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FORE'I40HD 

This is thB repOl"t of a research evaluation of the initial pbase of the · , ..... " .,'\ 

FE:nily Recept:i.on Center program of the Sisters of the Cood Shepherd l1esidences, 

a program funded in part by the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council. The 1'e-

search was conducted, upder contract, i,lith the Sisters of the Good Shepherd 
" 

Residences, by Dr. Edmund A. Shel'man, T~esearch Associate, and J,D.SS ?enee Ne1.tllan, 

Research Assistant, in the l1eE.earch Center of the Child Helfare League of .I\merica. 

The Child Helfare League is a federation of public and voluntary chj;'ld wel-

fare agencies in the United states ane. Canada. It is a standard-setting and 

accrediting agency, "lhose fur!ctions include research designed to extend. Imoi"ledge 
, :,- • .f)-

of child welfare problems and services. A nUInber of its meLlber agencies have re-

cently developed neighborhood-based multi-serv:i.ce prograT'ls, \'ihich, like that of 

the Family Reception Center, are int.ended to bring service closer to those'in 

need of it and thus to encourage use of service when it can fulfill a preve11tive, 

rather than ot'.ly a remedial ::cole. 1'he League I s '\esearch Center 1'lelcon:ed the ini-

tial invitation to Ul~dertalm evaluation of the FRC program as part of a three-

year project, for this was seen a.s an opportunity not only to examine the im-

pact of the various components of the program, but to develop an evalu,3.tion model 

that might be applicable to similar multi-service neiGhborhood programs elGe-

where. The research plan was necessaril~y- modii'ied to accoJTI.modate the one-year 

funding arrangement that eventuated. In fact, th(:! research operation Has further 

constricted by the fact that a contract was not concluded until about ten'Neelm 
'" . 

of the contract year had elapsed. 

Ii'or any n81-7 program, the first question to be addressed is its feasibility. 

To this question the report provides an emphatic affirmative anSi-ler. l'!.ost of 

the planned programs have been fully implemented. A dedicated staff has l)ee11 

assembled, and a substantial number of parents and children have sought and used 
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these services. And the program is vlell known and i'lell regarded in the com-

munity. 

It is too early to anS'Her firmly tb~ questions '.;, nf t.· " . or eI 'ec J.veness, though 

preliminary findings are po {,:Lti ve in this respect as well. Conclusions about 

the overa.ll impact of the program and the differential effects of the program 

awai t fux-ther inforJ,lahon about the services and their outcomes. 

Ann TIl. Shyne 
Director of ~esearch 
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r:lECfi.OH 1 

THE OBJECTIVES 02 THE CEllTER AND THE PLAN FOR ITS EVALUATION 

One of the core problems that prompted t11e devel9.pment of' the Family Reception . 

Center Project "/as the extreme paucity of resources available to the Family Court 

in NeVI York City for any a.lternatives to removing children from their homes. Al-

though numerous youth services exist in the City they are often administratively 

unrelated and are diffuse or poorly coordinated because they lack a cOlTJ:iunity base. 

This problem has been partic\Llarly prevalent in Broo!dyn, and the selection of Park 

Slope by the Sisters of the Good Shepherd Residences as the neighbor'hood" in ''Ihich to 

establish the Family Receptton Center "'''as based on their assessment of the extreme 

lack of services to childl'en and youth in that a1',:;.a. 

An Overvie"1 of the Program and' Its Ob,; ecti yes 
.-------------~.--- '-

The objectives of the P-.co~ject as outJ.ined in the gra..'1t application to the Office 

i)f Crime Control Planning are as follows: 1) to divert troubled children and their 

,oal'ents froll: the courts; 2) to serve as a reSOUl'ce 1'lhich can be called upon irmne-

diately, at i:1ta!to level, in those instan\';es vihich have alrE:udy reached the court 

at a particular time and which req,uire 800:1a1 interventions and relevant faJLlily 

supports; 3) to d:rml 'totSether strategies of iri:mediate as ses sment ) crisis -oriented 

counseling a,nd trec1.tment, linkages "lith releva.'1t sources of help; A.nd providing a 

system of strong family supports including emergency care and the back-up of temporf.UY 

i'oster care vlhere necessal'YO, 

The specific program components and services that 1-:ere proDosed to deal with the 

problem and to achieve the above objectives were the following: 

The Family Reception Center, to be open seven days a week, from 8:00 AM to 

10: 00 Hl~ as 1'7011 as {)Vernight or bl'ief J~esidential service to indi v~.duals 

living in the "crash :pat1 l1 part of the Center. There would be a twofold 

thrust to the functions of the Center: first, intensive, :professional ser-

vices of assessment of problem and need as well as sustained counseling and 
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therapeutic help to parents and children; and secondly, Illoblization ofa and involvel~ent of community residents 'would provide the leaderBhip for these 

variety of social and cOl!l1lunit:r resources to develo,I? parent e.i.'fectiyencss . ',' activities . 

and rewarding family experiences. k) Refe:!':ral and steering for outside services and linkage "lith other cotrJ'lluni ty 

The specific services designed to carry out the functions of the center i,;ould agencies for social, medical, vocational and religious services for clients. 

incl1.:.de the follovling: 1) Involvement of and sustained discussion groups fo:!.' community people and organ-

a) Crisis-oriented counseling to parents and 3iOt'.th including individual and izational representatives of the area for continued assessment of lleetled 

family casevlork. services, whether treatment or advocacy. An Advisory Boarel of citizens would 

b) Sustained help to far'lilies via family group therapy. select the leaders for tbese Groups. 

c) Family life education discussion groups. The stance of the Family Reception Center to,\·/ard offering the above services 

d) Peer group therapy or teenage peer c;roup "rap" sessions i'lith usc of pro- \'Ias designed to be an open rather than a restrictive one. Referrals would come 

fessional group leaders according to need. from schools, churches, hospitals, police, the Farnil;y Courts, or any othe:!.~ co::amunity 

e) Psychiatric consultation in crisis situations and ~or diagnostic assess- source • 1'lall~-ins or self -refer).~ed clients, teenagers wanting to use the recreational 

ment for both parents and children. facili ties, crash pad or othel: services of the Centel', and f;:::'ouPS or even lfgangs 11 

f) Legal advocacy for clients. frcln the local cOlLmunity would be accepted as long as the services and facilities 

g) Educational advocacy via an educational advoca:te to i'1Ork i'Ji th local school W0T€ a,vailab I.e, There Hotlld be no rcstrictions regarding race, religion, age or 

system to prevent school drop.-outs, ex:pulsions and failUl"eS of children 8e)::, In insttUlCes of p~ticular need, especially those referred by the ]'amily Courts, 

served by the progrruhv the Center vlould take clients from outside the Parle Slope area. 

h) "Crash pad ll residence i'or overnight or brief stay of children 01' even an It wa.s antiCipated that thE' Center vlOuld serve at least 100 families ill the 

entire family to meet crisis situations Hhile attempting to obtain sustaine) first yeaI' of t:ll?era tio,n, as vlel1 as 200 child:ren ftnd other fal:Jily membel~s in crash 

help, and providing D.ppro,priate remedial help and clinical ass~ssment of pa.t:'l. .residence~ and 'WOll,ld provide peer group therapy for 20 youngsters. S'pecific 

the problem. 11'l'tmbers were not projeeted for the first year for counseling~ educational, referral 

i) Temporary foster home care for children i'lhose parents are in the F&mily and linkage services since these v!ould be determined b;y- cOlI:llluni ty need and demand • 

Center program to be provided undel' a special foster-care project under . ~here would also be an effort. to develop 'hhe Center as a base for planning by the 

the sponsorship of thc Edwin Gould Services 'for Children. ., community for Q'!:;her se:rvices such as (lev"" d 1 r.. ... ... J cC."re an- c.ay ·ureaufJenu. 

j) Social activities and cultural enrichment programs aimed at prorr.oting 

family cohesiveness, pleasurable family experience, and the development of The Plan for Evalu8.tio:.1 

social .skills in the children and parents. The recruitment of volunteers The Research Center of th.e Child. HR:lfare L('a'.~ue oi' .Am(,~rica in 1 ts plu11t1iYlg ,·Ii t!'l 

the Sisters of the Good Shepherd Residences pro1;:osed, and made its fD.cib,ties 
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:-.':v.:i.luble for implementation of, a research desiGn for evaluation of the Faffiily 

P.r.:ocption Center Proj cct, i'lhich ivas proj ected for a "three-year period beginning 

October 1, 1972" '1'he research design is directed to\'lard analysis of the charac­

t.e:dstics of the children aJld families served by the Center and the extent, nature 

and outcome of the services provided. 

During the first year of the project, the Child Welfare League was to develop 

an information system intended to meet the operational needs of the program and to 

Generate the data needed for subsequent analysis and evaluation. The initial year 

ivas seen as a pi.lot phase during which p:rogram elements could be more fully delinated 

fu'1d the research forms and nl'ocedures developed and modified as needed. 

Since the funding of the }'amily Reception Center Project through the Criminal 

.Jt:.stice Coordinating Council 1'7as for one year (10/1/72-9/30/73) and the terms of 

the grant called I'm.' an evaluation at the end of that period, adaptations \'iere made 

in the three-year design to provide for evaluat.ive data relative to the first year 

of o]?eration. 

In order to meet the year-end deadline of 9/30/73 for the evaluation report, an 

adaptation was made to collect, analyze and report detailed information only on the 

children and. families aam:i,Tjl~ed to the program during the 6-month per:Lod from October 

1, J.972 to April 1, 1973, and the service received by them up to July 1, 1973, so 

that there would be a mi.nimum service exposure period of three months. Although 

many cases admitted :into the program during that pe:!.'iod would still be active and 0 

continue to receive service be~rond July 1st, data on the progress made in those cases 

up to that point v70uld be collected from the sel'vice staff of the Center. The July 

1st cutoff date "70uld a 110'\'1 three months for the coding, computer runs, statistical 

a!J.a.lysis and ~vri te·,up of the data on the users, the input, the natu:ce and outcome 

0 .:­
,1.. the services provided. 

Data on the users, particularly the children, were to include age, se~{, race, 

presenting ]?roblem, source of referral, phase of involvement in the juvenile justice 

system, . selected characte:ci~,d~ics of theirparen'ts, their school and work adjustment, 

their drug use, and such behavioral characteristics as impUlsiveness, assaultiveness, 

ete. 

t to 'lnclude duration of service, number of contacts Data on sel'vice inp'..l. "Iere ..L 

or sessions, type of service program and treatmcnt modality (e.g., individual and 

i h f.amJ.'ly 1l.'"" ... e education. vocational counseling, family caseiwrk, peer group ; erapy, ' 

lawyer and educational ac1vQcf.),cy; etc.) v 

t ' d cOt1SJ.· st of l.·llformation frcm the staff .. Oll changes Data on service ou come wOUJ. 

and t heir lJ_arents, with special attention to in the functioning of the childre~ 

• J. !".ct'.,ool and "lork nerformance and to the extent ~t&l!i<nqu:eqt'l:)ehavio;t','and reciulvism) 1,,0 ~ I "" 

, J'udrred to h'"'ve been uttai.nt;d. The above \'rQuld to whj,ch sel'vice objecti vcs are 'J u. 

'<1 of scl'ool pI'ob1ems. increase and decrease in truancy, include statistics on incJ. ence. - ILl • 

and employment, with ",ha"teyer infol'r.,atioll could be obtair.ed about the nature of jobs" 

1 ·also be obtpJ.' ~led throt:.p.:h an interview ;.. "l:'-Some assessment of the J?l'oGram "lOU. d - . -

• J '{',l'd org.e.nizativHs that use the se1"-'ley of repl'esentati ves frem commun.L cy ugenc:tes ., J. _ 

th ' clJ." ent "le or vlho "Iould otherNisc be vices of the J.:"amily Reception Center for . e:Lr ... 

concerned with tbe clienteJ.e or potential clientele of the program. The ]?urpo/i;e 

ofthi s sU).'vey would be to ol)tain i;he t>erceptions of other corcmuni ty agenci es and 

t ' . t tl ef'I"".1(~.l:;1·v"'rl(~s· .. '.! of the Center's Dror.;'l:D.\'u and services . and the or;~anizu l.Ott:; al)ou' .. 1e ~ . . ",... ,/;' 

relevance of these to the needs of the communi t~tn 

~urve'y "Iould be conducted involvinq; interviews i'li tll all admin"­Finally, tl. staff _ 

ist.:n:.tive and direct service (professional a.nd r.ara-profcsslonaJ.) staff, observations 

of and/or discussions about their ]?ractice in the various sel'vice moduli ties, and 

a11d . 1'11 relation to their pro-$ome consideration of "their !?rior tra.ining experJ.ence 

gram responsibilities. Id l)e +0 obt,,"l.' n SOlue assessment of the moralt"" 'fhe aim here W()U v , ... 

COl1csl'velless anJ other qualities of staff that ''1Ould qualifications, con:mi trnent, 

affect the filnctioning of th(~ program. 
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'1'0 l·ecap:~t.ulate the foregoinG, the objectives of the r(~scarch evaluation of the 

p:rot.;,l'am for the first :yeur of :.)pei.~ation are, in brief, th~ i'ollowing: 

1. Describe the users of the program. 

2. Describe the se::'vice input. 

3. Assess the outcome of the service for the participants. 

4. Conduct a survey af COt,;muni ty agencies and organizations. 

5. Conduct a staff surVe~r based on interviei'is, obser-ofations, and discussi::ll1 

"Ii th staff. 

Data Collection Nethods and Instruments 

Basic to accomplishing the first three objectives of -.:;:e evaluatio!'l. is an in-

formational system that v1ill generate baseline data, service plans and obj ectl ves, 

service in-put, and the IJracti tioner' s assessment of outcc:::~, T~1e instrumel~ts that 

were designed to collect the data for this system \':ere inter~ded to serve both o,per-

at:i.onal and research PUl'.'poses. There:Core, i'lhen the practi "Gioners collected the data 

via these j.nstr1.lments, they were immediatel~r fonmrded to t!ce C1,',1,A Research Center 

where they vlere coded for IBH machine processing and returr.ed promptly to the 

pra.ctitioners for their llse in ongoin6 work tdth the child:::-e!'l. and families involved. 

, ~'he full ran~e of instruments that '\-Jere desie;ned to acco!:lplish all fj.ve of the evalu-

ation objectives identified above are described below. 

FOl'm A, !\ppUcatic?E-~1d Referral Form (see Appendix I) is intended to collect 

minimal descriptive infol'Jl1i1tiol1 on all identified applications or referrals n~ade in 

person or by telephone. It is filled out at the time of the first in-person or 

telephone contact. The minimal information includes age, sex, ethl~icity, family 

cC'mposition, referral source, services requested and reacon for request, disposition 

of the application, and court adjudication, if it is a court-referred case, as 101eJ.l 

as an item indicating the "current stage of diversion from the criminal justice 

system (CJS), II an i tern usee. by the Criminal .Justice Coordinating Council in its OH.n 

I 
I 
1 

.j 

I 
i 
1 

,I 

l 
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data coliection scheme, 1 Since CJCC, the gl'ant a1'I~rding aJ€mcy, il'as interested in 

systematic court diversion da.ta via this :i:bem it was inclUded on Form A, as \';e11 as 

011 the baseb ne a:1d outcome forms of the study. 

Form B, Intake and Baseline Date. Schedull? (see Appendix II) is ini;ended to col­

lect detailed information on the Child, family, circ1;;.nstances and services p2.ul1.l:led 

on ali cases ch{~cked on Form A as lito be continued lt (see page 3 of Form A in Appendix 

I) and not closed ,'Ii thin one month, It is to be filled out by the Center i'101'ko1' 

'wi thin one month of Form A. The elata on children and parents cO:'lect'eJ. i~l Form B 

include behavioral' check-lists that have been used in a previous Ci'lIP. research effort 

conducted in several agencies to determine the factors :Ln\rolved in decj sions to place 

children a"my from home. 2 Sj nce the prevention of insti t~.1.tionalization alid other 

placement of chilc1ren by the courts and other ae;enices is so central to the purpose 

of the Family Reception Centel~ Project) much of :i?OTI;l B \'las arlrtpted from the baseline 

form in the faetors study, idlich shed l:LCht on the p1:0'l.Jlern of placement, 

In addition i~o information on the ~')oha.'::\.')r nnd ckrllo:Sl'e.phiz.: and soeiH,1 character-

ist:i.cs of the children O,nd parents, Form B collects data on service plans (program 

or treatment modality, length and objectives of ser'lice) for each rnember of the 

f'anri.ly vlho is deemed to be in need of service. 

t'eason :for cloning on all cases checked on Fonu A as lito be continued" but closed 

,·Ij.thln Ol:le mont;h. It is filled out b;y the worker at the time of closing) and in 

add:Ltion to the reaGon for closinc; the number of in-p~:~:son 111tervimvs held with the 

child and with other family mertbe:!:'s is also J:'eco~cdec1. Thus> some sense of the amount 

ot' service provided in brief (less than one month) trcatl~1(mt cases can be ascertained. 

-J., See CJCC-]'ace Sheet tlSurunuxyof Client Chl1ractcr:i.stics--Diversion Pl'ojeci;s) II Ser-
ies D-l\B, Rev. 3!9!72,p,,3. "Juvenile justice system'l it a more appropriate term, since 
childr,en do not .in fac,t 'enteL' the "criminal j1.!stice system, 11 but rather the Family Cot'l" 

2" J·1ichael H . .:i?hil1ips et.aL, li'actor~; Associated :l;l'ith Placement Decisiol1s in Child 
i'lelfat,.e (NeVI York~ Child \'lelfare League of Al!1erica, 19'{'I). 
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Form D, Outcome }i'orm (see Appendix IV) is inte~iled to obtain inforl:1ation on the 

child, paTents, family circumstances and servi~es pl'ovided on all cases checked on 

Form A as "to be continued" and not closed i·:i thin one month. The form is :filled out 

at the tilL.e o:f closing, but for the purposes of this first year evaluation Form DIs 

1'lere also filled out 011 all cases oper..ed prior to April 1, 1973 and still receivins 

service as of July 1st. \~hen these latter cases' finally are closed another Outcome 

Form 1dll have to be completed to provide information on the total service period 

and the circurr.stances preva:Lling at closing. 

The Outcome Form recapitulates many of the same items, includinu; the child and 

parent behavioral checkJ,ists, as the Intake and Baseline Data Schedule thereby pro-

vi ding before-ana-after data to as::;ess changes in fu...'1ctioning after service. There 

is also an evaluative scale to be used by the "iorker in judging the de5ree to which 

. b' t· tt· ~ iJ'.hl'_~ pnd 0.!..vJ1er ' ...... +e·.,... .• s in Form D were used in the serV:Lce 0 .) ec J. ves "]ere a" a~.ne(J.. _ _ u 

ou·teome schedule of a recent study ty C\~LA of serV"ic~s pl'ovided to children .vho "Iere 

t · b 3 m' tl . SOl'ne baS:L' S I~O")"' ccmpp.rl' son OT.~ the services living in -he:l.J.' mm .Olfles. 1!lUS) '\ere:L8 '-" _ _ . 

provided by the Family Reception Center and those provided by J::lore cor..ventional 

child \·lel-+'8.1'8 programs. 

The a10ve menti ')':1.ed ,i Twt:cuments comprise the T.otal package of data collection 

forms that serve intel'nai.. operationa,1 as 'dell 8.S research purposes. They are col-

lected and maintained on a case-by-case basis and they are filed in 'case records in 

the FamiJ.y Reception Center. 1'he next );1'10 forms to be described ,;ere designed speci-

fically for the first-year eva11lat:i.on of the Center pr05ram. 

The Corrr.U:.'rlity Awmc:r Intervie,,' ScheQu.Ie (see Appendix V) i'las designed for researc 

staff, rather than Family Reception Center ,'I(;rh:ers, to conduct intervie,'ls \'Ii th rep:ce-

sentatives of agencies an(~ organizations in the Park Slope area or that serve the 

Po.::-k Slope area to get their perceptions of the service program and e:ffectiveness 

of the Family Reception Center: . The intervie1'T schedule v;as des·igned tb be brief so. 

