 L8 Rape 1\ 

Vandalism 
(. of cases) (16) (20) (12) 

(. of cases) (16) (20) (12) None 94% lOOt 100' 
n 1 - 2 

II 6 0 0 None 81t 90t 83t More than 2 0 0 0 1 - 2 13 10 0 More than 2 Mean 0.1 
~ 

0.0 0.0 6 0 17 

Mean 0.9 0.2 0.8 Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods 

Auto Theft !) 
(. of cases) (16) (20) (12) 

(. of casu) (16) (20) (12) Hone 75, 85, 58% 
1 -2 6 0 17 Hone 9., lOOt 67, More than 2 19 . 15 25 1 - 2 tJ 0 17 fIore tban 2 6 0 , 17 Mean 0.8 0.6 1.8 '0 

Mean { , 

Por,serI 0.3 0.0 0.8 
r~' 

r~~ (I of cases) (16) ('20 ) (12) 

() 
None 94\ 95% 92% 
1 - 2 0 5 0 0 More than 2 6 0 8 () 

" r~ean 1.1 0.1 0.3 i 
i c 

\ 
! 
I 

17 

01 '0 /" 
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TABLE V.4. OKLAHOMA CITY: (Continued) 

Fighting (Incl. Gang Fights) 
U of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

!) Mean 

(' "j 

Victimless Offenses (Incl. 
Marijuana Use & S~) 

U of cases) 

None 
1 -2 
More c~ban 2 

Mean 

o 

ResU;tution 
R R&P 

(16) (20) 

50% 85% 
31 15 
19 0 

2.0 0.2 

(16) (19) 

31' sa, 
6 5 

63 37 

31.7 7.4 
0 

Nonrest \, 
CONTROL 

(12) 

67% 
8 ~} 

25 

1.2 

13 
~ 
! 

on 
27\ f 

9 
64 

!!I. ~, 
~ 

64.8 

f), 

I 
o o 

~.------
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TABLE V.4. OKLAHOMA CITY: CIRCUMSTANCES AND CONSEQUENCES 
OF SUBSEQUENT OFFENSES 

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

(t of cases) 

Alone 
With others 

The Youth Usually Knew the Victim 
(t of cases) 

Yes 
No~ 

Usually no victim 

What Usually Happened as a Result;4ff-: 
The(se) Offense(s) 

(t of cases) 

Nothing, didn't get caught 
Punished, not arrested, apologized 
Arrested, nOb taken to court 
Taken to court 
Restitution 
Jailor detention 
Incarceration 

Encounters With Juvenile Justice System 
(t of cases) 

Average t of times stopped by police 
(axel. traffic tickets 

(t of cases) 

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

o 

Restitution 
R R&P 

(62) (78) 

32% 21% 
68 73 

(62) (75) 

16% 35% 
61 47 
23 19 

(64) (76) 

27% 15% 
0 3 
2 4 

72 79 
0 0 
a 0 
0 0 

(72) (91) 

0.8 1.7 

(71 ) (90) 

1.3 1.8 

Nonrest 
CONTROL 

(56) 

29% 
71 

(52) 

35% 
48 
17 

(56) 

1% 
2 
7 

84 
0 
0 
0 

(60) 

1.0 

(60) 

1.4 
\..::1 

, 
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TABLE V.5. OKLAHOMA CITY: YOUTHS' PERCEPTIONS OF 
THE FUTURE AND EDUCATIONAL GOALS* 

Youths' Subjective Estimates of 
Getting a Good Job in the Future 

(. of cases) 

Excellent 
Good 
Average 
Below average 
Poor 

Youths' Concerns About College 
(. of cases) 

Wants to go and plans to go 
Wants to 40 but doesn't know if 

he/she will fj 

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 toGo to College) 
Youth Will Go to Vocational or 
Business School 

(f of cases) 

Yes 
No 

Res.ti tut ion 
R R&P 

"'"':» 
(1M' (23) 
// 
'/ 

31\ 26% 
31 17 
25 35 

6 9 
6 13 

( 11) 

55% 

9 

o 
36 
a 

(4) 

SOt 
SO 

(19 ) 

42% 

16 

21 
21 
a 

(9) 

56, 
-44 

*Responses taken twelve months after referral. 

' .... ~, 

Nonrest 
CONTROL 

(11 ) 

18% 
46 
27 
a 
9 

(6 ) 

33\ 

o 

17 
50 
a 

( 3) 

100i 
a 

.f r 
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Chapter VI 

Dane County, Wisconsin 

\ 

This chapter p.resents descriptive results of the self-report survey 

" 
data collected in Dane County, Wisconsin. A description of the Dane 

County experimental design has already been presented in the JOI report 

(see esp., pp. 8-10, 23, and 17,8-180) and will not be covered here. 
~, J 

The self-report survey result.s for Dane County are presented in three 

sections. The fiJrst section discusses rates of self-report survey cover-

/,1' ' 

age and problems of nonresponse bias. The second section contains narra-

tive of the findings of thes'elf-report survey; and the third section dis-

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

different self-report survey topics. 

Dane County Self-Report Survey Covera~ 

In Dane Cou~ty, 74 percent of all youth (187 referrals) in the national 

evaluation completed at least one self-report instrument (Table 1.2). 

Thirty-seven percent completed the intake self-report; S2 percent, the 

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

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

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

rals," and had the second highest rate of self-report surve~ coverage. 
,) 

{r 0 

By evaluation group, the highest rate of surveYicoverage was obtained 

inothe,program restitution (REST) ~roup with a 76 percent rate, overall, 

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

G 
six percent lower ~t 70 perc;ent. 

, 
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Across the four self-report instruments.othe survey response rates 

were .fairly uniform, ranging frorrii a low of 36 percent for the IS-month 

self-report to a high of 52 percent for the six-month self-report. For 

both the 12- and 18-month self-reports, Dane County had the highest rates 

of self-report completion of any national evaluation site -- 42 and 36 

percent, resp~ctively. 

These relatively higher rates of survey"response for the later self-

report instruments in Dane County give us somewhat greater confidence that 

these data are generalizab,te to all evaluation referrals in Dane, compared 

with other sites in the national evaluation. One still must exercise 

caution in generalizing from these data., however, si!'lce for no particular 

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 

The descriptive results of the Dane County self-report survey are 

presented in Tables VI.l ~ough VI.7. In tbissection,these data will . ,~':..-', 

be discussed, and .scme ~backgE0un6 anaespi:anatli-onS :for -the findings "1,)re-

Each .taD1 •. ai~l'ays informati.on 

on apartieular self-re~t't ,topic; this discussion ·w.ill focus around ,these 

topics. 

Table VIol pCCisents information on youthS' living situations six 

months after closure. This information is taken .from the s;ix-month 
() 

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

D 

j, 

tl' 

.( ~' , 

o 

CJ 

, 
o 

r 

:J' 

I 

I 

-\ 

) 
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~closure. Forty-nine percent of all referrals were living with both their 

0mother and father six months after closure (step-parents are included 

here), and ano~ber 21 percent were living with only one parent (usually 
iJ their moth~rs) at this time. Five referrals were reported to be living in 

institutional settings. 

Differences in the proportion of referrals reporting that they were in 
i 

school were not statiStiCall( significant (at")or beyond the .OS level) 

across REST and CONTROL, although more youth in REST reported they were in 

school full-time (64 percent) than in CON~OL (51 percent). \\ Of those 

youth in school, the average 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), and there were no statis-
\\ 

tically significant differences across the evaluation groups. Of those Sl 

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 the Dane County respondents was be~ter 

than in any other national evaluation site. Fifty-two, percent of .Bll 

responde.,,\ts reported that they currently had a full or put-U,Jlle. job. 

