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PREFACE 

The New York State Assem0ly Select Committee on Child 

Abuse was established in 1969 by then Assembly Speaker 

Perry B. Duryea. It was the first, and remains perhaps the 

only, legislative corunittee devoted solely to the issues of 

child abuse and neglect. The Select Committee was formed in 

response to widespread concern about the effectiveness and 

adequacy of the child protective system in New York State, 

a concern aroused by the death of an abused child who had been 

in the care of a number of agencies and cou~ts> There was an 

immediate investigation into the handling of this particular 

case, but there were also questions about the functioning of 

the system as a whole. The mission of the Select Committee 

was to determine whether the existing child protective system 

was suffering from administrative problems; inadequate legisla­

tion, or both. 

In 1969, Article 10 was added to the Family Court Act, 

and it was substantially revised the following year. Article 

,10 created a special child abuse part in the Court, formulated 

a, more practice-oriented definition of abuse and neglect, and 

established special rules of evidence and procedure in child 

protective cases. 

biLL of rights". 

Article 10 became known as "the children's 

In 1973, the Child Protective Services Act 

created a unified and uniform system to report, investigate, 

and treat cases of suspected child abuse and neglect in every 

community throughout the state. It specified in clear detail 



the functions of the local child protective service, as well 

as the responsibilities of the state department of social 

services; and it provided protection for the rights of parents 

and children named in reports of suspected child abuse and 

neglect. The Child Protective Services Act of 1973 has been 

considered a model of its kind of legislation. 

In preparing these legislative changes, the Select 

Committee held several series of hearings throughout the state 

over a three year period. These hearings covered all aspects 

of the child protective system and the problems of child abuse 

and neglect. Many ideas were expressed and many perceptions 

,.,ere conveyed to the committee. In addition to the specific 

problems besetting the system, a number of witnesses directed 

the committee's attention to an examination of the social costs 

and consequences of child maltreatment. It was generally felt 

that these l~ng-term consequences were ignored in the formulation 

of public policy and treatment programs--not deliberately but 

out of ignorance. 

This testimony emphasized that many professionals had 

observed that abused and neglected children often grow up to 

become problem children who returned to the care and attention 

of societal institutions as delinquent and ungovernable juveniles. 

Several Family Court judges of long experience were especially 

emphatic about this point. Judge George Follett from the 
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Family Court in rural St. Lawrence County reported that judges 

"witness countless cases involving juvenile misbehavior where 

an evaluation of the family history reveals gross, parental 

inadequacy." Dr. Shervert Frazier, then Deputy Director of 

the Columbia University Psychiatric Institute, spoke of his 

study of murderers who had all been. lithe victims of remorseless 

physical brutality w'hen they were children." Judge Nanette 

Dernbitz from the N8W York City Family Court summed up this 

line of testimony: "the root of crime in the streets is the 

neglect of children." 

After the passage of the new child abuse laws, the 

Select Committee was responsible for monitoring their implemen­

tation. This task kept the Select Committee involved with the 

p~oblems facing social agencies and the Family Court. The 

more the committee confronted these problems, the more it became 

apparent that the line drawn between child abuse or neglect and 

other social . ~oblems was thin, confusing, or fictitious. The 

children and their families were often the same or faced the 

same underlying personal, familial, or social difficulties. 

This experience only confirmed the testimony that had been 

given about the connection between child maltreatment and 

juvenile delinquency or ungovernability. 

. . 



Thus, the Select Committee became convinced that th1e 

nature of the apparent relationship between child abuse and 

other social problems had to be examined. In fact, it 

seemed reasonable, at first, to believe that this possible 

link had been studied already. The generally accepted knowledge 

about the decisive importance of early childhood experiences, 

moreover, would indicate that child maltreatment must have a 

profound forming influence on children. Yet, as the Committee's 

search of the literature indicated, (See Appendix A) nearly all 

of the research on the consequences, or sequellae, of child 

maltreatment has been -limited to physical and short~term 

emotional effects. Most of these studies use small samples of 

children who are usually followed for a year or two. There 

has been little published research about the long-term effects 

of child maltreatment on the subsequent behavior of adolescents 

and adults. 

The paucity of such studies is an important gap in our 

knowledge, not just about child abuse or neglect, but also about 

whatever other social problems it is associated. Understanding 

the possible relationship between child abuse or neglect and 

juvenile delinquency or ungovernability could have enormous signif­

icance for the way our society approaches the problems of child 

maltreatment and juvenile misbehavior. The Select Committee 

undElrtook this study with a grant from the New York State Division 

of Criminal Justice Services bec~use its policy implications were 

of genuine legislative concern, 'and also because the S~lect 

Committee had access to the records of agencies and courts which 

would be needed for such a study. The biggest obstacle to this 
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type of longitudinal study is finding and obtaining access to 

relevant records. Though most courts and agencies were very 

helpful and cooperative, the legislative authority of the 

Select Committee guaranteed that the committee could perform 

the study. 

The absence of documented evidence on the long-term social 

consequences of child maltreatment has lilnited serverely the 

ability of planners to design effective t.reatment programs for 

children and juveniles. Social policy is not usually based on 

unverified observations and beliefs, no matter how accurate 

they may be. Knowledge must be demonstrated convincingly 

before it can be acted upon. 

This report presents the basic findings of the study. 

Given the amount of information collected and the number of 

variables in it, the range of possible analysis is great. 

Additional detailed analysis is being 'onducted by Richard 

Gelles and Andr~a Carr at the University of Rhode Island and 

will be reported on at a later date. (See Appendix B for a 

description of their work.) However, it is important that the 

basic findings discussed in this report be released as soon as 

possible. This report offers evidence that there is a definite 

relationship between child maltreatment and juvenile misbeha.vio~ 

and cl:iminality. It does not attempt to prove that child 

maltreatment causes juvenile delinquency. It does show that 

maltreated children have a sigrificantly greater likelihood 

of becoming delinquent or ungovernable. Though the data is 



conservative, the rate of juvenile delinquency among families 

in which abuse or neglect have occurred is considerably higher 

than among the general population of children living in the 

same communities. 

To be useful, this report must be the beginning, not the 

end, of a process of finding the most effective arrangement of 

our social institutions meant to help children and families in 

trouble. 

Hon. Christopher Mega, 
Chairman 
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INTRODUC1i'ION 

Methodology 

The study is based on official records of child protective 

agencies and courts--on officially recorded reports of suspected 

child abuse or neglect and alleged juvenile delinquency and 

ungovernability. Children and families were not sought but or 

interviewed. The study examines, from the perspective of 

official records, children and families who were known to the 

child protective system or the court end of the juvenile justice 

system. 

As will be noted in this report, basing a s'tudy' on official 

records--the only concrete data available--has its own unique 

problems, but it also has its advantages. A positive aspect of 

being limited to official records is the certainty that something 

actually happened, and there was intervention in the life of a 

child and family. None of the interpretive and subjective 

problems associated with interviewing someone after the ;t;'act 

exist in this study. Whether a report was made" and whether it 

was found accurate, are known, not guessed. The specific, verifiable 

concreteness of the data collected is a firm base for analysis. 

This is not an experimental research study made under the 

controlled conditions possible in a laboratory., It'is,instead, 

an empirical study based on the official records of courts and 

-1-



I 
agencies. These records are used as the basis for a longitudinal I 
examination of children who were in families reported for child 

abuse or neglect and children who were reported as delinquent 

or ungovernable. It was not possible to devise a pure "control 

group" against which to make comparisons. It was not possible 

to construct a sample of "normal" or "average" children from 

the general population because every group of children or 

families that might be studied have been identified for a 

particular problem or reason. The fact that they are available 

to be put into a control group means that they do not share the 

anonymity--the unlabelled status-· .... ·of children and families who 

have not gotten into trouble, who have not been referred to an 

agency or court for one reason or another. Constructing a 

birth cohort, the only true control group possible, was beyond 

the scope and funding of this study. 

The difficulty, if not impossibility, of constructing a.n 

adequate and useable control group was described by a British 

researcher: 

As the factors associ.ated with child abuse 
are so complex it is a matter of great debate 
how one can obtain meaningfully matched 
controls. For example, it could be argued 
that in Elmet" s study (1976) the controls 
matched so ex~ctly her index group that no 
differences emerged. Could they have even 
been abused and not identified? In direct 
contrast to this, other·s advocate seeking 
controls from among those with perfect child 
rearing techniques. It could be questioned 
whether anyone is in the position to identify 
such "super parents." In the absence of 
controls many studies rely on using tests with 
well established norms, which at least provide 
a background of data against which results can 
be interpreted. 1 
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When possible, discussions of the findings of this study 

include comparing the children or families in the study with 

children and families from -the general population at large or 

other groups iden'tified for specific reasons. For example, some 

of the characteristics of children who were reported as abused 

and neglected later were involved in a juvenile contact with the 

Family Court are compared to the general population of children 

similarly reported to the Family Court for juvenile misconduct. 

The demographic characteristics of the families in the study are 

compared to the general characteristics recorded in the 1950's, 

1960's, and 1970's Census reports. (For example, see Findings 

numbers 2, 3, 6, and 11.) Any considerati.ons to be taken into 

account in these analyses are discussed as part of the individual 

findings. 

The study was conducted in eight coun-ties in New York State: 

Broome, Erie, Kings, Monroe, .New Yo.rk, st. Lawrence, Suffolk 

and Westchester. Most of the contacts included in the study 

were between 1950 and 1972, though some go as far back as 1930. 

1950's Sample 

Two different samples of children were studied. The first 

group consisted of 5,136 children from 1,423 families which were 

reported for suspected child abuse or neglect in 1952 or 1953. 

(See Appendix B for a detailed description of the methodology 

of the study.) Not all of the children in this group were 

involved in the child protective contact during the sample year. 

-3-



Some were never involved in such a contact but were included as 

siblings of the children who were. 4,465 of these children did 

have a contact with at least one agency or court for either child 

abuse or neglect or juvenile delinquency or ungovernability, or 

a combination of these situations. 

The children and their families were identified from the 

records of public or private child protective agencies and the 

Children's Court. Court docket books, agency intake registers, 

master index files, petitions, legal files, and case records 

were used to identify the children and families to be included 

in the study. All data obtained on individual contacts came from 

legal files and case records. In three of the countie~, all the 

reported child protective cases in the sample year were included 

in the study; in three other counties, the case load for two 

years was used to generate a sufficiently large sample. In the 

two New York City counties, the sample included all the cases 

reported in three months distributed through the sample year-­

February, July, and October--because of the large volume of cases. 

The history of each child in a family reported for suspected 

abuse or neglect during the sample year was recorded in the 

study, including siblings who were not named in the report but 

who were part of the family either before or after the sample 

year contact. The histories of all of these children were then 

traced through the records of. the Family Court, or its predecessor 

Children's Court, for later juvenile delinquency or ungovernability 

cases; Court contacts for abuse or neglect were also recorded. All 

-4-
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the juvenile contacts involved situations that were considered 

serious enough to take the child to court. 

Two aspects of this study of the 1950 I S sample were n(~ver 

undertaken as originally planned. The initial intention was to 

check the names of the children in this sample through the 

centralized State criminal records for possible later, adult 

contacts with the criminal justice system; the state-wide 

centralized records include every arrest for a "fingerprintable" 

offense, which would include all the se~ious crimes. Because 

the officials then responsible for maintaining these records did 

not agree to conduct this research in a way meaningful to the 

study, this part of the study was not done. 

Officials of NYSIIS (New York State Indentification and 

Intelligence System), which maintains the centralized criminal 

records for the state, proposed to hire its staff on an over-

time basis to check names of the children in the sample. This 

would have taken a year or two to do because the NYSIIS files 

before the early 1970's are not computerized, and manually 

checking the names and alternate names of the children in the 

1950 I S sample would have required so much over-time that it \'lould 

have doubled the data collection costs of the study. Moreover, 

NYSIIS did not want to release to the project the names of the 

children with a later criminal records, the nature of the criminal 

charges, and the disposi·tion of their contacts with the criminal 

justice system. Instead, NYSIIS proposed releasing nothing 
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more than a table. Without specific identifying data, it 

would have been impossible to relate the later criminal data 

with the earlier child protective and juvenile justice contacts 

of each child. Examining the possible association of specific 

types of child maltreatment. with specific types of criminal 

behavior, or the effect of different child protective dispositions 

on later criminal activity--in short, the type of analysis at 

the heart of the studY--'VlOUld have been precluded. Time 

constraints did not permit a prolonged attempt to resolve these 

differences. 