';) 
..J. Edmund A. Sherman et a1., Service to Children in Their O~'ih Hor~es: 

Out(wrne (Nei'i York: Child VJ~lf'are League of P.merica, 19'(3) 
\ ' 

Its Nature and 

I ' 
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that the intervievis cou..ld be conducted by telephone or in-Ilerson, according to the 

'preference of the agency representative tobe interviei'7~~ .. , A fo).'m),e~t~:.,{~~~~}?,:tn., 
- ~ - .~ '.' ~': ~ -.' , • -., • ",.':, _. "':"!' :'--:"~""":': ;'<'::"/ "'t~""":~::,:,,,,~~<_, ,~, 

.Ap:Rendix V) \·;~ssent to the representative indicati~g the name cltne ·intcl'\i'ic\·rcr 

\'1ho \'Tould be calling and indicati!)g that the representative could call the Farotly 

Reception Center or the P.esearch Center of the Child vlelfare League to verify the 

fact that~n evaluation ;'7-9-S beIng conducted byCHL4 and that it would be apprc:priatc 

to provide inforlt.ation in an interview, if so desil'ed. The assigned inte.rviewer 

b t d 1j• h calI for an i.tlter·· 'YTould vTait a week or t"ro after the letter had een sen an en 

view. 'Geil,erally> the interviews "rere condllcted by telephone at the tirr:e of that 

call, but some appointments were made for in-person intervieivs 'when tbe agenqy 

re}?resentatives indicatedtha.t Jtrefe~:ence •• 

The list of' agencies and their representatives was obtained primarily from 

the Community Hesource Coordinator of' the Family Reception Cent.e:r 3> sin'ce o!:e .of 

her responsibilit.ies is to u:aintain liaison "lith all relevant agencies, orGanizat:i.o~1s, 

, • '1'1.018 ".' nte11-1.o '1"'18'" to c'otain intel"vici'rs from a.na. groupi.l in the Fark Slope ':olllillunJ."G;,'. L .~ _ t,o \ ... 

representatives 'ITho would be' able to spea.k ,dth some authori.l,:,y· :tor 'thefr o:rguni:~: 

zl;1,tions", but i.fho also had scme k.l1O\'Tledge of the Family Reception Center 'and the 

,·t 'd' 'It \>Tas) of COUTse ,. not alwaYG :pos~ib::e in t11e very' ~3erVlces J. was prOVl :Lng. ; 

, 'f Ch"I"d liT If or the'·· large organiz.\;l.tions, I:luch ai, the School District -' Bureau 0 J. '. e a1'8, 

Court, to fl'rlc.:t high level ndministl'a.tors "Tho alGo had su"bstantial knoillcdge Faltd.ly ; 

" d 'I. • ,So ;nt'eVlv"; r..T,[<::! T,"er'" 11eld T'TJ.·th admihist!'ato~'$ .. , of' "tile FRC ':t?.l'r:Jg:cam. [in l'~S snt''Illces. . .... L ....... , ~" ~ _ , ~ 

, t· l' -I- h "T,' CO 8+"' .. f1" o~.' the ""ele. van'l:.· an:enc:i.es and organ.i~ SJ.."r.}?·8Tvisors an.l some .J.rr.es (,l1:'CCv-S""l', .• ~ ,v,. _,J. '" 

zatiollS, deIJending on their l\.l1Oidedge of FRC~ 

The types of agencies and organizations contacted included the folic\·ring: 

courts, public schools, parochial sch~~l~) police precincts, hos.piteJ_i'l) social 

e.gencies, drug -programs ,churches, and neighborhood programs or groups (e. g., Head 

t t t) G.ener'~lly, one representative from each or3unizat1on star, day care cen ers, e'c.. _ u 

was intervi€.,·;ed, but in the very large and complex organizations it was necessary 
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to intervieW" a representative from each of the relevant bu:real1s. For example, three 

representatives i'tere intervi0wed from Family Court ':. 1) the supervisor of intal:.:.e, 

2) the supervisor of the Rapid Intervention Program, and 3) the super~is'or of t,he 

Continuing Service Program. Each of these units or programs had some'l';hat different 

relation'3 vTitb and perspectives on the FRC program based on their own different func-

tions and purposes. 

The Community Agency Interview' Schedule contained essentially five different 

areas of questions. The first was vrhether the communit~"agency had occasion to make 

referrals to FRC and, if so, 1-Thich of the various services of PRC had been utilized. 
.; 

i If no referrals had been made yet, the reepondents were asked 'hyhich of the li'RC services! 

thejJ::' clients might be apt to need. The second area concerned the need in Pai'k Slope 

:£'01" the type of program and services provided by FRC, and the representative was 

asked to rate the need on a four-step scale going from lIa ver-i great need II to tllittle 

or no need.·
11 

'l'he third area concerned the questj.ol1 of i,rhethel' there were any ser-

vices not being provided in Park Slope that li'RC might be' abl.e to undertake, or po:pu­

lations not being provided for that FRC might try to reach, and, if so, what sen·ices 

OJ:' populations they might be. 

The fow:th area of inquiry asked for an evaluatj.on of FRe based on the rep!'e-

sentative's experience and ini'ormation. This evaluation vTaS scored on a seven-point 

scale which has been utilized in studies or organizational effectiveness.4 Finally, 

Juhe fifth area· vT8,s an open-ended question requesting any other comments or observa-

tions the representatives might vlant to make about FRC and its program. 

The .~taff, Intervievl S~hedule (see Appendix VI) vlas designed for research staff 

to conduct intervie1'rs· Hith the administrative, superv:i.sory and direct-service sta.ff 

of FRe. The direct-service staff include paraprofessionals and field placement 

students, as 1'Te11 as professionals. (Maintenance and kitchen staff were not inter­

viewed. ) In addition to background informtion on the staff members f education and 

-11-

prior experience, the Schedule includes C}.uesti.ons about the size. and makeup of 

their ·workloads, their perceptions about the vlo:):,k1oads, the allocation of tirlle for 

various tasks, their viei'7s of the goals of the FRC progrrun, staff relationships, and 

I'lorking relations i'lith othe:r a3encies. This Gchedule, along Hith observations of 

program activities and discussions vlith staff members, was intended to provide 

information on the qu.alifications, morale, distribution of functions, and . attitudes 

toward the program of siaff members. 

!I 
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SECTION 2 

'IRE R4CKGROUND Al'"ID DEVELOPI~iT OF THE PROGRAM 

.". -.-

The Be,J;inninf;8 nr:d Evol ution of the· Proe;r£:n~ 

In many respects the development of the FRC program Vias a natural outC!ome of 

the prior experience I·Ti th and exposure to the problem of children and youth in 

Hei., YOl'k City on the part of the sponsoring organization, the Sisters of the Good 

Shepherd Residences. It is a non-profit organization incorporated in Nei'i York 

state in 1947, ?.nd it has conducted several proerams fOl' children and their 

families in the City. 

The first of these, the ~ph~j.an Residence at 337 E. 17th·St.reet in· 

NJ.nhattan, is a crisis -oriented diagnostic studJT service in ',,'hich a youngster can 

remain in residence up to three weeks during which the child and family are helped 

to identify their problem areas and needs 'based on a cc;;:prellensive assessr.lent, 

including psychosocial, medical, psychological, psychiatric and academic evaluation. 

They are then helped to reach a source of sustained service. 

Located on the saIlie premises at 337 E. 17th street is Ma:.~ian Hail, an open, 

tl'eatment-oriented residence for 20 adolescent girls. Individual and grou:p therapy 

axe provided 1,dthin the Hall, as v:ell as a range of services in the community, 

including the schools. 

A proe;ram that is similar to Marian Hall, but located at 120 "\IT. 60th Street in 

Manhattan is 8t. Helena I s Residence. It is also designed to provide therapeutic 

services and r:lobilization of community resources for 20 adolescent girls and their 

families. 

Proj ect Cutreach is a day school and day treatment center which ,·;as developed 

as :1.11 alternative to institutionaliza:t'ion for troubled adolescents. It serves 35 

to 40 youth I·lith case .... rork and therapy' for them and their ff;lmilies and provides them 

\'li th vocational placement and counseling. It'is located at 622\venue of tho Americas 

.~ 
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i 
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'in J,ju.nhattan; and like FRC its initial opel'ation is funded by LEAA money thrOUGh 

the Criminal Justice CoordinaJdng Council. It is now funded by tl1e City of Ne\'l 

York through Title IV A of the Sociu.l Security Act. 

Based on its experience with these programs and its 3.cknm·rledged succeDS in 

dealir..g i'lith troubled childreD and youth in rIeH York ('111e Euphrasian Residence vTaS 

cited b~r the COlll..111ittee on Ne1tal Health Services Inside and Outside the Family 

Court in the City of l'Te'iv York in its report, Juvenile Justice Gonfm,mded: P:i:eten ... 

sions and Realities of Trea'tment ~,~~;lce~ as a It ••• jevlcl in the child-c~re system, 

providing the type of'innovative programs so desrerctely r~eeded by the children ,·,hO 

are bTought before the Cou.rt. H
), the Sisters of the Goed Shcp!1erdResidences planned 

to develop a neighborhood-based L'llllti-service pl'ogram fo:-c c~ildre~1 G.nd their familieS 

in a locality of high need 8.nd insufficient'service. Brooklyn 1'T(lS lmmm. to ha'le 

pe:.rticular high-risk areas for juvenile delinq,uency., and of those areas PJ.rk Slope 

appeal"ed to be remar}:ably lac};:ins in services to deal "lith the problem. 

~rherefol'c) the Sisters oi'the Gooc1 Shepherd tOGether ,'lith l'e,Presento.ti-res of the 

Edi'Tin Gould Service.s 'for Childre:l umlertook a series of meetin3s 'Nith v~rious C"!ll-

munity groups in Park 810:ge) including the local healthur..d \·relfare c01.ll1cil; ,the 

mem1)(~rship of the Sout.h B1:'ookl,Y'tl. J)t;velopment Council) clerg;{ of va:-d01.ls denoiJlin:a-

tions :md judges of the Ii' amily Coin't of' Brooklyn> JYIeetirlgs' I'lere ::t.lso held I'lith 

l'e'levant leijJ.slatj.ve leaders for Ule area! the st:),te assemblyman, state senator, 

the federal congressman and the :majority leader of th~ city council. Tf,lel'c "las a 

very strong concensus amon{3 all these parties of the need for the proposed progr.run . 
i 
I· 
( in the "Parl\. Slope area. Community represent;;;.tives veTe lnvit.ed to IDu1te sum:;;est.i-dr:.s 

about possible 10cationf3 fa!' the 'Pl'oG.ram nnd to inspect the site thnt iHlS, finn.,~l.y, 

proposed. 



'I'he building site which \'7~s finally .selected is located on the COloner of 9th 

street and 4th Avenue, Brooklyn, l)"J.·ld·i ng '.·1J..: th a bc"'.se"" .. erlt. thea';' 11 and is [J. four-story '-\ "- . n. _ v ,i 

:! 
1'las renovated to h011se the Idcchen, dining al'ea and rooms for various tbel'upy 

sessions .nd groups, 'I'he building is quite centrally located as f0.r us P2.rk Slope 

is concerned and is easily accessible by public transportation, Hitb e~dts for hlO 

sUbvray lines on near corners and tHO bus lines wbich pass the building, Althougb 

the repairs and renovations had not been comV2.eted o.t the time, tbe Center accepted 

its first cases for service on October 1, 1972. 

The Service Components of the Program 

In any demonstr~'1"tion proj ect of this nature the ini tiel propose.ls and proj ec-

tions for service delivery tend to be somev7h:'.t· .l.ltered or redefir..ed in response to 

intake trends, tl1e staffing situation, comr:::u!lity need ~.rd ether fo:."ces that co'J.lc. 

not entirely be foreseen. 1'here£'ore, in discussing the service components as they 

have evolved to tbis point en atte!ll]?t i'rill be me.ce to, describe t~e circumst,lnces the,l 

led to any changes in the projected services as tl1ey w'ere ou-::'lined e·'1rlier on 

The Family Reception Center has since its ir..cel)tion in October 1972 remained 

open seven da.ys a Heek from 8:00 f.J.1 to 10:00 PM 8.S plar:ned. It h.1S a.ccepted not 

only referrfl.ls from other agencies but has ".cce::;>ted. end enc'Juraged self-referred, 

walk-in applicants, including even members from t.wo local teenaGe gangs. 'I'!1e Center 

has by fRr exceeded its initial projection of serving 100 families in the first yel:1': 

of operation. As of April 1, 1973, after on1~r six months of operation the Center 

h~d a1read;,/ accepted 142 cases for service. This figu:r'e does not include 37 te1e-
.I 

'Phone l"eq,uests for service to children in ,vh:i.ch the Center made an immediate refe:c:::;A 

d 
on the phone to another agency for the requested service, either because the requestd 

,.j 

:j 
Has from out of the ar'3a or beco..use the service ,';as not available at the Cente::', ,! 

I, 
d 

j'j 
\1 
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There were also 12 other 1f"Talk-in" cases given :cefel'ral service I'ri thin the same 

time pel'lod in '-Thich the applicants. wanted fino.ncia1 assistance ': residential care 

for the elderly, or some otheJ~ service not directly provided by the CerLter. Thus, 

it should be clear that the Center has provided referr8.1 and steering services in 

relati vely high volume that "rere not picked up and reflected in this research 

evc~luation G.a.ta collection system .• 

The fo110l·;ring description of the service compor::ents i·rill be coqcerned "with the 

clevelopment ancl current content of euch component rather than the nU.mber of indivi-

du<,yls and. f2.milies served in them., vlhich will be covered in Section 4 of this ~,'e-

;port" 

The first of the com'ponents, . the crisis -brlented CO'illl~ling to parents <'.n~ 

YOl)"r,b, has been very much the "hub '.' of the tree.tment service nehiOrk in that thif;; 

Includes t1"leintake phase of service as "~Tell as the iocus foraetermining the need 

for other services "\'/ithin and 'Id thout the progrr.:un. Th.e counseling is generally pro-

'Tided thrOUGh indiVidual or fmr.ily easel'iork. It shouJ.cl 1)c noted that ~'rlll1lily case·· 

w)rk" . differn from "family group 'l;herv,py" It anothe:c service cOlll,ponent, in that per-

sons Hithin the f-mnl1y unit m..:wbe seen indivic11..lelly or together with other famiJ...:f 

membeTS at va:dous points i.a thctree.tment process o..nd as the situ::!.tion requires. 

One of the mogt cOlmno:rl examples of 1;1118 is the sit.uation in vlhich a chilcl is 1'e-

fer'red by the school or the court and is seen individually but in which it is 

determined th'lC it is necBBBary t.o have 9.t leas'G periodiC sessions 'in i·7hich·the 

child} .pare:r.ts and perha,ps siblings have to be seen together to accomplish the 

treatment objectives. Although the individual Llnd family counseling is crisis-

oriented it is not necessarily "brief'; or ended im.rnediately upon ,resolut;'op of 01.', 

act:i.on on the present:i.nG criBis. In frtCt, by far the :rnajority of ce.ses receiving 

this counseling service have received. it for more than one month and :for more than 

jus'C a half' -dozen inteJ~vlews or sessions, as will be seen in Section 4~. 
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The family grou1J therapy component is seen ;),8 8, form of sUGtainecl help to the very much dependent upon the stage of involvement in the Center of the group mem-

family as 11 unit. The treatm~nt goals Mel object.:1,ve:: axe defined in terms of the bers. Sometimes an indi yidual child I'Tho is l'ecei ving one of the Ceritel"' s counsel-

family grol1p rather than primarily in terms of the individual members involved, a.ndl 
,\ 

ing services may indicate that some of bis friends 11ant to come in and "1'.<1p" u,bout 

sessions are almost inva:ciably held ";ith family groups rather than any individual issues of concern to them. In some instnnces several children m2,y come in from the 

fa"nily member. A nu:nber of family therapy groups ,-rere fo:rmed in the er.~rl~" months of { street (this in fact happened i'Jithb'lO local street garlgs) out of curiousi ty about 

the Center's existence, and this ruodali ty has de'TeloIJed 1 ":.:cgely as projected 8.t the the Center and its proGram and decide to have c6l1timled grou.p sessions.. The social 

start of the project. and recreatione.l o.ctivitiefJ end facilities might fllso provide opport.unities for 

The fa!n:i.l~r life edu.cation cOnYponeDt has, p.s its nar::e im:?lies, an educG.t::'onal groups to form that i'lOUld develop into therapy groups. 

rather than tt treatment focus. HOifeyer, as it has develo?ed at the Center the ses- Psychi~tric consulta;t:1.2E:, in crisis situations and for diagnostic assessment of 

sions have been held in a .:sro'lp rather th:;m a class fo:rr:~) c..llowing for gre::::.ter op- of chlld:l.'en and parents lYaS another projected seI'vice of the Center. This service' 

portunity for discussion as opposed to dide.ctic learnin~~. There is no specific has been provided as proj ected l'li t~h a psyci:liatrist Ci ving 14 to 20 hours per vreek 

"curricullun" as such; rather) the interests and educational directions are deter- -to the program for crisis consultation, fmd diagnosti ' assessment as :planned. In 

mined by the groups themselves. For eXE:mple, a group ot' mothel';s engaged in a six;- addition, however , the psycl1iab"lst conducts fmuily thel'a.:py sessions and provides 

week "COUl"Se II including films and discussion in 'the oxea of sex edt', ~e.tion. After supervision in this modal:i:ty to case\iOrkers on the staff. He h<. .... s also become in-

the course, the~r strongly recommenc1eu tlw.t their chi] d:cen m:der-t.ake the srune course, Irol ved in Ht l),ff development in terms of lead.in{~ clinical stt~ff meetings. 

separately, In e.ddition, they 1fere concerned about hO'\l7 t.o discuss the ma~:ter of sex The original l)lan 'to ha;.te a st:.:t.ff' lawyer for o.dvocac:J~ fur.ctiol1s i'!aS dropped' 

'with their children so ,1 whole ne'l'T family life education gro-.1p i<7asplanr..ed to con- prior to 'pro,ject funding, on the advlee of c.rce because of pl~obo.ble del,ay in 00-

sist of these parents and tl:eil' teenue;e children for mutual discl1.ssj,on and explora- taining necesuary approval f.!'om the Apellate Division of the Court. 'Hm-Tever, the' 

tion of the subject area. 'I'1:e Family Life Educi3.tion service comlJonent got started Center has fotmcl lai'Tyel'S i-Tho h~\ve volunteered their se:l:'vices for the Center IS 

some'ilhat later than the fa.llily therapy ''l.nd counseling com~')onents because it was clientele, They have provii.t",d legal services in situD.tions of severe -n:n.:rita;l con:.. 

dependent upon them and on the social acti yi ties rrO[(rC::U'l for recruitrr.ent into the fIlet I'There support and the protl~ction of' children )"ere concerned, re;prese11t::.M.ol1. 

educational groups, b\:t it is currently '\>1ell established vlith ne'\>1 gr-ou;?s and of teenagers at the Family Court and the Criminal Court, and. caseEi of ;possible evic"-

"spin-off" grpu}?s in the offine;. 'tions .• 

P~eJ:' f.p'oUR_ ther,l,p:'l was el'l'dsio~1ed as an ir;,portant service component fro!'1 the Education-ul acJ::foc2.C;\C i'oi' childrel1" in the program has been provided l.y all edu9a ... ' 
., 

beginninrs because it viaS recoGnized that the IJeer group is so centru,l and infl1.1~nt::'td\ 
'I 

tional advocate f::com the ver.1f beginning of the program 1{1 October 1972,. 'The advocate 

in the lives of teenat;ers. The leadership of these groups, , .. rhether it comes has been able to prevent: ,the sus],'lcnsion. of' some. st·udcnts by' virtue of' the aerv;Lces 

bu,sically from certain of the peers themselves or from G staff profession8.l has they arc ree.eiving.in the Ccnt.e.I:.,'~ Some children ,·,ho 1'1'01'0 ina.ppropriately n:oved into 

t., 
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l or ear'mar.1wc1 for CRMD classes or 1I6coll clr.tssos \'iCre' Tctainc'd in regular classes' aftq 
1 

testinl3 and evaluG.tion at the Center demonr.:trrkted the ino.pPl'opria.teness of the) 

transfers. There has been a continuing lie,ison 1'li th the school system, public and 

Darochial, that has \mdoubtedly ser'red to keep a number of children from the FHC 

Drogx-am in shcool who might otherl'rise h<we dropped out or been suspended. 

'rhe crash pad residence "TaS envisior..ed as a central service ccm:poner:~; of t:1e 

Center fTom its inception. 'rbe original conception \'ra.s that i t \~ouJ.d proyide a 

residence for' overniBht or brief sta~{ of children or e\"el1 ::.n entire f~.mily to meet 

crisis si tu <tt. ions vlhile attemDting to obtain sust~1Jned help for the resider/lis. 

Arl'angements for the funding for service in the crash Dau lrere made eve::l before 

the op'ening of the Center with the Bureau of Child \']elfare, Charitable Institutions 

Budget, and the office of I·lrs. Barbara Blum, Assisto.nt CO;':~":1issioner for Special 

Services to Children, Human Resources Administration. 

The cra.sh :pad h~.s in fact been a central service cO:1rponent of the FEe pro­

gram, but 'the, service was not avaib,ble t1-'I1til the end of lJovenber and the overnight 

or "brief" stays have 1)een very much the exception rather than the rule. It has 

been much more difficult to Bet the outside sUDPortive services, the alternate 

placement facilities, und the involYemen't of some of the parents in planning for 

early return of the child residents to their mm homes tnan had been anticiDated. 

Consequently> nm-There near the proj ected figure of hro hur.dred yotmgsters and fami).) 

members '\'Vill have been in crash p:ld residence in the first year of opel'ution. In 

fact, as of August 10 the residence had not been used at all for ",hole families, 

because it ,·ras found tho.t there were legal rest.rictions on having adults (parents) 

in residence "lith children. A total of 58 children~ including t"TO readmissions, 

had been admi tt-ed to the crash pad as of August 10th. Man:,,' of these children 

stayed much longer than anticipated, six months in one instance and several months 

, 
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in others. Hm·rever, 1.~7 of the 58 chilc11'en were ~1larmec1 for in the context of 

. their aim families) 'vbich indicates a good ·rate of diversion from potentia.l Dlace­

.lllent und institutionalization via the Courts or other nl3~ncies. 

One major reason for the bacltul) of resi(lents in the crash pad has been the 

lack of foster home faciIi ties for those -residents \·rho required such placement on a 

short~term 1)8.si8. A "Cluster-of-:FostEll'-H~mes Project': \-70.S supposed to be a inajor 

a.djunct to the overall l"RC service s~rstem. This '1TaS to consist of sJ?ecial 'foster 

homes for the temporary care of children w110se parents ,-lould 'be unable for the 

moment to continue or resume the resl10nsibility for care of their childrel:. Re ... 

crui tme!1t and· training of the foster parents' in the Park Slope area tD vlOrk with, 

older chillh'en and' adolescents '(vould also be part of tiie p:::oogr&11) as '-lQuld intensi­

fied services to foster parents ,'llreedy carine;" for t:l'.'oubled children, to susta.in 

t ' 't' t t· l' "-" on Parent education the children in foster carH ;)nc1 'Qrc:.vcn 1ns 1 'u lOno. lZ!l.v_ . 

f f i t '" ~~d ';'_,<.;.J\'.".l~.,':~l npre'.l·t' ~1 - ()/ child1"en in foster homes through programs 'or os je1' :paren " '_H H, • 1::'" ~ 

.' g:l:oup meet lngs was '~,lso PD,]:t of t.l~e pl<\,n. 

