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The childhood shows the man 

As morning shows the day. 

PREFACE 

Paradise Re~nined 

John Milton 

The Policy Committee of the Office of Children's Services 

all, save one, present or former jud~es of the Family Court in the 

City of New York -- recognizes full well the wisdom of the poet. 

We have seen children brought before the Court -~ first as children 

neglected by their parents~ then as children whose behavior indicates 

that they are in need of supervision and treatment, and then as chil-

dren Who have committed acts that would be crimes if done by adults. 

We know th a,t many of these children II gr adua te" from the Family Cour t 

to the adult criminal justice system. 

This human tragedy continues, day after day. Nowhere is the 

American myth -- that we are a child oriented society, a child loving 

society -- more ,clearly exploded than in the Family Court. The fol-

lowing pages clearly reveal the failure of society to respond to the 

needs of these children who, daily, come before the Court in New York 

City. 

For these children, the child welfare system "
State and City) public and private sectors alike 
has failed: witness the host of unmet needs. 

For these children, the Departments of Social 
Services, State and City, have failed: witness 
the multiple problems of the children and their 
families, problems that have never been addressed. 
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For these chiidren, the Departments of Mental 
Health, State and City, have failed: witness 
how many children in our midst are emotionally 
disturbed, if not mentally ill. 

For these children, the EdUcation Departments, 
State and City have failed: witness the many 
students "turned off" and "pluibhed out" of the 
schools. 

And finally, for these children, the Court, 
Probation eervices and the institutional facil
ities have failed: witness the recidivists and 
the inappropriate dispositions that had to be 
orderea, for want of reasonable and adequate 
alternatives. 

The children about whom this report is written are the chil

dren of the poor. Most of them are Black or Puerto Rican children. 

Their great needs have been clearly described elsewhere in other 

ye ars. The providers of services have said to us that they "must 

plan and prlbvide for all children in need" (including court chil

dren) that "all children should have equal access to care" (in-

cluding court children). 

We agree with those statements. 

However, we find, and the report documents: 

That plans are not carried to fzuition, services 
are not provided for those children most in need; 

that children before the Court do not have equal 
access to care and treatment; 

that racism, consciously or unconsciously, pervades 
the child care system. 

We also find that people of enormous good will -- public 

officials and private citizens -- want to turn the situation 

around; want to provide care for these children. We are partic-

ulu:ly conscious and appreciative of the efforts of the Hon. 

ii 
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Milton Luger, Director of the State Division for Youth; the Hon. 

Barbara B. Blum, Assistant Commissioner/Deputy Administrator, 

Special Services for Children, New York City Department of Social 

Services; and Dr. June J. Christmas, Commissioner of the New York 

City Depa~tment of Mental Health and Mental Retardation Services. 

In addition we are aware of the innovative programs urtder

taken by the Office of Probation, under the leadership of the Hon. 

John Wallace, generally with federal funds as both the City and 

State retrench. The efforts of the voluntary agencies to develop 

new programs and modify admission criteria have not gone unnoticed. 

Good will is not enough however. Changes must be made before 

yet another generation of children is destroyed. We must cea~e 

sowing the seeds of Attica in the Court established to provide 

justice for children and families. 

iii 
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F OREt-iORD 

The .1uveniJ.e justice system in New York City, as elsewhere 

in the nation, is in a state of flux. Children brought before 

the Family Court are bel.ieved to present increasingly severe 

problems. They are said to be more disturbed. to Come from more 

disturbed and disorganized families, to hay lmmitted more 

serious offenses or to present more bizarre patterns of behavior 

than the children who were before the Court ill the 1960s. These 

and other broad statements nre made but there is little factual 

data to prove or disprove them. 

While the serious problems and misconduct of the children 

before the Court dre stressed, there is a simUltaneous drive to 

remove children from the juvenile justice system. Diversion has 

become the name of the game. Several special projects such as 

neighborhood outreach programs (to prevent children from an in

itial entry into the system) and intensified probation services 

(to avoid institutionalization) have be~n established with federal 

funds. Additional programs of a similar nature are planned. 

Children's attorneys seem to be more and more successful in 

getting the charges against their youthful clients dismissed. 

Despite the progress that has been made under the Hon. Milton Luger, 

nirector of the Division for Youth since 1971, appellate courts and 

some,Family Court judges continue to regard the trdining schools as 

the places of last resort, preferring to return childran to their 

homes (except in extreme cases) i1 private placement cannot be secured. 

iv 
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Questions obviously arise from this dichotomY between an 

alleRed escalation of problems on the one hand and, on the other, 

the drive to divert children from th0 court process or, at the 

least, return them to the community. If the children's bahavioral 

problams are really as severe as has been claimed, what type of 

aSSistance, and of what in~ensity, should be provided by the services 

to which these child~en are diverted? It is obvious that services, 

either for children \\Tho !:each the court or for children who are 

diverted, cannot be planned unless basic information is ~vailable 

about the children: their family hackgrounds; their needs; their 

experiences with the school system and other significant elements 

of their environment; the e~tent to which they may gain access to 

and profit from public and private child welfare programs. 
1 

The Office of Children's Services undertook in the winter of 

1973 to develop some basic information about the children brought 

before the Family Court in the City of New York as alleged delinquents 
2 

or children in need of supervision. Only the most gross data has 

been available heretofore - age, sex, allegations and dispositions. 

The OCS study was desiRned to provide information on the social 

history of the children and their families: ethnic origin; religion; 

past contacts with the Court: school experiences; present and past 

access to services required to meet their overall needs. 

It is believed that this information is esaenti~l for rational 

planning toward the development of services ~eared to the needs of 

children now coming before the Court. 

-v-



INTRODUCTION 

During the winter of 1973, a survey was made of 431 children 

whose cases came to final disposition in the Family Court of the 

City of Naw York in November, 1972 and January, 1973. The sutvey 

was intended to thus provide detailed information on the needs of 

a fair sample of the children, in the context of their home- and 

sod.a1 envircrunent, and the extent to which those needs were met. 

The information gained from the survey delineates the severity 

of the problems and the dearth of services for court related chi1-

dre~; the inequitable manner in which those services that exist arc 

made available to children from the various ethnic groups; and the 

haph~zard fashion in which services are allocated to the various 

counties. The information presents a challenge to the court and 

to t~e public and privat~ child care sectors: new services must 

be d~veloped and provided to court related children, according to 

thei~ needs and without regard to the convenience or predilections 

of s~rvice providers. 

It has long been established that the children brought before 

a j~veni1e court come, for the most part, from the ranks of the 

poo, and underprivileged, from the minority groups in the geograph~ 

ical area concerned. This is true in New York City where the 

majority of court related children arc Black and Puerto Rican, the 
3 

Cil;y's two largest minority groups living in poverty. 

-2-
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The OCS survey was intended to examine the factors, in 

addition to poverty, that damaRe the lives of the delinquent and 

PINS children and their families. Broadly speakin~, the findinRs 

reveal major social disinte~ration in families, and children who 

react acutely to the problems commonly associated with the urbanI 

inner city life. 

An unexpected finding was the pronounced difference - on a 

county basis - in the severity ~.,f problems and the court's apparent 

attitude toward the problems and ita ability to deal with them. 

It would seem that the haphazard and differential manner in which 

the entire gamut of social services is allocated to the five counties 

of the city certainly contributes to this. 

One reservation should be noted in the presentation of this 

information. The survey staff found a considerable number of cases 

in which a child was found to be a person in need of supervision 

although there were one or more panding delinquency charges. They 

also found delinquents who had pending PINS charges. Thus, the 

material has not been broken down between PINS and delinquents in 

mOst areas, as they have so much in common. For example, the in

cidence of truancy is pervasive in the lives of both PINS and de

linquents, and their family problems are largely comparable. 

;~e information about the social history of the 431 children 

h b 1 d f t tion In ~ross figures, ap-studied as een Clarte or presen a • ~ 

proximately two-thirds of the children were males. Half were PINS 

and the other half delinquents. Fifty-seven percent of the children 

-3-
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were Black; 231., Puerto Ricanj 18%, White; 1.5%, Interracial, and 
4 

.5% were other Latin children. Fifty-two percent of the chi1uren 

were reported to be Protestants; 43%, Catholic. Five percent of 

the children fell into the category of "other" religion (Le. Jewish, 

Muslim) or no informmtion was provided. Ninety-four p~rcent of 

the children w~re aged 12-16. 

The Court's Jurisdiction 

The New York State Family Court Act defines a delinquent as 

a child, between his 7th and 16th birthdays, who is fQund to have 

commi t ted an act th a t is a crime when done by an adu1 t. "PINS II 

is the acronym for a "person in need of supervision". A PINS child 

is defined as one before his 16th birthday who is an habitual 

truant, incorrigibla, ungovernable or beyond the control of his 
5 

par.ents and other lawful authority, 

A child who is alleged to be a PINS or a delinquent is first 
6 

seen at Probntton Intake ~here a decision is made as to whether 

or not a particular situation requires court intervention. Xt 

is reported that approximately half of all cases seen at Probation 

Intake are adjusted and not referred to the Court. 

If a case is ref~rred to Court, a petition is drawn and the case 

is initially heard by a judge sitting in an intake part. He deter

mines if the Court hus jurisdiction, whether the child should be 

paroled or detained pending a fact-finding hearing and, unless there 

is an admission by the child, refers the case to another judge 

-4-
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sittinp, in an "n1l purpose" part for a hearinp,. A child who is 

detained pending a fact-findin~ hearin~ is entitled to such a 
8 

hearing within 72 hours. Children who arc detained nrc sent either 

to secure detention (locked institutional or to non-secure de ten-
9 

tion (foster homes and ~tOUp homes). 

The children nrc represented by counsel at all stages of the 
10 

court proceedin~s and the alle~Qtions must he proved beyond a 
11 

reasonable doubt. In addition, it must be found that a PINS child 

is in need of superVision or treatment if a disposition of probation 

or placement is to be ordered. In a delinquency case a child must 

be found in need of supervision, treotment or confinement. Two types 

of hearings are held: fact-findin~ and dispositional. Bach type 

of henrin~ may r9quire a numb'or of court ll'ppenrnnces before n fact

fin ,ling or disp osi tion is made. The Cour t may proceed i mmn diately 

to the dispositional hearin~ aftar a finding has been entered. In 

practice, however, there are generally adjournments to allow time 
12 

for a probation investigation and, frequently, psychiatric and 
13 

psychological evaluations. 

The Court has a number of alternatives that can be ordered 

for each type of petition after a fact-finding has been made. For 

both PINS and delinquency cases the Court may: 

1. Dis~iss the case: of a PINS child fourd not to require 
either supervision or treatmefit; of a d~linquent child 
found not to require supervision, treatment or confinement. 

-5-
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Suspend judgement for up to one year, 

3. Place the child on probation (for delinquents up to 
two years, for PINS up to one year,with permisstble 
one year extensions for both) 15 

4. Place the child for up to eighteen months (a) in his 
own home or that of another suitable person or relative 
(b) with the Commissioner of Social Services (c) with 
an authorized agency or (d) with the Division for Youth. 
One year extensions of placement can be authorized up 
to the child's 18th birthday. 16 , 

~.,. " 

The Court may com~it a 15 or 16 year old, found to have com

mitted a serious delinquent act befQre his 16th birthday to spec-
17 

ified adult correctional facilities. A serious delinquent nct 

would he a Class A or B felony such as homicide, rape, arued robbery, 

etc. PINS childron may be discharged ~ith a warning. Finally the 

Court may, at its discretion or at the requeBt of the child or 

his counsel, order the Bubstitution of a PINS petition for a de-
18 

lin~uency petition. 

In a land.ark decision, the State's highest Court, the Court 

of Appeals, ruled that PINS children may not be placed in the train-
19 

ins schools. The Court cited the provisions of the Family Court 

Act that authorized the "supervision, treatment or confinement" of 

delinquents and the IIsupervision" or "treatment" of PINS children 

and B tated that" chi ldren in need of s upe rvision sho uld not be 

placed in institutions in which juvenile delinquents are confined ••• " 

The Family Court is authorized to use three additional types 

of facilities for the placement of delinquent and PINS children: 

a vari~tT of programs operated by the Division for Youth (in addition 

to the training schools); private or voluntary agencies, and shelters 

-6-
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operated by the New York City Depar.tment of Social Services. 

The New York State Training Schools were placed under the 

jurisaiction of the Division for Youth by legislation in 1971. 

Prior to that they haa been operated by the State Department of 

Social Services. It is generally believed that improvements have 

been made in the operation and programming of the training schools 

since this transfer although they are still far from satisfactory. 

However, for years the training schools have been considered the 

end of the line by most judges and other Court personnel. Place

m.ent there has traditionally been reserved for the most difficult 

(and difficult to place) children. The training schools arc re

quired to take all Court placements except cases of children Yho 

are too retarded to benefit from the program or children who have 

serious medical problems. 

Other Division for Youth programs - forestry camps, group res

idences, urban homes and the like - accept delinquent and PINS chil-

dren on referral from the Court as well as non-Court related chil-

dren on refe rral f.rom 0 the r pub li.... d i ~ an pr vate agencies. A primary 

criterion for admission tq these programs is the child's motivation 

to parti~ipate. The Division for Youth appears to be considerably 

more flexible than the voluntary agencies in terms of other admission 

criteria such as IQ, available family, and the like. 

-7-
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Voluntary agency programs ~un the gamut of large, congregate 

facilities; specialized, smaller institutions: group residences and 

homea ,and foster homes. Voluntary agency facilities to which PINS 

and delinquent children are sent include institutions ranging in 

si~e £~om about 3S beds to ove~ 600 beds. Although these agencies 

are ~eimbu~sed 90-95% of their costs by the City and State, they 

are autonomous and determine ,according to their own criteria, which 

children they will accept. Almost all of the agencies are affili

ated with one of the three religious fede~ations and give preference 

to children accordingly. 

The New York City Department of Social Ser~ices operates four 

temporary shelters. The Department contracts with the voluntary 

agencies for the long term care of children who are placed with the .. 
Commissioner by the Court Or voluntarily committed by their parentes). 

Although the Court is authorized to place both PINS and delinquents 

with the Commissionet, to date th.e Commissioner has refused to accept 

delinquents. It should be noted that the shelters also house Borne 

neglected children who, under Social Services regulations, cannot be 

placed with delinquents~ 

When ~he Court has been unable to obtain placement for a child 

in a voluntary agency, the Court can opt to place a child with the 

Commissioner of SOcial Services. the hope is that the Commissioner 

will be able to obtain voluntary placement for the ch.i1d. In fact) 

however. many children remain in the temporary shelters administernd 

by 'he Department of Social Services, for months and sometimes years. 

-8-
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As this is written, it is not clear whether the Court of Appeals 

ban on comminglin~ confined PINS and delinquent children will be 

extended to such comminRling in detention or in other public and 

private facilities. In addition, no definition has been ~iven of 

what constitutes confinement. 

~ethodoloSY 

In order to secure a si~nificant and valid sample of current 

cases, it wss determined to review the probati~n 661ders of all chil

dron alleged or found to be delinquent or in need of supervision, 

whose cases came to a final disposition durin~ the months of November, 

1972 and January, 1973. The December cases were omitted in the 

belief that the religious holidays might alter the normal dispositional 

pattern. 

A computer program was developed and two case readers were se-

lected and trained to use the questionnaire/form in order to obtain 

the pertinent. information from the probation folders. In all, 431 
20 

case h.istories out of a possible 465 were located and tead. Not in-

eluded in the survey were cases that stemmed from a prior disposition~ 

Le. -; an extension of placement, discharge from or violation of pro-

bation and the like. 

For the purpose of simplification, cases that were dismissed, 

withdrawn, d'ischarged or where judgment was suspended ... were ~rouped 

tog&ther under one dispositional heading (dismissed). The majority 

of the cases in this heading were dismissals after both a finding 

and a probation investigation had been made. Those cases in which 

a PINS petition w~s substituted for a delinquency charge, were car~ 

ried as delinquency cases in the statistics. 
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i Number of Chil.dren in Sample by Coun ty 

I I 
i Kings Bronx New York Queens Richmond Totall , I 

! 191 
\ 

81 59 88 \ 12 431 
\ 

.5% 1. 2% 1. 6% 1.1% 
i 
I 8.3% .2% 
\ 

A majority of the information in this report is presented in 

terms of percentages. The abo~le chart Eihows that due to the dif ... 

ferertces in the sample size in each ~ounty, each child in a county 

I 
I 

or in the total sample represents a different percentage. For ex

ample: Kings County which had almost 200 children, has each child 

represented by .5%. Thus, one child more or less in a given category 

for Kings means a difference of .5%, but in Richmond it means a dif .. 

fer en ceo f 8. 3 % 

The information entered on the compu~er form ~as taken from 

official reports in each child's probation folder. These included, 

but were not limited to, the probation investigation report, di~ 

agnostic reports from the Court's Mental Health Clinic, other clinic 

and hospital reports, school reports, letters to and from voluntary 

child care agencies. 

