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FORE\>IORD 

Deterring youth from crime and the juvenile justice system has been a 
pre-occupation \'iith aiminal justice and related agencies for several 
decades. By setting vlaYI'ia)'d youth straight it is assumed that they will 
be unlikely to turn to crime in adulthood and live more fruitful lives. 
However, deten'i ng youth has proven far from simple and a myri a d of 
pl'ograms have been developed to dea 1 Vii th the ;Jrob 1 em. Some are total 
failures, some ~elp a little, few are glowing successes. 

The concept of youths touring prisons to see Vlhere they might end up if 
they brea k the 1alv is not a new idea. However, a rebi rth of th i s idea 
has gained much noto)'iety recently as a )'esult of the docU'nental'Y 
"Scared Straight" filmed at Ral1\'Jay Pl'ison in NeVI Jersey. Claims of 
glovling success at tUI'ning del inquent youth around Vlere reported. The 
toU)'S and "Scaring Youth Straight" caught the nation's fancy. !~i'1l1Y 
replications were attempted including the Menard Prison Tours in 
Illinois. 

A Rutgers Un i vers ity crimi no logy professor undertook an intense study of 
the claims of program success. No significant difference between 
youths touring the pl'isons and a control group of non-toUt' youth was 
found, In fact, there I'lere negative findings and the tOU)'S have since 
been curtaileo. The value of the tour concept is now considered dubious. 

The Menard tours vlere undertaken in an attempt to find out vlilat effect 
the idea of scaring. or at least educating youth straigllt, Vlould have. 
It vias a more val i d experiment that the Rall\'lay experiment and took pl ace 
over a year's time span. 

Tile Greater Egypt Criminal Justice Evaluation program was requested to 
evaluate the inpact of tours on youth. Rogel' Higgins, the Director of 
the Police Intervention Group* of Mt. Vernon was responsible for designing 

*A juvenile justice detel'rant progl'am 
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the experiment, coordinating the tours and collecting the data. Acknowledgement 
of appreciation is expressed to the Illinois LaYI EnfOl'cement Commission 
Statistical Analysis Center For their computation of statistical information 
and to the Lifers Group who responded to questionnaires and to all those 
involved who aided in this evaluation. 

Funds for the eVilluation ~Iere pl'ovided by Illino"is Law Enforcement COlr,mission 
with matching fundings proviclC'd by the Greater Egypt Criminal Justice Regional 
counties inc"Juding Alexander, Franklin, Gallatin, Hamilton, Hardin, Jackson, 
Jefferson, Johnson, l'iassac, Perry, Pope, Pulaski, Saline, Union and 
I'Jilliamson COllnties. 
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'Chapter 1 

I NTRODUCT! ON 

Scared Straight, an unrehearsed film of confrontive dialogue.between 
hard core prisoners and juvenile offenders at Rahway Correctl0nal Center 
in New Jersey, has been 11ailed by many as a major breal(tllrough in 
deterring young people from the juvenile justice system. The film has 
won an aca rJemy m-Ia rd. I t Vias l1a rra ted by tha t expe rt TV cd me fi ghte r, 
Lt. Colombo (actor Peter Falk). Scared Straight is an appealing. 
theatrical, "quick fix" approach. Officials in many states have receiv­
ed pressure from citizens to implement similar prison tour programs. 

The Police Intervention Group of Mt. Vernon, Illinois. in cooperation 
I-lith the "Lifers GI'OUp" of Henal'd 11cximum Security Correctional Center 
undertook an experiment to measure the actual effects of juvenile­
correctional center tours, 

The Police Intervention Group serves juveniles and their families in the 
Mt. Vernon area. Its goal is to divert youth from the juvenile justice 
system. Mt. Vernon (population 17,000) is located in south central 
Illinois. The "Lifers Group" is a group of inmates at ~lenal'd Correctional 
Center serving 20 years or more for mainly felonious crimes. 

~lenarc IvBS built a centul'y ago of sand stone and is located in south­
eastern Illinois On tile Missouri - Illinois border. It has a rated 
capacity of 2,620 and presently houses 2,596 inmates. It is dl'eal'y and 
crowded and houses only high I'isk seriolls offenders. Rather than 
"scaring" youth straight the 1,lenard inmates entered into dialogue vlith 
the juveniles in an atte~pt to eCJcate them about pl"ison life. There 
IvdS little stl'utting, yelling 01' bullying as depicted in "Scared Stl'aight". 
The dialogue was graphic and honest. Prior to the dialogue juveniles 
l'le)'e taken on a tour of sections of the COrl'ectional Center including 
several cell blocks and the dining ai"ea. 

The first several to!!r dialogues were confrontive. graphic and fra~k. A 
panel 0-: five inmates spoke in turn about the daily 1l10notolllY, tl"aUlT,a end 
danger of prison life. They ,,1',0 spoke of hOl'1 they started a life of 
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crime and its consequ2ilces. The juveniles I'lere then offered tile opportunity 
to ask questions Or" offer' comments. There I'las some provocation and 
baiting of the juveni,es by inmates but not nearly so much 1IS depicted 
in "Scared Straight". There \,iete six bi-monthly tours in 1978. 

In the last foul' tours the dialogues became more settled, but ren12illed 
grap!lic and frank. The nature of the last four dialogues changed 
somewhat in that follo\'ling a brief pr'isoner pana] introduction the 
juveniles broke up into fOlIr sub-groups with one or two inmates grouped 
\'Iit~ four 0[' five juveniles. Th·is sub-gl'oup arrangement seemed to 
enhance information flovl and intimacy. 
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Chapter 2 

It,ETHODClLOGY 

The methodology of this venture was a classical experimental design 
whereby an experimental (tour) and control (non-tour) group were randomly 
selected fl"Om a population of adolescent ma-!es aged 13 to 18 years 
residing in Franklin and Jefferson Counties (botil located in Southern 
Illinois). This population was stratified into three sub-groups: (1) 
youths who had been petitioned to juvenile court; (2) youths who had 
been contacted by the police but not referred to court; (3) youths who 
had ne'!el' been contacted by po 1ice_ 

There were a total of 161 youths in the experiment, 94 in the tour group 
and 67 in the control group. 

Originally it l'las proposed that thel'e v;auld be about 15 youths ill each 
tour group. However, due to cancellations, no-shows and other influences 
the numbers in the tours and control groups varied slightly in each 
tour. 

TOUI' COl1tml Total 

1/78 Tour 1 16 3 19 

3/78 2 10 24 34 

5/78 3 16 16 32 

7/78 4 16 11 27 

9/78 5 10 6 16 

11/78 6 20 6 26 

Unknmrn 9 3 7 
67­9'1 161 
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to nr,';,c,o; tE-1 

Bec()u~,(~ of (andom ~,E:lec!:ion and (QPtr'ol gr'oup uti'liz;:;tio!1 th\:! I/O flnce 
hteS not cOI1\';eive:l as (1. ,:, L to \/elicity_ OthEr"" poss-ible VD"!'idity 
ttl included tile d'ifft:~tencF: iil seosc.ns of the; tO~"lr-~; c)nd slight 
di fference -i rI j uvc:ld 'I t; ,- i f!frwt::: di a1CiSJ!)e::; bct','i(:;2rt the' tours. 

It \'iiJS hypothesized m:~C\n scor'es 00 t"lO ps)~son{Jl'it)' ?!lld d::Ti'~~uc:illal 
tests ltJould not significClntly diffei~ befor'c: thf: tour's j"'inq tile toUt~ 
and contr"'ol groups. ~ after the tours; if thc:i'"e \'lE\S an o:ffl;;ct, 
mean scores should di s"ignificant"ly. It vias further ized 
that 	crii-,lir,a 

w 

Dch:'i\dcr-s shoJld 1.!2TY ~d~l'lificcl"l'(lj/ u·:,-tci"' tIl:::: 'S vll:en[ 

comparing tOUI~ and con!:rQl groups; tOllr gl'~lrs ShG01110 0 s~gnifieallt 
deer-east:; in crinrilta'i activity- f\ secondar'y h}'puthes-is \;,'as ti;iJt the type 
of juvenile just-jee contact (sub-~gr~oup C2lL0:~iOry) v-/Ould a,ffect test 
res u1ts . 

The null hypothesis steted that the tours would no 51 1 cant 
eilunge as measured by test SCQres Gr c)",'iminEd behiJvi(jrs~ 

days (1 

'nd;'0:1 f S 521' ­
i;u:d cO~ltj'o'l 

Tile "Jesness InvBlltol'V" is lIsed in the classific"t"ioll and trcatlnf'llt of 
distur'bed ehildn:;n and adole3c(~nts. Althou(]11 t!V? i ry \'12,S c!e~;iSl!led 
for use \'titil delinquents, there a;'(; relisoj'js~to 'j-j{:;v::: tl'Q~ th; sc.~Jes 
\,';11 pl~ove u 1 vJ"ith 2;dole:;o3n in d vrJr'"iety of sl:.:~tir;9s~ It SCQj~es 
11 personali Ch;;;l~iJ sties. n(11 SCEdc: -i~, en a 1"'e~Jr"e5Sion 
c·quation that nos attit !"'{;:t:es pCr'~onJ.·!·l tLJits -into an 
indc:.!:-: jdost I:: Vt:: 0';; (!clir.(~ (J\~:('Ci2d Tnc.[,::x). V;,!I'"it::)h::s n12iJSU 

on th,_~ Jesness Invelltoi-Y inc'ludc: 

1. 	 Social ;"ialacijustmcnt Scale (SH) - 63 ·itcills. SOCirll lE\rljustment 
l~efel'S 0 set of iltti associated with d{~0uat2 010 dis d 
soci 1 i Cl as de"~i I~cd by the r:xtcnt to \'lh a YOL1T!I-S-har'l?s 

do not 1;!2et env i !"'O:lri1E?-IF:a 1 0P.1;~(: nds ina pc~rS01IS \'/ho 
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2. 	 Value Orientation Scale (VO) - 39 items. Value Orientation refers 
to a tendency to S1121"e attitudes ilnd opinions charactel"istic of 
persons in the lower socioeconomic classes. 

