(s micrefiche was produced from documents recetved for
melnsion i the NCIRS data base. Since HGIRS cannet exersise
pantenl oves the physical conditien af the decuments submitted
the mdivideal frame guahity bl vary the reselutien chart on
thes Yrame may Be wseq te cvaluate the decument guahiy.

Microfiming procedures used te create this fishe comply with
the standards set ferth w SICFR 101.11.504

Potats of view ar opinions stated m this document are
these of the authoeris! and do not represent the official
position ofr policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

6977
Va rimed

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

JUVENILE INJUSTICE

[

yer, 1973 Of fice of Children's Services

Judicial Conference of the
State of New York

270 Broadway

New York, New York 10007




p
«

5§

e LT

5

*
Ed
-

7

§

¢ N N
4
]
i . 9 e 4
: . . By
. [
:,‘ S N ,l\'\z .
o 1] < B B
i 3
Yo A
: o I ' O; N ‘ : ;‘ , < ' v i " N ¥
v :
i 0
’ \a\ D
B o ;:J) 8
w v
Coy
; i o
sy
S N ‘ ) B g 3
[ . R ; o ] !

iy [=4
,‘, o
| o 4 L 5 - L o
i T
. i >
" .
! s
" ) o
. . o .
. ) y ) .
; Y 6} ‘ ) .
3 o ’
G . ;
: &
. kY
i ;R ! B
(e
IR (} )
@
. , R
-
) o °
2 :
s o
. * ¢
&
; i 3 o
= . k
o S o
s R a i

B K NN, O e

POLICY COMMITTEE

OFFICE OF CHILDREN'S SERVICES

Ex~0f ficio: Hon., Thomas F, McCoy

State Administrator

Hon. Florence M. Kelley
Administrative Judge

Hon. Justine Wise Polier, retired

Members: Hon. Joseph €. DiCarlo

Hon. I. Leo Glasser
Hon. Edith Miller
Hon. Cesar Quinones ﬁ\f

| Qw&’@_@;

Hon, Phillip D. Roache
FEB 17 1gp,

@@@uj&;uﬂw )

AN

¢

<

This report was prepared by Sheridan Faber, research associate,
and Elizabeth T. Schack, director, Office of Children's Services.
Case reading was done by Barbara Milano and Barry Dorfman, under
the supervision of Ms. TFaber.




SRR

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface 1
Foreword iv
Introduction 2
The Court's .Jurisdiction 4
' Methodology 9
Section I The Children and Their Backgrounds
Ethnic Origin, Religion, Sex, Age and Type of Petition 12
T Berinquency norpes mea shis EuE,ond Alcohal Use, 17
Family Background 23
Psychiatric Diagnosis and Care 29
Prior Petitions 37
Section II Dispositions for Children found to be
Delinquent or in Need of Supervision 41
Probation Recommendations 43
Ethniec Origin: Effect on Disposition 49
Age: Effect on Disposition 53
1Q: Effect on Disposition 57
Type of Petition: Effect on Disposition 58
Psychiatric Recommendations: Effect on Disposition 61
Hig;:;zsgiiiiychiatric Hospitalization: Effect on 66
Reasons for Rejection 69
Summary and Recommendations 74
Footnotes I~V

Appendix VI-XVITI

The echildhood shows the man
As morning shows the day.

Paradise Regained

John Milton

PREFACE

The Policy Committee of the Office of Children's Services -~
all, save one, present or former judges 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 that many of these children "graduate" from the Family Court

to the adult c¢riminal justice system,

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

American myth -- that we are a child oriented society, a child loving
goclety -~ more clearly exploded than in the Family Court, The fol-
lowing pages clearly reveal the failure of soclety to respond to the

needs of these children who, dafily, 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 faililed: witness

the multiple problems of the children and their
families, problems that have never been addressed.

SRR
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For these children, the Departments of Mental
Health, State and City, have failed: wilitness
how many children in our midst are emotionally
disturbed, if not mentally 111,

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

And finally, for these children, the Court,
Probation mervices and the institutional facil-
ities have falled: witness the recidivists and
the inappropriate dispositions that had to be

ordered, 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 ¢hildren.
Their great needs have been clearly described elsewhere in other
years, The providers of services have sald to us that they "must
plan and provide 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 aarried to fzujition, 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-

ularly consclous and appreciative of the efforts of the Hon.

i1

\
I
(= —

Milton Luger, Director of the State Division for Youth; the Hon.
Barbara B. Blum, Assistant Commissloner/Deputy Administrator,
Special Services for Children, New York City Department of Social
Services; and Dr, June J. Christmas, Commissioner of the New York
city Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation Services.
In addition we are aware of the innovative programs under-
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 agencles 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 cease
sowing the seeds of Attica in the Court established to provide

justice for children and families. ’
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FOREWORD

The juvenile justice system in New York City, as elsewhere
in the nation, is in a state of flux. Children brought before
the Family Court are belleved to present increasingly severe
problems., They are sald to be more disturbed, to come from more
disturbed and disorganized families, to hav smmitted more
serious offenses or to present more bizarre patterns of behavior
than the children who were before the Court in the 1960s., These
and other broad statements are made but there is little factual
data to prove or disprove then.

While the serious problems and misconduct of the children
before the Court are stressed, there is a simultaneous drive to
remove childreun 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 avold institutionalization) have been 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.
Degpite the progress that has been made under the Hon. Milton Luger,
Director of the Division for Youth since 1971, appellate courts and
gome, Family Court judges continue to regard the training schools as
the places of last resort, preferring to rcturn children to their

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

1v

Questions obviously arise from this dichotomv between an
alleged escalation of problems on the one hand and, on the other,
the drive to divert children from the court process or, at the
least, return them to the communitv, If the children's behavioral
problems are really as severe as bhas been claimed, what type of
assistance, and of what intensity, should be provided by the services
to which these childvren are diverted? It is obvious that services,
elther for children who reach the court or for children who are
diverted, cannot be planned unless basic information is available
about the child;en: their family backgrounds; their needsy thedir
experiences with the school system and other significant elements
of their environment; the extent to which they may gain access to
and profit from public and private child welfare programs.

The Office of Children's Serviceslundertook 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
or children in need of supervision% Only the most gross data has
been available heretofore -~ age, sex, allegations and dispositions.
The 0CS study was desipgned %o 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.

I+ is believed that this information is esscential for rational

planning toward the development of services geared to the needs of

children now coming before the Court.
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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 New York in November, 1972 and January, 1973. The survey
was intended to thus provide detalled information on the needs of
a falr sample of the children, in the context of thelr home:. and
soclal enviromment, 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 chil-
dreq; the inequitable manner in which those services that exist are
made!available to children from the various ethnic groups; and the
hnph%zard fashion in which gservices are allocated to the wvarious
counities. The information presents a challenge to the court and
to the public and private child care sectors: new services must
be dpveloped and provided to court related children, according to
thellr needs and without regard to the convenience or predilections

of sprvice providers.

It has long been established that the children brought before

a jyvenile court come, for the most part, from the ranks of the

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

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

majority of court related children are Black and Puerto Rican, the
3
City's two largest minority groups living in poverty.

Tk

The 0CS survey was intended to examine the factors, in
addition to poverty, that damape the lives of the delinquent and
PINS children and their families. Broadly speaking, the findings
reveal major social disintepration in families, and children who
react acutely to the problems commonly associated with the urban/
inner city life,

An unexpected finding was the pronounced difference - on a
county basis = in the severity of problems and the court's apparent
attitude toward the problems and its ability to deal with them.

It would seem that the haphazard and differential manner in which
the entilre gamut of social services is allocated to the five czounties
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 pending delinquency charges. They
also found delinquents who had pending PINS charges. Thgs, 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 thelr family problems are largely comparable.

fhe information about the soclal history of the 431 children
studied has been charted for presentation. In gross figures, ap-
proximately two-thirds of the children were males. Half were PINS

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




were Black; 23%, Puerto Ricanj; 18%, White; 1.5%, Interraclal, and
«3% were other Latin children.6 Fifty-two percent of the c¢hildaren
were reported to be Protestants; 43%Z, Catholic. Five percent of

the children fell into the category of "other" religion (i.e. Jewigh,

Muslim) or no information was provided., Ninety~four pércent of

the children weare aged 12-16.

The Court's Jurisdiction

The New York State Family Court Act defines n delinquent as
a child, between his 7th and 16th birthdays, who is found to have
committed an act that is a crime when done by an adult., "PINS"
1s 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, incorrigible, ungovernable or beyond the control of his
parents and other lawful authority?

A child who is alleged to be a PINS or a delinquent is first
seen at Probation Intake\where a decision is made as to whether
or not a particular situation requires court intervention, It
is reported that approximately half of all cases seen at Probation
Intake are adjusted and not referred to the Court,

If a case 1s referred to Court, a petition is drawn and the case
is initially heard by a judge sitting in an intake part, He deter=-
mines i1f the Court has 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

—lf
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gitting in an "all purpose" part for a hearing. A child who is

detained pending a fact~finding hearing is entitled to such a
hearing within 72 hours? Children who are detailned are sent either
to gecure detentlon (locked ingtitutions) or to non-secure deten-
tion (foster homes and group homes)?

The children are represented by counsel at all stages of the
court proceedingsloand the allepations must be proved beyond a
reasonable doubt%l In addition, it must be found that a PINS child
is in need of supervision or trecatment if a disposition of probation
or placement is to be ordered, In a delinquency case a child must
be found in need of supervision, treamtment or confinement. Two types
of hearings are held: fact-finding and dispositional, Each type
of hearing may require a number of court appearances before a fact=~
finding or disposition is made. The Court may proceed immedliately
to the dispositional hearing after a findinpg has been entered, In
practice, however, there are generally adjournments to allow time
for a probation 1nvestigation12and, frequently, psychiatrde and
psychological evaluatians}3

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. Dismiss the case: of a PINS child fourd not to require

either supervision or treatment; of a delinquent c¢hild
found not to require supervision, treatment or confinement.

e
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2, Suspend jJjudgement for up to one year,

3. Place the child on probation (for delinquents up to
two years, for PINS up to one year with permissible
one year extensions for both), 15
4. Place the child for up to elghteen 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 commit a 15 or 16 year old, found to have com-
mitted a serious delinquent act before his 1l6th birthday to spec-

17
ified adult correctional facilities. A serious delinquent act
would he a Class A or B felony such as homicide, rape, armed robbery,
etc,

PINS children may be discharged with a warning. Fimally the

Court may, at its discretion or at the request of the child ox
his counsel, order the substitution of alPINS petition for a de-
linguency petitiqn:}8

In a landmark decision, the State's highest Court, the Court
of Appeals, ruled that PINS children may not be placed in the train-

19
ing schools,

The Court cited the provisions of the Family Court

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

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

and stated that "children in need of supervision should 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 variety of programs operated by the Division for Youth (in addition

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

operated by the New York City Department of Soclal Services.

The New York State Training Schools were placed under the
Jurisddction of the Division for Youth by legislation in 1971.
Prior to that they had 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 trailning schools have been considered the
end of the line by most judges and other Court personnel. Place=-
ment there has traditionally been reserved for the most difficult
(and difficult to place) children. The training schools are re-
quired to take all Court placements except cases of children who
are too retarded to benefit from the program or children who have
serious medical problems.

Other Division for Youth programs - forestry camps, group res-

ldences, 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 referral from other public and private apencles. A primary

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

to participate. The Division for Youth appears to be considerably
more flexible than the voluntary agencles in terms of other admission

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

. o e e S e e e




Voluntary agency programs run the gamut of large, congregate
facilities; speclalized, smaller institutions; group residences and
homes ,and foster homes. Voluntary agency facilities to which PINS
and delinquent children are sent include institutlions ranging in
size from about 35 beds to over 600 beds. Although these agencles
are reimbursed 90-95% of their costs by the City and State, they
are autonomous and determine jaccording to theilr own ecriteria, which
children they will accept. Almost all of the agencies are sffild-
ated with one of the three religious federations and give preference
to children accordingly.

