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FOREHORD

Deterring vouth from crime and the juvenile justice sygtemphas been a
pre-pccupation with criminal justice and re%qteq agehcies for severa]_
decades, By setting wayward youth straight it is assumed that theg will
be unlikely to turn to crime in adulthood and tive more fruwtfa] Tives,
However, deterring youth has proven far from simple and a myriad of
programs have been developed to deal with the problem. Some are total
failures, some help a Tittle, few are glowing successes.

The concept of youths touring prisons to see where they wight end up if
they break the law is not a new idea. However, a rebirth of this idea
has gained much notoriety recently as a result of the documentary
“Scared Strajght" filmed at Rahway Prison in New Jersey. Claims of
glowing success at turning delinguent youth arpund were reporied. The
tours and "Scaring Youth Straight" caught the nation's fancy. Many
reptieations were attempted including the Menard Prison Touvrs in
IMlincis,

A Rutgers University criminology professor undertook an intense study of
the claims of program success. No significant differvence beiween

youths touring the prisons and a control group of non-tour youth was
found. In fact, there were negative findings and the tours have since
been curtailea. The vatue of the tour concept is now considered dubious.

The Menard tours were undertaken in an attempt to find out what effect
the idea of scaring, or at least educating yvouth straight, would have.
It was a more valid experiment that the Rahway experiment and teok place
over a year's time span.

The Greater Egypt Criminal Justice Evaluation program was reduest@d to
evaluate the impact of tours on youth. Roger Higgins, the Director of
the Pelice Intervention Group* of Mi. Vernon was responsible for designing

*Aojuvenile justice deterrant program



the experiment, coordinating the tours and collecting the data. Acknowledgement
of appreciation is expressed to the I1Tinois Law Enforcement Commission
Statistical Analysis Center For their computation of statistical information

andg to the Lifers Groun who responded to questionnaires and te all those
involved who aided in this evaluation,

Funds for the evaluation were provided by I1linois Law Enforcement Commission
with matching fundings provided by the Greater Egypt Crimina’ Justice Regional
counties including Alexander, Franklin, Gallatin, Hamilton, Hardin, Jackson,
Jefferson, Johnson, Massac, Perry, Pope, Pulaski, Saline, Union and
Williamson Counties.



‘Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Scared Straight, an unrehearsed film of confrontive dia1o§uekbetween
hard core prisoners and juvenile offenders at Rahway Correctional Center
in New Jersey, has been hailed by many as a major breakthrough in
deterring youny people from the juvenile justice system. The film has
won an academy award. It was narrated by that expert TV crime Tighter,
Lt. Colombo (actor Peter Falk). Scared Straight is an appealing,
theatrical, "guick Ffix" approach. Officials in many states have receiv-
ed pressure from citizens to iwplement similar prison tour programs.

The Poldice Intervention Group of Mt. Vernon, I1lincis, in cooperation
with the "Lifers Group” of Menard Maximum Security Correcticnal Center
undertook an experiment to measure the aciual effects of juvenile-
correctional center tours.

The Police Intervention Group serves juveniles and thefr families in the
Mt. Vernon area. Its goal is to divert youth from the juvenile justice
system, Mt. Vernon (population 17,000) is lecated in south centrail
IMincis. The "Lifers Group” 1s a group of inmates at Menard Correctional
Center serving 20 years or more for mainly felonious corimes.

Menavrd was built a century ago of sand stone and s located in south-
eastern [11inois on the Missouri - I1linois border. It has a rated
capacity of 2,620 and presently houses 2,586 inmates. [t s dreary and
crowded and houses gnly high risk serious offenders. Rather than

"scaring” youth straight the Menard inmates entered into dialogue with

the juveniies in an attempt to educate them about prison 1ife. There

was 1ittle strutting, yvelling or bullying as depicted in "Scared Straight".
The dialogue was graphic and honest. Prior to the dialogue juveniles

were taken on a tour of sections of the Corvecticnal Center including
several cell blocks and the dining area.

The first several tour dialogues were confrontive, graphic and frank. A
panel of five imnates spoke in turn about the datly monotomy, trauwra and
danger of prison tife. They alsc spoke of how they started a Tife of

- wg_’



crime and its consequences. The juveniles were then offered the opportunity
to asic guestions or ofTer comments. There was sowme provocation and

baiting of the juveniles by inmates but not nearly 50 much as dapicled

in "Scared Straight".  There were six bi-monthly tours in 1978,

In the last four tours the dialogues becams more settled, but remained
graphic and franlk, The nature of the Tast four dialoguss changed
scmewhat in that following a brief prisoner panal introduction the
Juveniles broke up into Tour sub-groups with one or two inmates grouped
with Tour or five juveniles. This sub-group arrangement seemed Lo
enhance information flow and intimacy.



Chapter 2
METHOROLCGY

The methodelogy of thig venture was 2 classical experimental design
whereby an experimental {tour) and control {non-tour) group were randomly
selected from & population of adolescent mates aged 13 to 18 years
residing in Franklin and Jefferson Counties {(botn Tocated in Southern
11linois). 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 never been contacted by police.

There were a total of 161 youths in the experiment, 94 in the tour group
and &7 in the contrel group.

Originally it wes proposed that there would be about 15 youths in each
tour group. However, due to cancellations, no-shows and other influesnces
the numbers in the tours and control groups varied siightly in each

tour,

Tour Control Total

1/78 Tour 1 16 3 19
3/78 2 10 24 34
5/78 3 16 16 3z
7/78 ' 4 i6 11 27
9/78 5 10 6 B 16
11/78 6 20 6 26
Unknown 9 | 3 7

94 | ' - b7 161



Becavuse of random selection and control group ﬁté?}zvtijﬂ the var
was not conceived a5 & th Qi@cg Ble validi
threats "H{}L ded the dif : cr.iii the 5
ditference in juvenile Lﬁv

It was hypothesized that mzan scores on iwo &;V“Gﬂd]eu? and attitedingl
tests wgg1d not significantly diTTer before ithe tours comparing the tour
and contral groups. However, after the tours, 1§ thore was an effect

miean ﬁﬁmﬁﬁg should differ sionificantly, It wfg further hys 13

that C?E%Inél behaviors should vary sionificantiy a’Ler the lour

comparing the towr and control groups; the tour aroups showing o significant
decreaqv in criminal acLiviﬁy A secondary hypothesis was that The type

of juvenile justice coptact {sub-group Qutng“y) would affect test

resylts,

Tne null hypothesis stated that the tours woulao ﬁ?ieat na significant
change as measured by test scores or oriminal behaviors.

Testing Instry

The two tests adwinistered seversl days hefore ~ fhe
tours were the "Jdesness Inventory™ and "Pier 3* ﬂ~ﬁﬁu
Scale". These tests were administered to the oy

groups,

The "Jesness Inventory" is used in the clagsifica?inn and trLuLmnnt @F
disturbed children and adolescents. Aithough the
for use with delinguents, there are {
will prove useful with adolescents
11 ‘C}Qﬁﬂéiéiy s§q acie EEQLEC¢, A
eguation that coml
index most pr ﬁéa&’yv of ’ﬁ.}pwf%
on the Jespess Inventory inclu

abings aittitude

1. Social Maladjustment Scale {8M)
refers to a set of as5009
spciali \ :
attitudes of persons who do not me
socially approvesd vy

R

PRI T B,
LTI TUGRE
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11.