While there were no significant differences across evaluation groups, a 

higher proportion of RES': youth (56 percent) had ~,obs thanCOR'rROL (45 

percent) • Of those who had a jOb., '52 percent reported that they ,bad found 

the ,job themselves, while 2S percentr,esponded 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 fin~ their 
o , 
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Across the four self-report instruments, the survey response rates 

were fairly uniform, ranqinq from a low of 36 percent for the IS-month 

self-report to a high of 52 percent for the"six-month"self-report. For 

both the l2-and 18-month self-reports" Dane County had the highest rates 

of self-report completion of any national evaluation sit.e -- 42 and 36 

percent, respectively. 

These relatively higher" rates of survey response ,for the later self-
!! 

report instruments in Dane County give us somewhat greater confidence that 

these data are generalizable to all evaluation referrals in Dane, compared 

with other sites in the national evaluation. One still must exercise 
" 

caution in generalizing from these data, however, since for no particular 

survey does the response rate exceed 52 percent. 

With these caveats in mind, the following section presents the r~sults 

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

County. 

Dane County self-Report Survey Results 

The descriptive results of the Dane County self-report survey are 

presented in Tables VI.1 ~ough VI .. i . ~n (:this sect~9n ,tbese data will 
, , 

be discussed, :and"o. bAt:tgr.oUlldJand ·up1anati:ons 'for the fi'ndtng&",\.,r~ . . , ~ 

, \i 

sented in tbese tables will ;'be provided.. £ac:b t1lb1. ·di_plays information 

on a particular se'1f-r.port topic. this .discuuion Will focus around these 

topics. 
I:' 

Table VI.1 presents inforJlia,tion onyoutbs' living situations six 

months after closure. This information is taken f~,om the six-month 

'>,self-report, the first self-report administered in Dane County after 

o 

/I 
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closure. Forty-nine percent of all referrals were living with both their 

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

here), and another 21 percent were living with only one parent (usually 

their mothers) at this time. Five referrals were reported to be, living in 

institutional settings. 

Differences in the proportion of referrals reporting that they were in 

school were" not statistically significant (at or beyond the .05 level) 

across REST and CONTROL, although more youth in REST reported they were in 
"". "~::::'I 

school full-time (64 percent) than in CONTROL (51 percent). Of those 

youth in school, the average 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), and there were no statis­

tically significant differ~nces across the evaluation groups. Of those 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 the Dane county respondents was better 

than in any other national evaluation site. Fifty-two percent of all 
Q 

respondents reported that they currently had a full or part-time job. 

~ile there wer.e no significantdi'fferences across evaluation groups, a 
o ,1 

hlgher proportion of REST youth (56 percent) had jobs than CONTROL (45 

pe:rcent). Of those who had a job, 52 percent reported that they bad fqtmd' 
" , 

(.:-0 

the job themselves, while 28 percent responded that a parent or friend!: 
II 

d th ' ~ helped them locate employment. Six youth in REST, an one you 1n II 

II 
CONTROL responded tha~l the restitlltion'project helped them find their ii' 

'I (, 

, 



____ ~--------------------------~/ .. -~O----------------------------------------------

!' 

f 

-110-

current job; ,overall, the average number of jobs held in 

months was O.S. 

~\' 
last six 

Although these youth were all adjudicated delinquents, they were not 

f 
without close friends according to these dat.a. The aVj:&ge number of 

close friends was 12. Compared with other na~ional ~y~uation sites, Dane 

county youth had slightly more close friends; you,t;'~n 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 t~~ave or could have been 

arrested. -- averaged about half the overall number of close friends 

reported; overall, these respondents averaged 7.7 delinquent close 

friends. There were no sign~ficant differences across evaluation groups y .' 
in the average numbers ofAlose friends or delinquent clos'~ 'friends. 

d/ 
Tables VI.2 through VI.S summarize these respondents' accounts of 

their delinquent behaviors. Table VI.2 contains self-report information 

from the intake self-report; Table VI.3, the six-month self-report; Table 
. , 0 ii 

VI.4, the 12-month self-report; and Table VI.S, the IS-month self-report. 
,; 

The format of tbe four tables is identical to allow di~.ct comparisons 

between offenses reported in 'these fourtiftef:aaes. :Sleven difte~ent 
o 

If 
major off.ense types arcepresefttel:! in .. c:b. 'taDl.; thuec.e 'broken 'Out b:t 

the two evaluation groups in Dane county.. I'or each offenae~,~he 

proportion of respondent:.;, wbo ca.aitt~d non., one In' two, ·ana ao~e 'than 

two offenses is 'presented; in addition, tbe ave~agenWllber of offenses per 

respondent is displayed. 

( . , 

r, 

o o 

() o 
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The purposes of the intake self-report were to establish a baseline 

offense history for comparison with later ti~e frames, and to monitor the 

integrity of the random assignment in Dane County. If random assignment 

is functioning properly, there should 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 ap 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. The results of the tests 

of statisti'cal significance revealed no significant differences (at or 

beyond the .05 level) between REST and CONTROL for any of the 11 offenses 

examined. Thus, we can have confidence that the self-reported d.~linquency 

patterns of youth in the two evaluation groups, at tbe time of referral, 

were not different. , , 

Reoffenses, wben tbey were t\.eported by t1,ese respondents, appeared 
'8 

primarily in the property offense cate90ries, with few personal offenses • 

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

are included in these data. In the property categoryCthe 'overall mean 

scores per offender are in parentheses for the Si2-~.l2-. and .lS-aonth 

self-reports, respectively)., larceny (8 .. 9; 4.8-: 4 .. 0)4 .ellingudr-eceiv-

ing stolen goods (7.0; 4.3: 6.1), forgery (l.9; 2.6: 0 .. 8), burg1uy (1 .• 7; 
a 

0.,6; 0.5), and vandalism (0.9; 3.3; 4.9) comprised the"aajority of 

offenses. Reports of personal offenses included simple and a'CJ9ravated 
':::' 

assault (0.5; 0.7; 0.4) and robbery (0.5; O.S; 0.6). ~ .. 



! 
I 

o 

-112-

The largest single category of offenses reported was victimless 
() 

offenses, with an average of 16S victimless offenses repocted in the first 

r: six-month time frame, 153 in the six-to-12 month time frame, ~nd 165 

reported for the 12-to-lS 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 IS-month data 

/,,\' 
revealed a number of statistically significant differences. For the six-

month self-report (Table VI.3), robbery (chi-square, p a .04; ANOVA, 

p • .04), auto theft (chi-square, p •• 03: ANOVA ns), and forgery 

(chi-square, p a o .03; ANOVA, ns) showed statistically significant differ-

ences across REST and CONTROL for at least one of the two tests of signi-

ficance. For robbery and auto theft, REST repor\ted a lower rate of delin-

quency: fo'r forgery, CONTROL reported a lower rate. 

In the 12-month self-report, tests of significance again revealed 

statistically significant differences. Selling and rec.eiving stolen goods 

(chi-square, p a .04; ANOVA, ns) an~ rape (chi-square, p a .01; ANOVA, 

p • .01) had statistically significant differencuacrou the two ..ul.-

uationg~oups; ad .in both instances REST had 'the .lower ratuof r.of-

f~flse. Moreover·, for other offense types, where the differences were 'sta-

tistically significant at or below the .10 level (b~r9lary,.ss.ult • .and 

fbrgery), the differences again showed REST to have lower rates of 5.1£-
i 

r~ported delinquent activity. 

\) 

() 

o 

'--:' 

-113-

For the IS-month self-report, only assault obtained statistical Signi­

ficance (ANOVA, p • .OS), 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 did not emerge in Dane County. Respondents in Dane did 
I.> 

not show an overall decline in the average number of offenses reported in 

the IS-month self-report compared with the 12-monthself-report. In fact, 

these two survey instruments had similar offense rates (the mean average 

number of offenses in the 12-month survey was 1.9S; for the IS-month, 

2.09) • 

th ' self-reported accounts of the circu~­Table VI.6 shows these you s 

stances and consequences of their subsequent delinquent behavior. 0 For 
/1 

respondents wbo completed more than one self-report, these responses are 

~ example, if a based on the latest self-report that a youth filled out; ~o~ 

youth had completed both the six- and IS-month self-reports, only/the 

youth's responses to the IS-month survey would be counted in Table VI.6. 