The probation services and reports varied considerably between 

counties t • as well as between individual probation officers. the 

survey staff noted that in the Bronx Family Court (Carroll Place 

Branch), the written probation investigation reports, from which most 

of the information was obtained, were'quite brief and concentrated 

primarily on the child's problems. Thus, there are a number of 

I 
i 

tl 

social history categories in which the Bronx seems to have surpris-
21 

ingly low figures. This is probably due to the lack of information 

in the probation folders rather than a lesser degree of disturbance 

or problem. 

For the purpose of analysis, services were deemed provided when 

a child was placed on probation, referred for counsellin~, placed in 

residential care. and the like. Se iCe d d 
I rv s were eeme not provided 

to children for whom judgement was suspended or whose cases were dis

charged, dismissed or withd~awn. 

The information obtained has been divided into two main sections. 

The first provides information ahout the children coming before the 

Family Court in terms of ethnic origin, sex, and social history. 

The second section deals with what happens to these children in terms 

of dispositions, and the variable factors that influence these dis

positions. 
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Section I 

THE CHILDREN AND THEIR BACKGROUNDS .. ..;~ .. , . .-

The following pages provide b~~ic information about the ser~ 

10us problems in the lives of the ~31 children whose cases ca~e to 

final disposition in the two month period, When the information 

is projected on a yearly basis, the enormity of the problem con

fronting New York - if adequate aervices are to be provided - can 

be seen. 

~thnic Origin, Religion, Sex, Age and Type of Petition 

This subsection includes material on ethnic origin, religion t 

sex, age nnd type of petition of the children in the sample. The 

m~terial is presented so that differences between counties can be 

clearly seen for those categories where the differences between 

counties are Qonsidered to be significant. 

It can be seen that New York County had the highest percentage 

of -Black children brought to Court; Richmond, the highest percentage 

of Whites; and the Bronx, the highest percentage of Puerto Ricans. 

Conversely, the lowest percentages of White Children before the 

... 12-

t, 

Court were in New York and BtJnx counties. Ther~ were only ten children 

out of the 431 who did not fit into one of these categories~2 As 

will be shown later 1 the Court in the counties with the lowest per

centage of White children (New York and Br~nx) was also deemed to 

be providin~ the fewest services to Court related children. 

Chart III Ethnic 
" 

Origin by Coun ty 

s.~ntx nlack Puerto Rican Whi te Interracial/Other . .. 
Kinp;s 109(57%) 45 (23.5%) 34(18%) 3 (1. 5%) 

Bronx 40(49%) 31(38%) 8(10%) 2 (2%) 
,~ 

New York 41(70% ) 12(20%) 4 (77.) 2(3%) 

IQueens 52(59%) 10(11%) 23(26iO 3(3%) 

Richmond 3_(25% ) - 9 (75%) -
Total 245(57%) 98(23%) 78(18%) 10(2%) 
Note; Figures in parentheses represent percenta~es within 

the countx_ 

The New York State Constitution and the Family Court Act require 

that children be placed, where practicable, with persons of the same 

religious background or, where the p~acement is with a private agency, 

with an agency operated by persons who have the same religious back~ 

ground. 

-13-
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Chart H2 Religion 
'l 

by County 

Kltl8!!. Bronx ~w York ,gueens Richmond Total -
Frotestant 105 (52%) 35 (43%) 34 (58%) 46 (52%) 4 (33%) 224 (52%) 

Catholic 78 (41%) 41 (51%) 22 (37%) 35 (40%) 8 (67% ) 184 (43%) 

Other 8 (47.) 5 (6% ) 3 (5% ) 7 (8%) - 23 (.5%) 

Total 191(100%) 81 (lOO%J . 59 (100%) 88(100%) 12(100%) 431(100%) 

No te: Figures in parenthesen represent pe rcen tages within the counry. 

The voluntary agencies, with only a few exceptions, are a£fil-
23 

iated with one of three sectarian federations. Although all of the 

agencies accept children of other faiths, referrals must be made 

initially to agencies that match the child's assigned religion and 

preference is given to those children. Thus, the religion assigned 

a child becomes important when placement is sought. A child's 

religion will be listed in probation records according to (1) his 

own active participation in a religious organization, record of 

baptism and the like or (2) the religious affiliation of his parents, 

if known. Many children are labelled Protestant if they and their 

parents are known not ao be Catholic or Jewish even though there 

may be no formal affiliation with any church. 

Although there is some variation by county in the percentage 

of Protestant and Ca~holic children, it did not appear to signif-

icantly affect the dispositions of cases. 

-14-
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Chart 113 Age by Sex 

7-9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total 
Males 1.2% 1. 8% 3% 7% 20% 31. 3% 35% .6%-'--294 

Females - - 3.5% 7.3% 23% 34% 30% 2.2% 136 

Totals 1% 1% 3% 7% 21% 32% 34% 1% 430 
1N0te: Figu,res represent percentages of children at each age. 

One child of unknown age. 

Chart #3 shows that there was not too much difference between 

the sexes as to the age at which they came before the Court. The 

median age for both sexes was 14, with the males peaking at age 

15 and the girls at age 14. Since ado16scence has traditionally 

been a difficult period, it is not surprising that 94% of the 

children were age 12 or over. 

-15-
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CilUrr 114 -Type of Petition by County 

Delinquency 
lli:1!.ng uen cy Reduced to pn!~ PINS Total 

Total 178 (41%) 36 (8.5:0" '. 2i'7tso.S%) 431 (100%) 
I 

Kings 69 ( 36%) 11 (6%) 111 (58 r.) 191 (44%) 

Btonx 38 (47%) 5 (6%) 38 (It7%) 81 (19%) 
i 

New York 31 (52%) 7 (12% ) • 21 (36%) 59 (14%) 
J 

Queens 34 (38.5%) 13 (l?~O 
i 

41 (46.5%) 88 (20%) 

Richmond 6 (50%) 0 (0%) 6 (50%) 12. (3%) 
~-.. = "'4~.'" , .. " ~,,. k ,.~.u.~."'~""~ 

, t ' 

~ote: Figures in parentheses represent the perc:entage in each 
categorl of the children in each county. - io 'n; , 

These percentages vary signific:antly from county to county. 

Fifty-eight percent in Kings and only 36% in New York county were 

PINS. 

These figures raise questions about the allocation of services 

on a county basis& and are perhaps indicative of the thin line 

that separates neglected and PINS children. As will be seen later 

many of the children in New York County, where there is a multi

plicity of services for neglected and dependent chi14ren had been 

in the Court aarlier on neglect petiti.ons_ On the other hand, sig

nificantly fewer children in Kings County were known ~o have been 

neglected in their early vears. The question is posed whether the 

smaller number of ne~le.ct cases in I{ings County is due to a lack of 

sarvices to eall these cases to the attention of the Court. 

-16-

i 

(l 

It ctm also be sean thnt QuccnB arId i\£H" York reduced 1'\orl:' 

thnn t~o1:Lce as mnnv delinout>nc'J' ch:n"l"e'~ to re~s as did t:in~t. and 

nron){ counties. in nuccns, this rindi.n~ mnv h« nttt'ibutnhl(' to 

the high pernentnnc of ~hitD ~nlu~ ilrrn~tcd nn well DR tha hivh 

f 1 t '1'1,""8", "t'ildr .... n ·..,ere orlan "1unt incidence 0 sto en cat' c~nt~~SI l~. ~~, ~ 

"1ovtidinr." so that thQ chnr('tcH 1 could mo'tt' f{>tHiilv be reduced to 

PINS. in N(H': York County> which hod n ~i?,nificnntly lnrper num-

bel." of serious charges (nsRllult, possession of n dan~erou~ weapon, 

robbary, etc.) and had a SMall percentnve of Qhite males. the 

zealousness of the l~w ruorciioftA ~nv Q){plain the hi~h parc~ntarr 

of delinquencies reduced to PINS. 

Tvpe of Alla~ntionBI Ttuancy~ Dru, Dnd Alcohol Caa t 

," __ "_P..!lll1!l1!EEcI CbJv~.f~" nnd PIn~ Charges 

As ootad enrliar~ truancy and/oT school oroblems stoad oUL 

in the histories of D considerable majority of the children in 

the sample. whetheT they were labellad as delinquent or in n~cd 

of Gl1per'llision. 

-17-
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t 115 Incidence of Truancy hy County, Ethnic Origin 
and Sex. 

~Y .. *.~_, ~.!hnic Origin Sex ...... e...,.........,,·_ 

s 152 (79.57.) Black 16~ (69% ) IMale.: 207(70%) 
""f __ ... 6n!t ."""" .......... _.''ri¥'" 1-

~L:~ (64%) 'Puerto Rican 7S (75%) 
I . Femall!s 108(79%) 

.... - . i 

Coun 

Kin~ I 
Bron 

Ne'W' York, 41 (69%) White 64 (82%) 
~"" , .. ",.",,"'-l<:lIIi 

ns I 61 (69iO 1nterrncinl/ 
(70%) I , 

~ __ ~~'#1 __ ; -- Other 7 
mondi 9 (75%) ' .. -~ 

Quee 

Rich 
.-.-.~..--~~~ 

Totn 1 315 (73%) 
,,;::. , .. ,,. .-:::;:;:","-._":<:;-'--

. Percentages nre 'W'ithin the coun t:l ! ethnic origin and sex. . 

Overall, 73% of the children in the sample were truants. 

The percentages ranged from a low of 64% in the Bronx to a high 

of 79.5% in Kings County. In Kings, this high percentage of 

t l'lL10CY may be related to the high percentage of PINS t~ince 

truancy is one of t.he most frequent PINS allegations. The per-

centage of truants varied substantially by ethnic ori.in. White 

children were more often truants than Black children with Puerto 

Rican children in between. It can also be seen that gi~ls were 

more often truant than boys. 

the figures show that in each county there was ODe school 
24 

district with an exceptionally high number of truants. In 

Kings County it was District 16 which covers Bedford-Stuyv~sant 

-18-
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nnd 8ushwick, In QueenA it wan Dintrict 2q which cover~ ~t. 

I 

Albann t Roscdalo and gprin~ficld ~nrden~. In ~ew Yark ie waR 

Ulntrlct 3 which runD from i9th to liand Street on the West 

~ide. In the Bronx it was Diserict Y which cavern th~ Tremont 

and Norrisania sections from about lblst Street I;Q lfH'th Street. 

When these findin~G are compared with a profile of public schaal 

a majority of Black stUdOlHs and that District 9 has n majority 
, t 

, J 

of Black and Puorto Ricon students. 

Since our nample indicates that Blackn Bnd Puerto Rican9 

represent about 80% of tho children brouRht to the Fnmily Court 

in New York City on PINS and delinquency pctitions, theso 

flndin~o are Co be expected. They underline th~ failure of the 

puhlic schaolD to rench Minority ~roup children and ~ivc them 

sufficient incentive to attend nchool. 

, I 
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Drug and Alcohol Use by 102 Children by County j 

I 
Chart fJ6 

Kings Bronx New York Queena Richmond Total I 
10 (5. 2%)< 6(7.4%) 2(3.4%)1 3 (3 0 4%) 1(8.3%) i 22(5.1%) ! Glue 

Marijuana 20(10%) 5(6.2%) 2(3.4%)13(3.4%) ... 30 (7%) 
I 

Co caine 3 (1. 6%) 1(1.2%) - I 1(1.1%) - 5 (1%) 
I 

Heroin 18(9.4%) 9 (11%) 9(15%) !6(6.8%) - 42 (10%) 

--l 
Pills 7(3.740 - 1(1.7%) 2(2.3%) 1(8.3%) 11(2.6%)' 

Hallucin
ogens 

4 (2.1%) - - 1(1.1%) - 5 (1%) . 
Alcohol 

Other 

None 

INa te: 

12(6.3%) 3(3.7%) 3 (5.'1 %) 

1(1·2.%)1 -
i 

13(15%) - 31(7%) 

1(1.1%) 2(.5%) 

144(75%) 63(78%) ,45~76%) 1b7(76%) 10~(83%) 329(76%)! 

Some children use more than one drug. Percentages are of l' 
children in the county believed to be using a given drug 
or alcohol or neither. See also Appendix II for drug and 
alcohol use by ~ace and sex. , 

Approximately 24% of the children we~e known to be using 
26 

drugs or alcohol, city-wide and in any given county. This per-

centage is probably minimal since so many children are able to 

successfully hide theL~ drug use from both thoir families and 

authorities. In addition, although evidence of the use of drugs 

or alcohol may be educed in Court it is not always included in 

the allegations or noted in the probation account. 

-20-

'l'en percent of the chlldrt?n were> knOt>ln to IIIH' 11I'rain. 

New York County had the hirhoRt percontnpe of heroin users while 

Richmond had none. Only 7% of the children admitted to or were 

known to use marijuana. In view of the many studies that in-

dieato the prevalence of marijuana use by teen-aAe children this 

figure, again, it; suspect. It is possibll' that the children, 

their parents and the probation officers, have all como to rer;ard 

it as of little significance. Overall, 7% of the children and 

in Queens, 15%~ were known to use alcohol. Alcohol use amon~ 

parents was also quite high in QueenA. 

Drug usc was found to be sli~htly mOTe cammon among females. 

About 25~ of the children of each race were involved in drug use. 

Heroin use WBS somewhat more frequent among BlaFk children, while 

White children tended to use pills, hallucino~ens and alcohol 

Approximately half of the children in the sample were before 

the Court on deHnquency charges. (See Appendix III and IV for 

figures on delinquency charges by county, race and sex.) The 

most frequent charges were; robbery, 72 instances (includin~ at

tempted robbery); burglary, 53; ~sBault) 48; possession of stolt ~ 

property, 39; and possession of a dangerous weapon, 36. 

-2.1-
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A majority of the children were charged with two crimes in 

one petition; e.g., bur~lary and possession of stolen property. 

Sixty-five percent of the children charged with delinquencies 

were Black, 21.5% were Puerto Rican, 11% were White and 2.3% 

were Interracial/Other. 

It should be recalled that 51% of the sample's population 

were Black children; 23%, Puerto Rican and 18%, White. These 

t th t th fi police a~e more diligent in apprehending figures sugges a ~ 4 

Black children than White children. A discriminatory approach 

by the police is further un erscore d d When the types of stolen 

conside "'ed', II &rand larceny (auto) It and "un-car allegations are ~ " 

authorized use of a vehicle ll
• 

The latter charge, covering joyriding where the intent is 

not to steal the car and keep or sell it, was used most frequently 

for White males while virtually all Black males were charged with 

grand larceny (auto). 

Only six children were taken into custody on drug related 

charges and none were apprehended for the sale of drugs. These 

children represent 1.4% of the sample although it has been shown 

that at least 24% of the sample were using some type of illicit 

d rug or alcoho 1. 

More children in Queens, New York and Bronx counties were 

alleged or found to have committed robbery as opposed to other 

delinquent acts. In Kings County, the most frequent charge was 

b urglarv. 

-22 -
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The statistics show (Appendix IV) that Black children were 

apprehended most frequently for robberies while Puerto Rican chil

dren were charged with burglaries most frequently. 

PINS Allegations 

The allegations in supervision (PINS) petitions are generally 

couched in the language of the statute - "does not attend school 

in accord with ••••• the education law", is "incorrigible", "un-

gove rnnble II, It hab i tually disob ed:l.ent ", or "beyond the laWful con

trol of p aren t or othe r lawful aU thor i ty II. Hos t freq uen tly. how

ever, there are other charges such as: running away, keeping late 

hours J sexual "actin g au t", s uspe cted drug use, alcoho 1 use, be .. 

havioral problems at home and/or school. 

The charges are amorphous and difficult to group for the 

purpose of analysis. In addition, the formal charges seldom 

reveal either the extent of the parent-child conflict or the 

emotional disturbances that interface the PINS children's acting 

out behavior. Because of these factors, it was determined to 
27 

conduct a separate survey of PINS ckildren. 

Family Background 

A major e.ffort was made to develop information about the 

children's home environment, parents and siblings so as to pro-

vide a detailed picture of their background. 
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:Chart n 7 Residence, Persons in the home by County 

~ New York Queens Richmond Total Kinsts 
Iti'v1ng 

II ~ ~ l-

in 1 
Bronx 

lawn home 121..(91%) t 70(86%) 48 (81%) 79(90%) 12(100iO 382(89%) 
-~;;..;.. 

! , 
ILivin g wi th 
Fe1ative 16 (B% ~ I 7(8%) 11(19%) 4{4%) 38(9%) , 
lIn placement 2(1%) 4(5%) I - 5(6%) 11(2%) 

One parent 
Family . 104(54%) 43(53%) 36 (61%) 37(42%) 3(25%) 223(52%) 

Mother with 
Ip aram our 34(18%) 14(17%) 3(5%) 14(16%) 3(25%) 68(16%) 

Intact 
.¥amily 35(18%) 13(16%) 9 (15%) 28(32%) 6 (50%) 91(21%) 

Note: Figures represent perc~ntages within coun ties. 
~ ........ ~.iSee also ARRendix Vl ... 