The New York City Department of Social Services operates four
temporary shelters. The Department contracts with the voluntary
agencles for the long term care of children who are placed with the
Commissioner by the Court or voluntarily coumitted by their parent(s).
Although the Court is authorized to place both PINS and delinquents
with the Commissioner, to datg the Commissioner has refused to accept
delinquents. It should be noted that the shelters also house some
neglected childrén who, under Social Services regulations, cannot be
placed with delinquents.

When the Court has been unable to obtain placement for a child
in & voluntary agency, the Court can opt to place a child with the
Commissdloner of Social Services, The hope is that the Commissioner
will be able to obtain voluntary placement for the child. In fact,
however, many children remain in the temporary shelters administered

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

-8

As this ds written, it is not clear whether the Court of Appeals
ban on commingling confined PINS and delinquent children will be
extended to such commingling in detention or in other public and
private facilitdes. In addition, no definition has been given of

what constitutes confinement, o

Me thodology

In order to secure a significant and valid sample of current
cases, 1t was determined to veview the probation fiolders of all chil-
dren alleged or Eound to be delinquent or in need of supervision,
whose cases came to a final disposition during the months of November,
1972 and January, 1973. The December cases were omitted in the
belief that the religlous holidays might alter the normal dispositional
pattern,

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

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

_ the pertinent.information from the probation folders. Im all, 431 1

20 ;
case historles out of a possible 465 were located and read. WNot in- o

cluded in the survey were cases that stemmed from a prior disposition:
l.e., an extension of placement, dischdrge from or violation of pro- ?
bation and the like. c
For the purpose of simplification, cases that were dismissed,
withdrawn, discharged or where judgment was suspended =~ were grouped |
togethey under one dispositional heading (dismissed). The majority
of the cages in thils heading were dismissals after both a finding
and a probation investipgation had been made. Those cases in which
a PINS petition was substituted for a delinquency charge, were car~ f

ried as delinquency cases in the statigtics.

*9"




iNumber of Children in Sample by County

]

%Kings Bronx New York Queens Richmond
i }
1191 81 59 88 \ 12 431
)
5% 1.2% 1.6% 1.1% i 8.3% 2%

Totall

A majority of the information in this report is presented in
terms of percentages., The abowe chart shows that due to the dif-
ferences in the sample size in each county, each child in a county
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%4. Thus, one child more or less in a gilven category
for Kings means a difference of .5%, but in Richwond it means a dif~
ference of 8,3%

The informatlion entered on the computer form was 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 clinie
and hospital reports, school reports, letters to and from voluntary
child care agencies.

The probation services and reports varied considerably between
counties,. as well as between individual probation officers, The
aurvey 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
Thus, there are a number of

primarily on the child's problems.

~10-

soecial history categories in which the Bronx seems to have surprig-
21
ingly low figures.,

This is probably due to the lack of informatioen
in the probation folders rather than a lesser depree of disturbance
or problem,

For the purpose of analysis, services were deemed provided when
a child was placed on probation, referred for counselling, placed in
residential care, and the like., Services were deemed not provided
to children for whom judgement was suspended or whose cases were dige-
charged, dismissed or withdrawn.

The information obtained has been divided into two mailn sections.
The first provides information about 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~-

pogitions,
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Section I
Cou : 3y ' :
rt were in New York and Bronx counties. Thare were only ten children
out of the 431 who did not fit into one of these categorie9%2 As
will be shown later, the Court in the counties with the lowest per-
centage of White children (New York and Bronx) was also deemed to

be providing the fewest services to Court related children.

THE CHILDREN AND THELR BACKGROUNDS Choart 71 "Ethﬂic Origin by County
' County Black Puerto Rican  White Interracial/Other
The following pages provide basic information about the ser- Kings 109¢57%) 45(23,5%) 34 (18%) 3(1.52)

fous problems in the lives of tne 431 children whose cases came to Bronx 40 (49%) 31 (38%) B8(10%) 2(2%)
final disposition in the two month period,  When the information New York 41¢70%) 12(20%) A (77 2(3%)
18 projected on a yearly basis, the enormity of the problem con- Queens 52 (59%) 10(11%) 23(26%) 3(3%)
fronting New York - 1if adequate services are to be provided ~ can R4 chmond 3(25%) _ 9 (75%) 7 -
be seen. Total 245 (57%) 98(237%) 78(182%) 10(2%)

Note: TFigures in parentheses represent percentages within

the county.

Ethnic Origin, Religion, Sex, Age and Type of Petition

This subsection includes material on ethnic origin, religion, The New York State Constitution and the Family Court Act require

sex, sge and type of petition of the children in the sample. The that children be placed, where practicable, with persons of the same

material is presented so that differences between counties can be religious background or, where the placement is with a private agency,

clearly seen for those categories where the dif ferences between with an agency operated by persons who have the same religious back~

counties are considered to be significant, ground.
It can be seen that New York County had the highest percentage

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

of Whiteg; and the Bronx, the highest percentage of Puerto Ricans,

Conversely, the lowest percentages of White children before the

-13=




Chart #2 Religion by County

Kings Bronx New York Queens Richmond Total

Protestant|105 (52%)| 35 (43%) | 34 (58%) 46 (52%) 4 (33%) | 224 (52%)

Chart #3 Age by Sex

Catholic 78 (41Z)] 41 (51z) | 22 (37%) 35 (40%) 8 (67%) | 184 (43%)
7=-9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total

Other 8 (4%) 5 (6%) 3 (5%) 7 (8%) - 23 (5%) | Males 1.2% |11.8%Z ., 3% 7% 20% | 31.3% 357 Y 294
Total 191(1007Z)| 8L (LOOZY 59(100%Z) | 88(100%) | 12(100%) | 431(100%) Females - = |3.5% |7.3% | 234 34% | 30%] 2.2% 136
Note: Figures in parentheses represent pexrcentages within the counry. Totals 1% 1% 3% 7% | 214 324 | 344 1% %30

Note: Filgures represent percentages of children at each age.
One child of unknown age.

*

The voluntary agencies, with only a few exceptions, are affil-

iated with one of three sectarian federations%3 Although all of the Chart #3 shows that there was not too much difference between
agencles accept children of other faiths, referrals must be made the sexes as to the age at which they came before the Court. The
initially to agencies that match the child's assigned religion and median age for both sexes was 14, with the males peaking at age
preference is given to those children, Thus, the religion assigned 15 and the girls at age 14, Since adolescence has traditionally

a child becomes important when placement is sought. A child's been a difficult period, it is not surprising that 947 of the
religion will be listed in probation records according to (1) his children were age 12 or over.

own active participation in a religious organization, record of
baptism and the like or (2) the religious affiliation 6f his parents,
if known. Many children are labelled Protestant if they and their
parents are known not ko be Catholic or Jewlsh even though there
may be no formal affiliation with any church.

Although there is some variation by county in the percentage
of Protestant and Catholic children, it did not appear to signif~-

icantly affect the dispositions of cases.

“llm
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Chart 14 Type of Poetition by County
Delinquency

Delinquency Reduced to PIRS PINS Total
Total 178 (41%) 36 (8.57%) 217 (50,5%)] 431 (100%)
Kings 69 (364) 1T (6%) 111 (58%) | 191 C44%)
Bronx 38 C47%) 5 (62) 38 (hT4) BL (19%)
New York 31 (52%) 7 (2%) 21 (36%) 59 (14%)
Queens 34 (38.5%) 13 (15%) 41 (46.5%)| 88 (Z0%)
Richmon 6 (50%) 0 (0%) 6 (50%) 12 (3%)
Note: Figures in parentheses represent the percentage in each

catepory of the children in sach county.

These percentages vary significantly from county to county.
Flfty~eight pexcent in Kings and only 36% in New York county were
PINS. ‘

Thege flgures ralse questions about the allocation of services
on a county basis,; and are perhaps {ndicative 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-
pliclty of services for neglected and dependent children had been
in the Court ecarlier on neglect petitions, On the other hand, sig~-
nificantly fewer children in Kings County were known &0 have been
neglected in their early vears. The question is posed whether the

smaller number of neglect cases in Kinpgs County is due to a lack of

sarvices to call these cases to the attention of the Court,

]G

It can also be seen that Queens and New York reduced more
than twice as manv delinguency charees to PINS as did Yineg and
Bronx counties., In Nueens, this findine mav be attributable to
the hipgh percentape of White males arrested as well as the high
incidence of stolen car charpes, These children were often just
"iovriding" so that the charees could more readllv be raduced to
PINS. In New York County, which had a sipnificantly larrer num-
ber of serious charges (assault, possession of a danrerous weapon,
robbery, ete.) and had a small percentare of White males. the
zealousness of the law puardians mav exnlain the hieh percentagc

of delinquencics reduced to PINS,

Type of Allepations: Truancy, Drup and Alcohol Use,
Delinquency Charges and PIUS Charpes ‘

As noted earlier, truancy and/or school oproblems stooad out
in the histories of a considerable majority of the children in
the sample, whether they were labelled as delinquent orx in need

of supervision,

e
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Chart #5 Incidence of Truancy by Gounty, Bthnic Origin
and Sex,
County Ethnic Origin S5ex
Kings 152 (79.5%) Black 169 (692) Males 207(70%)
Bronx 52 (64%) Puerto Rican| 75 (757) | |Females | 108(79%)
. . - i .
New York: 41 (69%) White 64 (82%)
Queens ' 61 (69%) Tnterracial/
oo ‘ Other 7 (70%)

ﬁiéhmondé 9 (75%)
, 1

Total = 313 (732%)

Note: Percentages are within the county, ethnic orielin and gex.

Overall, 734 of the children in the sample were truants.
The percentages ranged from a low of 64Z 4in the Bronx to a high
of 79.5% in Kings County. In Kings, this high percentage of
trudncy may be related to the high percentage of PINS since
truancy is one of the most frequent PINS allegations. The per=-

centage of btruants varied substantially by ethnic origin. White

children were more often truants than Black ehildren with Puerto

Rican children in between. It can also be seen that givls were
more often truant than boys.

The figures show that in each county there was one school
district with an exceptionally high number of truants?A In

Kings County it was District 16 which covers Bedford-Stuyvesant

and Bushwiek, In Queens it was District 29 whieh covers Ot.

Albans, Rosedale and Sprinefield Gardens, In New York ft was
District 3 which rums from 39th to 122nd Street on the West
“ide, In the Bronx it was District 9 which covers the Tremont
and Morrisanio sections from about 1lblst Street te 180th Street,
When these findinps are compared with a profile of public school
enrollments it 1s quickly seen that Distriets 3, 16 and 29 Yaye
a majority of Black students and t?gn Distriect 9 has a majordty
of Black and Puerto Rican atudents:

Since our sample indicates that Blacks and Puerto Ricans
represent about 80% of the children broupht to the Family Court
in New York City on PINS and delinquency petitions, these
findinps are to be expected. They underline the failure of the
publie sehoolo to reach minority proup children and eive them

suffiecient I{ncentive to attend school,
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Note:

Percentages are of
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 wace and gex,.

Chart #6 Drug and Alcohol Use by 102 Children by County i
Kings Bronx New York Queens Richmond Total {
Glue 10(5.2%) 6(7.47%)f 2(3.4%); 3(3.4%) | 1(8.3%) | 22(5.1%)
Marijuana 20(10%) | 5(6.2%) | 2(3.4%) 3(3.4%) [ = 30(7%)
Cocaine 3(1.6%) 1(1.22) | = 1.1 - 5(1%)
Heroin 18(9.4%)] 9(11%) 9(15%) | 6(6.82) | - 42(10%)
Pills 7(3.7%)| ~ L(1L.7%)] 2(2.3%) | L(8.3%) | 11(2.6%)
Hallucin-  4(2.1%)| - - TR T - 5(1%)
ogens
Alcohol 12(6.37%)] 3(3.7%) | 3(5.12)13(152) - 31(7%)
Other - 1(1.22) } - L@.12) | - 2(.57%>
None 144 (75%) 163(78%) ,45(76%) B7(76%) [10(83%Z) [329(76%)
Some children use more than one drug.