Por thoae youth who ccmaitted sUbsequent offenses most offenders (77 

percent) respondea that they bAd usually ~ttedthei:r subsequent offen-

.. .,"'- par·sen·, .while 23 :per,cent had usual.ly commi tted seswith at least one o...ucr 

subsequell't offenses alon~). Roreover. in .• Oat instances the offender 

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

usually tended to be victiales&~percent). 
~. 

In neither of these two 

evaluation groups statistically instances were the differences across 
\'J 

significant. 
it 

o 
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These youths' reports of I~pe consequences of their subsequent offenses 
'::"'1 

were somewhat surprising. Forty-four percent of all respondents reported~' 

usually being taken to court when they broke the law, while 47 percent 

reported that nothing happened. On the average, these youth were taken to 

j,uvenile court 0.9 times in the last six-month time period. These find-

in~s, which appeared 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 

<J dealing with offenders, few respondents (eig~t 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 

prior offenses, subsequent offens~s are dealt with strongly when youth are 

arrested for them. 

Secondly, these findings are somewhat unusual in that these youth 0 

frequently have been~pprehended for their subsequent offenses. Basea on 

Q these data, approximately SO percent of those youth who committed subse-

\0-
quent offenses\'liere" apprehended for at least one of their offenses. This 

.. c-~l) 
moderately high apprehension rate appears, moreover, to be relatea to the 

Ii " ley:el of police surv.Uunce; theave~,ageyouth had been sto;ped by the 
o 

police IIOre than once U .• 6 tiaes) in the .last six months,_ Hone of t~e 

differences across eV~luation groups for either of these variables liere 

statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Ta,?le VI.7 presenits information on youths' perceptions of the future 

and' their educational goa~s. Thes.eresponses were taken six months after 

closure (Le., from the six-month self-report). On the average, 57 per-

• 

0, 

l . ' 0 

() I t\ 
I 
I , 

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

future as either good or excellent, while only 11 percent assign an esti­
II 

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 

reasonably sure that they will attend college. There was a tendency, 

which approached statistical significance (chi-square, p = .10), for REST 

youth to display a greater 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. Evaluatio\n group differences 

suggested that of those youth who did not want to go to college, CONTROL 

youtw!were more interested in attending vocational or business school than 

REST youth, but these differences were not statistically significant at 

the .05 level. 

Summary 

The findings of the self-report surveys administered in Dane County 

were interesting and provided some ~ogent evidence concerning the effec-

tiveneu of the Youth Restitution Prograa's (RES'!') and the Dane County 

DepU~ftt ofSOt:ialServices r,restitution prog1'u's (CON'lROL) attempts to 

redu,:~ self-repor~ed delinquency. In the followup self!-reports( i. e, the 

sli~,., :12-, and l;~llODth inst1'UJDents),a total o f)'s i'x statistically signi-

ficantdiffe1'·ences across evaluation groups for offenses of ~obbery, auto ') 
']) 

theft, forgery, rape, assault, and selling and receiving stele~gOOdS were 

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

, 
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RE8,T group. In addition, all marginal differences (statistical signifi-:r 

q 
ocance at ot below the .10 level), favored the REST referrals. These 

results strongly suggest that,. referrals from 'the Youth Restitution Program 

had lower rat~s of self-repo~ted delinquency than youth from the DCDSS 

restitution program. 

o 
() 

,y 

r· 

-111-

TABLE VI.l. DANE: YOUTHS' ~IVING SITUATION 
SIX MONTHS AFTER CLOSURE, 

REST 

Living Situation 
(126) (t of cases) 

Lives with mother fa father (inc. steps) 52% 

Lives with mother only 16 

Lives with father only 3 

Institutionalized 4 

Other 24 

School Status 
(I of cases) (92) 

64% In school 
Not in school 36 

(If in School) Year in School 
(I of cases) (59) 

Eighth or lower 2% 

Ninth 1 

Tenth 12 

Eleventh 39 

Twelfth 31 

c; Special school 10 

Grade Point Average 
(t of cases) (90) 

Mean score 2.4 

(If Not in School) Last Year comEleted 
(tof cases) (32 ) 

Eighth or lower 0. 

Ninth 28 

Tenth 3.1 

Eleventh 13 

Twelfth 25 

Special school 3 

~ 

,J 

CONTROL 

( 61) 

40% 
23 

0 
2 

35 

(39) 

0 51% 
49 

(20 ) 

5% 
5 

15 
40 
25 
10 

(38) 

2.3 

(19 ) 

0% 
11 ,(;> 
41 

5 
26 
11 .J 

~ 
," 
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TABLE •• : VI 1 DANE (ContinUed) 

Youth currently Bas a Job 
(. of c~ses) ~ 

Bow Youth Obtained Job 
(. of cases) 

Youth found job , 
. Parents or. friends found it 
Restituti~n proje~t found it 
Other Q 

\) 

Average Number ., of Tobs Beld in Last 6 Months 
(. of cases) 

Mean score 

A Number of Close Friends verage, 
(. of cases) 

Mean ~.core 

Average Number ofcc~Delin9uent Friends 
(. of <:ases) .';l 

Mean score 
,r 

o 

REST 

(90) 

56' 
44 

(50) 

52% 
28 
1'2" 

8 

(86) 

0.7 
ij 

(90 ) 

11.3 

(87) 

8.0 

o 

CONTROt~ (\ C 

~ 
(40J 

45' 
55 

,.," 

(17 ) 

S3, 
29 
6 ( , 

12 

'[) 

(38) 
1)' " 

0.9 q\ 
,', 

(40 ) 

12.0 

(40) 

6.,,0 
j 

.~ 
f\ i 

! \J 

01 
,~ 

() 

0 

Ci 

';::'" 
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TABLE VI.2. DANE: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 
6 MONTHS PRIOR TO REFERRAL 

Burglary 
(. of cases) 

REST CONTROL 

None 
(61) ( 31) 

1 - 2 
More than 2 

39" 55, 
36 29 

Mean 
25 16 

Larceny" 
2.0 3.4 

l' (. of cases) \ 

None 
(60) (31) 

1 - 2 
More than 2 

22% 39% 
25 29 

r:-.:. 

M~an 

Vandalism 

53 32 
,; 

18.6 5.0 

(. of cases) 

None 
(61) (29) 

1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

54% 69' 
20 17 

"26 14 

Auto Theft 
3.1 2.1 

(. of cases) 

None 
f6f) (29) ,p 

0 1 - 2 
""More 'than 2 Q 

66.' 79% 
28 10 

Hean 
7 10 

(" 
G' 

Assault 
1.-4 0.5 

(Jof cases) '0 fI ~, 

None 
" (,Q~,) (31) 

01 - 2 
'More than 2 

;86' 87% 
8 13 

Mean 
7 0 

D 

"1.1 0.2 

~7\ 

(f 

1:::/ 

-c::<-" 

,~ , 
,f) 

, 
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TABLE VI.2. DANE: 
\\ 

Robberl " (. of cases) 

Non>! 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Rape ¢ 

(. of cases) 

None 
\"i 

1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 
I) 

Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods 
(. of cases) 

None' 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

'Mean 

",Porgerl 
,(tof -cases) 

'I I, 
~batl' ii 

o \' I! 

J'±gh1:.tD5' .un~l GaD, "'i,htai'C, 
. (":Of ~c .. j .. gli '. 