The population mean (
from 45-55 Tor "avera
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L~

Value Orientation Scale (V0O) - 39 items. Value Orjentation refers
to a tendency to share attitudes and cpinions characteristic of
persons in the lTower socioecoromic classes.

Immaturity Scale {Imm) - 45 items. Immaturity reflects the tendency
to display attitudes and perceptions of self and others that are
usuzal for persons of a younger age than the subject.

Autism Scale (Au) - 28 ftems. Autism measures a tendency, in
thinking and perceiving, to distort reality according to one's
personal desires or needs.

Alienation Scale (A1) - 26 items. Alienation refers to the presence
of distrust and estrangement in a person’s attitudes toward others,
especially toward those representing authority.

Manifest Aggression Scale (MA) - 31 items. Manifest Aggression
reflects an awareness of unpleasant feelings, especially of anger
and frustration: a tendency to react readily with these emotions;
and an obvious discomfort concerning the presence and control of
these feelings. :

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

Social Anxiety Scale (SA) - 24 items. Social Anxiety refers to
conscious emotional discomfort in getting along with people.

Repression Scale (Rep) - 15 items. Repression reflects the exclusion
~from conscious awareness of feelings and emotions that the individual
normally would be expected to experience; or it reflects his failure

to label these emotions.

Denial Scale (Den) - 20 items. Denial indicates a reluctance to
acknowledge unpleasant events or conditions encountered in daily
Tiving.

Asocial Index. Asocializatian refers to a generalized disposition
to resolve sccial oy personal problems in ways that show a disregard
for social customs or rules.

L) for each scale on the Jesness Inventory ranges
" subjects with a population standard deviation

Iy
iL
ge

) of about 10.



The Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale m=asures self concept
based on behavior, intellactuzi school sial ysical gppearance and
attributes, anxiety, popularily and happines: na salisfaction.

The population mean (A1) for the
utation standard deviztion (iﬁ) of about 12.

Three statistical tests for significance were utilized.

1. Students t test for significance for related means.
2. Students t test for significance for independent means.

3. Chi-Suuare test relationships for data avranged on 2 bivariate
table.

"Symbolically stated the statistical tests appear:

(Nu]] Hypothesis) Ho : X =Y (¥ = tour means)

; .

(A1LornaLIVﬁ Hypothesis) Ha: X # Y (Y = control mean)

test: (a) t test for independant mean comparison gt = Ml_;;lk;f»

(b} t test for related mean comparison {'tz

, S
(c) chi-square test for significant relationships (42 =

O

1
=
%3}

The Jesness Inventory and Piers-Harris tests yield interval data.

—B-

Piers-Harris ds shout B0 with a pop-
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Chapter 3

EXPERTMENT FIHDTNGS

Testing Oultcomes

The mean ave was 15.13 for the tour grcugs and 16,31 for the control
group. The percent of blacks wes 15.95% for the tour groups and 16.41%
Tor control groups, ATl dnvolved in Lﬁc ipurs weve males. Tne oriminal
history for hoth ﬂ*a ips were classified as (1) court contacted (2)

|

police contacted @ﬁd {3) non-contacted.

Table 1.A
Cv}piﬂAL PT&@OH?

Pre-Tour Criminal History Tour Control Total

Hon-contacted 36 38%} 17 { 25%) 52 { 33%)
?®1éce contacted 31 { BJN) 27 [ 40%) 58 ( 36%)
Court contacted 27 ( 29%) 23 { 34%) 50 { 31%)

94 (100%) 67 (100%) 161 (100%)

L06y 1df; »2 = ,05; n.s.)

The table indicates that there iz no significant difference between the
tour and control §POU§:

encerning criminal history,

o)
ﬁ

: ! T the six iDu?; and qunm questios
conceriing vaﬁimiuy of the ¢ ’Mﬁnai fowy subgroupings. It s the
author's opinion that these factors aren't strong enough to devalue this
experimant,

-G



approached from several difforent

af EOEIT:
after ih

1 Al g o b
oyt ferences

and atter the

G ns of experimental
{related samples)

Test for sighificant hetween the means of the sxperismentsgl
{tour) and control [non-tour; ot Golore and after the tours for
each subgroup of "criminz history" {court contacled, police contacted
non-contacted) to see which qreup was wost {ov least) affected by

the tours according to the tests. {independent sampies.)

_es of the experimental
subigroup of

There were son
effect of the

1.

o

ions to the general tyend of the null

S o= -+ ~
W ROV Iant oXCEl
;
b

i
Laurs:

There weres saveral instances of SZQBW{?Q&QL difference between the
experimental and control groups' test score means &3 fora; aiter;
and bﬂs@z; 5ﬁﬁ after the LQ%fS Many of these differences geoeow
due to & s Eérrna cha nothe control araun “Ore

aareT!

ign
following the Tour nt change
groups T2t soore

unding

why these differences ccauvrad is probably dus to confo
influences beyond the contral of the experimental desigr

i

nalvzing tesi re
L Uii§1Zlu3 En
jal ansi E

sults of the exparinent grr‘p pre and post
Co n!r 31 groun the varid axniiest aggress
hovied s ant decrease which ave desira
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Behavior Follow-up

Hehaviors of the e “imental and control group vouth were monitored
follewing the iours ard summated in May, 1979. Fifteen months had
lapsed follewing the first tour, five since the last tour. It s not
surprising that wove vouth from the first several fTours wers involved in
criminal bebavior following the tours: more time had elapsed

POST TOUH

YOUTH IN[

Tour Contyrol. Total

Past Tour Criminal History® B
Contacted by police 16 ¢ 1749) B { 12%) 24 { 15%)

Non Cantacted 78 ( 83%) 59 ( esl; 137 {857}

Totel <84 (1004) 67 (100%) 161 (100%)

This talile indicates that guiticent r*?atiozsh%p betwean
notice cont z~$s Tollowing what grous (tour or contrel) the
had proportionatly bad more

vouth was in.  The tour groups, .
police contacts Tollowiog The Lours contrel group.  Alsg, theve
was no significant differences in Yy {ar seriousness of crimes)
commnitted by the tour and control g?au? youth Fuiégwlnq the tours,

POST ?QUR PO
EXPEL lH

AEHARD CORRECTIONAL CENTER
TIFTED AS HOT €GE|WFFfD
LOURT CONTALT

Post Tour Criminal History®l Touy Control Tour
ot contacted 1 (oen) 1 (12%) 2 ( 8%)

Jolice contacted 500317y 3 { 38%) 5 [ 34%)

I
-
T

Court Contacted 10 { 63%) 504) 14 [ 58%)

16 (10077 & (1007 24 (1000
EE o= 1024, luF, ns =f= 05}

“Does not include fnvestigations, disturbances or status offenses


http:iqll".ll

The ma t
offense foi
14, 10 were

17

v {14} of thoze youth who have thes far commitied a criminal
1o r antact ., However, of those
tour pariicipant £ would seen “hai this aroup {court

t Lua i it ocrime as a resuli
= er propensity of asocial
indes wean scoves | Fhoso ooy Lour sipasnbs foliowing
the tour than before. ‘ i ] avior and testing indicate
that the tours may lave an adverse ﬂfrDuL youth who have had co
with the court prior to the tours. Also, the experimental (tour)
exltibited 67 more criminal activity than the control group.

contacted e
of the tours., Thz

Other Findings

There yere no significant correiations between age of youth and criminal
activity Tor the youth in the exparimenta] and contirol groups or batueen
the time of tours and succestsive criminal activity., More, Though not
significantly move youth commit a reported offense in the Tirst several
weeks Tollowing a towr than many weeks or months later.