It was planned, also, to check the names of the children 

in the 1950' s sample through the records of the:· New York State 

Department of Mental Hygiene, which has a rather extensive data 

file on children and adults receiving mental hygiene services 

in New York state. Though the department was willing to cooper­

ate in the study, a change in the mental hygiene law removed 

the department's discretion to do so~ and the, impass was not 

resolved. It was thought that a number of the children in this 

sample, especially among the girls, might have had contact with 

the state's mental hygiene system. (One hypothesis was that 

girls would have more contacts with the mental hygiene system 

because of their greater tendency to internalize aggression 

than boys~ if so, this might balance the boy's greater tendency 

to commit delinquency acts.) 
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The number of children and families in the 1950's sample 

may surpris,9 some people; they represent a substantial child 

protective case10ad from twenty-five years ago, when child 

abuse and neglect were not noticed to the extent they are today. 

In the last ten years, child maltreatment has received more 

attention than ever before. Public and professional willingness 

to admit its exi.stence only began to develop near the end of t.he 

period under study. Yet, child abuse and neglect a.re not new 

problems, and child protective efforts have existed for many 

years in most communities in New York State. In the past, there 

was no central register to keep track of cases, and no one 

counted them, but they were there. Table I summarizes the 

number of children and families reported for suspected child 

abuse or neglect included in the 1950's sample. 

Table I 

Official Reports of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect 
1950~s Sampl~ 

County No. of Families No. of Children No. of Children 
in FamiIies with Contacts 

Broome 107 309 281 

Erie 325 1459 1290 

Kings 184 756 625 

Honroe 128 593 545 

New York 291 915 840 

St. Lawrence 24 131 101 

Suffolk 132 375 308 

Westchester 222 597 453 

1423 5136 4465 
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Unsurprisingly, almost all of the contacts recorded in the 

1950'S sample were with public or private child protective 

agencies. contacts with the Children's or Family Courts were 

either for child maltreatment or juvenile delinquency or 

ungovernability. Out of 11,445 contacts, only 131 were with 

other agencies and are not used in the study. 76% of the child 

protective contacts were with a public or private protective 

agency, while 24% of the contacts were with a court. (In two 

counties, Broome and Westchester, most of the contacts are court 

contacts because of the destruction of agency records. In 

Suffolk county most of the contacts were with the public child 

protection agency because a fire destroyed the Court building.) 

There were 1648 court contacts for juvenile delinquency or 

ungovernability. Table II lists the number of contacts with 

each type of agency or court in each county in the study. 

county Private 
Agency 

Broome 0 

Erie 3054 

Kings 916 

Monroe 1167 

New York 1305 

St. 
Lawrence 0 

Suffolk 1 

West.<:!hester 1 

6450 

Table II 

Contacts - 19-5~0' s Sample 

-Public 
Agency 

83 

72 

141 

0 

222 

63 

371 

5 

957 

-8-

Court Probation 
Intake 

403 21 

1009 0 

559 46 

317 7 

568 

140 

47 

662 

3705 

48 

4 

17 

65 

208 
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The high percentage of contacts with'private child 

protecti ve agencies in Erie" Kings, Monroe, and New York, 

counties reflects the fact that these private agencies were the 

prime protective service agencies in their communities in the 

early 1950's. In many communities, public agencies did not 

become the prime child protective agencies until the mid or 

late 1960's. Then, amendments to the Social Security Act, 

requiring the provision of child protective services for children 

in families on welfare, changed the funding patterns for child 

~rotective services. As a result, a number of private agencies 

went out of business or at least ceased to serve as the pri~e 

child protective agency in their communities. The Monroe and 

Westchester county Societies for the Prevention of Cruelty to 

Children, for example, merged with the local Department of 

Social Services, which then became the prime protective agency; 

their records, and at least some personnel, were incorporated 

into the public agency_ This does not mean that all the child 

protective cases involved families on welfare, but the shifting 

of funds and their a.vailability from the federal government under 

the revised laws 'undermined the financial base of the private 

agencies. This study found no evidence that these changes 

altered ~he philosophy of child protective services; usually the 

services were still provided by the same individuals but under 

a different agency. 
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The extremely low number of contacts with the Probation 

Intake Services in the 1950's sample is not a sign of the actual 

number of cases adjusted or diverted by the Intake service. In 

most counties, no record. is kept of such contacts for more than 

six months or a year. Keeping permanent records on such cases 

is considered to contravene the philosophy of diversion--the 

desire to avoid scarring a child with a "record." This policy 

makes it impossible to use such contacts in the study, and it 

precludes ever studying their effectiveness. 

A system of codes was devised to record the referral 

reason or reasons for each contact. These codes denote the 

experiences of children that led to them being reported as 

abused or neglected or their behavior that led to them being 

reported as delinquent or ungovernable •. For each contact, 

these referral reasons are specific and uniformly coded. These 

codes were constructed to allow the study to descr~be the 

referral reasons in a way that was not affected by the changes 

in legal definitions that occurred during the period being 

studied. Until 1962, for example, when the Family Court was 

created, ungovernability or status offenses were considered 

a form of juvenile delinquency. The Family Court Act separated 

them into two distinct categories, and delinquency was then 

reserved for criminal acts committed by juveniles~-"any acts 

which if done by an adult, would constitute a crime. l' The 

status offenses, or juvenile ungovernability, were put into 

-10-
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their own category and called PINS offenses, meaning a person 

in need of supervision. Similarly, until Article Ten of the 

Family Court Act was enacted in 1969, child abuse was considered 

an aggravated form of child neglect. Article 10 distinguished 

between the two. The analysis in this study is not based.on 

the legal label applied to a child but to the type of child 

maltreatment or juvenile misconduct. The child abuse contacts 

recorded before 1969 are not treated as child neglect but as 

child abuse. The status offenses recorded before 1962 are not 

treated as delinquent offenses but as juvenile ungovernability. 

These distinctions were possible because the referral reasons 

for each contac~ were individually recorded in accordance with 

the system of codes devised for this purpose. Thus, the study 

uses, not legal labels, but actual or alleged maltreatment of 

children and actual or alleged misconduct of juveniles. (All of 

the codes are listed in Appendix C.) 

The system of recording referral reasons allowed up to six 

reasons for each contact. Almost half of the contacts in the 

study involved two or more referra.l reasons~ This study is 

based on a.n examination of the 'prime referral reasons only. 

Since the distribution of all referral reasons closely corresponds 

to the distribution of the prime reasons. this procedure does 

not seem to create any distortions in the data. The prime 
, 

reason, moreover, is the first reason mentioned in a case record 

or a court petition, and it seems reasonable to assume that the 

first one was considered the most important. For eRample, 

homicide was never listed as a second or lesser referral reason~ 
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Child abuse was the prime referral reason in only 8% of 

the child protective contacts in the study, while child neglect 

was the prime reason in 92% of them. By comparison, in 1976 

neglect accounted for 81% of all child protective reports. 

Only 3% of the child protective contacts we~e for reasons not 

specified in the coding system, an indication of how inciusive 

and useable it is. Table III summarizes the child abuse prime 

referral reasons. 

Table III 

Prime Child Abuse Referral Reasons 
1950's Sample 

Battered Child 

Other Physical 
Attacks 

Risk of Physical 
Injury 

Sexual Abuse 

Total 

9.2% (65) 

61.9% (437) 

17.4% (123) 

11.5% (8l) 

706 

There were 7830 protective contacts in which child neglect 

was the prime referral reason~ Three reasons accounted for 72% 

of these contacts: (1) inadequate food, shelter, and clothing; 

(2)inadequate supervision; (3)and parental alcoholism. P~rental 

alcoholism was the prime referral reason in 13% of all the child 

protective contacts, and usually it was in association with other 

referral reasons. Parental drug addiction was the prime referral 
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reason in only .4% of these contacts; this reflects the fact 

that drug addiction was not widespread in the early 1950's, 

certainly not at all as prevalent as it is today. Table IV 

lists the prime referral reasons for child neglect. 

Tahle IV 

Prime Child Neglect Referral Reasons 
1950's Sal11ple 

Inadequate Supervision 

Inadequate food, shelter, 
and clothing 

Parental Alcoholism 

Abandonment 

Parental Sexual Misconduct 

Parental Mental Illness 

Involuntary Parental Absence 

Parental Fighting 

Educational Neglect 

Impairment of Mental or 
Emotion,al Heal th 

Medical Neglect 

Parental Drug Use 

Malnutrition 

Parents previously Abused 
Another Child 

Total 

-13- ' 

35% '2746) 

23.9% (1876) 

12.9% (1013) 

7.2% 

4.9% 

3.1% 

3.1% 

2.9% 

2.7% 

2.3% 

1. 3% 

.4% 

(561) 

(385 ) 

(242) 

(242 ) 

(225) 

(210) 

(183) 

(100) 

( 31) 

.2% (12) 

.1% (4) 

7830 contacts 



until the definition of child maltreatment was revised 

with the passage of Article 10 of the Family Court Act in 1969, 

moral neglect or the sexual behavior of parents was a reason for 

child protective intervention, though usually it was associated 

with other forms of neglect, such as leaving children alone 

unattended. It was the prime referral reason in almost 5% of 

the child protective contacts in the study, and it was present 

more often as a secondary referral reason. With the revised 

definition, however, such conduct, in itself, was no l6nger 

considered sufficient reason for suspecting child abuse or 

neglect. In 1969, the· focus was shifted from the behavior of 

the parent to the harm or potential harm to a child. Since 

parental sexual misconduct accounted. for only 5% of the referral 

reasons, it is apparent that it was not considered a major form 

of child neglect even under the old definition. This implies 

that the change in 1969 might have been a ratification of general 

policy and belief. 

Appendix C includes detailed marginal tables on the data 

collected in the 1950's sample. This data is available fer 

each county but is too bulky to apgend to this report. 

~970's Sample 

The second sample of children studied consists of 1,963 

children who were reported to the Family Court or Probation 

Intake Service as delinquent or ungovernable (PINS) in 1971 

of 1972. They were identified from the records of the 
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Court and Probation Intake in the same way as the children in 

the first group were identified. The histories of the children 

in this group, however, were traced backwards for prior involve-

ment in child abuse or neglect cases. Thus, the first group of 

children were examined to see in which direction they went after 

their contact with the child protective services system, while 

the second group of children were examined to see in which 

direction they had come before their contact with the juvenile 

justice system. In the second group, information was not 

collected on siblings, in part, because the records of juvenile 

cases, unlike protective records, do not always include information 

on brothers and sisters. The data in this group was kept separate 

from the data on the first group of children and families, though 

a few group by group comparisons were made to examine possible 

differences and changes in the handling of cases. 

The chi1dr.en in the second group came from 1,851 families. 

The number of children and families are not identical be~ause 

siblings were-sometimes charged together for being delinquent 

or ungovernable; they got into trouble with each other. Table 

V lists the number of children and families in the second group 

in each county. 

Table V 
Children Reported As Delinquent' ox Ungovernable 

1970 I S Sample 

County No. of Children No. 

Broome 278 

Erie 177 

Kings 504 

Monroe 293 

-15-

of Families 

259 

162 

480 

273 



New York 

St. La\'lrence 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

311 

41 

204 

155 

1963 

303 

38 

187 

149 

1851 

The children in the 1970's sample had 2,688 contacts with 

the Family Court and 2,379 contacts with the Court's Probation 

Intake Service. These children also had 688 contacts with 

public or private child protective agencies. Table VI lists 

the number of contacts with each type of agency or court in 

each county studied. The court or probation contacts include 

some for child abuse or neglect. 