Approximately 24Z of the children wewe known to be using

drugse or alcohol,

city-wide and in any given county.
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This per-

centage 1s probably minimal since so many children are able to

successfully hide theiy drug use from both thaix 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,
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Ten percent of the children were known to use hoeroin,

New York County had the hiphest percentare of heroln users while
Richmond had none. Onlvy 7% of the children admitted to or were
known to use marijuana. In view of the many studies that 1in-~
dicate the prevalence of marijuana uvse by teen-age children this
figure, agaln, is suspect. It is possible that the children,
thedir parents and the probation officers, have all come to repard
it as of little significance. Overall, 7% of the children and

in Queens, 157, were known to use alcohol, Alcohol use among
parents was also quite high in Queens.

Drug use was found to be slightly more common among females.
About 254 of the children of each race were involved in drug use.
Heroin use was somewhat more frequent among Blash children, while
White children tended to use pills, hallucinogens and alcohol

more of ten.

Delinquency Charges

Approximately half of the children in the sample were before
the Court on delinqueney charges. (See Appendix IITI and IV for
figures on delinquency charges by county, race and sex.) The
most frequent charges were: robbery, 72 instances (including at-
tempted robbery); burglary, 53; assault, 48; possession of stolr.

property, 39; and possession of a dangerous weapon, 36.
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A majority of the children were charged with two crimes in

one petition; e.g., burpglary and possession of stolen property.
$ixty-five percent of the children charged with delinquenciles
were Black, 21.5% were Puerto Rican, 1ll7 were White and 2.3%
were Interracial/Other.

It should be recalled that 57% of the sample's population
were Black children; 23Z, Puerto Rican and 18%, White. These
figures suggest that the police are more diligent in apprehending
Black children than White children. A discriminatory approach
by the police is further underscored when the types of stolen
car allepations are considered: "grand larceny (auto)'" and "un-
authorized use of a vehicle",

The latter charge, covering joyriding where the intent is
not to steal the car and keep or sell it, was used mosgt 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 1t has been shown
that at least 24% of the sample were using some type of {lliecit
drug or alcohol,

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

burglary.
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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-
governable", "habitually disobedient", or "beyond the lawful con~
trol of parent or other lawful authority". Most frequently, how-
ever, there are other charges such\as: running away, keeping late
hours, sexual "acting out", suspected drug use, alcohol 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 elther 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 ehildren.

Family Background

A major effort was made to develop information about the

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

vide a detalled picture of their background.

223
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Ehart F7 Residence, Persons inm the home by Gounty

Kings  Bronx

New York Queens Richmond Total

'Living in !
own home

173(91%) | 70(86%) | 48(81%) 79(907) |1 12(100%)(1382(892)

Living with

relative 16 ()Y 7(8%) 11(19%) X€Y ) - 38(9%)
iIn placement| 2(12) 45(5%) - 5(62) - 11(2%)
One parent

Family 104 (54%) | 43(53%2) | 36(61%) 370422) 3(25%) (223(52%)
Mother with

paramour IHCLBEY  LA4(LTZY | 3(5%) 14(16%) 3€25%) 68(L6%)
Intact

Family 35(18%) | 13(16%) 9(152%) 28(322) 6(50%) 91(21%)

Note: Figures represent percentages within counties,
(See also Appendix V)

BEighty-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 82,57 of the fewmales.
Differences by ethnic group in the percentage of children living
in their own homes were noted; 87% of the Black children lived
in their own homes, as did 93% of the Puerto Rican children and

88% of the White children.

0f the children in the sample, 21% came from intact families;

that 1s both mother and father were present in the home. The

highest proportions of children living in intact families were in

2l

Queens and Richmond and ihe lewewst proportions wore in the
Bronx and New York counties. Black children were lesgs likely
to come from intact families than were White children, Puerto
Ricans represented 230 of our sawmple and 23% of the c¢hildren
who came from intact homes.

Sixteen percent of the children in the sample lived in a
home where a paramour or sten~parent was aleo in the home.
However, in New York county this was reported to be true for
only 5% of the children. While 52% of the children in the
sample came from one parent homes, in New York county it was 61%
0f the children. It should also be noted that NMew York county
had the lowest percentage of children living in their own homes,

0f 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 placement at the time the petition was brought.
It L8 of interest to note that 73% of the children living with
relatives were Black., This may indicate that an extended family
is more readily available for Black children or that such homes
are used more frequently bv the Department of Social Services as

a substitute for foster care.




Chart 78 Parental Background Agaln the highest percentape of parents with a higtory of hospitale-
T Kings Bronx New York Queens Richmond Total lzation were from New York countv (8L). Two percent of the
‘Public ] , '
Assistance 127C66%) | 44(54%)] 39(66%) |4L(4T7Z) | 4(33%) .255(59%), parents were known to be drup users and apain New York county had
Criminal — - ? ' the highest percentage of parents in this category (5%)., These
Rec 6(3%) 1(1% 3(5%) 2(2%) - 12(32) ;
ord ( (12) ( : findings would seem to tie in with the fact that New York sounty
Corporal ( ;
Pungshment 29 (15%) 6(5%) 5 (8%) 14¢16%) | 3¢252) 55(137) n1ro had a high arcentage of children who had been previously
History of k= vm v tho Court as neplected, a hiak percentare of siblinpgs
hospitalization | L2(6%) 3(4%) 5(87) 2(2%) 1(82) 23(5%) _
| | ‘ | tho were known to the Family Court, and a hiph percentase of dew-
: 3 2(2% 3(5% 2 (2 - 10(2%
Drug Use 3(1%) (27) (5%) (2% (2%) sanquent children in the samnle,
Alcohol Use 1'30(16%) | 10(12Z){11(19%) [23(26%) | 6(50%) 80(19%} .. 4 o
o o A Eightv parents, or 1Y. city-wide, were known to have a
Note: Figures in parentheses represent percentages within - .
the county. (See also Appendix V) serdous dednlingy probrem. lLiowever, in Queens, 2635, and in Riche

moad, 50X, o the varents had serious drinking protlems. Tuerto

Fifty-nine percent of the families were known to be receiving steane were least apt to have a drinking problem (15%) conmpared
28

public assistance. The percentage of families on public assist- ’ Jiet LB% of the Bladh  arents and 25% of the White parvents.

ance varled considerably by county, f£rom one~third in Richmond

Chart #9  8ibling Problems by County

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

o o Binre  Bronx New York Queens Ric'me-d 7 tal
the parents or substitute parents were known to use corporal punish~ Family Court . ] - : e
P e ¥ P History 60(31,°7) | 16(20%) [28(A7.4%)|31(35%) | 1(A.3%) 17 °(31,5%)
ment in disciplining thelr children. : k -
P 8 In Plaecaent [12(6%) 7(8.6%) 6(L0%) 6(7%) - ¢ 31{T7H)
Only 3% of the parents had criminal records, although 5% of ‘ ‘ T
y P y BETROTR Mentally I11 | 4(2%) 2(2.4%) 2(3.4%) | .5(5.72) ~ | 13(37)
the New York county parents had ecriminal records. Five percent o ’; T
Mentally "
of the pdrents had a history of psychiatric hospitalization. Of Retarded 3(2.6%) 4(5%) 1(1.72) | - " 10(3'3§l,
these 64% were Black; 9%, Puerto Rican and 27%, White. This is Note: F?gures in parentheses represent percentages within
the county,

similar to the patterns of hospitalization by race for children,.
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City~wide, 31.5% of the children had siblings who werxe
also Kknown 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 been ox were before the Family Court. In Rich=-

mond only one child out of the twelve in that county had a sib-

1ine also known to the Court. In the Bronx 20% of the ehildren

had siblings known to the Court, while in Kings and Queens countles

Approximately 28% of the children in the study were known to
have been born out-of-wedlock., ‘The percentage may in faect be higher
ag 1t was not always possible to determine whether a child was born
{n or out-of=wedloek from the information available in the probation
folders. Queens and Richmond had the lowest percentage of out-of-
wedlock echildren and Kings, the highest. Significantly more Black
children in the sample were born out-of-wedlock propoxtionately than
were White and Puerto Rican children.

New York county, which had a falrly low percentage of out-of«

the percentapes were 31,4% and 35% respectively. wedloek children, rated high in guch categories as delinquencies,

Seven percent of kthe children had siblings who wete in place= previous neglect petitions and publie assistance recipients. Thus,

ment., Tt was found that New York County had the highest percenw the evidence does not warrant the assumption that bedng born out of

tage in this category (10%). Only 3% of the siblings had a known wedlock 18 a causal factor influencing the ineldence of delinquent

history of psychiatric hospitalization and 2.3% were considered behavior, neglect or the need for public assisgtance,

to be mentally retarded.

Chart #10  Children borm out-of-wedlock p Psvchiatric Diapnosis and Care
By County By Ethnic Origin Particular attention was pgiven by the survey staff to the
Kings 65 (34%) Black 83(34%) psychiatric and psychologlcal reports available in the probation
Bronx 25(317%) Puerto Rican| 22(224%) ; folders. The importance of this can be measured by a single statisticy
New York| 14(24%) White 10(13%) | ten percent of the children in the sample had a history of psychiatric

Queens 15¢17%) Interracial/ 6(60%) hospitalization as compared to thezgational estimate that 1% to 2% of
Otherx '

Richmond 2(17%) Total 121(28%) ] teenaged children are mentally ill,

Total | 121(28%) ;

Note: Figures in parentheses represent the percentage of
children within a county and an ethnic group who
were born out-of-wedlock.
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STt TIl Children with o Hilstory of Psychlatric Hospitalization
by County
Psychliatric Hospitalization by Ethailc
By County e . _Origin and Sex , o
: Puerto Inter./ L
Black Rican |White |Other [Total |
Kings |13 (7%) Male |9 (3T2) [B(Zio)|12A1%)| T (72) 29(1034 5
Bronx g (11%) Femalal 7 (5453 1 3(23%)| 2(15%)| 1(7%) 13(10§ﬁ
Ser e T D] [TetRT 6 (6,57 9C9%) | T4 (187)| 3(302)| 4ZC107)| |
H

Queens |13 (154)

Richmond| 3 (254) ‘
Total |42 (LOZ) 3
ote: Male and Female: percentage of all males and all females

t hospitalized. Total: percentage of children within glven

' ethnic proup and within total sample who were hospitalized.

g Two children were in both a municipal psychiatric hospital

and a state pasychiatric hospital,

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

of psychiatric hospitalization. 0f the total sample, 6.5% of the

Black children, 9% of the Puerto Rican, and 18% of the White chil-
dren had been hospitalized. One out of every 15 Blacks, one out of
every 11 Puerte 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 females
were hosplitalized considerably more often than Black males, and White

males were hospitalized almost three times as often as White females.
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% Some questions ardse uas to why White childrwo are so often

hospditalized., There are several possible explanations for this,

White ehildren are less likely to come to Court than minority

group children and when they do their problems are correspondingly

more severe. Judges, probation officers, and Clinic personnel

may feel that these children need more intensive diagnostiec workups,
In addition, White children may be considered by psvehiatrists

as more interesting to work with and thus are more often admicted

to hogpitals., Probably some elements of both combine to explain

the hiph percentage of White c¢hildren hospitalized, as well as

other factors not considered by the survevy staff,

(Chart #12  Out-patient Treatment by'Cunnty\

Out-patient Treatment by Ethnic i
Origin & Sex

dv County

; % Puerto Tnterp

i Ml gg?gk’) Rican |[White [Other Total
: Male 5 (50%) 110(19%) {15(30% ) 5 14
iKings !33 (20%) | ( ) (30%) |1(1%) Fl(ll/)
: | e Female | 17(81%) | 2(9.5%) 2(9.54) =  2L{15%%
ironx . 7 (8.6%) (3.3%) 2(5.5%) aLiLse)
JRA IS Total | 42(588) |12CL7%) |17 C26%) 1 CEEy Iei7ey
;New York 11 (19%) . ] (, ) ¢ ).l(i RS LY
; Note: Percentages Within Sex. t

Eﬁi&éﬁs élB (15%)
}

iRichmond: 3 (25%)
. 4

Total 72 C17%) :

Percentages within County.

e e

e o

Note:
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Seventeen npggmnﬁ of the children had been seen in oute

patient treatment, With the exception of the Bronx, all countien

¥

wera reoasons’ U Black females wern =apre

2980 to this percentape,
likely to have been seen in out-patient treatment than Black males.
The converse is true for White children. These fipures tend to tie
in with the findings on which proups of children were hospitalized
most often.

