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EV ~UATORS e ::;UW':1ARY' 

The Family Abu:Je 1'rojeGt had a difficult time establishing'it­
self wi thin ··thr; I·:anhattan Farnily Court 3yster:l, larr;clY bccau:Jc 
of the initial antipathy of intake probation officers and the 
conflioting direction i tt;:.received from its DCJS and L2AA monitors. 

.0 • • 
, . 

As a serviceproe;rarn, the Project performed Quite ... lell within 
Manhatta.'1 'Far:lily C o~rt for a limited easeload of abused women. 
As an agent ?f chcu:ge, the Project accornplished little with re­
gard to the Probat~cm Department t but it may have pointed the 
way towards more effective and efficien.t utilization of the 
Family Court. As a research and info~ation-Eatherin~ operation, 
the. P~oj~ct can on~y offer an assurance that the. knowledge and 
famJ.l~ar~ty now gaJ.ned by staff should payoff during a second 
year of operation. . ' 

". 

Avai~.able data show that the ProjE:!ct di''Cl not serve a. cross­
sect~on of all family abuse victims entering the Famlly Court 
system. Rather! the Project served a group of abused wives '.'!nO 
generally had llttle or no possibili~r of reconciliation wit~ 
their husbands. Al thoue;h Probation 'S~'N the Projec't as overl~r 
~ocused on the \'!oman's needs, at,the expense of her marriage, 

. -'J. t may VIell be that the Project's typical client required just 
',' that approach. The Project's clients tended to have more child-

oren, be more abused, and corne fro:n more deterior.ated fmnilv 
". si tu~ti ons than otl-ier wives in the Court system. Thus, the 
" !,roject' s clients did n0t offer int2Jt.:e probation officers r:1uch 
'. to worl~ wi thi and, as a consequence, Probation referred virtualJy 
. ?ll J?roject clients to Court after only' the most minimal level 
·of"interacticn. 

\vhil:- Court. persormel especially apPl"'eciated the escort services 
provlded cI2e~~s by Yroject staff, they were also of the oninion 
that this service affected neither C9urt administration nor 
case, outco:nes. In :fact, it appears 'that Project clients were 
three ~imes as. likely as the nOr;::! to obtain orders of protection 
and t\'l~ce as 11.kelJr to have the lanbUage of these orders tailcrec. 
to thel.r specific needs. r\~oreovel", Project clients typicall~y 
too]\: up less of the Court's time in achieving these results. 

The Project owed much of this' succe~s in Caliri;, to' t1~'~'; ~~;~.~ st~ff 
spent apprising clients of Court procedures ? ... "lid their OptiO!lS. 

. The ~)roject was also successful in helpi:1:',~ clients n:eet their 
hOUSl118 and shelter needs, but it acco:111)lisherli. less in other 
arecis·.. Clients see;n to have valued the' Project's interventi C'~1 

'on the~r behalf, since three-fourths of those who ever rettn~r:C'd 
to the Family Caul"':; building afte).:" disposi tioll1' of their oriGinal 
cases souc;ht out the Project's aid once again. 
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", J...ntrodu cti on 

Henry Street Settlement's Family Abuse Project commenced 

its first year of oper~tions on September 15, 1977. funded by 

LEAA Grant 1177-DF-02-obio" Accrual of funds permitted exten­

sion of the original grant period into November 1978. The 

prima!"J objectives of the. Project, as spelled out in the 

terms and conditions of the grant award.. were: 
(a) to improve the effectiveness of the criminal 

justice system's response to' the range of problems con­
fronting family abuse victims thrqugh a program designed 
to provide victims wi t.h a rCL't1ge of crisis-oriented and 
reintegrative supports; and augment the limited range 
of existing solutions currently available'through court 
intervention; .... 

(b) to improve understanding and promote aware­
ness about the family abuse probl€~ ru1d the needs of 
family abuse victims within the community, among legis­
lators, and criminal justice and human service agencies 
whose constructive efforts may th?n b,etter address the 
problem.; and 

(0) to prQvide information designed to expand the 
existing body of k;ni",'lledge concerning family offense 
victims t the family abuse, probl e~ .. in the Manhattan 
.Family Court. and the factors which adhere to the devel-
opment of viable remedies for family offense victims. 

To acco;'nplish these objectives, the ,Project's main compoY1-. 

ent, the Intake and Assessment Unit of professio~al and social 

work staff, was housed in the !,lanhattan .. Family Court to work 
in conjunction with the Department of Probation. Project 

staff were to interview victims of domestic violence and, as 
spelled out in the teI1!ls and conditions of the grant award, to 

••. orient and guide them' through the court process. 
arid disct.1.ss the availaoili ty oi' support services from 
the project. These serv-ices include emergency medical 
treatment, temporary shelter, short-term counseling, 
referral to legal services, general assistance wi th 
negotiating legal and bureaucratic procedures, and 
referrals to any other services the vict.im may require. 

Overall Hcse~r.ch and Evaluation Effort 
The approved eValuat.ion plan for :the first year's operation 

" 

of:the Family ·Abuse Project called for three major eli;:nents:' 
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(a) development and utilization of forms to meet the 
need::; of Project case manaeemen.t, interim. reporting, 
and f~nal evaluat~on: 
(b) collection and analysis of baseline dat~ regarding 
family offenses 'dealt with by the New York County Family 
Court and Probatibp.Department; and 

. (c) end-of-year analysis of data collected above for 
assessment of. Project functioning and for comparisoh 
of Project to baseline statist~cs. 
Because of an 'unreali~tically low budgetary allocation of 

$2,400 for evaluation, Henry Street as~isted the evaluators in 
'securing additional funding in the fo~ of.a one-time grant 

of $10,000 from th~ Robert'Sterling'Clark Foundation. A 
portion of this grant was earmarked "t,o support the 'evaluation . 

'of the Family Abuse Project," and the remainder is Uto enable 

Henry Street to provide public policy direction on the issue 

of· family abus e. II 

(Under the Foundation grant? the Family Abu~e Project 

evaluation is to be integratecl' into. an overall research effort 
.. 'which seeks to (1)' document the extent and nature of spousal . , 

.' ;. anc-l other family violence in Manhattan,' (2) examine the effects 

: 

of inOd~l programs and services offered thes'e victims. and (:3) 

analyze the prosecution of abuse cases under both the traditional 

F.8.milY C.ourt approach as well as the n~\'Jer .opti on involving the, 
Criminal Court.) 

At the outset. of the first Pro'ject year., case management 

forms were developed by the evaluators in consultati.on with 
the Project staff. These' forms were then tested and revised. 
They include: . 