Table VI 
Contacts -'1970's Sample 

County Court Probation Private CPS Public ---- Intake Agency Agency 

Broome 468 1 0 124 

Erie 211 229 46 46 

Kings 700 988 57 42 

Monroe 405 413 106 1 

New York. 626 230 88 131 

St. Lawrence 55 18 0 10 

Suffolk 159 233 0 12 

Westchester 64 267 0 25 

Totals 2688 2379 297 391 
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Unlike the first sample, there are many Probation Intake 

contacts in the second sample. The second group is more recent-­

the data on it was collected only a year or two after the sample 

year contact-- and the Probation Intake data had not been 

destroyed yet, except in Broome County, where it is kept for 

only two months. The lack of any contacts with private child 

protective agencies in Broome, St. Lawrence, Suffolk, and 

Westchester counties only reflects the fact that there are no 

such agencies in these counties. In the other counties, 

private agencies were still active as the prime child protective 

agency in the community when many of the child protective 

contacts in the second group occurred. 

The referral reasons for delinquency or ungovernability 

in the second sample are consistent with the distribution of 

referral reasons for all juvenile cases in the judicial year 
2 

1971-72. Table VII lists the prime referral reasons for 

delinquency and ungovernability in the second sample and compares 

their distribution with the official statistics for all the 
. 3 

juvenile cases in the Stai:e. The official state figures only 

include filed petitions; the referral reasons from the study 

also include Probation Intake cases that may have been adjusted, 

and this may alter the percentage distribution somewhat. The 

differences between the sample and the entire juvenile caseload 
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are small enough to indicate that the sample appears to be 

representative of the state as a whole. 

Table VII 
Delinquency Contacts - 1970's Sample 

Delinquen~ 
Referral 
Reasons 

No. of Prime 
Reasons 

Burglary 

Robbery 

Larceny 

Assault 

Malicious 
Mischief 

Narcotics 
Violation 

Auto Theft 

Unlawful Entry 

Disorderly 
Conduct 

Unauthorized 
Use of Auto 

Receiving 
Stolen Property 

Possession of 
Dangerous Weapon 

Arson 

Other Sex Crimes 

Possession of 
Burglar's Tools 

Rape 

Homicide 

Gambling 

Unlawful Assembly 

661 

515 

471 

391 

247 

198 

180 

139 

126 

105 

74 

72 

46 

43 

19 

14 

7 

2 

2 

% of 
sample 

20% 

15.5% 

14.2% 

11. 8% 

7.4% 

5.9% 

5.4% 

4.2% 

3.8% 

3.1% 

2.2% 

2.1% 

1.3% 

1.3% 

.57% 

.42% 

.21% 

.06% 

.06% 

3312 contacts 
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4 
% Distribution 
In State Case10ad 

20% 

11% 

13% 

10% 

4% 

3% 

2% 

2% 

1% 

8% 

3% 

4% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

.37% 

.03% 

.08% 
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The prime PI~S or ungovernability referral reasons for 

the contacts included in .the study of the second sample also 

correspond closely to the percentage distribution of PINS 

referral reasons throughout the state. Table VIII summarizes 

these referral reasons and compares the distribution of them 

in the sample with the state-wide count of petitions filed. 

Table VIII 
Ungovernability Contacts - 1970's Sample 

Un~overnability No. of Prime % of 
(PINS) Referral Reasons Sample 
Reasons 

Habitual Truancy 582 3:1.4% 

Running Away 
From Home 392 26.5% 

Refusal to Obey 258 17.5% 

Staying QutLate 146 9.9% 

Sexual Misconduct 44 3.0% 

Associating With 
Bad Companions 18 1.2% 

Glue Sniffing 17 1. 2% 

Intoxication 10 .68% 

Using Vile Language 9 .61% 
5 

1476 contacts 

% Distribution 
In State 

24% 

24% 

21% 

9% 

2% 

6% 

o 

1% 

2% 

The difference in the distribution of truancy in the 

sample and the state-wide figures may be related to the 

sampling technique--the second sample was primarily drawn 

from three months, February, July, and October. These months, 
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especially February and October, Thay be heavy ones for truancy 

cases; in many school districts, they are the second month of 

a new semester. There were also 261 miscellaneous referral 

reasons in the second sample, which mostly relate to previous 

contacts. 118 were for placement, and 71 were for violation 

of probation. 

Appendix D includes detailed marginal tables on all the 

data collected in 1970's sample. This data is available for each 

county but is too' bulky to append to 'this report. 

counties Studied 

B~OOME COUNTY is located in the central area of the state 

in the Catskills. Bordering on Pennsylvania, it is considered 

part of a standard met~opolitan area along with Susquehenna 

county in Pennsylvania. Its largest city is Bingha~ton, whose 

population declined from 80,000 to 64,000 people during the 

period under study. Between the 1950 and 1970 Census, Broome 

county lost 6.6% of its population, excluding births and deaths. 

In the previous decade, its population had been steady, with a 

slight .2% decrease. From 1950 to 1970, the non~white population 

al~ost tripled, but it comprises only 1.4% of the total popula­

tion o~ the county. Many of the child protective records in 

Broome county were destroyed for the years before 1963 after a 

merger of the Broome County Department of Social ~ervices with 
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two other more local departments that served the cities of 

Binghamton and Union-Johnson. This was the only county in the 

state that had such. a tripartate division of its public social 

service aqency. 

ERIE COUNTY contains the second largest city in the state, 

Buffalo, with a population of 462,000. Between 1950 and 1970, 

the population of Buffalo decreased by 80,000 people while the 

population of the county increased by 215,000 people. Many 

of the people who left Buffalo moved into suburban communities 

that are within the county. Erie county has a total population 

of over 1,100,000 people. A special feature of Erie county is 

its rural communities, which are not isolated but within a half 

hour's drive to Buffalo or one of the smaller cities in the 

county. During the period under study, the non-white population 

of the county doubled to almost 10% of the total population. 

In recent years, the movement of industry away from this part 

of the state has had a severe economic impact on Buffalo and 

Erie county, though most of it occurred after the period of the 

study. The records in this county were relatively complete. 

KINGS COUNTY, also known as Brooklyn, is part of NeW York 

City, and today it includes some of the worst slum areas of the 

city. Kings county has experienced a dramatic change in its 

population during the period under study. Between 1950 and 

1960, Kings county lost a total of 13.6% of its population, and 
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another 10.7% from 1960 to 1970. Besides this significant 

decrease in total population, there was an enormous cha~ge in 

the racial and ethnic composition of the county--an influx of 

blacks from the South and Puerto Ricans from the Island, 

accompanied by a large exodus of whites to Queens county and 

the suburban communities outside the City. The non-white 

population almost quadrupled from 1950 to 1970, now accounting 

for 27% of the total population of the county. The records in 

this county were well preserved. 

MONROE COUNTY contains the third largest c~ty :.n the state, 

Rochester, with a population of 295,000 people. As in Buffalo, 

the population of Rochester declined while the population of 

the county increased from 487,000 people in 1950 to 711,000 people in 

1970. From 1950 to 1970, the non-white population of the county 

incIe-sed from 1.7% to 7.9% of th~ total population. Though 

experiencing a change, Rochester has not suffered the severe 

economic difficulties of Buffalo; two large, international 

corporations ( with Glose ties to the Rochester community, have 

maintained their headquarters in Rochester. This county had 

the most complete set of records of all the counties in the 

study. The record keeping system was the easiest to use. 

NEW ~ORK COUNTY is also called Manhattan, and in ~ost 

people's minds it is synonymous with New York City, the largest 

city in the state, the largest city in the United States, and 
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one of the largest cities in the world. When people think of 

urban problems, they think of New York county. Like Kings 

county, a sUbstantial change in population occurred be~ween 

1950 and 1970. From 1950 to 1960 , the total population 

decreased 18.1%, and from 1960 to 1970, it decreased by an 

additional 12.9%. But the change in racial composition was 

not as drastic as in Kings county. The non-white population 

was 20.6% in 1950 and 29.2% in 1970. The records in New York 

county were relatively cOIDrlete. 

ST. LAWRENCE COUNTY remained a rural county throughout 

the period under study. It is not a ruraJ~ community of large 

agribusiness farms, but of smaller, family farms. It is not 

a wealthy community. There are no large cities in this county, 

and the largest community, Potsdam, has only 16,000 people. 

The total population of St. Lawren6e county increased from 

98,000 to 112,000 during the period 1950 to 1970. There was 

a net migration of 4% of the population out of the county. Of 

all the counties in the study, St. Lawrence county changed the 

least during the period studied. Less than one percent of the 

population is non-white, increasing from .2% to .6% of the 

total population between 1950 and 1970. The records were 

relatively complete. 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY experienced a tremendous increase in 

population and ,nhange in status during the period studied~ In 1950, 

Suffolk was primarily a rural county with large farms; potatoes 

were a large staple crop. By 1970, Suffolk County had become 

a suburban "bedroom" community for people who had moved out 

of New York City and often remained employed in the City. 

Toward the end of the period under study, Suffolk County had 

begun to grow further--to become less dependent on New York 

City for jobs and to create its own self-contained economy, 

capable of, employing locally an increasing percentage of its 

residents. At the same time, poor people and families on 

welfare began to make the same judgements about New York City 

as the middle class that had already fled, and they too began 

to migrate into Suffolk county in search of a "better life. I' 

From 1950 to 1960, the population of Suffolk County increased 

116.5%, and from 1960 to·1970 it increased another 49.3%. The 

percentage, though not number, of non-whites remained almost 

constant, from 4.9% 1n 1950 to 5.2% in 1970. Many of the records 

in this county were missing--the ~lOoden Family Court building 

was struck by lighteninsr in 1956 and burnt to the ground. 

WESTCHESTER COUNTY was already a suburban community for 

New York City in 1950 and became more so by 1970. The population 

increases, however, were negligible compared to the increases 

in the other suburban communi ties a,round New York City. (Some 

of them are across the Hudson River in New Jersey.) From 1950 

to 1960, the population of Westchester county increa~ed 17.6%, 
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and from 1960 to 1970 it increased by another 2%. Westchester 

is a diverse county, with some of the wealthest communities in 

·the state, bordering alongside the even wealthier communities 

of Connecticut, and with a growing number of poor sections, 

especially in the southern part of the county bordering the 

northern most county of New York City, the Bronx. The non-white 

population increased from 6.2% to 13.2%. Many of the social 

service records in this county were destroyed after the 

Westchester Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children 

went out of business and merged with the Westchester County 

Department of Social Services. The court records were intact. 

The map on the next page shows the geographical distribution 

of these eight counties in New York State. 
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--- ------------------------------------ ---

In both the 1950's and the 1970's samples, there is a 

similar pattern to the average number of contacts for the 

children living in different counties. The eight counties in 

the study can b,e classified into two broad groups--low contact 

and high contact counties. Table IX gives a breakdown ,of the 

average number of contacts for each s'ample in each county. 

Low Contact 
Counties 

Broome 

St. Lawrence 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

High Contact 
Counties 

Erie 

Kings 

Honroe 

New York 

Total Sample 

All counties 

Table IX 

AVERAGE NO. OF 
CONTACTS, 1950's 
SAMPLE 

1. 80 

2.07 

1. 53 

1. 57 

3.20 

2.67 

2.73 

2.62 

2.56 

, -26-

AVERAGE NO. OF 
CONTACTS, 1970's 
SAMPLE 

2.15 

2.02 

2.00 

2.86 

3.01 

3.60 

3.19 

3.64 

3.03 
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In three of the low con'tact countie~--Broome, Suffolk, and 

Westchester--a significant number of records had been destroyed. 

St. Lawrence county is the most rural and sparsely populated 

county in the study. The four high contact counties all have 

major urban centers. New York and Kings counties are part of 

New York City, and Monroe county has the city of Rochester, 

while Erie county has the city of Buffalo. Thus, the four 

high contact counties include the first, second, and third 

largest cities in the state. 

The considerably higher average number of contacts in 

the 1950's Erie county sample may reflect the aggressive, 

out-reach policies of the private child protective agency in 

the county during the period studied. The higher average number 

of contacts i.n the 1970's sample may be explained in two ways. 