It 'WIlU proj ec'\i8fl that t,l).e Cl'\J.ster~~f -Foste'l.' -Homes Pr02 ect ,-,ould eventuall.y 

(but not necessa:cil.Y Hithir.. one yenr) :?rovi.de tvnmty foster homet-: for :1.. total of: 

t:)i.ghty chIldren. 'l'he cost of the care in the feste:!.' homes., :md the soci3.l· service'S 

pl.'ovicted uy the jlB.e staff} \'"Alld bet'eimbul'sa1.Jle to t'}w Ed,·un Goult!. Services for 

Children under existing fU::Kis frcm the Chari ca1)l.e Insti t1J.tions Budget bf' the City 

of Hel'T York. Ho,·rever> recruitment of :potentlul foster parents hus been ver:r 

difficll.lt,and no foster home has yet been opened for the placement of children 

ur..der this project. HOI-rever, one home is ready except for formal certification. 

I 
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The social n.cti~ities anq. c?ltural enrich'r!lent programs of the Center have been 

fully o..s productive and extensive as had been projected. This service component 

was intended to promote family cohesiveness through the provisions of pleasurable 

family m1d group experiences. For example mothers i'iho have been housebound or 

isolated by their parental responsibilities h.ave been given some respite by having 

a night out at the movies id th other mothers. in the srune circumstances, 1'I1'1ile ar-

rangement for the care of their children has been arranged through the Center. 

Sil1ce the middle of April, 1973, there has been a HPo.rents' Night" every 1'lednesd.ay 

evening in which attendance ranges from 15 to 35 parents who come together for 

social and recreational activities which they plan themselves. The activities have 

included cards, bingo, arts and crafts, cookouts, an intern~tional food night, etc. 

The same type of format has beel'l adopted since May for a ttTeenage Night" which is 

held every Tuesday evening and includes bH:e trips D,nd s,.,immj.ng as well as Bames 

and crafts. From 25 to 60 teena~ers regularly kttend. Although involvement in the 
. 

treatment :program is not seen a.s a necess3.r~r o\.ltcome of }?artici}?ation in the social 

. program, a number of parents and children who have become familiar ,.,i th the Center 

throuGh the social program have developed enough confidence in it and its staff to 

become involved in ·bhe clinical program so as to deal i'li th personal and fQIl1ily 

problems that are troubling them. 

Linkage ,'rith other cor.unun~y agencies for social, medical, vocational .1nd 

other services for Center clients was considered so important a component of the 

FRe servj.ce system that a full staff position, a Corr.muni ty Resource Coordina.tor, 

has been devote.d to liaison work vTith other community agencies and organizations. 

Much ground work was done on this even before tIle opening of the .Center. For 

example, the administrator and department heads:1t Nethodist Hospital, which ser-

, 
! 

j , 
I 

vices the P~irk Slope area, ga.ve assurance of availability of the clinics and facilitiesl 
, \ 

: I , , 
i 

; j 
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of the Hospit:.:.l to the clients of PRC. The hospi ts.l vie,.,ed the FRC project as a 

needed resource for the ldnds of personal and family problems they see in their 

clinics~ drug programs, etc. As a result of this groundwork andsl.lbsequent com-

munity liaison there hS1..s been substo.ntial referrC!.l und steering for outside se1'-

vices. The q,u:tli ty and extent of the relJ,tionship of FRC and other corrmnmity 

agencies and org~nizations is mo~e fully covered in the findings reported in 

Section 5. 

The last projected component of the program mentioned earlier (ite::n"l", 

page 3) 1'laS the develo:pment of ~i~cussion groups for community' people and orgal1iza­

~ion8.l representatives to plan for and C),ssess r.eeded service1:» ~'lith an i\dvisory 

Board of citizens to select leaders for the [Sroups. As of this date e,n Advisory 

Board has "been formed, and in addition to community citize:.1s, professionals~ and 

ol'ganizational rel)resentatives in its membership, it also includes p~rents and 

youth who are clients (consumers of service) of FHC. Hm'i8ve:c, the discussion groups 

have not as yet come to puss, ':'he p8.:L'cr:ts :md the teeL::cers ha\"e done their 017n 

-planning of activities in the social program, but the clients ru1d other community 

people he.ve not as yet r:loved into the 3.rea 0:;:' plnm!ing or advocacy for needed ser-

vices or reform of services in the community. The community development acti vi'by 

originally phnned as pa:rt of FRC is to be a focus of a. ne,·;rly funded proje::::t that 

will be carried out in close coordination with I"RC. 

A r.umber of sel'vices and p:J:'og~ams other than those originally proposed have 

been d~veloped in the first year of the Center's operation. One of these has been 

the provision o! material goods for 1',=1'son8 in need, such as clothinB and furniture, 

regardless of ~'lhether the persons ~re, ;i.nvolved in the clinical or social progrums 

of the Cer:.ter. The C,=nter staff have obtained donations of fu~niture and clothing 

in order to !lrovide these goods to needy applicants. 

• ........................ -........ " .............. -----------------------_._-_.-...11_ ..... _------ ... 

i 

I 
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Another service which 'was not specificO,lly' mentioned among the projected 8er-

vices above is Ps,~ogicaJ. testi:r:r.;. '1:'b1s is, of COUJ.'se, an integral p:1rt of the 

diagnostic services of the clinical pro{;;rr;un. H0\.rever, it is Horth mentioninG that 

in addition to the contribution of testing to the clinical assessment of client.s~ a 

number of misplacements of children into CR.\1D cl(?.sscs in the school system have been 

avoided. The more thorough and individualized testing provided in the Center has 

sho,.;n that certain children 'I'lho were earmarked for placement in Cill1D classes 1'1erein 

fact of normal intelligence. Then, through the intervention of the educntional 

a.dvocate the cl1ildren ;JTere retal· ned -l n re ul Ie. '" 
,t, g ar c, 3"es. 

A ~£er ~!ograrn was launched at the end of the school 2,rear (June 1973) in 

which a:pproxima:tcly 80 Children are being provided services ;..:.r:d acti vi ties all day 

long for each v7ee1<;. throughout the entire summer. In addition to free lunches, the 

children engnge in such [!.ct,i,vities a.s si'rirrnnin3, n~d.;'u'e 1','~:1k:::> cit,T fiold tl'ips, 

arts i1.nd crafts) guj.tar lessons J jnl0,. etc. They are 8.1so receiving instruction in 

Spanish, l'erned:i.a.i. re?ding and math" 'The: cOl.lnse;'ol's fox' tU.s pl'ogr:;'m 'l,re older 

teenagers who have been c bents of the Center, and they t?re 'being l)f,dd through fu.'1ds 

from the Neie;hborhood. Yout.h Corps, 

One particuh.rly inno'/<I \:.lve P1'O':"1'3.111 that developei during the first year was 3. 

~.n Pub Lie Schoo128:>. in the Pc,u'k Slope area, ThrOUGh arrangements '\>Jith the 

Prj.1H.::J.,pal of P,.S~ 2B~>.) the edUcfltional 0,dvoca:te a.nd. one of the sod.ul i'lor}~ers from 

the Center staff heltl l'egulo.r Tuesday morning (9: 30-10: 30 1'.111) sessions beginning in 

January. 1973 with two gx'ou:ps of 9 tu 10 children each selected from the 4th, 5th, 

·3,U(1 6th grade c1asses of P.S. 282 and its fl.l'.nex. The sessions 'Here'held in 

"portables /' quonset huts :Ln 1)·'lck of the m:dn school b;'lildin}1, and a special teacher 

wa:3 also aSSigned by' tht'! principrtl to\'1ork 'Hi th er,ch of these groups. The teachers 

"le1'e l)l'esent m:..cl took pa.rt in tbe 'Iuesdn,y sessions, There was also an attempt to 

r, 
! • 

. ~ 

, \ 
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get the parer~ s 0. ese c l ... " _ t f th h ' , dren 1" nvolved but despite repeated attempts by the 

educationo.l advocate through .101r.e ~ ... v~ .... _ 1 V'l' ,o::i +r.: "nd otl1er C. ontacts, the parents dia' not 

attend sched'<lled group meetings. HOVlever ~ the croup Gessior:s continued with some 

gains until May 1st 'when a fire destroyed the portables. Then the children '\'Tere 

put into one large class, rather lEm' e tJ: th t\110 smaller on0s, in the main building 

of P.S. 282. 

\Alben school ended an effort \'l8.S made to. get these children involved in the 

t I and Vl' Sl' tr~ were made to each _pc.rent to Get their approval and in-Cen er S program . ~ 

t 'f "bl M:"ny of,', the children registered themselves at the Center volvemen', l' POSS;!" e .. __ 

and fully half of them entered the special surr.rIler prograrn. In addition, a smaller 

S ~"""e chl"ldl'en in.".ll be seen in gro.up thera,:?y 0n <;.. regDlar bJs:i.s at group of the G e Uti 

the Center. There h8.s also been some preliminary discussion ;iith the principal of 

P. S. 282 of und0rtaldng a similar .;o:tnt vrnture ~\t38.in in thi? fal1. 

The Pro:lect Sl:;aff ._---_.---, --
~,\. c'f' t' Illt:"llb.""s l' ncludiul'J' full-time ltd ::!o.r~ -time adj!1inj.strative, 'I'here 8.1") 2'7 ;:0 L,',J J, "I. '-'-,. L:> 

:profe f3.sion,g,1}parl'l.prof'3r:.siono.l) clerical, hO·,lse::'ee:Qing :;,:::0. f'lftinte11ance staff 

employed in the Cenijcr. f ' "1 stpff' Since it is the professionnl ar-d l~':lra.pro essJ,on,-" ' ..... 

,. cl· .... • 0' ~vlill foctl.s on their 'I',ho provide the direct sel'vices of the .Cen~er, tnls ,escrl.p lIJ: .. 1 

funct10ns ar;d their relovcm-l:; tr."t:~nir:13 i.U.d experience. 

. . , , 0 1 .,... of' ·t"c S; o+"r'" of the Coed She1iherd 'rhe Proj ect Di:='8ctor 11ho J.S ln 't".Lle JTC e... .. .' .,o,.~ '" --.--,--------
J.. 1 'I from, Cat.holic Ul1i'Tersity is a rrof'essional socia.!. 1,rol'ker with I) I"Las vel" S (tegree' , 

School of Social ITork. d 'd t at the Cohunbia UniYersit~r She is also a doctoral ca~ 1 a e 

School of 1 ~ d 11 reqlt~ 'l'enents for the doctol'&te except Social Hork, he,ving comp 8\.e .'3. _ ~ .~ 

for the dissel'tatiol1. She has extenHive background in psychi£l.tric social 'Ii,ork ano. 

d ~ , r rc"siaential trcatme:ct centers, in administl'ati0n of social service e:rarvme~Tr,s 0 " 

t Sr.ecifically, she 'Has Db"ector a diagnostic center, ~'1d a day treatmen' p~ogyam. _ 

,Ci 'J.' S tel's of· ,I"n' e G· ood Shc1"herd P.esldences, and as such sh(; of Social Services for ~ ~ ~ 
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headed up the E1.1TJhrasiar. Residence (study center), st. Helena's Residence (resi-

dential treat!1ent), and P:co,ject Outl'each (day treatment) all of vihich "rere 

d8scribed above. 

She provides half-time service at the Family Reception Center and has overall 

responsibili ty for progra'il leadership and d~velopment, recruitment of staff, and 

accountability for service. She is also responsible for staff develop~ent and the 

organization of staff roles in accordance i'Tith the objectives of the program. 

The Program Coordinator-SuperYisor is a full-time live-in director of the 

residential (crash pa.d) &.:od sOdetl activities progra.ms of the Center. She ha.s 

immediate responsibility for the supervision and training of the paraprofessional 

child. care, community and family ivcrkers as .. rell as volunteers. As a live-in ad-

ministrator, she h9.s some responsibility for emergenc~r intake \'1hen the (non-

M , ! 

! 
l' 

!. ~ 
\ . 
\ 

r, I 
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v! 
q have bachelor's deGrees and one is finishing her last semester of undergraduate 

·1 
;jvlOrk. The hlO ''i'Tho he,ve their deerees are taking part-time grad1.late courses in 
T~ j 
, t 
,,'t 

it socia:l I'TOrk. The three Sisters have had experience as child care "mrkers in 
; 

residential settings for from 5 to 9 years. 

There is one full-time lay Child C<>.re Horker I,ibo is "Iorking on her bachelor's 

degree and has three years of experience as a child care "Torker. There are also 

t'Ym :pa.rt-tim(~ child care l0[0rke1's, one male a,nel one female. 

There are t~'m Family i'lorkeE~.> bo~h of vrhom are "70men, \'i110 have var~ring back-

grounds. AS'paraprofessionals they do not have 'Professional or graduate degrees, 

but one is currently vTorking on a bachelor IS degrer;; and the other is a hiGh school 

graduate. One had 2~ years prior experience in a Family "Da.y Care Center, and the 

Dther had ,no previous experience in a social ~gency. One is Hispanic and the other 

resident) casei-iOrk staff are not on hr:nd and thus has to coor:lin.::.te the residential 'is blac'k and Hai tinn, and therefore quite ap:;?ropriate to the community in ,'1hich they 

serve. Theil' responsi bilit.ies includ.e aCCO~lpo.ny{ng chilc1:ten and parents to court, and social program activities i'lith the casework treatment acti vi ties of the 

Center, providing liaison and feedback bebreen the J~esidential!social pro:::;ram 

piece and the treatment services. She is in the Order of the Sisters of the Good 

Shepherd and '\','as group-life director of the E1.1.phrasian residence for th:ree years 

:prior to the inception of the FRe proj act.. Beyond the ba.chelor ! s degree she has 

taken gradua.te stUdies in black and Puerto Rican cultures, Sp:mish language, 

i'ar;)Jly life education, group dynamics, etc. She also had eleven years experience 

as a c'b.ild c.::.re vlOrker in l'esic1ential Bettings, as I'Tell as considerable experience 

1,71 th volunteer service in the community. 

There are three other Sisters of the Good Shepherd residing in the Center 1'lho 
; 

.j 
:,) 

I are in the follo~'ling roles: a SU})ervisor of Child Care vlho supervises one full-time • \ 
, -: 

,'Forker and tHO part-time i'lorkers in the crash pad; and tw'o ActiYit:l Directors who 

are responsible for leading and coordinating some acti vi t:,r groups, some recreation 

vlork, tutoring, and treatment of adolescents in peer groups. 'D'lO of these Sisters 

. house hunting) shopping, in making ap;plications for \1elf!ll'e~ etc. They make home 

visIts dl.~ring the inta:ke proces::;, and for Puerto Rican families provide translating 

s:ervice vis-a~visthe other Center staff and outside agenc:ies and orga...,lizations. 

They alsoproV'ide escort se:cvices) friendly ,.,-isi ting and a general :rang,e of case 

'rhe Casework Sll];)el.'visor-Coorditla-Gorl1as responsibility :fo1' di:t'ect supervision 
----''---. ......:;;......-.... -----''''''---.. -~----..:-

of the casev/ork tl'ea}tment se:.l:'vices offered to families and chi~dren. She is also 
. . 

l'esponsible for coordination of the 'vTOrk of the 'cotal clinical team o·r casel'iOrk-ers, 

. :psychiatrls!t ana :Dsycholog:lsts) as 't·rell as receiving intake requests for ser'lttce n 

'Shehas also he.a. to sUJlervi~e ·two field ,'lork stUdents from the Fo;rdham University 

School of Social Hoik, and has coord1,natetl the collection, of data on the resear~h 

evaluation forms. In addHlon to her 1!Ja.~terts de~ree in social w'Or1l: she had had 

I 
t 

·f 
I 

l 
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'I'here ere three staff mCllbc:cs desie;no.t.cd as CasevTOr~~~rs, but each of them is 

expected to '\·;rork '\'li th ~rouIJs as '\'Tell. In additj.on to individual and family case-

w-ork, they handle fB!:lily therapy groups and peer O'oups. All three have master's 
\ 

. . 1 ' d th ';1' eX·'I)erJ.· ence .j n social agencies ranges from three to:, degrees In SOCla '\'iOrn: an -. e.1- .... 

seven years in the follOi'7ing kinds of settings: residential trea.tment, foster care 

mental hospital, medical, and ccmmunity-based drug and delinquency prog.L"a..'!.!s. 

The Fa.mily Life Educator is responsible for the development and c:o::1ciuct of 

family ll'e e· ucaJlon groups. 'f d t' HOi'/-eirer, slle also does individual and :-~"!.ily case-

i'iOrk, group therapy, and in general does !luxillary viOrk id th other viOrkers or.. their: 

cases. She has a master's degree in social ·''lOrk and has had 6~ ;}rears of e~perience 

as a caseioiOrkel' and 13roup '\ITorl<:.er in both a casei'iOrk D.2;cncy and in a multi-service 

corwmunit~r store-front operation. 

h C '~D ':oc",dj~'a"'J'o'" ~ 1': rer;:po11sible for liaison ,.;i';:;h conmlUnity T e Or,r.'li"U cy ~,esource 'oJ !. _.. '" .... ~ __ 

O .t:.L' t'ne s· er','ces of the Center and keeping track of any agencies--letting them know .... 

neldy emerr:ir.g corr,numity gr01.lpS, services a.nd orc;anlz.ations ar..d for the development 

of community resources. r _ .... A maJ'or reSn OD_i':l'b'lity of the Coordinator I'las for the 

recruitment of foster homes :for the Cluster-oi-Foster Family Homes Project in con-

j'lnctio~ with the Edi-rin Gould Services for Children. She also does some casei.;ork, 

employment cO'IDseling, and helping clients obtain continuing educatio:a.. She has a 

master 1 S desree in social l-rorh: and has ~.~ years t social ~gency experience in a 

foster cu.re .:.gency, BCH Day Care, and a prenatal/frun.ily planning satlZ!llitc center. 

The E.:J.ucational Advocate is primarily responsible for th~ linkage of children, 

arld families \'1i th approprio,te educational personnel and institutions or schools. 

She provides :::.ssistance to' children ~~d families in obtai:::ing special educational 

opportuni tie s . Her intervention "li th the school system in terms of preventing 

suspensions, "push-outs, 11 ina::,:>propriate educ:1tional transfers (e. g~, to CFlVID and 

600 classes) !las alreaciy been described above under the educational advocacy 
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service component. In 8t"idition she carries a nll.'Ylber of cases in individual counsel-

ing, a :family grou:p, and the group of stUdents in the special progrum at P.S. 282 

described above. She is a trained teacl-,er i-rith a bachelor I s degree) and she had 

tiolO years of experie::1ce '\'Ti th the Mayor I s Office of Education doing cOlT4'Ylu..rli ty educa-

tional liaison bet"reen the office and the schools, plus one year in a VISTA nead-

start program before joininG the Center staff. 

The t,'lO Field PlaceJilent Students ,.;ere both secor:.Q rear stUdents in the.Fordham 

University School of Social Service and th~y both had prior social acen~y experi-

ence, including protective l'TOr}: in children's agencies. They were assigned cases 

in individual and :famil~,- case'Y;rork as part of the:i.:c field work assig':.J1ler!ts. 

The Psych:i.a.trist, as mr.mtioned ahove, has provided ~sychia.tric cons'.ll ts.tion in 
" --

crisis situ;:Ltions for diagnost.ic assessment of p[~rents D,Ua children. He conducts 

famil~r therapy sessions anlt tmpervises the staff caseiolol'kers in family therapy. 

As part of his staff development res}?onsibilities hc leads clinical staff meetings. 

II.~ is on f.l. part.-time ba.sis and gives Ih to 2.0 lio'urs pel' Week to the Center program. 

His prior psychiatric e:~peT.'ience inc.l.ll~'1es i'Tork in a. cOlYJl'll.unity counseling center 

and :J. residential treatment center. 

There e.re ti'iO Ps,y2E..~!9.:J?~ists 'i1ho are part-time staff mecubers, one giving 15 

hours per i·reek to the J?rogJ.';·rOl, fmC!· ~h(' other giving about. 10 hours pcr week. 

The first is involved .pri::narily in ·!;m;ting UBet diagnostic consulta:'Gion and evalua-

tion. . 'I'he second devotes his time pl'i.;narily to fa'Ylily therapy and to consultation. 

Irb~se, then, are the f;~.nction s, the eclucational bacl~:[~roi.mds and experience of 

the various staff' members. at the tin:e of the staf!' SilrV0Y; 1'I11ich' iiill be discussed 

in Section 6. Of ti·rcnt;i.r professionu;r. and :parapr~fessicina1 just desc~'ibed sixtecn 

'a.re 'i'1omen and four are men. In terms ofetbnicity, ·sh.--teen o,re \·rhite, thl'CC nrc 

black, and dne. is His]?all1c •. Their age ra.nge runs :from 23 to 53 "!J~ears j SincD the 

survey 'vms completed, a FuertoRican Cp.I3a.To;rker w'ith a..,rnaster I sdegree in social work 

has been added to the sta:ff' ~nd a .m:a1e Vlest Indian recreation worker was employed 

for the summer of 1973. 
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SEC'I'IOH 3 

'l'lHE CI!IIDmrrf SERVED BY 'mE PHOGPJ\H 

'me following des.cription of the children served by the Center is b:1.sed 

on that group of children ac1"llitted into the program during the period from 

October 1, 1972 to April 1, 1973 on whom an IntaJr..e 8,nd Baseline Data Sched_ule 

(Form B) had been filled out. There 'Here 181 such children. Not included among 

this number 'l'Tere 37 children w'ho i'Tere accepted. f'Ol~ service, but Hho for various 

reasons had their cases closed within one month f1nd on ,.;hom Form B was not 

completed. These were cases in 'l'Thich a Case Discontinuance Form (Form C) I'TaS 

filled out because the child or parent either wi thdre'Yl fro!'.l or w-ould not get 

involved in the progrfu-n, the child or parent had to be referred elSei'lhere, the 

irrmediate need i'TaS met, or for some other remson the contact vaS very brief. 