(a) Intal~e Fucesheet, containing client-identii'ying 

information; demographic and social cJlaracteristics, 
and a description of the nature and extent of family 
abuse alleged; 

(b) Family Court Acti vi ty Sheet, containing prDccdural 

data related to the progress of the client's case 
through the New York County Probation Dep3.r~ment and 
Family Court: 
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(c) Initial and Follow-up Contact and Service Sheets, 

contai~ing descriptions of presenting ~roble.ms, con­

tacts, and services provided, in~luding referrals; and 
(d) Daily IJog Sheetu containing summary data regar~ing 

requests for information and training made bY'individ­

uals and other. age'ncy persormel. 
Also at the ou~set of the first· project year, meetings 

were held with Probation and Court administrative personnel to 

,obtain access to agency files for the purpose of d~veloping the 
required baseiine profiles of family offense cases. Several 

procedural delays' impeded this effort i and the evalu?-tors did 

.not gain access to the Family Court's records until ~arly 

March 1978, nor to the Probation Department's records until 
May 1978. When all necessary permissions had been secured, 

:th~ evaluators spent almost a month in. the variolls file roo:n.s, 

.,' meticulously reading through case reco;r:-ds' and ext,ra9t~ng 

_ required' information. 
, Data were collected from the records of 142 cases con-

': ;'stituting a ra.'1dom sCt!Tlp'le of farnily offense. cases entering 

.the Family Court system from September' ,1t 1976, through Jan-

uary 31,. 1977. By selecting a sa.rnple from that period, the 
evaluators are able to examine, retrospectively, case interaction 

wi th the Family Court system for a ~pan coverlng over a year 
(i.e., the end of 1976 to almost th~ middle .of 1978). The char­

acteristics and Court interactions of these cases can thus be 
compared to those served by the Project fro:.n Septeraber 1977 
through August 1978. 

The information collected for the sampl,:e of 142 family 

offense cases has been eai ted and .rati.o;1<lliz·ed; and tabulatic .. s 
of demographic and interaction datu have been made available· in . . . . 
an independent report ("Family Offense Cases in the Fa.mily Court 
System: A Statistical Description") apPcl)d.ed to this evaluation.' 

\~hi1c the appended report consti -yutes only a descriptive analy­
sis, it should be stressed that even at this level thprc exist 

':l' 
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practically no other reliable fi~ures, ~ubli~hed or unpub­

lished, re/3?-rr:1inc; the people who turn to the new"! ark Family 

Court syste~ on family offense matter:::; and the processes these 

people go throuGh. ',. 
Towards the end of the first Project year, the cane man-

agement data collected by Project staff ~ere compiled and 

'analyzed by the eva~uators, so that ?roject cases and' outcomes 

'could be compared to baseline cases and their outcomes. . ~Phis 

iniormation was supplemented by interviews with ,Court and Pro­

bation agency staff, as wel.l as with several clients. All the 

foregoing has been incorporated into the following pages, which 

comprise the first year evaluation of the Family Abuse Pro;ject. 

It is recommended that the appended re:?ort be read prior, 

to continuing on with other sections of the evaluation. The 

,ap;ended report describes the se,~ting and procedures of the 
.' ,,:'New York County (i.e., fr:anhattan) Family Court, and it defines 

t d 0 vent).' ons al~o us'ed in the remair.de,r of the e.,a1-.:' 'enns an en. . -
" 

" uation. : 
.' '-. " 

.. 

-4,-

, 
., 

• 
}jaw the Pro,jcct ~'!an Seen by Others 

,This s,ection of the evaluation focuses on views of the 

Family Abuse Project held by officials and stafr rnembern of 

agonci es in the Family CQurt.' Intervi'ews were held mainly VIi th 

intake probat{on officers and'their supervisory personnel, 

since they were the primary focus of interaction anticipated 

in the original grCJ.!lt award. Several Court officials, inclu-
'ding a ,judge, were also interviewed, and their views are re­

'ported further on, as are the opinions of four cli-ents served 
by the Project. 

Interaction wi th the Denartment of l;r'c~patl..s.>n 

The original Family Abuse Project proposal envi'sioned a 

large-scale services project to include either teferrals or ' 

provision of health care, legal services, long-term intensive 

, 'counseling. crisis interventi on", direct. access t'o err. ergency 
.. shelters and a corp of volunteers to a'ssist clients at differ­

,: ent stages of court proceedings. In late 1977,' when a scaled-
, '. dQv:n' version of the Pro.ject was implemented because of decreased 

~ , 

, 'funding, this change in the scope of tr,e Project was not suf-
, , . 

~ficientl~r co:nmunicated f according to probation personnel. 

A peri od of mi sunderstandinG follo,wed durine; whi ch proba­

tion officers did not receive clarificatiDn of exactly what , , 

SUbstantive chal1ge~ the Project was,to undergo as a result of 

the'reduced funds. After mid-1978, probation staff finally 

were giv-en to understand that the Project had a research base 

and objective and that the Project, through the combination of 

it? work and the evaluation of its work, would produce new in­
formation about people using the services of the Probation De­
partment and the Family Court and the human service needs of 
thes-c peopl e. 

Had the distin'ction between the original intent (full 

service) and the subsequent focus (rescarc'h) been made cleo.r 

earlier to probation officials o thc=>r claim that they would 

.' 
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have bnenmore forthcominG and cooperatlve, nince they' too 

were intere~ted in knowine more about the people using the' 

Court and their resource needs. Probation staff partly ex­

plain their reluctance tO,assist the Project and the early 

research effort by the lack "of clear expression in-the Project 

of the objectives and techniques it wished to pursue. It 

should be noted that confusion about, the Project's scope and 

goals was also promoted by LEAA; national evaluators sent dovm 

to look at the Project were unawa're of the fact ,that it had 

been funded at a reduced level o~' operation. 

Probation Officials thought th? incidence of se~ious phy­

sical spouse beating Vias being overestimated, as th$3 numbers 

used in popularizing the issue had been based on a 1974 study 

which did not clearly define Ifbatte~ing." Moreover, they 

,pointed out that family abuse cases, in total, c~nstitute only 

,,' a minor part of Probation's case'load, with juvenile offenses 

,and SupP9rt payment cases among adults far outm,unb€~ring faYilily 

: o:f'fense matter.s. This perception 'led probation' staff to COD-

: ~s{der the emphasis on the one issue of.~ife-beating and the' 

,amount 'of discussion and preparation accompanying implementa­

tion of the Project to be out of proportion. There are signs 

that the sudde~1 public concern w'i th the spouse abuse proble;.1 

and the rap~d implementatiop of programs 'to deal with it, 
, . 

created concerns for established institutions such as the Pr.o-

bation Department which had been coping wi th famil~l abuse :for 

years before the public spotlight fell on the matter. 

PrObation staff did not view 'their current' fa:nily abuse 

activiiies as failing. While ostensibly welcoming both service 

progr~ls which enlarged upon their effort and research projects 

wh~c:h promised remediative information (which the Project ' .... 0.8 

at different stages), they could not hclpbut view thc Project 

as judgmental insofar as it was desiGned to deal. wi th a' probler.l 
they did not acknowledge as beine beyond their capability to 

handle. Moreover, according to probation officials, seriotw, 

" 

... 
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phy::dcal abuse cases had aJL way~ beeI1: referred to the Criminal 

Court, and .,outside agencies ought to direct their attentio'n to 
the problems of abused ~pOttses in that forum. P~obat5.on staff 

all continue to be cOr.lmi "!:te,d to seeing family abuse in the 

context of the other matters vii th which they must ~deal ~ 

In general, probation personnel con!ess to b~ine skeptical 
and a "hard sell" ~or neVi projects offering services in the 

'Court system. They' specifically criticize the Family Abuse 

Projec~ for not being initially aVlare of how to, confront the 

problem ~l neVi projects f~ce: demonstrating the efficacy of 

their services to probation intake officers from ~hQm referrals 

must come. Probation personnel said new projects don't get re­
ferrals "merely because they are here" and new services must 

eS,~ablish a "track record. II Probation of'ficers f,eel they WO~ld 
.. be remiss in discharging their OV,".£1 responsibilities if they 

..... refer clients to services in which they ,did not have confid.ence. 