It seemg probable that at least some of the children who were
hospitalized were also those who had been unsuccessfully invelwed
in out-patient treatment., Consldering the wide range of preblens
that the childron present and the relatively small percentage who
have been seen for counselling, it is obvious that there are in-
sufficient community resources and that those services that are
available are not being utilized for Court related children,

Chazrt 1% yeiincts diapnoses, recommendations and sourae, he
county, for the 195 children for whom a psychiatrie report was

avallable.
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Chart #13

Pgychiatric Diapnosis by Gounty

diapnosis was made.

Diagnosis Kinps Bronx HNew York Quecns Righmond Total
Passive=Apgressive ! i i
[Personality 24 7 12 16 - 39
Adjugtment Reactlon ‘ :
Adolencence /Childhood 10 6 9 13 43
Anti-soclal

Personality 5 - 2 4 3 , {ﬁ;mé
Schizophrenia 7 1 - 1 - 9
Unsoclialized §
Aggressive Reaction 20 2 3 4 1 37
Inadequate .

Personality 6 1 4 2 ; - 13
Drug Dependency 2 - - = - 2 !
ggntél Retardation 4 2 - 1 ; - 7~“§
’ggpawnv Reaction 4 - - = g - 6
iDepregsive Reaction 8 - 1 3 f 1, X3
Immature Personality 1 - - 3 - b
|Character Disorder - - 1 1l B - 2
Atting Out 17 1 3 3 - 24
Schizoid 3 2 5 b 1 17
Pergonality Disorder 15 1 i 4 % 9 - 29
Other/Unknown 6 2 i 2 : 4 2 1o
Note: Fipgures represent number of children for whom a given
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The most frequent diagnoses were passive~aggressive per-

& <. y l S il(.. ] l

32
ized aggpressive reaction, and personality disorder. The first

two diagnoses are generally considered by the Court as indicative

of less serious problems. While 102 children received those diag-

noses, a significant number of the 195 children that were diagnosed
Y
(61) received the much more serious dizznoses of unsuvcialized

aggressive reaction and personality disorder,

Since differences are seen in type of family background by

county, differences in diapnoses by county might be expected.

While to some extent this 13 true the differenceg 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 children diag-

nosed.as unsoclalized-aggressive reaction or personality disorder.

Chart 13A Source of Psychiatric Report/Number of Children seen] P

by County ;

Court Euphrasian Residence/ Other/ Number i

By County Hospital Clinie Geller House Unknown Seen ;
Kings 10(11%) | 56(62%) 16 (17%) 9(10%) | 91(48%)
Bronx 3(172) | 11(61%) 3 (17%) 1(s%) | 18(222) |
New York | 1(3%) 25(78%) 3 (9%) 3(9%) 32(54%)‘

Queens 15(33%) | 21(47%2) 7 (L62%) 2(47) 45 (51%)
Richmond 3¢332) | 3(33%) | 2 (22%) 1(112) ! 9(75%)

Total 32(16%) |116 (60%) 31 (162%) 16(8%) i195(45%)5

Note: Figures in parentheses represent percentages within a countyﬂ
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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, were seen at the Court's Mental Health Clinic,
0f the total who were evaluated in New York, it was 78%; 1in 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 172 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 clinies provided full psychiatric diagnoses and
psychologicél evalqations_of the children as well ag emergency con-
Asultations. It 1is interesting to note that the Court Clinic was
utilized‘f;r 116 children or 27% of the total sample. Advice was
avallable from other sources for an additional 79 children. Under
a4 new program (Rapid Intervention Project) mental health teams are
stationed in each Court to perform emergency evaluations when neceg=
sary. Written reports are not made available to probation so it is
not known how many children in the sample were evaluated by thig
program., It was not possible to determine whether the fallure 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 of little practical assigstance 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
10Z of the children were remanded for dliagnosis 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 County

[

Kings Bronx New York Queens Richmond Total
Home 26(29%) 5(28%) 8(25%) 113(29%) 5(55%)(57(29%)
Residential
Treatment Center 29 (32%) 6(337%) 9(28%) 118(40%) 1(L1%)163(32%)
Structured Setting{ 31(34%) 5(28%) 13(41%) 6(13%) 3(33%)158(30%)
Normal Placement 2(27%) - 2(62) 1(2%) - 5(2.5%)
New York State SR , ’
Training School 1(1%) 1(5%) - 3(7%) - 5(2.5%)
Hospital 1(1%) 1(52) - - - 2.(1%)
Other/Unknown 1(1%) - - 4(9%) - 5(2.5%)

Note: Figures in parentheses represent percentages within the county,

Placement was recommended for 65%2-70% of the children seen by
psychiatrists, This was consistent in all counties except Richmond
where plaﬁement 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 #15B, Page 44, on the number of children placed in voluntary
agencies (which is the type of placement to which these recommend-
atign refer) we see the enormous gap between the need and meeting

the need.

Prior Petitions

The Family Court serves as a revolving door for many children
as they come to Court alleged to be neglected by thelr 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
petitions.

Fifty-one percent of the children had no prior petitions. The

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

In Richmond, only 33% and in New York only 37% of the children had

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

in Richmond and New York were before the Court for at least the
second time, Girls were much less likely to have prior petitions than
were boys. Fifty-seven percent of the boys had been previously

known to Court compared with only 31%Z of the girls.
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Chart #14 Prior Petitions by County 1
| ' |
Petitions Kings Bronx New York Queens Richmond Total
None |103(56%) ' %5(55%) 22(37%) | 47(53%) 4(33%)  221(51%),
| | . 1 .
iNeglect i 7(21%) 5(15%) 14(427%) 5(L5%) 2(6%) i 33
‘ ‘ . . . |
Adjusted e 1 1 e = .2 '
Dismissed - 1 c b L 1 - 6 T
Probation 1 2 .3 [ - 1 7 i
Other/Unknown 6 o1 ' 4 3 v 15 !
Voluntary Agency| - B 2 . L - 3 i
PINS i 36 (43%) | 12(14%): 14(17%) = 20(24%)| 2(2%) 84 ‘
i i Co
Adjusted 16 4 {2 5 1 28
Digmissed 5 3 6 10 1 25
Probation 3 ;2 : 1 4 - 15
Other/Unknown 2 ) P - 1 - 6 ,
Commissioner of : o
Soclial Services 1 { - - - - 1 :
New York State X
Training Schooli 1 t - 1 - - 2 :
Voluntary Agency | 3 = 4 - - 7 )
IDelinquency | 59(44%)  24(18%) | 20(15%) | 26(19%)| 5(4%) 134
i ; { ; |
‘Adfusted 25 .6 -5 5 2 L 43
Dismigsed 27 . 13 i 11 12 .3 . 66
Probation 3 L2 v 3 5 C- P13
Other/Unknown 1 [ 2 1 L2 L= , b
New York State ; ’ i :
i Training Schooll 2 ;o= ~ 1 - | 3
'Woluntary Agency 1 1 - ! - X 3

Note:

i

Figures in parenthe

ses indicate percentages by‘county.
Some children had more than one prior petition,
fore the total number of prior 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.

(See Appendix VI for figures by ethnic oriein.)

there-
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0f 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, 297%7; dismissed,
39%: probation ordered, l4%Z; placement (Commissioner of Social
Services, voluntary agencies and Ngw 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 147 of the total sample
had 42% of the previous neglect cases, By contrast, Kings County,
which represented 447 of the total sample, had only 217 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% ofithe time. Of the childrem who were
placed on earlier petitions, 8(42%) were from Kings; 1(5%) from the
Bronx; 7(37%) were from New York; and 3(1l6%Z) were from Queens.

Since New York County represents only 14% of our total sample, 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 Iinstances
were too small to be significant.

Probation sexvices, 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 respongible to,the Administrative
Judge of the Family Court, '
When a child 18 placed on probation, he 1s assigned to a

probation offlcer who explains the rules of probation to the child

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

ittt

the rules of probation 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
regsides at home.

Placement facilities are provided by the State Division for
Youth, 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.

Placément in a voluntary agency is the primary cholce 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
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accept after careful screening, which usually includes & personal
interview with the child and his parents. There are only a few

regsidential treatment centers, Junded 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 between initial rec-
ommendation, final recommendation and ultimate dispesition are sig-
nificant.

Charts 15, 15A and 15B delineate the probation officers' initial
and final recommendations and the actual dispositions for the 431

children in the sample.
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Chart #15 Probation Officer's Initial Recommendation
Initdial j
Recommendation Kinpg Bronx New York‘ Queéns Richmond Total |
P robation 1 59,6% | 35.8% 49,1% 50% 58.3% 1 51.7%
; - . !
Voluntary Agencyi 27.7% 32% 30.57% 28.4% 25% 297
N i
Commiasloner of
Social Services 2.6% - - 1,1% - 1.3%
Naw York State o
Training School | 3.6% ' 8.6% 10,1% 9% - 6.4%
Rﬁlativa 15% ) 3.7% - 101% il 1&1%
Drup Propram 5% 2, 4% 5. 0% - - 1.3%
Diﬂmiaaal Apl% l7|2% 73-3% 10.2% - 7'&
Other/Unknown L.0% ~ 1.6% - 16.6% 1.1%
Cﬁart #15A Probation Officer's Final Recommendation
Final
Recommendation Kings Bronx New York Queens Richmond Total
Probation 64.3% ) H0,7% 50,8% 47.7% 50% 54,2%
Voluntary Agenmcy| 23% | 13.54 | 16.9% 17% 837 | 18.7%
; i
Commissioner of
Social Services 3.17% 1.2% - 2.2% - 2.0%
New York State
Training School 5,7% 9.8% 15.2% 13.6% - 9.2%2
1
Drug Program - 1.2% 5% - - 1%
Dismlissal 3,14 1 27.1% 10.1% 14,7% 25% E 11.6%
Other/Unknown 5% - 1.6% 2.2%4 | 16.6% i 1.3%
. ' J v i :
Note: Percentape of children within a countv for whom a piven
recommendation wag made. s v en o o

Chart #15B Dibpoéition

Disposition Kings Bronx New York Queens Richmond Total

Probation 647 | 42x | 44n 49% 502 | 53.5%

Voluntary Agency | 19.34% 5% 15% 18.1% 8,37 15.5%

Commissioner of

Social Services 3.6% 1,6% - 2.2% - 2.3%

New York State

Training School 6.22 7.4% 127 10.2% - 8%

Relative - 3,62 1.6% 1.1% - 1,12

Drug Program 1% 2.4% L.6% - - L.z

Dismissal 5.7% 38% 25.4% 17% bl.67% 18%

Other/Unknown - - - 2.,2% - ! A%

Note: Percentage of children within a county for whom a given
disposition was made.

Total Placementsg]| Kinge | Bronx | New York | Queens Richmond | Total

29,12 142 272 30.5% 8.3% 25,82

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=-

ey was the second most frequent recommendation, approximately 30%Z of

the time.

It appeared that, at times, probation was recommended be-

cause it was known from experience that voluntary agency placement

would not he available.

It is interesting to note that the Bronx

which recommends placement in a voluntary agency the most often

w5
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(32% of the time) places the fewest children in voluntary agenciles.

In our total sample, 53.5% of the children were placed on
probation. However, 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 digposition for only 447,
Consildering the 227 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 too many children on probation,
It is apparent that there is little uniformity between the counties
in dealing wi sh Court children.