Although }'orm A, _Application and Referral Form, had been fil.led out on 

these 37 children, information on their circumstances and backgrounds \'las under-

standably often sketchy, incomplete or almost non-existent. Because of early 

\'Tithdrai'ral OJ:' non-invo;Lvement of the child or parent it was sil.'1:ply not possible 

to get much if any information. For this reason these children are not included 

in most of the descriptive statistics in Section 3. Hm'lever, as a consider-

able amount of effort and time, 'was put in by the Center staff in attempting 

to serve these children, brief consideration i'Jill be given to these cases at 

this point before the muin study group is described. 

,Brief Discontinued Cases 

In 21 of the 37 brief discontinued cases the client declined service bJ' 

idthdraw'ing or refusing to beco.me involved in treatment, while the remainder 

accepted service but their cases were closed "li 1::hin one ,month. Table 3.1 
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provides a picture of the disposition of these cases based on the reasons for 

closing. 

Table 3.1 

Reasons for Closing in Discontinued Cases 

Reason for Clos~~ciient AccertedService 
wi thin One Honth,l HUJri!-~er of Children 

Couldn't involve 

\ Client Declined Sel,,;ce i 
Number of Childre~ ~otUl 

child 

Couldn't involve 
parents 

Could involve 
neither ehild 
nor parent 

Child withdre,'[ 

Leferred elsewhere 

r.mmediate need met 

other 

I 5 

1 

3 1 

8 

;; 

16 21 

.~--------~------,---+--~-.-----,~--

I , 
I , , 
I 

I 
{ 

-
Half (8) of the CD.ses in .i7hlch the client .;1.ccepted sel'vice 'were closed 

c' 
) 

5 

9 

1 

4 

8 

5 

37 

because the irr.r.led.:La.te need vTas Il1et ,Tn three of ·these cases children were 1'ro- . 

vided with c:rash pacL residence, :md new living arrangenents or reconciliation 

behieen 'I:.he child and fmnily \'7C1'e -Harked out. In other instar.ces the immediate 

etnotional or intel"perSonl?vl crisis was met and the case closed by mutuaJ. agree-

n:ent between client and '1-101'11:81'. When the three d.ses involving referral else-
.1. 

where are added to those in i'Thich the immediate need was -met, it becomes 

apparent that some substa.ntial service was provided to a m.h"111)er of cbildren in 

these 'oriei;: dis~o'Q.tin)l.ed capes. TeJ)le 3.2,.which indica.tes.the numbCl"of' 1n-

'-.... 1 
I 
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person interne"ls conclu,cted in tl1ene cases, 

" ~ 
t 

is also reflective of service effort II 
~ ) 

H 
from another perspective. 

Table 3.2 

In··PeTson Interviews Conducted in Discontinued Cases 

Number of IntervievTs Interviei'Ts ",ith 
Interviel'ls vlith Child Others ir.. Family 

0 15 12 

I 
I 
I 
i 

;i 
: ~ 
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nnd Baseline Data Schedule) ·"'0.S filled out at the time of case closing or at. the 

end of June,iif the case continued to be active be~rond July 1st. Thus, these 

cases had bo~ outcome and baseline data '\'lith \·rhich to aSS€:BS any change that 

might have come about in the course of treatment or se::cYice in the Cent.er. The 

availabili ty of data at both points is ~l,:::lother reason "illy the analysis of data 

and assessment of pro~ram effort and effectiveness are based primarily on these 

. i continued-service cases a 

1 13 13 

2 3 6 

3 2 3 

l~ 1 

5 or more 4 2 

- ---
Total cases 37 37 

. ,: 
There Ylere 9 children v1i th lV'hom in-person interviei'ls \'Tere c·:lrried out 

beyond the initial intervie"" and in the cases of 12 children in-person inter-

viel'Ts beyond the initial one were carried out ,.,i th others in the family. Some 

'\ 
. of these cases involved five or more in-person interviel'Ts, a fairly substantial 

~u."ilber by family service agenc~! standards. 

Bacl:ground and Demoqraphic Features of Continued-Service Cases 

Recognizing that considerable service effort 'u(l some accomplishment of 

crisis-treatment ob,iectives Ivent into the brief ser'rice cases just described, 

the remainder of the description and analysis of data will be concerned ",i th 

the 181 children l'1ho received service beyond one month, the continued-service 

cases. These a.re the cases in which an Outcome Schedule (as \-rell as the Intake 

The sources of referral for these cases are si10'i'iU in T8.ble 3.3. 

TablE~ 3;-3 

Source of Referral· of study Childl'6!l 

Source of Referral Nwnber gf Chilc1r~_ ~~entage of Children 
~-

Self 39 21u5 

Mother only 12 6,6 

Police 1·1· 2,.f! 

School 78 itJ .1 

Social agency 10 5.5 

Court 21 11.6 

Church 6 3.3 

Other 11 6.1 

Totol 181 100.0-x-

The school is clearly the single most fi'equc11t source of referral, ,'lith 

h7:i.ce as many referrals as the next most fre<;luent, selt' referrals. The third 
, . 

most frequent S011rce of rei'erroJ. i'T3,S the courts) and together these three sources 
" 

*Tt.roughout this report percentage totals are shown as 100.0,even 'when a 
column adds ·to slightly more 61' less because of rounding. 
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il r j 
reflect the 11 open intake 11 policy of' the Center. \:nile Gome pl'cference viaS siven 1'1 

t · 1 , ,;!,,~,,"i':";ng court-re,ferrc,d children from outside ill; to court referrals, pur'lcu a.r _jf ... u vc;o,.... , 
n 
II the Park Slope arc~) it is evident that the schools) , .. 1hich tend to be the first i'l 

pla.ce that children's problems become ImOi·m to the commur:i ty, used PRC very 

readily. It I'ras . found by the Center staff th::t.t consiQera'ble numbers of children 

who were not court-referred had been involved with the juvenile justice system. 

fo" tIle Center to vel'if" this court inYolvement, How'ever, it "las not possible.... .J 

either for the child w'ho i'ras... ... ' ';·J.ll.'t.;, '~,lly referred or for any siblinGS "7ho also re-

ceived Center services, except in specific cases of court referral. 

Of those 21 children "1ho Here specific2.lly court -refei:red) 17 ';01ere adjudi­

cated as PINS cases, one ,'ras adjudicated neglected, and three vere nbt yet 

adjudicc.ted but referred from cour l.IT a:':.e. ~ _'-t ' t ' A":! far :1S ,'r":..8 knOim of the children I s 

history of i:l.Volvemenv In • e ...._ ~ , th CJS or J'uven'le J''\.:lstice sy, stem, 112 of them had 

t ~ (t tl'1"1e oi' Cen·I'er intake) .no IJresent or past involvement, 23 ,'rere curren.l.Y a _ _ v 
, . 

4 t h ·' .p l·".volve::nent" but were not invol Yed, and 1 \-Tere knOim to have 3. p3.G . l s"Cor:r 0-,- _ 

1 d t th t .' f' ,I-ak The s·1- .<,tus of ~2 children \~as not. k!low!l. invo ve a J J.e line o. l.nvc e. v., _ 

Since FRC int.ake 'Has not restricted to cases within the juvenile justice 

sys·tem, and since so many referrals crune from the sc~ools, the question arises 

as to "rhether the Center 1 s' caseload is more of 0. child ,'relfare agency t:/pe of 

caseload than a, delinql:ency- or pre-delinquent Dr03ra!n caseload. One i·ray of get­

ting some sense of this is to look at the tYLI8S of :;?roblems or reasons for 

referral to J.i'RC as compared with regular child uelfare aGencies. Studies done 

recently by, the Child vlelfare League pl'o';ide data from three I80rge pu'olic child 

If ., ~ l' 150 Ci'lLA member o.rrencies
2 

on the reasons for referral, \'ie ~are agencles- anU. rom t:> 

comparable vri th 'the. FRC elata presented belovr. 

1. Phillius et a1., op cit., p. 10. ( 
2. Barbar~ L. ~aring-,-i9?2 Census of Requests for Ch~~.d Helfare Services Nei'r 

York: Child Helfare League of lunerica, 1972), p.2o+ 

., 

: 1 

; 1 
\ 
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Tr.ble 3 .~. 

Primt:,ry Reason for Hcquest for :Jervice 

Reason 

Behavior of child 

Neglect of child 

Abuse of chi.ld 

Parental umrillingness to care for child 

Physical illness of caretaldng parent 

Emotional or 'behavioral problem of };larent. 

Parent-child conflict 

Need for socie.Hzo.tion 

Financial need or inadequate housinG 

Other 

rYwnber of 
Children 

113 

5 

1 

8 

32 

9 

9 

~, 

181 

PercentaGe of 
Children 

62.4 

2.8 

0.6 

4.4 

17.7 

5.0 

5.0 

2.'2' 

100.0 

the p:cJ.r.J.axy reason for request for service "JaS determined ~nd classified 

by the Centel' ,,,orkers, aSl'1a~ also t'he case in the CWLi\. studIes. :r'he predominunt 

reuson 1'·01' . sex' vice for the FEd ':children vias ciearly beho,vior of the child. This 

is in mar1'\.erl contra.s·G to the child vleli'are agency r,2.~.p.$ i:n -:1le CWLA studies. The 

child's emotional or behavioral p:roblem cccount.ed for only 610 of the cases in the 

study of factors associated. i-rith placement decisions and 3afo of the cases in the 

Census of Requests) as compared to the E.~ .4% in the FEC groU.1?~ In tbis regard 

the' FRC children 1'70uld !.1)?pear to be ~llor.e l:i.ke children in d(:J.,ing.ucmcy: ,or ?:t'e,;, 

delinquency programs' than these in cor..ventional child ioTelfare proe;rams. Another 

difference is in the re1ati\re :;:'requency of abuse and ·r:.eglect cases . Less than 

\ , .. 
H 
It 

, 
I 

I 
I 
1 

I 
1 
! 
I 
\ 
I 

! 
I 
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tid if 3% of. the FRC children -,'rere in either the neglect or abuse category as can ':r.·as ~e it 

with 910 in the Census of Reque;.:.ts anet 2~5~~ in the placement factors Gtud,Y. 

Another feo.ture of the children in the FRe program that is not cOIDpan.blo 

to children receiving services from child vTelfare agencies is the age distri­

bution, Table 3, 5 gives a breo.kdOioffi of the age groupings of the PRC children. 

Age Interval 

Under 7 

7 through 15 years 

16 through 18 years 

19 through 20 years 

21 years and over 

rTo information 

t,' 

Total. 

'rable 3.5 

Child's Age at Referral to FRC 

Number of Children 
(or Youth) 

7 

145 

18 

3 

3 

5 

181 

Percentage of Children 
(or Youth) 

3,9 

80.9 

9.9 

1.7 

1.7 

2.8 

100.0 

i\ I, 
~ I 
[1 
it 
~ \' 

" I 

,.( 
, i 

, \ 
Four out of five of the children or youth served by the Center fall into the·j 

:j 
'j 

age category of 7 through 15 years. This is, of course, a gross category, but ;j 

it is the one used in the legal definition of juvenile delinquency:' ".11. person 

over seven ar:d less than 16 years of age '\'Tho doe.s any act v[bich, if done by an 

~dult, i'TOuld constitute a crime .. " The median age 'of the FEC children i·lC.S 12.7 

, 
I! 

j 
i I 
: i 
. ; 
q 
,I 
; ! 
If ;r 

n . { 
~.rears, a marked contl"ast to the median age of ~)~5 ~rears found in the CHLA survey :1 

I. 
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other de.mogruphic characteristics on v:'~ich <1a:'Ct'l, are available on t.he FRC 

children [I.re sex, ethnii::!ity and religion. Of the children served in the first 

six months of the program! s oper8.t.ion 107 (r::9 }"') 4 (4 rf"f) 
:J' '=70 ,'le re male and 7 0, ';J fa He ro 

female. The ethnici ty of the children served vlaS: 69 (38,1%) ,,,hi te; lj·6 (25.4%) 

black; and 66 (36.5%) Spanish surnamed. This is an imnortant set of f' , • ,~gures, no"(; 

onlybeeause Fuerto Ricans ma11:c up a large proportion of the l~o'Pulatiol1 of Pa~.'l~ 

Slope but also because it provides some meo.sure of .the corr.mi tment of. the agency 

to serve minority 'l')oP. ulatj,ons. A b ( 
l.' - S may e seen, the majority c.bout 6250 of the 

children served i'rere from "minori tyl' groups. 

As a basis for com'p'D.rison, population f';gu"'es f'"'r tl.1e "'(2nd 8 - ... J..... and 7 th :precincts, 

,,,hieh together cover all of ·the Park S.'Lope co .... ""'·t ' th f 11 J.uILunJ. y, snmr e 0 ovling per-

centages~ 72nd precinct--Hispanic 23,5% and- black 3.C%; 78th precinct--Hispanic 

27 . 6{~ and l)l<)ck 28, 6cf/
L
\. I r. • 

• 'C ~ s clear that the FRC I s figure of 61. ~~ lninori ty 

children served 'ol"pa:r 't f ,. I 
t..! ... "es qu,J.':;: avorably vlith the 2l).~i)o combir:.ed Hispanic and black 

figure for 'eho 72nd precinct nr.d 56.~.% fol' 'the 78th precinct. This is oxplained 

inl " . . _arge )?:.1.:t'd by' the fact th;xt only 60/0 of the white children served by the Center 

cam(~ from outsirle of Park Slope, where'as 33% of the black children and 24% of 

the Spanish surnamed children c.am.e ·1e. ... .'1·.01'1 outs'~de i' P 1 1 . • .... o· al':;: S ope. HillJ,ngness ,of 

the Centc=l' 'to take minorit~y' c'h1.-1:''r'.''''n- tll!~t r t {" f u.. "". ~"U e CaUl" re..: erred . rom outside Park. 

Slope Is reflectoel in tne tibovt:! f1gure~o. 

1'he ais'tl'ibut:i.on of the chi.ldre . .rl.· b ... ,{ l"elif-i 011 
0- vTaS 0S follows: 120. (66.3S~) 

Roman Catholic; 28 (15.510 :Protestant; 

tion. 

3 (L7%) Other; and 30 (16.6%) no informa-
," ... 

It should l)e noted thattrotherH Clces not include Je.vish or Huslim, so 
, -

3 t ;1."-. , t '?C h'ld iuUose t"TO relJ.p.:i.ous r;"Y'O .,., t . ., of member agencies. Thus, on the bUGis of the ::>.ge factor he F.:., c ~ ren are I ~ 6- Ul._S Vlel'!: no repl'esenteu.. 'rhe l::tl'-ce proportion of ROlnnn 

• I j C th l' , " l' tl th d b h 'ld If'are II a o. ~cs in th.e q~OUP is ly·'o .... e 'n re"",L·lec·tl." on of th again more like those ~n a c..e ~nquency progrom .1an . ose serve y c ~ we - . ~ < oJ. - • e population charaeterist.:Lc.s or 
t I 
1\ th ~ I e C1.1l1lD1uni'ty· than a 'function of the religious auspices of the Center ~ for the , 

II "lbite and Hispanic 'po;pulutions of Park Slope are predo'minantly Roman CatholiC.;}!' 

agencies. 
,,' 

______ ~~ ______________ ~~~~~j ________________________________________________ ~ ____ ~J 3. Ibid., p. II. -. 
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Practically none of the childl'en served by the prograrn were employed at 

the time of referral, because the ovenlheLrning majority of them were too young 

(under 16). There I·;ras only one youth employed full-time on a regular basis, two 

employed part-tiree on a regular basis, ahd one emplo;yred part -time on an irregular 

basis. The distribution of the children accordi:l.g to school grade is given in 

the following table. 

Table ~.6 

Child's Grade in School , 

Ni.Unber of 
Grade Children 

Hot yet in school (or in Kindergarten) 4 
First, second and third grades 22 
Fourth and fifth grl'ldes 38 
Sixth and seventh grades 35 
Eighth ar:d ninth grades 37 
10th, Ilt.h a:1d 12th grades 15 
Not applicable (ungraded, em·ill class, etc.) 8 
Ho information 22 

181 

Percentage of 
Children 

2.2 
12.2 
21.0 
19.3 
20.4 
8.3 
4.4 

12.2 

100.0 

In acco:r:dance 'linth the general age distributionof thp.se children, the largest'! 

numbers of them are in fifth through the ninth gra.G.es. 

Behavioral Cha.racteristi,cs of the Children 

The Int&.e ana. Baseline Data For:n incorporated a behavioral check-list 

which had been founa very useful in the C\,!L.I\ stuay of Factors Aseoci,ated '1'7ith 

h 
P1acerr:ent Decisions it?- Child 'Helfar~.· It is readily completed by a c8.se,wrker 

and provides a helpful beho:vioral profile of, the child. He i'iill be particularly 

concerned here "7ith those behaviors tJ::.at might fall into the definition of a 

PINS case: lip' boy or girl under 16 'who doesn't go to school as required or who 

4. Philli:ps et a1., OJ). cit. 
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is incorrigible, unc;ovel'ua.ble, or habitually disobedient ::nd beyond the laHful 

control of :parent or other la"nul authority. 11 Of course, a child must be ad-

judicated as a PTIlS case to be so regarded, lmt, if vie are to view FRe as at 

least in part a diversion program to prevent such adjudicn.tion, it is of interest 

to see the frequency of behaviors in the tot~'!.l check-list as Biven in Table 3.7. 

The behavioral i teras in Table 3.7 that appear to be closest to the PINS 

definition are 8.mong those with the highest percent~ges of "true" (child exhibits 

that behavior) responses: behavior problem at school (l.~e. 6%), cuts classe,s 

(45.9%), hard to handle (45.910), aggressive, fights (31.5%), has temper tantru..ms 

(35.4%). These percentages tend to be as high or higher tha..'1 those found to be 

associated with placement c1e,~isions in child v7elfa,re agencies~ .I\nother PINS-

t 'TTI b l' n 'f ( -' ) 
<l J:'e e 1av~or, runs away from home' true for 22. '77'-; , is EOt high reluti ve to 

some of the other behaviors in the distribution, but it is re~arkable th:rrt over 

cine out of every five of the children served by FRC had tried to r11...'1 aimy from 

home _urior to .; ntalre. 'nh' 22 ,-.-' ", . th tl t .J.. }. ,L J.8 _ • ('10 J.~sure cOl'lpares WJ. 1e figure in he 

Philli,:ps stucly- or' 19h of the children for "ihom placement decisions vrere made 

and only 4% of the children served in ovm home by child i,elfare agencies. 6 

Another measure of the behavioral or emotional st8.te of the children admitted 

into the F:RC l)ro.gram was a caseworker judgment of t.he child I s emotional state at 

intake. ':'1his ,laS not part of the 1)(;havioral check-list but is generally descriptiye 

of the some area of interest. The c'hild-ren' s emotional stdes Here descr;i.bed 

as: normal 42 (23.2~0); some,.;rhat disturbed 88 (48.6%); markedly disturbed 18 (9.si); 

6. Ibid. 
----"-

I 
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Table 3.7 

~ 
t'~ q 
11 
H 

U 
iii 
!'1 
~l 
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Child's Behavior as Described b'yHorker at Intake 
q 

.~ 
severely disturbed, psychotic 2 (1.1%); insufficient or no information 31 (17.2%). 

Description of Behavior 
True Not True 

If o # d 
10 

Hus physical d:i.sabili ty 7 3.9 160 88.4 

Difficulties with school '\'1Ork :116 61.4 

Behavior prob1em at school 88 48 0 6 

Cuts classes 83 45.9 

Hard to handle 83 45.9 

Fights ,\>lith siblings 

Refuses to help,a!'ound 
the house 60 33.1 

47 26.0 

74 40.9 

76 42.0 

79 43.6 

62 34.3 

Steals from uarents -. 26 14.4 104 57.5 

Hu.ns mmy from. home 41 22.7 107 59.1 

Has fe,·r or no friends 

l\gg'.cessi ve, fi'~h t.s 

Sexual behav.LoT problern 

If;; withdl'mm 

[{ar> temper to.nt.rums 

H(;;i.;s bed 

Lies 

51 

9 

50 

13 

8 

Does not accelJt res:ponsibili ty 67 

Is easily influenced by otlH;T.'s 69 

Picked on by othel'S 51 

Is irrmature 81 

Demand::; C'.ttention 79 

Does not get along i\rHh other 
children 58 

28.2 

31.5 

5.0 

27.6 

.35,1+ 

7.2 

18,8 

37.0 

38.1 

213.2 

It4 .. 8 

43.6 

32.0 

112 

108 

123 

112 

91 

81 

110 

73 

74 

61.9. 

75.7 

64.1 

54.7 

85.6 

68,0 

61.9 

50.3 

44.8 

60.8 

'+0.3 

l.~0.9 

53.0 

n 
No 1'1 II 

i'Tot Ar-plicable Informationr.! 
# c~ I/: % tj 
--~---+----'"-----"'-- t' 

H 

8 

7 

7 

4 

7 

3 

1 

1 

4.4 

3.9 

3.9 

2.2 

3.9 

1.7 

0.6 

0.6 

14 

10. 

12 

15 

15 

7.7 ii 
H 
i·j 5.5 ,( 
} ,~ 
,'I ,: 

6.6 !l 
r! 

8 1'1 .3 ! l 

f'l 
u 

8.3 Ii 
i. :~ 

30 16.6 I: 
n 

44 24.3 

50 27.6 

32 17.7 

18 

16 

35 

15 

18 

13 

50 

35 

10.0 :{ 
1.! 
. , 
~ d 

8.8 i'! 
n 
:1 19.4 n 
Ii 

8 3 H • If 
;"$ 
t.! 

9. 9 ~ i 
;.1 I,t 

7.2 i 

II 
!., 

27 6 ~\l 
.• .! 