To .overcome the problem of bein,g a ne\'! uJ1~ried servicG; 

," :p~obation staff suggest that the Proje~,t should have engaged in 
:: ;:'an outreach campaign to convince worlcers to make referrals. 

"..'fDis approach could have consisted of 'Visi ts by Project staff 

wi th each intal~e worker, holding workshops, and in general en­

gaging in activities designed to produoe referrals. Instead) 

the Project IInaivel~rlS \'lai ted for referrals to materialize wi th­

out actively soliciting them. Paradoxically, probation officers 

said that if they understood that the proGran was to be research­

oriented, they would have been mo~e inclined, o~iginally, to 
maJ\:e referrals. 

Probation officers T:mintain that good referral reSOurces 
are invaluable to then in their v'; ark , but the 'burden is on the 

ag~l!-cy seeking referrcls to show that their services are use:Ul. 

The Family Abuse Project remained al oof fro:n routine intcract.i O~1 
with probation intake staff and other refr::rrci aGencies, app~:r­
ently--accordinc to probation stafl~--on the Grounds that the~' 

OUGht to be given referrals bec~usc their intentions were Good 
and th'cy wero .. there. It 

" -1-



• 

• 

Thi~ referral problem is indicative of what the Family Abuse 

Project and,the Probation Department now aGree was a .period of 

internal development for the Project acc'ompanied by somewhat 

undue suspicion on the part' of the proba ti on officers. ,VJhat 

these officers hard-headedly call their skepticism 'about un-. 

tried services, they candidly admit to be a fear of things un­

knovm. New projects seem to be a judgm.ent and have to be 

rationalized. Heither what appearG to 'be the self-righteous­

ness of new projects. nor the deliberate Obstructionism of the 

existing insti tution t is unique t~ obse'rvers of the interactive, 

process generally at work between bUL'caucracy and o\.l.tside agency. 

The Family Abuse Projcct. probably would have been more 
forthcoming about marketing its services to probation pE!j:'son-, 

ne),. in the early months of the ':?roject, if.i t were clearGr 1 t­

" . 'self on its own Objectives. And. part of this lack of el~""'J:ity 

. ' resulted from conflicting signals received from b'oth the DCJS 

. - an.d LEAk moni tors .. Lac~:ing clari ~y t Proj ect staff fell back 

. on. p'ortraying the Proba:t,i on Department as obstructi onists WI. en . . , 

. "perceiving Probation's reflexive resistance to new service pro-

·viders. In su:n, probation officials s~y the Project did not 

adhere to the rules governing the behavior of new projects 

see};:ing referrals, while admitting they ~i ve new progra'11s a 

hard time partly o~~ of fear of tho~e projects. This attitude 

on the part of Probation is not inconsistent with the fact 

that i.n recent ~rears the FaYl1ily Court and the agencies that wor!t.:, 

within it have received a Great de3.1 'of criticism in the media 

and b~l ,other public bodies. In effect. Pl"obation is somev:ha.t 

gun-shy. 

Prob.,S'ltion's View of thp. Family Abuse ProjPct's Serv:\ces 

. , !.l1e She} t.er. I t had been oriGinally understood by probo.-· 

tion staff that they would have immediate, direc~ acces~ to the 

8he1 tel' for abused \ .... omen and their children being operated by 

Henry Street. Howevc:>l." , by other aGreement a crisis intervcnt.i on 

proGrum called A\\lAIC had been [;i ven the responr.;ibili ty of 
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screenine referrals to the Shelter .. Thi3 me2nt .that probation 

officers oi ther had to' refor cases directly to NtJAlC or had to 

route. them through the Project, which then ref'erred them to 

A~JAIC. In either circumstance, there was no direct relation­

ship with the Shelter. 

The probation officers felt denial of direct access to the 

Shelter took away one of the unique adv;antages of working with 

the F~~ily Abuse Project. The provision of shelter services 

'had been the Bingle most signific'ant nonjudicial response to 

the furor over battered Vlom,e,n. In both symbolic and real 

terms, l)enry street's Shelter for victim.s of aouse ~las regarded 

'as a major addition to the ar.ray of services available to these 

women. \'lhen probation officerg unc.erstood they. would have to 

queue'up, along wi'~h other referral sourc.es, for. access to the 

'Shel ter, this deflated the vah~e of the Proj.ect for them. 

Ironically, probation personnel, based on their own exper- . 

iences. dov:nplayed the potential value of the Shelter. The 

one special use probati~on officers wanted to make of the Sh~l ter 

was for emergency overnight purposes. . Howe"l,rer, Henry Street's 

Shelter was r:leal1t to be a longer-term facility, where "Nomen 

\V.ould have time' to consider their next steps and. reintegrate 

their lives, ~ost cases were expec~ed 'to reside there for a 

few months. In any event, .probation officers ended up making 
, 

few efforts to place women in the Shelter. 

The Counsel:i.Yl!-:; Service. Probation staff' regard the coun­

seling service' of the Fn..t:lily Abuse Project as of routine qual­

ity, with several ne~ative ex·ceptions. Compared to Home Advis­

ory Scrvices, another agency ~inked up with the Probation De­

partment~ the Family Abuse Project had no evening hours of CO;;l­

muni ty-based services. ,Pro ject staff kept business hours; .-D1(1. t 

while this was not unusual for private agency opera.tions, it did 

not cast them in an especially f!=lvorable lii;ht w~ th probation 

personnel, who at times seemed willing to f'i.nd faul t in any nt'w 

servico. for reasons sUGgested above. '. 
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The p:robation officern al~o ranked the Project loVl on 

follow-up. at least as measured by the reeularity with which 
it filed status reports with Probation on referred clients. 

This may seem a minor matter, in its own right, but pro~ati~n 
personnel stated that the Family Abuse Project did'poorly in 

this reEard when compared to other agencies performing similar 

services. 
Probation personnel believed that ,the Project maintained' 

a small caseload. Since no norms or standards were establiched 

in the .beginning phase, the,i.r concerns in this area go back to 
their experience with other agencieb. 'The Project caseload was 

'a function of the type of services offered and. more. importantly, 

the number of workers available to carry cases., Moreover, th,e 

Pr<;>ject \\'a8 performing a research function, while, dealing vii th 

.cases i and this activi ty was nQt always obvious to the Proba-

" ti on Depart-ment. 
In general f probation staff held the Project in lo· .... esteem 

, wl~il'e never doubting the sincerity or m?ti vation of its staff. 
. ;. ~ The, problems mentioned in this segment are related to ways of 

'doing business fu'1d understanding 8...Yld expectations on the part 

o~ proba~ion staff, based on their 'Past ex:periences with other 
agencies. It is fair to sa:y that tl)ese criticisms of the Pro­
ject are important,' but are on matters re'aclilY modified. The 

first point. on hours and community services, is not so much a 

criticism of the service as of the plan for the services since 

the Project n~ver said it would keep extended hours or be . ' 

housed in the community. Record-k~eping and caseload i~sues 
can be corrected; if necessary, by administrative chanGes and 

more funds for personnel. 
.. Of more substantive impe>rtance, the probation officers 

, were critical of what they understood the Project's, position to 

be on the matter of family counseling. Probati on tri es to t.ake 
the .. family" as the client and considers one ob jecti ve of its 

services to be restoration of the marriaae. Probation staff 

. " 
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said the Family Abuse Project made it cle'ar that it wished to 

viow the, woman, not th~ family I as the focus of service. p'ro­

bation staff thought there Vias an unwarranted "fear factor ll in 

the Project's unwillingness to try to bring the man and woman 

together through counselin6j and they were scornful of this from 
both the point of view of practice and the perception of poli­
tical rea.1i ty •. 