Eighty-nine percent of the children in our sample lived at 

home with at least one of their natural parents. Ninety percent 

of the males lived at home compared with 82.5% of the females. 

Differences by ethnic group in the percentage of children living 

in their own homes were noted; 81% of the Black children lived 

in their ~wn homes, as did 93% of the Puerto Rican children and 

88% of the White children. 

Of the children in the sample, 21% came from intact families; 

that is both mother and father were pre$ent in the home. The 

highes t proportions of children living in, intact families were in 

-24-
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Queens 8'lld Richmond and. t;h~ l(1"·l!·~t proporticn!-t tH'!tc in th~ 

Bronx and New York counties. Black children were leaR likely 

to come from intact familicR than were Whitc children, Puerto 

Ricans represented 2J;~ of our sampl(' and 23~' of t.he children 

who came from intact homcfi, 

Sixteen percent of the children in tho sample lived tn a 

home where a paramour or atrnMpnrent wns ,]po in tho home. 

However, in New York county thiq was reported to hn trua for 

only 5% of the ehildren. \,rhi 1£' 1)2~; of eha childr~n .in the 

sample came from onB parent homas, in New York county ie waS 6t% 

of the children. It should also he noted that Mew York county 

bad the lowest percentage of children livin~ in their own homes. 

Of the children who did not live with one or both parents, 

9% lived with relatives and the remainder, 2%, lived in foster 

homes or were in placemant at the time the petition WAS brouRht. 

It is of interest to note that 73% of the children livln~ with 

relatives were Black.. This may indicate that an extended family 

is more readily available fo'r Black children or that such homes 

are used more frequently by the Department of Social Services as 

a substitute for foster c~re. 

.. -. ) -
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Chart (f8 Parental Background 

Kings Bronx New York Queena Ri chmon d To tal 
:Public 
IAssis tance .127(66%) I 44(54%) 39 (66%) 41(47%) 4 (33%) .255 (59/~), 

4 
Criminal I 1 

I 

I Record I 6(3%) 1 (1%) :3 (5%) 2(2%) \ .. 12(3%) 

Corporal 
Punishment 29(15%) 4(5%) S (8%) 14(16%) 3(25%) 55 (l.J%} 

His to ry of 
hospitalization 12(6%) 3(4%) 5 (8%) 2 (2%) 1(8%) 23(5%) 

• 
nr;:tgUse 

\ 
3(1%) 2 (2 %) 3 (5 %) 2 (2 %) - 10 (2 %) 

Alcohol Use ! 30(16%) 10(12%) 11(19%) 23(26%) 6(50%) 80 (197.:) 

b-- I ._1 • rota: Figures in parentheses represent percentages within 
•.. "~~ __ ~t h=e.....;;.c.:.;;".o..;;;u,;:;,n..;:;tJl..y..;;. • ....-.)(.,.:;:.S;.:;e:.::e:.......:a:.::l~s:.::o::.....:A.:.Ip::.Jp::.;:e::..:n;:;.;d::.;i::;:.;x:.::.-V.;..L.) ______________ _ 

Fifty-nine percent of the families were kno~n to be receiving 
28 

public assistance. The percentage of families on public assist-

ance varied considerably by county, from one~third in Richmond 

to two-thirds in Kings and New York counties. City"wide, 13% of 

the parents or substitute parents were known to 'Jae corporal punish-

ment in disciplining their children. 

Only 3% of the parents had criminal ~ecordat although 5% of 

the New York county parents had criminal records. Five percent 

of the parents had a history of psychiatric hospitalization. Of 

these 64% were Blaek; 9%, Puerto Rican and 27%, White. This is 

similar to the patterns of hospitalization by race for children. 

,i 

i ( 

Again the highest percen:aRe of par~nts with a history of hospital

iZation were from New YDrk county (Rt). Two percent of the 

parents were known to be druR userR and aRain New York county had 

the highest percentage of parents in this cateRory (5%). These 

findings would Roem to tie in with the fact chat New York county 

~l"o had a hlAb ~rcanta~e of children who had been previously 

..... nquent:. chi1dteu in thf~ r.nrnnle. 

SiAhtv parents. or 14, city-wide, were k~own to have a 

mO~Hl. ;,(li~, 1,1 tht' uarcnts had serious drinldnr prold .. (~rn.s. l'uert:o 

iLh _82 of the nla~;. ~rant" and 2S~ of the White parents. 

Bronx 
.,. ~ .. -. t * .... :r. ........ ' ... ~ .... "~~~.~"'~':t .. "'"' 

16(:~O%) 128 (41.4%); 31(35%) f l(R.)iO 1:",(1L5~;) 
t ... _"" ! .. f"""'~,~,,::-,·.Ji<I" 

In P1n~(',M~nt 12(6%) 7(8 .. 6%~ 6(1070 6(7%)... : 31('1;;) 
""-~ ~"-"'~~.--+------ ,_. -t------i"""-~-........ _l._~_r;~ __ -l-__ ~~~t." 10'1'>""-'-" '."-_i~ .".u. 

• 
Men tally III -ii,2_%_) __ t-_2..;;..(2_._4_~;...;t-_2...:.(_3_. 4_%-:,·)4_·...:.,5.,:.( ..... 5 ...... 7;..:.%..:.,,)1-... _~,.,_4-""~~~)~,_ 

Mentally : 
Rectarded 5(2.6%) 4(5%) 1(1.7%) \ - - . 10(2.:J;() 

r.:.;;"..:.;;,,·.;..;;...;;;.;..;...;;.....--..:.-..;:..::.::..:...:..:;:.!....-l.-.:..!.::;:.;~.L....:~:..:..:..:::..~'-.:...-__ ..L~ ____ ~, ~_,.....,*"" ,:$~' .•. '*. 

Note: Figures in parentheses represent percentages Within 
__ tJ!.~ co un ty • _ w 

"1.-..... -
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City-wid~, 31.5% of the children had siblings who were 

also known to the Family Court. The percentages varied sub~ 

stantially from county to county but only slightly by race 

and sex. 

In New York county almost half of the children had sib

lings who had b~en or were before the Family Court. tn Rich~ 

mO)l,d only one child out of the twelve in that county had a sib

lin~ alBa known to the Court. In the Bronx 20% of the children 

had siblings known to the Court, whiie in Kings and Queens counties 

the percantD~eB were 31.4% and 35% respectively. 

Seven percent of the children had siblin~s who were in place

ment. It was found that New York County had the highest percen

tage in this category (10%). Only 3% of the siblings had a known 

history of psychiatric hospitalization and 2.3% were considered 

to be mantally retarded. 

Chart 1110 Children born out-of-wedlock 

13 E h i i B C ~y ount~ 
Kings 65(34%) 

Bronx 25(31%) 

'Y t n c OriRn 

Black 83(34%) 

Puerto Rican 22 (22%) 

New York 14(24%) White 10 (13%) 

Qu~ens 15 (17%) I~~erraciall 
6T60~n-

Or: ,P'I" 

Richmond 2 (17%) To tal. 121{28%) 

Total 121(28%) 

Notet Figures in parentheses represent the percentage of 
children Within a county and an ethnic Sroup who I 
were born out-of-wedlock. _I 

-2S- , , 
r 1 
j 1 

1 ~ 
lj 

H 

Approximately 28% of the children in the Btudy warD known to 

have been born out-of-wedlock. The parcentaRc may in fact be hi~hQr 

as it was not always possible to determine whether a child was born 

in or out-ofMwedlock from the information available in the probation 

folders. Queens Bnd Richmond had the lowest percentage of out-of

wedlock children Bnd Kings, the highest. SiRnificantly mote Black 

children in the sample were born out-of-wedlock proportionately than 

wete White and Puerto Rican children. 

New York countYt which had a fairly low p~rcentaBe of out-of

wedlock children, rated hiRh in such categories as delinquencies, 

previous negl~ct petitions nnd public assistance recipients. Thus J 

the evidence does not warrant the assumption that being born out of 

wedlock is a causal factor influencing the incidence of delin~uent 

behavior) neglect or the need for public assistance. 

~!;iychJ.at.:Fi£ ,l?!E-gnosis and Care •. 

Particular attention was Aiven bi the survey staff to the 

psyehia tri c and psychological rc.por ts availab le in the p rob ation 

folders. The importance of this can be measured by a single statistic: 

tert percent of the children in the sample had a history of psychiatric 

hospitalization as compared to the national estimate that 1% to 2% of 
29 

teenaged children are mantallv ill. 

-29-
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I -C-h-a-r-t-ll""'l"'!"l---C~h--i--l~d~r-e-n-w-i:-t~l-\ -a--:l::."r' i":""" o~t -0 -ry--o":::"f-::::-P-s-y-c'7"'h-:-i-a~t-r-:'i-:c.-:;H;-o-s-p-'i-::t-:a-'lr-.i:-":~':""a-:t~i:-o-:n:---'~" 
I by County 
I 

Bv Coun tv 
~~¥-..... ~, 

Kings 13 (7%) 

l:ronx 9 (11%) 

N~w York 4 (7%) 

Psychiatric Hospitalization by Ethnic 
a i idS -- \ r g: n an ex 

w t _n"'",~'~ 

1 
P ue rCo lnter./ 

Black Rican White Other Total 
Hale 9 (31%) 6(21%) 12~4l%) 2 ~7%) 2 9 (l'o:~)1 

Female 7 (54% ) 3 (23%) 2 (15%) 1 (7%) 13 (lO~~)1 

Total 16 (6.5%, 9 (9%) 14(187.) 3-(30% ) 42lT9 
..",..--1 

Queens 13 (15%) 
I~,""'~~-

Richmond 3 (25 %) 

Total 42 (lO%)l 
7;~~4$_ 

Male and Female: percenta~e of all males and all females 
hospitalized. Total: percentage of children within ~ivcn 
ethnic group and within total sample who were hospitalized. 
Two children were in both a munioipal psychiatric hospital 

___ an_.j~..!Ltate P sy chiat ric hospi tal. ' __ '*'~"" 

Forty ohildren, representing 10% of the sample, had a history 
30 

of psychiatric. hospitalization. Of the total sample, 6.5% of the 

Blaelt children, 9% of the Puerto Rican, and 18% uf the White chil-

drcn had been hospitalized. One out of every lS Blacks, OnB out of 

every 11 Puerto Ricans and one out of every 6 Whites were hospitalized 

There is little difference between the percentages of males and 

females in the total sample who were hospitalized. However, within 

each ethnic group. there were substantial differences, Black femalpR 

were hospitalized considerably more often than Black ma1Qs, and White 

males were hospitalized almost three times as often as White females. 

-30-
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flome: (lUcotions arise an to why Whitf..~ childr:.n are so often 

hospitalized. There BrB Goverul rosoiblc explanations fnr this. 

White children are less likely to come to Court than minority 

group children and when they do their problems are carrespondinnlv 

morc severe. Judges, probation officers, and Clinic pernonnpl 

maY feel that these children need mora intensive diagnostic workupu. 

Tn addition. White children may be conoidered by psychiatrists 

an more intorestinR to work with and thuA are more often admitted 

to hospitals. Probably some clements of both combine to explain 

the hi~h percentaRo of White children hospitalized, an well ao 

other f ac tors not considered by the s urvev s ta ff • 

,dta'r-ttiTf>' -Out::pat"iC'ni:~' -:T=-r-e-a-t:-m·-"c-n-· ~t "'b:-y-~C,-o-u-n-t-y-- -------~~-~-~-" 

Out-patient Treatment by Ethnic 
Origin & Sex 

Puer~ rnterl .~,= =~c~o 

Black Rioan White Other Total 
Hale 25(50TO iO(19~O 15(30%) l(lZ) :sTIT1/':) 

Female 17(81%) 2(9.5~', 2"'(9.5%)1 ",,-O-klS);'r · .~~~l'~ ... , . .,..Iiti~ __ 'IIo_UII~-~ ~'I;t 
,Bronx : 1 (8.6%) 
, ' , . Total 
ttrcw"'Yo'rk" rr-'(197{) 
t · , ~¢~_ ~,,~j:_* - _t"""'~-

IQueens i 13 (15%) 
I I . 
iirchrnOnd-=--3("'iS"%-)--
• 
~ --,~sl~~~~~"k~ ~"-':'~~--t 
ITota172 (17%) 
) --> _. ===o:aem.Lw:t "0;'.',,"''''--'-- .... -

tuote: Percentages within County. 
~~~*H-W'W'd" ~_Io<~~.\i:;_WIl¢" "" **, .. , ,.; _____ • ____ ,,~~ .. ~.~,.. -jj~~~~",;;.,..,." .~".M>t_~_.I>~"'~_:;:'"" 
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Seventppn pprcent of the children had been seen in out
'\1 

With the excantion of the Bronx, all cnuntiPQ 

likely to have hnnn seen in out-patient treatment than Black males. 

The conve.rrl" i..rl true for i·fhi te children. These fi~ures tend to tic 

in with the findin~s on which ~roups of children were hospitnli~pC! 

most often. 

It scomA probAble that at least some of the children who wpr~ 

hospitalized were also those who had been unsuccessfully tnvolurd 

in out-pati£>nt treatment. Considarin~ the wide range of prnhl('rtt> 

that the childr~n present and the relatively small percentaRP whn 

have been Reen for counselling, it is obvious that there nr~ in-

sufficient community resources and that those services t.hat nr~ 

available nre not baing utilized for Court related children. 

Chnrt 1':1 r"'rl"cts dinnnoses, recommendations ntld sourc('. !p. 

county, for thp 195 children for whom a psychiatric report WAS 

avai lnblc. 

·<32 -

~':~~ut4lfj'--'~I.~'~~~'~~'''''''.' . 1 county# "' __ jt..~lt;)~~i""',¥t~= 

Chart t13 Psychiatric Diannosis by 
! 

pin g n 0 s i .. ~ !i~~'&t I ,B..!,R.!l..'S New York Queens l~J ~ l!,tno Ii d '1'0 tal 
,Pf 

__ I".t; ... ~ 

I ~ ...... ---- "'\;!j.,~~, .• 

I I ; . 
~:.~:~.it~':' __ .. _1L-\-z.. \ I 

I . 
J.=~_. 16 - S9 i 

I -,~--=-- -.*--~-~~_';'~"ilo~: 

l 
Adj us tmen t Reaction , I : 

~!!.Q,:tru':J"::£ .. n~ep LCh~ 1:-4110 od :w ~q 'U \_SL 9 ---l-n-.----- 43 
-<;~, -""--1 

An ti ... so ci 01 I 

!!.~~n ll_l::t. t ~~~ __ ._ 5 - 2 4 3 1/1' : --- _.- ·Jj,_''*""'''~1I,.~tt~ ~,~,-~.-:~ ~;'C:t,."'f 

I 

s cbJ_zsmh.I_~..!li!t __ 7 1 - 1 \ "" 9 ~J ~'=':: p-LC;tidJ_~~:\ 

Un80 c1 ali zed I j 

!Ulltt:'SEJI :i:,,~_~ as,!:,}. o..!l 20 2 5 4~-L-r-'; 
Inadeq uate 
~il r 90_n a1 i t;y: 6 1 4 2. • =-+l3 > ~"~ • ,. ·-~i="~";;..,..lI;. 

!l!.Utt Denen de-.ne" 2 ... ... ... ... '. ') I 
~::.::-_ ....... ~ ............. ~::~LA.:~l' 

I 

tt,~~ Retnrdation 4 2. ... 1 .. - . 7 i 
~~~ .... ". fie' ..;,......_& ......... _ ~~..........,.~ »' 

I . • 
~ 

I 
l • 

!JiH.Ill!l" n v Reae ti on 4 • 4 • ... - ... I - ""~-~ · • . · !DilQreGJ!.i ve RertC!Jon 8 - 1 3 I 1 13 -- ..,-........... rw- . 
"'~_-=~~. ~!If, 

! .1 
, 

P e'rGonali tv 1 
I 

3 4 lmma t_ure - ... -~'F'!'O" _ ""'= '~.ll-~*" , 

Character Disorder - - 1 1 .. 2 
• • 

A.c tin P. Out ..ll.. 1 3 ~ 3 - 2/. 
". ~~~~,;:ol, 

Schiz()i~. L.2.. J .. 
2 5 J 4 1 17 -.. - ~, .......... ...,....... .... #" 

Pe r 90nnli tv Disorder 15 I 1 G 4 I 9 ~9 • " -. ; ~ ! ¥~'~.~"....l;,~~" 

• , 

gther[Unknown 6 • 2. t 2 I. ~-!L~l ' *.s,;;k, \ . ,'io. 

No te: }'igures represent number of children for whom a EtivQt\ 
__ diaanosis was made*, 
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The most frequent dis£noses were passive-aggressive per-

~lona1:l.ty, adjustment reaction of childhood/adolescence, unsocial-

izcd aggressive reaction, and personality 
32 

disorder. The first 

two diagnoses are ~eneral1v considered by the Court as indicative 

bl i~l'ile 102 children received those diag-of less serious pro ems. ~. 

noses, a significant number of the 195 children th~t were diar,nosed 

(61) received the much more serious diagnoses of unsucia1ized 

aggressive reaction and perRonality disorder. 