I 
19.3 .\ 

r1 

JIbe fact th'aij only 23.2% '-fere consiclered to be normal is ar:ather startling 

figure, and ~J;though based on '\'lOrker perceptions it is indicative of 11 quite 

disturbed popUlation of children to be served. 

Characteristics of the Children's Families 

OVer half of the children served came from non-intact fa..uilies (either father 

or mother missing from the household), as is indictl.ted in Table 3.8. 

Table 3.8 

Household Composition of Children 1 s Far::dl:'es 

Adults Present 

Mother only 

Both po.rents (inclu.ding non-legal) 

Both pm'f.mts & other adults 

.l"o.ther only 

Mothel' <,lnd other relatives 

other adults only 

No adults 

Total 

Nmnber of 
Children 

71 

3 

7 

4 

6 

1 

181 

. . 

Percentt'ge of 
Children 

39.2 

1.7 

3.9 

2,2 

-3.3 

0.6 

100.0 

1 0.6 12.2 ij The children also tended to come i'rom relatively large i'mnilies as 
f f 

22 

31 

20 

27 

28 

27 

Ij 
17.1 il evidenced by the number of children in the household, shown ill the fol1mling 

11.1 

14.9 

15.5 

r.1 ,. table,. 
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Table 3,.9 ' 

Total Number of Chilcl'en in the Households of Children Served 

Total Number of Percentage of 
Children Children Children 

One 21 1L6 

TI'lO 24 13.3 

Three 31 17.1 

Four 30 16.6 

Five 18 9.9 

Six - seven 31 17.1 

Eight - nine 8 4.4 

Ten or more 13 7.2 

UnknOi'ffi 5 2.8 

Total 181 100.0 

It can be seen tl;,at three-qul',rtcrs of the cbi1clren c~,e frOl!! families 

'Vii th three or more children in the household. The children not only had lare;e 

far.lilies but i'Tere for the most part in very paor economic circumstances as 

evidenced by the fact thc.t 58.010 of the children C8l:le from families that i'rere 

lmO'l'ffi to berece:L ving public assistunce at the time of intake • 

The families d-,:,a not appear to be faring much better emotionally, as 

reflected b~r Tacle 3.10, vihich gives a. picture of the emotional climate in the 

homes of the children a,s judged by the workers. 

-.\! 
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Table 3~lO 

Horker's Rating of J.o,'motional Climate in the Homes of the Children 

Emotional 
Climate 

Excellent 

Good 

O.K. 

Poor 

Not applicable, home not visited 

Unkno'\-lTI 

Total 

Number of 
Children 

19 

44 

71 

20 

27 

181 

Percentc.ge of 
Children 

10.5 

24.3 

39.~ 

1) .• () 

,14,.9 

100.0 

The fact that the Inl·r.~e· !~'IJ' ,.; "L" f' h" 1·"1 • - ,~-~ S.1..ng, e group 0" C l urton :en Ta1)le 3.10 ca,111e from 

fe..rnilies 'wi th a ""001' emotion(:,.~ .. 1" ' t " 
1:' .1 C l:!'fla e in the l10me is a,gain indicative of con-

siderable dicol'ganizo.tion in the families of children se.rved bv 
v .. t.he Centel."" 

Another case1'l'orl:er judgment item B.ttcD1J.)ted ~o assess the degree of family 
" ..... 

core~l·venes.s., Fo"'" '7el'1 1 If "" th L' ~ - " ovc:r: 1a . oJ. " e families in 'Vlhich 'the \'Iork~:rs could 

mal\.e a jUdgrc.ellt., the family rela:tionslll,'PS vrere described al'-~ 1->::>.vl·n .. rr . - w,. ~ considertl.ble 

tension or lack of 1i""C t' h' I 
• 0., m,Ll or '.is - ,<=W1."'g severe conflict ;md ,01' absence .ot, 

. ai'fectione,l ties" 

:{ 
.j: 

/ , 

. i 

f 
~ 



SECTION 4 

THE SERVICE EODALITIES AND THEIR EFli'EC'fS 

The 181 children 'I'1ho were admitted into continued service from October 1, 

1972, to April 1, 1973, and members of their families received various kinds of 

services or treatments "7i thin the several service modalities in the F'RC program 

from the time of their admission to the July 1, 1973 cut-off date for collection 

of service and outcome data. It should be noted that 137 of them were still re­

ceiving service at that time. Furthermore, i·rithin anyone modaJ.ity there 'I'rere 

variations in the frequency "lith which the service was received by different 

clients. The intent of this section is to indicate the numbers served in each 

modality, the frequency of service by modality, and some assessment of the ef­

fects of these modalities on the children, their families and their situations. 

Incidence and Frequency of Service b:'[ ~odality 

Among the various treatment modalities the one that i-:aS most oft.en used 

in direct "ork with the children and youth themselves 'liaS indi viduf;l,l case\'70rk 

or counselin3. A total of 113 or 62.410 of the 181 childl"en received individual 

casework services. The frequency '\'lith i'7hich these 113 children or youth received 

these Gervices varied, of course, with the length of time they '\'lere in the pro­

gram, which.ranGed from one month to eight months. The average (mean) amount 

of time in the progra:n for the 181 children up to July 1 was 3.6 months. The 

frequency of indi vid.ual in-person case\'lorl~ interviei'7s with the children and 

youth is given in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1 

Frequency of Indi vidual Case'l'1Orl~ Contacts vii th The Children 

Number of Intervie'Hs l'!umber of Children Percen:tage of Child~ 

None 68 37.6 
.. 1 to 4 55 30.4 

5·to Q 29 16.0 .; 

10 to l~, 12 6.6 
15 to 19 7 3.9 
20 to 24 3 1.7 
25 to 29 4 2.2 
:30 to 34 3 1.7 

Totals 181 100.0 

It should be noted that the enumeration of children in 'the category of 

IINone lt was not the result of failu.re to provide service to t;,hose children, but 

r8,;,;11er that some alternative service modalit.y ilas used for th,e child, most· com .. 

monly peer group therapy but also othe)" services or cornoir,Ef.tions of services. 

The J.a:rgest si.ngle fTeqU(~ncy interval is _ fl'om 1 to l~ inter(iei"S provided to 55 

of the 113 children ~·rho received individual case'Hork tl'eaifin:ent. It should be 

noted, however, that the bulk of the children \/ho recei veld inc1i vidual case1'Tork 
I 

services ~·]erc also invol vec1 in family .casework sessions,! and the contacts '{·Ti th 

the children in these tv'0 modalities were mutually exclusive as far as CO'Uliting 

is concerned., Th~t is, an interview with a child in individual case'l'iOrk coun­

seling 'Has counted separately fl'om an inte:r.viev1 with the .same child in conjunc-

tion 'I·!ith other members of the family. The rrequenc:; of family caseworl{ inter­

vievls with the children is given in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2 

Frequency of rc'anrLly Casework Contacts with The Children 

Number of Intervie'\'Ts Number of Children Percentage of Children 

None 84 46.~. 
1 to 4 62 34.3 
5 to 9 19 10.5 

10 to 14 10 5.5 
15 to 19 6 3.3 

Totals '181 100.0 

'l'he majority of children (53.6'i~) ,'rere seen in family casei'lork se::>sions at 

f ';fth ','lere ';'nvolved ';n five or more family casei'lork least once, and about a.l. . _.L. .l. 

sessions. The children had an average (mean) of 3.3 individual or family case-

llork sessions per month, as conpared wit.h an average of 3.2 sessions for the 

mothers. The amonnt of direct serv:lce contact "lith the children in the tilC mo-

dalities, individual and family ca,se,·;ork., is (]'Jite i.m!)ressive in comparison i'lith 
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in the other service moda;I.ities like peer group thera.:9Y. The act.ual frequency 

of peer group therapy sessions "lith the children is given ill Table 4.3. 

Frequency of Peer Croup Therapy Session::> I'li th The ChilOren 

Number of Sessions Number of Children Percel'~tage of Children 

Hone 11'-1· 63.0. 
1 t04 15 8 .., 

.,) 
5 to 9 20 11.0 

]_0 to 14 8 4.1+ 
15 to 19 14 7·7 20 to 2t~ 5 2.8 
25 to 29 4 2.2 
30 to 34 3. 0.6 - -

Totals 181 100.0 

It can be seen that fei'ler children \'iere involved in peer group therapy 

than in indi v:i.dua1. or family caoem:n;}<. Yet, over one-third of the children in 

the frequency of' direct service contact.s Hi th children in child 't'lelfare agencies. i I 
the program did receive service through this moclality, and the frequenc;y ~f ses­

sions in 1.fhich the cMldl'en \'lere seen tended to be hi gh el" t11an in the other mo-
The Child \'Jelfare League stua~l of Service to Children in Their 01-1n Eames indi­

c\;Lted that in only 39% of all seL'vice contacts of all 1r,inds were the children 

directly interviei'led, whereas the mother was interviewed in 86% of the contacts. l 

Again, this is a rei'lection of the difference in the ?RC program, ~'lhich is 

geared t.m'lard direct sei"vice to chilClren i'lho tend to be somewhat older than the 

traditional child ,']elfare agency's child client-ele. Yet, as will be seen short­

ly, the family emphads of FRC does not slight di~ect service to mothers or 

father s in compari son to child i-rel fare agencies. 

The extent of direct se::.'vice to children ,'tas not, of com"se, restricted to 

indi vidual and family casei"ork intcTvici'lS, for L:any of the chililren were involved 

1. Sherman et.al., OD. cit., p. 53. 
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c1ali ties. 'rhis fact appeal'ed to have an effect on t.he achievement of service 

objectives f01' these children, as will be shown shortly. 

The only other service modality in lihich the :propo:~"tion of children par-

ticipating -rd(ilJ3any\ihere nearly as large as in'the three just descl'ibed "laS the 

social cmd c1.llt1ll'al activities pl"05ram of li'RC, in 't-)hich J.OO or 55.2% of the 

children ~'lere 1:ovol \Ted. Ti'lenty-one or 11. 6t~ of the 181 children i-lere a9.mitted 

to the crash pad. A total of 20 or 11% of the children participa.ted in family 

group therapy; while 28 or 15~ 5% recc,;i ved psychiatric consulta.tion. 7.'here "iere 
II Ij dire,ct se.tvicc contacts l)y tht: ed'L.lcatio:£lal advocatel'li th the child in the cases' 
,! , 

q 'of4~ childrel1, a,nd educational advocac:,,! contacts 1'le.re made with other orge.ni­r~, 

i zations (largely schools) in :behalf of 76 children. No children. were yet in --
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family life education classe.s or groups on the closing date for data collection, 

although a group on sex education for t-eenage girls was in the offing, as men­

tioned in Section 2. In addition, 12 ~hildren received psychological testing 

and consultation and four were receiving tutoring at the Center. 

The involvement of the mothers in the trel.3.tment program of FI\C as far as 

these 181 continued-service children 'I'1ere concerned \'las quite remarlmble. In 

the cases of 131 or 72.4% of these children the mothers 'I'1ere receiving individual I 

1 1 · and l'n the "'ases of 109' (60.2111.,10) the mothers were involved casel'lor \. counse. lng, '-

in family caseviork. ~I}hen it comes to the frequel1cy of contact in these t'VTO mo-

dalities combinecl, as previously noted the figure for the mothers is not far 

behind that for the children (3.2 vs. 3.3 sessions per month). These figUl'es 

are markedlY higher than that obtained in the C\'JI.:A study of Service to Children 

. r~l . 0 u 'I'ihl' ch s'no··;ed a rnearl of only 1. 5 in-person ihtervicHs per 1 n J. ~8lr . "m Home s , \ 

n:onth Hi th all family members for the fOUl" agencies studied. 2 'I'he voluntary 

child \'lelfare agency figure 'Has hi;3her than the }?ublic agency figures in that 

study, 2.6 and 1.1 interviews per month respectively, but the :rnC figures have 

a marked edge over the volu.l1tary agency figure. It "7ill be recalled that the 

btllk of the direct service work in t.he child welfare agencies 'Nas done I,Ti th the 

.n:others, but by either s~andard--dil'ect service to the children or to the 

mothers-,.F'RC obviously demonstrates considerably gl'eater volume and intensity of 

service. 

The numbers of children 'V1110se mot.hers participated in other aspects of the 

FRC program ';'iere as follO'\'7s: family group therapy - 21; family life educat.ion -

, _ 13; adult group therapy - 28; psychiatric consulta.tion - 14; and social and 

cultural activities - 58: 

2. Ibid., p. 54. 

, . 
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Although the fathers I involvement was consi.deralJly less than the mothers', 

a number of fathers pa:ct.icip'a1;ed in the proGram. For over half (99) of the 181 

children the father 1'7as not a member of the household, and so not apt to be in-

volved in the treatment program. Nevertheless, the fathers of 40 (48.7%) of the 

remaining children did participate in family case1'70rk sessions, a.nd the fathers 

of 23 children particir>at.ed In inc1i vidual casei,/ork sessions', It should be noted 

that the fathers in the CHLA study 'Vlere participa,nts in only 18% of the in­

p'erson contacts . .3 No fathers Here involved in family lifeeduca.tion, but the' 

fathers of nine of the children served participated in family group therapy and 

fathers of five received psychiatric cons\utations. 

The above pattern of use of the various service modalities follm-led rather 

closely the objectives of service identified by the I'lorl{.ers at. intah:e and the 

sCl"vicemodalities they intended to use ~o achieve these objectives. Thus, the 

n:ost COITll.:rlon objective for the usc: 01:' individual casei'lork i'lith the chilc~l'en v7as to 

improve tho child In emot.Lonal adjust.rr.ent, For both family caseilork and family 

group therapy it was to enhance family runct~.ol1ing (p::,l'ent!chllrl rel.ationship, 

etc.). For peer group therapy three objectives ifere very close to one arao'ther 

in f:ce'qucnc.y: 1) enhanc\:'Plenl; of social functionirlg) 2) reduction of acting out 

and delinquent behavio:c, CI.nd 3) emotional adjustment. For p,'3ychiatric consul-

tution 'che objecM ve "t'lat~ most frequently better emotional adjustment; i'or edu-

cational advor.acy, impl"OVement in school behavior; for social and culturalac-

tivities, enhanced socia.l functioning. For crash pad residence the objective 

VIas most frequently not related to the child per se but to the chi Id 's living 

.) arrangement .. 
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A ttainnent of Service Dbjecti ves According to Service !,~oda..li ties 

One reason for outlirling the most common objecti VGS for the various 

service modalities planned by the 1'101'11:e1's at intake is to :.;>lo.ce one of the ma.-

jor outcome variables of this study in perspective. The ~'1Orker.s "lere asked to 

indica.te on the Outcome Schedule the extent to which the service objectives "7ere 

attained. This was a four-point judgment scale "7h1ch had been used 1n the study 

of Service -to Children in Their DIm Homes. The fou:r positions on the scale were: 

1) objectives attained to a ver~r great extent, 2) to a considerable ext,ent, 3) to 

a limited extent, and 4) not at all. 

v~hen the i'70rkers evaluated the attainment of service objectives on this 

scale for the 181 children who received service beyond one month, the resulting 

distribution looks as it does in Table 1-1-.4. 

Table h.4 

The Degree to v[nich Sc).'vice Ob,jectives v.iere .Attained 

Degree of Attainment 

A very great e::;ct.ent 
A considerable extent 
A limited extent 
Not at all 
No anSi'ler 

':f.'otals 

Wumber of Children 

9 
47 

107 
17 

1 

181 

I'ercentage of Children 

5.0 
26.0 
59.1 
9.4 
0.6 

100.0 

The first two positions can be considered positive outcomes, and just 31% 

of the children fall in those categories. 'Ihio is in contrast to the case-

~;brl<:.ers' reI,lorts ill the CHLA study, ·(oihich shoued that in 61~ of the cases the ob-

jecti ves were attained to a very great extent, ~,n 3% to a consic1erable extent, 

in 3710 to a limited extent, and in 18% not at all. 4 

4. ill.E.., p. 84. 

Thus, ~·5~~ of the outcomes i'Tere in the two posi ti ve catec:ol~ies, as compared 11i th 

31% in the FRC program. However, the cases in th2.t ntudy- had received sel'vice 

for a much longer period of time, a mean of 8.5 mOl'lths of service as compared 

to l:ihe 3.6 mont11S j"n this group, and in a majority of the caseEi service had 

been completed at the time of the rating while this was true for only 44 or 

24.3% of the chi.ldren served by FRC. 

'fhe main reason for presenting the findings concel'ning the extent .to whicn 

o~)je(!ti ves '·Tere attained is that this variable provides an outcome measure 011 

which service modalities can be compared. To make this compariSOlJ chi-squnre 

tests \'7ere run to see \·;hether there vias a s::gn:i.ficant statistical re1ai~ionship 

betvlcen the incidence and frequency of use of a particular service moduli ty and 

the a;ttain.'11ent of service objectives. As far as direct service to the children 

themselves I111S concerned, there lVas no significant relationship beti1een fre-

qu.ency of .individual casework il1tervi.G"I·l'S and att.ainment of objectives) between 

fJ.'e~lu.ency of faoily Broup therapy and objectives atta,j"nec) bet'Neen admission to 

the .crashpr:l,c1 and objectlves a,(;t.ai11ed, n01~ bet\'1'een the child l s involvement in 

the soci~l.l .').c"'Givities pJ:'ogram and objectives atta:i.ned, There elid tlo'b appear 

to 'oe s:l ';":if'J.cantly more children for ':lhom object:l ves ':Jere attained to a ilvery 

gre~l;." or 1\'!I)J1Didc:l.'sble'Il e:x:L0nt ,I;ositive oUbcomes)' among those il110 enaaged in 

sod:;tl activltict3 (31) as opposed to those \'1ho did not (25). HO't'Te'.'cl') as the 

80c1a1 acttvitics program "Uas not designed to be a therapeutic :lllo0.aJ.ity, it may 

be inappropriate to anticipate fmy relationship to attainment of overall service 

objectives. 

One r.;oda1i*.y in "hieh there was a sta.tistica.lly- s:i.c;r.ifi<!ant relationship be .. 

b·reen. the f"l"cq.,uency of chi.1.dren' s involvement and objecJGi ves attained IUlS family 

caset·lork. Table ~\. 5 indicates this :relationship. (It should 'be noted 'that for 

one child 'an objec'ti ves-o.1;to.inedro.ting was not obtained from the i'lorlwr) so 

that the chil", ('; total 180 instead of 181 in Table 11.5. ) 
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~f .. ble 4.5 

Frequency of Cb:Lld I s Fanri.l~l Ge,sel'701'k Conte,cts and The 
Degree to 'lhich 3ervice Objectives Here Attained 

I 
i 
i 

'l 
.J 

Degree of Attair.ment 
"Very Great" or 

of Cbjectives I 
lILimi ted" orl 
"Not at all" t 

Number of Children!l 

Frequency of 
Contacts 

None 
1 to 4 
5 to 9 

10 or more 

Totals 

If Consi derable Extent II 
Number of Childr~ 

31 
7 
9 
9 

x2 - 19.35, 3 df, p < .001 

53 
54 
10 

7 

124 

The salient point of the table is that most of the cases that fall into the 

more negative outcome categories of IIlimited" or "not at al111 had fewer than five 

fam:i.ly case'l'70J.'k intervi6'\'Is, 11hereas there ~"ere p~oportioliately more cases in 

the posi ti ve outcome categories that had, :\i ve or more family casel'70rk interviei'Ts ~ 

Ancther service modality in which tbe frequency of use and the attainment 

cf c;; jC'~~,ives showed e~ statistically significant relationship I'las peer group 

th;::=-.1')~'. Ihis relationship is 'sho'wn 1,n Table 1.j.,6. 

.. 
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Table l.j .• 6 

}I'requency of Child I S Peer Group TheraDY Sessions 
and The regree to \'jh:i eh Service 0bjecti ves Here Attained 

Fl'eg~ency of 
Sessions 

l'Ione 
1 to 4 
5 to 9 

10 or more 

Totals 

Degree of Attainment 
liVery Great H or 

"Considerable Extent H 

Number of Children 

27 
6 
4 

~,-

56 

, . X2 ~.. 17. 81, 3 df, J? < . 001 

of Obj ecti yes 
lIIJimi tedl! or 
IINot at all" 

Nwnberof Children 

[Y( 

9 
16 
12 ----

124 

Once agein the freQuency of positive outcomes increases marked3.:y' "lith the 

frequency"of contacts, pa.ri:i:i.cularly in those cases of ten or reore therapy ses-

sions. 

It hacl l'oij been anticipated that the fathers t participation in the various 

service moda}:i.l:.ies viou .. ld ShOiq a significant relationship to attainment of· l3er-

vice objectives becaus8 of the relatively small num.bers of fathers involved, 

and there 'VCY.'U in filet no such sigrtificant rclatibhsh:tps" Hit}l the n:others, 

however) . there "HaB some :possibility of a significant relat:i.onship.. As "\,)ith the 

chD.'dren, t.;'he l'J'.'f;:quency of' the mother~' s5.ndi 'Vidual cas€viork cO.ntacts and her fam-

ily therapy: sessions did not 81101'1 a significant relationship to objeeti ves at-

tained. Neither did the frequency of her ad1.1.1t group therapy sessions or her 

family li fe education ses sions. 1'1hat ,'JaS significant, however j ";-](18 the frequen-

cy of family casework sessions and .'lihe attair.Jllent of service objecti ve$. As in 

'the case of the childrenf s participation infomily case't>lork sessions} thel'e was 

a larger prOPQrtiDT. {j::i.'mot11el~s ,in ~ases ,dth positive outc.omes ioJho had :five or 

more family casework sessions than those who had fe1"er sessions. Thedi.fference 

-'---~~'l, 

; ~ 

tl 
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I'7as most marked in the cases in which there ,,;ere ten or more family case,'lork 

sessions (x2 = 12.20, 3 df) p <.01' ... 