, !~ 

!Jane 
1 - ~2 

cMorethan 2 

Mean 

,./ 

o 

(Continued) 

L') 

REST 

(61) 

82' 
··10 

8 

6.1 
() 

. (62) 

100' 
0 

,::.' 

0 

0.0 

(62) c 

48' 
16 
36 

·'11.1 

0 

. ! J 
.-

\ 
"', 

\,.~, 

J 

0 

CONTROL 
(; • 

(31) 

94, j 
3 
3 

~ 

\- .", • "\) 
I) i 

I 
0.2 

i 
f 
I 

(31) 

97' 

(J " 

• U 
,.3 

0 

0.03 
i , t, 

(3':1. ) 

42' 
c 23 

36 { • :) 0 

15.3 

,\ 
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TABLE VI.2. D~B: 

Victimless Offenses (Incl. Marijuana 
Use , Sale) 

(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean ) 

I) 

o 

,. 

.. ::::' 

(Continued) 

REST CONTROL 

'" 
(60) (30) 

5, 13' 
5 7 

90 80 

135.4 148.3 

.. 

~ 

\:: 

i ':1 , , 

1 
'i 
~ 
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TABLE VI.3. DANE: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 
IN THE FIRST 6 MONTHS AFTER CLOSURE 

Burglary 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Larceny 
(. of cases) 

None ,;! 

1 - ~/ 
Mor:ii' than 2 

,/ 
//" 

j{/Mean 
,r~ 

/ 

/f Vandalism 
/' U of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Auto Theft 
(. of cases) 

:Rone 
.1- :2 
lIore'·tban2 

,Assault 
(':tof ,casuti') 

None 
~ -2 
;'Mo~ethan 2 

Mean 

() 

r 'C! 

G 

:,\ . 

REST CONTROL 

(91) (39) 

69' 59' 
21 28 
10 13 

1.4 2~f3 

(89) (39) 

46' 44' 
18 15 
36 41 

8 .. 2 .10 .• 3 

(90) (40) 

73' 78' 
14 17 
12 ., 5 

1.1 0.5 

(91) (39) 

'89, 77,' 
,,;0 

0 21 
;6 9 

(j 

'.0 ... 1).4 

,(192,) ,(<48;) 

;S5, :S8·" 
12 ';S_~-·; 

~'3 ~C=--, 
~ , 

0,3 ,,' '. 100 

iT 

i . 

( J 

! 1 

i l 

() : 
i 

f) ; 

I 
I 

P: 

• 
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TABLE VI.J. DANE: (Continued) 

Robbery 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Rape 
(. of cases) 

None 
1- 2 
M.,re ,than 2 

Mean 

selling and Receiving Stolen Goods 
(. of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Forgery 
(. of cases) 

-.one 
1-2 
:lIOce ,~n :2 

:!!~:" 

!PiShtting U:ftC;l .. ~G.ft~P'i'9hts) 
. ':<:1: liE ,~ •• e8) 

'None 
1- '2 

MP<e1\th~ 2 

M~an 1" 

!? 

REST 

(69) 

96' 
2 
2 

0.2 

(92) 

100' 
o 
o 

0.0 

(92) 

48' 
21 
32 

4.7 

(92) 

tS' 
5 

1.0 

2.6 

(91) 

37, 
',-j 32 

.. 31 " 

2.4 

CONTROL 

(39) 

82' 
8 

t~ 
J 
1.1 

(39) 

lOG' 
o 
o 

0.0 

(40) 

38' 
3S 
28 

(40) 

8S' 
15 
o 

0.2 

(40) 

43' 
23 
3S 

3.7 



p 

• 
-124- f~ 

J' J 
TABLE VI.3. DANE: (Continued) 

TABLE VI.4. 

0 REST 
[I 

COfnaOL 
\) Victimless'Offenses (Incl. Marijuana 

Use' Sale) 
(t of cases) (88) o (39) Burg1arx 

(t of cases) 
None 5' 10'0 
1 - 2 2 \) 5 

df More than 2 93 85 
None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 178.4 144.6 
Mean 

Q 

'.l 
j' . .f 

Larcenx 
(f of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 

) \ 1 

More than 2 

Mean 

() 
\\ 

Vandalism 
(t of cases) 

c 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

'1 
, 

~ l '0 0 

a 

Auto Theft 
(01 of ,c •••• ) 

.::-

NODe 
() 1 - '2 

" .o~e 'tban 2 

"ean 

:A •• ault 
'(t of cases) 

None 
" 

1. -2 
0, More than 2 

:-" 

Meall 

DANE: 
BETWEEN 

(\ 

/7 
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(I /1 
\/ 

NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 
6 AND 12 MONTHS AFTER CLOSURE 

REST CONTROL 
& 

(76) (27) 

83' e) 74% 
12 15 

5 11 

0.3 1.2 

(77) (28) 

49' 43' 
30 18 
21 (I 39 

3.6 8.1 

(76) (28) 

69.' 71' 
24 14 
8 14 

3.4 3.0 

(76) (28) 
(, 

93' ,89' 
4 7 
3 4 

Q 0.2 0.9 

(77) (28 ) 

87, 11l 
9. 21 
'Ii' 7 

" 
0 0.3 ,,1.8 

~., 

, 
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TABLE VI. 4 • DANE: ( Can tinuedJ 

o 

" 

Robbery') 
(t of cases) 

None 
1 '0- 2 
More than 2 

Mean' 

Rape 
(t of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Selling and Receiving Stolen Goods 
(t of c~~es) 

None 
1JT2 
fI~ore th'an 2 

Mean 

Porgery 
(,'of ;eu.-, 

ame 
,,:1 -2 
!lIO:re ':t!haD ;2 

7i$h~i;g."~1.",·:Ga",'!!Shb) 
. ;(:)'Ol. ~~es)' ", .. 

:None . 
1 -2 
Moreihan 2 

1.'" ~ 

--------.. ~ ..... 

REST 

(76) 

98t 
1 
1 

0.5 

(77) 

lOOt 
0 
0 

0.0 

(77) 

66, 
13 
21 

1.2 

{76,) 
:n 

"", '1 
~' 

:0.8 

f'11J 

'o&6t 
3$ 
:20 

1.8 
",.':j.';, 

Ii 

CONTROL 

( 28) 

93t 
0 
7 

1.6 
',') 

(28 ), 

89t 
'':'7 

4 

0.2 

(28) 

39t 
29 
32 

11.4 

" ,~ (,28) 

i15,. u 

'0 2'1 
4 

1 .. ,4' 
~:/ 

'(:28) , 

'43, 
.29" 
29 (lll 

4.0 

'. I 
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TABLE VI.4. DANE: (Continued) 

REST CONTROL 
Victimless Offenses (Incl. Marijuana 

'.' Use' Sale) 
(t of cases) , (75) (27) 

. [ 

t ' " 

3' " 
' i S None' I 

I 1 - 2 4 0 I More than 2 93 93 

J Mean 148.8 165.1 
{\ \~ 

@ 

, " 

'~ 

0 " 

(J 
4') D 

n 
\ 0 

\. 

~ 8 

0, 
0 ,,;' 

\:? 

i,2" 

0 1;,') 
0 

o 

Q 

~ 

0 
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TABLE VI.5. DANE: "NUMBER OF DELINQUENT OFFENSES COMMITTED 
BETWEEN 12 AND 18 MONTHS AFTER CLOSURE 

0 

REST CON'l'ROL 
Burglar! 