-y -

Tnterviews and mail suepveys of tour participants, their pavents and teache
Cindicted unanimous ﬁugﬁéﬁt for the program.  However, the tezachers ;
parents noted no major behavioral changes in youlh who particiy

tours,
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3. To your knowledge how honest were other prisoners about discussing
prison life with juveniles?

4 Very

1  Somewnat

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

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

0 scare them
Educate them

-5
0  Answered JQuestions Only
0 Other '

Comments: a. "I see no reason to scare the juveniles because the fear will
leave them, but facts {(education) won't...."

b. "If scaring them would help, then that was also my intent.”

c. "I only tried to get them to stop and think...my honesty could
have scared them - but prison 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

I Bored
3 Shocked

Other

w14



d

i G

5

bids

[

T dont

i

Ter &
l

.

belic
N e

va

&)

& N

tall
daimn

ve,"

in a progran

e

sion

sCaring

1

kids: '1
Found none ysg

truth about priso
had tnoaltr U.S. is

—-—

T hope
cut of

ﬁyane
L *hﬂgv

o g gty g
, EXpe

50

vy

UH S

*To show

youth

Bha

ov

L,s‘

nit




8. Do you feel that the tours area _ 5 good __ 0 bad idea?
A17 respondents answered that the tours are a "good" idea.

Comments: a. '"Because it's educational and no one can tell them
better than one who has experience as a prisoner.

b, "1t depends who 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 workers."”

c. "Once a youth see's the inside of a prison and feels the
awe of such a place...”

d. "“"Because if brings the youth closer in touch with reality.”

e. "1 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 bresaking the Taw."

9. Hould you like to participate in similar dialogues with other youth
“touring prisons?

5 Yes 0 No
Comments: a. "A few of my reasons are: 1 don't wish for anyone to
follow my errors, and to show juveniles the 'opportunities’ that's
waiting for them."

B. "“To help prevent them from making the mistakes 1 made."

c. "Kids are like the stock market to me 'so many different
factors'. I would never turn down 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 fowards
. crime?

3 Yes 2 No

Comments: a. "I honestly believe, if I witnessed the reality of what
prison life was, seen an institution such as Menard or any other maximum
sectirity prison, it would have made an impact upon me."

b. "I was born to voam. I &éiieve the system has just locked

me up on account of my temperment. Some of those kids have the same
probiem.”

-16~
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b. As one inmate expressed, consider offering tours to parents of
youth and offer follow-up counseling. This may affect more caring

fromparents whose children may otherwise end up in "that terrible . . .50

place®.

c. The main actors, the inmates, should be given more planning
responsibilities. It is more likely that they will take more
stock of the program if they can offer more input at the design
stage of the plan.

d. Consider eliminating high risk youth from tour participation.

{High risk youth ave those who have committed serious c¢rimes 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.

-20-



Appendix 1-A

t TEST FOR TNDEPENDENT MEANS OVERALL TOUR

(R} XOX
(R) X X

&= .05
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JE-TOUR

iIST-TOUR

experimental
Mean

46 .81

48,720

Table - 23
Jesne;s Inventory

Social Maladjustment Scale

Control Experimental Control
Mean Standard Deviaticon Standard Deviation
52.00 14.90 10,48

4 19 15.68 - 10.14

(Method: t test for énd&pendent'samples}

There was a significant difference between the experimental and control groups mean scores both before
This difference was not due to effects of the tours as it occurred before as well
Rather it may have been the result of confounding influences.

and after the tours.

as after the tours.

Degress
Freadom

162

140

T-Value

~2.43

-2.38

PRE

POST



Table - 2B
-Jesness Inventory

Value Orientation Scaie

Experimental Control Experimental Contro] Degress

Mean - Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom - J-vValue
RE-TOUR 55, 64" 54,67 10.48 10.14 152 .58
OST-TOUR  54.27 54.19 12.13 12.85 140 .04

{Method: t test for independent samples)

ﬂggu

There is no, significant difference concerning value orfentation between the experimental {tour) and
contrgl {non-tour} groups before or after the tours,

Retain the ﬁa1¥ hypothesis: there is no significant effect on value orfentation as a result of
the tours.

PRE

POST



Table - 2-C
Jesness Inventory

Immaturity Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Jean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Yalue
PRE-TOUR 56.94. 57.12 12.60 12,92 152 - 05 PRE
POST-TOUR  57.01 59.71 13.19  13.44 140 “1.19 BOST

{Method: t test for ind&aané&nt*samp!es}

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

_t?z...

Retain the nu]1-hypothesis: there is no significant effect on immaturity as a result of the tours.



~ Table - 2-D
-Jesness Inventory

Autism Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean . Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom - T-Value
'E-TOUR 57.81. 56.64 10,71 10.57 152 -.48 oRE
1ST-TOUR 57.71 57.81 11.55 9.22 140 ~.06 20T

(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.

~ye-

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



PRE-TOUR

POST-TOUR

-92—

Experimental

Control

Table - 2-E
Jesness Inventory

A?ienétien Scale

Experimental

Control Degress
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value
56.42. 58.42 10.27 9.75 152 -1.23 PRE
57.60 59.25 11.68 9.86 140 - .90 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.

ﬁetain the null hypothesis: there fs no significant effect on alienation as a result of the tours.



Table - p_r
Jesness Inventory

Manifest Aggression Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean 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 o POST

(Method: t test for independent samples)

There is no significant difference concerning manifest aggression between the exper1menta1 (tour) and control
{non-tour} groups before or after the tours.

2 &F

Retain the nu}T-ﬁypothesis: there is no significant effect on manifest agression as a resuit of the tours.



RE-TOUR

QST-TGUR

—83“«

Table - 2-G
‘aesness Inventory

Withdrawal Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom - T-Value
53.36. 51.53 10.95 1010 152 1.08 PRE
52.80 48.25 10.69 10.13 140 2.57 POST

(Method: t test for independent samples)

ignifi it i it imental {tour) and control groups
There was no significant difference concerning withdraw] §etween the experimen @ r
(nﬁn—tgur} befﬁie the tour. However, the control group displayed the‘magor change following the tour, not.
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

Experimental Control Experimental Contreo’l Degresé

Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-YaTlue
PRE-TOUR 4670 44.71 9.88 o927 152 1.28  PRE
POST-TOUR a4 67 _ 41.91 12.48 11.13 140 1.38 POST

(Method: t test for independent samples)

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

“62-.