Since differences ar~ seen in type of family background by 

county, differences in diagnoses by county might be expected. 

While to some extent this is true the differences do not seem to 

be correlated with other factors. For example, New York, which 

had the highest percentage of delinquents and a substantial number 

of assaUlts, did not have the highest proportion of chi1d~en diag

nosed"as unsocialized-aggressive reaction or personality disorder. 

Chnrt Psychiatric Report/Number 
._._-

of of Children seen , 13A Source 
I 

by County 
: 

Court Euphrasian Residence/ Other/ Number I 
B~ Countl. Hospital Clinic Geller House ~!!.~ Seen I . 
Kings I 

, 

10(11iO 56 (62%) 16 (17%) 9(10%) 91 (48%) 

Bronx 3(17%) 1l(61/n 3 (17%) 1(5%) 18(22%) J 
• 

New York 1 (3%) 25 (78~n 3 (9:0 3(9%) 32 (54%) J 
\ 

Queens 15(33JO 21(47%) 7 (16%) 2(4%) 45 (51%) J - I I 
3(33%) I 1(11%) 

\ 

9 (75%) J Richmon d :3 (3 3~n 2 (22% ) . 
• 

Total" 32(16%) 116 (60%) 31 (16%) 16 (8%) 1195 (45 %) ! 
I 

Note: Figures in parentheAes represent percentages within a county.' 

-' I 
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City-wide, 45% of the children had been seen for a diagnostic 

workup. However, the percentage of children who had been seen varied 

from 22% in the Bronx to 75% in Richmond. The other three counties 

averaged about 50% each. Approximately 60% of the 195 children who 

had been diagnosed, weLe seen at the Court's Mental Health Clinic. 

Of the total who were evaluated in New York, it was 78%; in Queens, 

47%; and in Richmond, only 33%. Queens and Richmond had one-third 

of their children diagnosed by hospitals, while the other three 

counties had from 3% to 17% of their children diagnosed by hospitals. 

Queens and Richmond were the two counties in the sample with the 

highest percentage of White children and it has been shown by 

earlier findings that White children were hospitalized most often. 

The Court clinics provided full psychiatric diagnoses and 

psychological evaluations,of the children as well as emergency con~ 

sultations. It is interesting to note that the Court Clinic was 

utiliz~d for 116 children or 27% of the total sample. Advice was 

available from other sources for an additional 79 children. Under 

a new program (Rapid Intervention Project) mental health teams are 

stationed in each Court to perform emergency evaluations when neces

sary. Written reports are not made avail.~le to probation so it is 

not known how many children in the sample were evaluated by this 

program. It was not possible to determine whether the failure to 

secure full evaluations for the remainder of the children stemmed 

from the judges' belief that the advice was not needed or that it 

would be ox little practical assistance in the final analysis. 
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Sixteen percent of the children had been evaluated at 
33 

Euphrasian Residence or Geller House, but in New York, less than 

10% of the children were remanded for diagnosis to one of these two 

places. It is possible that this is because New York County did 

not remand as many children as the other counties. 

Chart #13C Psychiatric Recommendations by Coun ty 

. 
Kings Bronx New York .Queen s Richmond To tal 

Home 26(29%) 5(28%) 8(25%) 13(29%) 5(55%) 57(29%) 

Resident:1.al 
Treatment Center 29(32%) 6(33%) 9(28%) 18(40%) 1 (11%) 63(32%) 

Structured Setting 31(34%) 5(28%) 13(41%) 6(13%) 3(33%) 58(30%) 

~orma1 Placement 2(2%) - 2 (6 %) 1(2%) - 5(2.5% 

iNew York State ~ 

Training School 1(1%) 1(5%) - 3 (7%) - 5(2.5%' 

Hospital 1(1%) 1 (5 %) - - - 2.(1%) 

Other/Unknown 1 (1%) - - 4(9%) - 5(2.5% --..... 

~ote: Fif.l;ures in parentheses represent percentages within the coun tI.' 

Placement was recommended for 65%-70% of the children seen by 

psychiatrists. This was consistent in all counties except Richmond 

where placement was recommended for only 44% of the children. These 

figures should be considered in light of the fact that most children 

referred for an evaluation are children for whom placement is al-

ready being considered. Nonetheless, placement was recommended for 

many more children than were actually placed. If we look at the 

figures on recommendations for residential treatment centers and 
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structured settings with treatment (other than the New York State 

Training Schools) and then examine the figures in Section II, 

Chart 1115B, Page 44, on the number of children placed in voluntary 

agencies (which is the type of placement to which these recommend-

atipn refer) we see the enormous gap between the need and meeting 

the need. 

P rio r Peti tions 

The Family Court serves as a revolving door for many children 

as they come to Court alleged to be neglected by their parents or 

other adults, or to be in need of supervision, or to be delinquent. 

Forty-nine percent, or 210 children, had been the subject of earlier 

pe ti tions. 

Fifty-one percent of the children had no prior pe~ltions. The 

.remainder of the children had been before the Court one or more times. 

In Richmond, only 33% and in New York only 37% tIlf the chi1dr7n had 

no prior petitions. Thus, approximately two-thirds of the children 

in Richmond and New York were before the Court for at least the 

second time. Girls were much l~ss likely to have prior petitions than 

were boys. Fifty-seven percent of the boys had been previously 

known to Court compared with only 31% of the girls. 
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Chart 014 Pri~r Petitions by County --1 

Petitions Kings Bronx New York Qu~ Richmond Total 
None 1103(54%) . 45(55% ) 22 (37%) 47(53%) 4(33%) 221(51%), 

I 
;Neglect 

I I ...... ....l-
I 7(21~~) 5(15%), 14(42%) 5 (15~n' 2 (6%) 33 

20 (24%)1 12 (14%): 
I 

14(17%) 2 (2 %) 84 :PINS 
I-
I 

36(43%) 

jAd1 us te d 16 4 12 I 
5 ; 1 28 

IDismissed 5 3 6 10 1 25 
Probation (\ : 2 I 1 4 - 15 
Other/Unknown 2 3 i - 1 - 6 I 

Commissioner of 1 I 
I 
I 

Social Services I I I 
1 I - - - - 1 

i \ I -+ i 
New York State I I I 

Trainin g S cho 01 1 t - I 1 - I - 2 : 
rV 01 un tary Agency I 3 I - 4 - - 7 , 

I 
, 

IDe1inquency 
, I 
I 59(44%) 24(18%) 20(15%) 126(19%) i 5 (4 %) 134 , 
I 

!7A7d7j~us~t~e~d~-------~n2~5~---~~6~-----~~5~-----~~5----~~2~-----~~4~3-----
Dismissed 27 13 11 ! 12 3 66 ~~~~~------~--~-----4~~-----~~~-------.~I~~----~~-------4-~=-----~ 
,Probation 3 2 3 I 5 ! 13 
Other/Unknown 1 2 1--------r~2------~-------~--~6~----
1~N~e~w~Y~o~r~k~~S7t~a~t~e---+--~----~~~--'--~~~------4-~---
I Trainin Schoo 2 1 
:Vo1untary Agency 1 ,1 i ,1, 
.Note: Figures in parentheses indicate percentages by county. 

Some children had more than one prior petition, there
fore the total number of p~ior petitions, therefore 
the total number of prior petitions plus the total 
number of children who had no prior petitions totals 
more than the 431 children in the sample. 

3 
3 

__ ~(See Appendix .VI for fiRures bv ethnic orir!:in.) 
~--------------
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Of the 251 prior petitions, 33 were neglect petitions, 84 

were PINS and 134 were delinquencies. The dispositions of all 

these charges were as follows: adjusted at intake, 29%; dismissed, 

39%; probation ordered, 14%; placement (Commissioner of Social 

Services, vol~ntary agencies and New York State Training Schools), , 

7%; and other/unknown dispositions, 11%. The survey staff was 

unable to learn what the dispositions had been for almost half 

the previous neglect cases, perhaps because of the number still 

pending. 

New York County which provided only 14% of the total sample 

had 42% of the previous neglect cases. By contrast, Kings County, 

which represented 44% of the total sample, had only 21% of the 

previous neglects. One must question whether this is closely 

related to a higher incidence of family problems in New York 

County or more active agency work in the neglect field. 

A total of 19 children had been placed outside their homes on 

previous petitions; 3, as neglected children; 10, as PINS children; 

6, as delinquents. Thus, children in the sample had been placed on 

neglect petitions 9% of the time; on PINS, 12% of the time; and on 

delinquency petitions, 4.5% of the time. Of the children who were 

placed on earlier petitions, 8(42%) were from Kings; 1(5%) from the 

Bronx; 7(37%) were from New York; and 3(16%) were from Queens. 

Since New York County represents only 14% of our total saaple, but 

here accounts for 37% of the children placed, it indicates that 
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are noted in the discussion that follows (placement with a relative 

or participation in a drug program) the figures in most instances 

were too small to be significant. 

Probation services, both investigatory and supervisory, are 

provided by the Office of Probation. The Director of the Office 

of Probation is appointed by higher court judges and works co

operatively with, but is not responsible to, the Administrative 

Judge of the Family Court. 

When a child is placed on probation, he is assigned to a 

probation officer who explains the rules of probation to the child 

and sets up a reporting schedule for him. Failure to comply with 

the rules of ,robation can result in the filing of a petition 

alleging violation of probation and further action by the Court, 

such as placement. While a child is on probation he generally 

resides at home. 

Placement facilities are provided by the State Division for 

YQuth, a network of voluntary agencies and the City Department of 

Social Services. The placements, as a rule, are for up to 18 

months although the child may be returned home by the agency with 

which he was placed before the end of that period. 

Placement in a voluntary agency is the primary choice of judges, 

probation officers and law guardians for children needing placement. 

The voluntary agencies are believed to provide a wide variety of 

educational and therapeutic services for the children they agree to 

-42-

accept after careful screening, which usually includes ~ personal 

interview with the child and his parents. There are only a few 

residential treatment centers, funded so as to provide indepth 

psychiatric treatment. Other facilities are considered treatment 

oriented and/or as offering a therapeutic milieu. 

Probation Recommendations 

Once a finding has been made, a judge will, as a rule, order 

a probation investigation of the child's background, requesting a 

recommendation as to disposition based on the investigation, psychi

atric and psychological reports and other relevant information. 

For many of the children in the sample, there were several recommen

dations: an initial recommendation followed by others when the optimum 

services could not be secured. The variance betweon initial rec-

ommendation, final recommendation and ultimate disposition are sig-

nificant. 

Charts 15, 15A and 15B delineate the probation officers' initial 

and final recommendations and the actual dispositions for the 431 

cnildren in the sample. 
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~C~h-.-r-t~f~1-'5~---Probntion-office-ris Initial Recommendation 

Intt1t.ll 
Recol'lmendation 
~;..;;;.;;....;;,.;,;;;;.;;;..;;;~-,--~ 

~robation \ 59.6% 
~~_______ .1. 

Voluntary AgencYI27.7% 

C ommG 9-i o-n-er-ol-l .I 

Social Services 2.6% 

Bronx 
_""c~ 

I 

35 • 8~; 

32% 

I ~.w York St.ate 
~lljJla.1L9..hsLQJ._ 3.6JL I __ 8.6% 

Relative .5% 3.7% 

New Yo!.!s I ~een~ Richmond 
I--.............--~ 

49 1% !, 50%· . . . I 58.3% 

30.5% 28.4% 25% 

1.1% 

10.1% 9% 

1.1% 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

Totl!.! 
I 

Sl.7%1 

29% 

1. 3% 

6.4% 

1.17. 

~~l~=rr~sra~ ___ .-4 ____ ~.~5~%~~~2~.~4~%~o~ __ ~5~.0~·%~o __ ~ _____ - __ ~ ____ -____ ~.-..~1~.~3~% 

Dismissal_ 

Other/Unknown 

! 
4.1% 17.2%~' __ ~3~.~3~% __ ~=1~0~.=2~%~~ __ -____ -+ __ ~7 __ .,~ 

I 1. 0 % i - -! 1. 6 % -. 16 • 6 % I 1. 1% 
""",",. h 

'PrObation Officer's Final Recommendation 

Final 
J:lecommenda tion King~ Bronx New York Queens 

I 

Probation 64.3% 40.7% 50.8% 47.7% 

Voluntary Agency 23% 13.5% 16.9% 17% 

Commissioner of 
Social Services 3.1% 1.2% 2.2% 

New York State 
Traininp. School 5.7% 9.8% 15.2% 13.6% 

~elative - 6.1% ... 2.2% 

:nru~ Pro~ram 1.2% 5% 

iDiol1iosal 3.1% 27.1% 10.1% 14.7% i 
~ther/Unknown .5% 1.6% 2.2% I 

I 

i 

Jlichmond Total 

50% 54.2% 

8.3% f 18.7% 

t I 
+1 

9.2%1 

I 
25% 

16.6% 

! 
1.6%: 

1% 

11.6~ 

1. 3% 

Note: Percentape of children within a countv for whom a Riven 
recomm~ndation was made. ""'-_-._*_*_ ..... ft;-":zlf7't"''Oin~.~~.)_me'*_ ............ ~ ... ~ ... = ...... _ "~I>IiI<~_ .,_"'~_. -" 't"L ".,-- --_ ..... 
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Chart D 158 D1.oposition 
. 

Dispositiot;, Kings 13 ron x New Y..2.!1 Queens Richmond , Tot a1, 
• 

Probation 64% 42% 44% 49% 50% I 5:3 .5? 

V01unt ary Agency 19.3% 5i. 15% 18.1% 8.3% 15.5% 

C ommis si one r of 
Social Services 3.6% 1.6% ... 2.2% ... 2.3% 

New York State 
Trainin~ School 6.2% 7.4% 12% 10.2% .. 8% 

R-21ative - 3.6% 1.6% 1.1% ... 1.1% . 
Drug: P rog:r am 1% 2.4% 1.6% - - 1.1;" 

Dismissal 5.7% 38% 25.4% 17% 41.6% 18% 

OtherLUnknown ... - ... . 2.2% ... : .4% 

Note: Percentage of children within a coun ty for whom a given 
disposition 'lTas made. 

Total Placements Kin~ts. . Bronx New York gueens Richmond. Total 

29.1% 14% 27% 30.5% 8.3% 25.S% 

In all counties, Probation was the most frequent recommendation, 

(both initial and final) by the probation officer and was also the 

most frequent disposition. Initially, placement in a voluntary agen

cy wao the second most frequent recommendation, approximately 30% of 

the time. It appeared that~ at times, probation was recommended be-

cause it was known from experience that voluntary agenc~ pl8cement 

would not h.~ available. It is intetesting to note that t.b.e Bronx 

which recommands placement in a voluntary agency the most often 
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(32% of the time) places the fawest children in voluntary agencies. 

In our total sample, 53.5% of the children were placed on 

probation. HowBver~ these percentages varied significantly by 

county from a low of 42% in the Bronx to a high of 64% in Kings. 

Queens and Richmond both placed approximately 50% of the children 

on probation, while New York ordered this disposition for only 44%. 

Considering the 22% more children placed on probation in Kings than 

in the Bronx; one must question whether the Bronx placed too few 

children on probation or Kings placed ~oo many children on probation. 

It is apparent that there is little uniformity between the counties 

in dealing wi ~h Court children. 

Overall 25.8% of the children were placed, 2.3% with the Com

missioner of Social Services, 8% in the New York State Training 

Schools and almost double that number (15.5%) with voluntary agencies. 

Again, there were considerable differences by county. Queens and 

Kings placed the most children overall (30.5% and 29%) and also 

placed the most children in voluntary agencies (18% and 19%). New 

York placed 27% of its children, 15% in voluntary Bnanciae. 

Richmond placed only one child (in a voluntary agency) or 8.3%. The 

Bronx p laced only 14% of i ts childr~n and only 51 of them"1n vol

untary agencies. New York placed the most children in the training 

schools (12%) and Kings placed the least (6.2%) outside of Richmond 

which placed none. 

Considering that New York county had the highest percenta~e 

of delinquents in the survey, it is understandable that one also 

finds the highest incidence of placements in the training schools. 

It was closely followed by Qurens which ~ad the next hiRhest per

centage of delinquents. 

One hundred and forty-two children were referred for voluntary 

agency placement and less than half were accepted (67). ObviQusly 

then the recommendations for voluntary agency placements were not 

followed because the voluntary agencies would not, or could not, 

accept over half the children referred to them. 

To some degree, the differences by county in the number of 

children placed is obviously related to the extent that efforts 

are made to secure private placement. For exam~le: the vast ma

jority of the agencies require a psychiatric report before they 

will consider a referral. Atthough Bronx county probation officers 

recom~ended that 32% of the children be placed in voluntary agenCies, 

only 22% of the Children had been seen for a psychiatric evaluation. 

Thus, it must be questioned how diligently the Bronx Court sought 

voluntary agency placement. 