In this issue, a distinct clash of approaches in dealing 

with family abuse is evident. Th"6 most recent focus on spouse 
abuse emphasizes the dfwelopment of al t'ernatives for the bat­
tered spouse (usually a woman). In principle, service to the 

woman is aimed at giving.her ~ee:way to consider her choices 
and providing her with the capabili tj" to carr'J out her decis-

.. ions. "However, counseling leading to divorce, o~ to es'tablish­

ment of a new home for the woman. is not intended to restore 

the marriage,.' Basing its appr'oach on the view' that'many women 

to~erate repeated incidences of abuse because' they do not have 
the information or supp~rt to leav'e the home, the Project con­

centrates its efforts on what is best for the woma~. It is 
understandable, in this context, that terminatio:l, rather thEm 

restoration, of'trye marr.iage is often the agreed-upon solution., 

For p~obation staff, this c~lange in signals is not readily 

acceptable . .-
p;scort Service. Probation persom;el acclaim i;:~G Project's 

service of providing escorts for clients as they wend their' \'/ClY 

to the various offices and tribunals :coZ1nected with the Familv . 
Court s~'stem. They said it was the single best activity of the 
Family 'Abuse Project. Project staff not only physically aCCO:;l­

Pany the client, but ,explain the purpose of each step in the 

process and assist the client as she copes with each dccisio!1. 

Frop;ress in Dealing with the Probation D0.onrt.mcnt 

In the second half of the Project year, the:numbcr :Of 
referrals from the Probation Departmcn:~ to the Project sharply 

inqreased. This occurred as a re$ul t 'Of a series Of meetinGS 
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among Probation, Family Courtp LEAA and 'Project staff. Mis­

understandines that had developed because of chan~es in the 

original Project plan were dealt with, and it Vias agreed that 

Probation would send more clients to the Project. 

In retrospect, probati'on personnel acknowled~ed that the 

problems they had with the FamilY,Abuse Project, which are re­

flected above, came about because of confusion over the scope 

,of the. Project, the natural antipathy 'an established agency 

has toward a new agency perfonning .som~Vlhat similar services, 
and an ongoing communications problem between the two units 

partl;y stemming from the differing philosophies of the princi­

pals and partly due to problems the Pr.oject had in'making clear 

its objectives to probation perso~~~l. It is fair to say that 

inter:action between probation and Project staff is at a higher 

level now than nine months ago. It is too early to tell if the 
'. ,'probation officers will alter their vi,ev/s of the ,services ren­

dered by the Pro,iect until they have had further exposure to 
. ~hem based on their new relationship. 

: "Inte:r.~ction ,,:i th the F~'11ily Court 

. Family Court person.Ylel point out 'that the Court is aYl im­

~artial, deliberative body, not engaged in advocacy, therefo~e 

not necessarily in the best position to evaluate a project 

dedicated to providingaid,to petit~oners. Officials of the 

Court did r'ecommena to the administrative judge that he grant 

approval for the Project to operate within the Fa.ilily Court· 

when the Project was originally p~oppsed. Court officials have 

thus been aware of the Project sinqe its inception 2.nd most re­

call ha'iing been visited by Pro ject staff who explained their 
purpos e to th81:1. 

, , , Family Court personnel believe the services rendered by, 

the Project, with a single exception, do not substantially af­

fect the administration of the Court. However, ,they ag2.~ee th~t 

the counseling service and the availability of the Shelter are 

useful additions to the Court's options. The Court system d,Qes 
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not provide for monitorine or tracking cases for the purpose 
of assessing the impac,t of different service acti vi ties, so no 

systcmatic analysis of the value of different agencies or dif­
ferent approaches is mad'e~ 

The one area where Court personnel clearly saw the Project's 
beneficial influence was in the petition room ... where the esc'ort 

service accompanied clients drawing up petitions. Court of':" 

ficials said that Project personnel expedited the petition 

process by preparing the petitioner before the pet~ tion "las 
dravm. Thi~ enable'd the pet,i tion clerk's to complete their 

. tasks more rapidly and effectively. This does not, they say, 
.necessarily influence the outcome of the proceeding', 

Peti tion room personnel "found t?e 'Project ~seful and re­
garded the Project's perso~~el as professional. helpful to 

'clients, and fully integrated into their work. 

W?7n all the parties met in 'June ~f 1978. Family Court 

officials S2.y that they r'ei tera ted their commitment to the 
Project and informed judges and other appropriate parties of 

the special features of~the P~oject, They encouraged different 

units within the Court to make referrals to ~he ~roject. They 

be.lieve pow that the outstanding problems have been resolved 

an.d that' the flow of clients from Probation and the Court will 

increas~. They are pleased that their report:s; show this is 

happening, since Fa'11ily Court Officials also take the view that 

new projects should have ,to demonstrate' capablili ty before they 

assume significant responsibilities. They se~ the Court as a 

deliberative institution \\'11ic,h should change .sJlowl~T to avoid 
making ,mistakes. ' 

Family Court. officials are suppor:t~ve of the Project and 
of the Project personne~. They would like to see it continued 

and expanded, if possible, because they think it wi~l help the 
Court to operate more effectively. If thq c01.'Ir1seling and refer­

ral services afe successful, they beli eve the number of appoar'­

aryces at C~urt by clients will be rcd~~ed. As orie Official put 

", 
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it. "There are many services available in child welfare and 

juvenile canes, but very few for adul-i'S." 

Interaction with Clients 
Clients C~~e to the, Project through the Family Court, 

Probation. 'Ar;JAIC, Legal Services and other referral sources. 

It appears» from interviews with several clients, that they 

were highly satisfied with the service~ offered them by staff. 

Clients referred f~om the Court or from Probation indicated 

't,hat'they were sent, in part, bec'ause t,hey made exeessive dema."1ds, 

on the system. For exaInple", One woman 'stated that Court person­

nel told her that her problem was not serious enough to warrant 
'an order of protection; she Wfls told to return when her spouse's 

threats of violenCE! materialized. After constantly insisting 

that hGr fears were' causing her emotional stress and that she 

strongly believed she needed an order of protection, she was 

referred to the Project. 

tion with the language on 
did not en'able her to g'et , 

Anot'her client expressed dissatisfac­

the order she had secured because it 
custodY' of her child. After much dis-

cussion with Court staff, she 'also ended up'being referred to 

the Proj ect. 
The~e clients said that Court personnel did not want to 

deal wi -lih. the issues the:i were rais~ng ~lor wi t,h their insiste!1t 

demands. T~ey felt they we~e referred to the Project because 

they had made trouble. Two other clie~ts 'who caIne to the Pro­

ject,from programs outside the Court saw their referrals as 

constructive s'teps in meeting their needs. 
ThEl services offered to 'clients can be divided into those 

relatirit3 to Court proceedines, and those dealing wi th external 

issues. ~Ji th respect to the former, clients described the escort 

service as the most helpful. In providing this service, staff 

often acted as advocates for the clients in the system's pro­
ceedinL;";; they articulated client posi tions to the judges ~"1d 

they assisted in the drafting of special CGJ!ldi ti ons for ordors 
of protecti on. 'l'hey did much more than just. help clj €lilts n(\!.~o-

• 

• 

tiate the bureaucracy, they represented them in Court matters. 