Overall 25.,87% of the children were placed, 2,3% with the Com~-
missioner of Soclal 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 (18X and 192). New
York placed 27% of its children, 15% in voluntary agencles,

Richmond placed only one child (in a voluntary agency) or 8.3%. The
Bronx placed only 14% of its children and only 5% of them*in vol-
untary agencles. New York placed the most children in the training
schools (12%) and Kings placed the least (6.2%) outside of Richmond

which placed none.
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Considering that New York county had the highest percentage
of delinquents in the survey, it is wnderstandable that one also
finds the highest incldence of placements in the tradning schools.
It was closely followed by Queens which had the next hipghesgt per-
centage of delinquents.

One hundred and forty-two children were referred for voluntary
agency placement and less than half were accepted (67). Obviously
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 18 obviously related to the extent that efforts
are made to secure private placement, For example: the vast ma=
Jority of the agencies require a psychiatriec report before they
will consider a referral, Although Bronx county probation officers
reconmended that 327 of the children be placed in voluntary agenciles,
only 22X of the children had been seen for a psychiatriec avaluation.
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 387 respectively., New York came next with 25Z
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 sgerious
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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
argue his point strongly. The investigating probation officer who
has made the recommendation 1s rarely present in the courtroom, A
court liasion officer represents the probation officer in the court-
room., Because of the volume of cases handled by the court liasion
officers, they may not be as familiar with a piven child as is the
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 arnd he does not require Court supervision.

To some extent the high rate of dismissals in Richﬁond, 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
services to children and dismissals offer the least‘; than it be-
comes clear that Kiqgs offered the most services to the children

and the Bronx offered the least.
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It appears that judges and court staff in different counties
may have different phlilosophies as to the handling of children at
disposition. It is clear that in all counties, the recommendations
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-
availability of voluntary placement for many children.

In view of the types and severity of family and personal
problems, it i3 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 neeaing the most
service, - that is, those with the most serious problems - should
receive the best services avallable. However, when IQ, age,
psychiatric history, type of petition, and the like are correlated‘

it 1s clear that this does not happen.

Ethnic Origin: Effect on Disgposition

4L 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 10Z 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 #16 Disposition by Lthnic Origdn
, Interracial

Disposition Black Puerto Rican White Mther Total
Probation 133(54%) 51(52%) 43(55%)] 4(40%)1 231(54%)
Relative 4{2%) - 1(1%) - 5(1L%)
Drug Program 3(17%) 1(1%) - 1(10%) 5(1%)
Dismissal 37(15%) 22(227%) 17(22%) l(lO?)’ 77(18%)
Other/Unknown - 2(2%) - - 7. 5%)
Commissioner of *
Social Services 7(3%) 2(2%) 1(1%) - 10 (2%)
New York State 4
Training School 25(10%) 8(8%) 1(1%) - 34(8%)
Voluntary Agency| 36(15%) 12(12%) 15(L97%) | 4(40%) 67(1L5.%)
Total 245(572) 98(23%) 78(18%)[10(22) 431(100%)
Note: Percentages reflect children within a given race who had

a given disposition. (See also Appendix VII)

Chart #16 shows the velationship 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 children were dismissed 22% of the
time while the cases of Black children were dismissedwenly 15% of
the time. The lower rate of dismissal for Black children in these
cases contrasts with the higher 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 21X of the White children.

The figures cited above on the placement of Black, Puevto 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 are broken down by sex it can be ~ 3

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 placément of male
and female delinquents,

In general, White males in the sample were place& 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 supervisgion,
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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), Thus,
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~
wilde. There 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,

§ix of whom have been before the Court

earlier or had been patients In a psychi-
atric hospital., A total of seven neglect
petitions have been filed against his pare-
ents, It was only after the father, said to

be a paranoid personality bordering at times
on the psychotic, stabbed one of his daughters,
that all of the children were removed from the
home. At that time, Allen was 15 and had al-
ready been placed in a training school. The
mother, a chronic schizophrenic, had always
been overwhelmed by the needs of her large
family.

At age seven Allen had been placed on home
instruction by the Bureau of Child Guidance.
At age eight, his mother brought him to Court on
a PINS petition. He was found to have an IQ

" of 108 and placement was recommended. At the
time of his last placement in the training school,
Allen had been arrested six times for robbery,
once on a rape charge, and again two months later
for a stabbing. His first arrest came when he was
nine years old. Ke had been placed in the New York
State Training School three times on these petitions
and had actually spent over four years in the train-
ing schools.
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The history of Allen and his family 1is
extensive. Few 1f any attempts seem to
have been made to provide psychiatric

help or even counselling. The onhly vol-
untary agency to which Allen was referred,
rejected him as being psychotic and in need
of hospitalization. Recently the training
school reported that Allen, who reads at a
third grade level, was not intelligent
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 juvenlle justice system
has falled him all along the way. No one knows whether placement
in a voluntary agency would have made a difference to Allen. Clearly,
however, this child needed far more help than he ever recelved 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 signifilicant

effect on his fate.
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Chart #17 Disposition by Age

Disposition 7-9 10 11 12 13 14

15 16 T

otal

Probation 2 | 2 7 18 57 74 71 - 231
(50%) | C40%) | (50%)] (62%)] (63%4)] (53%)] (497%) (547)
Relative - - - - 1 1 3 - 5
(LZ) | (Lz) | 2%) (1%)
Drug Program - - - - 2 2 1 - 5
(2%) | €2%) | (1%) (1%)
Dismissal 2 - 2 2 13 22 33 2 76
(50%) (La7z) 1 (74) | (LAZ)] (16%)) (23%) | (40%) (L18%)
Other/Unknown - - - - - 1 1 - 2
(12) | (1%) (.5%)
Commissioner off - - - 2 2 4 2 - 10
Soclial Services C7%) § C27) | (3%) §(1%) (2%)
New York State - - 1 2 4 13 14 34
Training School C7Z)Y 1C77%2) | Ca4Z) | (9%) | (92) (8%)
Voluntary " - 3 4 5 12 21 19 3 67
Agency (60%)] (29%)} (L7%)) C13%)) (15%)| (13%2)| (60ZX% (15.5%Z)
Total 4 5 14 29 91 138 144 5 430
(1%) 11Z) 1 (3%) 1772y |21zl (3225 (34%) ] (1Z) | (1L00%)

Note: One child of unknown age,
percentage within a pgiven age,

Figures in parentheses represent

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

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

From age 12 on dismissals rise so that 237% of the 15 year olds had

thedir cases.dismissed as did 40% of the 16 year olds.,

The figur

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

year old children placed in the training schools.
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However, more

es

than three times as many 14 and 15 ye;r olds were placed than 13
year olds.

A total of 67 children were placed in voluntary apencies:
sixty percent of the 10 vear olds, 29% of the 1l year olds, 15% of

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

younger children were rlace in voluntary agencies more often,

Most of the voluntary apencies have established a low age as a part

of theidlr intake criteria.

John P,, age 1ll, was referred to a
voluntary agency for placenment,
Following a pre-placement interview,
he was accepted. There was no ime
mediate opening so his name was put
on a wailting list. For over six
months John waited for a bed.

Finally a letter arrived from the
agency. Through an administrative
error, John's name had been left off
the waiting list inadvertently. They
could no longer acecept John, now age
12, because they did not admit boys
past their 12th birthday.

It is apparent from the figures that the younger children
received more "services" from the Court - that 1s placement or
probétion. The large number of 14 and 15 year olds whose cases
were dismlissed probably reflects both an absence of appropriate

placement facilities and judicial skepticism of the value of pro=-

bation for actiﬁg~out adolescents.

~55-




10: Effect on NDisposition

The 10 test gcores were known for 168 of the children in the

gamp le,

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

The results of these tests are frequently a determining

Chart #18 Dispositions by LO
Dispoaition §0-69 70=74 75-79 80~89 9099 100+ Total
Probation 8 13 7 22 12 8 70
(57z) { (76%)| C4rZ)| (42%) | (307%Z) | (30%) | (42%)
Relative = S - 1 z 1 )
(2%) (47%) (17%)
Drug Prbgram - - - - 2 1 3
(5%) (4%) (22)
Dismissal 2 1 - 5 6 6 20
(L4%) | (6%) (9%) | 157%) | (22%) | (12%)
Commissioner of - - 4 2 - - 6
Soclal Services (23%) | (4%) (3%)
New York State 1 2 3 7 4 2 19 g
Training School | (7%} (L2%) | (182) 1 (13%Z) t o) | (7%) (11%)
Voluntary Agency| 3 1 3 16 16 9 48 i
(21%) | (6%) (18%) | (30%) | (40%) | (33%) | (29%) :
Total 14 17 17 53 40 27 ! 168 '
(82) | (xoz)| (10%) | (322) | (24%) | ¢16%)} (100%) |
' l
Note: Figures in parentheses indicate percentage of children |
within an IQ range who had a given disposition. (See i
Appendix VIII for figures on IQ by race.) Two children ;
had IQ's between 50 and 59. Both were placed on probationd
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Chart #18 shows the corr~iaticns between T0s and diennsitionn,
As might be anticipated, I0 plays a sizniffeant role in dispositions,
Ag we have noted previously, most voeluntary agencies require a mine
imum IQ fox placement. Of the children placed in voluntary asencies
for whom the IQ was known, only seven, or 15% had IQ's under 80,
while 25, or 52%, had IQ's ¢f 90 or over, Children with lowar I0's
were more often placed on probation, Children with IQ's between
70 and 90 were placed in the training schools more often than chil-
dren with higher XQs. Children with higher IQ's had their cases
dismissed more often than children with lower ones.

To this information must be added the fact that intake at the
State Schools for the Mentally Retarded has been closed and that
the State Training Schools are not required to accept children with
an IQ below 70, For some children, therefore, the Court has no
resources, no matter how great their need or how serious their anti-
social acts might be, The failure to provide services for these
children i1s 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 IQ of 80-89,
while White c¢hildren 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 those
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placements by the intermedliate appellate ecourts. As noted earlier,

34 ' the eondinelin. of I'ING and delinauents in trainine schools has T

from the urban areas, do not perform well on these tests., _ R
’ P bueen tevmed unconstitutienal by the Court of Apveals., The fallure

‘ : ' ' ~ he pr : u ,
One child, sadly neglected by society, illustrates t problem o1 the State eor the Cltv to develop publie residential facilities,

, ; the selecaive pe sing © the v B aps 28 aud higher ¢ :
carmen, age 14, was brousht to Court « volve polied of the voluntary areneles and higher court

for running away from home, truancy

and a suicide attempt. Her problems ﬁ deelslons are now contributine factors to vae denial of apprepriatc
zﬁzrsig jﬁogzégtggtzgigﬁ? learnod that i resddential care for PINS children,
Carmen was sent to Juvenile Center and Chart #19 PINS Dispositions by Ethuie Origin
Diovesiton | Blaek  Puerto Meam  Whie  Totsl
A 2§uf§1§§”¥gi§grggg rarg 61). rrobation 59(55%) 29 (56% 28(53%) | 116(55%)
nont aoy turned home and ran avay the |0 T £ S B T¢:VS N B X1 e
More than a year had elasped since Carmen ?ﬁrugyvragramy - 1(2%) - L, 5%
ﬁﬁ;‘;sfifinbzﬁg’;lzgimgg‘;’:Jthrgﬁefé’;;f bismissal T TTIECISYY TR ESD IO T AN
R e T e R o ram
:3§ila§§e?eeds, there was nothing else 332$;§5;223§c2§ o) S 4 ‘ 0 (4%)
o - , ; : s
§§§§1§§§§ School | 3(3%) 1(2% - 6(28)
Type of Petition: Effect on Disposition ! > | ‘ i ) o
Whether a child has been found to be delinquent or a person Voluntary Agency| 18(17%) 9(L7%) lk(Zé%) 41(19%) |
Total 106 (50%) 52025%) | 53(25%) | 211(100%)

in need of supervision has a major effect on the disposition the

{A’ . - N " . v 4
Yote: TFigures in parentheses represent percentages within

Court can or will oxrder for him., Some of the voluntary agenciles ethnic origin. (See also Appendix IX.)

have charters that authorize them to accept both categories of
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 place 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
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‘Chart {#19A Delinquency Dispositions by Ethnie Origin
ibisppsition . Black Puerto Rican  White Total
Probation 74.(53%) 22 (48%) 15(60%) | 111(53%)
Relative oy = = “1(.5%)
Drug Program 3(27) - - 3(1%) i
Dismissal TT21(15%) 14(30%) ; 7028%) 42 (205) %
Other/Unknown N = i o -

Commissioner Of )
1(47%) 1(.5%)

Social Services f - g - %
New York Staﬁe“! é ‘ :
Training School 22(16%) 7C15%) ; 1(4%) 30(14%)
'Voluntary Agency ; 18(13%) 3(7%) ; 1(47%) v 22(10%)
gTocal T 135(66%) 46(22%) 1+ 25(12%) § 210 (100%)

Note: Figurés in paréﬁtheses represent percentages within
- ~ethnilec origin., (See also Appendix IX.)