Richmond and the Bronx dismissed more cases than the other 

counties, 41.6% and 38% respectively. New York came next with 25% 

of its cases dismissed, compared to 17% in Queens and only 5.7% in 

Kings. Again these figures do not seem to be correlated with the 

earlier findings as to where the children with the most serious 
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problems live. 

There are, of course, a number of reasons that a probation 

officer's initial recommendation in a particular case may not be 

followed. The law guardian may be opposed to the plan and may 

i 1 ~\he investigating probation officer who argue his po nt strong y. ~ 

A has made the recommendation is rarely present in the courtroom. 

court liasion officer represents the probation officer in the cour-t-· 

room. Because of the volume of cases handled by the court lias10n 

officers, they may not be as familiar .,dth a ~iven child as is thp 

law guardian and hence are unable to argue for the probation 

recommendation as effectively as might be wished. Additionally, 

when the recommendation is for probation - for example - the Court" 

may find, at the time of disposition, that the child's conduct has 

improved arid he does not require Court supervision. 

To some extent the high rate of dismissals in Richmond, the 

Bronx and New York may reflect the judges/inability to place a child 

in appropriate programs, their unwillingness to place children at 

all or a belief that the child is not amenable to Court supervision. 

However, if the assumption is accepted that probation and 

voluntary agency placement offer the most ongoing and substantial 

sp.rvices to children and dismissals offer the least - than it be

comes clear that Kings offered the most services to the children 

and the Bronx offered the least. 
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It appears that judges and CDurt staff in different counties 

may have different philosophies as to the handling of children at 

disposition. It is clear that in all counties, the recomroendations 

of the probation officers were not followed by the Court, partic

ularly in regard to voluntary agency placement. Only half the 

children for whom placement was recommended actually were placed 

in voluntary agencies. This seems to be due primarily to the un-

av ailabi li ty of vo 1 un tary p lacemen t for m any children. 

In view of the types and severity of family and personal 

problems, it is clear that the majority of the children in the 

sample will need substantial help if they are to avoid troubled 

lives. It would follow then that those children needing the most 

service, - that is, those with the most serious problems - should 

r~ceive the best services available. However, when IQ, age, 

psychiatric history, type of petition, and the like are correlated 

it is clear that this does not happen. 

Ethnic Origin: Effect on Dispoaition 

A comparison of the dispositions that the Court was able to 

order for the Black, Puerto Rican and White children in the sample 

reveals shocking disparities. For example: 

• Thirteen percent of the Black children in the sample 
and 10% of the Puerto Rican children were placed in 
public facilities in contrast to 3% of the White 
children. 
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• Eighty-eight percent of the White children who were 
placed went to voluntary agencies but only 53% of 
the Black children and 55% of the Puerto Rican chil
dren who were placed were accepted by these agencies. 

Chart II 16 Disposition by Ethnic Origin 
In te rraci al 

~Eo6ition Black P ue rto Ri can White ,b the,!, To tal . 
4(40%)1 Prob ation 133(54%) 51(52%) 43(55%) 231(54%) 

Relative 4\2%) - 1 (1%) .. 5 (1%) 
I 

Drug Program 3(1%) 1 (1%) - 1(10%) 5(1%) 

Diolliosal 37(15%) 22(22%) 17T22%) 1~10%) I 77(18%) 

Other/Unknown - 2(2%) - - I . 2(.5%) 

COMlIissioner of 
Social Services 7(3%) 2(2%) 1(1%) - 10 (2%) 

New York State 
Trainin~ School 25(10%) 8(8%) 1(1%) - 34(8%) 

Voluntary A~encv 36(15%) 12(12%) 15 (19%) 4(40%) 67(15.:0 

Total 245(57%) 98(23%) 78(18%) 10 (2iO 431(100%) 

\Note: Percentages reflect children within a given race who had 
a given disposition. (6 ee also AEEendix VII) 

I 
i 

Chart H16 shows the relationship between ethnic origin and dis-

positions. Probation was the most common disposition for children 

in the sample for all ethnic groups except Interracial/Other chil-

dren who were placed in voluntary agencies at the same rate. The 
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cases of White and Puerto Rican childr.en were dismissed 22% of the 

time while the cases of Black children were dismissed .. ,Qnly 15% of 

the time. The lower rate of dismissal for Black children in these 

cases contrasts with the hi~her percentage of dismissals of Black 

children on prior petitions. Twenty-eight percent of the Black 

children were placed compared with 22% of the Puerto Rican children 

and 21% of the White children. 

The figures cited above on the placement of Black, Pue-:-to Rican 

and White children clearly show that minority group children are 

not accepted by the voluntary agencies on an equal basis with White 

children. When the figures fire broken down by sex it can be P 1 

that more males are placed than females. 

As will be shown later, there was little variation between the 

percentages of males" and females placed as PINS children. There 

was, however, significant differences between the p1ac~ment ~f maie 

and female delinquents. 

In general, White males in the sample were placed in a vol-

untary agency at a higher rate than minority group males. The fig-

ures for the females of all ethnic backgrounds were apprOXimately 

the Same. However, the type of petition on which a child was placed 

had a strong effect on placement. Blacks, found to be delinquent, 

were placed in voluntary agencies more often than Whites. The re-

verse was true for children found to be in need of supervision, 
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Twenty-five out of the 34 children placed in the training 

schools were Black, eight were Puerto Rican and one was White 

(only two girls were placed in the training school system). 'rhus, 

one out of every ten Blacks in the sample was placed in a training 

school, compared with only one out of every 78 White children. For 

Black males in the sample, approximately one out of every seven 

was placed at the New York State Training Schools. It should also 

be noted that these figures reflect the placements ordered city

wide. 'rhere was considerable variation 'within the counties. 

Perhaps the following case history is reflective of what can 

and does happen to a Black child in the Court system. 

Allen, age 15, was one of eight children, 
six of whom have been before the Court 
ea~11er or had been patients in a psychi-
a P;r i c: h os pit a 1 • A tot a 1 0 f seve nne g 1 e c t 
p~titions have been filed against h~s pare~ 
ents. It was only after the rather, said to 
be a paranoid personality b.ordering at times 
on the psycho ti c, s tabbed one of his daugh ters , 
that all of the children were removed from the 
horne. At that time, Allen was 15 and had al
ready been placed in a training school. Tha 
mother, a chroni c schi zophreni c, ht'-d always 
been overwhelmed by the needs of her large 
family. 

At age seven Allen had been placAd on horne 
instruction by the BUreau of Child Guidance. 
A t age ei crh t, his muther brough t hi m to Court on 
a PINS petition. He was found to have an IQ 
of 108 and placement was recommended. At the 
ti me of 11is 1 as t placemen t in the training school, 
Allen had been arrested six times for robbery, 
once on a rape charge, ~nd again two months later 
for a stabbing. His fi rs t arres t came t"hen he was 
nine years old. He had been placed in the New York 
State Training School three times on these peti tions 
and had actualltl spent over four years in the train
ing schools. 
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The history of Allen and his familq is 
extensive. Few if any attempts seem to 
have been made to provide psychiatric 
help or even counselling. The onlll vol
untarll agency to which Allen was referred, 
rejected him as beinq psychotic and in need 
of hospitalization. Recentlt} the training 
school reported that Allen, who reads at a 
third grade level, was not intelliqent 
enough to benefit from a school program. 

At this writing, Allen is 16. His next offense will see him 

treated as an adult offender. With Allen's history it seems certain 

there will be a next offense because the juvenile justice system 

ha~ failed him all along the way. No one knows whether placement 

in a voluntary agency would have made a difference to Allen. Clearly, 

howeve r, this chi ld nee ded, far more help t han he eve r re cei ved if 

he was to avoid becoming what he now seems to have become -- a dan-

gerous~ violence prone youth. 

Age: Effect on Disposition 

It has been shown earlier that the vast majority of children 

'who are alleged or found to be delinquents or in need of supervision 

are between their 12th and 16th birthdays. As will be shown below, 

the age at which a child enters the system can have a significant 

effect on his fate. 
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Ch art It 17 Disposition by Age 

D:I:.sQosi tion 

Probation 

Relative 

Drug Program 

Dismissal 

11 12 13 15 -
7 18 57 74 71 

(50%) (62%) (63%) (53%) (49%) 

2 - 2 2 

1 
(1%) 

2 
(2 %) 

1 
(1% ) 

2 
(2%) 

3 
(2 %) 

1 
(1%) 

13 22 33 
_____ ---1..':(.::,.5 O::::..!%~,)+-_-+-,( 147. ) (7 % ) (11i%) (16%) (23%) 

Other/Unknown 

Commissioner of 
Social Services 

New York State 
Training School 

Voluntary 
Agen cy 

1 
(7%) 

2 
(7%) 

2 
(7%) 

2 
(2%) 

4 
(4%) 

1 
(1%) 

4 
(3% ) 

13 
(9 %) 

1 
(1%) 

2 
(1%) 

14 
(9%) 

3 4 5 12 21 19 
(60%) (29:0 (17%) (13%) (15%) (13%) 

16 - ,Total 

231 
(54% ) 

5 
(1%) 

- 5 
(1%) 

2 76 
(40%) (18%) 

2 
(.5% ) 

10 
(2%) 

34 
(8%) 

3 67 
(60%; (15.5%) 

Total 4 
(1%) 

5 
(1%) 

14 
(3% ). 

29 
(7% ) 

91 138 144 5 430 
(21%) (32%) (~~)~~(1_r.~)~~(1~0~0~%~)~ 

Note: One child of unknown age. Figures in parentheses represent 
percentage within a given age. 

------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-------------------------------~! 

It can be seen from this chart that the younger children were 

placed on probation more frequently than the 14 and 15 year aIds. 

From age 12 on dismissals rise so that 23% of the 15 year aIds had 

their cases dismissed as did 40% of the 16 year olds. The figures 

on training school placements are skewed by the three 11 and 12 

year old children placed in the training schools. However, more 
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than three times as mnny 14 and 15 year aIds were place~ than 13 

year aIds. 

A total of 67 children were placed in voluntary a~encies: 

sixty parcent of the 10 year olds, 29% of the 11 year aids, 15% of 

the 14 year aIds and 13% of the 15 year aIds. Thus, clearly the 

younger children were rlace~ in voluntary Bfencies more often. 

Most of the voluntary apencies have established Blow aAe as 8 part 

of their intake criteria. 

John P., age II, was referred to a 
voluntary apency for placement. 
Following a pre-placement interview, 
he was accepted. There was no im ... 
mediclte opening so his name was put 
on a waiting list. For over six 
montlls John waited for a bed. 

Finallv a letter arrived from the 
agen cy. Through an adminis tra ti ve 
error, John's name had been left off 
the waiting list inadvertently. They 
could no longer accept John, now age 
12, because they di d not ad mi t boys 
past their 12th birthday. 

It is apparent from the figures that the younger children 

received more "services" from the Court - that is placement or 

probation, The large number of 14 and 15 year olds whose cases 

were dismissed probably reflects both an absence of appropriate 

placement facilities and judicial skepticism of the value of pro-

bation for acting-out adolescents. 
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The IQ teat scores were known for 168 of the children in the 

sample. The results of these tests Bre frequently n determinine 

factor in the dispositions that a judge is able to order. 

""C,-:oh-a-r-t-"'II1"':1:-::8:--~D""'i':-'s-p-o-s-i"--t i"--on-s~b-y--""I""O------------'---'-"----I 

Pisp OBi ti on 

Probation 

Relative 

Drug Program 

Dismissal 

Commissioner of 
ISocial Services 

New York State 
Trn:i,ning School 

50-69 , 
I 8 

(57%) 

2 
(14%) 

1 
(7%) 

70-74 

13 
(76%) 

1 
(6 %) 

2 
(12%) 

75-79 

7 
(41%) 

80-89 

22 
(42%) 

1 
(2%) 

5 
(9% ) 

4 2 
(23%) (4%) 

12 
(30%) 

2 
(5 %) 

6 
15%) 

3 
(18%) 

7 4 
(13%) ( (10%) 

100+ 

8 
(30%) 

1 
(4 %) 

1 
(4 %) 

6 
(22 %) 

2 
(7%) 

Total 

70 
(42%) 

2 
(1 %) 

3 
(2%) 

20 
(12%) 

6 
(3%) 

19 I 
(11%) 1 

~--------------+-------~~--~-------~----~-----~------~----...~j 
Voluntary Agency 3 

(21%) 
1 

(6%) 
3 

(18%) 
16 

(30%) 
16 

(40%) 
9 

(33%) 
48 I 

(29%) , 

I 

14 ~ 17 17 53 40 27 I 168 • 
________________ ~(~8~%)~~i(1~0~%~)*_~(1~0~%~)~(~3~2%~.)~~(2~4~%~)~(~1~6~%)~I~(~lO~0~%~)1 

Figures in parentheses indicate percentage of children I 
within an IQ range who had a given disposition. (See i 

Total 

iNote: 

Appendix VIII for figures on 1Q by race.) Two children i 
had Ig's between 50 and 59. Both were placed on probationJ 
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· Chart U18 shows the cDrr~\~tic~R between tns ~nd di~~nAitinn". 

As might be anticipated, IQ plays n s1anificant role in d1spoAitionR. 

As we have noted previously, most voluntary aRencies require A ~in

imum IQ for placemont. Of the children placed in voluntary anenciPR 

for whom the IQ was known~ only seven, or 15% had IQ's under RO, 

whilo 25, or 52%, had IQ's of gO or over. Children with lower 10 t s 

were more often placed on probation. Children with IQ's between 

70 Bnd 90 were placed in the traininR schools more often thAn chil

dren with higher 1QB. Children with hi~her IQ's had their ca~~n 

dinmiased more often than children with lower ones. 

To this information mus t be added the fact that intat«(> at tIll' 

State Schools for the Mentally Retarded has been closed and that 

the S~ato Training Schools are not required to accept children with 

an IQ below 70. For some children, therefore, the Court haR no 

resources, no matter how great their need or how seriou~ their anti-

Gocial Rcts might be. The failure to provide services for these 

children is shocking. 

Questions must be raised here as to the types of tests used to 

measure the abilities of children before the Court. The statistics 

revealed that the minority group children had an average to of 80 M 89, 

while White children had an average IQ of 90-99. The tests used by 

the Court's Mental Health Services, where the majority of the chil-

dren were tested, were standardized on White children. A number of 

studies have shown that minority group children, particularlv tho~~ 
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31. 
from th~ urban areas, do not perform well on these tests. 

One child, sadly neglected by society, illustrates the problem: 

Carman, aae 14, was brouqht to Court 
Eor running away Erom home, truancy 
and a suicide attempt. Her problems 
started shortly after she l~arn~d that 
she was an adopted Oh:U.I. 

Carmen was sent to Juvenile Center and 
stayed there for six months. She was 
seen for psyohologi oal tes ting twi oe 
and found to be mildll/, retarded (FSIQ (1). 
No plaoement oould be found for Carmen. 
She Was returned home and ran away the 
no xt day. 

More than a year had elasped since Carmen 
Eirst oame before the Court.' The final 
disposition was plaoement with the Com
missioner oE Sooial Servioes. Although 
nobody fel t that a temporary shel ter woul d 
meet her needs, there was nothing else 
available. 

~XEe of Petition; Effect on Disposition 

Whether a child has been found to be delinquent or a person 

in need of supervision has a major effect on the disposition the 

Court can or will order for him. Some of the voluntary agencies 

have charters that authorize them to accept both categories of 
35 

child, but in practice, few of them accept delinquents. Beyond 

this, during the period of the survey, judges were becoming more 

and more reluctant to plnce PINS children in the training schools. 

Repeated expos€s have revealed the lack of treatment services in 

the schools. In addition, there had been a number of reversals of 

-58-

placements by the intermediate npp~llDte courts. Au noted earlier, 

bVl'n b-'rrncd unc(HHltitutionn.l hv th0 Court of Apnc.nls. 'PhI.", fnilul'fI 

In' thl' ~ltato or c1H' Citv to d.;v~lop public rOGidentlal fncil:ttil'B, 

th~t la·l(1)~ .. ivl· IH)Udr.f'! of tlH~ voluntarv a!~enelc.8 \ltlti hLgIH~r C(lurC 

dn~llllotl~t are UflH .. ontt"ihutinl' filctOl'B to tAt' rlf'llinl \)f' nppropl'iatc 

l'l·;.idcntlnl care for l.'tNS ch:l1dt·('n. 

nTSP"osi t ionKS"'bY"'Ethtrl cOrt gin--~'~-'-'"-""==l 

i1)iaposition 
f\"*",,, ~;to.L.: __ .l;I;tr:<*=*ltd.:r.K·"""'" 

-~ ... -Blaok Puorto Rican llhit. Total J 
.".~-.. t ".iIl~ - ~ ..... n 

'rob a ticn 59(55%) 29(56~n 28(53%) 116(55%) 

.,\',-1""'3'8 vF---- 3(3%) 
~ 4(11:r)'=---j ... 1(2%) 

"",-,~~~~~..;'O!<=~<:~~ - 1 ( • :; r.rr="'i )rug Program ... -1(2.%) -
Ts~mrssnI 

'# h , 
16 (15%5 8 (15%j 10(19%) 3'~ (16'2)""""-1 

'!ftc;: 7 U n kll own 
. - zrr.:) : ~ ... 2(4%) -

ommisSioner of 
ocia.l Services 7 (7%) 2(4~O - 9(4%) I 

• 
In 
1 

Ie 
is , 

ci<t""""":~ri-~~_'~ , -- JPt-..;tr;:~~ 

h1W' YorIe. State 
raining School 3(3iO 1 (21:) .. 4 (2r~) 

~. 