'1'he8e positive findings concerning "both the children and their mothers in 

relation to participation in family caseHork sessions s};leaks to the efficacy of 

the family emphasis in the service };lhilosophy of FRC. The };losi ti ve findir.g l,Ti th 

respect to the use of };leer group therapy is importa~1t in the light of the ex-

pressed objectives for that modality: improved social functioning, reduction 

of acting out and delinQuent behavior, and better emotional adjustment. This 

modality holds promise, as had been hO};led, in dealing v;rith the problems that 

bring children into the juvenile justice system. 'rhus , it can be a critical 

service in achieving one of the major goals of the F'Re program, Le.--diversion 

of children and youth from the court system. 

Behavior Variables Before and After Service 

Inasmuch as thel'e Vlere baselinG data on the behavior of the children and 

on their circumstances at intake , it was possible to consider a comparison of 

these baseline data 171th parallel data from the Outcome Schedule as a basis for 

assessing the effect of F'RC serVice on these variables . This com};larison i'lould 

not be a true before ... and-after measure, because the !tafterll data would not real-

ly be after service bad been concluded, since less than one quarter of the cases 

had actually been closed and service completed at the time the Outcome Sche6.ules 

1·;ere completed. Furthermore,the workers \-;e1'e concerned that the Outcome 

Schedules Hould reflect the fact that they learned more (usually of a negative 

nature) about the family situations and. particularly about the behaviors of the 
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children and their parents after the' intake and Baseline rata ·Fol'!t.S W€~t~1 ~cr.;pleted. ~ 
On the behavioral checklists the behaviors 'i>lere stated in a negative fashion I 

(e.g .... - lIcuts classes, sltips school", "Sh01'7S little concern for childrenll
, etc.) 

and the viorker 'Hould have to check off whether the behav:l.or was true or not true 
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of the child" or parent. Some ,,(·.orkers 'Hould check off "not true" if the individ-

ual'ilaS not lrno'Nll to exhibit the behavior. If the ·Horkers leru.'ned about nega-

tive characteristics after the Intake and Baseline Data Form had been filled 

out, they had tocneck off lItrue ll on the Outcome Schedules for the same items 

they had checked tlnot true" initially, even 'though there had been no real change 

in the behavior. Consequently, the 'Horl,ers were concerned that there would be 

more negative behaviorsshovlll after service than before, tot because of ?ctual 

negative change in beha-:rior but because of greater knowledge concernil".g the 

behavioral varia1)lel3~ 

This did appear to happen on some of 'the parents I behavioral variables. 

There were sigmficantly more negative changes '(110t true before-true after) than 

positive changes (true before-not true after) in fOl1r beba;viors of the mothers: 

acting impulsi velytlct vs, 1%) , managing money poorly( 17% '.IS. 6%), having um-rar­

ranted feelings of being pic-ked on by the corr;munity(lC(.~ V3. 19:.) , and being 81.1S-

picious or d:i.st.rustf1.l1(13%!/s. 1%), 11:i.t.h respect to the fathers, there \'!err:: sig­

nificantl:y' more negative changes on acting impulsively (lltfYB,o;t),and ha:v:l.ng 

temper ou:tbursts(2.1i,tvs.2 (10), but significantly more :positii:e changes on exces­

si ve drinkLng( 0% vs. 21 %) . Hhy 'bhis last finding occur:,ced it is not even :pos-

s.J.:ble to speculate on, but even though it ap:pears to be a positive findip8 it 

s'llould not "b0 given any 1'll01'~ crede'J.1ce than the apparent negative changes concern-

ing -pal'en:;cal 'be118.V10r$ that' appear to be artifac'bs of the post hoc chec1ci.ng 

system. 

This problem did not seem to occur in reGard to the children I s behavioral 

checklist. Thi s was probably due to the fact that luore information was knOlm 

about the 'beha;ylor of the children from the referral sources (primarily the 

. schools), so that the chance of. reflecting greater nega.ti vebehaviol' aftcl~ sel'-

"liue simply on the basi s . of grellte:r information was no'!} SO great as '-lith the 
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parents. At any rate, when the NcN('omar Test for Significant Changes was applied 

to the children's behavior s as it hud been to' the parents t, no -significant changes 

in behavior of either a positive or negative naturew€re fo~d. Table 4.7 

shows the complete checklist of behaviors on the children ±'rom the Intake and 

Baseline Dnta For~ and the outcome Schedules. 

There is little that can be said about the data in Table 4.7, except that 

comparable but small numbers of children viere checked as better and as worse on 

the various items. No tendencies can really be discerned, even short of sta-

tistical significance. This again could bea function of the fact that three-

fourths of the children "tere still in the midst of treatment and ser'\!ice at the 

time the Outcome Forms "Tere fHled out and that the average length of service 'Has 

only 3.6 months. 

This same situation ''lould be true of some other i terns checked betore 8~-~~} 

after by the workers. One of these was an item called the "child's emotional 

state". Very similar nv111bers t)f children i.;ere rated as normal, somewhat :~is-

turbcd, markedly disturbed, and severely disturbed both before and after se!",.. 

'Vice, so that the Sign Test -I-Then applied to the data showed no significant 

changes. This same finding helcl true for the emotional climate in the home be-

fore and after service. 

On othel:' :non-judgment items there vlere some minor changes of a posi ti ve 

nature. The child '/ s employment status sho1'led that there were small increases in 

the numbers of children employed on either a full-time or part-time basis. A 

total of 14 children were employed after service as compared to 'four before. 

HOI'lever, the numbers employed were t9~ small to shm.; a statistically significant 

difference. 
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T~blb 4.7 

Child's Behavior a.s Described by :'70rke1' Before and After Ser~rlce 

Description of Behavior 

Has physical disability 
Has difficulties. in his 

school wor}, 
Behavior problem at 

school 
Cuts classes,slt.i.l),s school 
Is bard to handle, does 

not listen 

FiiJ.hi;s i-lith soLbling[J 
Refuses to help around 

the house 
Steals from parent.s 
f{n . .srulltJ.wB,Y from home 
H~18 ,fe'l" or no friends 

otm age 

Is aggressive) gel~s in 
many fights 

Gets in trouble because 
of 80).8.18,1 behlwior 

Is "1:i.thdrawl'l 
Has t.empel' tantrums 
Has speech difficulties 

Hots 'bed 
Lies a lob 
Does not- aC{~(0J?t 

res'!?onsibili ty 
Is easily influenced 

l)y others 
1 S 'pi cked on by other 

childret). 

Is'irrmature for age 
Demands a lot of 

attenti-on 
I'oesnot get a long 

,·1:i;ih '-,othei-, . child1"e 1'1 

Percentage Distribution 

~~ ______ ~=~~C_h_anges~n Child"S Behavior 
Improve~ No Change l'10rse 

True' Not true---True Not true 
before; 

not true 
after 

1 

2 

10 
5 

12 

8 

6 
6 
4 

12 

3 

2 
8 
7 
4 

3 
l~ 

10 

9 

10 

5 

10 

7 

before 
and 

after 

25 

38 
37 

37 

1.~8 
70 
66 

60 

62 

92 
59 
53 
89 

92 
73 

52 

61 

39 

before 
and 
after 

3 

~·6 
47 

39 

50 

40 
16 
25 

19 

30 

4 
23 
32 

)~. 

3 
20 

33 

38 

23 

50 

41 

31 

before; 
true 
after 

4 

6 
:LO 

12 

7 

6 
8 
5 

8 

4 

2 
9 
8 
2 

2 
3 

5 

8 

6 

9 

10 

'6 

(N)_ 

(156) 

! 157) 

(153) 
(150) 

(155) 

(134) 

(122) 
(120) 
(141) 

(154) 

(158) 

(l32) 
(159) 
(156) 
(161) 

(118) 
(130) 

(147) 

(136) 

(151) 

(145) 

(145) 
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1113 far as current or past involvement in the juvenile justice system llaS 

concerned, there 1')ere no significant chan[!;es in the numbers of children involved. 

A t intake there were 112 children I·iho had no involvement, 23 \'Jho ,·]ere currently 

involved,. and 14 who had a past history of involvement, as compared to the after 

period in vlhich 111 children were reported as having no involvement, 23 \iho ~';ere 

currently involved and 24 1,]ho had a past history. The number of children on 

whom information "las not a.vailable dropped from 32 to 23. Thus the increase from 

14 to 24 '('Ii th past histories of involvement 1'18,S apparently due to workers' find­

ing out later on (after intake) that some children had past histories. This 

item, '''hich ha.s relevance for the ma,ior progra.m goal of diversion of children 

from the court system, lias not helpful in assessing that. diversion. because FRC 

did not have access to information from the courts on cases that w=re not re­

ferred from the court) and the reports by the children or their parents cal1..l1otbe 

accepted as 'laUd data concerning this. 

The overall impresl3ion of the data concerning ser'lices rendered and their 

effects is that an impressive combination of direct service is being providec1 to 

the children and youth in the program, particularly in the individual cas eI'lOrk , 

family caseHork, peer group therapy, and social acti-rities modalities. A high 

p:roportion of' the mothers are also 1'ecei ving considerable service via the indi-

vidual and family caseHork moc1ali tics. Although it l'las too early in the treat.-

ment or service process to gain a f1nal assessment of the extent to 1'rhich case-

by-case cervice obJ"ect; ~res ha-ve b tt· d th . .L." een a a:Lne, ere "las eVldence of posi t.i ve at-
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tainment according to i'10rker assessments in almost one-third of the cases. And, byl 
:1 

this criterio~, it appears thai: fami;t.y case~'Tork treatment and peer group therapy I 
'I 

are sh011ing early potential for dealing \'7ith the family and child behavior problemsl 

that lead to family brealtdm1,n and Cl1l'ld' 1 ! ~nvo vement in the juvenile justice system.l 

On the other hand for mog i '. of the l~" l.:l . t t J. ~ Cd, l,ren ~ ~'!as "00 soon in the service process ' 

to assess the effects of service b.ased on before and after behavioral data. 
i 

1 ' 
1 

SECTIon 5 
, '. 

RESULTS OF THE . SURVEY Oli' COEMONI'rY AGENCIES 

fum ORGANIZ,ATIONS 

A description of the data collection procedures and :Lnstrument ( "Community 

Agency Interviei'] Schedule" --.~ppendix V) for the community agency surve~r has al-

ready been given in some detail in Section 1. To recapitulate briefly, the 

intent of t:1e survey vTaS to obtain the perceptions of other community agencies 

and organizations servin/}; Park Slope about the effectiveness of the Cent'8r' s 

program and services and their relevance to the needs of the community. 

A total of 43 introductory letters req~esting an intel'vie\'i" \';rere sent to 

the agendes and orgaI!-izations that i'Tere iden'tified fm.' the com.1'Jl'lmi ty survey. 

A total of 33 ·l' nter'!l' e~,rs ~.T.ere t 11 bt· d -' ,,' ac ua "y 0 alne , for a response rate of 77"/iJ. 

Of the ten j.nstanees j.n \'lhich interviet'Ts i'rere r!ot obtained. > seven were si tua-

tions in vlhich the desisnated agency person ,could not be reached and did not 

:eeturn :t'epep,ted CB.lls~ a,nd three vlere situations in 'Hhich the designated 

person had left t.he agency. In eaC!l of these instances it \'laS claimed by the 

:person answering om; -LeleJ?hone inq"li.iries about the designated person that no 

one else knm·T anything or enough about the Family Reception Center. HOi'TeVer, 

the overall res,[)onse rai.:e in teI.ns of intervieviS obta.ined i'ias quite substantial, 

'and of those intervievred Duly three out. of 33 had. not as yet made referrals 

to the Fam'i.lyl:\ecept:i,on Ce':'lter.Moreove::c;l each of ~Ghose three expected to be 

maldng refe-r'Y'e.ls or mal'C~"ng the FRC services Imovm to thE;ir clients or consti-

tuen'ts in the neal' fut~uren 

The, 33 'intervie'l'TS that were obtained were witb. represente.tives -from the 

fo110vling types of settings: 18 schools (ll public, 6 Catholic parochial, 

1 P:co<cestant), 3 chu:rches (2 C(.1.tholic, 1 Protestant)' 4 court divisions and 

:policeprectncts, :3 soetal aeencies, 1 hospital, 1 children's ins-titution, and 

1 
! 

1 
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3 community programs (day care, manl)(iw'er, services center)'. Thus, just over half 

of the respondents 'VTere from school'S .... 

Respondents' Re~or~ of Servi~~~ F~ily Reception Center 

The thirty respondents w'ho reported that they had all'eady referred clients to 

FRC indicated that the services provided to the referred clients were those enumer-

ated in Table 5.1. 

Table 5.1 

Service~ Provided for Clients Referred to Family Reception Center 

Service 

Individual Casework or Counseling 
Family CasevTork 
Family Group Therapy 
Peer Group Therapy 

Family Life Education 
"c h d" R 'd ra.s pa es ~ ence 
Temporary Foster Care 
Psychiatric Consultation 

Legal Advocacy 
Educational Advocacy 
Social Activity and/or Cultural :Em:ichmr;ut 
Referral or Steering for Outside Service 

------------------------------------

. Number' Percentage 
(N = 30) of Respondents 

23 76.7 
22 73.3 
13 43.3 

'r 23.3 

4 13.3 
11 36.7 
5 16.7 
c:; 16.7 
'" 
5 16.7 
7 23.3 
7 23.3 
8 26.7 

It can be seen that the two sCTvices reported most frequently as provided by 

FRC'iole;re individual and famj,ly casE;vrork. The thil'd most fre<:uent was family group 

therapy, although it was indicated by less than half of the responden:ts. The "Crash 

pa.d" residence 1?rogram follovTed closely J in fourth place. It should be noted that 

individual and family counseling are the "hUb" of the PRC service natH'ork and are 

of necessity an inherent part of a substantial }?l'oportion of 

1 • 
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the intaJ\.e 1·rork. The other services could have been pl"ovided in greater pro-

portions than rClJOrted here, but the provision of these services might not 

h20ve taken place until after the, need for them 'I'iUS detel'lllined in individual 01' 

family counseling, during the intake phase at the Center. The referring agencies 

therefore might not· have occasion to knovT the full range of services provided. 

Some of the agencies, in fact, reported that service Has not as yet completed 

on the cases referred, so they could not report on the effectiveness or the 

r20nge of services provided. 

The respondents vTere ger~erally a'ware of the full range of services provided 

by 'the Center, but it is clear that they generally perceived the Center as an 

agency geared primarily tmmrd providing crisis-oriented treatmellt for children 

and their families. It is this tl'eB:-tment that is seen 2.S !:lost needed by the 

schools, both public and private, who accounted for ,just· over half the respondents 

in the survey. The large proportion of school respondents mi8ht also explain 

'Hhy educational ad1TOcacy waG not one of the :t1ore frequent services reported 

t\S provir.led. Requestf; for that seL'vice are much mo:re IH:ely to come fr'om out-

8i(le the school system,. 

The three respondents who had not made any referrals at the time of the 

interv:i:e'\'r i·rere ;'lsked 'What services their clients might need. One respondent 

indica.tecl all the se1'vices listed; onei'Tould l'efe:r for individual and family 

casework as well as family group therapy; and the third would refer fOl' farJily 

casew'ork. 

;Respond.ents' .Pel'ceR:tior.:'':-. of' COl;'.mu..'1.ity Need For FRC Services 
, , , 

The respondents "rere a.sked to indicate on a fOUl~-point scale how the;,r 

'\'iouJ.d des.cribe the need in Pa:!.'k Slope for the type of program and services'· 

provided. by-the Center" The distribution of responses to that g;uestion is 

shown in 'l'ftble 5.2. 
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Table 5.2 

Need in Park Slope Area for Type of Service 
Provided by Family Reception Center 

Need 

Very great need 

Considerable need 

Some limited need 

Little or no need 

Unlmown 

Total 

Number 

27 

3 

2 

1 

33 

P.ercentage 

81.8 

9·1 

6.1 

100.0 

The responses oven7helmingly indicate "a very great need" for the FRC ser­

vices, Conversely, none of the respondents indicated that there "laS "li tt1e~:1 

or no need" for the services, although tw'o respondents indicated "some limited 

need," Thus, the initial impression on the pJ.rt of the Sisters of the Good 

Shepherd Residences as to the great need for the services provided by the Center 

is clearly.:shared by the agencies in this survey. 

After the question a~out the need for the type of services provided by FRC 

the respondents "lere asked. whether to their Imm'lledge there are any services ~ 

currently being provided in the Park Slope area that an agency like the Center 

could provide. A number of the suggestions that w'ere made were for services al-

ready beirtg provided by the Center, but the respondents apparently saN' the need 

for an increase in the scope or extent of the services. For example, three 

resJ.)ondents noted the need for some of the same services for the elderly in the 

a.rea. Three identified the need for e,x,:tended recreation services, particularly 

facilities for athletic acti vi tes. Three respondents sm'l the need for a more 

extensive remedial education program for children outside the school system. 

." 

, l 

'1"\,10 respondents felt that a service program geared to the incre:·Lsin/3 

Haitian p01)ulation in the c~rea 1'7O,S im}?ortant, One 80;;'T the ~1eed for rt community 

orgo.nizo..tion program to promote ad.vocacy for better and more ext en si'fc! sncio1 

and health sel~vices in the ares., I"hile another noted the le.elI:. of sufficient out-

reach efforts in the community. One SaitT the need for legal service, (mt this 

'was before the volunteer legal services \,rere available through PRC. Anothel' 

respondent reported the need for more intensive and continuous outpe.ti,ent 

psychiatl'ic service in the community. 

One respondent indicated a pl'essing need for II;Y'outh advocatcs"-~:nale 

father surrogates recruited from local non-prof:2:ss10ni;!.1 residents to w'ork '\'lith 

youne: adolescent males. Such a progrmn exj.sts in ]3ush'Hick and a real need 

i'las seen for this servicn in Park Slope. Finall;y, one 2'espondent indicated the 

~eedfor .. c1'8.sh :pad' facili tj.es for ."l-iho1e families, u.s had originally been i11-

tended in th(~ J!'RC plans, HCi'ie\'er, this rer:klrderlti T..:'(;ognized that this could 

'noi.; be worked Oltt because of the legal 3.nl1 other liroble:c1s. 

Respondent~'Percept:Lons of the QuaE ty of ]'HC 8ervic~s 

The respondents 1Ilere asked to :rate the quality of the service received by 

thf~ clic.nts 'thC1Y 1111.(1 re1'er1'eo to 'FRC. The r!1ti~le; was made on a sevcn-:Foir..t 

.sc~1.J.e, us ind::i.!::ated in Table 5.3. A thil'd of the respondents were unable to 

eva.lnatc the p: .. :ogrmn at the tin;e of the intFJX'vim'r beca1.11'>e it 'tvas too· soon to 

know' the OU'ccOl:le of' the sel'vice in the refe:c1:'§lls the~; had made. 

Of the 22 respondents ,·:ho rated the quality of service, only 1 rated the 

service '1spoor) whiJ.e all tho others gave a. rr:J;~ine; of "good" or bet.ter. The 

most frecraent single' rating 1Il3.S "excel1entl! en a,nd the next mos'fj frequent \'1a8 

"very good"(6)~ Cleurly,then, the findings i11. Table 5.3 reflect an al1r..t)st 

1.1.Iliforillly ;positi tie .'viei·' of the quality 6.:.: FRC se;rvices" 
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Table 5.3 

Quality of Service Provided by Family Reception Center+:-

Nu.l1lber "Percentage 

Overall service is outstanding 3 9.1 

Excellent 7 21.2 

Very good 6 18.2 

Good 5 15.2 

F'air 

Rat:'ler poor 1 3.0 

Overall service is poor 

Unable to evaluate 11 33.3 

Totals 33 100.0 

o¥.-.!\bove scale is the "organizational effectiveness scale" ::'1'01.1 Jmnes L. Price, 
~andbook of Organization~l Neo.surement, cited in Section 1. 

The finol question on the Inte:evievl Schedule \'l:1S ope::1-ended to al101'r the 

respondents to make any further con:ments or observations about the Family 

Reception Center not coyert:..d in the previous questions. One recurring COnmlent was 

that the Family Reception Cen'Ger has done an 'excellent job. of .reaching out to the 

Fnl'k Slope cot:':lllunity •. The Ccntcl' has bec11 very aggressive; the ~'t'rorke,,:s have 

yisited the different schooJ sand organizatiorrs:to; int:bbduc:"e:,the,ir program to the 

cOJrl:unity:, One res:fo~d.eht WaS impressed. i'lith the very positive attitude'or'the 

i'l'orkers tCimrd their lTOr1l.:. Another individual observed that the agency",fbllo1'red up 

quickly after referrals had been maije. Anothel' respondent stated that, there had 

been notic'uab~e chBIlge in a family that she had r(~ferred to the Center. 

l-fany respondents felt that the servi ces "Tere very important to the com-

munity and "ranted the 'Prog1'~"ll and staff expanded. In relation to eA1?anding S81'-

vice, one respondent "(·;anted the catchment area expanded to include children 

_f/;!":! 

outside of the designated :'''1'eo... On the less positive side, one comment was the 

fact that transportation costs presently a.re a problem for peo:ple ,,(·7ho live a 

distance from the agency. Another i.'esl?onc.1ent felt that some Children i'rere not 

able to receive needed service because they did not meet the criteria set by 

the funding agency (Criminal Justice Coordinating Council). They felt that all 

children who have problems should be able to be helped by the Family RecE::;?tion 

Center. 

Although there "~jere those "'ho "re1'e impressed with the F:mlily'Heception 

Center, there 'VTel'e several cOID.l1lents that indicated. dissatisfaction idth the pro ... 

gram. T'\'To respondents saicl tho.t in'\.;ake w'as so limited that they ,'[ould no longer 

mru.<;,e an:'l referrals to the Center. Another res:pon~ent indicc:.ted he had been 

initially enth\1.siastic 1)ut, after a long ]?eriod' of time haC. )?assed until a :family 

coulc1 be helpo0.) he had lost hin exc:i.tcment about the pregra":)., A conunent w'as 

made that the Center "las unable to take families 1'7ho needed hel]? '. 