It 18 seen that delinquents had their cases dismissed more
often than PINS and were placed on probation slightly less frequans-
tly than PINS children. However, White delinquents were placed on
probation most often, 60% of the time., While White PIMNS children
were placed in voluntary agencies far more often than minority
group children, it can be geen that Blacks were placed in voluntary
agencies more frequently on delinquency charges, Black children
had tteir cases dismissed 15% of the time on both PINS and delinquency
petitions. However, Puerto Rican and White delinquents had their

cases dlsmlissed far more often than Puerto Rican and White PINS,

Appendix VIT shows that males in peneral were placed conw
siderably more often than females., Since 35% of the males were
PINS children and 65% were delinquents, this affects the placcment
findings.

Some consideration must be glven to the effeect that parental
attitudes may have on the judiecial deeision process. Parents of
delinquents are sald to be morc willing to take their children home
than are those of PINS children., If this ds correct (and there are
no statistics to prove or disprove the statement), Lt perhars stons
from the fact that delinguent children have generally commiteed an
of fense agalnst property or somcone putside the family. The PINS
children, on the other hand, are penerally brought to Court by
parent(s) who see themselves as unable to control their children
and in need of aspistance, Some geem all to ready to rid themselves
of responsibility - others scem genuinely concerned abvut the ehild

X
because of his aeting=out behaviox,

Psychiatric Recommendatfons: FRffect on Disposlition

Diagnoses and rccommendations, gubmitted by the Court's clinie
and other diagnestic sexrvices, were available for 195 children in
the sample. Although such recommendations are only one factor in
a judge's decision, they have a significant impact on the Court's

willingness to make some orders of diasposition 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 children seen,
427% were placed on probation, another 13%7 had their cases dismissed,
and 43% were placed. Thus, 55%Z of the children remained at home,
although it had been recommended 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. In addition, although training schools were rec-
ommended as the placement of choilce 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 w
many children who need it. However, 1t should be noted that of the‘
gsix children for whom the Hew York State Trainuing 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 the recommendations are analysed according to ethnic origin

and sex, it can be seen that the children for whom "remain at home"

was most ofteini recommended were White males. The childréen 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 thelr views
toward females and particularly White females, since there 15 no
other known evidence for White females so often being in nead of
placement., 1In 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
glgnificantly more disturbed and in need of treatment thanm a child
who has not been hogpltalized.

All of the White children for whom the psychlatrists recommended
that they remain at home did so. However, 147 of the Black chil-
dren for whom the recommendation was that they remain at home were
in fact placed (in voluntary agenciles).

A structured setting (other than the New York 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, 1f for no other reason than they are so frequent-
ly involved ian serious delinquent acts. However, traditionally
adolegscent girls have been regarded as more difficult to handle in
ingtitutions than adolescent males.

Placemént in a residential treatment center was the recom-
mendation for 32% of the children seen by psychiatrists. It was
recommended most often for White males and Puerto Rican females.

Structured settings that were treatment oriented were recommended

another 30%Z of the time so that voluntary agency placement was seen as

-Gl -
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for only six children.

needed for at least 62% of the children seen by psychlatrists.
However, only 27% of the children seen by a psychiatrist were placed
in voluntarvy agencies.

Placement in foster homes ox group homes was recommended for
only five children. Perhaps these particular children were seen
more as victims of thelr environment (L.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 conglderation of foster home placement or whether 1t was lack
of foster care in voluntary and/or public facilities.

Recommendations for placement in the training school were made
Despite this fact 24 children in the sample
were placed in the New York State Trailning Schools. Seventeen were
Black, six were Puerto Rican and one was White, Presumably place-
ment was necessary for these children and they were not acceptable
for whatever reasons to the voluntary agenciles.

Voluntary agency placement was recommended by a psychiatrist

for 120 children, yvet only 52 or less than half actually obtained
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such placement. The remainder of the children either stayed at

home or went to the New York State Training Schools, neither of

which was consistent with clinical recommendations.

Tt is interesting to note that when all catepories other than

“remain at home"” and "other/unknown" are considered, it is shown

that placement was recommended for 63% of the White children, 697

of the Black children and 74¥ of the Puerto Rican children. There

is no evidence to explain why placement is more frequently rec-
ommended for Puerto Rican children than for either the Black or

the White children,

The Puerto Rican children in this survey have been shown to

have less serlous family problems. This should mean then, that
more Puerto Rican children could remain at hone under parental and

probation supervision. One must question whether the predominantly

White and English speaking clinical and hospital personnel are able

Lo adequately diagnose and make recommendations for Spanish speaking

childyen.

History of Pgychiatrie Hospiltalization: Effect on Disposition

The profound effect (generally nevative) that psychiatric

uuspiltalization can have on the services available fe¢ Court re-

i ed children can be estimated by a review of the dispositions

widered for 40 children in the sample,
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0f the 40 children who had a known history of psychiatric
hospitalization, 40% were Black, 20X were Puerto Rican and 32,53
were White. Information contained elsewhere in thig report shows
that White children in the sample were hospitalized mote than twice
as often as the Black children., Children with a history of hospital-
ization were placed more often (40%) than the children in the total
sample (25.8%). They were placed on probation less often but apnrox-

imately the same percentage had thelr cases dismissed. -

7.

Chart #21 Children wilth Psychiatrie History by Dispositioﬁ
and Ethonic Origin
Interracial/

Disposition Black Puerto Rican White Other - Total
Zisposition | —=REt aa ’ -
Probation U6 (38%) 2(25%) 6 (LE%) 1¢:35) 15¢37.5%)

i .

: . L R
Relative L(6%) - - ; -~ ; L(2,50) K
Drug Program - - . - i 10330y l(ﬁ.ﬁw)i

‘ - : : : iRt
Dismissal ©3(19%) 2(25%) 2(15%) i - J(l?;SM%
Commissioner of . , L(n 5
Social Services | 1(6%) - - - 2,57

i _— vumn . merd
New York State | ; ! . o
Training School 4(25% 3(37.5%) 1 1(8%) - B(20%)
Woluntary Agency ; 1(6%) 1(12,.5%) | 4(30%) 1(33%) 7CL7.50)

j -
Total i16(40%)' i 8(20% 13(32.5%)1 3(7.5%) 40QL000)

i .
Note: TFigures in parentheses represent percentages within a given
ethnic group. One White and one Puerto Rican child had bheen

{ hospitalized in both muniecipal and state psychiatric hospitals.




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 1s available, more than twice as often as children in the

overall sample. 1In fact the only White child in the entire sanmple

who was placed in a training school was a child with a history

of psychiatrice hospitalization, Among children with a history of

such hospitalization, the training school was the disposition for

25% of the Black children and 37.57% of the Puerteo Rican 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 agencles, 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

hospltalization 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 Iin need of placement than children who have not been hospital-

lzed. 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. It 4s unfortunate that so many of the children were

placed in the training schools ;presumably for lack of approprlate

resources in the voluntary sector.

“0 K

Reasons for Rejection

As has been noted previously, placement in a training school
is deemed by judges, probation officers and law guardians alike,
as the end of the line, the last resort. Therefore, 1f placement

is seen as necessary, referrals will be made to the voluntary

agencles.

Chart #22 Reagsons for Rejectlon given by Voluntary Agencies
1. Too Acting Qut—ww=m—=w 4 2t S 2 ek 1 1 - 37 1(18%)
2, Too Disturbedmrecmmmm e s = 29 | (147)
3. Needs more StrUCtULe=— = msme e e 24 1(127%)
4, Unmotivated for Placement—w=—w=- e e e et ko e on i e 20 | (LOH)
5. LToQo Levelommm oo o o o e o o 1 i o e 19 {(9%)
6. No Vacancieg=m=me=mmmmanx 2 0 e - o s s 13(6%) %
7. Afems e e m e e e —— - e - 10[(5%)
8. Needs more Treatmentemm ===m=mem—- e e e 9 (47)
9. Unavailable/Uncooperative Family===—w~- o 9:(4%) i
10, Referral Withdrawn==——-ceesmcmmmaenanne— e e 6| (3%) i
11. Reading Level=—ewm—mmecmmaa - e - o o s e 51 (27 i

o

12, Drug Usem—=—=me—m=- ot o e e e 20 (L%)

1

13. Other/Unknown heason§e=—m—m—~=mme——-

(12%)

¥
3

ote: Seventy-five children were referred for placement and
rejected for a total of 207 reasons.

-
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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, were accepted

by the first agency to which they were referred so this chart covers

only those children who were .eferred and not accepted by the First

agency.

The predominant reasons piven for rejection were that the child

was too acting out and that the c¢hild Qas too disturbed., These
reasons were followed by the''need for more structure', "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 €., age 14, had never known
what it means to be accepted and
wanted. Hlis 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 Social Ser~
vices,

Viector was first placed in an in-
stitution and then in a fostei home.
The foster parents complained of
truancy, running away from home and
thefts from a local store. A PINS
petition was filed and Victor was
sent to Juvenile Centeyxy while the
Court attempted to find another vol~-
untary agency placement for him.

Seen by the Court's Mental Health
Services, Victor was diagnosed as

-70-

"unsocialized agquressive reaction",
The recommendation was for a struce-
tured setting with treatment., Rew
ferred to voluntaru agencies he was
rejected as being "too acting out®

and "too aggressive',

When he was finally sent to a train~
ing school, Victor was sald to have
made an excellent adjustment, Staff
reports indicated that although Victor
had a quick temper, his aggressiveness
had been only in the verbal area and
that, in the short time he had been in
the training school, he had been able
to modify his verbal aggression.

The voluntary agencles are attempting to be more flexible
about the children they admit., In the past, all children were
accepted for 18 months. Currently a number of voluntary agencies
are accepting children for 30 and 90 day periods on a trial basis.
These trial visits mean that the children, who are considered mar-
ginal candidates by the agencies, are being given a chance, How-
ever, also to be considered is the detrimental effect that these
30 or 90 day trial periods have. The child is left iw limbo and
must feel additional anxiety because of the uncertalnty &g to the
outcome,

A reason for rejection that is often given is "unavailable/
uncooperative family". Many of the children who come before the
Family Court are there because they lack reasonably stable homes

and parents who are inferested in them and can provide them with

special care when needed. Judges, probation officers and law
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This repoert provides detailed Information about children
be fore the Family Court, allewed or feound te be delingquoent or
in need of supervision., It delineates the environment Ffrom
which they come, their relations with thelr families and schools,
thelr age, sex and ethnic background, and their manifeld personal
problems.

The Policy Committee of the Office of Children's Services,
in the preface, acknowledged the efforts that have been made to
Improve the situation and stated its convicetion that the problems
have not been sufficiently addressed.

We believe that the failure to move ahead, despite those
efforts on the part of public and private agenecies that provide
services for children, are attributable to two major reasons:

(1) the lack of adegquate and detailed information about the families
and children involved and (2) the fragmented and compartmentalized
delivery of service systems that allow each department and agencu

to say "let someone else provide for that child."”