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



Re~-TOUR

OST-TOUR

-0E-

Experimental
Mean .

53.40

53.34

Control

Mean

52.76

54.26

Table - 2-I
Jesness Inventory

Repression Scale

Experimental Control

Standard Deviation Standard Deviation
11.82 11.45
13.17 11.48

(Method: t test for independent samples)

Degress

Freedon

152

146

~Value

.34

-.44

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

{non-tour) groups before or after the tours.
Retain the null hypothesis: there is po significant effect on repression as a result of the tours.

PRE

POST



Experimental

Control

Mean Mean
PRE~TOUR £5:69 o474
POST-TOUR - 45,99 45.88

Table - 2-d
Jesness Inventory

Denial Scale

Control

Experimental

Standard Deviation Standard Deviation
11,56 T10.81
11.77 9,89

{(Method: t test for independent samples)

Degress

Freedom T-Value
152 -.96
140 ~.49

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

groups before or after the tours.

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

PRE

POST



Table - 2-K
Jesness Inventory

Aspcial Index

Exp&%imentaf Control Experimental ’ Control Degress
| Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value
PRE-TOUR 43.93 48,451 14.64 . 14.04 152 -2.12 PRE
POST-TOUR  46.46 51.21 14.55 - 13.54 140 -199 0 post

(Method: ¢ test for independent'samp¥as)

There was a significant difference [increase) concerning asocial index between the experimental (tour)
and contrel groups both before and after the tours. This is probably a result of caafounding influences for
this variable -and not a result of the tours. :

....ZE.-



Appendix 1-B
t TEST FOR RELATED MEANS., OVERALL TOURS

(R} X 0 X

<& = .05

-33-



g~

| Table - 3

Piers-Harris

Experimental Experimental Degrees I-Valye
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE~TOUR h5.71 12.47 . 82 - 12
POST-TOUR 55.84 13.76

(Method: t .test for related samples)

There s no significant difference concerning self-concept between the exper1menta1 {(tour) and control
{non-tour) groups before or after the tours.

Retain the nul?l hypothesis: there is no significant effect on self concept as a result of the tours.



-y

- Table - 4-A
Jesness Inventory

Social Maladjustment Scale

Experimenta) Experimental Degrees L-Value
Mean standard Deviation Freedaom
PRE-TOUR 46.82 13.09 B84 -, 07
POST-TOUR 48,20 14.91

(Methed: t test for related samples)

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

Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on social maladiustment,



*98_

Table - 4-B
Jesness Inventory

Value Orientation

Experimental

Experimental Degrees t=Yalue
Mean Standard Deviation Fresdom
PRE-TOUR 55,56 10.56 ‘ : : 84 1.35
POST-TOUR 54.27 15.13
(Method: t .test for related samples)
There is no significant change concerning value orientation for the experimental group fo11dw1ng the
tours., :

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



...LE...

Table - 4C
Jesness Inventory

- Immaturity Scale

Experimental Experimenta} Degrees t-Yalue
Mean Standard ngjgtign Freedom
PRE-TOUR 56.52 12.44 a4 -, 39

POST-TOUR 56.01 13.19

(Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning immaturity for the experimental group following the tours,

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



-SS_

. Teble - 4D
Jesness Inventory

Autism Scaie

Experimental Experimental llegrees t-Yalue
Mean Standard Ceviation Ereedom
PRE-TOUR 57.71 10.77 . 84 - .00
POST-TOUR 57.71 11.55

(Method: f test for related samples)

There is no significant change scncerning“auﬁism for the experimental group following the tours.

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



- -6E-

Table - a.f
~Jesness Inventory

Alienation Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees f-Vaiye
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 56.26 10.35 84 -1.50
POST-TOUR h7.60 - 11.68

(Method: t,%est for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning alienation for the experimental group following the tours,

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



Table - 4-F
Jesnegss Inventory

Manifest Aagression Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Yalye
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 54,27 9.89 84 2,45
POST-TOUR 52.07 : 12.36

(Method: t test for related samples)

There was a significant change concerning manifest aggression for the experimental group f&f1ow1ng
the tour. Reject the hypothesis: accept the alternative hypothesis; the tours do seem to°
affect a desirable =~ (decrease) change on manifest aggression.



Table - 2-G

i ‘ _ ‘Jésness Inventory
Withdrawal Scale
“ - Experimental Experimental . Degrees t-Value
Mean. - Standard Deviation Freedom -
PRE-TOUR 53.27 11.09 ' - B4 .45
POST-TOUR 52,80 ~ 10.69

{(Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning withdrawl for the experimental group following the
tours,

Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on withdrawal,



Table - 4-H
Jesness Inventory

Social Anxietv Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean - Standard Deviation Fraedom
PRE-TOUR 46.79 9.93 84 2.17
POST-TOUR 44,69 | o 12,47

(Method: ¢ test for related samples)

| There was a significant change concerning social anxiety for the experimental group fa]?owing the tour.

Reject the null hypothesis: the tours seem to affect a desirable {decrease) change nn social anxiety.



mgb_

Table -~ 4-I
Jesness Inventory

Repressionn Scale

Experimental Experimental . Degrees

t-VYalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 53.54 11.68 j 84 .18
POST-TOUR 53,33 13.17

(Method: 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.



. Table - 4-J
dJesness Inventory

Denial Scale

Experimenta) Experimental Degrees t=Value

Mean Standard Deviation Freedom ‘
PRE-TOUR 45.62 11.56 B4 -.34
POST-TOUR 46,00 11,77

(Method: t test for related samples) =

There is no significant change concerning deqiaT for the experimental group following the tdyrs.

Retain the null hypothas%si the tours had no significant effect on denial.



...va-

Table - 4-K
Jesness Inventory

fsocial Index

Experimental Experimental Cegrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviatiop Freedon
PRE-TOUR £3.89 14,52 ' 84 -1.41

POST-TOUR 46,46 14,58

{Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning asocial index for the experimental group folluwing the tours.

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






Appendix 1-C

t TEST FOR INDEPENDENT MEANS,
BﬂLY THOSE SUBJECTS NEVER CGNTASTED BY PCLICE




RE-TOUR

0ST-TOUR

-81?_.

NON-CONTACTED

Experimental
Mean

58.13

57.45

Control
Mean

60.61

63.00

Table - 5§

Piers Harris

Experimental Control

Standard Deviation Standard Deviation
10.72 10.93
12.40 13.68

(Method: t test for independent samples)

Degress

Freedom T-Value
48 -.78
45 -1.40

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

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

the tours.

PRE

POST



NON-CONTACTED

Table - 6-A
. ' Jesness Inventory

Social Maladjustment Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress
| Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value
'RE~TOUR 45,50 48.56 11.21 - 14.00 , 48 -84 PRE
0ST-TOUR 45,19 47.44 15.45 . 14.70 45 -.48 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.