3. 	 Immilturity SCille (Imm) - 45 items. IWl11iltudty I"eflects the tenciency 
to display attitudes and perceptions of self and others that are 
usual for porsons of a younger age than the subject. 

,jI. 	 Autism Scale (Au) - 28 items. Autism measures a tendency, in 
tllinking and perceiving, to distort reality according to one's 
pel"sol'la 1 des -j I"es or needs. 

5. 	 Al ienat-jon Scale (Al) - 26 items. Al ienation refers to the pl"esence 
of distrust and estrangement in a person's attitudes toward others, 
especially tD\'Ial"d those representing author·ity. 

6. 	 Manifest Aggression Scale (MA) - 31 items. Manifest Aggression 
reflects an awareness of unpleasant feelings, especially of anger 
and frustration; a tendency to react r~adily with these emotions; 
and an obviollS disconlfort concerning the presence and control of 
these feelin9s. 

7. 	 Withdrawal Scale (Wd) - 24 items. Viithdral'fal indicates the extent 
of a youth's dissatisfaction with self and others, and a tendency 
toward isolation from others. 

8. 	 SDcial Anxiety Scale (51\) - 24 items. Social Anxiety refel"s to 
conscious emotional discomfort in getting along with people. 

9. 	 Repression Scale (Rep) - 15 items. Repression reflects the exclusion 
. from conscious awaren~ss of feelings and emotions that the individual 
nOI"mally would be expected to expel"ience; 01" it reflects Ilis failure 
to label these emotions. 

10. 	 Denial Scale (Den) - 20 iteills. Denial indicates a reluctance to 
acknowl~dge unpleasant events or conditions encountered in daily 
1iving. 

11. 	 Asocial Index. Asocialization refers to a generalized disposition 
to I"esolve social 01" pel"sonal problems in ways that show a disl"egal'd 
fOI" social custOIllS or rules. 

The populat-ion Illean (iL) for each scale on the clesness Inventory I"anges 
from 45-55 fOI" "avel"a'ge" subjects \·rjtll a population standard deviation 
( (J") of about 10. 
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The P'i2r'S--)-L::!n-is Chilc!n=n's Self Concept Sco.le in::~c\SUi~(~S self concept: 
based 011 bci10ViOj", il'ltellac'tual selloo1 s'tatus, pllysical ~PI)enrQnce 211d 
attl"-ibut(=s, an;.<'iety~ po))ulal"'ity and Ili)ppiness~ Elnd ~'taLis-ract'ioll. 

The PCJPUlFltion ijlF:cln (//,-) fOI~ tile [)'ic:'(s--j-iElri"-js 'is uhout ~:,o \,,"ith a pGp­

u"lation si:alirJanJ o8vi'c:'cion (C) of about 12. 

Statist"le"l Tests 

l"hree statistical tests For significance were utilized. 

1. Students t test for significance for related means. 

2. Students t test fot si9nif"iC<111Ce foi' independent IT!fCc.ns. 

3. Clli-S4uare test relationships for data arranged on a bivariate 

tabl e . 


. Symbolically stated tile statistical tests appear: 

(Null Hypothesis) Ho : i = ~ (i = tour means) 

(Alternat"ive Hypothesis) Ila: X1"·Y (\; = contl'ol Iilean) 

test: (a) t test for independent mean comparison 

(b) t test fOI' n"lated mean cornpal'isDn (t = , , 
(c) chi-squal'e test fOI' s"ignificclnt l'elat"iol1ships (y) = 

\ 

c/ = .05 

The ,]esness IllvEntol·y anci Piel"s-llalT'is tests yield intervill data. 

-8­
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Charte\' 3 

EXPERIME~iT FTNDli~GS 

The mean age was 15.13 the tou\' groups and .31 fo\' the cont\'ol 
gi'OUp. The percent of bldcks \'/os 15.95% for the tOUl' groups and 16.41'~ 
for 0011;:1-01 groups. All involved in the tOUt'S \'Ie)-e males, The criminal 
history 1'0;- both gl"oups Vlere clil.ss'ifi,2d as (1) court contacted (2) 
police contacted and (3) non-contacted. 

Table IJ\ 

TOllr Contra 1 Total
--"-"-"­ -~-

NOIl-contac;:ed ( ~T)36 3EiO 17 ( 25;:,) 53 ( -'- ~~ 

':! ,.. ~.I ;PolicE' contacted 31 ( J!;; 27 58 ~bi' )3"") 40%) 

Cour,t cDl1tacted 27 ( 29;\ ) 23 34i; ) .Lll%) 

9~ (10m;) 67 ( 100);) 161 (loa:;) 

2.96; IdP; ,L. = .05; I1.S.) 

The table indicates that t1e1'e is no si[lni cilnt diffETence betWeen 
tOUl' and control gl'OUpS concel'l1ing cl'lilrinal 11'istOl'Y. 

ThL1S jn~ a~F:·, se:':. riJce B C nlll IYis,tcn"',)I 1;-!2 tOLlY' and c:,~yt 
9 l.'!c::n:: vdcl"1 m,~,~·~ch;=cJ. -he ol":ly ciar's 'I'kich CDLJ!d calise this 
e m:::nt 'eli cl2Vd;:Jcd -rr'orl cl;;ss'j.::al ,"[0 (,,:uQsi~·2/p2j~·lmenta·: i'IJt;ld :JE 
sl-j£1hi: diffl:~f'~::;nces hett-:2en til~ sty:es of the six tours and some quest-ions 
cOllcel"n'inSJ va'!-icJ-itV o-!:' the cr"imina"l his 1"y subgro\ipin~Js. It is the 
ClutliDl"'S 0p'inion that those factors aren't stl'01l9 enough to devalue this 
experiment. . 

-9­



The al1a1ysi~; of tIle 
pr'OSlieci:i '/::~s: 

Test s'iqwi di ;-'('ncc.;s rEne n~> 
ill (tou,') aiHi to 1 (noll-t()LF') groups bC"rOl"2 Bl1d the tour's. 
( i ir[: s 1i;~; ) . 

2. 	 l-est for sigllificBrl't dif·r2renCf'>~~ b?t~'!'~:c:n tllC.J IT:!,~i)llS men t21 1 
(tou;-·) gr'CJup (E; Qr't".'2r the tour's, (re'lated s 1"5) 

3. 	 Test for' 519:1i :::3nt. diffl::r'i~r,C':-s bet\·;2f:.l1l the meGn::; til!;": e}~r;Gl~"i;-iV::;lt.al 
(tOU1') a~l(; cent (nun-L)ur) qi-Ci~iP~_ Lr~;-or-(~ tOL!;~S for 
ellch s Jl ct ilflirl2-j rristoryH (CiJUI~l 'I polic(-: c:Jj-!tactt:d~ 
non-cul1tactt~c!) to see vlhich swcup \'Jas lea:,t) affected bv 
the tours acconli to the tests. (i sail,p'les.) ­

4. 	 Test for' s-ignifir:ant di n:::nC2S b2t\'/2en the; meElns of the experimental 
(teur) ~frcur::s n: tour's sl!bgr'0up of 
C.i 1:1211 historj. (re;c-'ted S,:_Tl,:';l;-;;) 

or 

Ther'e VJe1'2 some impQrtD,;lt exceptio;-Is to the 1 tlend of the n~ll 
effect of the tours: 

1. 	 lhel'e \'Iere several instances of significant difference between the 
experimF.:ntol and contY'ol groups! t scor'e means b'~for~e; after; 
ilnd be and zrfte:~ the tours. :":any of theSe cJ-ifTereDces occurn:d 
due to a s-, n~'Ficilrlt C!12:1ge i:1 co~t\-ol group's scot~e ffi0illlS 

follmdilg tOl:?' e.IlC no S'i~F1i ,2icant n:;;E: in the eX:E~;"i;il0nta'l 

~F'OUPS t seO/'f; 1112£"l:' 1 , 

~,jhy thc:se diffr:~n::nc(:.s OCC~11T.;:d is p bly dlJe to cO:lfcullding 
iIlFll.lenc:::s beyond the cunti"o'l of tile 1,1"'i nl'"Il'l:a'l des i gil. 

2. 	 1111011 alla1yzillg test reslJlts of e r"in!ent:ll 9Y'C\!P pl-'e cH:d post 
\'/1 t !It"i'liz"iwi t.;12 centr,)l q VdY"l l(::s :":"ifesL (;~JCJ)"ession': 
"'1<-1 1I"-i-('l' 'I 'l'l'"'"~- I c:1~"<';f-:"rl 5',"':[1')'"\0.J 	 .:l.!" ~".I ~, ,--,;.~,J _ ;," ~~r~ \'hlicil ::In~ sir'c~b":e 

I (\:":,:'i, l~::'in~~l tCS1: n;!s;!l L'?, f:n:: ;) 
ut:-i 1 i;~-jnq con T\.'f.~ p: Opl~il~-; '1 ty 

li!lqu2ncy (- soci 1 i 'jficdllt :,c_'c.:,:c;:=:,i 
\",t!rlcil is an ul!ck-,;ll'c-:b'!e Qut':cm;:.:. 

-10­
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UehDV~Drs of t:'2 ment01 cinJ c{Jntrol g)"OUP youth \<l2y'e monitot""ed 
following tile tours tH~d SU(i'i;i':a 'in ~ 1979. Fi fte2n months had 
ltipsod '1'0 11 DV:i !l9 first tour, fivo since the last tour. It is not 
sl~~~prisin9 t li):::P:? youth 'fl~om the fifst seve'r~(ll tour's \'121"2 involved in 
crimillal behnvior following tho tours; more time had elapsed. 