We believe this report provides a large part of the information
that has been needed for so long; that no one can now plead lqnor=
ance of the scope of the problem. The report must be given the
most careful and sustained study by all public and private agencies
that provide services for children. These include, at least, the

State's Division for Youth, Dopartment of Mental Hyaiene, Department

by

of Social Services, Division of Probation, "duecatlien De-
partment, and their local counterparts. It must alse be con=-
aldered by the Governor's staff and the Indieciarw, Mental Pealth
and Secial Sorvices Conmmittees of kthe New York State Legislature,

The following facts should, in particular, ie aiven sus-
tained considoration:

« EBighty~seven percent of the children in the gsurvey were
between the ages of 13 and 16 years. It should be noted
that the voluntary agencies seldom admit children of :has
age to their residential programs and these are the years
of great stress for children,

. Seventy-three percent of the children were known to be
truants. In ecach county, onc cammunitq school districet
was shown to have an exceptionally high rate o{ trugnﬁs.
Not surprisingly three of these are districts In which

a majority of the students were Black and one of them has
has a majority of Black and Puerto Rican g tudents.,

Phe familics of children brought to Court have many and
soerious problems, as a rule. For example:

. Although 89% of the children in the survey were %igina
in thelr own home, only 21% come from intact families,
1.0, lived with a mother and father.

. Pifty-nine percent were receiving publie assistance’ar
supplemental assistance. Many were living at a poverty,
although earned, income level.

. oOver 31% of the survey children had siblings who had
been before the Court as negqlected, PINS or delinquent
children.

. FPorty-nine percent of the survey children had}p;ior
petitions: 33 neglect petitions, 84 PINS petitions
and 134 delinquency petitions.

The Court was unable to follow the recommendations of
psychiatrists, psychologists and probs'ion officers in a con-

siderable majority of the cases.
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Ihese recommendations are submitted by the Policy Committee
of the Office of Children's Services to the Administrative Board
of the Judicial Conference, the Governor, the Legislature, and
the public, in the belief that, if they are accepted, New York

can move toward the reallzation of justice for and treatment of

its ¢hildren.
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FOOTNOTES

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, Durinp the first vear the 0ffice of Children's Ser-
vices dealt only with.Family Court in New York City.

As of August 1, 1973 it was piven some state-wide respon-
sibilities.

(a) "Juvenile delinguent" 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 c¢rime.

(b) "Person in need of supervision" means a male less than
sixteen years of age and a femalc less than elghteen years
of age who does 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-
obedlent and beyond the lawful control of parent or other
lawful authority., Family Court Act, Section 712

and see footnote 5 to this report.

Characteristics of the Population in New York City Health

. Areas, 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,

Other Latin children iIincludes children with Spanish surnames
who were not Puerto Rican,

When the PINS category was established, it included girls up
to their 18th birthdays. In 1972, the Court of Appeals ruled
that the age distinction between males and females was un-
contitutional. In re Patricia A., 31 N.Y. 24 83 (1972).

"Intake 1s the name applied to the preliminary procedure for
Family Court cases designed to divert cases from the Court to
ether appropriate services." Directive on Family Court In~
tuke, Office of Probation, September 3, 1968.

Intake Officers can "attempt to adjust sultable cases before
a petition 1s filed over which the Court apparently would
have jurisdiction." "Efforts at adjustment pursuant to the
rules of Court under this section mav 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,"

Complainants cannot be prohibited from bringing a case to Court.

Family Court Act, Section 734.
| I
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10,

11.

1z,

13.

Fact-finding hearing means a hea
: ’ ; rine to determine -
gi%izggegt txhethef the respondent did the ac? 2? agg: )
( a e petitlony fop 4
; person in newvd of -
vision - yhether the respondent is an habitual trigg:r
incorrigible, ungovernable or habitually disobedient ;nd

beyond the control of his
parents, guardian -
todian. Family Court Act, Section §42. or legal cug

If the judge feels that the alle :
| gations have been prov
beyond a reasonable doubt, he makes a finding of fzcz =

which is similar to a criminal court finec ~
defendant is puilty, inding an adult

Family Court Act, Section 729

In New York City, children who are to be detained in g

secure facility are gent ¢t
the Brons. y o Spofford Juvenile Center in

Ege New York State Family Court Act,
€ repregentation of alleged delin
quents and persons in
need of supervision (PINS) by counsel, unless gaived. The

majority of the children are represented by t ;
Rights Division, Legal Aid Socizty. y the Juvenile

Section 24l,mandates

In re Winship, 397 U.S. 358 (1970).

During the course of a probation investigat '
officgr interviews the child and his pargntifn;biazsgb?:;ggts
from his school and other soclal agencies which know the child
and his family. After the information has been gathered, a
report is submitted to the Court recommending what dispoéition

should be made 1in order to g : '
the comment e ¢ most help the child and also protect

Evaluations are generally ordered by the

determining the child's needs, Theze evagzngo:: :2eaid‘in
requisite 1f the child is to be referred for placement pé:;t
ezaluations are performed by the Court's Mental Health‘Ser~

v ng' If 1t 48 felt that a chil-~ is seriously disturbed and
needs to be observed in a psychiatric hospital, the Court may

remand the gh N
servation. child to a municipal psychiatric hospital for ob-

IT

14.

15,

16.

17.

18,
19,
20,

21.

22,

When judgement 1s suspended, the Court retains jurisdiction
over the case., If the child violates the terms or conditions
of the suspended judgement, the Court may order any disposition
that was possible originally. Tamily Court Act, Sectlon 755.

A child who is placed on probation 1s expected to report to
his probation officer repularly, attend school, come home on
time and the like. Fallure to comply with the rules of pro-
batirn can lead to the filing of a violatlion of probation and
the placement of the child. Family CGourt Act, Sections 753,
754, 757, 779.

Such extenslions are authorized for pglrls up Lo age 20. However,
in light of the Patricia A, decision, it is generally believed
that the distinction between boys and eirls will not be per-
mitted to stand should it be litigated, .

Commitments are made for up to three years, Although the Fam-
ily Court Act makes these provisions for commltment to the
Division for Youth, such provisions are not covered in the
executive law governing the Division for Youth, Family Court
Act, Section 758. )

Family Court Act, Section 716,

In re Ellery C., 32 N,vy. 2d 588 (173).

Of the cages missing, 8 were from Kings County; 7, from Bronx
County; 4, from Queens: 13, from New York:; and 2, from Richmond,
New York County is the boroush of Manhattan, Kings County is

the borough of Brooklyn and Richmond is the borough of Staten
Island.

We have reason to belilieve that many of the figures in the Bronx
are considerably lower than they should be as the survey staff
had difficulty in obtaining the necegsary information from the
material in the records.

On April 18, 1973, Judge Reginald S. Matthews 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 alienated child
in the Bronx is far wiser, more experienced and I might add
more of a risk and/or danger than in other areas.'

As there were only 10 children in the sample who were inter-

racial or other Latin children, the categories have beer com=
bined.

ITI




23.

24,
25,

26,

27.
28.

29.

30,

31.

4

The religlous federations are Catholic Charities, Federation
of Protegstant Welfare Agencies and the Federation of Jewish
Philanthropies. Thelr child care facilities are reimbursed
by the edity and state for 90 to 957 of their costs.

Richmond 18 all one school district (#31). See also Appendix I.

Middle Class Whites Still Leaving City, Edward C. Burks, New
York Times, May 29, 1973, pages 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 1is the only district in Queens with
a majority of Blacks. See also Appendix I.

Children were considered to be drug users Lf their probation
folders showed the child admitted to any type of drug use, if
a medical report indicated drug use or Lf they had been found
in possegsion of drugs or drug implements. The Court was not
authorized to make a finding of addiction and order commitment
to the State Narcotic Control Commission (now Drug Abuse Con=~
trol Commission) until September 1, 3973, It is generally
believed that the number of children using heroin has subgtan-
tially decreased in the past year.

This report will be released in November, 1973.

Some families were receiving supplemental assilstance, as there
was a working parent, but the income from employment was in-
sufficent to meet the family's needs.

Crisis in Child Mental Health: Challenge for the 1970's, final
repoxt of the Joint Commission on Merntal Health of Children
(New York: Harper & Row), page 2.

Thzse children were sent either by the Court or through their
families to psychiatric hospitals for observation.

Outpatient treatment encompassed any type of therapy or counseli-
ling at a hospital or other clindic or at a private counselling
agency .

v

32.

33.

34,

35.

If a child was diagnosed as a pnssive—aaaressivgkpcrsonnlitv
with acting-out features, both cateporles were checked., There
fore there are more diapnoses than children seen.

] 2 : 1 : > {rﬁd
Euphrasian Residence and Geller House are Faedlitiles oper?
bypthe voluntary sector., They accept children’on temporary fﬂ
mand from the Court aund provide diagnostic evaluations and’nn»
sistance in placement if that is deemed necessaxy for a par-
ticular child.

Psychological Testing: Is It A Valid Judicial Functlon?, Alar

Sussman, New York Law Journal, July 3L-Aupust 3, 1977

The Office of Children's Services developed statistics on the
placement of PINS and delinquents in the public and privare
scctors based on information provided by the Famllvy Court,
These figures clearly show that few delinquent children are
accepted for placement by the voluntarv aector,

.
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APPENDIX I

School Districts by Age of Truant

District 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total Percentapge
;NawlYork : ) _ | N 2 1 5 1.62 !
2 “ - - - 1 1 2 ~ 4 1,3%

3 - - - - 2 4 8 - 14 h,ohY

4 - - - - 2 1 b | - 7 2.,3%

5 = =l =1 =12l 3] 4~ 8 2,5%

6 - b - - - 2 1 - - 3 9%
Bronx

7 -t -1l 1}l yri2l 2] 4= 10 3,2%

4 “l el e - -12] 1] 4 1,32

9 -t -l it2 st sy o4t~ 17 5.4%

10 - - - - 1 - 3 - 4 1.32%

11 il T I I N O 4 i.3%

12 - - 1 - 4 1 7 - 13 4,17 *
Kings

13 - - - 1 2 7 5 - 15 b, 7%

14 - {-l-1{3l51al6 -] 18 5.7%

15 - - - 3 3 6 5 - 18 5.7%

16 -l -t 1t2 laj12]9 -1 28 8,99 E

Y ~l24i~-t11ls5]ls8]l3}l-119 6.1% }
| .18 - |=-1l-43}-1t1124- 6 1.9% i

19 |- t-ta tatalr gy 16 5.1%

20 - bbb b3l -t oy 2.31

VI

APPENDIX I continued

School Districts by Age of Truant

pistrict 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total Percentage
21 b1l -t -l -t 31 3t 9 = 10 3.2%
22 3 el m| oWl Al -] 3 - 4 1.3%
23 L e wl L] &l 41 2| =~ 11 3.5%
Queens
24 wl -l <l -] ~1 3} 1t 2% = 6 1,97
25 N O N S T 2 T T X - 1 V3%
26 “l -1 - ; S I D O N 1 3%
27 o T T 1 2] 6 41 1 14 4. 4%
18 el 2l oaf oal o2} 4t 4l -4 13 4. 1%
29 “f{ -l -0 1] 1} 31 9] 6 e 20 6,47
30 I R A ) ) 1 5 1.6%
Richmond
31 i -t -t =1 =1 3f 31 3 9 2,8%
Totals 111 3 61211 691100 {110 314 737%
Note: One truant of unknown age.
VII




APPENDIX 11

Drug Use by Ethnie titlrin and Sex

Pusrte
Black Rican White Total
I
. M F M _F M F M F
Heroin 18 17 4 5 4 1 26
i o . N P M 1 3
(L1Z) ] 92) (62%) (15%) | (1%) (5%) (9% (9%)
Plils f - 1 1 2 3 2 4 5
(1%) (2%) (6%) (3%)_ ] _(¢az) (1%) (4%)
Hallucid~ 1 1
oRens - - - - - (5%) - (1%)
Alcohpl 10 4 2 - 3 2 15
5 6
(6%) 1(52) (32) (5%) (9%) (5%) (42)
None 128 62 50 24 ¥ 15 222 ]
. ) 22 101
L777) 1¢a8zy 1 ¢78%) | 71y (79721 _(68%) (76%) L34y
Note: Tigures in parenthesass represent percentag i
v ] , Yo3) re ge of childrewn
(by sex) within a given ethnic group who use specified
dyues and perxcentace who uge none.
VITI