Client:; e:nphasizc'd that Probati~n and Court personnel ,made 

them feel guilty about bringing their spouGes to Courto as if 

it were violative of the ~a:r:riaBeD and implicitly encourai3ed 

them to return home to tI"'J and reconcile differences. 'l'hes~ 
clients felt that s~ch advice was not helpful after they had 

mu~tered the resolve to bring the matter 'to Court. ' :'Jhat they 

wanted was support for their decision, ',what they felt they re­

ceived was criticism. This is a 'crucial matter. Probation 

personnel have stated that .reconciliation of the' spouses' is 

one of their goals; but clie~ts say that approach can foster 

guilt and uncertainty in ~he client at precisely the' pOint when 

she has made up her mind to ~ct on a, matter of profound im­

portance to her. 

Project staff specifically supported the client's decision 

,'to obtain an order of protection' or a divorce. They regarded 
it as their'role to help the client artiCUlate and achieve her 

,goalsj and if reconciliation was not her objective, they did 

'not emphasize it. 

'All clients stated that they received assistaYlce from the 

Ppoject in obtaining legal counsel to secure divorces, separa­

tions, and in related matters. With respect to counseling, 
clients had different needs. Some mainta'ined an intensive 

relationship for sli.ort periOdS and fell; that, the counseling 

was vi tall;,r important to them during peri ods Of acute stress; 

others simpl~ did not need a ereat d~al of cow1seling support. 
The clients interviewed .seemed, articulate and knowledgeable' 

about their experi ence in the Court syc::tem. T' ] 1 1 ... ~ ney a.. spoJ'~e O.l 

the services rendered them as' indispensable during that period. 

It ,i.s too early to a'ssess the longer-range impact of the Pro-:­

ject's intervention on the clients; but they all indicated that 

they would have no hesitation in going to the Project again, ' 
as the need arose. ' 

" 
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How the Py'o,ject' r; r.!lientG Fared j n Family Court 

This s~ction of the evaluation examinc~ the Project's 'per­

formance regardine; its objective of improving "the criminal 

justice system' s response" to the range of problems conf~ont~ng 

family abuse victims." In the followinG paees client mana3ement 

information about Court activity, as cdl~ected by Project staff, 

is analyzed and com~ared to ttle baseline statistics contained 

in the appended report. , 
, Data were compiled from Project files for all. clients Vlho 

first contacted the Project. before, mid-August 1978 and who 

either had been assisted through the complete Court process or 

. had been otherwise terminated from Project service by mid-October 

. 1978. A total of 94 Project clients meet this criterion; but, 

, seven of these were subsequently omitted fro~ analysis because 

their service needs had not inyof-ved fa"':iily abuse. (Wost had 

, . requested, assistai'1ce on solely support-related issues.) Sixty 

"of the remaining 8'( clients whose records were analyzed had 

, cor,ne' to the Project in ?onnection with C;1. proceeding in, or a 

'referral to, the Manhattan Family Court buil(1ing. 

The other 27 clients had family offense, cases .ln other 

Family Courts (N=7) I had family offense matters that were eli­

gible i'o~· but not brought to any Family. C,ourt (N=14), or were 

outside the ?amily Courtls purview ~y virtue of either their 

legil relationship ~o their abuser or their previous choice of 

a different forwn (e.g., Criminal Court) for handling the 

abuse (N=6). ·r·:ost of these 27 cli~nts came to ~he Project in 

its formative stage, when initial outl'each efforts generated u 
response fro;n a wide ra.Ylge of family abuse victims and the 

agencies serving them. As the Projec~ ~rew more focused on its 

research objective and ,as practical' considerations implicit in 

its location in the r1anhattan Probation Intake 'Branch both 

served to limit staff activity in ot.her a~eas, clients from the 
fi1anhattan Far.lily Court system in(!rC!asinGl~' madc up the Projcct's 

cascload . 
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Over all, the 87 clients came to the Project by a variety 

of -routes. Almost two-fifths were refer:t.·ed by the Family Court 

and its Probation Department; and another fifth came by way 
of City hospitals and men~al health centers or private soci~l 

aeencies like Hen!"') Street Settlement. The major woman t s 

group making referrals was Abused \'!omen r s Aid in Crisis (N;JAIC). 

.Referral 'Source 

Fa"'llily Court 
Probation, Dept. 

City or social agency 
~Jomen I s group 
Self-referral, . 
Lawyer, legal services 

~'otal 

project Clients 

21% 
17 

20 
17 
15 
10 

100% 
(87) 

Of the 60 Proj ect cli ents that v!ere in1101 ved' i.n the I.:an­

,'hatta.'1 Fa.-:1ily Cour~ system, just over half had peen referred to 
,th~ Project by Court. and Probati'on pers~mnel; and just und.el~ 

, 'half had been referred to the .Court or.Probation by the Project. 

One judge accounted for nine in ten reierrals to the Project 

from the Fa.:nily Court; and one probation officer accounted for 

half that agency' s ~eferrals to the ?toje,ct. 

Almost all, the Project t s clients from outside the !.:a.'1ha-::;­
tan Family Court system initially cont"acted s'taff by telephol':8, 

but this was true of only 11 of the other 60 clients. In fn:ct, 

21 of the 27' clients from outside the r.:anhattan Prunily Court 
, , ' 

system were never seen in per.son by, ?roject staff I ru'!d the 

remaining si:-= were all seen but once. Furthcrm orc, 14 of t~;c 

27 had just one contact--whefher by phone or in person--with 

Pr0Ject stuff. Esse~1tially t these 27 clients required infor-­

mati on and sO;':1etimes referral, but very little in the way ,of 

other services. For these clients, the Project a1:-:o\1nte~ to 

little more than n "hot-line," The cases of two in every th~'ce 

were terminated by Project staff as be,inr; prO'bram "dropouts" 

-17- . , 



• 

• 

.. 
(i. c .. they had not been heard from for at least two months). 

Therefore, discussion and analysis in the followina paGes centern 

on the 60 Project clientn involved in. or referred to, r.1anhattan 

Family Court (the Project~ s "service'~clients). 

'I1ho \'Jas Served in ranhattan Family Court? 
The clients assisted in the tf;anhattan Family Court system, 

by Project .staff did not represent a cross-section of all frunily 

offense petitioners utilizing th~t Court system. The Project's 

'emphasis on spouse abuse resulted in a~l but tV/o of its clients 

being women and in almost a'11 these women being the wives of 
their abusers. (In three cases, a ccmmon~la\,l relationship ex­

isted which nevertheless was qualified for Fa'1lily Court tre8..t­

ment as part of a paternity determinatio:1.) Thus, the Project's 

servi~e clients conform closely to that group of Family Court 

peti ti oners referred to as tl S~GuE?e cases" in the" appended report. 