Table l.lJ 
POST TOUP. CRIi,m:f;L {',Cn liITY OF D:PE,~H1ENTP,L M'ID CONTROL 
--YOUTfrl1~V(~:Vt!j-liTTf(r~rf-\:"11' C(j*({"Rl'Eflc)i1!\L-cti;TEr~ rrJLJRS ­
-----~..-- ----"~-,.--.~.--.,,------,...-~~~-.---,..-----.-,.".--

Tour Cont\'ol Totol 
Il --,-- ----Post Tour Criminal Hi 


Contacfi:d-bYI)oTlc';;--
u 

16 ( 17;/, ) 8 ( 12" ) !O 24 ( 1"")~;"
~ 

Q?;')NOll Contact(',d 73 ( L'~'.:, 59 ( l37 ( 85") 

Total 94 ( 100;:) 67 ( 100%) 161 (loo;;) 

(,)(.2 = 2.73, Idf,,~:: ,OS, N.:;. ) 

This "cdule i~-I;J·icat2<J th~d: th~r-,~ is no : iqll".ll nt l"elationship bet\'ieen 
po1 icc: cantu fo 11 ()';:i tIle 'to~!rs fInd t ~rGtJP (tour cr control) tile 
youth vIas in, TI1::\ tOul' groups, hO\-12'Jc;r: h2d pl"oportiol12tly ;13d mc.n'e 
police CDI1i:ac tQUi~S tlVHl con(:rol ~F'Ot:P, !~lso:l tlll:;v'e 
vias no signif in cr"lrn0! types (or Seriousn0ss of cr'imes) 
committed by he tOlj~ and control group youth fullowillg the tours. 

s fol'IOl'l1 

Po TOtH' Contni 1 Tour 

1< 2".:.) 2 

)01 ice contilcted 5 3"< ) 3 ( 33;) 8 ( "Il ") 

I~ot contacted 1 ) 1 " 

1 i" Jrll' 

11l ( 58%)COIJl't Co I1tiJ cted 

! (-C'['",J,0 J .J 1.-,) 8 2.4 (WD ') 

() nf, 113 ,<,= • ~ I 

'"0025 not i IlC 1 investigations, (!istul~bances or statlls offenses. 
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Tht: mc}jor'ity (14) of tho::.e youth \,f110 hc:ve thus far' cnrnmi iJ C,~ilil·inal 
offense lo':li1l9 the tours had pl'io( CQlwt conticct. HO\'10VOr, of those 
14, 10 VJer-e tour' part.ici;)2ultS. It v!cH!ld 589111 tl!Elt thi:; group (CCGf't 
CGnt.]c vDutb) r}c()2,lly 1 nntiviJtt~:l t,:; Ci:';P ,t cr"i;ne ns a lTsLdt 
of the tours. Ti12 :'i~S~ test indicated a !li~h2r pl~opensity of asocial 

In 2 tHI sc()rc:s -[0)' Cfj'.,:«: (on j_".C,u~, ;);i':"ticip nt~;: 'j ll):::·jng 
the tour Chelll rec Ol"C::~ t:il L2hElV'IOi" ane! t-li'1fJ 'illd'ict:rte 
that thf; i:olJrs IIE1} Ilave an aciv(::r'se ,1 on youth ~,tho havc:. had cc'nt3ct 
\'Jith tllc0 court pl"'ior to thr;: talli"S. !I.'ls;o:; the 2>;:JI:::\~i!1lEntal (tour') gj·oup 
exJTibited more cr"j:nin3.1 &ctivity than the contl~o1 gr'oup. 

Other Fi ndiE'9s 

Tilere ~Jere no sigllificallt carrel iOJ1S between age of youth alld Cri!11inal 
activity for youth in tilt? e_'.<r)l~:~im'~nt2; 1 fInd contr'o-I groups Or' \:\'/£:211 
the time of tours and sL1cces:;ive cl~"inrlna"1 activ"ity. HOr'E\ thou~Jh no~: 
signif'icantly mCI!"c, ,Youth commit a r'eporterJ offense ill the first SeV(cl'ill 
vleeks fol1olVin~j E! tour' than milny \lJeeks or' ;':lenths later', 

Interviel/JS i3 mail surveys of tour PiH'tici Ilts, thei!" parents teachers 
indicb:d unanimous s rt ffJl' the p HO\',1eVf0i~, tIE? r:; Zlnd 
parellts noted no major bet13vioral ch~ in yout~ who participa in the 
tours. 

-12­



. . 
spa ~!ith I~e ~!2:~ ten ill~a C~ illvol If! vC,t'lC:i:: 

to:.ii'S Ct.he s~un2 ten ~"lCY'(.:nll in 2Ve(y tcn:!"). F Vf;, r"esi~;o to (1 rn~1"i 1 

[ 

t'l'lO fOI E\ 

l'j 
to -! ~ 

r::~'i sc,n:2'\-S 

o\/c:,: r 
Th:: ?i'/(2t a r::J [):- 'Vi 'J{:'., 

i I~ ~'rj th seci al';y 
yee.'I"':;. jt.'] \'l01'(; ill2:;lbers of f.l'tr-:,d ll , (3 group 

JAlll~e5 0s\'i'2r,~1 \/ nhtFul. -i, ~Jr~ C::cjil 

representatives a.-iso S;2?nt U -lcttc-:y' ic:-; "ind-ic2 the 'ininrJ"l:2s n;;uJ !"iCl 

inpl:t inU: t:lf: tD,JY' dc·ve1opnE::/lt ;:11"1(.1 \-}-2j~r2 monitor'ed thro ni;:,"l:'-'rlt-I\/';' 
censol"'sllip Li'j',~c)C~1houi: tile r::i--o~Jr~art:, It 1:!0uld b2 inten::stiliJ to 1-:1'10\.,1 
they \'Jou'lc i:W'll? cha,n9c~d [H'Ogi"2r1 tnJcture 0'( e Clnd 1101.'1 it 'niou"itJ 

affected impact 011 the juveniles. 

~G~ses Jre os follows: 

s -ronn. 
)~efl,SDns fD)" 

I\, 11 

21 (Jc; " ;"{J~~c:., 

h ur s2r::"t.nc;~. 

l. ;'!i i i 

ll.n ." in fOllr 01" five of 

2. 1-: ()',\' 1 ifE: {,ith 

All 

i: : 
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3. To your knO\~l edge how honest were other pri soners about di scuss i ng 
prison life with juveniles? 

_'-- Vel'y 

1 Somel'Jhat 

Comments: a. The inmate that answered II somewhat II indicated that some 
prisoners told of incidences that happended to others and claimed' them 
as personal incidents. 

4. What, in your opinion, was the basic intent of your dialogue with 
the juveniles? 

o scare them 


-.::'--- Educate them 


o Answered Questions Only 

o Other 

Comments: a. HI see no reason to scare the juveniles because the fear \1i11 
leave them, but facts (education) won't. ... II 

b. IIIf scaring them would help, then that was also my intent. II 

c. "I only tried to get them to stop and think ... my honesty could 
have scared them - but pl'ison is a place to fear Of living in." 

d. "(The juveniles) were very smart. I think a little smarter 
than myself." 

5. In your opinion, did you feel that the youth you talked with were: 
(multiple answers) 

--'_ Frightened 


3 Interested 


1 Bored 


3 
 Shocked 


__ Other 


-14­
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interested. It is just so dam:l bRd in al) U.S. prisons that YUllng 
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) 
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8. Do you feel that the tours are a ___5__ good 0 bad idea? 

All respondents answered that the tours are a "good" idea. 

Comments: a. "Because it' 5 educa ti ona1 and no one can tell them 
better than one who has experience as a prisoner. 

b. "It depends I'Iho is in charge; that person would have to 

have a business head which is not the case for our social service 

workers and certainly not prison vlOrkers." 


c. "Once a youth see's the ins i de of a prj son and feels the 

awe of such a place ... " 


d. "Because it brings the youth closer in touch with real ity." 

e. "I feel by allowing the juveniles to speak to the prisoners 
and realizing that .the amount of time we have served here is wasted, and 
that is the consequence of breaking the law." 

9. Would you 1ike to participate in similar dialogues ~lith other youth 
. touring prisons? 

5 Yes 

Comments: a. "A fe\'J of my reasons are: I don't Nish for anyone to 
follow my errors, and to shOlv juveniles the 'opportunities' that's 
\vait'ing for them." 

b. "To help prevent them from making the mistakes I made." 

c. "Kids are like the stock market to me 'so many different 

factors'. I 110uld nevel' turn dmvn helping one." 


d. "Prisons today are filled with once youth offenders. The 

only real way to fight against crime is at the juvenile level. " 


10. Do you think that, if you had gone on such a tour when you were a 

youth, it would have made any difference about your attitudes towards 

crime? 


3 Yes 2 No 

Comments: a. "I honestly bel i eve, if I witnessed the reality of what 

prison life was, seen an institution such as Menard or any other maximum 

security prison, it would have made an impact upon me." 


b. n I I~as bom to roam. I believe the system has just locked 

me up on account of my tempel'ment. Some of those kids have the same 

problem. " 
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d. use ill 

I~o t so b::uj 
.-~~ 

Vt::l'"'Y had__..c..__ 

yOu~Jl it -:E::ft [l V2r'jI 

b pictllre in their m n " 

b. 
nlentu'] h,:::: 11 . :1 

c. " f'C; 
, 

12. P120s2 i :~':,e aGj 
tours prisons be1o~'I, 

Q, l!Find the' l~-iiJ!:t h\'ixtUt'l:: PI~ivdte lnGSS 611d soci01 service 
types sUDjJQrtive Cind 1l01p-jq~; 
·\"~:I'l"l' r--,;:" ~, ~-j'C---C1'" H 

I I~ ...... (1 _\,' \~,~..:;:;:'. 

b, II ••••• per'ha 

c. III feel thut Pen"GIlts 0 7 P('O ew youth s!lou~d also visit tile Pi'lS011S .• , 
would 11 to see ;;\l8n 'j 12S (;.;:"1(;; -iii ()r~ rnO;~F: 1(\i~ is.~ .• I C?tli t)'y 
to ot12rs utll) ; ;'lCi U') in jEji 1. II 

ttl Sf,::? 

t ' 
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b. As one inmate expressed, consider offering tours to parents of 
youth and offer follow-up counseling. Thi s may affect more ca ri ng 
fronyJilrents vihose chi 1 dren may othenvi se end up in "tha t terri b 1 e 
place". 

c. The main actors, the inmates, should be given more planning 
responsibilities. It is more likely that they Nill take mO)',e 
stock of the program if they can offer more input at the des i gn 
stage of the plan. 

d. Consider eliminating high risk youth from tour participation. 
(High risk youth are those who have committed serious crimes and 
have been contacted by the courts) 

There may be benefits to be derived from the tours as, part of an overall 
treatment; but not as an isolated event in an adolescent's life. 

u, , 
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Appendix 1-A 


t TEST FOR INDEPENDENT MEANS OVERALL TOUR 


(R) XOX 

(R) X X 


~ = .05 
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Table -2A 

Jesness Inventory 


Social ~1alad.iustment Scale 

Experimenta1 Control EXperimental Control Degress
t·leiln ~1ean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

!E-TOUR 46.81· 52.00 14.90 10.48 152 .43 PRE 

1ST-TOUR 48.20 54.19 15.68 10.14 140 -2.36 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

I 
N 

r;> There was. a ~ignifical1t difference between the experimental and control groups mean scores both before 

after the tours. This difference was not due to effects of the tours as it occurred before as well 


as after the tours. Rather it may have been.the result of confounding influences. 