..61?.*

Retain the null hypothesis: 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
E-TOUR 53.78 49.00 11.97 11.21 48 1.39 PRE
JST-TOUR 53.00 47.81 14.37 15.44 45 1.14 POST

{Method: t test for independent'sampies}

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

—ug-

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



 NON-CONTACTED

- Table - 6-C
Jesness Inventory

Immaturity Scale

Degress

Experimental Control Experimental Control
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deyiation Freedom T-Value
IE-TOUR 59,47, 59.94 13.61 14.44 48 .. 12 'PRE
ST-TOUR 60.71 .69 15.43 13.27 45 .67 POST
(Method: t test for indepandentAsampTas)
There is no significant difference concerning immaturity between the experimental {tour) and control (non-tour)
A groups before or after the tours.
' ?etain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on immaturity as a result of the tours,



Table - 6-D

Jesness Inventory
NON-CONTACTED .

Autism Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value
SRETOUR 55.19, 55.78 13.18 8.71 48 -.17
20ST-TOUR 60.71 . 57.69 15.43 ~ 13.27 - 45 .67

(Method: t test for independentvgamp1as)

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

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

PRE

POST



NON-CONTACTED

Table - 6-E
Jesness Inventory

Alienation Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control

Mean _ Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation
E-TOUR 55. 38, 54.00 10.39 ' 11.34
15T-TOUR 56.19 53.69 13.51 10.84

(Method: t test for independent samples)

Degress
Freedom I-Yalue

There is no significant difference concerning alienation between the experimental {tour) and control {non-tour)

1
& groups before or after the tours.

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



NON-CONTACTED
Table - g_p
Jesness Inventory
Manifest Aggression Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress
Mean Mean Standard Deyviation Standard Deviation Freesdomn T-Valtue
RE-TOUR RZ. 06 47.28 10.49 11.57 48 1.18 PRE
JST-TOUR 50.03 47.06 15.09 11.70 45 .69 . POST
(Method: t test for independent samples)
) There i1s no significant difference concerning manifest aggression between the experimental {tour) and control
2 (non-tour) groups before or after the tours,
Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on manifest aggression as a result.of the tours.



NON-CONTACTED Table - 6o

Jesness Inventory
Sogcial Anxiety Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Vajue
E-TOUR 45.50. 44,17 7.73 7.18 48 .60
1S T-TOUR 43.19 40.13 12.54 9.56 45 .86

(Method: t test for independent sampies)

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

wggm

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

PRE

POST



NON-CONTACTED

Table - 6-1
Jesness Inventory

Renression Scale

Experimental Control

Experimental Control Degress
Mezn Mean Standerd Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom I-Value
RE-TOUR 57.34 55.83 10.50 13.37 43 A4 PRE
OST-TOUR 58.29 . 52.44 14,14 11.51 45 1.43 DOST
(Method: t test for independent samples)
There is no significant difference concerning repression between the experimental (tour} and control
& (non-tour) groups before or after the tours.

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


http:57.34-55.83

MON-CONTACTED
Experimental Control

Mean Mean
'RE~-TOUR 49,06 53.89
NST-TOUR 47.81 51.38

WLS-..

Tabte - 6-J
Jesness Inventory

Denjal  Scale

Control

Experimental

Standard Deviation Standard Deviation
11.99 18.86
14,32 $,32

{Method: t test for independent samples)
There was no significant difference concerning denial between the experimental (tour) and contrel groups

hefore or after the tours,

Retain the null hypothesis:

there is no effect on denial as a result of the tours.

Degress
Freedom T-Value
48 -1.75 PRE



RE-TOUR

OST-TOUR

NON-CONTACTED

Table - B6-K
Jesness Inventory

Aspeial Index

Exnerimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Ereedom T-¥alue
42 .69 49,51 12.35 14,11 48 -1.81 poE
44.3% 47 .68 14,49 12.47 45 .78 pOST

{Method: t test for independent samples)

There was no significant difference concering asccial index between the exerimental (tour) and
control grouns before and afler the tours.

Retain the ng}}'hypothesis: There is no significant effect on asocial index as a result of the
tours, "



Appendix 1-D
t TEST FOR INDEPERDENT MEANS, OHLY THOSE SUBJECTS CONTACTED BY POLICE

-EG_



POLICE COMTACTED

Table - 7
Piers-Harris

Experimental
Standard Deviation

14.23

15.36

Experimental Control
Mean Mean
RE-TOUR 51.37 53.04
OST-TOUR 51.64 - 54,20
t test for independent samples)
é; (non-tour) groups before or after the tours.
1

Control Degress

Standard Deviation Freedom T-Yalue
12.88 55 - 46 PRE
12.97 51 -G8 POST

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

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



POLICE COMTACTED

Experimental

Mean
RE-TOUR 47.84.
OST-TOUR 47.806

Control

Mean

53.07

56.80

Taple - 8-
Jesness Inventory

Social "aladijustment Scale

Experimental Control

Standarc Deviation Standard Deviation
13.56 14.31
14.34 14.05

(Method: t test for independent samples)

Degress

Freedom

56

52

T-¥alue

-1.43

n

halt

There was nosigniticant difference concerning social maladjustment between the experimental (tour) and

12

control groups before the tours,

There was a significant difference following the tours.
the control group's mean was increased and the experimental group's mean stayed about the same.
difference was probably due to aconfounding influence rather than a result of the tour.

However,

31

e
3
148

POST



POLICE COMTACTED

Experimental Control

Mean Mean
RE-TOUR 57.94. 57.30
0ST-TCUR 55.76 58.00

Table - 8-B
Jesness Inventory
Value Orjentation Scale

Experimental Control

Standayd Deviaticn Standard Deviation
8.17 9.33
11.61 10.00

(Method: t test for independent samples)

Degress

Freedom T-Value
56 .28 pPRE
52 -.75 POST

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

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



POLICE COHTACTED
Table - G-C-
Jesness ITnventory

Immaturity Scale

Exparimental Control Exparimental Control Degress

Mezn Mean standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freadom T-Value
- TOUR 55,45 58.59 11.00 12.79 56 ~1.01
IST-TOUR 5674 62,84 10.91 10.27 52 -2.28

{(Method: t test for independent samples)

: There was no significant difference concerning immaturity between the experimental {tour) and control
5 groups before the tours. There was a significant difference following the tours.

¢ control groun showed the largest mean increase between pre and post tests, It is difficylt to say
othar the tour had any effect on the tour participants. Likely, confounding infiuences affecte
e

ar
otonne,

Th
wh
ih



POLICE COMNTACTED

Table -~ 8-0
Jesnass Inventary

Autiem Srale
gx;afémentaT Control Experimentat Control Degress
Mean Hean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value
RE-TOUR 59,07, 61.82 7.04 10.12 56 -1.21 onE
OST-TOUR 59.72 G B8 a .0z £.64 52 - .48 POST

(Method: t test for independent samples}

\ There is no significant difference concerning autism between the experimental {tour) and contrel {non-tour}
e groups before or after the tours.

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



POLTCE COMTACTED Table - 8-E
Jesness Inventory

Alienation Scale

Experinental Control Experimenial Control Degress
L2an Vean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedon T-Yalue
RELTOUR 57.42, 60.67 9.94 10.84 56 1.7 o
o &1 94 5 - 73 N
NST-TOUR By 21 6l.2 9.57 047 52 73 PS5

(Method: t test for independent samples)

There is no significant difference

concering alienation between the experimental (tour] and control (non-tour)
groups before or afier the teurs.