APPENDIX III

Delinquency Charges by County

- Kings Bronx iﬁﬁk, Queens Richmond Total
Arson 1 1 - - - )
Assault 17 4 11 14 2 48
Attempted
Homicide - 1 1 1 - 3
Burglary Tools 5 3 1L " - 13
Burglary 30 12 1 8 2 53
Criminal Mischief/

Trespags 11 3 4 7 L 28
Drup Related 4 - 2 - - 6
Grand Larceny 3 ) 2 1 - 11
Grand Larceny Auto 9 - 1 4 - 14
Harrassment 1 1 - - - 2
Homicide - - 1 - o 1
Loltering - - - 1 - -1
Menacing 1 1 3 - 1 6
Petit Larceny 6 2 2 4 - 14
neisgqeton of a 12 10 8 5 1 36
Stolen Property 16 5 6 12 - 39
Rape 2 5 2 - - 9
Reckless

Endangerment - 3 2 - - 5
Registing Arrest 3 6 2 - - 11
Robbery 21 15 20 16 - 72
Sex Charges 1 2 2 1 1 7
Theft of Services - 1 - - - 1
Unauthorized

Use of Vehicle 6 4 1 6 - 17

IX
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APPENDIX IV

Delinquency Charges by fthnic Origin and Sex
M
Ty ? MP§ M§ MO FB FPR FW Totals
=z p - p e
{ 2
:Assault 28 ﬂ 5 5 - 9 1
rresmTa (58%Z) 107y (10%) (197)) (2%) | - ‘8
Murder
% 2 1 - ~ - - - 3
Burglary Tools 4 6 1 1 1
- - 13
Burglary 28 19 6 - -
(537%)[(36% % ) ) >3
griminal Migschief /] 17 3 ) (il/) 4
respass (6LZ)ICILZ)] (167) - (142) j . 28
Drug Related 5 - - - 1
- - 6
Grand Larceny 5 3 2 1 ”
- - - 11
Grand Larceny Auto| 8 2 4 -
(57% ) i i L
Harrassmané 1 )(1iz> (592)
- - - 2
Homiclde X - -
- - - - 1
oltering 1 - - -
- - - 1
enacing 2 1 1 - 2
- - 6
Petit Tarceny 4 A 2 - 2 1 ‘
29% ! y: 7 H
wassessron oF (18 )(23“ (éém 1 (ééz) e
eapon (50%) 19Z% 7 i ) %
tolen Property 24 ( 9 : (§4;3 (iZ) el
(61%) K2 i ) - >
— 1 ) K 32) CEBZ) (3%)
- - - - 9
Reckless
fndangerment 3 - - 1 1
- - 5
Regfisting Arrest 6 3 - - 2
(55%) (277%) 7 ] ) H
Robbery 50 6 1 3 (;84) 3 72
7 A L/ L/ -/ N
RO Tr K g?)[8é) (52) (ﬁ%} (12%) 1(4%)
Theft of 1 -
Services ) ) ) ) ) '
Onauthorized 8 3 5 1
Ise of Vehicle (472%2) 18%) 1(29%) { (6%) - - - o
X

Family Background by E

APPENDIX V

thnie Origin and Sex

T { Black Puerto Rican  White @ Total §
i Mo F M ¥ ‘ M Fi M F i

! ! ' s i

Own Home °~ 15 63 60 31 .+ 50 195 261 ! 113 {
L (87%) (93%) (88%) |(90%) (B2.5%) ¢

Note: Percentage within ethnic group of children living ‘
in own home. y

t

Black Puerto Rican White Total
M ] ¥ M \ F M Fl M ¥
Intact 28 11 12 } 9 24 5/ 64 25
Homes (447) (23%) (332) | (212)
Note: Percentages within category by ethnic origin,
Black Puerto Rican| White Total
M ¥ M F | M F M F
Living
wi th 13 14 4 1 3 2 20 17
Relative (73%) (13.5%) (13.5%) (97%)
Note: Percentages within category by ethnic origin. I
Black Puerto Rican| White Total
M F M F I|M F IM F
Parents ‘
Hospital-| 9 5 - 2 4 2 113 9
ized (64%) (9%) (27%) (57%)
Note: Percentages within category by ethnic origin.

Black Puerto Rican | White i Total
Alcohol use 45 15 20 80
by Parents (18%) (15%) (25%) (197%)

Percentages within ethnic group.

Note:

X1




APPENDIX VI continued
APPENDIX VI

Two hundred twenty-one children with no prior petitilons

: i{tions by Ethnic Origin and Sex
jacement of 19 Children on Prior Pet ’
by Ethanlc Origin and Sex %commissioner of Social Services, Voluntary Agencles, NMew York State

Traiuing School)

Puerto Interracial \
Black Rican White /Other Total , - “Puerto Interracial | rotal
! ‘ a White /Other 208
Male | 64(51%) | 29(23%) | 30(24%) 3(2%) 126 (43%) | Black _Riced 16 £3AT)
- e 3 1 - ‘
Female| 54572 [ 23(24%) | 18(19%) - 55(697) Male 12 reT
Total |118(48%) | 52(534) | 48(61.54) |  3(30%) 221(51%) % emale 3 B R T5TT00T)
~ fTotal - 15 3 1 h |
Note: Percentages within male and female, i i
Total percentages within ethnic origin, fie
Children with prior petitions by Ethnic Origin and
type of petition
Puerto Interracial
Black Rican White /Other Total

Neglect 15(467) 8(247%) 8(24%) 2(6%) 33(100%)

PINS 54(65%) | 17(20%) |12(1%7%) 1¢17%) 84(100%)

Delinquency | 76(61%4) 25(20%) |18(15%) 5Ch4) 124 (1007)

Total 145(50%) | 50(21%) | 38(16%) 8(37%) 241(1007)

Note : Percencagga,within”type of petition,

Total number of prior petitions dismissed by
: Ethnic Origin
Interracial

Black Puerto Rican White /Other Total

64 (66%) 15¢15.5%) 15(15.5%) 3(3%) 97(100%)

XITI
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Dispositions by Ethnice Origin and Sex

APPENDIX VII

‘1’_‘
i
g
|
B}
:
;
i
‘

Puerto Interracial
Disposition Black Rican White ~ /Other Total
M F M ¥ M P M F
Probation 89 44 33 18 | 32 11 3 1 231
54% | 5671 527 5341 57% 507 37.5%41 50%
Relative 1 3 - -l - 1 - - 5
YA 4% 49
Drug 3 - 1 - - - v i 5
Program 1.5% 1% 50%
Dismiasal 21 16 14 8 | L0 711 ; - 77
ca 13% 20% 1 22% 24%1 18% 32%1 12.5%
Othez‘/ ;. o had 2 e, L - -y 2
Unknown 6%
Commigssioner of 2 5 1 1 1 - - - 10
Social Services 1z 6% 1% %l 2%
m . f
New YorkeState 24 1 7 1] 1 - | - P 34 |
Training School 14% 1%t 114 32 2% L \
i b
Voluntary 26 10 8 4 {12 3 4 5 - 67 :
Agency o 167 | 137 ) 13% 11%121% | 14%] 50% | i
t .
Total 166 79 64 34 156 22 8 ' 2 ABlE
245 98 78 10 i
1
Note: Percentages within ethnic pgroup and sex.

X1V

IQ Scores by Ethnic Origin

APPENDIX VIII

50-59°60-6970-74 | 75-79 | 80-89 , 90=99 [ Over 100, Total |
Black 1 10 l 10 10 32 23 ‘ 8 : 94
uerto | t ‘ i
Rican | 1 12 2 10 b 2 P 22
L ; , i ' g
White @ - 1 5 1L 6 ty ) 13 t 36
! ! | i ! {
APPENDIX IX
Type of Petition by Ethnlic Oripin and Sex
PINS 1
; Black Puerto Rican White Total
‘Male 46 (452), 23 (23%) 32 (32%), 101
iFemale 60 (55%) 29 (26%) g 21 (19%) 110
Delinquency
Black Puerto Rican | White Total
Male 120 (65%) 41 (227%) 24 (13%) 1835
Female 19 (76%) 5 (20%) 1 (4%) 25




APPENDIX X

Paychiatric Recommendations and Dispositions by
Ethnie Origin and Sex

Elack Males

Prob~ | Dig~- Training| Voluntary
ation | missal School Agency Total
Hono 13 1 - 3 17
Sh 2% 1 12.5% 16,77 262
Regsidential
Treatment 4 3 5 5 17
Center 16,674 | 37.572 31,32 27.87% 26%
Structured 6 4 10 8 28
Environment 257 50% 62.5% 44,47 - h2%
Normal - - - o -
Placement
New York State - - 1 2 3
Training Schooll 6.27% 11.17 4,52
Hoapital - - - o -
Other 1 - - - 1
b,.2% 1.5%
Total 24 ] 16 18 66
36,42 1 12.1% 24 ,2% 27.32% 100%
Black Females
Probe | Dig=- Training | Voluntary
ation |missal School Apency Total
Home 10 1 - 1 12
. ; 50% 20% 0% 33,372
Regsidential
Treatmont 5 3 - 4 12
Center 2572 60% 40% 33.3%
Structured 4 - 1 3 8
Environment 20% 1007 - 30% 22,2%
MHormal - 1 - 1 2
¥lacement 20% N 10% 5.5%
New York State - - - - -
Training School
Hoapital - - - - -
Other 1 - - 1 2
52 ; 108 5.5%
Total 20 5 1 10 36
557 14% 3% 282 100

XVI

APPENDIX X continued

Pgychiatric Recommendations and Dispositions by
Ethnlic Origin and Sex
i?uertb Rican Malesg
: Prob~ Disg= Training Voluntary
ation missal , School Agency Total
Homg 5 - 1 - N 6B
° 71.47% 202 33, 3%
Residential ‘ . . .
Treatment 2 - ;
Canter 28.6% 20% 20% 22.%%
Structured ‘ - - 1 2 -
Environment 20% 407 16,34
Normal - 1 1 10
Placement _ 100% 20% 20% 16,72
‘New York State - - ,la - 5 ;z
Training School 207 . .l
Hoaspital - 25 -
Other - - - - -
ITotal 7 il 5 5 18
i 38.9% 5,5% 27.8% 27.8% 100%
Puerto Ricen Females
Prob- Dis~ Training Veoluntary
atlon missal School Agency Total
, 2 - - - 2
fome 37.5% 15.4%
Residential
‘ - 2 6
Treatment 3 1 :
éenter 502 50% 505 Aﬁ‘i%
Structured 1 1 - 2
Environment 12.5% 50% 50% 30. 7%
Normal _ )
Placement - - I .
Naw York State - - - .
Training School 1007 7.Z£
tingpital - - - - -
Other - - - -
‘ 3 2 1 A 13
Total 46 .27 15, 4% 7.7% 30.7% 100%
hAS




APPENDIX X continued

Psychiatric Recommendations and Dispositions by

Ethnice Oripin

and Sex

3

el H L T T el WD L T S e e e e e e e s i e

White Males T e
V Probe Dig= Training Voluntary
ation missal School Agency Total
Home : 9 4 - - 13
L ; 156.2% 80% N L 140,68 |
Resdidential !
Treatment 5 - 1 : 7 13
Center 31,37 1003 709 40.,6%
Structured 2 - - 2 [
Environment 12.5% _ 208 12,5%
Normal - - - - -
Placement » ,
New York State - - - = -
crafning School V
lespiltal - - - 1 1
L 107 3.1%
0L - 1 - - 1
Total 16 5 1 10 32
L 50% 15,67 3,17 31,32 1007
fihite Females
Prob- Dig- Training Voluntary
akion missal School Agency Total
Home 1 - - - 1
16¢.7% 9,1%
Regidentinl
Treatment 2 L - 1 4
Center 33,372 33.3% 507 36,47
Struetured 2 2 - 1 5
Environment 33.3% 66.7% 50% 45, 4%
Normal - - - - -
Placement
New York State - - - i -
Training School ‘
Hospiltal - »e - - -
Other 1 - - - 1
16.7% . 9,17
Total 6 3 - 2 11
54,5% 27.3% 18,2% 100%
Xvtr:

iy e L NN
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