Experimenta 1 
~1ean 

Control 
~al1_ 

RE~TOUR 55.64' 54.67 

OST-TOUR 54.27 54.19 

Table- 2B 

·Jesness Inventory 


Value Orientation Scale 

Experimenta 1 
Sta!1.c!ard Deviation 

10.48 

12.13 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

, 
N 
W, 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

10.14 

12.85 

Degress 

Freedolil J-Val~ 


152 .58 PRE 

140 .04 POST 

There is no. significant difference concerning value orientation between the experimental (tour) and 
control (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 

Retain the 1 hypothesis: there is no significant effect on value orientation as a result of 
tours. 



PRE-TOUR 

Experimental 

56.94, 

Contra 1 
Mean 

57.12 

POST-TOUR 57.01 59.71 

Table - 2-C 
Jesness Inventory 

Immaturity Scale 

Experimental
Standard Deviation 

12.60 

13.19 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

12.92 

13.44 

Degress 

152 

T-Value 

-.05 PRE 

140 -1.19 POST 

(Method: t test independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning immaturity between the experimental (tour) and control (non-tour) 
I groups before or after the tours. 

.j:> '" I Retain the nulfhypothesfs: there is no significant effect on immaturity asa result of the tours. 



Experimental Control 
~lean Mean 

(E-'TOUR 57.81, 56.64 

57.71 57.811ST -TOUR 

Tabl e - 2-D 
<Jesness Inventory 

Autism Scale 

Experimenta1 
Standard Deviation 

10.71 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

10.57 

11.55 9.22 

Degress 
Freedom T-Value 

152 -.48 PRE 

140 -.06 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning autism between the experimental (tour) and control (non-tour) 
I groups before or after the tours. 
,.," 
I Retain the null «hypothesfs: there is no significant effect on autism as a result of the tours. 



Table - 2-£ 

Jesness Inventory 


Alienation Scale 

Experimenta 1 Contro 1 Experimenta 1 Contra 1 Degress
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

56.42. 58.42 10.27 9.. 75 152 -1.23PRE-TOUR PRE 

57.60 59.25 11.68 9.86 140 - .90POST-TOUR POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning alienation between the experimental (tour) and control (non-tour), groups before or after the tours.N 
0\, 

Retain the l,hypothesfs: there is no significant effect on alienation as a result of the tours. 



Tab1 e - 2-F 
Jesness Inventory 

Manifest Aggression Scale 

Experimenta1 Control Experimental Control Degres's 
t>1ean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

~-TOUR 54.09 53.05 9.81 10.36 152 .64 PRE 

52.07 51. 37 12.36 11.20 140 .34 
ST -TOUR POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning manifest aggression between the experimental (tour) and control 
, (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 
J' 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on manifest agression as a result of the tours. 



Experimental
f1ean 

Control 
Mean 

RE':TOUR 53.36. 51.53 

OST-TOUR 52.80 48.25 

Table - 2-G 
. Jesness Inventory 

Withdral'lal Scale 

Experimental 
Standard DeViAtion 

10.95 

.69 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

10.10 

10.13 

Degress
Freedom ---­ T-Value 

152 1.08 PRE 

140 2.57 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There was no significant difference concerning withdrawl between the eXperimental (tour) and control groups
I (non-tour) before the tour. However, the control group displayed the major change following the tour, notN 

I 
00 the experimental group. This change is probably the result of a testing confoundness and not a result of 

the tours. 



Table - 2-H 
Jesness Inventory 

Social Anxiety Scale 

PRE-TOUR 

Experimental 
~1ean 

46:70 

Control 
Mean 

44.71 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

9.88 

Contra1 
Standard Deviation 

9.27 

Degress
Freedom 

152 

T-Value 

1.28 PRE 

POST-TOUR .67 41.91 12.46 11.13 140 1.38 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

I There is no significant difference concerning social anxi.ety between the experimental (tour) and controlIf (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on social anXiety as a result of the tours. 



" 


Experimental 
~1ean 

Control 
Mean 

RE~TOUR 53.40 52.76 

OST-TOUR 53.34 54.26 

Table ~ 2-1 
Jesness Inventory 

Repression Scale 

Experimental 
~tandard Deviation 

11.82 

13.17 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

11.45 

11.48 

Degress 
Freedom I-Value 

152 .34 PRE 

140 -.44 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

~ There is no significant difference concerning repression between the experimental (tour) and control 
? . (non-tour) .groups befo~e or after the tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on repression as a result of the tours. 



Experimental
Mean ___ 

Control 
Mean 

PRE~TOUR 45:69 47.44 

POST-TOUR 45.99 45.88 

Table - 2-J 
Jesness Inventory 

Oenial Scale 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

11. 56 

.77 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

10.81 

9.89 

Degress
Free_dam I-Value 

152 -.96 PRE 

140 -.49 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning denial between the experimental (tour) and control (non-tour) 
groups before or after the tours. 

1 
W ..... 
I Retain the-nul] hypothesis: there is no significant effect on denial as a result of the tours . 



Experimental
r:leiln!L..___ 

Control 
M.e.il.n 

PRE-TOUR 43.93 48.91 

POST-TOUR 46.46 51.21 

Table - 2-K 
Jesness Inventory 

Asocial Index 

Experimenta1 
Standard Deviation 

14.64 

14.55 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

14.04 

13.54 

Degress 
Freedom T-Value 

152 -2.12 PRE 

140 -1.99 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

I There was a significant difference (increase) concerning asocial index between the experimental (tour) 
W and control groups bot~ before and after the tours. This is probably a result of confounding influences for 
I '" this variable and not a result of the tours. 



Appendix 1-8 

t TEST FOR RELATED ~lEANS, OVERALL TOURS 

(R) X 0 X 

0(. = .05 
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PRE-TOUR 

POST-TOUR 

(Method: 

Experimental 
Mean 

55.71 

55.B4 

t .test for related samples) 

Table - 3 

Piers-Harris 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

12.47 

13.76 

Degrees t-VaJlle 
Freedom 

B2 -.12 

There is no significant difference concerning self-concept between the experimental (tour) and control 
, (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 

W 
-4>0 
I Retain the 1 hypothesis: there is no significant effect on self concept as a result of the tours. 



Table - 4-A 

Jesness Inventory 


Social t1aladj.ustment Sca.le 

Experimenta I 
Mean 

PRE- TOUR 46.82 

POST-TOUR 48.20 

(Method: ttest for related samples) 

..,I 

Experimenta I 
Standa rd Devi at"i on 

13.09 

14.91 

Degrees wa..l.ue 
Freedom 

84 -.97 

J'I There is no sign ifi cant change concerni ng socia I rna 1ad.1 us for the experimentaT group following 
I 

the tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: the tours no si cant effect on social maladjustment. 



Table _ 4-B 
Jesness Inventory 

Value Orientation 

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard DevjatjQO Ereedom 
55.56 10.56 84 1.35PRE-TOUR 

54.27 D.13POST -TOUR 

, 
(Method: t.test for related samples) 

w 
I There is no significant change concerning value orientation for the experimental group following the 

CT> tours.I 

Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no siqnificant effect on value orientation. 



PRE-TOUR 

POST-TOUR 

(Method: 

Table - 4C 
Jesness Inventory 

- Inmaturity Sca1 e 

Experimenta1 
Mean 

56.52 

56.01 

t test for related samples) 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

12.44 

13.19 

Degrees t-Value 
Freedom 

84 -.39 

I There is no s1 cant change concerning iml1!aturity for the experimental group following the tours. 
W ..... 
I Retai n the null hypothesi s: the tours had no 5i gnifi cant effect on inmaturi ty. 



Table - 40 
Jesness Inventory 

Autism Scale 

Experimental Experimenta 1 Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Oe~iatian freedom 

PRE-TOUR 57.71 	 10.77 84 .00 

POST-TOlJR 57.71 	 11.55 

(Method: ttest for related samples) 

I 
W 	 . 
~ 	 There is no significant change concerning "autism for the experimental group following the tours; 

Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on autism. 



Table - 4-E 
Jesness Inventory 

Alienation Scale 

Experimenta 1 Experimental Degrees t-Vall!e
Mean St~ndard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 56.26 10.35 84 -1.50 

POST-TOUR 57.60 11.68 

. 
(Method: t .test for related samples) 

I There is no significant change concerning alienation for the experlmentalgroup following the tours. W 
OJ:) 
I 

Retain the null hYpothesis: the tours had no significant effect on alienation. 



Tab le - 4-F 
Jesness Inventory 

Manifest Aqgression Scale 

,'! 