" 
(I of cases) , (63 ).;) (28) 

None 83' 75, 
1 - 2 13 11 
More than 2 5 14 

Mean 0.3 0.8 

Larcenx 
(t of cases) (64) (28) 

None 0 52' 61'0 
1 - 2 11 7 
More than 2 38 32 

Mean 3.6 °4.7 

Vandalism 
(I of cases) (64) (27) 

None 77, 82' 
1 - 2 9 4 
"ore than 2 15 15 

Mean 0.8 14.7 

Auto Theft 
U of cases) (64) (28) 

0 

92. 89' ,None 
1 -:2 :8 ., 
JIloI!"'~ '2 '0 4 

'Mean Q 
:0.1 :0,.4 

Assault 0 

t:lo'fCUQ' (~.) :(:2:tU 

None 'i" B.'~' 
1 - 2 . , 3 7 

MQrethan 2 3 11 
'Y 

Mean ',' 0.1 1 .• 1 

. .; 

I} 

, ) 

°i • 0 1 

o· 

.. I 
I 

=» fl, 

f a 

0 @ 

() 
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TABLE VI.5. DANE: (Continued) 

Robberx 
(I of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 

More than 2 

Mean 

Rape 
(I of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean n 

Selling. and Receiving Stolen Goods 
U of $leases , 

None 
1 - 2 
More than 2 

Mean 

Forgery 
("I of c •••• ) 

Hone 
I ,.. 2 
~itor. ;th.n 2 

[) 

"iShting,Itncl •. Gans.P,ights) 

·~:n:f cas, .• ) 
1 -2 
"ore than 2 

o 

'\ 

'.;; 

REST 

(64) 

92. 
5 
3 

0.6 

(63) 

97\, 
2 
2 

0.1 

(64) 

48' 
22 
30 

7.6 

IN·) 

' .. , 
'"9 
J 

1),. '1 

(·63) 

• .9, 
33 

018 

1.3 

CONTROL 

(28) 

8n 
7 
7 

0.6 

(26) 

96' 
0 0 

4 

6.9 
J' 

(28) 

57. I 
18 
25 

2.8 

l27) 

iI.9' 
4 
7 

1.0 (/ 

(:27) 

63.' 
22 
15 

, 
1.1 
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TABLE VI.5. DANE: (Continued) 

Victimless Offenses (Incl. Marijuana 
Use i Sale) 

(' of cases) 

None 
1 - 2 

ii' 

More than 2 

Mean 

I 
(j 

REST 

(63) 

6' 
6 

87 

151.2 

o 

CONTROL 

(25) 

4' 
o 

96 

200.0 

o 

, ) • 

~., \ • 

j • Q 

• 

, l 

l 1 

\ 

o 
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TABLE VI.6. ',DANE: CIRCUMSTANCES AND CONSEQUENCES 
OF SUBSEQUENT OFFEtlSES 

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

(' of cases) 

Alone 
With others 

The Youth Usually Knew the Victim 
(' of, cases) 

Yes 
No 
Usually no victim 

" 
What UsuallY aappened as a Result of 
~The(se) Offense(s) 

(' of cases) 
,""-

Nothing, didn' t get caughc ' 
Punished, not arrested, apologized 
Arrested, not taken to court 
Taken to court 
Restitution 
Jail or detention 
Incarceration 

"I 

Encounters With Juvenile Justice system 
(' of cases) 

Average 'of tilles sto,ppedby police 
lexcl.trafft:c tickets 

"of cues) 
o 

Average' of tim •• takentojuvenil,e 
court forbreaki'ng "the law 

D REST 

(111 ) 

23t 
77 

(110) 

48' 
2 
6 

43 
o 
1 
o 

(126) 

(12~) 

0 ... 9 

CONTROL 

(52) 

23' 
77 

(49) 

2S' 
3'7 
39 

(,52) 

44% 
4 
,2 

46 
o 
2 
2 

(61) 

1.9 

(61) 
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. TABLE VI.7. DANE: YOUTHS' PERCEPTIONS OF 
THE FUTURE AND EDUCATIONAL GOALS* 

Youths' Subjective Estimates of Getting 
a Good Job in the Future 

(I 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 w,ll 
Wants to go but doesn't think he/she wili 
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 

(I of cases) 

Yes 
No 

*Responses taken six mont~s arter closure. 

REST 

(90) 

22\ 
37 
31 

9 
2 

(59) 

27\ 
27 
10 

(.;~ ( 3.4 
2 

(36) 

72\ 
28 <",:V 

'0 

\ . 

~:, 

"CONTROL 

(39) 

23\ 
3l~ 

33 
13 

0 

(22) 

32\ 
9 
5 

41 
14 

(10 ) 

82\ 
18 

~,) 

il 

() 
l,J 

d " I (/ 

l. I 

0 
{ .. i 

" ~;? 

t) 

() 
(1 

i:. 
cfl/i1:s,. 
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Chapter VII 

Summary of the Self-Report Findings 

Introduction 

>l,' ,'-, Each of the intensive sites in the national evaluation had a different cl 

type of restitution program with different program components. Moreover, 
o 

in each of these sites different research designs were implemented to 

isolate and focus on these program components. As the sites varied, so too 

did the results from theself~report surveys administered in those sites. 

In some sites, youth from the restitution (experimental) treatments appeaJed 

to have lower self-reported reoffense rates than youth from the control 
" 

'" treatments, while in otber jurisdictions, no significant differences in . 
. ~;" 

self-reported reof'fending appeared between youth from the two treatment 
,", " ,. 

modalities. In none .?f the sites did th4:) controi group demonstrate a 

pattern of significantly lower self-repor~edreoffending than therestitu-
\:. (~'.:;, 

.;:; ~' 
, ,~ 

tion'group. 

Th,is chapter contai.ns a summa~y of the findings from the! descriptive 
" ,,(. C (. . . 

"presentation of the self-report contained in the previous five chapters. 

It.is organized ~y si'te4 'r:ather" ~han by topic. 

W4ahi'ft9ton, l)C 

In WaehinCJton, 'DC, '~96 refe'tralsrespondedtoGatleast one 'O:ftheself­
(J 

relN4~tinst'ru_ntsadatnist.red tbere,resultingi'na re~pon'se !rate of 3,8 

percent overall. 'Only the 12-lIlonth self-rePort and the IS-month se1£-
, 

report wer,e administered. A luger pr.oportion .. ofyouth" int'he 'resti,tution 

. groups re,~ponded to the self-reports than youth f~ the control. groups. 

: ;~, 

. 



• 

,~ 
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About two-thirds of all., refet'rals in Washington, DC were living with 
" 

one or both parents 12 months 'aft~,r referral to treatment. The school and 

employment statuses of these youth were poor, but were not atypical com-

pared to .other national .evaluation sites. One year after program referral, 
.', 

a larger propartion'of youth from the alternatives to probation restitution 

group reported they were in school (80 percent) 

tion group (66"percent). Differences in school 
,) 

than in the control proba-
~ .. ' 

status approached sta'listi-

cal significance (P'· .06) across the six evaluation groups. Concerning 

their employment status, only 29 percent of these respondents had paid 

employment; the differences were not statistically significant across ~he 

evaluation groups. 

Concerning the peer relationships of these YOuth," most' respondents 

reported that th;!!y had some close fr.iends. Interestingly, youth who had 

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

'J. 
i 

\.,J 

i 

I 
reported fewer clo£e friends than youth who. had been recommended for proba- ,,,,"" 

t10n. These incarceration youth did not, however, repor"t more delinquent 

, I 
\. ) , 

close friends than the probation youth. 
" ') 

Self-.reported reoffenses included both personal and property offe~ses 
'\ ! 

and did not differ significantly across the six evaluation groups for \ I 
either the 12-month seif-r.eport or 'the IS-month self-r~rt9 one p~ttern\ I 
that emerged in the IS-month data~when ~ontrasted with the 12-month data, \ 01 
WfiS that the rates of reoffending tended to be lower in the IS-month da.ta. 