The difference may be a function of the sample; in the 1950's 

group, the sample is child protective cases, while the 1970's 

group is juvenile delinquency and ungovernability cases that 

were referred to court and includes the contacts preserved in 

the records of the Probation Intake Service. This increase may 

also reflect the grea'!:.er emphasis on juvenile crime in recent 

years. The higher average may also be a function of the more 

recent time of the sample--there has been less time for records 

to be destroyed or lost. As is to be ,expected, these variations 

an'I'Jng the counties will have sOIne impact, on the findings for, each 

county. (See Appendix B for tables relating characteristics of 

children and families in the 1950's sample to this ranking of 

counties by their low or high contact status.) 
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FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The findings of this study confirm that there is an 

empirical relationship between child abuse or neglect and 

juvenile delinquency or ungovernability. The most basic find­

ings are described in this report, but additional findings will 

also be discussed at a later date as more sophisticated analysis 

of the data is carried out. A comprehensive secondary analysis 

of this data is being performed by Rich~rd Gelles and Andrea 

Carr at the University of Rhode Island. Given the number of 

variables in the data--enough to occupy almost 50,000 key punch 

cards-~the analysis of this data can become quite complex and 

protracted, but it is not expected that any of the basic findings 

presented in this report will be altered. The important 

secondary analysis being made of the data collected for this 

study will supplement the findings presented in this report 

with a finer gradation of understanding, as well as examine 

issues that are not discussed in this report. (See Appendix B 

for a description of the secondary analysis being performed 

• I 
by Rlchard Gelles and Andrea Carr.) 

It must be emphasized, and understood, that the findings 

presented in this report are conservative and underestimate the 

relationship between child maltreatment and juvenile misconduct 

for a number of reasons. Most of these reasons are related to 

the fact that the study is based on official records. One 

significant conservativ~ factor is the destruction of 

official records. If information is not preserved, it 

cannot show up in a study such as this one. In three of the 
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counties--Broome, Suffolk, and Westchester--sizeable segments 

of the official records on child maltreatment or juvenile 

offenses were destroyed or lost through design or happenstance. 

This is a fact of life which researchers must live with and 

consider in in"terpreting the resu:;'ts of data that can be 

collected. 

Another consequence of having to rely on official records 

is that the findings are made conservative by the under-reporting 

of child abuse and neglect. Until th-:;: development: of reporting 

laws and specialized child protective services, many situations 

of child abuse or neglect were not reported, or if they were, 

they were not called child maltreatment or protective cases 

but were hidden in referrals based Oh & generalized need for 

services. Saying that parents "cannot cope," for example, is 

a way of saying that children are not being properly cared for 

without invoking the spectre of child abuse or neglect. Both 

labels refer to the same problem, but they result in a different 

approach to the family, and the gen~ralized approach probably 

leads to a less assured protection of endangered children because 

the actual or potential harm to a child is more easily overlooked. 

Child protective professionals universally acknowledge that 

even today, despite publicity, reporting laws( and elaborate 

child protective systems; child maltreatment is not being 

reported nearly to the extent it occurs. Many professionals 

estimate that only about one tenth of the actual abuse or 

neglect situations are ever reported. All of the protective 
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contacts in this study, in both samples, occurred before the 

recent wave of professional and public concern about maltreated 

children. During the time of the study, under-reporting was 

probably even greater than it is now. Based on the 1950 Census 

Reports, it is possible to make a good estimate of the reporting 

rate of child abuse and neglect during the sample year. As 
6 

Table X shows, it was about half the rate of reporting today. 

Table X 

Reporting Rates For Suspected Child Abuse and Neglect 

County Sam;ele Year Rate 1976 Rate 
(1952 or 53) 

Erie .5% .8% 

Monroe .4% .8% 

St. Lawrence .3% 1.5% 

. d7 
KJ.ngs an 
New York .5% .8% 

Being based only on official records of child protective 

agencies and the courts introduces another conservative factor 

in the study. To show a relationship between child maltreatment 

and later juvenile misconduct, a child must be officially reported 

to two different systems--the child p:r'otective and the juvenile 

justice systems--but a child may have been reported only to one. 

For example, a child may have been reported as abused or neglect-

ed and later engage in juvenile misconduct but not have been 

officially reported -to a court as delinquent or ungovernable. 

Simil~rly, a delinquent or ungovernable child may have been 

abused or neglected without being reported to a child protective 

agency. 
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That the contacts for juvenile delinquency or ungovern-

ability (PINS) were limited to the Children's or Family courts 

and its Probation Intake Service is another important conserva-

tive factor in the study. Thus, the bulk of the possible 

contacts with the juvenile justice system, which do not result 

in a referral to court, were excluded from the study. Many 

delinquent and ungovernable juveniles are never referred t,o 

court. A basic tenet of the juvenile justice system is that 

court action should be used only as a last resort; the system 

is designed to keep all but the most dangerous or incorrigible 

juveniles out of court. onertudY, for ~xample, found that only 

forty percent o~ the arrested youths reached ~he intake servic~ of a 

juvenile court. Moreover, the Probation Intake Service itself 

"diverts" cases away from the court without formal action. 

During the period of the study, about one half of the cases 

referred to juvenile courts in the Untied States were diverted 
9 

or adjusted without official court intervention. When a case 

is adjusted, the Inta~e Service either arranges an amicable 

settlement of the issues and the case ,is dropped or it refers 

the juvenile to a special program instead of involvin~ the court 

officially. 

The 1970's sample includes contacts with the Probation 

Intake Service of the Family Court, but the 1950's sample does not 

because the records of these "unofficial" cases were not preserved. 

The non-court contacts with the juvenie justice system--
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including the estimated 60% of the juveniles whom the police 

arrest but do not refer to court--were not included in the 

study. Such contacts are real and have meaning--th~y often 

lead to a referral to a special youth program--but contacts 

with the police and pre-court diversion programs are prob1em­

matical and subject to ~arying interpretation. No one agrees 

about the meaning of the arrest of a juvenile who is not 

referred to court. Including such contacts with the juvenile 

justice system would probably have increased the likelihood of 

finding a greater statistical association in the data collected, 

but it would have also increased the subjectivity of its analysis. 

Thus, the juvenile justice contacts in both samples are only 

cases that were considered serious enough to require cou,rt 

action, and the reasons for them are specified in detail on 

court petitions. 

Another noteworthy conservative factor in the study is 

the migration of families in and out of the counties studied 

during the period of the study, 1952 to 1972. This migration 

limits the relationship that can be found between child abuse 

or neglect and juvenile delinquency or ungovernabi1itl'. Children 

who were reported as delinquent or ungovernable may h~ve been 

living elsewhere when they were abused or neglected, and other 

abused or neglected children may have moved out of the county 

before becoming involved in delinquent or ungovernable beha7ior. 

In addition to the significant demographic changes that occurred 

in some of the counties, families involved in abuse or neglect, 
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and perhaps with delinquent or ungovernable children, move 

more frequently than the average family, according to the 

literature on child maltreatment. 

The population of Kings and New York Counties, besides 

experiencing a substantial gross decrease in population, also 

experienced an enormous change in the ethnic and racial 

composition of their populations. (These two counties are part 

of New York City.) Over one million people moved into Suffolk 

county during this period, while some upstate communities also 

lost or gained in population. The Census Reports for 1950, 

1960, and 1970 record these changes in gross population exclud­

ing changes due to births and deaths; counting the movement 

of people in and out of the counties, they provide a picture 

of the net change in the population of each county in the 

study. The migration changes are as follows: 

County 1950 to 1960 1960 to 1970 

Broome +.2% -6.6% 

Erie +4.6% -4.8% 

K~ngs -13.6% -10.7% 

Nonroe +6.6% +9.4% 

New York -18.1% -12.9% 

St. Lawrence -3.5% -9% 

Suffolk +116.5% +49.3% 

Westchester +17.6% +2% 
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The experience of other researc~ efforts, in which families 

were being interviewed, reveals how difficult it can be to 

follow-up children after they have been reported as abused or 

neglected because they cannot be located. A study in Denver 
10 

Colorado, was able to locate only 40% of the children as soon 

as one year after the report had been made. In a two year follow-
11 

up study in Australia, 33% of the children were unlocatable. 
12 

In a follow-up study in Rochester New York, 25% of the children 

could not be found five years la.ter. Why these children could 

not be located cannot, of course, be known for sure. If their 

families had moved, how far away, and whether to another city 

or county, cannot be known. In view of the high association 

between child maltreatment and juvenile misconduct found among 

the Monroe county children in this study, it is interesting to 

note that the number of unlocatable children in these other 

studies was significantly lower in the Rochester study, even 

though the follow-up period was two or three times longer than 

in the Denver o~ Australian studies. 

The data in this study is county-based, and the cross 

referencing for later delinquency or ungovernability or earlier 

abuse and l1eglect, was limited to the county in which the 

children and families were id.entified. There was no other way 

to do the study, short of cross·referencing each name in all 

sixty-two counties of the state. There is no state-wide listing 
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of identifying data on Family Court cases, and the State Central 

Register of Child Abuse and Maltreatment Reports did not become 

fully operational until September 1, 1973. Before then, it 

collected incomplete data on some child abuse reports, excluding 

the overwhelming majority of child protective cases that are 

called neglect, and even then the data collection was erratic. 

There is no way of accounting for children and families who 

moved in or out of the state. 

Children were lost from the study in other ways, too. 

Some may have been so seriously abused that they died or were 

institutionalized for life; an example would be a child who 

is brain-damaged to the extent that he has to be placed in a 

mental retardation facility. Other children are placed in 

foster homes for long periods of time, and they may becon1e 

known by the name of the family they live with. If the chi~d 

is placed for adoption, his name is changed automatically, and 

the records are sealed to prevent the tracing of his history. 

In this way, the relationship between child"maltreatment and 

juvenile misconduct is underestimated by these conservative 

factors. Estimating the impact of these factors is not really 

possible, though the data collected indicates that at least 1% 

of the children in the sample had died by the time the data was 

collected. Their death is known only because it was recorded 

in the official records studied; other children may have died 
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without their deaths being recorded in the case records of a 

child protective agency or Family Court. Checking the names 

of all the children through the vital statistics records of 

counties or the state was considered, but it proved to be 

technically impossible. 

One additional factor understates even the possible 

relationship between child maltreatment and juvenile misconduct 

that the study can portray. Children could be charged with 

delinquent behavior only between their seventh and sixteenth 

birthdays, and with ungovernable behavior from their seventh 

to eighteenth birthdays. In practice, the active age range 

for delinquency is ten to sixteen, and for ungovernability it 

was, until recently, seven to eighteen if a child was a girl 

and seven to sixteen if a boy; thus, the period of most juvenile 

misconduct is limited to about six years. This means that some 

children in the study were never "eligible" to be charged with 

delinquency or ungovernability during the period studied, while 

most of the others were "eligible" for only part of that period. 

For example, a sibling who was.over sixteen at the time of the 

sample year contact could not be charged with a juvenile offense. 

Or, a child who was included because of a maltreatment contact 

when he was two could not possibly have been charged ~1ith 

delinquency for another fiv~ or nine years. 
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Similarly, the "eligibility" of the children in the study 

is limited by the number of officially recorded contacts 

included in the study. The number of contacts for each child 

varies greatly, ranging from none to twenty-two contacts. Only 

considering the first contact, already 11% of the children 

were not available -by the sample to have a later delinquent 

or ungovernable contact, and only 37% of the children with 

one contact were old enough to be charged with delinquency or 

ungovernability. By the second contact, almost half the 

children are no longer available for a juvenile contact becarse 

they did not have three or more contacts, and almost half of 

those who are available were too old to be charged with 

delinquency or ungovernabili-ty. Appendix B, Table 4 summarizes 

this phenomena by county. 

These are the limiting contexts in which the data in 

this study had to be collected and anlyzed. The findings 

in this study are conservative and underestimate the relation­

ship or association between officiallY reported child maltreat­

ment and later officially reported juvenile delinquency or 

ungovernability. The interrelationships described in this 

report are all minimal, bed-rock figures. Bare and uninflated, 

they are persuasive because they are conservative. 
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Finding No. 1 

As Many As 50% of the Families Reported For Child 

Abuse or Neglect Had At Least One Child Who Was 

Later Taken To Court As Delinquent or Ungovernable 

An examination of the relationship between child maltreat­

ment and juvenile delinquency or ungovernability should include 

the families from which the children came. Most of the families 

in the 1950's sample had two or more children, some of whom were 

involved in various contacts and some of whom were not.. 42% of 

the families with at least one founded contact had one or more 

children who were taken to court as delinquent or ungovernable. 