" 	 Experimental Experimenta1 Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 54 •.21 	 9.89 84 2.45 

POST-TOUR 52.07 	 12.36 

. 
(Method: t .test for related samples) 

There was a significant change concerning mal)ifest aggression for the experimental group fol·lowing 
I 
-"" the tour. Reject the hypothes; s: accept the altemat i ve hypothes is; the tours do seem to' o 
I affect a desirable (decrease) change on manifest aggression. 	 . 



PRE-TO\lR 

POST-TOUR 

(rlethod: 

I 
-l!>.... 
I There is no 

~un. 

Retain the 

Table - 4-G 
Jesness Inventory 

Withdrawal Scale 

Experimental
Maan .. ___ 

53.27 

52.80 

ttest for related samples) 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

11.09 

10.69 

Degrees t-Value 
Freedom 

84 .45 

significant change concerning withdrawl for the experimental group following the 
. 


1 hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on withdrawal. 




Table _ 4-H 
Jesness Inventory 

Social Anxiety Scale 

Experimental Experimenta 1 Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard. Deviation Freedom 
46.79 9.93 84 2.17PRE-TOUR 

44.69 12.47POST-TOUR 

(Method: t ,test for related samples) 
I 
~ 
N 
I There was a significant change concerning so~ial anxiety for the experimental group fol1owin'g the tour. 

Reject the 1 hypothesis: the tours seem to affect 'a desirable (decrease) change on social anxiety. 



Table - 4-I 
Jesness Inventory 

Repression Scale 

Experimental Experimenta1 Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 53.54 11.68 84 .18 

POST-TOUR 53. 13.17 

(r~ethod : t.test for related samples) 

I 
.". 
W 
I There is no 5 i gnifi cant change concerni ng re press i on for the experimenta 1 group foll owi ng the tours. 

Retain the 1 hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on repression. 



Table - 4-J 

Jesness Inventory 


Experimenta1 
Meil.J.I..n__ 

45.62PRE-TOUR 

46.00POST-TOUR 

(Method: t _test for related samples) 
I 
~ 

f There is no significant change concerning 

Denial Scale 

Experimenta1 
Standard Deviation 

11. 56 

11.77 

de~ial for the experimental 

Degrees t-Value 
Freedom 

84 -.34 

group following the to~rs. 

Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on denial. 



Table - 4-K 
Jesness Inventory 

Asocial Index 

Experimenta', Experimental Degrees t-VaJlle
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 43.89 14.52 84 -1.41 

POST-TOUR 46.46 14.55 

(Method: ttest for related samples) 
I 

.j:> 
!J1 
I There is no significant change concerning asocial index for the experimental group follul/ing', the tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no si cant effect on asocial index. 





Appendix l-C 

t TEST FOR INDEPENDENT MEANS, 

ONLY THOSE SUBJECTS NEVER CONTACTED BY POLICE 




RE~TOUR 

DST-TOUR 

1 
.". 
()) 
1 

NON-CONTACTED 

Table - 5 

Piers Harris 

Experimental
Nean 

58.13 

Control 
Mean 

60.61 

Experimental 
~tandard Deviation 

10.72 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

10.93 

Degress 
Freedom 

48 

T-Value 

-.78 PRE 

57.45 63.00 12.40 13.68 45 -1.40 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning self-concept between the experimental (tour) and 
control (l1on-tour) .groups before Dr after the tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on self-concept as a result of 
the tours .. 

:-.t' 
.. ,.' . 

./ 



NON-CONTACTED Table - 6-A 
Jesness Inventory 

Social r1aladjustment Scale 

Experimenta 1 
Mean 

Control 
Mean 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

Degress 
Freedom T-Value 

45.5D 48.56 11. 21 14.00 48 -.84'RE~TOUR PRE 

45.19 47.44 15.45 14.70 45 - .48 'OST-TOUR POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning social maladjustment between the experimental (tour) and 
I 

.l:> control (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 
<J:), 

Retain-the null hy~othesis: there is no significant effect on social maladjustment as a result of 
the tours. 



NON-CONTACTED 
Table - 6-B 


Jesness Inventory 


Value Orientation Scale 


Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress 
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

~ 

53.7S 49.00 11.97 11.21 48 1.39tE-TOUR PRE 

53.00 47.81 14.37 15.44 45 1.14lST-TOUR POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning value orientation between the experimental (tour) and 
::> control (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. " , 

Retain-the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on value orientation as a result of the 
tours. 



Table - 6-C 

NON-CONTACTED Jesness Inventory 


Immaturity Scale 

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

59.47, 59.94 13.61 14.44 48 -.12IE-TOUR PRE 

60.71 57.69 15.43 13.27 45 .67)ST-TOUR POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning i~naturity between the experimental (tour) and control (non-tour) 
I groups before or after the tours. en 
~ 

Retain the ]'.hypothesi"s: there is no significant effect on i~turity as a result of the tours. 



'RE':TOUR 

'OST-TOUR 

I 
en 
I'\) 
I 

Table - 6-D 

NON-CONTACTED . 
Jesness Inventory 

Autism Scale 

Experimental
Mean 

Control 
Mean 

Experimental
Standard Deviation 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

Degress
Freedom 

55.19, 55.78 13.18 8.71 48 

60.71 57.69 15.43 13.27 45 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning autism between the experimental (tour) and control 
groups before or after the tours. 

Retain the null 'hypothesfs: there is no significant effec on autism as a result of the tours: 

T-Value 


- .17 
 PRE 

.67 POST 

(non-tour) 



NON-CONTACTED 


Table - 6-E 

Jesness Inventory 


Alienation Scale 


Experimental Control Experimenta 1 Control Degress
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation FreedQm T-Valug 

~E":TOUR 55.38. 54.00 10.39 	 11.34 48 .43 I'RE 

56.19 .69 13.51 	 10.84 45 .65JST-TOUR 	 POST 

hod: 	 t test for independent samples) 

, 	 There is no significant difference concerning alienation between the experimental (tour) and control (non-tour)
en 
w, 	 groups before or after the tours. 


Retain the null',hypothesIs: there is no significant effect on alienation as a result of the tours. 




NON-CONTACTED 


Table - 6-F 

Jesness Inventory 

~lanifest Aggression Scale 

Experimental Control Experimenta1 Control Degress
11ean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

~E-TOUR 52.06. 47.28 10.49 11.57 48 1.18 PRE 

)ST-TOUR 50,03 47.06 15.09 11.70 45 .69 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 


I There is no significant difference concerning manifest aggression between the experimental (tour) and control 

tn (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 
I "'" 

Retain the null'·hypothesfs: there is no significant effect on manifest aggression as a result of the tours. 



NON-CONTACTED Table - 5-H 
Jesness Inventory

Social Anxiety Scale 

iE-lOUR 

Experimental 
t·1eao 

45.50. 

Control 
Mean 

44.17 

EXperimenta1 
Standard Deviation 

7.73 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

7.18 

Degres's 
Freedom 

48 

T-Value 

.50 PRE 

JST-TOUR 43.19 40.13 12.54 9.56 4S .86 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

, 
<J1 
U1, 

There is no significant difference concerning social anxiety between the experimental (tour) and control 
(non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 

. Retain the null hypothesis: there is no, significant effect on social ety as a result of the tours. 



NON- cornACTED 


Table - 6-1 

Jesness Inventory 


Renression Scale 


Control Experimc:ntal Contra1 Degress
r~e(} n Mean Standard Deviation Freedom T-Valug 

RE-'TOUR 57.34- 55.83 13.37 48 .44 PRE 

OST-TOUR 58.29 .44 .51 45 1.43 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning repression between the experimental (tour) and control 
1 

<," (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 
01 

I 

Retain the null'hypothesis; there is no signficant effect on repression as a result of the tours. 


http:57.34-55.83


NON-CONTACTED 


ExpcTimenta1 Control 
HeBD Mean 

48.0& 53.89'RE-TOUR 

47.81 51.38'OST -TOUR 

Table - 6-J 
Jesness Inventory

Denial Scale 

Experimental
Standard Deviation 

11.99 

14.32 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

10.86 

9.32 

Degress 
Freedom T-Value 

48 -1. 75 PRE 

45 - .90 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There was no significant fference concerni denial between the experimental (tour) and control groups , 
fJ1 before Ot" after the tours. 
""', Retain nu ll.hypothes is: there is no effect on denial as a result of the tours. 



Expel'imenta 1 Control 
Mean 

RE-TOUR 42.69, 49.61 

OST-TOUR 44.39 47.68 

Table - 6-1< 
Jcsness Inventory 

I\social Index 

Experimental
Standard Deviation 

12.35 

Control 

14.11 

Degress 
ttee.r:!ilil1 

48 .81 PRE 

14.49 12.42 45 .78 POST 

t test for independent samples) 


I Inere was no significant difference concering asocial index between the exerimental (toui') and 

"i'l 	 .'f' 	 contra 1 groups before and ilfter the tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: There is no significant effect on asocial index as a result of 
tours. 	 . 



Appendix 1-D 


t TEST FOR INDEPENDENT HEANS, ON~Y THOSE SUBJECTS CO~HACTED BY?OLICE 
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Table - 7 
Piers-Harris 


POll CE CONTflCTED 


Expel'imenta 1 Control Experimental Control Degress
Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

?'E-TOUR 51 .. 37 53.04 14.23 12.88 55 -.46 PRE 

OST-TOUR 51.64 54.20 15.36 12.97 -.66 POST 

(t~ethod: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning self concept between the experimental (tour) and control 
m (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 
o 
1 

Retain null hypothes is: there is no s i gni fi cant effect on se 1f concept as a result of the tours. 