There \'11;1.8 one observati.on mndn t!13.t the communication 'between the Farrl.J-y 

Reception Center an(l an agency '\,ra:3 HO :P00j:' t~1at the agency lms not D.1'1'rn'e of 

the referred client' s Dr€:scd~ s:i,tuation. 

These ne;~fltive C01T:men1jU 'fel.'e mo:,l;ly ,:,ditributa.'ble 'GO tl,;ro respondents who 

vTere genere.lly negatively rli.spofled toward the Center, but Olle obsel'vation mad,€: 

by a nunlber of those who i'TOTf~ -posj.'t:.ively disIlosecl tm·rard FRC 1ms the need for 

mOI'e S'Pa~1.ish-G1?caking 'Horkers tn thCl Center because of the lro.~r.;e number of 

Puerto Rican f'a.mili.';G in the area,' 

The open-em1ed comments, vli th tho exceptions listed above, \,rere generally 

'Positive in nature. The que,l:i.ty of the treatment sel'vices ,vas remarked upon, ,vith 

one :responq,ent claiming th1Xt they wel'e excel.Lent J II on a 1?1.'.r I·ri'Lll J'(:1'Iinh '3o.':trd 

of GuC'.rdians. II Even the tone of sO:'\t~ 01: tb~ less posi ti ve eC'I:~nents 1':~W t~hat 

there was a need for more of the EBsentie.lly good services being J?rovided~ 



SECTION 6 

RESUL'rS OF THE STl\li'F SUHVEY 

Although most of the infoTI!12.tion to 1)8 re?o:rtecl in this section comes 

from the inten·ievl survey :.:md the data obtained on the Staff Interviel-, Schedule, 

the responses to the Schedu2.e items I-Till be supplemented here I-Ti th appropriate 

observational or other information from staff discussions und communications. 

1.1uch of the data from the survey concern the perceptions and attitudes of staff 

tovmro. their practice, workloads and responsibilities, staff re1a,tionships, and 

the goals of the program. 'I'hese attitudinal data in conjunction wit.h factual 

information abottt vTorkload, responsibilities, etc., should se:rve to give some 

impression of staff morale, commitment and cohesiveness--fe.ctors ·that are 

essential for the effectiveness of ht~an service pro~rans in general and this 

one in particular. 

Current ·Horkloads and Al10ctttion of Time 

Some sense of the di versl t;,{ of caseloaels in terms of the va:rious treatment 

modalities and service functions h",nd.1ed by e8,ch staft me:n"ber vTaS indicated in 

the material reported in Section 2 under liThe Project Staff1\. Even the supervi-

sory staff members handle some direct service to clients in addition to their re-

sponsibi1itics for su?ervision and coordination. Because of this diversity, the 

numbers reported by i>Torkers I-Then asked about the size of their "Worl\.loads are mean-

ingful only if related to the natUl·c:.,of~.thcir res:gonsibilities •. ForE:~xa'm:p:e, a 

worker in the ;;ocia1 acti vi t.ies prog1'am works vli th 75 people per vfeel\'., taking into 

aCcol;nt 1a.rge-group recreutione.l activities, ,qhile another ,forker is responsible 

for sci'vice to a total of 20 people in various combinations of individual ce.se-

vlOrk and family group therapy. The intensity of the service or :treatment, in 

short, is u:rt apt to be reflected in overall numbers. 

More iml'ortant th&n the absolute size of the vTorldoad is the worker! s pel'cep-

'\:,ion of the manageability. Each 'worker "\'10.0 therefore a~k€d whether the l-Torkload 

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

is "too lu.rge ': II too small, II or ":iu.s.+ :r~orrhtll. '1'" _ _ v -'- _l'le responses to this question 

i<Tere as fol1m-Ts; "too la1'.o.:e "_-4,' "too small" (). II· t . 1 t" 1 11' . ~ --c:., JUS rlg l' --1.; no ans,'I"er "--

1. It shoulc be noted the~ these figures total to 18 rather thrul 22, the 

number of proj ect staff l"eported in Section Z. This is because one of the part-

time psychologists, a ce.sei'lorke::' and a recreF..tion v70r1:eT WC1'e not yet on staff at 

the tIDe the interviel'ls 1-7ere completed) and the Proj ect Director l·ras not included 

in the interviews ber;al'.se she did not have a i'TorldN:td in the seTlse of a llcase10ad. t1 

IJ_ -'- J.' a" t:.1eir 'Hork10ads It is clear that the maJ~ority of the s+aI~~l.· d;d ~_·ot fee'..L th L 

i'Tel'e too large. The intervievls vlere completed. in the eighth month of operation 

of the progra.":,, ,vhen the raT1:"d bui1d-UD of t"l..le total 1 d 'J:' '" J.. proGram. case oa was reaching 

_ ""... -'-_ g 0 e . e In l.erl:lS of the r..eed to limit its apex, and the pressure '-T'-~ 'peg;nnl'n t b f It· -

intake s011evlna.t. Although the staff l<Tere asked at the end of the yeDl' whether 

tt:ey ·wished to change or add anything to the'; r_ eFl.1_'li' el' " . -'- _ L'J:cel'Vle\{ responses, no 
.; 

staff member specifically cha~ged his response on this i'lOrkload item. 

\'1hen asi::.ed I'lhether the ki.ud of' lTOI·""'}.o:~.d ''-hey - 11 "' _ lJ c.Cl:.ua _y had lias the ldnd they 

anticipated, 13 of the stu-ff said lIyes lf and 5 said Ilno". Thus, mo:st got the 

kinds of '·Tor}~lo"!.ds +"hey t·· t d _ IJJ."~ an 'lCl}?a. e .. F'J.rther, all but Ol."_C of the 11no" responses 

were actually posi ti ve in nature, That is, vThen t,1.1ey ,iel'e asked hO'l'T the load was 

different 1'1'01:1 ''That had 1)(;en expected, they inuicated that it ,-TaS mor~ diversified, 

Ivhich th.ey generally felt quite plec!sed .. lith.! ,; 

Hhen as~ed whether the~r thought their backCl'ound, experience and education 

made it easif" or hu.rder to VTork vlith the type of vlOl'k10ad they had, 16 responded 

that it \'Tas easier, 1 resn ... onded that it T·ras ":a'r_der. and 1 ,E , res~onded that the ques-

tion reu,lly did not e.pply to her situation. Clearly, the staff felt that their 

'ez:perience a!!.d educ::J.tion8.1 background equipped them for their job responsibilities 

and that they I-Tel'e not given tmdul~l difficult assiGnments. 

It lvould awear on the oasis of more tnan just their own perceptions that the 

backgrounds of the st.9.ff are commensurate with their ifork responsibilities. 
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As a group the staff had appropriate formal professionQ1 education. All of the 

casei'Torkers plus the Family Life Educator and the Cormmmi ty Resou:t'ce Coordinator 

have master I s degrees in social \'1Ork, ,-,hile the Supervisor of Child Care has 

taken some graduCJ.te courses. EYen the paraprofessional Family Horkers are rela-

tive1y \-Tell trained, ,;;ith one a high school graduate and the other taking;, -

c.ollege ''lork. These 8.11 compare quite favorably 'Vlith the professional educational 

levels of staff in child welfare agencies accredited by the Child Helfare League 

of America. 

Although the ste.ff generally felt w"ell equipped for their ",ork at the Center, 

most of them (13 of 18) felt that there 'i'Tere certain skills they were currently 

lacking that ~fou1d enable them to be more helpful to their clients. Amone; the 

most frequently mentioned skills that "Tere seen as lacking or insu.fficient \-rere: 

skill in spoken Spanish (mentior:ed by 5w01.';kers); greate:c skill in family thera}?y 

(5 vTOrkers); more kl0wledge of group therapy, group vlOrk or" group dynamics (also 

5 1mrkers); cD.seHork skill:; (3 Yfol"k('!l's); and developine crc.fts prograL'ls (2 \·iorkers). 

Given the large proportion of Spani.sh-spealdng clients and. the heavy use of family 

therapy and. group modalities in the program, the expl'essed areas of interest in 

developing new skills appear well directed, 

Hhen asked vlha:!; they i';)llld most satisfying about their i10r}doads, the ~nost 

frequent Tesponse was the . satisfaction in client contact, the providing of se1'-

vice -GO the children and their ]?ul'ents. This 1-H:1.8 the aJ.rl'lost universal response) 

while the next most freCluent one was the satisfaction in the interesting variety 

of viOrk (working in the different modalities) they had been assigned. 

liihen asked ''That they fOllld most dissatisfying about the:!.r. current '·lOrkload.s, 

the most frequent response by staff '\'laS t.heir felt inability or lack of resources 

for dealing 'with the very severe environmental" problems m:;td material needs of 

.. , .. 
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many· 91' the clients. The next rno::;t freq1.~ellt SOUl"Ce of dirlGa:tisff.l.ction, but 

mentioned by only three sto_ff melnbers, i·r~~.S the X'esis~~ance on the pal't of some 

parents to gettint~ jnvol'Tecl in the treatment or service plun for their children. 

In alldition to the foregoIng Cluestions about wo:::'kloads, the etaff \-1ere 

as}:;.ed to indicate on an a.ctivities chart \·rhether the til!!G presently allocated 

for their va.~ .. 'ious tasles "\'Tas: "too little time, 1/ "j ust enouc;h, II fftoo much time, 1/ 

, 
or whether the te.sk 1'1;),8 I\:.ot a'ppJ.icable n to their \-ror};.loads. The responses are 

presented in Table 6.1. 

Table 6.1 

v10r}<;.e1' f S Perception of Alloeation of Time fo:!:' S~ecific Tasl· .. s 

Tus1\:s 

Vie"NS in office 
vie'l·m 

Inter 
Inter 
'l'elep 
11r'iti 
Conta 

outsiCte office 
hone conve:csatilons '\-rith 
rig letters to clients 
cts "rith collaterals 

Ie'Gte rs to collo.terFJ.ls 
,hone " Telel: conversations wIth 

Confe 
'Case 
'.l.'rave 

renee with supe:cvisor 
consul tD:t ton 
ling 

Case recording 
ring Pre:pa 

Readi 
Super 
Staff 

stat:'l.stical 
ne; ::r~ecords 
vising others 
TfJ.eetinB 

reports 

Profe 
Court 
Infor 
Other 

ssional development 
activities 

mal activities 

-

Too 
Li ttle 
Time 

4 
l.~ 

clj"ent3 1 
1 
6 

2 
collat.e-rals· 2 

') 
,) 

if 
r:; 
.I 

8 
6 
2 
2 
2 

7 
--
5 
'7 
f 

--~--, 

Too 
Just Euch Hot 

71- Time Applica1)le 

I -- 3 
8 -- 6 

13 - .- l~ 

3 -- 9 
8 1 3 

(, .- - ,.., 
./ I 

14 I -- 2 
12 -_. 3 
1~ 
-~ 

1 --

I 8 -- 5 

6 -- l~ 

6 1 5 
14 -- 2 
8 -- 8 

12 3 1 

8 .., -- :) 

8 1 9 
12 -- l 

5 I -- 6 , 
1 ! 
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A majority of the staff members appeared to think that there lias enough 

time allocated for most of the tasks listed on Table 6.1. HOi'lever, there 1'rere 

two tash: categories on I'lhich a ma,jori ty of the respondents for'vThom the tasks 

i'rere appli cable thought that there vTaS too little ,time. The first of these is 

case recording and the other is the category listed ~.1S "Other" in which staff 

identified tasks not listed. Among those "Othern tasks for which it i'ras felt 

there was not enough time 1'1ere: talking with other staff, consultation "lith the 

Project Director, individual reflection on cases, and meetings of treatment 

teams. Three othel' tasks for which \3, substantial number of the staff members 

thouGht there vTaS too little time \'Tere: professional development, preparing 

statistical reports, and contacts I'Ti th collaterals. Ger,erally ~ hOviever, the 

t~Lme allocated for tasks involving the central acti vi ties of direct intervie1'ls 

and contacts "Tith clients i'ras seen as sufficient by most of the respondents. 

staff VievTs of AKency Prc::r:rmu 

The staff meJ~bers ,'le2'e asked ':lha.t they saw as the me,jor goals of the FRC 

program. There ,'rere 24 responses that could be clearly identified as discrete 

goals, with some of the stuff members identifying more than one goul. Sixteen 

of the f3taff identified as a major gaul meeting the critical problems of families 

and children to prevent individual and family breal~do\m. Six staff members 

saw diversion of children frol':l the court system as a Jjajor goal. These fi:cst 

two maj or goals are of course not r.1Utually exclusive, in that by preventing 

individual or family breakdOl'7n one may divert children and :families from the 

court system.. HOviever, the question, 9n goals ,'Tas Q,n open-ended one and the 

responses ,'7ere understandably rather general and not amenable to tight clasGif'i':' 

cation. One other response identified prevention of' placement of childr~n as a 

major goal, and the final response identified I1preventing community breal,;;dmm" 

as a major goal for the Center. 
t 
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'1'11e staff \'18re then asl...:ed whether the iclenti,fiecl !3oals ,'Tere being met OJ: 

\"ould be met. Thirtqen of t-Ile J P I'n "''nO-- ,1 "",.J. S """""e \.:; - - _~J .......... ,L ... 1_·_ •• ~11v 6'';'<#'' Din unque,lified yes ,jO this. 

HO'\'lever, four otbers qu(~lifiecl theil' yes answers. 'l'l'iO indicated that the goals 

,'lQuld be met ;if progrem funding continued, or if the staff could be enlm'ged 

a,s Glient populat:i.on groHs. A third considered tllat the goals '\'Tere being met 

in most cases but th[~t someti:nes interv'ention ,'~as too lc.te to prevent ~)realt;:- '. 

do\>m. Finally, one staff member said that the goals ,'7ere not bein3 met bec'iuse 

the Center ,'TaS not 2.ble lito effect chenges in other systet1s. \I 

'(')hen the staff were asked to identify some of the problems and impediments 

to achieving the goalso±' the Center, there i'las,>..n eviden".3 breakdmm ~JJ11on{$ staff' 

into c1iscerni'ble sub-groups. Ij'urteel' discussions ... 'lith the st3.ff conf'innea the 

iJnpression concernj.ng Imb-groul's. The soch"..l l'lOyk and edl~cG.t:~onal professionals 

tended to see the need for f:;ore vif.~orous corr.mi.1nity org::mization and action to 

combat enviroYl'C!l!:mto,l problems im?in;~:i:;:-i3 on the clientele :;;.r..d detracting from 

achievem.ent of the goals. The~~ iderrtif::'cd the fI;;;:.i10. cc..l'e sti.1.ff, 11 n:?~'11ely the 

Sisters of the Good Shepherd 1'lho run the crash p ;,Ct residence 9.r:d social pTO-

grams, as another sub~group 'Hi th a somel'That d:l,fferent focus on goals. 'I'he 

third sub.-grouD 'V7ere t:1?-e clj.nical. speci:.1.1ists--the psychiatrist and psycholo­

gist J 1'iho 'were Been ar; iderttjfyint:; prugrem e;oals larGely in clinic.).l or t.:reat-

merit terms, 1!lith no pu:rticulai:' emphasis 011 cOInn;uni ty invol V'ement. 

It an:-e~:i""rl -\:.'n .... ;i< '/,l. \ f" I t b L'] ~ -'I 1 'J!!..J ~_,",v. .. hV·V ii', . ~rS0 ViO su -·groups, '''lle •. ::,:l ana 'C1G re igiolls, had 

C01~mlOn goals in t,erm~ of eventual cOJrlJ;unity involv'ement~ but the~r diffel'ed on 

the means and the tiIning.. In contrast to the social work staff' ~'iho tend to 

favor more irr.mediate 01"'g2,niza:'cion of community indi-:idue,ls a:lc1 groups as ad-

vocates' -end indigenous 1'7orl'1:ers :.' the Sisters appe:.:.r to fONor en approac11 that 

begins with the development of the Center' s trel?~tT;1ent Ctud social pl'ograms3 

~ . 
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vlhen the clients and other commlmity l'esider...ts· come to sse the value of the 

Center to themselves anel to the commUTdt~r, the Center I-lill 'be in a much better 

position to to.ke a leadership role in corrununity organization and aetio:J. '·lork. 

In the meantime, a cadre of indigenous '\o[Or1\:ers Dnd leaders can and are being 

developed from ODlong the clients and participants in the Center I s various pro-

grruns. HOi-rever, the Sisters o.pparently feel that these clients have r:la:J.Y of 

their ovm personal problems and needs that '\.;ill he:t.ve to be r.1et first 9Y the 

Center before they are able or even interested in ta1dng on community :).etion 

,\-TOrk. 

staff ReleJ:.ionships 

The staff were asl';.ed to describe their wo~:king relationships ,'li tl1 their 

'collearrues in the Center. This ,oms an open-ended q,uesticr., but the responses 

seemed to fall into quite clearly determined cate(;ories, most of them positive. 

'rhree l'esponuents thought stc.ff re~JJ_tions i-1ere I1very [',OOd," 'while eieht described 

them as "good H or "cooperr.:.ti ve and helpful. 11 ~:I-:O described the~ as "OKo or 

"fairly good,'.' but there were five v;ho described rel'1tions as "strained," 

"sometimes strs.ined," 1I 80me difficulties, 11 and IIsome problems--being "iOrked on. 11 

Thus, there \-lere eleven cle:lrly positive res:ponses and fi ve sOJ~_ewhat neGative. 

or mixed responses. 

When the stc:..ff 'o'lho res}?onded in negative or mixed terms i'Tere asked i"hy they 

felt the v:ay they did about staff :relc.tionships, they mostly il':.dico.ted the 

difi'erences bet'\{een the re'li[~ions and Ll.Y staff mentioned above, as well as 

their differences in IIpatterns of communication." Interestingly, most of those 
- , 

\"ho inc1.icated some problems in st'lff relationships stressed the issue of com-

n~unication beti-Teen religiou::; and b.y staff even more than substantive matters 

dealing '-Ti t.~ ideology or ap:I?2"oaches to clientele. Terms such as "semantic 
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differences, II lldifferent communication styles, 11 and even lIinteraction based on 

stereotypes ,11 "rere indicated as being at the base of some of the staff relation-

ship problem.s. Consequently, ,{hen these respondents VTere asked i'lhat could be 

done to improve the relationships, most of them indicated that through more 

and freer communication betvleen la~r anel religious staff improvement "rould come 

about and that it had al:ready started. 

The staff were also asl\:ed ,-,hether they felt free to make suggestions about 

administrative deciSions ",hieh affect their i-lork.. Again, the response ,.;as pre-

dominantly positive, i,rith 13 unqualified llyes 's~ II 4 qualjfied "yes's" and 1 I1no.ll 

It should be noted that the single "no" response to most of the foregoing and 

following questions came from the same staff member. . The four qualified Byes I s II 

indicated th':"l.'G they f(:]j:j lle:d'ectly free to make suggestions about administrative 

deciSions, but they felt that non-administrative staff should be involved more in 

the final determination of agency :,policy ant} progralP$, HeJ';'c again, it is the lay, 

mostly social vrork, staff I-rho qualify "their positive J?osiM.ons and are apt to be 

somewhat more critica_l in their comments. In :practically all of the preceding 

questions the religious staff' responded in an unq'U,,'dified positive way. In 

fact, some of the lay :rorkc:rs contend thp',t it is this ul1i.lritico.l acceJ;ii:al1ce of 

administl'ation, authority and hierarchy that distinguish the religious worl-;:ers 

from the lay' staff 'vrho wish·l.;obe more assertive and influential in determining 

agency policy and program. He"rever, all of these observations must be recognized 

as qualifications within ail essentiallypositi ve context. 1:n othel' Hords, even 

those who have been somewhat critical have shOi'Tl1 an overall positiye set of 

'responses. 

Since members of the 'research evalua"tion staff have ha-d the opportunity 

to attend. :staff'. meet.ingsvre have seen that the ;staff are quite froe and in 
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fact do make suggestions about decisions, question others, and generally. make 

their input felt. The~'e' is considerable contention on some issues, but never 

on personalities, to O-elr Imouledee. ConseC].uently, the moraJ,e is not negatively 

affected by whe.tever staff contention does go 011. Neither 40es one get the 

impression tha.t there is competition or lIego tripsll among staff members, and 

many of the staff member.s corm~ented on the fortunate lad: of competitivepess 

and enmity among staff when they vTere asked to compare their exreriences at 

the Center ",i th their experi':':1ces in other agency settings. Another comment 

that vTaS frequently offered in comparing their Center eXlJeriences 'I'lith other 

agency experience is the high degree of commitment of their fellOiv staff mer.l-

bel'S at the Center. Regardless of ,·[hethel' they are lay or religious staff they 

see one another as very committed and putting a great deal of themselves into 

their l0T0l"k. 

. 
Another area that "Tas covered in the staff intervie-I'Ts i'las the area of 

staff development 'I'Ti th respect to super.vision, staff meetings, etc. There have 

been r.ee;uJ.arly scheduled staff meetings every Nonde,y afternoon, which have been 

concerned I;i th aclJrl.inil:rtrD.tive, policy and clinical matters in varyinc; a...."llounts. 

Generally) the staff see the need for ,more case-oriented, clinical sessions. 

Althoueh they have found psychiatric and psychological conSUltation helpful, a 

nu.mbel' of st'3.ff feel that they need more outsi~e specialists for staff develop-

r.lent, as '\'rell as .more conSUltation end t.raining from the current part-time st.aff 

consultants. As mentioned earlier, the staff psychiatrist has undertaken 

direction of more clinical staff meetings in response to the staff desire for , . 
n:ore case consultation and in-service clinical training. 