In the five counties with relatively complete records, 49% of 

the families had such a child. In the county with the most 

complete set of records, Monroe county, 64% of the families 

were in this situation. Table XI summarizes this data by 

county. 
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Table XI 

county No. of No. of No. of Families Percentage of 
Families Families with Inter- Families With 
in 1950's tvi th Founded Relationsnip Inter-Relationshi 
Sample Contact 

Broome 107 9~' .c; 23 25% 

Erie 335 325 163 50% 

Kings 184 170 84 49% 
(13 ) 

Monroe 128 128 82 64% 

New, York 291 199 76 38% 

St. Lawrence 24 20 10 50% 

Suffolk 132 97 26 27% 

Westchester 222 210 57 27% 

Totals 1423 1241 521 42% 

The correlation between child maltreatment and juvenile 

misbehavior among the families ,is twice that among the children. 

There is a simple explanation for the differences in the relation-

ships by children and families. In some families, only one 

child was reported as delinquent or ungovernable. For example, 

3.4% of the boys had only a founded delinquency or ungovernability 

contact; they were never involved in a child protective contact 

for abuse or neglect. Some childr.en in the families were never 

involved in any type of contact, while not every child who ~"7as 
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reported as abused or n8glected was later reported to the court 

delinquent or ungovernable. In a particular family, only one 

of the children reported as abused or neglected may have been 

later reported as delinquent or ungovernable. 

This finding implies that families reported for child 

abuse or neglect account for a disproportionate number of 

delinquent and ungovernable children. Only a minute. fraction 

of the families in the counties under study were reported for 

child abuse or neglect in the 1950's sample. Yet, in the 

counties with complete records, about half of these families 

produced at least one child who was taken to court as delinquent 

or ungovernable. It is doubtful that any other possible group 

of families experiences such a high rate of delinquency-~except 

a g?:oup comprised of delinquent children. 
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Finding No. 2 

In Monroe County, the Rate of Juvenile belinquency and 

Ungovernability Among the Children Reported as Abused or 

Neglected Was Five Times Greater Than Among the General 

Population 

In Monroe County, it was possible to compare the rate of 

juvenile delinquency and ungovernability of the children in 

the 1950's sample with the children living in the county as 

a whole. The rate of delinquency~ungovernability of all 

children between the ages of 10 and 16 in Monroe County between 
14 

the years 1957 and 1967 was 2%. At the same time, the rate 

of delinquency or ungovernability for the children in the 

sample averaged almost 10%--five times greater. It should be 

remembered that the 1950's Monroe County sample alone was 

substantial--almost 600 children. This is the most convincing 

evidence available that there is a definite relationship between 

child maltreatment and later juvenile delinquency and ungovern­

ability. Table XII gives a detailed comparison of the 

delinquency-ungovernability rate for Monroe County in the years 
15 

1957 through 1967. 
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Year 

1967 

1966 

1965 

1964 

1963 

1962 

1961 

1960 

1959 

1958 

1957 

Table XII 

Comparison of Delinquency-Ungovernability Rates 

in Monroe County, 1957-1967 

Total Population of 
children 10-16 Years 

Children 
10-16 

(12) 

No. Children 
Contacted 

81,726 2025 (2%) 

81,726 

81,726 

81,726 

81,726 

67,038 

67,038 

67,038 

67,038 

67,038 

67,038 

Average 

1897 

1662 

1322 

1085 

709 

759 

496 

588 

737 

645 

(2%) 

(2%) 

(2% ) 

(1% ) 

(1%) 

(1%) 

(1%) 

(1%) 

(1%) 

(1%) 

1. 46% 

Children in 1950's 
Sample, 10-16 Years 

Children 
10-16 

154 

221 

236 

246 

242 

243 

229 

205 

184 

169 

159 

No. Children 
Contacted 

26 

20 

33 

22 

15 

24 

17 , 

18 

25 

12 

13 

(17%) 

(9%) 

(14%) 

(9 %) 

(6%) 

(10%) 

(7%) 

(9%) 

(14 %) 

(7%) 

(8%) 

9.6% 

These figures are conservative because the rate for the 

general population of children between 10 and 16, the years 

during whioh most delinquency and ungovernability happens, 

include the "unofficial" or adjusted cases, while the rate for 

the children in the 1950's sample is almost exclusively 
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"official ll cases for which a petition was filed. (There were 

only 7 Probation Intake contacts in the Monroe 1950's sample.) 

It is safer to be conservative, and the data makes the case 

strongly enough as it is. The sharp increase in juvenile cases 

between 1962 and 1963 reflects the creation of the new Family 

Court in 1962 and the establishment of a separate category for 
I 

juvenile ungovernability or status offenses. The pre-l962 

figures do not separate the status offense from the other 

delinquency cases, but it is safe to assume that the increased 

attention created by the establishment of the Family Court, 

which was the culmination of many years of reform agitation, 

hightened awareness about the problems of juvenile misbehavior, 

thus encouraging more cases to be brought to court. Focusing 

attention on a social problem tends to increase the official 

reporting of it. Moreover, the greater promise of solving the 

problems of juvenile crime and misbehavior, which were explicitly 

and implicitly m~de in the process that led to the establishment 

of the Family Court, also would have prompted more professionals 

and citizens to use the facilities of the new court. 

It is important to note that the socio~economic background 

of the children in the 1950's sample of reported abuse and neglect 

cases and the general population of children reported to the 

court as delinquent or ungovernabl~ is comparable. It is general-
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ly believed that many, if not most, of the families reported 

for suspected child abuse or neglect are from the lower socio­

economic strata of our society. It is also generally believed 

that 'most children taken to court as delinquent or ungovernable 

are also from the lower socio-economic strata of our society. 

Indeed, a recent survey by the New York State Division for 
16 

Youth found that 74% of the children placed with the Division 

as a result of a delinquency or ungovernability finding in the 

Family Court are from families that have been supported by 
17 

public welfare funds. A 1973 study found that 59% of the 

families of children charged with delinquency or ungovernabil~ty 

in the Family Court were :ceiving public assistance. It seems 

clear that families reported to child protective agencies and 

fa~ilies that produce delinguent or ungovernable juveniles are 

weighted toward the lower socio~economic levels of our society. 

This does not mean that all abused or neglected children, and 

all delinquent or ungovernable juveniles, come from impoverish-

ed or low income families. The socio-economic factors that are 

said to affect the reporting of child maltreatment also seem 

to affect the reporting of juvenile misconduct. Both the child 

protective and the juvenile justice systems operate under 

similar constraints and generally serve the same population of 

children and families. 

-44-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

'I 
I 

It was possible to make this comparison only in Monroe 

County because no other county kept records of the number of 

delinquency~ungovernabi1ity cases for the years involved in 

this study. As in other instances, Monroe County had, by far, 

the best record keeping system of any county in the study. 

The old Annual Report of both the Children's Court and the 

Family Court in Monroe County have been preserved from at 

least 1950 to the present. Thus, it was possible to know how 

many official and unofficial juvenile cases had occurred each 

year in this county. The state-wide data collected by the 

Office of Court Administration only goes back to 1965 or 1966, 

too late to be of any use in this study, and it does not 

include cases adjusted by the Probation Intake Service. 

Knowing the exact number of juvenile cases in Monroe County 

for each year of the period under study meant ,that it was 

possible to make an exac'c comparison between the rate of 

delinquency and ungovernability in the general population and 

the children in the 1950's sample. With the exact number of 

total cases for each year between 1957 and 1967, the rate of 

delinquency-ungovernability could be calculated in the same way 

it was for the children in the 1950's samp1e--based only on 

court contacts. Greater exactitUde is not possible. 

If similar data on the delinquency-ungovernability cases 

in other counties ever turns up, a similar comparison could 

be readily made for the children in that county. 

-45-



Finding No. 3 

In High Contact Counties, 25% of the Boys and 17% of the 

Girls with at Least One Founded Child Maltreatment Contact 

in the Early 1950's Were Later Reported to a Court as 

Delinquent or Ungovernable 

In high contact counties of the 1950's sample, 25% of the 

boys and 17% of the girls with at least one founded, maltreat-

ment contact were later taken to court as delinquent or ungovern­

able juveniles. 3.4% of the boys and 1.9% of the girls ~_ the 

sample: were siblings of children who had been reported as abused 

or neglected but who had never beeh part of a child protective 

report. In Monroe County, the county with the most complete 

set of records, 32% of the boys and 24% of the girls were ~ater 

reported as delinquent or ungovernable. 

It should be noted that these figures, like the ones in 

Finding No.2, are very conservative--they are gross statistics 

wi thont regard to the limi t.ing factors described in the 

introduction to the Findings Section of this report. Richard 
, 

Gelles and Andrea Carr at the University of Rhode Island are 

examining the influences of these limiting factors and are 

trying to develop a weighting formula to account for them. 

Among thes ~~ 1.:.. l1i ting factors are several that involve the 

loss of chil,-~.cen from the sample or their II ineligibili ty!1 to 
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Boys 

be available for a later delinquency or ungovernability 

contact in this study. They report that this one factor alone, 

when taken into account, may In(~an that about 50% of the 

children in the 1950's sample had a later delinquency or 

ungovernability contact with the Family Court.' Such factoring, 

moreover, would also increase the' apparent inter-relationship 

by family, as described in Finding No.2. (Appendix B describes 

the secondary analysis being performed by Richard Gelles and 
, 

Andrea Carr.) 

Table XIII summarizes the gross interrelationship data 

available for the whole sample: 

Table XIII 

Children With A Founded Child Protective And Juvenile 

Delinquency or Ungovernability Contacts - Entire 1950's 

Samp1e* 

Bx-oome Erie !-1onroe New York St. Law. Suff. 

11% 26% 32% 19% 27% 8% 

Girls 7% 16% 

Kings 

22% 

17% 24% 14% 8% 2% 

West. 

13% 

8% 

*See Appendix B, Table 1 and 2 for additional tables prepared by Richard 

Gelles and Andrea Carr. 
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The low figures in two counties, Broome and Suffolk, may 

reflect the destruction of records in those counties. In 

Broome county, the social service records on cases inactive 

since 1963 were destroyed, and in Suffolk County, the Family 

Court was destroyed by fire in 1957. Suffolk county also 

experienced the greatest population change and growth, going 

from a rural agricultural community to a suburban center. In 

Westchester county, social service records were also destroyed, 

but this seems to have had a lesser effect on the study; since 

all the court records were intact, this would indicate that a 

high percentage of the child protective cases in this county 

were referred to court, and the generally higher placement 

rates in the sample from this county would support this 

indication. The counties with low figures do not adversely 

affect the total average because the sample in these counties 

is relatively small. 

Though the 1950's sample is ~lmost evenly divided between 

boys and girls--5l% boys and 49% girls--a much great~r percentage 

of the boys were later reported to the Family Court as delinquent. 

This difference between boys and girls reflects the fact that 

considerably more boys than girls are charged with, and probably 

commit, delinquent acts. During the period of the study, about 

90% of the juveniles charged with delinquency were boys. For 

example, in the judicial year 1967-68, 14,431 delinquency 

petitions were initiated against boys, while only 1,250 were 
18 

initiated against girls. At the same time, ungovernability 
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cases were almost evenly divided between boys and girls. In 

the judicial year 1967-68, 54% of the ungovernability petitions 
19 

were filed against boysl while 46% were filed against girls. 

Because of the greater number of delinquency petitions, and the 

tremendous weighting of them towards boys, 78% of all the 

juvenile proceedings in the Family Court that year involved 

boys. Thus, it is no surprise that more boys than girls in 

the 1950's sample were later taken to court for juvenile 

misconduct. 