MO.reover, these rates' ,~~nded to be lower across all evaluation groups and 
, I~ 

across all types of offenses. In most o,ther national eyaluation"sltes, a 

similar decline was observed for the later self-report surveys. 

o 

~ ; 

\ oJr
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,) 
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Overall, the Clayton County data contained some interesting findings, 
(I 

~ut this initial analysis did not demonstrate any consistent differences in 

the amounts of self-reported reoffenses between the restitution and non-

'resti tution treatments. 

Boise« Idaho"? 

In Boise, Idaho, 71 referrals r~sponded 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 self­

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

11 percentage point~ higher than the nonrestitution (j.ncarceratton) group. 

_Slightly over three-quarters of all referrals in Boise were living o ',~,) 

with one or both parents six months after referral to treatment. Concern­

ing their school and employment status, about rour out of f'ive youth repor­

ted they were in ~.chool full-time., and most youth -- S2 perce,,,t of restitu­

tion youth and 65 percent of incarceration youth -- reported they were not 
'''::: 

currently employed. 

The peer telationshipso' .reportec;i by these youth liiere the most interest-
.:l- •• 

Oing of"n¥ of the natiGnal evaluatiGn s,~tes •. Youth ~r~ the incar.ceration 
\\ 

~'g'1'~;1'epor~~da' s;atist:icalll'Sl;gni,f;icantlY .:,graater nUilber :of.cIGse 

fr ~ends ,Jthan yGuth frOM the restitution group,. MGr,eGv.er, they repor(ted a 

gr,eaternumber ,Gf .del,inquentclose friends tban the restitution youth. 'We 

"expect that these differences are the result of the incarceratio~. treatment 

and its social milieu, and WGuid surmis.et~at incarceration a·nd the social 
o ,.7 

connections made during incarcer.ation could have an effect on these youths" 

future behaviots. 
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[j 

Self-reported reoffenses were contained primarily in the property 

offense category. For the six-month data, 'incarceration youth displayed a q 

statistically significantly greater amount of victimless offense activity 

than restitution youth, while for the l2-month data, there were no statis-

tically significant differences between the two groups. There was, how-

ever, a pattern iQ the six-month data that suggested more subsequent 
, IJ 

,,' 

o~fense activity in the inca~ceration group. Of the 11 offense types 

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

higher average number for 10 of them. 

Consistent with most other national evaluation sites, the rates of 

reoffending tended to be lo"~~r in the 12-monthdata than in the six-mo~:h 

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 committ.ed subsequent offenses, they 

reported usually bei:ng apprehended for at least one of these offens~:~ and 

usually being taken to court. 

In .general, the :findings in '80ise were suggestive and thought­

'Provoking.. .'1"bey ,sugg .. tedtbat incuceration youth aight .have developed a 

new lletWorlc 'of £r:1ena&as '. -r •• ult·,oftbeir incarcerationex.per ience, and , , ,::-

. 1'" 'f :."hese ·new assoc.1· ..... t·1·-ns miftht "'e 'higher levels of delin-'that the resu:t·o "'....... '':11'" 

,. 

q\ient andc'dmtnalacti'Vityfor these youth than for the re~titution yo,uth. 

Oklahoma County, Oklahoma 

In Oklahoma County, 223 referrals responded. to ~t least one of the 

. t t adm'n'stered there, resulting in a re.sponse rate of self-report lns rumen s •• 
Q 

1 , 
i ) I 

~I' ~ .~ 
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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 County. The lowest 

rates of survey response on the six-month and 12-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. About 70 per­

cent of all referrals reported they were in school. The employment status 

of these respondents was fa~rly typical compared with other national evalu­

ation Sites; 33 percent of all youthcreportedthat they currently had a 

full- or part-time job. There were no statistically significant 

differences across evaluation groups for these variables. 

Youth in Oklahoma County generally repor,ted fewer close friends 
o 

about six -- than youth in other jurisdictions, and they had even fewer 

delinquent close friends. Restitution youth tended to have more close 

friends than nonrestitution youth, but the differences were not statisti-

cally significant at the .05 level. 

Self-.reported reoffenses inc.luded both ~rsonal and property offenses, 
" 

J)utpr.QPer£yo~.n ... ;:accounted for. ,th .... jority >Ofaffenses. There were 

, ,two ,.at.tai:rical1Y ;a1gnUl'cADt cti1fu,enc •• ,&c%osa ~e three evaluation 

gcou,p. ·foroff.an ... :r.po,r.~ed illthe .3t~tb ·aeW-report.; one diff-erence 

favoc:ed ::the r-eatitution :gMt1P8~ .one f.avot'-edtbe control gr.oup. Three 

di:ffet'ences appearedin",tbe l2...,ntb ,data; all ttl"ee dif·ferences favored 

the resti·tution g-roups. A prOblem wi.th the12-lIlOnth data, however, was 

t.hat only .12 youth fro~('the control group responded to the survey; thus, 

o 



J) 

although some of the differences were statistically significant, these 

findings need to be regarded as sugge~,~ive. 

In Oklahoma County, as in most other sites, rates of reoffending 

tended to be lower in the later data (l2-month data) than ~t:oe earlier 
,~ 

data. 

When these referrals committed subsequent offenses, they were dealt 

with str~nglY by the juvenile justice system in ~klahoma. Seventy-eight 

percent of all respondents who reoffended were taken to court for at least 

one of their subseq~ent offenses: this was the highest rate of any of the 
~ 

national evaluation sites. 

1 h county data contained some interesting find-In summary ,the Ok a oma , 

ings and suggested that any differences in tJte self-reported reoff~nse 

rates of these youth favored the restitution treatment groups over the 

control group. 

Dane County, Wisconsin 

In Dane County, 187 referrals responded to at least one of the self­

report instruments adUnistered' there, resulting ina survey response rate 

of 74perc~nt overUl..nl four ,self~t:.por;t inatr.1iIIents were administered 

in 'Dane t:oullty. 'Por boUtbe ,12'" ,and la-'mJlth ,se'1'f",,~~ports,:Dane County 

h.atbe hi'gbat response :r'a1: .. "Of tbe :aal:i'OlUfl evaluation ,sites. The 

... • .. t·-o ft. r''''-bad are-nset:".ate, six percentage pO'ints .higher prOClr.aa rest1_ 1:... ::r --III" -111"-

than the nonprogr~ restitution group. 

restitution in Dane county.) 

('Sothevaluat'ion groups received 

11 referra'ls in Dane County were living w'ith About sixty percent of a , 

one or both parents six months after closure from treatment. A sli9htly 

o 
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• ''17 " greater proport10n 0,2 program restitution referrals (64 percent) reported 
11'-' 

they were in SChooldthan nonprogram restitution youth (51 percent). Con-

cerning employment status, 52 percent of these reSpOndents had paid employ-

ment, wMch was t~e highest of the national evaluation sites. The differ-

ences were no,t statistically significant across the two evaluation groups. 

Concerning the peer relationships of the Dane County respondents, a 

lafge number of close friends was reported by these youth (the average 'tas 

12), although·evaluation group differences were not significantly different. 

Moreover, a large number of delinquent close friends were reported (eight 

" on the average), with again, no statistically significant .:differences 

between the two evaluation'''groups. 

S~lf-reported reoffenses were reported primarily for property offenses, 

but also included personal offenses. Por the six-, 12- and l8-month self-

I', reports, a total of six st~tistically significant differences appeared 

between the experimental and control groups; five of these differences 

favored the experimental group. Moreover, all marginally significant 
~) 

differences (i.e, greater than .05 level and less than .10 level of signi-

f-i'Caftcei favored the 'progr_ "esti:tuti:on group. 

:Incontr .. ,to ,al.lotbernat'ionalevaluation sites,r:'l!Spondents in 
'i" 

Dane l:ountydi'd 1lot .aemonst-rate a 'deClinJ" in subsequent offense rates in 
J,I 

the latersel'f-report instruments. The rates for the12-and l8-month 

self-reports were ab0r~t the sa.me,with the l8-month instrument's rate being 

only slightly higher. 