.....gg}..

Retain the null hypothesis: there i3 no significant effect on alientation as a result of the tours.



Tabje - 8-F
POLICE CONTACTED Jesness Inventary

Manifest Aggression Scale

Experimental fontral Experimental Control

Degress
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Yalue
RE-TOUR 56.52 55.70 5.65 9.38 56 .32 ppp
0ST-TOUR 54.93 - 54.40 10.57 10.46 52 A9 ppsT

(Methed: t test for independent samples)

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

_99_

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



POLICE CORTACTED

FAUOziﬁQﬂﬁ&l

t test

, he

o {ﬁsﬂmswtp) groups

' the gre aiﬁ%t meat
of

%iﬁiﬂ foundi 'Z'»Z‘ inTluerces,

Table - g.5
Jesnass Inventory
Withdrawal Scale
ontrol Experime ﬁia? .
Moan Standard Deviation
52.78 12.80
48.88 82.08

for independent samples)

before the tours., Thers
difference was hetwee

was a S1Fﬁ? Tican
=n the control aroup

ﬁ 41

Control
Standard Deviation

L
£

4

rence following tours.
prcmpesh thus 1s probablythe rezult

Jegress

Freedom

5

)

52

Hrwever,

T-Value
1.10 PRE
2083 POST



POLICE CONTACTED Table = 8-H
Jesness Inventor
Social Anxiety Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom
RE-TOUR 48,45 45 .68 12.59 9.26 56
0ST-TOUR 46.28 42,28 14.65 12.71 52

{Method: t test for independent samples)

There is no significant difference concerning social anxiety between the experimental (tour) and
N contrel {non~tour) groups before or after the tours.

o .

‘ Retain the null hypothesis:

there is no significant effect on social anxiety as a result of the
tours.

T~Value
.95

1.06

PRE

POST


http:48.45-45.68

POLICE CONTACTED Table g
e - =
Jesness Inventory

"EDP“S’?G} Scate

Control Expavimentad Degress
HMean standard Beyviation rd Deviation Freadon T-Yaluz
EoTo 33,03 52.89 12.11 10,61 56 - 62 o
W DRI ! P;’{r_
ST-TOUR 4428 56.80 13.02 10.29 52 -2.35 nosT

{Method: t test for independent sampies)

NS b

2 vas no significant difference concering repression between the exmerimental (tour} and control

s before the tours. However, following the tours there was a significant difference possibly
= the result of The Tours.

Feject the null hvpothesis: the tours may have atfectad the repression scale for these youth
alsn have been contacted by police for minor Infractions.



Table - 8-J

POLICE CONTACTED Jesness Inventory

Denjal Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean ' Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value
RE-TOUR 42 .39 43,07 10.32 B.54 56 -.27
S0ST-TOUR 42.38 45.12 8.58 9.18 52 -1.13

{Methed: 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.

-Gi.—

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

PRE

POST



FOLICE CONTACTED _
Table - 2

-
Jezness Invento

\.T"y
Asncial Indeyx
Control Experimental Contirol Degrass
Mean standard Deviation Standard Seviation Freedon T-Yalue
RE-TOUR 44,45 47.04 16.47 15.32 56 -.62

{Method: t test for indspendent samples)

There was no significant difference concerning asocial index between the experimental {four) and control
(non-tour} groups before the tour. There was a significant difference following the tours. £ large
pre -~ post mean difference occurred with the control greoup and not the experimental groups. The
significant Aifference iz probably the result of confounding influences.

w’{iq

KR

EI Y .

FOST






Appendix 1-E

t TEST FOR TMDEPEMDENT MEANS, ONLY THOSE
SUBSECTS PETITIONED TG COURT FOR LEGAL VIOLATIONS




COURT CONTACTED

Experimental
Mean
E-TOUR 56.40.
)ST-TOUR 57.92

Control
Mean

53.25

55.88

Table - ©
Jesness Inventory

Piers Harris

Experimental Control Degress

Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value
11.30 13.47 43 .85 PRE
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

_-bL_

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

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



COURT COWTACTED Table - 10-A

Jesness Inventory

Social Maladjustment

Experimental Control Experimental

Control Degress
Mean } Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-¥alue
JRE-TOUR 47.20 53.57 15.45 10.15 44 -1.62 PRE
0ST-TouR 5232 56.88 14.50 14.34 39 "9 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,

mgé’-

Retain the null hypothesis:

there is no significant effect on social maladjustment as a result of
the tours.



COURT CONTACTE
QURT CONTACTED Table - 10-B

Jesness Inventory

Value Orientation Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Ereedom T-¥alue
£.70UR 55,18 56.14 10.86 8.60 44 -.34 ORE
ST-TOUR 54,12 54.62 9.74 12.28 39 -.15 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.

b |
ey .
: Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on value orientaticn as a result of the tours.



COURT CONTACTED Table - 10-C
- Jesness Inventory

Imnaturity Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-¥alue
RE-TOUR 55. 56 52.81 13.11 11.08 44 .76 oRE
OST-TOUR 53.32 ‘ ht.94 11.87 - 17.34 39 -, 80 pOST

(Method: t test for independent samples)

There is no significant difference concerning immaturity between the experimental {tour) and control
, {non-tour) groups befors or after the tours.

o
Hond .
! Retain the nuyll hypothesis: there is no significant effect on immaturity as a result of the tours,



COURT CONTACTED
Table - 10D
Jesness Inventory

Autism Scale

Experimental Contro? Experimental Contraol Degress
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value
E-TOUR 59.60 57.00 10.71 ' 11.90 44 .78 PRE
1ST-TOUR 55,06 57.75 9.49 §.31 39 -.59 POST
{Method: t test for independent samples)
There is no significant difference concerning autism between the exparam@nta1 {tour} and control (non-tour)
3 groups before or after the tours.
M "
7 Ratain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on autism as a result of the tours.



COURT CONTACTED
Table - q10.g
Jesness Inventory

Alienation Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value
RE-TOUR 56,52 59,33 10.81 7.51 44 -1.01 PRE
IST-TOUR 57.48 £1.65 1¢.31 “7.48 39 -1.41 0OST

(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,

, h

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


http:55.52-59.33

COURT CONTACTED -

Control
Mean
53.71

50.94

10-F

Table -
Jesness Inventory
Manifest Aagression Scaleg
Experimental Contro] Degress
Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Value
8.77 9.50 44 -.01 PRE
10.17 10.99 39 .10 50ST

(Method; t test for independent samples)

Experimental
Mean
E-TOUR 53.68
IST-TOUR 51.28
|
3
f

) tours.