'~olUntary Age.ncy 18(17%) 9 (177., 14(26%) 41(19/~) . 
otill 

-)'# .... 

106(50%) 52(25%) 53(25%) 211(lOO:~;) 

I, ~ ......... :..---- """ Note: 'i~urcs in parentheses represent percencBRBB within 
ct1illk origin. (See nlso Aoeendix IX.) 
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Chart" U19A 

~ .D i spa s i.!!.2.!!. 
I 

nGlinq ut!ncy DispoS1"i:1on's by Ethnic Origin 'l 
Black Puerto Rican White Total 

7 I, (5 3 %) I--;~ (4 8 ~n - 111 (5 3 %) • 

l
,~~ob a tion 
Rela t:('ve'''' ,"'-=. ' 

3(1%) , 

New York Statt! \ 
Trairtitlg School J 22(16%) I 7(15%) I 1(4%) I 30(14%) 

I I I Voluntary Agency I 18(13%) 'j(7%) 1(4%) 

1~~ottn:alr---------+111~30971(6n6~·%')~I~···'--r.46~(~2~2W%")--~~25~1~2~%)~~~~~J 
Note: Figures in parentheses represent PQrcenta~es 

ethnic origin. (See also Appendix IX.) 

It is seen that delinquents had their cases dismissed more 

often than PINS and were placed on probation slightly less frequQn~ 

tly than PINS children. However, White delinquents were placed on 

probation most often, 60% of the time. While White PINS children 

were placed in voluntary agencies far more oftert than minority 

group childrert. it can be seen that Blacks were placed in voluntary 

agenciea mora frequently on delinquency charges. Black children 

had tlair cases dismissed 15% of the time on both PINS and delinquency 

petitions~ However, Puerto Rican and White delinquents had their 

cases dismissed far more often than Puerto Rican and White PINS. 

Appendix VII ahows that males in r,-cneral were placed eon

siderably more of ton than femaleo. Since 35% of the males were 

PINS children and 6SZ were delinquents, this affects the plnncment 

findings. 

Some consideration must be piven to the effect that parental 

attitudes may have on the judicial decision procegg. Parents of 

delinquents arc said to be more willing to tnke their children home 

than are those of PINS children. If this is correct (and thore ar~~ 

no statistics to prove Dr disprove the statement). it perhar o sterno 

from the fact chat delinquent children have generally committed DU 

offense Ilgait\st prop(~rty or Domcone outOide the. family. 'fhe PINS 

children, on the other hund. ara nenerul1y brought to Court by 

paren c (51) who see th.em!H~,l VIlS us un ab le to control thei 1: children 

and in need of anu!utance. Some Geem all to ready to rid themoclven 

of responsibility ... · others seem renuincly concerned nb",ut t1\<.': child 

because of his acting-out bchavior. 

f!.l.ill.W~!s_J~~~~n\m~,!l..s!.!:~ions: l~tfoet on Di~J?os1~~ 

Diagnoses and !'(',commondntiolls, submitted by th.o Court's clin:tt.~ 

and other diagnostic services, were availablD for 195 children in 

the sample. Although such recommendations are only one factor in 

a judgc's decision, they have B significant impnct on the Courtt~ 

willingness to mako some orders of disposition and its ability to 

make others. 
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The psychiatrists recommended placement outside their homes 

for 68% of the children whom they saw. Slightly less than 30% of 

the children were seen as able to remain at home. For 3% of the 

children the recommendation was unknown. Of the 195 chi1dre~ seen, 

42% were placed on probation, another 13% had their cases dismissed, 

and 43% were placed. Thus, 55% of the children remained at home, 

althoush it had been r~commended for less than 30% of the children. 

There was a difference of 25% between the percentage of children 

for whom placement was recommended and the percentage of children 

actually placed. tn Rddition, although training schools were rec-

ommcnded as the placement of choice for only six children, four 

times that many were so placed. 

It is clear that the recommendations of the psychiatrists were 

followed only some of the time. One reason for this is, of course, 

directly related to the unavailability of residential treatment for 

many children who need it. However, it should be noted that of the 

six children for whom the New York State Train~ng School was rec-

ommended, only three were actually placed there. The other three 

children went to voluntary agencies. In addition, hospitalization 

was recommended for two children, both of whom were placed in vol-

untary agencies. 

When th~ recommendations are analysed according to ethnic origin 

and sex, it can be .:Ieen that the children for whom "remain at home" 

was most often recommended were White males. The children who were 
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least often diagnosed as able to remain at home were White females. 

It may be that psychiatrists are more protective in their views 

toward females and particularly White females, since there is no 

other known evidence for White females so often bein~ in need of 

placement. In fact White males in the sample were hospitalized 

three times as often as White females and presunably needed placement 

the most often since a child who has been hospitalized is usually 

significantly more disturbed and in need of treatment than a child 

who has not been hospitalized. 

All of the White children for whom the psychiatrists recommended 

that they remain at home did so. However, 14% of the Black c~il

dren for whom the recommendation was that they remain at home were 

in fact placed (in voluntary agencies). 

A structured setting (other than the New Y~rk State Training 

School) was recommended most often for Black males and White females. 

One would expect that males in general would need structure more 

often than females, if for no other reason than they are so frequent

ly involved in serious delinquent acts. However, traditionally 

adolescent girls have been regarded as more difficult to handle in 

institutions than adolescent males. 

Placement in a residential treatment center was the recom

mendation for 32% of the children seen by psychiatrists. It wes 

recommended most often for White males and Puerto Rican females. 

Structured settings that were treatment oriented were recommended 

another ,0% of the time so that voluntary a~ency placemen~ was aeen as 
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needed for at least 62% of the children seen by psychiatrists, 

However, only 27% of the children seen by a psychiatrist were placed 

in voluntarv a~cncies. 

Placement in foster homes or group homes was recommended for 

only five children. Perhaps these particular children were seen 

more as victims of their environment (i.e. neglected children) and 

this is why foster care was seen as appropriate for them. Survey 

data shows that at least 33 children had been before the Court on 

neglect petitions prior to the petition that was disposed of during 

the survey period. Undoubtedly many more had elements of serious 

neglect in their family backgrounds. We question whether the current 

behavior of the children was seen as too disturbed at this time to 

warrant consideration of foster home placement or whether it was lack 

of foster care in voluntary and/or public facilities. 

Recommendations for placement in the training school were made 

for only six children. Despite this fact 24 children in the sample 

were placed in the New York State Training Schools. Seventeen were 

Black, six were Puerto Rican and one was White. Presumably place

ment was necessary for these chiljren and they were not acceptable 

for whatever reasons to the voluntary agencies. 

Voluntary agency placement was recommended by a psychiatrist 

for 120 children, yet only 52 or less than half actually obtained 
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uuch placement. The remainder of the children either stayed at 

home or wunt to the New York State TraininR Schools, neither of 

v/hich was consistent vith clinical recommendations. 

It i." intert'r'tin<> to I 11 n '" not e t 1 a t t·' hen a cat e ~ 0 r i e sot her t han 

"rumain at hornell and "othor/unkncn.;n" are considered, it is shown 

that placement was recommended for 63% of the ~hite children. 69% 

of the Black children and 74~ of the Puerto Rican children. There 

is no evidence to explain why placement is more frequently rec

ummended for Puerto Rican children than for either the Black or 

ehe White children. 

The Puerto Rican children in this survey have been shown to 

have less serious f ami ly p rob1e'Ills . This sho u1d me an then, th a t 

'''He Puerto Rican children could remain at hvlhe under parental and 

~rohation supervision. One must question whether the predominantly 

lIhite and Bnp.;lish speaking clinical and hospital personnel are able 

t(l Ildoq ua te1v diap,nose and make re commenda ti ons for Sp an il1 h l'1pe akins> 

l.!hildren. 

!1iS~0.!Y __ ~.l.Shia.!.r1.c Hospitalization: Effect on Dispositl,on 

The profound effect (Renara11v neRative) that psychiatric 

1hHmita11zation can have on the services available fc. Court n~-

i ~. l~ci children can be estimated by a review of the dispositions 

l.\l·lered for 40 children in the sample. 
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jChart #21 , Children with Psychiatric History by Dispo.qiti-o-t--\------"'--
and Ethnic Origin 

~S..E..0S i ti on. Black 
In t err a c1. all 

Other 
_~'!i';.I~t~_>'i \ 

Of the 40 children who had a known history of psychiatric 

1'0 tal 
~'.""_'t->-

hospitalization. 40% were Black, 20: were Puerto Rican and 32.5: 

were White. Information contained elsewhere in this report showR 

that White children in the sample were hospitalized mote than twic~ 

as often as the Black children. Children with a history of hospitnl-

ization were placed more often (40%) than the children in the totnl 

sample (25.8%). They were placed on probation less often but apornx-

imate1y the same percentage had their cases dismissed. 
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Placements in voluntary agencies that offer psychiatric 

treatment were only slightly higher than such placements for chil

dren who did not have a history of psychiatric hospitalization •. 

However, the children who have been hospitalized were placed 

in the training schools, where little~ if any, psychiatric treat

ment is available, more than twice as often as children in the 

overall sample. In fact the only White child in the entire sample 

who was placed in a training school W,s a child with a history 

of psychiatric hospitalization. Among children with a history of 

such hospitalization, the training school was the disposition for 

25% of the Black ctlildren d 3 5" i 
I an' 7. % of the Puerto R can children. 

In terms of placement, children who have been hospitalized 

fare badly and this is particularly true for minority group chil

dren. Although four of 13 White children who had been hospitalized 

were placed in voluntary agencies, only one of the 16 Black and 

one of the eight Puerto Rican children were placed in a voluntary 

agency. Thirteen out of 26 or 50% of the males with a history of 

hospitalization were placed compared with only two out of 11, or 

18%, of the females who were placed. 

Children who have been in a psychiatric hospital are probably 

more in need of placement than children who have not been hospital

ized. It seems the Court recognizes this since 40% of the children 

who had been hospitalized were placed compared with only 25% of the 

total sample. Xt is unfortunate that so many of the children were 

placed in the training schools ,presumably for lack of appropriate 

resources in the voluntary sector. 

~asons f.o~jeeti~ 

As has been noted previously, placement in a tra~ning school 

is deemed by judges, probation officers and law AUBrdia~s alike, 

as the end of the line. the last resort. Therefore, if placement 

is seen as necessary, referrals will be made to the vo1untarv 

agencies. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 • 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Reasons for Rejection given by Voluntary~gencies 

Too Actin~ Out----------------------------------

Too Disturbed~---~----------~---~--~---~--~~----

37 (18%) 

29 (14%) 

Needs more Structure---------------------------- 24 (12%) 

Unmotivated for Placement----------------------- 20 (10%) 

I.Q. Level--~-----------------------------------

No Vacancies------------------------------------

--_ ... - ... ------ .... - ... ,Age----------------------------~-

Needs more Trcatment----------------------------

Unavai lab 10./ Un coope.r a ti ve F amily----·· ... -- --------

Re£er:ra1 Withdrawn---------------------- ... ---- .. --

di L 1 - -------------Rea ng eve ~--~~-------~------- -

19 (9%) 

13 1(6%) 

10 (5 %) 

9 (4%) 

9 1 (4%) 

61 (3~n 
51 (2~O 

Drug Use---------------------------------------- 21(1%) 

Other/Unknown heasons--------------------------- 241(12%)i ~~ ______ ~ ______________________________________________ ~. I 

ate: Seventy-five children were referred for placement Bnd 
L-______ !r~e~e~c~t~e~d~f~o~r~a~t~0~t~a~1~~o~f~2~O~7~r~e~a~s~o~n~s~. __________________ __ 

!. 



Chart #22 shows the children rejected for voluntary placement 

by reason given. A total of 67 children in this study were placed 

with voluntary agencies. Seventy-five children were referred for 

placement but rejected. Some children. among the 67, werp accepted 

by the first agency to which they were referred so this chart covers 

only those children who were Leferred nnd not accepted bv the first 

agen cy • 

The predominant reasons riven for rejection were that the child 

was too acting out and that the child was too disturbed. These 

reasons were followed by the"need for more structurell
, "child un

motivated" and I.Q. level. In the past, the lack of an intact 

family as well as low reading levels were frequently given as 

reasons for rejection. As the chart indicates, these reasons are 

much less frequently used. 

Victor C., age 14, had never known 
what it means to be accepted and 
wanted. His mother, a long time 
heroin addict and prostitute, had 
never been able to care for him and 
voluntarily committed him at age 9, 
to the Commissioner of So~ia1 Ser
vi ces. 

Victor was first placed in an in
stitution and then in a foste~ home. 
The fos te:" paren ts aomplained of 
truancy, running away from home and 
thefts from a 10aal store. A PINS 
petition was filed and V.iator was 
sent to Juvenile Center while the 
Court attempted to find another vol
untary agenay plaaement for him. 

Seen by the Court's Mental Health 
Se rvi ces, vi ator was di a gn ose d as 
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"unsoaialized nqqressive reaction N • 

The reaommendation was for a strua
ture d se ttin g wi th trea tmell t. Re
ferred to voluntaru Ilgencies he w~s 
rejeated as being "too acting oue N 

and "too agqressi veil • 

When he was finally sent to a train
ing school, Viator was said to h..,vo 
made an e~c:ellent adjustment. Staff 
reports indiaated that tll.though Viator 
had a. quick temDer, his aggressiveness 
had been only in the verbal area and 
that, in the short time he had been in 
the training sahool, he had been able 
to modify Jd.s verbal llg(1ression. 

The voluntary agencies are atte~pting to be more flexible 

about the children they admit. In the past. all childron were 

accepted for 18 months. Currently a nu~ber of voluntary agencies 

are accepting uhildren for 30 nnd 90 day periods on a trial basia. 

Th~se trial visits mean that the children, who are considered mar

ginal candidates by the agencies, are being given a ch~nce. Row

ever, also to be considered is the detrimental effect that these 

30 or 90 day trial periods have. 'the child is lnft itt. limbo and 

must ieel additional anxiety because of the uncertainty no to th~ 

outcome. 

A re aeon for rej ec tion Lha t is 0 ften ~i ven is "unavailable/ 

uncooperative familv". Many of the children who come before the 

Family Court are there because they lack reasonably stable homes 

and parents who are interested in them and can provide them with 

special care when needed. Judges, probation officers and law 

-71-
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This report: provJ.dC's deeM.lod informat:ir.lM about: chi.ldren 

before the Famil~ Court, alleaed or found to be delinquent or 

in need of superv:1.sion. It dolineat;(J.'~ the ~JnVirOllm012t; from 

which they come, their relations I~.it:ll tho.ir families and sallools, 

their acre, sex and ethnic backqround, and tlw:l.r mlln:l.fold porsontll 

problems. 

'.rho Poll ey Cr:;mmi ttee of tl)e Offl co of Chi ldren' s Serv:i cos, 

:in the preface I acknowledqed the efforts tha t: llave beon made to 

improve the situation and stated its conviction that tllo problflm,c> 

have not been sufficiently addressed. 

We believe that the failure to move ahead, dospite thos(\ 

efforts on the part of p ubli c an d pri va te agen cies that: provi d{! 

services for ch.ildren, are attributable to tl~O major l'C'asons: 

(1) tIle lack of adequate and detailed information about: the fam:i.l:J.!'!i 

and children involved and (2) the fragmented and compartmentallzpd 

deliver" of service systems that allow each department: and aaenell 

to say "let: Someone else provide for that child." 

We believe tllis report provides a largo part of the inforwacirm 

that has been needod for so Jong; that no ona can notY' plead :i.anor k
' 

;mcc of the seopa of the problom. The report must be given tho 

most careful and sustained study b~ all public and privata agencies 

t:hat provida servic::as for children. Thesa include, at loaGt, t::~e 

State's Division for Yauch,Dopartment of Nentlll Ituaione, Depllrt;m(~nt 
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of Social Services, Divi.sion of Probation, ~c1uC't'lt:J.on l"~'" 

partment, and tiH..>ir local counterparts. It must: olso bp ~(ltl-

aiderad btl the Governor's staff ~nd t:lw Jllaiaiartl, Mancal I'cu:dtll 

and Social S~rvloas Committees of the New York Stato LaqisJaturn. 