For this reason, whenever the Project'~ service clients are 

e~amined in relation to. the Famil~ Court's in the following 
pages, this comparison .is wi th the spouse cases rather than. wi th 

all ~amily offense cases passing through the Court syst.em. (A 

fourth of all family offense 'c~ses do not involve spouses, but 

are bet ... Jeen parents and their older ch~ldren or between adult 

siblinGs. ) 
In many ways, the clients assistep. in the f;ianhattan Far.1ily 

CO:.lrt system by the Project represent a cross-section of the 

abused wives utili~ing that system. Tl:1e Project's clients have 

virtuaily the 'same ethnic, age, residency, and citizenship pro­

files as other Court petitioners. (See Tables 2b, 2c, 2g, and 
, . 

2h in the appended report.) The Project's clients were so~e-

what less li1\(~ly than is generally tr1..i<:r to be il!- the labor 

force fill.d to have a husband in the labor force" but Project 

clients wel. ... e sO:11Gwhat more lil;: ely to have their own· income 

becanse a Greater proportion were on welfare. TwO of fivc 
Project clients ,d th their O'Nr1 inco:ne reportcd I!10r'\) than ~~100 
wcpkly being available, as compared to' over half of 0.11 family 
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Projl~ct Court 
Service Clifmts SI20uze Cases 

.. Peti ti 'onor Currently 
3710(60) 49;t( 100) 1;~orkine or Unemployed 

oHusband Currently 
72%(5°) . 89p(101) Working or Unemployed • 

epetitioner Worked 
Sometime Receritly 44%(59)' .53,H98 ) 

Il'Peti tioner ::.as- Oym 
Income 757HS7) 6S;~(94) 

"Peti ti Oner Receives 
AFDC 321HS9) ,19JH99) 

offense petitioners. Yet the Project appeared to serve a rela­

tively lare;er group of abused V/Ol':'len in the better-paying pro­

fessional and managerial occupations than does the Court. 

'One significa."'1t area of difference bet'.'/een Proj ect and Court' 

'cases is tO,be found in regard to their family situations. Pro-

- ject client~ were more likely to have a greater ~umber of 
,- Children in the hO;[le, to have been married lon~er, and, if 

. .' 

. separated, to have bee~ liVing ap~rt from their spouses for.a"'1 

intermediate leBgth of time (i.e., 1-1f months). 

-Three Or }.;ore 
Children in HGme 

.Married 6-10 Years 
eNarried 11+ Years 

• Li ving Apart 
From Spouse 

-For Those Livin~ Apart: 
-Separated 1-11 r\:onths 
-Separated 1+ Years 

Project 
Service 'Clients 

Jl~H58 ) 
32~H50) 
30~HSO ) 

63·~(6o) .1 \ 

Court 
SDouse Cases 

18;~ (106) 

20;'{,( 103) 
225H103) 

The diffcr0~1ces in family si tuatiens evident above contri­

bute in no s~n:::tll way to the higher welfare reci-piency rate found 

~nong Project clients. 
The Proj0ct's service clients we~~ more often-the victims 

of. mui tiple ass~ul ts than comparable Court peti tioners, and 'the 

.. 
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worst of these a::;r;aul t!1 involved relatively more in the 'way of 

punchine. kickine: and 'chokine. Non-physical abuse profiles arc 

fairly similar for Project and other Court clients. 

it Not Physically AEsaul ted 
.. Assaul ted Twice Cr r.~ore 

tlNiost Severe Assault, 
For Those Assaultec: 
-Punched, Kicked, Choked 
-Clubbed, Stabbed, Or' 

SrJot At 

~ Not Abused Hon-physically 
" Abused I'i on-physi cally, 

'II' C·-,vuee r I,.ore 

, II For Those Abused .r'on­
physically: 
··Threatened with Harm 

Or Murder 

Project 
Service Clients 

9%(46) 
30% (Y1) 

, 

51~H57) 

, Court 
31)01.180 Case~; 

22::H 108) 
, 4?;H 108) 

56%(84) 

,14~1o ( 81+ ) 

34~(108) 

44;H 108) 

, 'Project stEff wer~ much more a~t than probation officers 
;'to identify alcohol and mentai il:~ness' as contributory factol~S 
j,n, the abuse suffered by th!3ir clients, CO;1'veY.'sely, ~rojeci:. 

staff les3 freqtl.sntly reported inJ'id eli ty t S epc:.~:,ati en 0::' abcr-j-

donment as fc.c"to-;:-'s. ~Md' n~oJ:oe+ ~+-~~ nlcll+~oYled :'4J J. J...... ......" &:') \J :: • ..1...... "\".#~ V ~ J " 

oontact between poJ.ice and ,client tvic,e as oft,en as do probat:'on 

officers in t}~eir records. 

~ For Thos (~ wi t~'\ 
Contributin~ Pactors: 
-Alcohol -. 

, -lnfidelit~' 
-Seoaratio:l, Aba.ndom:lcnt 
-t.l en tal I l1n e~s 

·Any Prior Police Contact 

" 
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Of course, some of the differences revealed above may 

simply refl~ct variati'ons bctween Project ctaff' s, and probation 

officers' . thoroughness in recordinc; information in their re­
spective files. ,Based on, the available information, on~ must 

conclude that the Project's clients, when compared 'to the ot.her 
abused wives seeking help in the fi:anhattan Family Court system, 

were quite similar qemoGraphically but ,somewhat dissimilar in 

terms of their family functioning and patterns of abuse. 

How Did Clients Proceed Through Probation Intake? 

Two overriding facts characterize the interaction betv:een 

the Project's service clients and the Probation Dept: There 

was even less interaction between petitioners and intake proba­

tion officers tnan is normally the case; and the probation of~ 

fic'ers ended up referring virtually 'all the Pr<!Dject l s clients 

,to Fa.l1ily Court f compared to their normal ,GollUMt-referral rate of 

" 55 percent .. 

, These findings should not be interpreted to mean that 

'project staff prevented., the probation intake TlDranch from ad-, 

justi!1e, cases. Probation frequently referred ceases to the PrOt. 

ject for escort services, in conjunction with: referral to Court. 

Pr'obation offic~rs see:-Il not to have re,ferred c.a.'1.8'es they thOUGht 

thGy could adjust; and the Court referred ',case'S which" by defini­

ti on,l had not been adjusted' (i. e., !f'di yerted~')) by the Probati on 

Department. 
The appended report points out that petit:.:ioners sent on to 

Court· by the probn. ti on intak e branch 'are typi c:<ally sent there 

right after the initial probation interview ratther than after 

protra~ted counseling. Thus,. since all Projedt clients seen by 

Probation were sent on to Court, a low level aiIT' client-PrOb3.~:ion 

intei~action is to be expected. However, since; counseling rather 

. than Court referral is ge!1erally scheduled by :iprobation officers 

when they sense mw possibility of reconciliait,'ion between spouses, 

one miGht conclude that the Project's clients--with their univer­
sal Cou'rt-referral rato-- consti tut,ed a"r.;roup Q)f battered wives 
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havine the fC\'Ic:=;t options available for dealine with their flU:=;­
bands. Further support for this conclusion is found in the 
fact that half the Project's clients had already been to Family 
Court in a previous proceeding--often more than 18 months prior 
to their present action. The logical extension of.this'train 
of thought is that, while Probation saw the Project as focusin~ 
too much on the woman, to the detrim~n~ of family reintegration, 
the Project.' s clients largely 'required ,just such an approach. 