There is no significant difference concerning manifest aggression between the experimental {tour) and

control (non-tour) groups before or after the tours.
Retain the null hypothesis: there is no significant effect on manifest angression as a result of the



_10-6
COURT CONTACTED Table - 10
, Jesness Inventory

KWithdrawal Scale

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress
Mean ” Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom T-Yalue
RE-TOUR 50.04 51.23 8.02 10.69 a4 -.43 DRE
(Method: t test for independent samples)
There is no significant difference concerning withdrawal between the experimental (tour) ard control
IR {non-tour) groups before or after the tours.
! Retain the ﬂU17;hypothes€sf there is no significant effect on withdrawal as a result of the tours,



COURT CONTACTED
Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress
Mean Mean Standard Deviation Standard Deviation Freedom
RE-TOUR 46.08 43.95 8.52 11.04 44
JST-TOUR Al .64 . 43.13 9.53 10.34 39
(Method: t test for independent samples)
s There is no significant difference concerning social anxiety between the experimental (tour) and
! control (non-tour) groups before or after the tours.
Retain the nu]]lhypothesis: there is no significant effect on social anxiety as a result of

the tours.

Table -  10-H
Jesness Inventory

Social Anxiety Scale

T-Value
.74

.48

PRE

POST



COURT CONTACTED

Experimental
Mean
E-TOUR 51.32
1ST-TOUR 51.28

Control
Mean

45.95

52.00

Table - 10-1
Jesness Inventory

Repression Scale

Experimental Cantrol

Standard Deviation Standard Deviation
12.18 10.53
10.25 - " 13.02

{Method: t test for independent samples)

w—ggm

Degress

Freedom T-Value
44 A0
39 -.03

There is no significant difference concerning repression between the experimental {tour) and contrcl
{non-tour) groups before or after the tours.

Retain the ™11 hypothesis: there is no significant effect on repression as a result of the tours.

PRE

POST


http:51.32-49.95

COURT CONTACTED

Control

Hean
47.52

45,13

Table - 10-J
Jesness Inventory

Denial Scale

Experimental Control

Standard Deviation Standard Deviation
11.96 11.04
10.91 i C10.67

{(Method: t test for independent samples)

Experimental
Hean .
E-TOUR 46.78
JST-TOUR 47.92
i
[ n]
o)
H

groups before or after the tours.
Retain the nu1¥'hypothegis: there is no significant effect on denial as a result of the tours,

There is no significant difference concerning denial between the experimental {tour) and control

Degresé

Freedom _T-Value
44 -.22 PRE
39 -81 POST

{non-tour)



Table - 10-K
Jesness Inventory

Asocial Index

Experimental Control Experimental Control Degress

Mean Mean Standard Deyiation Standard Deviation Freedom T~Value
RE-TOUR 44.88 | 50.71 15.42 12.57 44 -1.39
0ST-TOUR 51.12 53.00 14.28 15.30 39 - .40

(Method: t test for independent samples)

There is no significant difference concerning asocial index batween the experimental {(tour) and control
o0 {non-tour) groups before or after ths tours,
(%]
I

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

PRE

POST






Appendix 1-F

t TEST FOR RELATED MEANS,
OMLY THOSE SUBJECTS NEVER CONTACTED BY THE POLICE

-B7-



,..,88“

NON CONTACTED - Table =11
- Piers Harris:

Experimentai Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom T
PRE-TOUR 58.39 10.79
' ‘ 30 60
POST-TOUR 57.45 12.40

(Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning self concept for the experimental group following the
tours. »

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



~68—

Table « 12-A
_dJesness Inventory

NON CONTACTED
. Social Maladjustment Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees lug
t-Yalu
Mean standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 25,65 11.37 '
30 .22
POST-TOUR 45.19 15.45

(Method: t,ﬁést for related samples)

There s no significant change concerning Social Maladjustment for the experimental group following
the tours. Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on Social Maladjustment.



»86_

~ Table -~ 12-B
- Jdesness Inventory
NON CONTACTED

VYalue Orientation Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean standard Deviation Freedom S
PRE-TOUR 54.00 12.10 ’
- 30 .87
POST-TOUR 53.00 . 14.37

{Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning value orientation for the experimental group following
the tours. Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on Value Orientation.



NON CONTACTED
| . Table ~ 12-C
- Jesness Inventory

Immaturity Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 59.03 13.61 ’
30 .91
POST-TOUR 60.71 15,43

(Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning immaturity for the experimental greup follewing the
tours, - .

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



_26....

. Table - j2-C
. Jesness Inventory

NON CONTACTED

Autism 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)

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

¥

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



—gﬁ-

Table - 12-D
g Jesness Inventory
NON CONTACTED

Alienation Scale

Experimental Experimental Degress t-Yalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 55.48 10.54
‘ ‘ 30 -.46
POST-TOUR 56.19 13.51

{Method: t test for related samples)

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

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



Table 7, 12-E
. . Jesness Inventory
NON CGNT&QTEB

Manifest Agoression Scale

Experimenta] Experimental Degrees t-Yalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freadom
PRE-TCUR 52.39 10.50
: ’ 30 1.24
POST-TOUR 50.03 ‘ 15.09

(Method: t test for related samples)

There is no ségnificaﬂt change cencerning manifest aggression for the experimental group
following the tours. '

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



~ Table - 12-F
Jesness Inventory

NON COMTACTED
Withdrawal Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Valus
Mean Standard Deviation Ereedom
PRE-TOUR 53.52 10.95 '
- " 30 .48
POST-TOUR 52.52 12.80

(Method: t test for related samples)

éﬁ There is no significant change concerning withdrawal for the experimental group following the
: ‘

tours.

'_Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on withdrawal,



_96-

NON CONTACTED

PRE-TOUR

POST-TOUR

Table - 12-G
Jesness Inventory

Spcial Anxlety Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
45,52 7.85
' i 30
43,19 ﬁ 12.54

{Method: t test for related samples)

1.32

There 1s no significant change concerning social anxiety for the experimental group foK}ﬁwing the

tours.

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



PV

Table - 12-H
. : ~Jesness Inventory
MON CONTACTED :

. Repression Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-VYalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 57.19 10.63
30 -.58

POST-TOUR 58.29 : 14,14

(Method: t,fest for related samples)

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

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



...86-—

NOM CONTACTED'
Table -12-1
Jesness Inventory

Denial Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviatipn Freedom
PRE-TOUR 47.55 11.83 4 '
: 30 -.1
POST-TOUR 47.81 14.32
(Method: t test for velated samples)
There 1s no significant change concerning Denfal for the experimental group following the
Denial.

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



HOM CONTACTED

Table - 124
Jesness Inventory

Asocial Study

" Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom o
PRE-TOUR 42.71 12.55
kit -.57
POST-TOUR 44,39 : 14.49

(Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning Asocial Study for the experimental group following
the tours. -

_Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on Asocial Study.



- -001~

Tahle - 13

POLICE CONTACTED
Piers Harris

Self Concept

experimental Experimental 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)

t change cancerniﬁg‘ self concept for the experimental group following

There is no significan
the tours. '
Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on self concept.