There is some indicati.on, however, that there is a higber 

association between maltreatment and delinquencY,among girls 

than boys. Though only 10% of the delinquency cases in the 

state invol v'ed girls, 22% of the children in the 1950' s sample 

w:ith maltreatment and delinquency contacts were girls. The 

distribution of ungovernability contacts among boys and girls 

in the 1950's sample is close to the sex composition of the 

entire sample. Table XIV summarizes this finding. 
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Table XIV 

Comparison of Contacts By Sex 

1950's Sample 

'!Iotal 1950's Sample 

Maltreatment and Delinquency 
in 1950's Sample 

Maltreatment and Ungovernability 
in 1950's Sample 

Delinquency Court Cases in 
State, 1967-68 

Ungovernability Court Cases 
in State, 1967-68 

-50-

51% 

78% 

48% 

90% 

54% 

Girls 

49% 

22% 

52% 

10% 

46% 
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Finding No. 4 

In Three Counties, 35% of the Boys and 44% of the Girls 

Reported to a Court as Delinquent')r Ungovernable in the 
--~--------------------------~~--~~~-'---=-----------------

Early 1970's Had Been Reported Previously as Abused or 

Neglected 

Children who are reported as abused or neglected are a 

very small percentage of the population. Yet, the study of 

juveniles reported as delinquent or ungovernable in the early 

1970's shows that 21% of the boys and 29% of the girls had 

been reported, when younger, as abused or neglected children. 

In three high contact counties, this relationship is much 

greater, averaging 35% for the boys and 44% for the girls. In 

Erie county, 41% of the boys and 36% of the girls had earlier 

contact with the child protective system; in Monroe county, 

36% of the boys and 53% of the girls had such an earlier contact. 

In New York county, 31% of the boys and 45% of the girls had 

an earlier abuse or neglect contact. Thus, the sm,all :percentage 

of children who are reported as abuped or neglected account for 

a significant part of the juvenile delinquency and ungovernability 

caseloads in the Family Courts of these communities. 

The relationship figures for the 1970's sample varies from 

county to county much more than it did in the 1950's sample, and 

this variation does not coincide with the degree to which records 

had been preserved in the county or the population increased or 

decreased. For example, Kings county differs markedly f~~om the 
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other three high contact counties; the association between 

child maltreatment and juvenile misconduct is only about one 

third that of the other high contact counties. The enormous 

change in the population of Kings county may account for this. 

Table XV 

Children Reported As Delinquent or Ungovernable 

Who Had Been Reported Earlier As Maltreated 

County 

Broome 

Erie 

Kings 

Monroe 

New York 

St. Lawrence 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

Average 

Percentage of Boys 
Reported As Abused 
or Neglected 

13.5% 

41. 4% 

12.3% 

36.3% 

30.9% 

21.4% 

7.9% 

17.3% 

21.1% 

-52-

Percentage of Girls 
Reported As Abused 
or Neglected 

16.7% 

35.6% 

18.4% 

53% 

44.6% 

40% 

10.9% 

26.6% 

28.,7% 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

!I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

This finding may seem puzzling in view of the findings 

in the 1950's sample. In the first sample, which began from 

the perspective of child abuse and neglect and then looked at 

what became of the children, the relationship between child 

maltreatment and later delinquency or ungovernability was one 

third greater among .the boys. In the 1970's sample, which 

began from the perspective of delinquency or ungovernability 

and looked backward to where the children came from, the 

relationship is reversed. Among girls, the relationship is 

almost one third greater in the 1970's sample. In only one 

county, Erie county, was the relationship greate~ among the 

·boys in the 1970's samplej 41% of the boys, and 36% of the 

girls had been reported earlier as abused or neglected. 

One reason for the difference in the relationship between 

boys and girls may be the size of the sample. Unlike the 1950's 

sample of children reported as abused and neglected, the 1970's 

sample is not half boys and half girlsjalmost 78% of the 

children are boys, almost three times as many boys as girls. 

In terms of the children with a founded contact, that means 

the 1970's sample consists of 483 girls and 1272 boys. (139 

boys and 66 girls had no founded contacts of any type.) 
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Perhaps the significantly smaller number of girls in the sample 

increases the chance that other contacts invo~ving them will 

be found. The amount or type of screeriing that occurs before 

a juvenile is referred to court may also be different for boys 

and girls. To be referred to court, a girl's behavior or 

situation may have to be much worse than a boy's. The system's 

natural tendency to be more lenient towards girls in trouble 

may mean that in any sample of juvenile delinquents or ungovern­

able youth, the girls included in it would corne from families 

with more severe, intractable problems--including a history 

of child maltreatment. 
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Finding No. 5 

Delinquent Children Who Were Reported As Abused 

Or Neglected Tend To Be More Violent Than Other 

Delinquents 

When the delinquency contacts in the 1970's sample are 

associated with prior abuse or neglect contacts, there is a 

greater association between violent delinquent acts and prior 

child maltreatment than non-violent delinquent acts and prior 

child maltreatment. The sample of some of these contacts is 

small, but not for most, and together, a clear pattern emerges. 

Homicide was less than two-tenths of a percent of all the 

delinquency contacts in the 1970's sample; yet, 29% of these 

homicide contacts were related to prior abuse or neglect contacts. 

Arson was slightly more than one percent of the 'delinquency 

contacts, but 24% of them were related t(" prior mal treatment 

contacts. Rape was less than five tenths of a percent of the 

delinquency contacts, but 29% of them were related to earlier 

maltreatment contacts. Assault was 12,% of the delinquency 

referral reasons, but 22% of them were associated with earlier 

child maltreatment reports. Disorderly conduct--fighting--was 

slightly less than 4% of the delinquency contacts, but over 21% 

were related to prior abuse or neglect contacts. Possession of 

a dangerous weapon accounted for 2% of the delinquency referral 

reasons, but almost 20% were related to earlier maltreatment 

cases. Table XIX shows these differences. 
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Table XIX I 
21 

I Delinquency Total No. Percentage Percentage 
Ref'erral in 1970's in 1970's Related to 
Reasons Sample Sample PrIOr Abuse 

I or Neglect 
Contacts -----

Violent Acts I 
Homicide 7 .21% 213.6% 

I Arson 46 1.3% 23.9% 

Rape 14 .42% 28.6% I 
Other Sex Crimes 43 1. 3% 11.6% 

Assault 391 11. 8% 22% I 
Disorederly 

I Conduct 126 3.8% 21.4% 

Possession of 
Dangerous Weapons 72 2.1% 19.4% I 

Acts Against 

I A Person 

Robbery 515 15.5% 18.4% 

I 
Acts Against 

I Property 

Burglary 661 20% 19.2% 

I Auto Theft 180 5.4% 9.9% 

Unauthorized I Use of AtJ.to 105 3.1% 26.7% 

Larceny 471 14.2% 16.3% 

I Malicious 
Mischief 247 7.4% 14.6% 

Unlawful I 
Entry 139 4.2% 10.8% 

Receiving I 
Stolen Property 74 2.2% 13.5% 

Possession of I Burglar's Tools 19 .57% 47.4% 
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Victimless 
Ac·ts 

Narcotics 198 5.9% 13.1% 

Gambling 2 .06% 0 

Unlawful 
0 Assembly 2 .06% 

This trend often counters the distribution of delinquency 

referral reasons in the sample, though the variation in the 

number of referral reasons for some violent acts, such as homicide 

and rape, and such non-violent acts as possession ot burglar's 

tools, may, in part, be accounted for by their relatively small 

number. But the violent categories with a large number of 

referral reasons--assault and disorderly conduct, which includes 

fighting--show a pattern of relatively high relationship--over 

20%. Robbery and Burglary, which both have a potential of 

leading to violence--robbery more so since it involves a 

personal confrontation with the victim, a mugging for example--

fall in between. The bulk of the non-violent acts against 

property have a relationship of 16% or less. 

All of this implies that delinquent children who were 

involved in child abuse or neglect contacts are somewhat 

different from delinquent children who were not reported as 

abused or neglected. They are "over.,.represented" among the 

-57-



group of juveniles who commit, or are charged with committing, 

violent acts. A la.rger sample of j,uveniles charged with the 

most serious violent acts, homicide, rape, and arson, would be 

useful to see whether the very high association rate would 

remain or dissipate. Some studies based on interviews suggest 

that the correlation would remain high, but they too are based 
22 

on a small sample. 
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Finding No. 6 

Child Maltreatment Cannot Be Used As An Indicator 

Or Predictor Of A Particular Type 0f Juvenile 

Misconduct 

Though the study of the 1950's sample confirms that there 

is a relationship between child abuse or neglect and juvenile 

delinquency or ungovernability, it also indicates that almost any 

type of child maltreatment can lead to any type of later 

behavioral problems with no clear pattern of predictability. 

Not every child reported as abused or neglected was later report-

ed as delinquent or ungovernable. :A childhood with maltreatment 

may predispose a child towards later delinquency or ungovernability 

more than a childhood without abuse OL neglect, but other factors 

apparently help direct this predisposition toward a specific. type 

of delinquency or ungovernability. An example of such a factor 

may be peer relationships with other juveniles or nei~hborhood 

environment. In many families reported for child maltreatment, 

only one or two children were later reported for juvenile mis-
I 

conduct; even children who experienced the environment of the 

same familYI often at the same time, went in different directi0nB 

as they passed through adolescence into adulthood. 

This limitation on Gonstructing a formula of predictability 

should be remembered by anyone tempted to use child maltreatment 

as a predictor of specific juvenile criminality. For example, 

-59-



the children in the 1950's sample who were later charged with 

homicide had been reported earlier--not as physically abused-­

but as neglected, as inadequately supervised. But most 

inadequately supervised children. did not become murderers. 

Making predictions about the type of anti-social behavior to be 

expected of abused and neglected children is extremely risky--

as are all behavioral predictions. Apparently, the experience 

of being abused or neglected as a child is more important and 

consequential than the type of maltreatment suffered. 

The distribution of the delinquency referral reasons for 

children in the 1950's sample demonstrates the general lack 

of any predictability in the outcome of child maltreatment. 

This distribution is very similar to the distribution of all 

delinquency referral reasons in the general population. No 

special clustering is evident. The children in the 1950's 

sample did not get disproportionately involved in one or more 

types of delinquency. Table XVI compares the distri.bution of 

the prime delinquency referral reasons of the children in the 

1950' s sample with the distribution of all thl~ delinquency 

referral reasons in the state in a year in WhlCh these children 
23 

were involved themselves. 
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Delinquency 
Referral Reason 

Homicide 

Arson 

Rape 

Other Sex Crimes 

Narcotics Violation 

Robbery 

*Burglary 

Assault 

Auto Theft 

Unauthorized Use of Auto 

Table XVI 

Percentage of 
Referral Reasons 
in 1950's Sample 

.8% 

2% 

.9% 

1. 6% 

1.1% 

8.6% 

19.8% 

13.'7% 

4.6% 

2.7% 

Larceny, Not Auto 19.5% 

Possession of Dangerous 
Weapons 1.9% 

*Malicious Mischief 11.6% 

Unlawful Entry 5.5% 

Possession of Burglar's Tools .2% 

Gambling 0 

Receiving Stolen Property 1% 

Unlawful Assembly .5% 

Dis0rderly Conduct 3.9% 

1 • II ~ +1< 
! ~ #- t, ~ . ' . -61- t 
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24 
Percentage in 
State, 1967-68 
Judicial Year 

.1% 

2% 

1% 

1% 

2% 

10% 

10% 

14% 

6% 

6% 

16% 

2% 

5% 

3% 

1% 

.l$: 

1% 

.3% 

2% 

~ ,. 
t t ~. , 



The 9'eneral lack of any significant difference'between 

the d~linquuncy contacts of the children in the 1950's sample 

and the general population of deldnquency contacts is readily 

apparent. In most categories, the distribution is almost 

exact. Burglary and malicious misqhief appear to be the categories 

with a noteworthy difference. This difference may be either ~ 

resul t of the sample design or a variation in the g€!neral pattern 

without any true significance. A possible psychological 

explanation is that these types of delinquency- .... acts against 

property--are attention getting activities. 