, 

The pattern of minimal interaction between Project client 
and probation officer held .tr.ue across 'the board, regardless 
of whether the client had been referred to the Proj~ct after 
Probation intake or whether the client ,had been first seen by 
Project staff and subsequently sent 'on to an appointment with 

, , 

the probation intake section. In this latter sit~ationf the 

~robation officers implicitly confirmed the Project's "emphasis 
,on the woman" by referring three of every :four Proj ect clients 
to Court after their initial interview. ,No Project client had 

, more than 'one recor'dad 'Probation intal~e after hooking up with 
. . '. . 

, ,the Project. The few clients 'who did return on a new matter 
all 6hose to bypass int~[e services for their second pr?ceeding. 

-Petitioner Had'One 

Project 
Service Clients 

, . 
Probation Intake 855H52) 

·Petitioner Bypassed 
PrObation Inta1):e 15%(52) 

-2+ Appoint~ents Scheduled 
with Probation 18%(51) 

-Respondent Ever Seen 
by Prountion Officer 10:H50) 

'·'Any Probation Conference 
Scheduled (Excluding 
Bypassers) 10~(42) 
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62~'~( 110) 

11~H 110) 
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°Any Probation Referraln 
to Outside Aeencies 
Other Than HenFf Street 
(Excluding Bypassers.) , 

Project 
Servi(!e Client:> 

tReceived Probation Intake 
Services for Longer Than 
One Week (2xcluding 
Bypassers) 

Court 
SpOlJ ~JC Ca~cs 

17%(96) 

27% (96) 

]{ow Did the eli ents ?roceed throur;h Family Court? 
, .' 

Several overriding facts characterize the interaction be-
tween the Project I s service clients and the r.~anhatt'an Family 

, . 
Court itself: Not only did 95 percen.t of the Project J s clients 
get on the Court I s dock et (compared to 60% of all faInily of- , 
fense intakes) i but half managed to secure a fina~' order of 

. protection (co::1pared to 18% of all int?,.1tes); and this was ac­
, complished overvlhelmingly in just one or .two hear'inc dates, 

The message behind these data is that the Project, while 
'.,turning to the Court mo're freque~tly t~an '?robation, nevertheless 
used,the Court efficiently by making P:;:'Oject.-assisted cases 
s~ick--and without protracted proceedings, Project clients were 
also half as likely as other petitioners to fail to appear at 
Court, hearings, If a Proj ect case was di.s;niss'ed, this occ'J.rred 
typically as a res,-!l t of an explicit \\'i thdrawl of the charges 

rather than a failure to prosecute. . 
\~hile the following table demonstrates that a fourth 01 

all abused spouses reaching ~amily, Court obtain ,an order of 
protection) only three-fifths of those \ ... ·ho originally enter 
the system manage to get to C'ourt in the firs-t: place. ThuD, 
over all, between a 'sixth and a fifth of family offense intak('~s 

gerie'rally result in final orders; so the !-'roject' s 5~-percent 
rate is three times ~reater than the nO~l. Besides sec~rinG 
protection orders for such a larGe proportion !?i its clients, 
the Project also aided them in gettin~ these Drders tailored 
to' their individual needs. through the inclusion of special 
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conditions. Over half the Project c~ients' protection orders 

contained special cond1 tions t as compared to the normal rate 

of 25 percent. 

-Orir;inal Disposition 
of Court Case 
Dismissed 
••• Charges not sub-

stantiated 
••• Failure to nrosccu~e 
• •• Chare;es withdrawn 
• .• Other 
Final order issued 
••• Order of protection 
~ •• Order of support 
• . . ojp aYld O/S 
No disposition 

Total 

Project 
~ervice Clients 

44~ • I 

56 

4: 
19 
21, , 
o 

·54 
2 
o 

o 
100% 
(48) 

Court 
Spouse Cases 

32 

4 

100% 
(69) 

2 
39 
10 
13 

25 
,4 
3 

This greater ini ti'al effectivel1es~ exp~ains why ~roject 

clients were somewhat less likely than other' comparable"peti-. . , 

tioners to return to the Court ei ther on a new matter "01.' for . , 

a' supplementary proceeding related to their original action. 

Thus, Project-assisted clients took 'up less, of the Court's 

time, both in their origin~l proceedings as well as there­

after. Project clients were also somewhat mOre li1(el;), than 

other comparab,le petitioners to secure temporary protection 

orders and referral recommendations from the Court. As a 

.Two Or ~orc Separa~e 
Cases on Court Docket 

filmy Supplemcnta.ry Pro­
ceedin~s on OriGinal 
Court Case 

Projec,t 
. ~ervice Clients 
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-Required One Or Two 
Court Hearine Dates 

oRequircd Four Cr rore 
Court Hearing Dates ' 

eCourt ProceedinGS Took 
Loneer Than Two I:: onths 

·Received Te~porarJ 
Court Order 

Project" 
,Service r.lirmtr.; 

'l4,b (50)' 

10%(50) 

22%,(49) 

85~H 51}) 
tCourt Recornmended Referral -. 
to Outside Agency Other 
Than Henry S.treet 30%(51) 

Court 
£1?Oll~;C CaBOr] 

55%(82) 

31iH82) 

39%(82) 

73%(82) 

20~H82) 

result of supple~entary proc~,edings stemming from violations of 

temporary and final protection orders, the Project assisted one 

client in having her husband jailed and.another in having her 

husband placed on probation. 

In contrast 'to the previously reported opinions of Family 

Court p8rsonnel, the assistance rendered a limited c~seload cf 
" 0° 0" 

peti tioners by Project .,staff does appear to have improved b9th 

the efficiency 2.nd effectiveness of Court proceedings. In the 
" 

long run, such a trend--if allowed to proliferate-- could con-

oeivably impact on Court administration., 

" 
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Hhat the Project Offered to its Clients 

This section of the evaluation addresses the Project's 

abili ty to "provide vi ctims with a range' of crisis- ori ented 

and reintegrative supports; and augment the limited range of 

existinG solutions currently available through court intervep­

tion." In the following pages, client manager:lent information 

collected by Project staff is analyzed ,and presented for both 

the 60 service clients and the t~tal of 87. Differences be­

tween the service group and the total are attribut?-ble to the 

inclusion of the ?7 IIhot-lin,e" clients "in the statistics for 

the total. 
The principal finding regarding the Project's performance 

is that, while Project staff dealt with and oft~n successfully 
. resolved a variety 'Of cris es a.."1d problems confronting eli ents I 

'such acti vi ty was almost alway~ ancillary to the: central task 

of supporti~g clients through a FamilY:Court proceeding. 

(Obviously". this was not so among the IIhot-line" group, many 

of whom, by definition,'., were outside the Family Court's pur,{iew.) 

Before contacting the Project, six of every seven Project 

clients had sought help elsewhere, often fro~1 ,two or more 

s~urces. Inter~stinglJ, most seemed to have been assisted to 

some deg~ee d~ring these previous e~counters; yet they still 

came to the,Project for assistance. Project records indicate 

.Previous~y Sought Help 
from: 
r.:anhattan Family Court 
Police 
Other court 
City or socinlagency 
\tomen's group , 
Lawyer, le~:;al services 
\\Tomen's shelter 

,Service Clients 

40~ 
33~~ 
12~ 

37;1, 
13% 
17:" ," 
15% 

(60) 

Total Clier";;s 

29% 
29~~ 
18~~ 

4010 
175~ 
15~~ 
12~~ 

(87) 

that almost all clients who had previ~~sly s01tc;ht shelter 

services seemed to have been helped. Two-thirds of t'hose 

··26-
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previou~ly contactine r~anhattan Family Court 'also had been aided, 

as was true for similar proportions of thof':c contactinc; City or 

other sociai aBencies (including hospitals, mental health centers, 

and the Department of Socia~ Services), women's groups, and 
lawyers. Half of those previously in other courts '.fel t" they 

had been helped, bU,t only a third of those who had sought pOlice 
assistance reported'being aided. 