Consistent with the findings in the other national evaluation Sites, 

Dane County y~uth indicated that when they had committed subsequent offen-
, 
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ses, they had been usually apprehended for at least one of these offenses; 

o and when they were apprehended fore the offense, they reported usually being 
o 

taken to court. 
.~ 

Generally, the Dane county provided some fairly strong evidence to 
c 

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

self-reported delinquency than the nonprogram restitution group. 
o 

Summary 

c­
o 

a 
Tbe 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. Tbe data presented in thl.s p.per b.ave suggested" that .the 

restitution groups (experimental grolUls) bad lower rates o.f sel:f~~.ported 
, 

reoffending in Dane County, and, to some degree .in Oklahoma County and 

Boise, than tbeir; respective control groups. ~oreover, in the other 

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

,ohave suggested no difference in thalevelsof self-reported reoffense rates 

between· experimental and control treatments. 

Clearly, mQre anaJ,ys.is mu.st be done.. In particular ,more intensive 

analYJlis of tbe self-repor:t data f~.QII :eacb :S'it_ aloogwi·ththeotber data 

el~ in ea~h :site lJ:h1! .3»v.enU.·Off.~,IJu.lt1\uaen:t,.tbe.Qf,ficial 

RcordJI Check data • ..thetic~ Suvey) _sttae •• Qtn_~on;Qj.>ntly to order 

to obtain a clearer underst8l1dtng of th,.~fects and olltco~es of rest.itu­

tion on the attitgdesand bebavior. o~ juvenUe .del·inque,,~s. 

o 
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,'1\' , 
Please tryt;o\\,cmswer all the~~$tions. ''l'hankyou very much. 

I;,,!! 

Remembf!r,' YOdr answers !!!.!!be."kept ,confl.ciential. 
",1\ 

o 
o 

® 

GSRTD 
I, 

What is your 
lJ 

birthdate~\ 
'J' (Month) (Day) \, (Year) 

Who dQ you live with? JP,lease cir.=le the numbers next to the people 
live with. Circle as many as apply.) you 

L' Mother 7. Gr~dmother 

2. Father 8. Grandfather 

3. Stepmother 9. Brother,,(s) (18 or older) 

4. " Stepfather 10. Sister(s) (18 or older) 

5. Foster Mother 11. Other (Explain) 

6. Foster Father 

Counting yourself, how many chi~dren or youths under 18 live 
0 

in your house? 

0 " 

~ " Are','You in school now\~'ur will you attend schoQ! when it starts 
again? (Circle the correct answer. ) 

1.1-:; 

1. VEst 
What Grade? 

I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Whnt"is (or was) your 

co 1. A to A- (3 .• 6 to 

2. B to B+ (3.1 to 

3. B- (2.6 to 

4. c to ,c+ (2.l,-to' 

.-----

2. 

How many months ago did you leave school? 

months 

What grade did you finish? 

Why did you leave school? (Circle one) 

1. Graduated '5. To f·ina work 

2. Suspended 64 Dropped out 

3." Expelled 7. Other {Explain) 

4 . To get married 

gTade point averag'e in school? (Circle one) 

4 .• 0) 5. C- (1.6 to 2.0) 

3.,5) 6. D to D+ (1.1 to 1. 5) 

3.0) 7. D- ( .6 to 1.0) 

2.5) 8. F ( .5 and below) 
::\ 

(1 

(I 

, 
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Some of these questions ask whether you have broken any rules OT 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. 

PLEASE READ FIRST: 

EXluW'LES: 

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

o More?..,..... ___ _ 
# of timl:i!s 

~ Ho~ many ti~es in a month do 
\) you go to the movies? . 

o 1 2 3 ~or~? ~ 
# of times 

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

o 1 2 3 MOre?~~~~_ 
# of times? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

DIRECTIONS: 

Circle the number of times you' 
have don~,jthis. 

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

How many times in a month do you 
particip~te in school activities 
such as clubs, musical groups, 
student government', yearbook, etc.? 

o 1 2 3 More? 
..,.....~--:---

# of times 

How many times in a month do you 
.' smoke marijuana? 

o 1 2 3 More? ____ _ 
# of times 

!® How many times in a month do you 
participate in conununity activities 
such as boys or girl;s clubs. scouts, 
4-.B, things :&pemSO%'f!a;by the Yor 

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

o 1 2 3 More? ____ _ 

, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 

# of times? ll .. (i) 
How many times in a month do. you I 

play or practice a sport such as : 
football, basketball, soccer, etc.? : 

I o 1 2 3 More? I 
I 

# of times l 
I 

a nei9'hborhood center., and soon ? 

o 1 2 3 ~ore? -----4F ,0£ times 

How many times ina :month do you do 
things with your f ami.ly just for fun 
such as going to movies or picnics 
or other similar things? 

o 1 2 3 More? -----# of times 

• 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

.J 

';}O( Q 
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How many times in the past six 
months have you sold marijuana? 

o 1 2 3 More? 
~#!'"""-o~f~t"'!"im-e-s~? 

How many times" in the past six 
months have you been give~ a 
traffic ticket? 

o 1 2 3 More? 
~-~~-
# of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 MOre?-::---=-~~~ 
# of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 MOre?~--=_:--~ 
# of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 More? 
~#--. o~f-tlJll":'"' -e-s-')~. 

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

o 1 2 3 MOre?~--=_:--~ 
*of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 More ?-::---=----::--~ 
# of times? 

How many times in the past six 
months have you kept!~r hidden 
stolen goods for someone else? 

" o "~l 2 3 More? 
":':'#-o-::f:-:-t"'!"im-e-s~? 

@ 

@ 

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

o 1 2 3 More? ____ _ 
# of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 More? ____ _ 
# of times? 

. _,'{PRE DIRECTIONS: 

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

For example, if you broke into a 
house and stole a TV you would 
answer "!" on question 26 but 
you would not count this offense 
on any other question. 

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

II 0 1 2 3 More? _____ _ 
# of times? 

('! 

In the past six months, how many 0 

times have you brokenii.'into a house 
or building where you had no right 
to be but cUdn' t take anything or 
.damage their property? 

o 1 2 3 MOre?_--=_:--_ 
# o£ times? 

Bow many times in the past six 
months have you tried to break 
into a house or .build inc;; wher'e 
you, had no right to be, but did 
not actually get in? 

o 1 2 3 More? ------
o I of times? 



• 

® 

@ 

PLEASE READ FIRSI': 

Several of these q.uestions ask you abour things you might ha,ve done in the 
past six months (about 180 days or 2S weeks). T~e chart below will help 
you figure out what month was six months ago. 

WHAT MONTH WAS SIX MONTHS 
AGO? 

(WRITE IT IN THIS SPACE) 

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

o 1 2 3 More? _____ _ 
# of times? 

(/ 

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

o 1 2 3 More? ------if of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 More? 
-,---~--
# of times? 

Ho'w many :;.i.mes in the past six 
months have you cheated in school? 

o 1 .," 3 Hore? -c------
# of times? 

This Month Is: Six Months Ago Was: 
January 

February 
March 
April 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

July­
August 
September ,:; 
October 
November 
December 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 

I 
I , 
:@ , How many times in the past six 

months have you forged anything 
(such as a check, a driv~r's 
license, a birth certificate, etc.)? 

I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 

.' 
l@ , , , , , , , , , , , , , 
:@ , , 

o 1 2 3 More? .,.,...--,,--...,...--
if of times? 

How man.,Y times in the past six 
months have you used hard drugs 
(such as heroin, cocaine, LSD, 
and so on)? 

o 1 2 3 More? ------# of times? 