A comparisor. of the ungovernability contacts of the 

children in the 1950's sample with the general distribution of 

all such contacts in the state shows a similar agreement in 

distribution. Table XVII compares them. 

Ungovernability 
or Status Offense 
Referral Reason 

Running Away From Home 

* 
Habitual Truancy 

Refusal To Obey 

Sexual Misconduct 

Staying Out Late* 

Table XVII 

Percentage of 
Referral Reasons 
in 1950's Sample 

20.3% 

33.1% 

26.2% 

11.7% 

3.9% 

Associating With Bad Companions 

Using Vile Languctge 

1.8% 

1. 5% 

Intoxication 

Glue Sniffing 

. 
'. 

1% 

.4% 
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Percentage in 
State, 1967-68 
Judicial Year 

21% 

21% 

22% 

2% 

9% 

5% 

2% 

1% 

1% 
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Again, as with the delinquency referral reasons, the 

distribution of them among the contacts in the 1950's sample 

and the general population is very similar. The difference in 

truancy and sexual misconduct may just reflect fluctations that 

would OCC1.1.r for reasons unrelated to the behavior of children. 

The possibility of attention getting behavior among the children 

with these contacts may be very real. It is noteworthy that there is 

net a higher percentage of running away from home among thil 

sample of abused and neglected children. Acting out behavior 

such as truancy and sexual misconduct may be a desperate 

attempt to provoke love or caring from indifferent parents. 

S:exual misconduct may be a misguided way of searching. for 

love or affection; adult promiscuity is often similarly motivated, 

and there is no reason to assume it does not serve the same 

function for adolescents who feel unloved. 

To double check that there is no special pattern in the 

delinquency or ungovernability contacts of the children in the 

1950's sample, another test was made. A comparison was made 

between the distribution of the child abuse or neglect referral 

reasons in the sample with the distribution of those 

associated with later delinquency or ungovernability. Again, 

the pattern reflected no special relationships other than the 

distribution of child maltreatment referral reasons in the 

sample. The distribution of associated child maltreatment 
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referral reasons is similar to the distribution of all child 

abuse and neglect referral reasons in the entire 1950's sample. 

Table XVIII shows this distribution, and Appendix K copt~ins 

a detailed matrix showing the associations of each child .nal-

treatment and juvenile delinqu'ency referral reason in the sample. 

Child Maltreatment 
Referral Reasons 

Battered Child 

Other Attacks 

Risk of Injury 

Sexual Abuse 

Mental/Emotional 
Impairment 

Inadequate Food, 
Shelter, Clothing 

Malnutrition 

Educational Neglect 

Medical Neglect 

Abandonment 

Involuntary 
Parental Absence 

Parental Drug Use 

Parental Alcoholism 

Table XVIII 

1950's Sample 

% of All Contacts 
in Sample 

.8% 

5.1% 

1. 4% 

.9% 

2.1% 

21. 9% 

.1% 

2.5% 

1. 2% 

6.6% 

2.6% 

.4% 

11. 8% 
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% Related to % Related 
Ungovernability Delinquency 
contacts Contacts 

.76% .37% 

8.6% 6.8% 

.76% 1.1% 

1.7% .5% 

2.6% 3% 

20% 20.6% 

0 .19% 

3% 4.7% 

.87% 1. 4% 

5% 5.1% 

3.5% 5.9% 

.1% .28% 

9.4% 8.3% 
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Parental Sexual 
Misconduct 4.5% 5.4% 3.1% 

Parental Mental Illness 2.8% 3% 2.2% 

Parental Fighting 2.6% 2% 2 .. 6% 

Inadequate Supervision 32.1% 27% 27.5% 

Other 2.9% 4.7% 6.2% 

This lack of predictability may disappoint those who 

like neat formulas, but it is important to know reality as it 

is, not as it may be pleasing to comprehend. The lack of a 

formula, in itself, is ,an important finding because of its 

implications for treatment. It means that no type of cnild 

maltreatment can be given less priority than another in long .... 

rangl: planning for the treatment of children and parents. 

Priorities are often set in the investigative stage because of 

the alpparent, immediate danger to a child, but these priorities 

must end when treatment services are provided. Every abused 

and neglected child is in equal need of treatment services, 

and the potential social costs of ignoring any of these needs 

is equally great. 
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Finding No. 7 

Few Services Were Provided To Abused And Neglected 

Children or Their Families 

, 
Professionals who treat abused and neglected children, 

or their families, recommend a wide range of rehabilitative 

services to help families overcome the problems that le~ to 

child maltreatment; in most cases, child abuse or neglect are 

found to be symptoms of other problems, not isolated problems 

in themselves. Current understanding indicates that a complex 

combination of personal, familial, and social, or situational, 

problems vrompt parents to a.buse or neglect their children. 

Therapeutic services such as counselling are used to help relieve 

personal distress of marital discord, and other forms of psycho-

logical treatment are often recommended to help parents overcome 

their personal problems. Other services are directed towards the 

parents' current situation. Day care, homemaking, employment, and 

even recreational services are used to help parents manage the 

ex'ternal problems of daily living which confront many families 

without provoking child abuse or neglect. 

The need and utility of services to treat child abuse and 

neglect are not entirely the product of recent wisdom. In the 

early 1950 1 s, the provision of a complex array of services was 

the treatment ideal just as it is now. Vincent DeFrancis wrote 
26 

about the use of services in 1955. "Disregarding the infrequent 

deliberate or willful neglect, we know for the most part it is 

unintentional and is the product of the parent's inability to 
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cope with a variety of personal and family problems. II De Francis 

was quite specific about the types of services that should be 

provided to abused and neglected children and their parents. 

Obviously we cannot be expected to probe into the 
subconscious to reach down to exp~riences or 
incidents responsible for ..• personality disorders. 
That is a job for psychotherapists. For the most 
part as caseworkers we can deal only with the 
immediate problems of inadequacies which are the 
direct cause of the neglect. 

We have called these the "proximate causes of neglect." 
Unless there are symptoms of deep neurosis or psychosis, 
these proximate causes are the focal point of treatment. 

It is very difficult sometimes to distinguish between 
cause and effect. Arbitrarily, perhaps, we have chosen 
the more basic as causes. For example, inadequate 
housing may well be the cause for neglect. In this 
context, however, we have thought of it as an end result 
of some deeper problem, possibly a lack of sufficient 
finances. Other problems in this category would be 
non-support and unemployment; physical illness or 
disability, abandonment or desertion, separation, divorce, 
or death of a parent with the concomitant family break­
down. 

, In the area of emotional problems we encounter the 
sam~ difficulty.in distinguishing cause and effect. 

. As interpreted earlier we are thinking here of the 
emotional difficulties which are the direct causes 
for the neglect. We know that these causes themselves 
may be the products of deeper emotional tensions, 
stresses or problems~ In this concept, we would 
identify emotional immaturity, emotional maladjustments, 
marital discord, mental deficiency, neurosis, psychosis, 
alcoholism, the emotional concomitants to separation, 
divorce, or death, and psychopathic personality. 

Thus, the state of the art knowledge on the prevention 

and treatment of child abuse or neglect in the 1950's, and 

even today, few would disagree with it, though they might add 

to it. Yet, an analysis of the dispositions ,of the abuse and 

neglect contacts in the 1950's sample shows that the gulf between 
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the treatment ideal and its implementat.ion was enormous. 

Perhaps ·the most outstanding, if not shocking I finding of this 

study is the absolute paucity of services provided to children 

and families. Less than 7% of all the child protective contacts 

in the 1950's sample led to the provision of any services, and 

the chief service offered was casework supervision. Fewer than 

.1% of the contacts resulted in the provision of any other type 

of service. Table XIX srnrumarizes this finding for each county. 

Table XIX 

27 
1950's Sample 

Type of Broome Erie Kings Monroe New York St.Law. Suff. West. 
Service 

Supervision 13% 2% 4% 2% 15% 8% 11% 

Supervision .4% .6% .9% 0 0 0 0 
and other 
Services 

Most of the child protective contacts of the children in 

the 1970's sample of delinquent a~d ungovernable children would, 

of course, come later than ithe protective contacts of the 

children in the 1950's sample. In the 1970's sample, the. 

provision of services in child protective cases was also extreme-

ly low. 12% of these protective contacts led to supervision of 

the parents, and 1.2% led to the provision of sornu other type 
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of service also. Thus, the difference is almost negligible, 

and may be due to the sampling method. The 1970's sample was 

drawn from a population of children reported to the Family 

Court as delinquent or ungovernable, and unlike the 1950's 

sample, does not represent either the complete child protective 

case load for a given year or a substantial part of it. It 

certainly does not present a picture of progress. 

More recent data on the provision of child protective 

services indicates that current cases of suspected child abuse 

or neglect are not faring much better today in the receipt of 

needed services. Statistics released by the State Department 
28 

of Social Services show that the traditional reliance on 

case work supervision and placement as the prime protective 

service response is still very much alive. Two forms of case 

work supervision account for 44% of the services provided, and 

placement accounts for another 22%. The total adds up to 

slightly more than 100%-.,..to 115% ....... because some children rec,eived 

more than one service. Most of the overlap probably occurs with 

the children who received case work supervtsion plus one or more 

other services. Table XX summarizes the distribution of these 

serv;ices. 
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Table XX 

36,629 Total Child Recipients With A Goal of 3 (Protective Services) 

Adoption 

Adult Education 

Day Care 

Education 

F.mployment 

Family Planning 

Foster Care Adult 

Foster Care Children 

Health Related 

Home Management 

Homemaker 

Housekeeper 

Housing 

* Preventive 

Protective Adult 

*Protective Children 

Group/Senior Citizen 

Social Adjustment 

Transportation 

Unmarried Parent 

3% 

7% 

6% 

1% 

2% 

3% 

1% 

22% 

5% 

4% 

2% 

1% 

3%' 

10% 

1% 

34% 

.8% 

5% 

4% 

1% 

*These are, essentially, two different classifications of case 

work supervision. 
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These figures do not come from the State Central Register 

of child abuse an~ maltreatment cases, and they do not portray 

the distribution of services to all families reported for 

suspected child abuse or neglect. Instead, they show the 

distribution of services given to children through Title XX 

in which protective services were designated as a treatment 

goal, which may include children not reported as abused or 

neglected. These figures are the only ones available at the 

moment, and they do confirm the trend that has prevailed for 

the last thirty or more years. They show that few services, 

other than placement or supervision, are being provided to 

children and families who are considered in need of ~rotective 

services as defined in Title XX procedures. The gap between 

defined, recognized need and the actual delivery of services 

is still immense. 

The lack of services has an important bearing on the other 

findings of this study. It means that little, if anything, was 

attempted to undo the effects of abuse or neglect on the children, 

and that litt:le, if anything, was done to alter the home environ­

ment in which the children lived. Yet, 79% of the child protective 

reports in the 1950's sample were considered to be "founded"--or 

in some way accurate. Thus, for most of the children and families 

in the 1950'S sample, the child proteGtive intervention had little 

impact on their lives, and the same can be said of the children 

in the 1970's sample who had been reported as abused or neglected 

earlier in their lives. It would seem that protec,tive services is 

generally 'limited to stopping a recurrence of abuse or neglect, 

and that even, these efforts' do not conform to the state-of-the-

art knowledge of the time. 
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Finding No. 8 

Most of the Founded Child Protective Contacts 

Ended in No Action 

62% of the contacts led to no further action. The high 

rate of "no further action" is not a sign that the contacts 

were inaccurate or false reports. 79% of the protective 

contacts were founded, and another 4% involved families or 

children who were already "active" with an agency or court. 

Yet, 69% of the child protective contacts in the 1950's sample 

resulted in no change in the child's status .... -the child remained 

in the same home without any services being provided. Another 

6.9% of the contacts resulted in supervision or services for 

the family whose child remained in the home. Thus, in the 

1950's sample, about 75% of the child protective contacts led 

to no change in the child's status, and little, if any, change 

in his circumstances. 