~ha followinq facts should, in parti G'ular ,10 fli von sus .. 

t:a1.ned consi dorat:l. OU t 

Biqhf;q-soven percant of the childron in the surve~ were 
bo~woen the aaas of 13 and 16 "ears. It should bo noted 
that the voluntary agoncies seldom admil; children of thiG 
ll~O to their residential programs and those are the uears 
of great stross for children. 

seventy-throe parcent of the children were known to be 
truants. In each county, ono communit~ school district 
was shown to l1avo an axceptionally high rata of truants. 
Not: surprisingly threo of these are distri ct:~ in wh.i Cil 

II majoritlJ oEtho students were Black und one of them has 
has a majorlty of Black and Puerto Rican students. 

Tho families of children brought to court have man" and 

serious probloms, as a rule. For example: 

Although 89% of the ahild~on in the survey were livinq 
in their own home, onll] 21% como from intact families, 
i.o, lived with a mother and father. 

Fifty-nine porcent were receiving public assistancsor 
supp1ementlll asslstanco •. Many were 1.i.viny at a povert:lJ, 
althougll oarned, income level. 

Over 31% of tho survey children had siblinas who had 
been beforo the Court as neqlected, PINS o~ delinquent 
children. 

Forty-nine percent of the survey children hlld prior 
petitions: 33 neglect: petitions, 84 P:rNS petitions 
and 134 delinquencq pet:itions. 

'.rhe Court was unable to follow the recommendations of 

psychi atris ts, psycholoqis ts and proDli' ion offl cor!; 1..n II con-

slderablo majoritq of the cases • 
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~Ihese recommon da ti ons aro s ubmi tte d by the Poli cy Commi tteo 

of the Office of Ch.ildren's Servicos to the Administrative Board 

of the Judicial Conterence, the Governor, the Leqislature, and 

the public, in the belief that, it they are accepted, New York 

can move toward the realizatJon of justice for and treatment of 

its chi Idren • 

* * * * * * 

-78-

1. The Office of Children's Services is a special unit of the 
Administrative Board of the Judicial Conference, State of 
New York, established in June, 1972, to conduct basic re
search on the needs of children brought before the Family 
Court. During the first vear the Office of Children's Ser
vices dealt only with. Family Court in New York City. 
As of August 1, 1973 it waR given some state-wide respon
sibilities. 

2. (8) '<Juvenile delin.quent:" means a person over seven and less 
than sixteen years of age who does any act which, if done by 
an adult, would constitute a crime. 

(b) tlperson in need of supervisiotlll means a m{ll~~ less than 
sixteen years of age and a femalt' less than eighteen years 
of age who daes not attend school in accord with the pro
visions of part one of article sixty-five of the education 
law or who is incorrigible, ungovernable or habitually dis
obedient and beyond the lawful control of parent or other 
lawful authority. Family Court Act, Section 712 
and see £00 tn ate 5 to this rep or t . 

3. .Characteristics of the Population in New York City Health 
!Leas, 1970, by Family Income, Department of Research and 
Program Planning Information, Community Council of Greater 
New York, 225 Park Avenue South, New York, New York, March 
1073. 

4. Other Latin Children includes children with Spanish surnames 
who were not Puerto Rican. 

5. When the PINS category was established, it included girls up 
to their 18th birthdays. In 1972, the Court of Appeals ruled 
that the age distinc~ion between males and females was un
contitutional. Ill. re Patricia A. J 31 N.Y. 21 83 (1972). 

6. "Intake 1.s the name applied to the preliminary procedure for 
Family Court cases designed to divert cases from the Court to 
('1ther appropriate services." Directive on Family Court In ... 
take, Office of Probation, September 3, 1968. 

Intake Officers can lI at tempt to adjust suitable cases before 
a petition is fi1eci over which the Court apparently would 
have jurisdictim .• !f "Efforts at adjustment pursuant to the 
rules of Court under this section may not extend for a period 
of mnre than two months without leave of a judge of the Court 
who may extend the period for an additional sixty days. II 
Complainants cannot be prohibited from bringing a case to Court. 
Family Court Act, Section 734. 

I 
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8. 

9. 

Fact-finding hearin~ maans a hearinp to determine -for a 
delinquent whether the respondent did the t 
alleged ia the petition. ac or acts 
vision \ for a parson in ne~d of super-

- whether the respondent is an habitual truant 
incorrigible, ungovernable or habituallv disobedient ~nd 
beyond the c~ntrol of his parents, ~uar~ian or legal cut
todian. Familv Court Act, Section 742. 

If the judge feels that the allegations have been pro~ed 
beyond a reasonable doubt, he makes a finding of fatt 
which is similar to a criminal court finding'an adult 
defendant is p.uilty. 

Family Court Act, Section 729 

In New York City, children who are to be detained in a 
secure facility are scnt to Spofford Juvenile Center in 
the Bronx. 

10. The New York State Family Court Act, Section 241 mandates 
the representation of alleged delinquents and pe;sons in 
need of superVision (PINS) by counsel unless waived Th 
majority of the children are represen~ed by the Juve~ile e 
Rights Division, Legal Aid SOCiety. 

11. 1n re Winshie, 397 U.S. 358 (1970). 

12. 

13. 

During the course of a probation investigation, a probation 
offic~r interViews the child and his parents

t 
obtains reports 

from nis school and other Social agencies which know the child 
and his family. After the information has been gathered a 
r~po~~ is submitted to the Court recommending what dispo~ition 
BtllOU be mgde in order to most help the child and also protect 1e community. 

~valuations are generally ordered by the Court as an aid in 
etermining the ~hild's needs. These evaluations are a re

requisite if the child is to be referred for placement PMost 
evaluations are performed by the Court's Mental Health'Ser
Vices. If it is felt thRt a chil4 is seriously disturbed aud 
needs to be observed in a psychiatric hospital the Court m~ 
remand the child to a municipal psychiatric ho~pital for ob-y 
servation. 

II 

[" 

14. When judgement is suspended, the Court retains jurisdiction 
over the case. If the child violates the terms or conditions 
of the suspended judRement, the Court may order any disposition 
that was possible originally. Family Court Act, Section 755. 

15. A child who is placed on probation is expected to report to 
bis probation officer rCRularly, attend school, come home on 
time and the like. Failure to comply with the rules of pro
batien can lead to the filinR of a violation of probation and 
the placement of the child. Family Court Act, Sections 753, 
754, 757,779. 

16. Such extensions are authorized for girls up to age 20. Uowever, 
in light of the Patricia A. deciSion, it is generally believed 
that the distinction between boys and ~1rls will not be per
mitted to stand should it be liti~ated. 

17. Commitments are made for up to three years. A.lthough the Fam
ily Court Act makes these provisions for commitment to thd 
Division for Youth, such provisions are not covered in the 
executive law Roverninn the Division for Youth. Family Court 
Act, Section 758. 

18. Family Court Act, Section 716. 

19. In,re Ellery CO) 32 N.Y. 2d 588 (1973). 

20. Of the cases missing, 8 were from Ki~gs County; 7, from Bronx 
County; It, from Oueens: 13, from New York; and 2, from Richmond. 
New York County is the borou~h of Manhattan, Kings County is 
che borouRh of Brooklyn and Richmond is the borough of Staten 
Island. 

21. We have reason to beiieve that many of the figures in the Bronx 
are considerably lower than they should be as the survey staff 
had difficulty in obtainin~ the necessary information from the 
material in the records. 

On April 18, 1973, Judr;e Rer,inald S. Hatthews of the Family 
Court wrote: "My experience seems to show that the degree of 
disintegration within the family in say the Bronx and the re
sultant effect upon the children who come before us is far 
more severe than in most other counties ••••• The al~enated child 
in the Bronx is far wiser, more experienced and I miRht add 
more of a risk and/or danger than in other areas. /I 

22. As there were only 10 children in the sample who were in~er
racial or other Latin children, the cateRories have beer com
bined. 

III 
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23. The religious federations are Catholic Charities, Federation 
of Protestant Welfare Agencies and the Federation of Jewish 
Philanthropies, Their child care facilities are reimbursed 
by the city and state for 90 to 95% of their costs. 

24. Richmond is all OnB school district (#31). See also Appendix I. 

25. Middle Class {.,rhi tes Still Leavins ... Ci ty, 'Edwa.rd C. Burks, New 
IP_rk Times, May 29, 1973, pa~es 1 & 22. 

No district in the Bronx has a majority of Blacks. The dis
tricts are all a majority of Puerto Ricans or of Blacks and 
Puerto Ricans. District 29 is the only district in Queens with 
a maj ori ty of n lacks. See also Appendix I. 

26. Children were considered to be drug users if cheir probation 
folders showe1 the child admitted to any type of drug use) if 
a medical report indicated drug use or if they had been found 
in possession of drugs or drug implements. The Court was not 
authorized to make a findin~ of addiction and order commitment 
to the State NarcotiC Control Commission (now Drug Abuse Con
trol Commission) until September 1, ~973. It is generally 
believed that the number of children Using heroin has substan
tially decreased in thF.l past year. 

27. This report will be released in Novembe.r, 1973. 

28. Some families were reccivin3 supplemental assistance, as there 
was a working p aren t) but the in come from emp loymen t 'Was in'" 
suffic~ent to meet the family's needs. 

29. ,Crisi.s in Child Mental Health: ..QEillenge for the 1970 's, final 
report of the Joint Commission on Mental Health of Cfiilaren 
(New York: Harper & Rov). page Z. 

30. Th~se children were sent either by the Court or through their 
families to psychiatric hospitals for observation. 

31. Outpatient treatment encompassed any type nf therapy or counsel~ 
ling at a hospital or other clinic or at a private counselling 
agency. 

IV 
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12. If a child was diagnosed as a passivn~agnres~ive pcrsonalitv 
with actln~-out features, both cate~ories were chocked. Tharr 
fore there are more diapnoses than children seen. 

33. Euphrasinn Residence and Geller House arc facilities operat~rl 
by the voluntary sector. They accept children on temporarv r~ 
mand from the Court and provide dia~nostic cvaluationA and A~ 
siatance in placement if that is deemed necessary for R pnr-
ticular child. 

14. Psychological Testing: Is It A Valid JudiciAl Functln~l, Al~r 
Sussman, New York Law Journ~, July JI-Aup;ust 3, tq71. 

35. The Office uf Children's Services developed stntistic.'1 nn til,.. 
pl.a.cerne.nt of PIN~ and o('U.nquentR in th~ puhlic :lnd pri \IntI" 

sectors based on information providpd by thA FR~ilv Court. 
These figurPR cl~n~ly Ahow that few delinqupnt childrp~ nr'" 
accepted for placempnt by the voluntnrv Anctor. 
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APPENDIX I 

School Districts by ARe of Truant 

Q~~wc~t~r-~a~9~~l~O~~1~1~._~1~?-rll~3~ ___ :1~4~~1~5_~~t~6-rT~o~t~a~1~~~p~e~r~c~en~ta~,~~le 
• NtHt York I ! / 
i~-}- -t-' ..... "''''t---;----+---t-_--t-..;;l~..:;:.1~....::2=-+_.....:1=_+-~5:---t__-.:!:...1 !..!:. 6~%---41 
l 2 I - - .. - .. 1 1 2 - 4 1 3"" 1 __ ,,_ _-I-_-:;;;..;o:..:;.:,:f_:'--.-I 

I._"_JL ___ ,~. r---+_--+_-+_--l_"'--t--=.2-1-_4~.-:8~_--+-~1:.:::4:.._+---..:1i~~ .:...:4~%:"--4" 
1 ___ ~_. __ "-~~ __ ~~_-.+__-_+---_r--~~2~~1~~4_+--_4--~7_4--~2~.3~%~~ 
I • 

l __ ._~~.w _ ... - - - - 1 3 4 - 8 2 • 5 % 

6 - - .. .. - 2 1 .. - 3 gfV l-"--~-~----·~~--I---+ ____ -+ __ -r~_~~r-__ '~ ___ ~' ____ 4-___ ~·~h __ ~ 

B roux 

8 - - 2 

~J~. __ -t-_--+_--+_--+_1=--~2:"""'f-..=5-f..-=-5--i-_4;':'-~---11-_1l~~~ ~._ 5 • 14% 

___ 19, ____ ~ __ ~~---r--~~-~ ..... --4~1~---4--:3~ ....... --4--~l~~-.-.~--~,1.3Z 
_ 11 ~-t-"'-t----r---tr--"-t_--4~1 +-=2;y.--=1:....4_-_.i--..;../~ ~_~~!L~~ 

i 

~.....;1;;.:.;;2~_-t-_-';---+_--4-.::..1 -I-_ ... -4-.....;4~-.l 7 - 13 4 • 1% ---l 
Rings ! 
,-_..ll - - - - 1 2. 7 5 - 15 4. 7~ 1 

I 
r--!L_'--i_--t---:~-_"i------,...-.3--+...;5~-:4-+_6~}---J.--.;1::.;8~~,~1"LJ 

I 

~~ __ ~1~_--+_---t_--+....;3~~3-+--=6:-r-.::..S_~_-~~.::.:1 L 5 • 7,% 1 
~_~lr __ -t-_-.-t_--t_--4~1:-t_2~~4~.=..1;;;;.2 -+-..::.9--4_--j.........,.=2..:;:.8--li--. ....!: 9L_~ 
~_}]=----4--~_--+...;2~~--+~1~~5_+_~a~~3~----~~ ._ 6.1!~ 

18 ... - - - 3 ... 1 2 .. I 6 1. 9% i 
~"'< """",.~..,--t--+--t--+-+.:::-+-J-.-:=-I--=:.....j!--4--:...-+-,~----.--1 

19 - - - - 1 4 4 7 - 11 16 5 1'" ~ 
t--:~)·"-4~-'-t-... -t-_-t--+-_-t.ii-=-_+-3:......f--:.1-4---=--3.J----l;-~~·-~.!..· :.!/~ 
i ~_~_,_". ~_~_ .. __ ~~_-l.-__ ---=-_-'-_-'-...::.......l-~.:-=--.1.--_'--.-!.7--:1i.- 2 • :3 % ,. ~- ~ 

VI 

l' 

District 

21 

f--.. 22 

23 
Queens 

24 

25 

26 

27 

~8 

29 

30 
Richmond 

31 

Totals 

!No te: One. 

APPENDIX I continued 

School Districts by A~e of Truant 

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total 
' . 

- 1 - - ... 3 :} 3 - 10 
.' 

... - - ... "" 1 - 3 ... 4 

- - - ... 1 4 4 2 .... 11 
, 

... - - - - 3 1 2 - 6 

- ... - - ... ... - 1 .. 1 

- .. I - - ... ... ... 1 - 1 

... - ... ... 1 2 6 4 1 14 

- .. 1 1 1 2 4 /f - 13 

.. .. .. 1 1 3 9 6 .. 20 

- .. .. - - ... 4 1 .. .5 

- - ... .. 3 3 :3 .... 9 -
1 1 3 6 21 69 100 110 3 314 

truan t of unkn,?",m age. 
. ~ 

VII 

• 

P e rcen t4.&ta. 