POLI CONT/\CTED Table -
Jesness Inventory 

Soci a 1 ~ja 1 ad.i ustment Sca 1 e 

RE-iOUR 

Experimenta 1 Control 
~lean 

53.07 

Experimental 
Standard D.eviatioll 

13.56 

Control 
Standa I'd Devi 

14.31 

on 
Degress 
Freedom 

56 

I-Value 

-1.43 PRE 

OST-TOUR .86 56.80 14.34 14.05 52 -2.31 POST 

hod: t test for independent samples) 

"-
The)'e was no significant difference concerning social maladjustment bebleen the experimental (tour) and 
control g)"OUPS before the tours. There was a significant diffel'ence fall owi ng the tours. However, 

cDntrol group's mean 'was inCl'eased and the experimental gl"OUr'S mean stayed about the same. The 
difference was fll"obablv due to a confounding influence rather than a result of the 



POLICE C;],ITJICTED 


RE-TOUR 


OST-TOUR 


, 
rn 
0'" 

Table - 8-B 

Jesness Inventory 


Value Orientation Scale 


Experimenta 1 
1',1,;: (}Jl 

Control 
r~ean 

Experimental 
Standilrd_ Deviation 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

Degress 
Freedom-----­

57.94. 57.30 8.17 9.33 56 

55.76 58.00 11. 61 10.00 52 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning value orientation between the experimental (tour) and 
control (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on value orientation as a result of the 

T-Value 

.28 PRE 

-.75 POST 

tours. 



POLICE CONTACTED 

Table -
Jcsncss Inventory 

TmrH ttlri t\( __ SCo 1e 

mental Control 
Me~n_ 

Exp-eriment;;l 
Standard flev"iation 

Contro 1 
~tilllda;'d Qevii'\Jioll 

Oegress 
T-ValLle 
......----­

;E- TOUR f}b.45 58.59 11.00 12.79 56 -1. 01 PRE 

lST- TOUR 56~ 62.81 10.91 10,27 52 ~2B 

( t tost independent samples) 

difference concerning immaturity betvleen the experimental (tour) cant ro1m Then? \'Ias no s 
VJ There was a significant difference following the tOlll"S. 

showed the largest mean increase betvleen ore and post tests. It is difficult to say 

groLil's beforeI 

had any effect on the tour participants. likely, confounding intluences affected 
the outcome. 

tile 



'OST-TOUR 

, 
m 
-f~, 

POLICE CQciTACTEQ 

Table - 8-0 
Jcs nes s I nventor'y 

fHltic-;r;-, 5;:::a1 o 

r 
" tle;:tD 

59.72 

Control Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

7. 

9. 

Contra 1 
Standard Deviation 

10.13 

8.64 

Degress 
Freedom 

56 

52 

T-Value 
-1. 21 

- .48 

PRE 

POST 

U~ethod: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning autism between the experi 
groups before or after the tours. 

1 ( ) (non-tour) 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on autism as a result of the tours. 



POLiCE CONTACTED 

L'~pc~'rimenta1 Cant roo1 

57.42. .67JRE~TOUR 

rl.21 0".'OST- TOUR 

( lMr'"Il~ L t test for independent s 

e - 8-E 
Jesness Ir.ventory 

Alienntion Scale 

E>;perimenta1 
Stjlndard. Deyjati on 

9.94 

9.52 

es) 

Cont\'Q 1 
Standard Devi ati.o.r 

.84 

9.47 

Degress 
Fre(~qom 1~"y'all1e 

~., 

.0 

52 - .73 POST 

Then, is no significant diffel'ence concering i ena ti on beh"ieen tile expel'imenta1 (tau!') and control (non-tour) 

I befol"e or after the tours. 
Q) 
en 
I effect on iOlltation as a result of tho tours.1 hypothests: thel'e is no signiRet2ill 



POLICE CONTACTED 

Experimenta1 
Mean 

Control 
Mean 

RE-TOUR 56.52 55.70 

OST-TOUR 54.93 54.40 

Table - 8-F 

Jesness Inventory 


~1anjfest AqGression Scale 

Experimenta 1 
Standard Deviation 

9.65 

10.57 

Contro 1 
Standard Deviation 

9.38 

10.45 

Degress 
Freedom T-Value 

56 .32 PRE 

52 .19 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning manifest aggression between the experimental (tour) and 
I control (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. Ol 

Ol 
I 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on fest aggression as a result of the 
tours. 



was 
n:l_i''''fl1( ) 

Table -
POLICE CONTACTED Jesness Inventory 

1·li thdJSlI'IO 1 ScaE 

E/~p(-; rIlPl1ti11 Control Experimenta Control Degress 

n ~tandard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom i-Val 


52.78 12. 9.44 56 1.10 PRERE­

SG.21OST­

hJd: 

1 
0'\ 
_I 
1 

48.88 8. .2B 52 2. POST 

t test for independent samples) 

no significant difference concerninG 1 betl'leen the ~xpel'imental. (tOUl-) and contl"ol 
~:P~01JpS befor'e tile toUY'S. Ther'e ViaS-- a difference followinq tours. 
t me~n difference was tile gmup pre-post thus is probably the )'esul t 

influccllces. 



POLICE CONTACTED 

Experimental Control 
Mean Mean 

'RE-TOUR 48.45- 45.68 

'OST-TOUR 46.28 42.28 

Table - 8-H 
Jesness Inventory

Social Anxiety Scale 

Experi menta1 
Standard Deviation 

12.59 

14.65 

Control 
Stand~Ld~eviation 

9.26 

12.71 

Degres's 
Freedom 

56 

T-Value 
.95 PRE 

52 1.06 
POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning social anxiety' between the experimental (tour) and 
, control (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 

CI'I 
00, 

Retain the 1 hypothesis: there is no significant effect on social anxiety as a result of the 
tours. 

http:48.45-45.68


POLl i:OiiTACTED e -
Jesnr:;ss I 

G-1 

Repl~essiol1 Scale 
----~-

Ex ,lfe' 

~, 

,} ~ , 

Control 
~lean 

12.11 10.61 

Degrcss 
I -~V..ft1JJ.:~ 

p 

QST~TOUR 
iF), 28 56. .02 .29 52 ~ -t... PO:;T 

( 'IG~'n'''; .1', ~ L.. U'-,. t test for independent s es) 

Thel~e was no signi difference concerillg renre. bet~leen the experimenta 1 (tour) and control 
b~ore r, foil there was a significant difference possibly 

t of 'J."0 

rcct the null hypothesis: the tOU1'S may h3ve affected the repn'ssion scale for those youth 
also ve been contacted by police for ~inor infractions. 



Table - 8-JPOLICE CONTACTED Jesness Inventory 

Denial Scale 

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress 
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

10.32 8.54 56 -.27lRE':TQUR 42.39, 43.07 PRE 

42.38 45.12 8.58 9.18 52 -1.13'OST-TOUR POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning denial between the experimental (tour) and control (non-tour) 
I groups before or after the tours. ...... 

o 


Retain the null hypothesis: there is no siDnificant effect on denial as a result of the tours. 




POll COfITACTEfl 

time Control 

/j /1TOUR 47. 

LliL 66 52. :12-TOUR 

Table - 8-K 
Jesness j 

!!§IJci w~~" :'-~.; 

Experimental 
St all~axsL 

16. 

Control 
~~ 1 d" . ~."Loncar. lJeVlaL10n 

13.17 

Dcgress 
freegqm T-Vaiue 

-.62 

52 -2.03 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There was no sianificant difference 
(non-tolll") groups befOl'e the tour. 
pn: . post meiln di fference occurred 
significant rlifferenc~ is probably 

concel-ning asocial index betl'ieen the experimental (tour) and control 
re \·Jas il significant differonce following the tours. P 1a rge 

\vitil the contm1 group and not the e)(porimenta 1 (jroIJPs. 
result of confoundina influences. 





Appendix l-E 

t TEST F,Oil I I~DEPEIWENT i:'EANS, ONLY THOSE 
SUBJECTS PETlI'IOiIED 10 COURT FOR LEG/IL VIOUmOliS 



COURT CONTACTED Table - 9 
Jesness Inventory 

Piel's Harris 

Experimental Control Experimenta 1 Contro1 Degress
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

lE':TOUR 56.40. 53.25 11.30 13.47 43 .85 PRE 

)ST-TOUR 57.92 55.88 13.08 12.55 40 .50 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning self concept between the experimental (tour) and control 
I 

........,. (non-tour) groups before or after the tours . 
I 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect onself concept as a result of the tours. 



COURT CONTACTED Table - 10-/\ 
Jesness Inventory 

Social ~1aladjustment 

Experimental
I'lea n 

Control 
Mean 

Experimental
Standard Deviation 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

Degress 
Freedom T-Value 

47.2Q 53.57 15.46 10.15 44 -1.62'RE':TOUR PRE 

52.32 56.88 14.50 14.34 39 - .99'OST -TOUR POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning social maladjustment between the experimental (tour) and 
, control (non~tour) groups before or after the tours. 

(J1 '" 
I 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on social maladjustment as a result of 
the tours. 



COURT CONTACTED 
Table - 10-B 

Jesness Inventory 

Value Orientation Scale 

Experimental Control Experimenta1 Control Degress 
~lean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Devia~iOD Er:e.edoIO T-Value 

55.16 56.14 10.86 8.60 44 -.34~E-TOUR PRE 

54.12 54.62 9.74 12.28 39 -.151ST-TOUR POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning value orientation between the experimental (tour) and control 

, (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 

""
en, Retain the null.'hypothesis: there is no significant effect on value orientation as a result of the tours. 



CONTACTED Table - 10-C 

Jesness Inventory 


IrnmaturilY Scale 

Expedmenta 1 Control Experimental Control Degress 
~lean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

55.56. 52.81 13.11 11.08 44 .76RE-iOUR PRE 

53.32 56.94 11.82 17.34 39 - .80OST-TOUR POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning immaturity between the experimental (tour) and control 

I (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 

'" 
I '" Retain the null' hypothesis: there is no significant effect on immaturity as a result of the tours. 



COURT CONTACTED 
Table - lO-D 

Jesness Inventory 

Autism Scale 

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress
Mean ~ean Standard I:)evi atio!L Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

59.6Q 57.00 10.71 11.90 44 .78~E-TOUR PRE 

55.96 57.75 9.49 9.31 39 -.59l5T-TOUR POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning autism between the experimental (tour) and control (non-tour) 
groups before or after the tours. 