" .' 
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Working ReJ,'1tions with Other Ar;encies 

Th9 survey .. of comr;lunity t1.5encies re)orted in the p:rev10u3 section geve 

some impression of hOlT other Cl13encies in the community vim'iCd FRC. In the 

staff survey "re ,o]e1'e ir:.terested in obtaining inf'o~~lTution from sta.ff o.bout the 

extent and quality of contacts they have had 'Hi th other CO~;Jr..uni t:r ac;er..cicG. 

The Ce~ter has h:ld very e,xtcl1sive contR.cts i·liJ,:;h the cot.:.rts rega:tdi:::.g 

referrals and intakes, which is to be expected sb.ce a pri'112..l'Y oojecthr.e of 

the program is to divert qhildl'en from the court system--to :9revent furtt.er 

court involvement and rec:Ldi vism. It is the impression of the research tenm 

'that the Center l:as maite its services ,'rell ~nQ1,m to the CO",lrts, h'.lS encouraged 

l'eferrals whenever possible, and has showed 2. 'viJ.l.in~ness to accept child:cen 

in relatively 10.1'ge numbers from outside the PlJ,rl~ elope are~~ "Then they are 

court referred, 'Whi1e the \';orkers l'eport a cenel'i.J.lly positive al:d 800peI'B. ti ve 

~tti tude on the part of th(')p)'ooe.tj,c~\ ;:md other court officers, tl1.ey also re-

port that the lD.tter !.1re not \-ery hel~.;ful in pl'o'viuinS d:1.t''l. on tile clients 

referred> An 1ronic feature· ()f the l'clatic)'!ship 'oetl'rcen tl}(o! eer.. tel' flr.d t.he 

Courts is thLtt.l although the Center 1s an LLl',..,t\ funded mld CJCC sponsored pro-

ject ~ it ile,s not been IlouslbJ.e to obtain. information :..:.oout possible court in-

volvement of' Center '~lient;J \1ho hr,,-';0 not been referred fror'.l the .:;oul'ts, \'jhile 

thin is underst::mdable from the point of vie,,[ of conn.denticJJ.ty of' court re-

cords, it is clear that the Centel' is :9robib1y doing mOl'e specific court 

diversion Hork than it can Get credit for ;;eCo.us8 it has no lmy of ldentifying 

non-court referred clients' involvement in the juvenile justice system via ·the 

courts" 

'I'he Center has had more extensive conta.ct::; HUh 'the schools thun o.xw other 

kind of community agency. The large proportion of referrals to FRC from 
, . 

the schools has already been cOl1"JUentea on. The schools by and large hav~ a 
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very positive view tmnu"d the Center because their sttid,ents so desperc,tely 

need service',. Therefore, their' o.tti tudes have been cooperC\.ti ve ' tOl'Tard the 

Center and its staff, lIm'Tever) some staff are concerned wtth 0, certain amount 

of indiscriminate referral or "dumping" of child:ren on the Center, Refer:rals 

sometimes appear inappropriate and the school personnel do not s.li-rays assess 

whether the child and/or family "rant help, There he.ve been referrals of children 

vli thout any attempt to clarify the referral vTi th the parents, '\'1ho promptlJT re­

fuse to get involved in treatment or ullm'i their ch-ild to, ... Yet, tr.e positive 

regard in vlhich the Center is held among the schools and the work of the Educa-

tional Advoca.te have served to establish a good foundation for future relation­

ships and cooperation. 

rrhe churches in the area, as distinct from the church schools, have mr-de 

1'ela ti vely fe'\'T referrals, f'I·nd t'aese l"a\re been 1 1 • _ h arge y from Spanish-speaking 

congregations. 'fhey have a positIve o.tti t1.lde tmTf),rd the' Center, although they 

.have not aliofays been very knoi'ileclaeable about the 111'0ble!':1s ;).nd cirCtUllstances 

of the people they refer. 

The local hospitals (primarily Methodist) too howe not made extensi v-e 

re£'err0.1s, Tn such referrals as they havernade, they l1ave been v;-ery ~ooperative, 

in providing bac1<:ground and clinical information on the perse!'ls referred. On 

the other hand, 'Methodist has rather poor cot'1IilUllity relations, due in pru.-t 

to taking over local honsing for building plans and for its reputedly poor 

quality of care. 

'l'he relations with Department of Social Service-Public Assistance-w'ere 
I. 

described as 11 aiofful" by several Center staff i·Torl~ers. DSS is not currently 

" . 't d " serv~ce or~en e and their cooperation around financial and housing problems 
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of Center clients h(~s been less thn:ll t· . t· ',to J t en nus:LD.s'1.C, :lJ. nOG at 'lmes actually 

obstructive. The fu.miliar ":ced tn?e" of D1.1bJ.ic ass:i.stance hM been too nmch 

,in evidence throughout. 

The Bureo.u of Child i'Telfare h 18 been helpful ar..cl coopere.ti ve on re:'e1'rals 

made by them to the Center. HOi'lever, most of the contc.cts with BCH are e.round 

crash pad admissions. In such cases the Center i'Tas ').Sually in t01lch I'Tith BCV7 

i·rith regard to reimbursement :for crash pad residence ""'d ' . t . _ I.i,J.j JOln serVlce plcnning. 

'I'here have been occasions in '\'Thich BC~/i vorkers have made different se:C"fice 

plans for children in the crash pad wi thout consulting or plan::1ir.g j ointlJr i-Ti t11 

the appropriate Centel' staff. 

'fhere has been contact with the local police, },l~!rt-.ic',f!.arly the c0rrJit:z:i ty 

relations officers from Precincts 72 and 7f3 4 SOIne referl'c.ls have come from the 

Youth Ai.d Divl:3ion and,; in thece inste.nces, the pol:l.ce ha"ro '1:>ee::1 guite cooreratlve 

in providing 'the Center \'li th inforn'1tion o.bout the ;:,routh tl"ey have referred. 

-t,\'TO ae;encies 1nve been g.ui te goud. ':he Ccr~tel.' 'I<{oul1 like to develop a closer 

relationship i'iith more frequent cor;cacts beCJ)lSe it is clee.r that there are 

many youth in tllf:~ area '1-1110 could be diverted fro:n police apprehension or arrest 

and acljudicn,~;iOli if tho:'; servler' oC i;he Senter could 1)8 1)roU[;ht to be&r, Some 

'Of' thJ~ local poJ ice kno~l this Jnd value the Center as I:J. resource. There ;1re 

plans to enhance this relationship even f'urther throue;h the ei'f'orts of the Cen­

ter's cOITJl1unity resource coordirw.tor. 

, . 
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SECII'ION 7 

CONCLUST.ONS AND RECOl,ITIIENDATIOHS 

'1'he plan for the evaluation of' the first year of FRC by the CHLA Hesearch 

Center \'Ias designed to provide in:f'ormation on the Center's program from tlo .. ree ma-

jor vantage points: 1) a statistical description of the users and services of 

the program based on intake in the first six months of operation, and some as-

sessment of the efforts toward achievement of the objectives of the various 8er-

vice components and the overall program itself; 2) a survey of community agencies 

and organizations to get their perceptions of the function and effectiveness of 

the Center's program and its relevance to the needs of the Park Slope comnunity; 

and 3) a staff survey to assess the backgrounds and q,ualifications, morale, cOJU-

mitment and cohesiveness of staff that could have an effect on the functioning 

of the program. Conclusions based on the findings concerning these three aspects 

",ill be developed in this section to be folloi'led by recorc.mendations emanati;1g 

from them. 

Conclusions 

The description in Section 3 of the users of the progra.m reflects the initial 

philosophy of the Center as an open service system. Intake in the first six 

months 'Has q,uite open and responsive to referrals from multiple sources includ-

ing schools, courts, police, fOocial agencies, hospitals, and chu.rches as i-7ell as 

to self-referrals of individuals and natural groups or gangs. The age distri-

bution of the children served indica.tes the caseload is some\,1hat older than the 

caseloads of conventional child "lelfare programs and in that regard is closer to 

a youth or delinq,uency program population. H01V'ever, ,the Center's caseload has 
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:parenthetically that many of the pre-teens were described as exh.ibiting con­

siderable predelinq,ucmt, 'PINS-type behavior than micht be anticipat!=d as cem­

man at thiG age level. r.luch of the' children's behavior reflected in the beha-

vioral checklists indicates acting-out, anti-social behaviors tha'l~ are hiGhly 

correlated i'lith court involvement in the community and with foster placeoent 

in child welfare agencies~ 

Another evidence of the non-restrictive il:itake .policies iolas the high pro-. 
. . 

portions of minority group children and families, 'particularly blacks and Hi's-

panic persons, exceeding their proportions in fhe Park Slope community. 'Ihis 

h:tgh .minorHyrepresentation :LsexpJ.a.ined in part by a 1'lillir.gness to accept 

court-referred cases from outside the Park Slope comnunity. HOHever, some of'it 

is also explained 'by the greater need for the proBrru:o. 9 s se:rvices among the mi­

nority eroups in the corr.munity. Thus, there is a kind ot' distl'ibutive ;justice 

in the allocation of services 'by FRC as far as community need is concerned. 

Thil3 expression and acl;uul pl'a,;i:.ice of an open service system is to be 

highly commended, for there has been a largely unanswered ca.ll f'or such COC'lV.n-

i. ty-base'a SerV1C(7. systems in the fields of social welfare and ~orumul1ity m.ental 

11ealth. YetJ the Genter has recogn:i.zed and l'l.tt,cmpted "to acconnnod8.te within its 

lllo,,-,e open str.l.r.ce the :requil'mnenl; for a nal~r0w:n: focu~ on the already cour't~ , '", 

In'lolved ehLLdren 'i'iho are at ri.sk for recidiv:Lst activity, Tn the early stages 

of the proC;l'mn) cour t referrals 'Vlerf' tall:en f;t'om ()utsi de the commtl.l1i ty" and r.9"" 

that the se:cvlces are being used to I"'~,pacity court-and police ';eferred (laSeS are 

being given priority. In fact, if i~his statistical description of the cl;i.entele 

had not been :restricted by necessity to the first sj.x months of intake, it would 

undoubtedly reflect much higherpro,portio11G of cOllX"h-referrec1 cases ill. the l~st 

six months of the first year of operation.· 
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An overvieH of the service components during the fird year of operation 

reflects hTO salient features of the prograi'n--innovation and groi'lth. 'Ihe pro-

gram innovations have come a.bout as a response to and recognition of part.icular 

needs in the communi. ty or in the pel~'l2r I s clientel,e. The P. S, 282 proc:r8Jil for 

proqlfm boys in that school is an example of such innovation, and the proposals 

for the mini-school and the new small groul) program in the building next to the 

Center are also examples of this innovative and gro'Vlth orientation. 'Ine social 

ap'~ cultural acti vi ties program has been particularly prolific in the develop-

ment of ne1<1 programs since tbe opening of the Center: Teen Night, Parents I 

Night, family and youth trips and outings, and the numerous employment and recre-

ational opport'L ill.ties in the SUmmer Program are all exemplary of this grm-7th. 

The crash pad program has been a very active element in the total service 

system of the Center. It has had to take on a dual charge i-lbich had not been 

anticip0teu. at its inception, and it has met this charge ad. ... nirably. At first 

it VIas envisaged a,s primo.X'i Ly prm,idi!:0 overnight or oth':!;wise brief residential 

care, but, partly due to the fact that the Cluster-of-Foster Homes as a short-

-;;crm fostel' cal'e reSO'L:l'l~e has not been developed, the crash pad had in a.ddi tion 

'\:;0 take on responsib:ility for children '\;ho might otheT\-lise have been pY'ovided 

short-term care in £.. Cluntcl' home. The r4111ge of time in res:Ldence in the pac1 

reflect:;: this dual charge, with some children indeed st8.ying only one night or 

a fei" days and some staying several months as their :!?8.rticular service needs 

die-tate. Yet, the crash pad has met its obligation to get the children back to 

their families and to prevent long-term foster care a.s attested to by the fact 

that 47 of the 58 children \:110 i'lere in residence a.t one tjyne or another in the 

first nine months of its o!:,eration 'Here planned for in the, context of their mm 

families. 

~ 
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J The other service components, the various tl'catT::ent modalities, are also 

l ! i-Iorldng in high gea.r. 'I'he statistical findings on the nunibe:cs served and i:.ce-

II quency of contact in these modalities indicate a volume and intensity of service 
'. 

that is impressive indeed ,·,hen compared \'lith published figures on cjmilal' 8er-

vice provided by Child Helfare League member agencies. Most new' programs have 

to he evaluated in terms of effort rather than outcome because 1,lsually not enou8h 

t lIne has elapsed to gllin a valid measure of effecti veneGS baGed on service input. 

1 t ' ttl . re a J. ve 0 progrnmou come. Certainly on the bads of the criterion of effol't, 

the program is demonstrating 8, high level of service dE'livery, 

Although it was too soon to assess the service progra .. rn in tel"lJS of oe1111vioral 

and situational c:1angcs in the clientele, a global v:orker n:easure of the degree 

to i'lhich se:cvice objec.tives h:?.d been attained \'las u:3ed to asses::; S:lme of t.he rel-

al;lve effects of i:.he various t:ceatmetlt modalitie.3, '1'11:; fnmiJ:~r c8.sel·ro:ck n:odalitJr 

and peer group therapy ehoued statistical2.y signj .. fico.nt ::md px·orn sir.g inter-

mediate outcomes in rio) ~1.don to thef:·:'~q'l(H'.C:Y of contL\d in tl'~esc Y!',odalities. In 

general, an analYf3is of the servie:e ob,iective3 out::'ined in service plans at in-

take and the deli very of serv·i.ces in the ~,9,riou'3 n:.oda].ities ShOi'T a strong corre-

spondence, and there i..rk i.ndieat"i.on of a strong service efi'ort directed to\,lal~d 

thoD':! behavi.ors and (:lreurnsl:Y111CCS that could lco.d chi liJ."011 into the COlU't system 

or j.nto t:ubst:itute placement, 'rhus) the service 01)jecti'les at the case level 

corrcsponrl close.Ly to 'fhc pr·:)g:rum objectives of e'i vers~on [rem the court S~T3tlSro.. 

11 
11 As :Car as the program objective of prevention of l?J.ac(~ni.ent is concerned only 1) 
i/ 

ii children (8%) J'ere placed in :roster. care :frolIl FEC usu::;J~~, following crash pad 
1·1 r 
; residence, out of the 181 ch:t:Ld:::.'en served in t.he prOe;reJJ1. 
!l 
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data are not available; hm-;ever, this rate of 8% compa.:tes favorably ~-Ti tIl the idealism and collUlli tment to their viork and the clj.cnts t.hey serve. tv~orale is 

finding of another C\'iIJ\. study that 13% of the children recei v"i ns preventive quite high, despite heavy \·]orl~loads, cramped quarters, and semel/hat. different 

chilJ "vIelfare services designed specifically to avert placement ~'lere in fact orientations of the lay and religious staff. 

placed I·Ti thi n a year. 2 The expressed differences in approach to the COIIDll1.lDi ty on the part of lay 

The findings from the survey of communi t;)T agencie sand organi za tions indi -' . and religious staff are by no means unique to the Center, as such differences 

cate that the Center's. ear'ly efforts to make its program kr..oHn in the community are ccmmbn arnong both faculty and students in nearly every professional school 

bore fruit. 'I'he agencies generally either kllei'l about the Center's program in of social vTork. It '('muld be surprising indeed if such differences of ol'ientati<?n 

considerable detail or they had already made referrals to the Center. They did not occur among a young, committed staff in a communit.y proGram s1.:<.ch as . 
indicated that there "\'las a very great need in the communi.ty- for the Idnds of ser- this one. Tbe anSi\'er to the issue of communication bet'l'7een lay and reliGious 

vices t11e Center was providing, and those i:lho had already referred clients to staff lies in more openness and shari.ng of positions, l'ather than less, as has 

the Center assessed the quality of the service provided by the Center as gen- already been recogniz,ed and acted upon by various &taft lUco.bers. 

erally "very good" or "excellent." The one 8ubstantive need of the Center in Further, the issue of cOlr.muni ty action among staff' has nOll 'become a largely 

the vle~-l of several of the community agencies ~'laS for more Sparn,sh-speaking D..cadernic onG, since a new COlr'..rc.unity development and prevention pl.'ocram meetj.ng 

workers because of the large number of Puerto Rican residents in the Park Slope many of the specifieations of the staff social 1<]"ol'kers for particular action 

area 17ho could use the Center's services. In regard to this it should be noted strategies and method:') v!illbe undertnken l..meer· the YDDPA gi.'ant" As things have 

t.hat since the survey of COllli'11Unity agencies l'las completed, a Puerto l~ican case- turned out, the Center has entablished itself in tho eyes of the cc.rrJTIlunity as a. 

wor1<:.er with an M.S.H. degree was added to the professional staff of the Center. valuable and practica.l resource for children a.nd families. It is thus in a 

Also, a male Hest Indian recreation 1-;o1'ker was added for the SUITJner of 1973. good position Lo ta.b::: on a l'lJr)l'e vi.(l;oroLl.s comnlUni ty oreanization and. action func-

The findings frem the staff survey indicate that the Center staff is vlell tion Nith some legi tiwvW an') Bancti.ol' from the co:)t:l111uni ty, 

prepared in terms of educational and professi.onal.bacl\giounds for their jobs. 

They are a uniformly young staff, as indicated by the fa.ct that the ages of 
Re corr..menda'G ions 

,.' , ., 
non-administrative personnel range from 23 to 33. Yet, despite their youth they 

, , 
Gi yen the gener~lJ..1y pOflitlve evaluation of the program up to this point, not 

have considerable prior e:A"]?erience, particularly ezperience that is pertinent to 
a great many recoT'.ll:lendations readily come to mind to enhance or improve the pro-

their functions in the Center. Along Hith their youth is a strong sense of , . 
gram. Yet, there are some areas in \-!hich the findings from this evaluation sug-

gest pe.,rticl:llar effort could 1)8 put. One of' these is the need for more Spanish-

2. Sherman et a1.., op . cit., p. 46. 
spBaking staff. Des])it,ethe l'ecent addj;t.ion of one Fuerto Rican staff member, 

there is a corrtinui~g need for more sta.ff 1-1ho ca,n communicat.e first-hand and 
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effectively with Hispanic clients. Recruitment of such vlorkers should be a 

priority, if and '\'7hen staff slots are available. The Center certainly cannot be 

faulted on this for it has tried consistent.ly to find such st.aff; it is Siml)ly 

recommended that this search continue unabated. 

Secondly, there are some difficulties with current quarters and facilities. 

For eXa.r.1ple, there are no offices available for three staff social i'1orl~ers, and 

the offices that are available are too small to accommodate files. The tel-

ephone switchboard is inadequate in that there are only three outside lines for 

27 staff member s, ana having calls cut off is a corrlllon occurrence. - ":F'inaily , . 

the crash pad's location in the building has created some difficulty in keeping 

children housed in the pad out of the offices I"Thile intel'viei'ls and therapy ses­

sions are going on. Yet, it is not realistic to expect that the residents of 

the pad can be restricted fron most areas of the building. The addition of the 

next door property should help to alleviate some of the problem, although ne1'T 

staff ,·rill be hired for that program and housed there. Insofar as possible, it 

is recommended that intervieH anc. therapy areas be out of the mainstream of 

crash pad traffic. 

'rhe social activities program ib a rich source for information on children 

and families that might not come to J.ight in an intervieu or group therapy sit-

uation. It is also an important "buttl"essil1g se:r-v'i.ce that can help, j.f coordinated 

Hith clinical activities, to maJ~e a more total impact on the children and fa.1J1ilies 

involved. The two components together can make for a more complete treatment 

milieu. Consequently, it is most important that there be open communication and 

sharing of information beti-leen lay and religious staff, ~lho happen to be assigned 

respectively to these ti'70 service components, in order to capitalize on this 

uni que opportul'li ty for more total treatment and service. Our intervie"7s in the 

.' 
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staff survey indicated that members of both l.ay and reliGious staff 8m" this 

potential and th1s need and ,-Tere in fact doing 30mething about it. This recolU-

rr:endation, too, :i,s in the form of sa.ying tllet 1 s have more of the same. II 

No research report, not even an evaluative research effort, can end i-iith-
.:) 

out a recommendation for further research. This one will not el'2d Hithout such 

a reco:::nmendatiol'l. The 1nitial research proposal "laS for a three-year study, 

and it is recolY'.mendec1. that that proposal be followed, if fl.mding alloi'is." Spe­

cifically, hOi'lever, there is a need for some analysi s and study of the intera,cti ve 

effect of the various service modalities., Some promising findings concerning 

the fa..'l1ilycasei·:ork and peer group therapy lliodali ties came out of the curl"ent 

a.nalysi s . HO~'lever, each modality i'las looked at seJ?aratel~r in relat.ion to" one 

rather general outcome variable. What is recommended is that after more data 

have been collecteCl on before and after measures and other outcome data, sa,;r 

at the end of one year of service, a multivariate analysis be done of the 

interacti ve effect of various seJ.'vice modalities on the adjustment and ci1'-

ctL'Ilstances of the children and families served by them. It is, after all"" the 

multi-service approach of the Center thc.t promises thegreatE:st gain for its 

client"$ • 

" Finally , it is ::ceccnL'llenc1ed in the strongest possible \'lay i)~C'rt the Fer.:.:i:ly 

Heception Center prDgram be continued and refunded. It has :pl'oven to be an in-

1'lovative., responsive and comm:i.:!:;ted program that should not only make an i;rr.pact 
,., 

on the reduction of recidivism among delinq:uen-t ybuth but has a1ready gone far 

in establishing a preventive program in a COll1Jnuni ty that is sorely in need of 

.such a program. 
/ , 
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APFEilIDIX 

r . The separate Appendix comprises the data collection 

forms used in this Project. A limited sUPIlly of the 

forms is available on request to GInA. 
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