302%.-1 

L 3~~ 

3.5% -
1~9% 

.3% -' 
.3% 

4.4% 

4.1% 
.. ' 

6.4% 

1.6% 

2.8% 

73% 
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Black '--
~~~-'"-." 

M F 

Heroin 18 7 
.. ~~"'~~ (11%) (9 %) 

1 
Pills I ,~ 1 

r-~ - f ;:;~ 
(1%) 

ltl.111uciIi-
!LS.enL, - -" 

Alcohol 10 4 
r---'-4~ (6%) (5% ) 

~one /128 62 
-(77%) (78%) 

APPENDIX II 

F Ufl :rto 
Rican 

CI' .... ~l,,~ 

M r' - ~~ 

4 5 
(6%) (15%) . 
1 2 

(2 %) (6% ) 

- -t ......... 

2 -
(3%) 

50 24 
i?8%) (71%) 

White Total 

M F M 
-:.!. F 

4. 1 26 13 
(7%) (5%) (9%;' (9%) --
3 2 4 5 

(5% ) (9%) (1%) (4%) 

1 1 - (5 %) ... (1%) 

3 2 15 6 
(SiO (9 %) (.5%) (,4%) --
44 15 222 101 
09%) (68%) (76%) ~!~.l 

Note: Figures in, p a1:'en th~ses represent percentage of chi1dreu (by sex) within given a ethnic group who use spt'lc:tfied 

VI!I 

r 
I 
t, 
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APPENDIX III 

Delinquency Char~o8 ~v County 

!h1W 
1'1~ H ranx York. Richmot\d Queens Total --~"~'~' ~;..... ., _ot# . 

Arson 1 1 - ... .. 2 _ ........... '''''''t 
T'~"""''''',_.jfJ,.jU~ 

~~- 0;0",-

Assault 11 4 11 14 2. 1.8 
,~~-.:.c::~ ~--~. - - *<.,. . ..-- .'~""""'! ,.. 

Att.Qmp to d 
Homicide - 1 1 1. - 3 

Burglary Tools 5 3 1 ., - 1-. 13 c_ 
.,--.,~ ._*'- -'----~~ .. 

lnurglary 30 12 1 8 2 53 

k!riminal Mischiefl 
1 28 rtrespass 11 5 4 1 

~~-V"" ...... 

Dr up, Related 4 ~ 2 - ... 6 - ,- ._. 
Grand Larceny 3 5 2 1 - 11 

~ ~-
~ "'¢s;,'-.!' 

Gra.nd . f.arcen.x " Auto 9 ... 1 4 - 14 

{arr.ss~ent 1 1 - - - 2 -
~E!!..cide _ - ... 1 - <'" 1 

i1.toiterin~ ... - ... 1 - 1 
'~A 

t:lennein_s 1 1 .3 ... 1 6 
I 

Petit Larceny 6 2 2 4 - ~ ~ossession of a 
12 10 8 S 1 36 e~pon 

St01e-n Prope-rty 16 5 6 12 - 39 --. -
Rape 2 5 2 - ... 9 

tae ckles s 
Endan p;e rmen t - .3 2 - - 5 

t~~ 

Resisting Arrest 3 6 2 - - nj 
Robbery 21 15 20 16 - 72 --
Sex Charges,., 1 2 2 1 1 7 

Theft of Services - 1 - - - 1 

I 
! 

Unauthorized 
1 6 I - 17 Use. of Vehicle 6 4 

IX 
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APPEND! X ,t V 

Delinquency Charges by Ethnic Ori~in and Sex 

MB 1-!PR MW MO FB FPR 
Arso~ ~ : I 

I - 1 - - -
Assault 28 5 5 - 9 1 

i (5 8% ~ 
~At temp teJ 

(10%) (10%) (19%) (2 %) 

1.Murder 2 1 t----''':' - -
t 

- ... 

~Burg1ary rools 4 6 1 1 I -
Burglary 28 19 6 

(53%)1(36%) 
- - -

(11%) . 
ertmtn al ¥ischief I 17 I 3 4 4 -
Trespass (61% ) (11%) (14%) - (14%) 

Drug Related 5 - - - .... 1 

Grand Larceny 5 3 2 1 - -
Grand Larceny Auto 8 2 4 - - ... 

(57%) (14%) (29%) 
. i larrassm9.nl! 1 1 - .... - -

~oll1icide 1 - - - .... -
iLooitering 1 .... - .... - -
~enacing 2 1 1 - 2 -
!Petit Larceny 4 4 2 - 2 1 

(29%) 1t29~) (14%) (14%) (7%) 
Wossession of 18 7 5 1 5 -
!Weapon (50%) 1119%) 
~toTen Property 

(14%, ) (3%) (14%) 
24 9 5 1 

1161%), V23%) 
- -

(13%) (3%) 
!Rape 6 3 - - - -
Reckless 
Endangerment 3 - - 1 1 -
~elitsting Arrest 6 3 - 2 -

"55%) 27%) 
... 

(18%) 
~oobery 50 6 1 3 9 3 

70%) 
pex Charges 

8%) (2% ) (4%) (12% ) (4%) 
5 2 ... .... - ... 

\; 

~heft of 1 - .... 
er'Vices - .... .... 

~nauthorized 8 3 5 1 
b' 8 e 0 f Ve h i cl e 47%) 8%) (29%) 

~ 

(6%) ~ - .... -
, ~, x 

j' 

FW Totals 
- 2 

48 -
- 3 

- 13 

- 53 

- 28 

- 6 

- 11 

- 14 

- 2 

: - 1 

- 1 

- 6 

1 14 
0%) 
- 36 

- 39 

- 9 

- 5 

- 11 

- 72 

- 7 

- 1 

17 
-

APPENDIX V 

Family Background by Bthnic Origin and Sex 

Black 
M F 

P uert 0 Ri can 
11 F 

15 63 
(87%) 

t.fhi te ~ To tal 
M FI H F 

I f 

31 50.19\ 261 1 113 I 

(93%) (88%) \ (90%): (82.5%) \ Own Home 60 

ethnic group of ch Idren living Note: Percentage within . ____ ---z~~~~~~------------------------------------~ \ in own home. 

------~----~~--------------------~----~---------Black Puerto Rican White MTF 
64 I 25 

(21%) 

M-r F -M \ F M-I-F 

28 \ 11 12 i 9 24 5 Intact 
Homes 
Note: 

(44%) (23%) (33%) 
percent~ges within category by ethnic 

B 1a ck. Puerto Rican White 

~T:F I 
.... 

M F M F 

Li ving 
with 13 14 4 1 3 2 

Relative (73%) (13.5%) (13.5%) 

Note: Percentages within category by ethnic 

- Black p~ert\ Rie;n\M~F 
M 

\ 
F 

Parents 
Hospi ta1- 9 5 

_ 2 4 2 

origin. 

Total MrF 
20 17 

(9% ) 
ori~in. 

To tal 

:-J F 

9 
(5 %) \ ized (64%) (9%) (27%) 

Note: Pe rcen tages within category by ethnic origin. 

Black Puerto Rican Hhite I To tal - -- r -
Alcohol use 45 15 20 80 

by Parents (18%) (15%) (25%) (19%) 

Note: Percentages within ethnic group. 
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Male 

APPENDIX VI 

two hundred twenty-one children with no prior petitions 
by Ethnic Origin and Sex 

J Puerto -Interracial 
131 ack Rican White IOther Total 

64(51%) 29(23%) 30(24%) 3(2%) 126(43%) 

-Ji'emale 54(57%) 23(24%) 18(19%) - 95(69%) 

Total 118(48%) 52(53%) 48(61.5%) . 3(30%) 221(51%) 

Note: Percentages within-male and female '" 

-- Total Eercentages within ethnic ori&in. 

Children with prior petitions by Ethnic Origin and 
type of petition 

Puerto In te rraci al 
Black Rican White 10ther 

Neglect 15 (46%) 8(24%5 8 ~24:0 2 ~670) 

PINS 54T65%) 17(20%) 12-(14%) l(l%T 

Delinquency 76 (61%1 25(20%) 18(15%) 5(4%) 

~l 145(SO%) 50(21%) 38(16%) 8(3%) 

Note: Percentages. yi.thin _ tYl~e of Eeti.tion. 

Total number of prior petitions dismisSed by 
E:thnic Origin 

Total 
33~100%) 

84(100%) 

124(100%) 

241(100%) 

Interracial 
Black PUerto Rican White IOther Total 

64(66%) 15(15.5%) 15 (15.5%) 3(3%) 97(100%) 
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APPENDIX VI continued 

Placement of 19 Children on Prior Petitions by Ethnic Origin and Sex 
(Commissioner of Social Services, Voluntary Agencies, New York State 

Training School) 

-1 ~lack Puerto . I Interracial I 
IOther I Tot.al Rican .lill.i.U -- ... I -- I 

\ 
12 3 1 ... 16~84%) 

Male 
... 3(16%) 

'Female I 3 - -
I 19(100%) 1 I -Total' 
. 15 3 I ! 

i 
, 

I • 

,-

" 
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" . APPENDIX VIt 

Dispositions by Ethnic Ori~in and Sex 

! P uert 0 I 

,DiSEosition Black Rican White I , 
M I F M F M F 

Probation 89 44 33 18 32 11 
54% 56% 52% 53% 57% 50% 

Relative 1 3 - - . - 1 
.5% 4% 4% 

Drug 3 - 1 - - -
Program _. 1.5% 1% 

Dismissal 21 16 14 8 10 7 
t:'(S 1:.ll 20% 22% 24% 18% 32% 

Other/ ... ... - 2 - -
Unknown 6% 

Commissioner of 2 5 1 1 1 -
Social Services 1% 6% 1% 3% 2% 

nil .J . ., 

New YorktS't'ate 24 1 7 1 1 -
,Trainins S cho 01 14% 1% 11% 3% 2% 

Voluntary . 26 10 8 4 12 3 
Ageney 0 16% 13% 13% 11% 21% 14% 

Total 166 79 64 34 56 22 
245 98 , ., 78 

!i2..te : Percen tages wi thin ethnic grouE and sex. 

XIV 

In terracial 
IOther 

H F 
3 1 
37.5% 50% 

... ... 

... 1 
50% -

1 I ... 
122% ==---

... ... 

- I -
; 

~.,"'-! 

- t -. ' ~l> __ ~ 

i 
4 -
50% 

, 
j 

8 
( 
I 2 

10-, 

"~""'~"""'" 

Total 

231 

5 

5 

11 
__ ~w., 

2 
.,- .. 

10 

34 I 
, _ .... '" 
, 

67 , 
: , 

43;1 
i 
I 

",I,""","-~ 

r 50-59 §0-69 
IBlaCk 1 10 

jPuertol 
lRican I 1 1 
I 

~ite 
, 
I 

1 
; 
~~ 

APPENDIX Vn! 

IQ Scores by Ethnic O~igin 

'.z0-74 
10 

2 

5 

7-s::7 
10 

2 

9 

: ... 

80-89 
, 

~ 

32 

I 10 . ,.-. 6 

. !O"~, 

APPENDIX IX 

~~ .. 
100-:-Total'i 90-99 Q:!er 

I 
23 8 : 9 (t 

! I _. i I , 

(, I 2 I 22 I , 
1 I) I 13 ! 36 . - I 

Type of Petition by Ethnic Origin and Sex 

!P"INs -, I ! - Black Puerto Rican White Total 
1 

'32 (32%) 101 'Hale 46 (45 %) 23 (23%) 
... ~~- ... "-* --, 

60 (55%) 29 (26%) 21 (19%) 110 1 temale r 
I .I 
\ 

- I I Delinq uen cy 

B lacl<~ P ue rt?. Rican 
, 

tvhi te To tal. I , 
I 

IHaie 120 (65%) 41 (22%) ~4 (13%) 185 

lFemale 19 (76%) 5 (20%) 1 (4%) 25 .J 
I - . . 



Psychiatric Recommendations and Dispositions by 
Ethnic Orinin and Sex 

'iIT'aCk _'1!Oi;~'" ro--""-----Males J- --.-

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

Prob- Dis- Training Voluntary 
ation missal School Asen~ !.o tal 

Home --- -1" ~'"''---:~ , 
13 - 3 17 

54.2~~ 12.5% 16.7% 26% 
Re s:l. denrrar-~- "_%'»00 

Treatment 4 :l 5 5 Jk} Center t- 16. 6t i-~7.~% ,}_1.3% 27.8% r-' 26% -_.'_ ........ ......."._~.;,..:t "'lI<",*-,~ 

Structured 6 4 10 8 28 
En vi ronme~l t 2:5% 50% r-' 62.5 % 44. 1.% 1-_ 42% 
-~ ---,,--,,~;:~~~ -----~~ ... "",~.""" ~~"", .. --'""" -- .r ..... ""--u ....... ~ 

Normal ... - - - ... 
P lacemcl1 t 
t~~"_~'*' r-- ~~;-- """"'*.~~,..., -'-" '''--
New York. State ... - 1 2 3 
!.!.~_i n ~!!JL!Sho ~ 6.2? 11.1% 4 .. 5% 

Hospital - - - .... ... 
- -= Other 1 - .... - 1 

4.2% 1.5% 
Total 24 8 16 18 66 

3EL4% l~ ••. ~! 24.2% 27.3% 100% 

B1~k~F~e-m-a-l~e-a---------~------~----------r-----------~--~---+ 
__ --; r~ 

lome 

Prob·.. Dia
nt.ion ... &ssal:, 

Training 
School 

Voluntary 
Agency Total 

.. '*1*_ 

10 1 - 1 12 
~~~~~ __ ~~5~0%~+-~20~%~4-______ ~ __ 1~0~%~-J_33.3% 
IReside.ntial 
Treatment 5:3 ... I. 12 
~enter 25% 60% 40% 33.3% 

tructured I.... 1 . 3 8 
~Yiro~n~m~e_n~t ____ i-~2~O~% __ t-__ ,-..... +-~1~O~0~%~~ __ ..... :3~0~%~ __ 4-~2~2~.~2!!% 
~o;m.al - 1 - 1 ~lacement _ 20% 10% 5

2
5% 

~ew York. State - - - - • -
rrninin~ School 
loapitnl - - - -
Other --1--'r-~_~--t-----_------+---~1~-----4---;2-4 

5% 10~ 5 5% 
~tal--------r~2~0-o4---~5---+--~l--~-'~1~O~~----~~3~6~ 
___________ ~~~5~5%~.~ __ ~1~41~·~ __ L_ __ ~3r.~. ____ ~ __ 2~8~%L_ 100% 

-~;;;;;.;;...;;.~ 
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APPENDIX X continued 

psych1.atric Recommendations and DispOSitions by 
Ethnic OriRin and Sex 

Prob- Dis ... Trainin~ Voluntary 
ation miss& School -Ag.~ncy Total 

/._* 

\ 
- , 

5 - ! 1 ... 6 
71.4% 20% 33.3% 

" 

Residen"tial. - -- _4<-_ . 

\ !Treatmen t 2, - 1 1 4 
20% 20% 22.27. 

~t;\.!!..r 28.6% 
Structured - .. 1 2 3 

En vi ronmen t 20~~ 40% 16.7" 
Normal --

~ 

1 
~ 

- 1 1 :3 

~acement 100% 20% 20% 16.7'7. 
• P,W Yorlc. State --~ - - 1 - 1 

Traininl:!; School 20% 5.5% 
Hospital - ... - 1 1 

20r. 5.5% 

!Other - .... - - -
i 
J~_ . -ra !Total 7 1 5 5 

I 38.97- 5.5% 27.8% 27 6 8% 100% 

- -- 1""?'"'#101 

rue t:,to Rican Femnles 
'w_ 

Prob- Dis- Trainin~ Voluntary 
ation missal School Agen.£l..- Total 

Home 2 ... - - 2 

37.5% 15.4% 

Residential 
Treatmen t 3 1 - 2 6 

Cen tel' 50% 50% 50% 46.2% 

Structured 1 1 - 2 4 

Snvironmen t 12.5% 50% 50% 30.7% 

N orroRl 
'Placemen t - - - - -
Nnw Yor'l<: Stnte - - 1 - 1 

!te . ..iTdn~ School 100% 7.7% 
~i~t\qfl i tal - - - - -
Other - ... - - -
Total . 6 2 1 4 13 

46.2% 15.4% 7.7% 30. n; 100% 
." 

'.iW",*" Hi III.'·, 
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APPENDIX X con~inued 

PHychiatric Recommendations and DispOSition/) hy 
Ethnic Orinin and ~cx 

t:ill!.:\.t."e~t--iaius-~~I;~~""""'>.\;Ak~-"" ""-- ""1' ......... _"' •• '~'_=-~~l!;~~';;;.;a~",-.10. C1;~~~;;' .!J;f~ 

",,,,,;l~_,:;;-,,,, ........ "'. __ ""'"", .......... 

Home 

Proh
ation ""';--9-

Dis- Trainin~ Voluntary 
miss al School AB£.ncv "~·o tal 
--r- ~'-=-- . - ~--- ,"-rr 

<;\."",-,,1.""'; ~~<.k~ '~~~""'M,<to..<;-JiftJL6111" 2 r~~ i''''''-t-_8_0_%_",+, __ "_~~1':''''X'Y+ .............. =""rcru::a ..... " ~.!...& ... 1~"", 
Residential I 

r6tltment 5 1 I 1 13 
:~~.J\~L-~-- _ 31 • 31; .-!Q O~~ J=_20Ji~~= 11.Q.~jlL_¢., 
t)tructurEHl 2 ... -'r 2 r 4 
~nvironment 12.5% . 20~ 12.5% or'mal _~_~~~_'~''''';:-_~4'_= __ ~~' =-"",~--l--,.", '~~'~~-l~-~''''-'::'~''"''='' 

lace.ent i New 'l-o*;lts"'ta-Fe='='''~'-'''-~"'= --- ... 

~t.t.:.'· __ "'~, ~ =~5 0 % 15 • 6 % 3. 1% .J..!,,;;..;. 3 .... % ........ ~,_ .. ~ .. _~. 

"""l'"It>\..4'£f::~1f;::f 

,s..~, !:!;;".~,~ 

H.om e 

-~-~""'--
idential 
atme,nt 

lter ""mured 
i r'onmen t --mIll 
cement 

Rea 
Tre 
Cet 
Str 
Env 
Nor 
Pl=n 
New 
Tra 
ifii"s 
Crfh 

---York State 
}...!,ling, School . 
:~"ital 
er 

tal 

.;W';:~:-R a"""ft& .... ' **~,';::","JLil,~~" -
1'rob- Dis- Training 
n tiOtl missal School 
..-~~ .. " 1 ... ... 
~.7% -

.\ 1 -J. 

:3 3. 3% 33.3% 
2 2 ... 

33.3,"( 66.7% ,,-- - -
--- - -

-... - ... 
1 - -

16.7% 
6 3 -

54.5% 27.:n~ 
.~c<::a·;" . ~''''''~..'--~'''''"'t~~~~-"-
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Vo1un tary 
Agency 'l'otnl 

~-- 1 
9.1% -

1 4 
50% 36.4% 

1 .5 
50% 45.4% .. -

- -
- -- 1 

9.1% 
2 11 

18.2% 100% 
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