I 

0:>"'" 
I Retain the 1 hypothesis: there is no significant effect on autism as a result of the tours. 



COURT CONTACTED 
Table ­ lO-E

Jesness Inventory 


Alienation Scale 


Experimental Control Experimental Control 
 Degress
~jean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 

tE-TOUR 55.52- 59.33 10.81 7.51 44 -1.01 PRE 

)ST-TOUR 57.48 51.69 10.31 . 7.48 39 -1.41 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

I There is no si9nificant difference concerning alienation between the experimental (tour) and control 
-.J 
\0 (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 
I .. . 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on alientation as a result of the tours. 

http:55.52-59.33


COURT CONTACTED 

Experimenta1 Control 
~~eaJL Mean 

53,68 53,71:E-TOUR 

51.28 50.94IST-TOUR 

Table - lO-F 
Jesness Inventory 

Manifest Aqgression Scale 

Experimental 
Standard~viation 

8.77 

10.17 

Control 
Stan~ard Deviation 

9.50 

10.99 

Degress
Freedom T-Value 

44 -.Ul PRE 

39 .10 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 


There is no significant difference concerning manifest aggression between the experimental (tour) andI 
co 
o control (non~tour) groups before or after the tours. 
I 

Retain the null:hypothesis: there is no significant effect on manifest aggression as a result of the 
tours. 



RE-TOUR 


OST-TOUR 


, 
00...., 

lO-GTab1 e -CONTACTED Jesness Inventory 

Withdrawal Scale 

Experimental Control Experimental Control Oegress 

Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 


50.04 51.23 8.02 10.69 44 -.43 PRE 

49.20 50.13 9.55 8.76 39 -.31 
POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning withdrawal between the experimental (tour) arid control 
(non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 

Retain the null, hypothesis: there is no significant effect on withdrawal as a result of the tours. 



~E-TOUR 

)ST-TOUR 

I 
co 
N 

I 


COURT CONTACTED Table - 10-H 
Jesness Inventory 

Social Anxiety Scale 

Experimental 
Mean 

46.0'" 

Control 
Mean 

43.95 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

8.52 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

11.04 

Degress 
Freedom 

44 

T-Value 

.74 PRE 

44.64 . 43.13 9.53 10.34 39 .48 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning social anxiety between the experimental (tour) 
control (non~to~r) groups before or after the tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on social anxiety as a result of 
the tours. 

and 



tE-TOUR 

lST-TOUR 

I 

e;
I 

COURT CONTACTED Table - lO-I 
Jesness Inventory 

Repression Scale 

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value 


51.32- 49.95 12.18 10.53 44 .40 PRE 

51. 88 52.00 10.25 . 13.02 39 -.03 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concernlng repression between the experimental (tour) and control 
(non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 

Retain the 1. hypothesis: there is no significant effect on repression as a result of the tours. 

http:51.32-49.95


COURT CONTACTED Table w 10-J 
Jesness Inventory 

Denial Scale 

Experimenta 1 
r~eall 

Control 
Mean 

Experimenta 1 
Standard Deviation 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

Degress 
Freedom T-Value 

46.76. 47.52 11.96 l1.Q4 44 w.22IE-TOUR PRE 

10.91 . 10.67 39 .8147.92 45.13 POST)ST-TOUR 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

~ There is no significant difference concerning denial between the experimental (tour) and control (non-tour) 

f groups before or after the tours. 


Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on denial as a result of the tours. 




Experimental
Nean 

Control 
Mea~ 

'RE- TOUR 44.88 50.71 

OST-TOUR 51.12 53.00 

Table - lO-K 
Jesness Inventory 

Asocial Index 

Experimenta1 
Standard Deviation 

15.42 

.28 

Control 
Standard Deviation 

12.57 

15.30 

Degress
Freedom T-Value 

411 -1.39 PRE 

39 - .40 POST 

(Method: t test for independent samples) 

There is no significant difference concerning asocial index 'between the experimental (tour) and control 
I 

a:> (non-tour) groups before or after the tours. 
(J"1 

I 

Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on asocial index as a result of the tours. 





Appendix l-F 

t TEST FOR RELATED MEANS, 

ONLtTHOSE SUBJECTS NEVER CONTACTED BY THE POLICE 


-87­



NON CONTACTED Table -11
Pi ers Harri s ' 

Experimenta1 Experimenta 1 Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 58.39 10.79 

30 60 
POST-TOUR 57.45 12.40 

(r~ethod : t ,test for related samples) 

, 
0:> 
0:> There is no significant change concernin~ self concept for the experimental group following the 
I tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on self concept. 



Table - l2-A 
Jesness Inventory 


CONTACTED 

Social Maladjustment Scale 

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-ValueMean Standard DeviatiQn Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 45.55 11.37 

30 .22 
POST-TOUR 45.19 15.45 

(Method: t .test for related samples) 

I 
00 . 
~ There is no significant change concerning Social Maladjustment for the experimental group followi 

the tours. Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had-no significant effect on Social Maladjustment. 



Table - 12-8 

~,Jesness Inventory 


CONTACTED 


Value Orientation Scale 

Experimenta 1 Experimental Degrees t-ValueMean Standard Deviation Freedom 


PRE-TOUR 54.00 12.10 


30 .87 
POST-TOUR 53.00 14.37 

(Method: t .test for related samples) 
J 
~ .
? There is no significant change concerning value orientation for the experimental grou~ following

the tours. Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on Value Orientation.. 



NON CONTACTED 


" 

PRE-TOVR 

POST-TOUR 

(Method: 

Experimental 

Mean 


59.03 

60.71 

t ,test for related samples) 

Table - 12-C 
'Jesness Inventory 

Immaturity Scale 

Experimenta 1 
Standard Deviation 

13.61 

15.43 

Degrees t-Va1ue 
Freedom 

3D .91 

There is no s i gnifi cant change concernin.g immaturity for the experimental group foll owing the 
tours. 

,Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on immaturity. 



. Table - 12-C 
Jesn~ss Inventory 


NON CONTACTED 


Aut; sm Scale 


Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation freedom 

PRE-TOUR 55.32 13.38 

30 .73 
POST-TOUR 57.21 14.79 

(Method: t.test for related samples) 

I 
\.0 There is no significant change concernin,g AU.tism for the experimental group f,ollow;ng the tours. 
N 
I 

•
Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on Autism. 



Table - 12-0 

Jesness Inventory 


CONTACTED 


Alienation Scale 

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 55.48 10.54 

30 -.46 
56.19 13.51POST-TOUR 

(Method: t .test for related samples) 

I 
<0 
W There is no significant change concerning alienation for the experimental group follow.in9 the 
I tours. . 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on alienation. 



CONTACTED 


Table ;".12-E 

Jesness Inventory 


Manifest Aggression Scale 

" . 	 Experimental 

Mean 


PRE-TOUR 	 52.39 

50.03POST-TOUR 

(Method: t ,test for related samples) 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

10.50 

15.09 

Degrees t-Value 
Freedom 

30 l.24 

I 
1.0 There is no 	 significant change concerning manifest aggression for the experimental group.,. following the tours. . 

Reta,in the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on manifest aggression. 

I 



CONTACTED 


PRE-TOUR 

POST-TOUR 

(Method: 

Experimenta 1 
Mean 

53.52 

52.52 

ttest for related samples) 

Table - l2-F 

Jesness Inventory 


Withdrawal Scale 

Expe ri menta1 
Standard Deviation 

10.95 

12.80 

Degrees t-Value 
Freedom 

30 .48 

I 
\0 There is no significant change concerning witbdrawal for the experimental group following the 
r.n tours.I 

Retain the null hypothesis; The tours had no significant effect on withdrawal. 



Table - 12-G 
Jesness Inventory 

NON CONTAcTED 

Social Anxiety Scale 

Experimenta 1 
Mean 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

Degrees 
Freedom 

t-Valve 

PRE-TOUR 45.52 7.85 

30 1.32 
POST-TOUR 43.19 12.54 

(Method: ttest for related samples) 

.b There is no significant change concerning social anxiety for the experimental group fo,nowing the 
'{' tours. ' 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on social anxiety. 



Table - 12-H 

Jesness Inventory 


NON CONT.l\CTED 


Repression Scale 

Experimenta 1 Experimenta 1 Degrees t-Value 
[1J;.an Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 57.19 10.63 

30 -.58 
58.29 14.14POST-TOUR 

(~)ethod: t .test for related samples) 

There is no significant change concerning repression for the experimental group following the 
tours. . . 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on repression. 



NOt! CONTACTED 


Experimental 
.Mean 

PRE-TOUR 47.55 

POST-TOUR 47.81 

(Method: ttest for related samples) 

Table .12-1 
Jesness Inventory 

Deni a 1 Scale 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

11.83 

14.32 

Degrees t-Va1ue 
Freedom 

30 -.11 

I 
<D 
co There is no significant change concerning Denial: for the experimental group following the 
I tours. 

. Retain the 1 hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on Denial . 



CONTACTED 


Table - 12-J 
Jesness Inventory 

Asocial Study 

Experimental 
Mean 

Experimenta 1 
Standard Deviation 

Degrees 
Freedo11] 

t-Va1ue---

PRE-TOUR 42.71 12.55 

30 -.57 
POST-TOUR 44.39 14.49 

(r~ethod: ttest for related samples) 

There is no si gnifi cant change concern; ng Asoci a 1 Study for the experimental group fo II owi ng 
the tours. 

. Retain the 1 hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on Asocial Study . 



POLICE CorHIICTED 
Table - 13 

Piers Harris 

Sel f Concept 

Experimenta 1 Experimenta 1 Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 52.00 14.65 

26 -.03 
POST-TOUR 52.07 15.48 

(Method: t .test for related samples) 

:... There is no significant change concerning self concept for the experimental group fol.lowing 
g the tours. 
I 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on self concept. 



ICE CONTACTED 


Table - l4-A 

Jessness Inventory 


Social Maladjustment Scale 


Experimental Experimenta 1 Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 47.76 12.97 

28 -.04 
POST-TOUR 47.86 14.34 

(r1ethod: ttest for related samples) 

~ There is no significant change concerning social maladjustment the experimental group .followi:::> 
~ the tours. . 