'Upon ini tiall:>' "contacting the Family Abuse Project, two 

in every three clients had legal problems, usual~y stemming 
. ' 

from questions about their ,Family ',Court matters. Half stressed 

fam,ily relati ons problems as well, usually stemming ~rom their 

spouse' B behavior but often including t,heir children~ s; and a 

third reported housing problems t usually stemming fro:n a desire 

to establish separate living quarte:x:s or to move '~here they 

could not b'e located. Employment, health a.Yld welfare problems 

',each troubled a sixth or less of'the clients at i14i tial contact. 

Virtually all clients were given information and support 
. . -. 

":,duri~g their first "contact with the Project. In addition, abcut 

" ;a third were escort'3d tnrough a Court procedure; a fourth re-
" 

, ~ei ved intensive counseling; and a seventh wet'e referred to -. '. " 

ot~er agencies. 'A fourth of the clients thereafter contacted 

the Project on only One other occasion, and half on two or more 

subsequent occasiol1s'. However, in-per'son" contacts constituted 

only, a portion of t·his interaction vi). th cliel').ts. As mentioned 

previously, because of the very low level of staff interactiq!1 

wi th the "hot-line" group, a fourth of all Project clients ,',rere 

never seen in person. 

'In-Person Contacts 

None 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four or more 

Total 

Service Clients 

-27-
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'35 
42 
10 
11 

'100:~ 
(60) 

. . 
. . 

" 

" 

Total Clients 

265~ 
29 
29 

7 

'10b;t· 
(87) 

i 
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Practically everJ client contact involved some clement 
" . 

of counselinC'; but in-person se::mions~ ,4edicated to a more -v t'!/'. , . 

thorough-goi~g exploration of attitudes and options were at-

tended by three-fifths of. the service' ,clients and a handful 

'of the' "hot-line" group. One service client in eight partici­

pated in at least two such counseling se~sions. 

Subs,tantive contacts with other' service agencies Vlere made 

on behalf of three-fifths of Project cl·ients, and the pattern 

was 'similar for both the service and "hot-line" r;roups. A 

fifth of th~ clients in both groups required at least three 

such collateral contacts, which ~ost frequently involved legal, 

. welfare' or housing problems. 

In addition to seeking assistance fro:n qutside agencies 

through collateral contacts, Proj eCt staff often referred 

. clients to' other agencies for <;lirect provision of aid. Again, 
, . 

" the, referral pattern held across the bO?ird. Two clients in 

. -five were ·~eferred,. but usually to just one other agency. A 

.. .fifth of 'the clients were referred to' the Department of Social 
" ' . 

. . 

. 'Services for welfare aid aYld often for shelter cle·arance. An 
. .' 

almost similar proportion were referred· to Legal Services 

lawyers, two-thirds of. the time for help with Fa::lily Court pro­

ceedings, A tenth ~ach were referr~d io pity or other social 

agencies and to women's eroups. Fi~e clients were referred to 

Criminal Court to institute proceedi:lGs in that forum, and 

three were sent to the police to see1c enforcef,lent of a court· 

order . 

Of all the clients referred to. the Project from the I':an­

hattan Family Court or fron outside agencies for assistul1ce in 

the Court. only a handful were diverteq by staff fro~l that 

forum. The ?roject' s e.mphasis on the :Fa!!lily Court as the 

central feature of its service plan for almost every client 

(except those in the "hot':'line" eroup) re;>':11 ted. in 'the wide­

spread provision of Court escort services. Three clients W(>l~C 
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escorted throu~h Criminal Court, but three of every four service 

clients were e::;corted ~hroueh r1lan.hattan Family Court. 

& Number. of Times 
Escorted in Court: 

None 
One 
':Cwo 
Three or more 

Total 

.Service Clients. 

23% 
JJ 
25 
18 . 

. 99;& 
(6o} 

Total Clients 

• 

45~ 
2.5 
17 

166% 
(87) 

As. might be expected, Project staff not only m?J1aged to 

work on the vast majori ty of :the leBal problems broueht to them 

by clients, since most we're related to Family Court, but also 

·'were quite successful in helpine clients to resolve these 

problems. Project recorqs indicate that three clients in four 
. . 

brought sta~f legal problems at one time or another; over half, 

f8.!Uily relations problemsj a."1d half, .housing or shelter proble::-:s, 
. \ 

Go Clients Had Problems 
,Belated to: 
Legal 
Family 
Housing, shelter 
\~elfare, financial 
Health 

~ .. : 

Training, e!!lplo;yment 

Service Clients 

80 t'{ 
I 

. .55~~ 
51% 
23~~ 

8% 
7,,1 

If) 
(6o) 

Total Clients 

Case records of the service clients indicate that Project 

staff hel'ped resolve to some extent two of every three legal 
. . 

and housing probl ems:..-al1d, therofore, alr.lost half the family 

relations p:roblems--brought to their attention: ~roject staff 

also manCl:~ed to help with most welfare problems, but with very 
fe'w other' 'financia1, health. traininr;. or' employ~ent probler:lS.· 

In other words, Project staff were able to provide ussintancc 

. ' 
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and achieve pord ti Ve results for those "concrete"' problems 

most often ,brought to ,their attention. 

Over half the Project's terminated'service cases had been 

,satisfactorily aided. and one in ten ~aa been.permanen~ly re~ 

ferred to another agency for assistance. Only a tnird of the 

cases of the service clients were termin,ated by the Project' 

for loss of contact (i.e., "dropping out") without any resolution 

'of the immediate problem. 

" , 

eReason for Termination 
Service pl~~ completed 
Referred to another 
agency 
No contact (i.e., 
" dr9pOu til) 

Total 

,perVi ce eli ents 

55% 
.12 

'166% 
(60) 

Total Clients 

44% 

13 

44 
10l,% 
(87) 

As 'another way of ,confirming ,the Project's apparent over-
, , 

, ;, all success in assisting clients involv'ed in the r,:anhattan ' 

Family ,Court system, an independent eX8nination was conducted 

to identify instances of clients returning to Court without . 
seeking the Project's help. In Novemoer 1973 , Probation De-
partment ,and Court records were compared ,to PK'ioject records for 

45 ~lients who had, had a case adjudic~~ted in (C(ourt, Only three 
clients had ever returned to the Family Courlt building, after 

, ' 

their initial case had"been adjudicated" withcnut informing Pro-

ject staff; and none of these thre'c 11ad gone cnm' to a Court 

hearing. Nine other clients had also returnedion a new matter 

or in a supplementary proceeding , but each ha~ then sought th9 

Project's assistance. One I:1i&ht hypothesize t~ha t this reflc cts 

"fav6rabl:t 01"1 the Project's perfonHlnce: Thrcre out of four 

clients returning to FS:!lily Court valued the F:roj ~ct t s former 

services enouGh to seel\: its aid once nore. 
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