How many times in the past six 0 
months have you SOld .. hard drugs, 
such as heroin, cocaine, LSD., and 
soon? 

o 1 2 3 More? 
-,-~~...,...-~ 

# of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 ~lor&? ------# of times? 

t : 

.() 

'---------------------------------------------------------------------~-------------, 

@ 

@ 

@ 

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

o 1 2 3 More? 
~-----# of times? 

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

0. 1 2 3 MOre?~--,~~ ___ 
# of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 MOre?.."..... ___ _ 
# of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 MOre?~ ______ __ 
# of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 More? _____ _ 
# of times? 

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

o 1 2 3 More? 
~#--o-f~'t-un:-' -e-s-') ...... 

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

o 1 2 3 More?.,... ____ _ 
# of times? 

How many times in the p,ast ~;!: 
months have you kept or hidden ~~ 
stolen goods fpr someone else? 

o 1 2 3 More? _____ _ 
# of times? 

, ., , , , 

, ® H9wmany times in the past six 
months have you disobeyed your 
parents? 

o 1 2 3 More? ------# of times? 

@ "-
How man~' times in the past six 
months have you said something 
that is not true? 

@ 

@ 

@ 

o 1 2 3 More? 
.,,-~--:----

# of timeS? 

,~~9RE,DIRECTIONS: 

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

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

How many times in the past six 
months have you broken into a house 
or 9uilding and taken things that 
did not belong to you or damaged 
their property? 

o 1 2 3 More? 
~~,.---:----

# of times? 

In the past six months, now 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? 

o 1 2 3 More? 
""#-o-f--t-im-e-s-? 

How many times in the past six 
months have you tried to break 
into a house or building where 
you had no right to be, but d.id 

c:? not actually get in? 

o 1 2 3 More? 
.,,-~,.---:----

# of times? 



\j 
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How many times in the past six 
months have you stolen a car, 
truck, or other motor vehicle? 

o 1 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 di9 not succeed? 

o 1 2 3 More? _______ _ 
# of times? 

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

~f 
I' 

o 1 2 3 More?.."..~~-.,.-_~ 
# of times? 

;/ 
//How many times in the past six 
,J , 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? ',I 

\', 
,\ 

More? fI 
# of tiItias? 

1 2 3 

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

o 1 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)? 

o 1 2 3 !-1ore? ..,,----,,--.......,--
# of times? 

I 

~® 

(~-;::;; 

How many times in the past ,six months 
have you taken thinqs that did not 
belonq 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 
p.elong to you? 

o ,1 2 3 More?~......,.. __ _ 
# 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? 

o 1 2 3 More? 
..,.,............,~~---.,.-

# of times? 

Third, how many times in the past 
six months have you taken (or tried 
to take) things worth le~s than 
$10 that did not belong to you? 

o 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)? 

o 1 2 3 More?~~~~~ * of times? 

Second, in the past sixmontns how 
many ·times have you intentionally 
damaged or destroyed property worth 
S10 to $250 (or tried to)? 

o 1 2 3 More?,~ ___ _ 
#c.\f times? 

\) 
Third, how many times in the past 
six month have you intentionally ~ 
4amaged or destroyed property wo~h' 
+ess than $10 (or tried to)? 

'J 0 1 2'3 More?~~_-:--__ 
If of times? 

" } 

,,' 

o 

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

o 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? 

o 1 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? 

o 1 2 3 More?~~---: __ 
# of times? 

NOT COUNTING ANYTHING YOU HAVE 
ALREADY MENTIONED, how many 
times during the past six months 
have you gotten into a fight 
or beaten someone up? 

012 3 More?~~.......,~ __ 
#"of times? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
L , 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I , 

- I 
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How many times in the past six 
months have you used force 
(cstrong-armed methods) to qet 
someone to have sex with you? 

o 1 2 ,3 'More? ____ _ 
# of times? 

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? 

o 1 2 3 More? _______ __ 
# of times? 

, 

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

o 1 2 3 More? .."....--,-----
# of times? 

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° __________________________ ___ 

o 1 2 3 More?~~------­
# of times? 

2, ______________________________ _ 

a 1 2 3 More? 
~~------
# of times? 

3, ____________________________ _ 

o 1 2 3 More? 
..,.--~---
# of times? 

4, ____________________________ _ 

o 1 2 3 More?~~~~---­
#'of times? 

5, ____________________________ _ 

a 1 2 3 More? ---------# of times? 

,About how many close ,friends do 
you have--kids you han9 around 
with often? 

______ number of close friends? 

How many of your close friends have 
done somethin9 for which they could 
have been arrested? 

number who have? 

GO O~ TO TI-iE _\;';~'T PAGE" •• 
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If you now have a job (or had a job in the pa~t 6 months), the 
next question asks you about the things you do (did) in th~ job. 

PIREC'l'IONS: 
(5 

The group of words below are for you to explain how you feeJ, about 
these things. For example, if you feel the job is (was) a lot of 
fun, circle a number close to the word FUN. If you don't reel the " 
job is (was) much fun, circlel

\ a number ClOse to ,the words NOT FUN, 
as in the example. . 

EXAMPLES: 

NOT FUN 7. 5 4 3 2 1 FUN 

hAPPY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 SAD 

If you now have a job (or had a job in the past 6 months), how 
do (did) you '~el about the things you do (did) in the job? 

TOUGH 

FAIR 

HELPFUL TO ME: 

HELPFUL TO OTHERS 

WRONG 

PLEASANT 

ILLEGAL 

EXCITING 

FRIGHTENING 

INTERESTING 

USEFUL TO ME 

USEFUL TO OTHERS 

7 

1 

1 

1 

7 

1 

7 

1 

7 

1 

1 

1 

6 

2 

5 

3 

2 3 

2' 3 

6 5 

2' 3 

6 5 

2 3 

6 

2 

2 

2 

5 

3 

3 

3 

4" 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

5 

5 

5 

3 

5 

3 

5 

3 

5 

5 

5 

2 

6 

6 

6 

2 

6 

2 

6 

,2 

6 

6 

6 

1 

7 

EASY 

UNFAIR 

7 . HARMFUL TO ME 

7 HARMFUL TO OTHERS 

1 RIGHT 

7 PAINFUL 

1 LEGAL 

7 DULL 

1 

7 

7 

7 

NOT FRIGHTENING 

BORING 

WORTHLESS TOME 

WORTHLESS TO OTHERS 
'2 

= 
Are you looking for a job (or a different job than the one 
you have now)? (Circle your answer) 

1. YES 2. NO 

~ny (or why not)? 

\'~ 0 

What do you think your, chances are of getting a good j oh in 
the future? (Circle one) 

1. Excel,lent 

2. Good 

3. Average 

4. Below average 

5. Poor 
r''' J'"\J....L TA ........ 1rr..'T""'_V"T" __ ---.r...\ j-o r _ '-~. _ ' _____ ..... 

• 

• 
o 

n 

C) 

CD 

Do you think ~hat you will go to college? (Circle one) 

1. I want to go and plan to go. 

2. I want to go but don't know if I will. 

3. I want to go but don't think that" I will. 

4. I don I t want to go and am sure that I won't. 

5.' I don't want to go but will probably go anyway. 

6. I 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 q~?~l,(m ~sks you'about how you feel about being on sUpervision~ 

DI~~C.,.:-f}A'S : 

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 tlle example. 

EXAMPLES: 

NOT FUN 7 6 5 4 3 2 FUN 

HAPPlr I 2 3 4 5 6 7 SAD 

Ho\oJ do you feel about being on supervision (now or before)? 

TOUGH ~ 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 EASY 

FAIR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 UNFAIR 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 HARMFUL 

WRONG 7 6 5 4 3 
G 

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 5 4 3 2 1 NOT FRIGHTENING 

INTERESTING 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 BORING 

USEFUL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 t-lORTHLESS 
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00 you think you may be livinq somewhere else six months from now? 

D /'= 
Yes No 

(IF YES) Where? I 
--------------------~ff,~---
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