Retain the 1 hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on social maladjustment. 



POLICE CONTACTED 


PRE-TOUR 

POST-TOUR 

(r1ethod: 

, 

Table -14-B 

. Jessness Inventory 


Value Orientation Scale 

Experimental 

Maan 


57.59 

55.76 

t.test for related samples) 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

8.33 

11. 61 

Degrees 
Freedom 

t-Value 

28 .86 

...... There is no significant change concerning value orientation for the experimental group, following 
N '", the tours. 

Retain the 1 hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on value orientation. 



POLICE CONTACTED Table 
Jesness 

- 14-C 
Inventory 

Immaturity Scale 

PRE-TOUR 

POST-TOUR 

Experimental 
Mean 

54.66 

56.24 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

10.35 

10.91 

Degrees 
Freedom 

28 

t-Valu~ 

-.80 

(Method: t .t~st for related samples) 

~ 
8 
I 

There is no significant change concernin~ immaturity for the experimental group followi~g the 
tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on immatur'ity. 



POLICE CONTACTED 

Experimenta 1 
/:1e.iJ""n__ 

PRE-TOUR 58.62 

POST-TOUR 59.72 

(Method: t .test for related samples) 

Table -14-0 
Jesness Inventory 

Autism Scale 

Experimental 
~ndard Deviation 

6.92 

9.02 

Degrees t-Va1ue 
Freedom 

28 -.76 

I ...... There is no significant change concerning sm for the experimental group following the 
a..,. tours. . 
I 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on Autism. 



Table - l4-E 

I CE CONTACTED Jesness Inventory 


Alienation Scale 

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 56.86 10.04 

28 1.47 
59.21 10.84POST-TOUR 

(Method: t .test for related samples) 

~ There is no significant change concerning alienation for the experimental group follDwi~g the 
U1 tours. 
I 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on alienation. 



POLICE CONTACTED Table - l4-F 
Jesness InventQry 

Manifest Aggression Scale 

Experimenta 1 
Mean 

Experimental 
Sta nd\l rd... Deyjat i on.. 

Degrees 
Freedom 

t-Value 

PRE-TOUR 56.79 9.93 

28 1. 64 
POST-TOUR 54.93 10.57 

(i~ethod: ttest for related samples) 

~ There is no s i gnHi cant change concerning manifest aggressi on for the experi mehta1 group fo 11 owi ng
'r' the tours. 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on manifest aggression. 



POLICE CONTACTED 


Table - 14-G 

Jesness Ihventory 


Withdrawal Scale 

Experimental Experimenta 1 Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

55.79 13.00PRE-TOUR 

2B -.26 
56.21 8.0BPOST-TOUR 

(t4ethod: ttest for related samples) 

,!... There is no si gnifi cant change concerning withdrawal for the experimental grOup .fo11 owin~ the 
o '. ...... tours. 
I 

Retain the 1 hypothesiS: the tours had no ,significant effect on withdrawal. 



POLICE CONTACTED 


PRE-TOUR 


POST-TOUR 


(r~ethod: 

I 

Table _1 
.1esness Inventory 

Social Anxiety Scale 

Experimenta 1 
Mean 

48.76 

46.28 

t .test for related samples) 

Experimental 
Siaru:!arrLlle'liatinn 

12.69 

14.65 

Degrees t-Value 
Ereedom 

28 1. 32 

..... There is no significant change concerning soci.al anxiety for the experimental group following 
co the tours.'" I 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on social anxiety. 



POLI CE COtITACTED Table - 14-1 
Jesness Inventory 

Repression Scale 

PRE-TOUR 

POST-TOUR 

Experimental
Mean 

51. 55 

49.28 

Experimenta 1 
Standard Deviation 

16.75 

13.02 

Degrees 
Freedom 

28 

t-Value 

1. 19 

I 

5 
1.0 
I 

(Method: t .test for related samples) 

There is no significant change concerning repression for the experimental group following
.the tours. 

Retain the 1 hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on repression. 



POLICE CONTACTED 


Expe rimenta 1 
Mean 

PRE-TOUR 42.59 

POST-TOUR 42.38 

(r~ethod: t .test for related samples) 

Table -14-J 
Jesness Inventory 

Denial Scale 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

10.66 

8.58 

Degrees 
Freedom 

28 

t-Value 

.16 

!. 
:::i 

There is 
tours. 

no significant change concerning 0etl,ial for the experimental group following the 
. 

I 

Retain the 1 hypothesis; The tours had no significant effect on DeniaL 



POLICE CONTACTED; 


Experimental 
Mean 

PRE-TOUR 44.31 

POST-TOUR 44.66 

(Method: t .test for related samples) 

Table -14-K 
Jesness Inventory 

Asocial Index 

Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

16.04 

14.41 

Degrees t-Value 
Freedom 

28 -.10 

I There is no si gnifi cant change concerning asoci al index for the experimental group foll owing,.... ,... the tours. ,... 

I 

.Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on asocial index. 




COURT CONTACTED, 
Table - 15 

; Piers Harr1 s 

Self Concept 

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 56. 11.30 

24 -.71 
POST-TOUR 57.92 13.08 

(Method: ttest for re1 ated samp1 es) 

I There is no significant change concerning self concept for the experimental group following the ..... ..... tours. . 
I '" 

Retain the 1 hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on self concept. 



CONTACTED 
Table - 16-A 

'Jesness Inventory 

Social Maladjustment Scale 

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-VaJlJe 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOI)R 47.20 15.46 

24 -1.96 
POST-TOI)R 52.32 14.50 

(r~ethod: ttest for related samples) 

I 
I-' 

There is no si gnifi cant change concerning sod a1 adjustment for the experimental grD~p following 
I-' 
W 

the tours. . 
I 

,Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on social maladjustment. 



COURT CONTACTED 
Tab1 e -16-8 

Jesness Inventory 

Value Orientation Scale 

Experimenta 1 Experimental Degrees t-Value 
Me..an .s.tandaDL12evialion Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 55.16 10.86 

24 .64 
POST-TOUR 54.12 9.74 

(Method: t test for related samples) 

I ..... There is no significant change concerning value orientation for the experimental group- following..... 
.",. the tours . 
I 

Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on value orientation. 



Table - 16-C 
Jesness InventoryCOURT .CO~ITACTED 

Immaturity. Scale 

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 55.56 13.11 24 .81 

POST-TOUR 53.32 11.82 

(Method: t .test for related samples) 

I 
>-' 
>-' 
U1 There is no s i gni ficant change concerning immaturity for the experimental group fo 11 owi ng the tours.I 

Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on immaturity. 



Table - 16-0COURT CONTACTEO Jesness Inventory 


Autism Scale 


PRE-TOUR 

POST-TOUR 

(t'iethod: 

I ..... 

Experimental

Mean 


59.60 

55.96 

t test for related samples) 

EXperimenta1 
Standard Deyiation 

10.70 

9.49 

Degrees t-Value 
Freedom 

24 2.62 

.... There was significant change concerning autism for the experimental group following the tours.'" I Reject the null hypothesis: the tours had a significant (desirable) affect on autism. 



Table - 16- E COURT CONTACTEQ .. 
Jesness Inventory 

Alienation: Scale 

Experimenta 1 Experimenta 1 Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 56.52 10.81 

24 - .62 
POST-TOUR 57.48 10.31 

(r1ethod: ttest for related samples) 

..... ........., There is no significant change concerning alienation for the experimental group following ,the 
I tours. Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on alienation. 



, Table - 16-F 
Jesness Inventory 

Manifest Aggression Scale 

Experimental Experimenta 1 Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOVR 53.68 	 8.77 
24 1.60 

POST-TOUR 51. 28 	 10.17 

t ,test for related samples) 

I .... .... 
00 
I 	 There is no significant change concerning manifest aggression for the experimental group following, 

!the tours. Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on manifest aggression. 



COURT CONTACTED Table - 16-G 

Jesness Inventory 

Withdrawa1 Scale 

PRE-TOUR 

POST-TOUR 

(t4ethod: 

..... ..... 

Experimental 

Mean 


50.04 

49.20 

ttest for related samples) 

Experimenta1 
Standard Deviation 

8.02 

9.55 

Degrees 
Freedom 

t-Value 

24 .49 

There is no significant change concerning withdrawal for the experimental group following the tours • <.0, Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on withdrawal. 



Table - 16-HCOURT CO~!TACTED Jesness Inventory 


Social Anxiety Scale 


Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 46.08 8.52 
24 1.07 

POST-TOUR 44.64 9.53 

(Method: t .test for related samples) 

There is no significant change concerning social anxiety for the experimental group following the 
tours. Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on social anxiety. 



Table - 16-1 
Jesness InventoryCONTACTED, 

Repression~cale 

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

PRE-TOUR 51.32 12.18 

24 -.25 


POST-TOUR 51. 88 10.25 

(Method: t test for related samples) 

I 
I-' 
N 
I-' There is no significant change concerning repression for the experimental group following the tours. 
I Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on repression; 



Table - 16-J 
Jesness inventorY

COURT cOnTIICTED 
Denial Scale 

PRE-TOVR 


POST-TOUR 


(Method: 

I 
>-' 
N 

Experimenta 1 
Mean 

,46.76 

47.92 

. 
t .test for related samples) 

, 
Experimental 
Standard Deviation 

11. 96 

10.91 

Degrees 

Freedom 


24 

t-Value 

,.Jr. 

-.70 

N There is no significant change concernin9 denial for the experimental group following the tours. , 
Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on denial. 



Table - 16-KCOURT CONTACTED Jesness Inventory 

Asocial Index 

Experimenta1 Experimental Degrees t-Value 
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom 

44.88 15.42PRE-TOUR 
24 -2.06 

51.12 14.28POST-TOUR 

(Method: t test for related samples) 

..... 
N 
W There is significant change concerning asocial index for the experimental group following the tourS. I 

Reject the null hypothesis: the tours had undesirable significant effect on asocial index. 