=iUl-

POLICE CONTACTED -

. Table - 14-A
.Jessness Inventory

Social Maladjustment Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Yalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom T

PRE-TOUR 47.76 12.97
28 -.04

POST-TOUR 47.86 14.34

(Method: t test for related samples}
ing social maladjustment the experimental group .following

There is no significant change concern

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



Table -14-B

POLICE CONTACTED
-dessness Inventory

Value Orientation Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TQUR 57.59 © 8.33
28 .86
55.76 11.61

POST-~TOUR

(Method: t test for related samples)
There is no significant change concerning value orientation for the experimental group. folTowing

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



-€01-

POLICE CONTACTED . Table - 14-C
K : Jesness Inventory

Immaturity Scale
Experimental Experimenta’l Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
'PRE-TOUR 54,66 10.36
: 28 -.80

(Method: t,%ést for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning immaturity for the experimental group following the
tours. ' ‘ '

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



-y0T-

Tabie - 74-D
Jesness Inventory

POLICE CONTACTED
Autism Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-VYalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 58.82 5.92
28 ~.76
POST-TOUR 53.72 9.02

(Method: t test for related samples)

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.



-G01-

" Tahle - 14-F

POLICE CONTACTED Jesness Inventory

Alienation Scale

‘Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mezn Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 56.86 10.04
' ’ 28 1.47
POST-TOUR 58.21 , 10,84

(Method: t test for related samples)

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

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



-901-

Table -« 14.F
desness Inventory

POLIGE CONTACTED

Maﬁifest Aggression Scale
Experimental Experimental Degrees t-VYalue
Mean Standard Deviation Ereedom
PRE-TCUR 56.79 9.93
28 1.64
54,93 ‘ 10.57

POST-TOUR

t test for related samples)
n for the experimental groué following

{Method:
There is no significant change concerning manifest aggressio

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



prAtl By

FOLICE CONTACTED

Table - 14-G
Jesness Inventory

Withdrawal Scale

Experimental

Experimental Degrees t-Value
tiean Standard Deviation Ereedom.
PRE-TQUR 55.79 13.00
‘ : 28 ~.26
POST-TOUR 56.21 ‘ 8.08

{Method: t,%est for related samplies)

There is no significant change concerning withdrawal for the experimental group following the
tours, ) : o

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



~801-

© POLICE CONTACTED Taple -14-H
Jesness Inventory

Spcial Anxiety Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Yalue
Mean Sftandard Deviation Freedom
PRE~TOUR 48.76 12.69
‘ 28 1.32
POST-TOUR 4.28 ~ 1469

(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 &nxiéty.



-601~

POLICE COMNTACTED Table - 14-1
g Jesness Inventory

Repression Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-VYalue
Mean‘ Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 51.55 16.75
¢8 1.1%

POST-TOUR 49.28 : 13.02

{(Method: 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.



011~

PCLICE CONTACTED . Table -147J
) Jesness Inventory

Nenial Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Yalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 42.59 10.66 ‘
28 16
POST-TOUR 42.38 8.58

(Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning penial for the experimental group following the

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



-LLL-

POLICE CONTACTED:
Table ~14-K

Jesness Inventory

Asocial Index

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 44,31 16.04
‘ 28 -.10
POST-TOUR 44.66 14.41
(Method: t test for related samples)
roup fallowing

There is no significant change concerning asocial index for the experimental g

~the tours. o
_Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had no significant effect on asocial index.



AN

- LOURT CONTACTED,
Table - 15
! Piers Harris

Self Concépt

Experimental

Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 56,40 11.30
‘ ed -.71
POST-TOUR 57.92 13.08

(Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning'se3§ concept for the experimental group following the
tours. , A .

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



-ETi-

Table - T16-A

COURT CONTACTED
‘Jesness Inventory
Social Maladjustment Scale
Experimental Experimental Degrees t-VYalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOQUR 47.20 15.46
24 -1.96
POST-TOUR 52.32 14.50
(Method: t test for related samples)
social maladjustment for the experimental grm%p following

There is no sfgnificant change concerning

the tours. |
Retain the null hypothesis: The tours had nc significant effect on social maladjustment.



-wii-

. COURT CONTACTED
Table -16-B
Jesness Inventory

Value Orientation Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean —_____ Standard_Deviation. Freedom,
PRE-TOUR 55.16 10.86 '
24 .64

POST-TOUR 54.12 . 9.74

(Method: t .test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning value orientation for the experimental group- following
the tours. ‘ : ' .

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



-G11-

Table - 16-C
COURT CONTACTED | Jesness Inventory

Immaturity Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviatign Freedom
PRE-TOUR 55.56 13,11 ‘ 24 .81
POST-TOUR 53.32 11.82

(Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerning immaturity for the experimental group following the tours.
" Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no 5igniffcaﬁt effect on immaturity.



-91t-

; Table - 18-D
CQbR?:CUNTACYEQ Jesness Inventory

Autism Scale

Experimental

Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 59,60 10,70
' 24 2.62
POST-TOUR 55.96 : 9.49

(Method: t test for related samples)

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



=TT

Table - 16- E
Jesness Inventory

COURT CONTACTED _
Alienation: Scatle

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Yalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 56.52 10.81 o
= | 24 -.62
POST-TOUR 57.48 10.31

{Method: t test for related samples)
There 1s no significant change ccncarning alienation for the experimentai group following the
the tours had no significant effect on alienation.

tours. Retain the null hypothesis:



~811-

. Table - 15-F
COURT -CONTACTED Jesness Inventory

Manifest Aggression Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Value
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 53.68 B.77
24 . 1.60

POST-TOUR 51.28 : 10.17

(Method: t test for related samples) =

There is no significant change sencarniﬁg manifest aggression for the experimental group following.
the tours., Retain the null hypothesis: the tours had no significant effect on manifest aggression.



~611-

COURT CONTACTED Table - 16-G
. Jesness Inventory
Withdrawal Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-¥alue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 50.04 8.02 ‘
: . 24 .49
POST-TCOUR 49.20 9.55

(Method: t test for related samples)

There is no significant change concerniﬂg withdrawal for the experimental group following the tours.
the tours had no significant effect on withdrawal.

Retain the null hypothesis:



COURT CONTACTED ~ Table -~ 16-H
- Jesness Inventory

Social Anxiety Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Yalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 46,08 8.52
, ) 24 1.07
POST-TOUR 44.64 : §.53

(ﬁéthcd: 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.



-1et-

Table - 16-1
COURT CONTACTED ~ dJesness Inventory

Repression Scale

Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Yalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom.
PRE-TOUR 51.32 12.18
: 24 -.25
POST-TOUR 51,88 ‘ 10.25

{Method: 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:



-gei-

. Table - 169
Jesness Invéntory

COURT CONTACTED ~
Denial Scale
¥
Experimental Experimental Degrees t-Yalue
- Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TOUR 46.76 11.96 , o
24 -.70

POST~TOUR 47,92 10.91

(Métﬁsé: tfiést for related samples)

There is no significant change cancerning denial for the experimental group faﬁ]owing the tours.
the tours had no significant effect on denial,

Retain the null hypothesis:



COURT CONTALTED Table - 16-K
Jesness Inventory

Aspgcial  Index

Experimental Experimental ~ Degrees t-VYalue
Mean Standard Deviation Freedom
PRE-TQUR 44,88 15.42
24 -2.06
POST-TOUR 51.12 14,28

(Method: t test for related samples)

There is significant change concerning asocial index for the experimental group following the tours.
Reject the null hypothesis: the tours had undesirable significant effect on asocial index.