5.4% of the protective contacts led to the change in 

custody of the child, though the child remained in a home, 

either a different parent's or another relative's. Interest­

ingly, in one county Westchester, 33.2% of all the protective 

contacts in the 1950's sample in that county lead to a change 

in custody. No other county comes near that level of switching 

custody for reasons that are unclear. Sometimes child protective 

reports are made by parents seeking to strengthen a custody case, 

and it is possible that such a pattern of reporting existed in 

this county. 
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The removal of endangered children from their homes has 

long been an integral part of child prot_e~tive work. When 

protective agencies were first established a century ago, 

removal was the main emphasis, and even today it is often the 

only image provoked by the thought of protecting abused and 

neglected children. It is generally believed that the less 

punitive emphasis of keeping children in their own homes is 

a recent development. The study of children reported as abused 

or neglected in the early 1950's shows that this philosophy 

was already in operation then. 

In the 1970's sample of children reported as delinquent 

or ungovernable, the disposition of the child protective 

contacts shows a similar pattern as in the 1950's sample. 

61.3% of these protective contacts led to the child remaining 

in his own home, and another 9.4% ended up in the home of a 

different parent or another relative. The slightly different 

distribution of the protective contacts in the 1950~s and the 

1970's sample may reflect the different way in which each 

sample was iden-tified. 

Table XX! shows this data for the 1950's sample, and 

Table XXII shows it for the 1970's sample, for each county .. 

(See Appendicies D and E for breakdown of all dispositions 

for abuse and neglect by county.) 
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Table XXI 

Non-Pla~ement Disposition of Child Protective Contacts--1950's Sample 

Disposition* Broome Erie Kings Monroe New York St. Law. Suff. West. 

Child In 
Same Home 43% 83% 56% 74% 75% 36% 64% 34% 

Child With 
Dij:ferent 
Parent .4% 1% 2% 1% 2% 3% 8% 27% 

Child With 
Other Relative 5% .3% 3% 3% 2% 0 3% 6% 

19 
Total 48% 84% 61% 78% 79% 39% 75% 67% 

Table XXII 

Non-Placement Disposition of Chi~d Protective Contacts--1970's Sample 

Disposition* Broome Erie Kings Monroe New York St. Law. Suff. West. 

Child in 
Same Home 56% 75% 61% 59% 55% 67% 93% 40% 

Child With 
Different 
Parents 4% 4% 0 4% 9% 0 7% 10% 

Child With 
Other Real ti ves 4% 0 7% 7% 6% 0 0 0 

----
Total 64% 79% 68% 70% 70% 67% 100% 50% 

.' 

*These figures do not tot.al 100% because the figures for placement.s 

and other dispositions are discussed in other findings. See finding 

NO.9 for figures on placements. All of the dispositions are listed 

in tables in Appendix 
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Averages of Non-Placement Dispositions 

of Child Protective Contacts 

Child Status 1950<s Sample 1970's Sample 

In Same Home 75% 61% 

With Different 
Parents 3% 5% 

With Other 
Relatives 2% 5% 
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Finding No. 9 

The Placement Rate in Child Neglect Cases Was Higher 

Than in Child Abuse Cases, Indicating That N~glect is 

a More Intractable Problem 

Abuse and neglect have been considered either as part of a 

continuum or as entirely different problems. In both views, 

however, abuse is usually treated as more serious than neglect, 

which has not received the public and professional attention 
29 

that has been given to neglect. Given the prevailing opinion 

that abuse is more severe than neglect, one finding of the 

study may seem strange: the percentage of neglect contacts 

leading to placement was higher than the percentage of abuse 

contacts leading to placement. 16% of the abuse contacts 

resulted in placement, but 20.3% of the neglect· contacts ended 

in placement. Table XXIII shows the differences in placement 

rates in each county in the 1950's sample. 

30 
Table XXIII . 

Placement Rates in 1950's Sample 

Contacts 

Abuse 

Neglect 

Broome 

14% 

Erie 

9% 

Kings 

16% 

Monroe New York S~. Law. 

20% 15% 55% 

Suff. West. 

5% 24% 

47% 16% 21% 14% 19% 59% 16% 41% 
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A five percent difference seems small, but it is a 20% 

variation among.all the child protective placements recorded 

in the study. This finding indicates that neglect may be more 

difficult to treat than abuse. that protective agencies find 

abuse more amenable to treatment. As 'the major suudy on child 

neglect indicates, neglect "is chronic, pervasive, resistant 

to specific treatment, and transmitted in intergenerational 
31 

cycles." 

Norman Polansky has argued eloquently that child neglect 

has not been studied to the extent that it deserves as a 

problem in itself. 'I'his finding supports his contention that 

neglect is difficult to treat, and it calls for greater study. 

It also serves as a reminder that neglect, in most states, 

accounts for 85% or more of the child protective caseload. In 

New York State, it did during the years being studied,and it 

does now. Children reported as neglected instead of abused 

have a greater ~hance of being placed in foster care or 

institutional care as a consequence. 

Moreover, it has been suggested that neglect may have a 

higher social cost than abuse. Paul Glasser and Charles Garvin 
32 

have compared the family characteristics associated with abuse, 

neglect, ungovernability, and delinquency. They found similar 

patterns of family dysfunction in both abuse and ungovernability 
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cases, while the dysfunction in neglect and delinquency cases 

were also similar to each other. The patterns were more similar 

between abuse and ungovernability, or neglect and delinquency, 

than between abuse and neglect or ungovernability and delinquency. 

Ie seems clear that the implications of this finding 

demand further study and ultimate translation into programmatic 

policy making. They are yet another reminder that both abuse 

and neglect are equally serious and require an equal treatment 

commitment from professionals and communities. 
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Finding No. 10 

The Placement Rate for Ungovernability Was Higher Than 

for Juvenile Delinquency, Indicati~g that ungovernabili~ 

is a More Intractable Problem 

In the 1970's sample, the placement rate for ungovern­

ability was almost twice the rate for delinquency. 19.4% of 

the ungovernability contacts led to placement, while only 11.3% 

of the delinquency contacts led to a.similar placement. Similar 

to the greater seriousness usually attributed to abuse over 

neglect situations, delinquency is usually considered a more 

serious offense than ungovernability--it is, after all, criminal 

activity of juveniles. Yet, a substantially higher percentage 

of ungovernable children were placed as a result of their 

contact with the Family Court. The explanation is, probably, 

that ungovernabi.e children are "beyond the lawful ,. control of 

their parents, who may also not want them, and thus placement 

becomes the only alternative for them--unless the Court were 

to insist that the parents care for them. But if the Court 

did so and the parents refused, the court would then have to 

declare the parents neglectful and place the children under a 

different label. 

The placement rate for ungovernability and delinquency 
33 

varied from county to county, as shown in Table XXIV. 



Table XXIV 

Placement Rate For Each contact 

Broome Erie 
Ungovernability 

Kings MO.nroe New York 

Contacts 35.4% 12% 17.4% 11.2% 35.9% 

st. Law. Suff. 

14.3% 1. 2% 

I 
I 
I 

West. 

10.51 

~~~~~~~~~~~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• i 
Contacts 29.9% 3.6% 8.5% 4.9% 20.2% 8.3% 2.1% 4.8% 

Interestingly, this data contradicts the belief that 

officials and Family Court judges upstate are "tougher" on 

juvenile delinquents. The placement rate for delinquency w.as 

greatly lower in Erie, Monroe, St. Lawrence, Suffolk, and. West-

chester counties than in New York County. Kings county was 

just about the same as Erie and St. Lawrence counties, and 

Broome county had the highest placement rate. Suffolk county 

had, by far, the lowest placement rate. This implies that a 

juvenile accused cf a delinquent act has a much greater chance 

of being placed if he lives in Broome or New York counties. 

The placement rates for ungovernability were also much 

higher than for delinquency in the 1950's sample--about one 

third greater. Table XXV shows these rates for each county. 

(See Appendix D for a detailed breakdown of the dispositions 

of the 1950's sample, and Appendix E for the dispositions of 

·the contacts in the 1970' s sample ~) 
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I 
I Table XXV 

I Placement Rates for 1950's Sample Juvenile Contacts 

I Ungovernability 
• _ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • _ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • 

50% 31% 34% 27% 49% 40% 22% 35% 
Broome Erie Kings Monroe New York St.Law. Suff. West,. 

DelinqLency 

I 
17% 19% 25% F 2,3% 30% 25% 20% 28% 

Average Totals 

I 1970's Sample 1950's Sample 

Ungovernability 

I Delinquency 

19% 

11% 

34% 

23% 

I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

An interesting difference between the placemen't rate of 
" 

juvenile contacts in the 1950's sample and the 1970~s sample 

is thl= lower placements rate in the more recent sample. Whether 

this is a feature of how the samples were constructed or reflects 

an actual change in the policy of placing juvenile offenders 

cannot be determined by the data collected. Some-further analysis 

of the data is possible to determine whether the children involved 

in. a protective contact have a higher rate of placement than .. 

other children :aamed in delinquency or ungovernability case 

in the 1970' s sample, and this is one of ,the issues that 
I 

Richard Gelles and Andrea Carr at the University of Rhode 

Island plan to examine. 
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Finding No. 11 

Children Reported As Abused or Neglected and Children 

Reported As Delinquent or Ungovernable Come From 

Similar Families, Which Are Significantly Different 

From the General Population 

Researchers studying child abuse and juvenile delinquency 

have argued that various aspects of family composition affect 

A repeated finding in child abuse research, these two problems. 
34 

Richard Gelles observed, is the positive association between 
35 

child abuse and family size. Hany have suggested that 

pregnancies occurring before marriage or early in a marriage 

may reflect an unwanted pregnancy or create a severe stress on an 

already stressful relationship. And, premarital pregnancieD, 

unw~-nted pregnancies and chilnren born out .... of~wedlock have been 
36 

sho'-1n to be associated with child abuse. Finally, abused 

children have been shown to come disproportionately from female-
37 

headed households. A study of New York City delinquency and 
38 

ungovernability cases found that 52% of the children came 

from a one parent family, and that another 16% came from families 

in which the mother was living with a boyfriend. 28% of the 

children were born out-of-wedlock. 
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The families in both the 1950's and 1970's samples, which 

were identified for different reasons, share certain basic 

characteristics in common, which distinguish them markedly from 

most families living in the same communities. In general, these 

families we~e larger, had a greater percentage of illegitimate 

children, and were "one parent" households with either parent 

missing. Families belonging to minority groups appear to be 

"over-represented," even though almost 60% of the 1950's sample 

were white children. 

The demographic data on the children and families in both 

samples give a picture of dysfunctional, multi-problem families 

which probably did not fit easily into the normal life of their 

communities. Regardless of the reported child maltreatment 

or juvenile misbehavior, many of them could have otherwise been 

considered families in trouble--children and parents who needed 

help to overcome a variety of problems. 

The families in both samples were larger than the average. 

According to the 1950 Census, only 12% of all American families 

with children had four or more children, but 42% of the families 

in the 1950's sample were at least that large--almost three and 

a half times greater than the national average. According to the 

1970 Census, only 16% of the families in New York state had four 

or more children; bu·t 53% of the families in the 1970' s sample 
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were at least that large. In the 1970's sample, 10% of the 

families had eight or more children, while only 2.5% of the 

families in the United States were so large. (See Appendix P 

for tables listing all this data for each county and each 

sample. 

A positive association between family size and child abuse 

appears to be a consistent finding in the child abuse research. 
39 

In Table XXVI this consistent finding is confirmed by the sample 

d'ata. When compared to the general population of the eight 

counties studied, the families in the sample of maltreated 

children are always twice as large, and often as much as three 

times as large, as the average family size in the communities 

in which they live. 

It appears that the data presented here support the 

previously found association between family size and child 

abuse. But Table XXVI goes further by suggesting that coming 

from a large family may increase the chances of being officially 

in contact with official agencjes over a longer time and for 

more types of contacts--both maltreatment and juvenile offenses. 

Perhaps, large families are more known and visible and therefore 

more likely to come to official attention for any given type 

of behavior. Or, possibly large families are simply more 

stressful social settings. 
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I Table XXVI 

40 

I Average Population Per Household 

In the For the Total ;For 

I 
General 1950 1950 Sample Children With 

popu1a:..ion, 1950 Sample Children Maltreatment Contacts and 
JD Contacts PINS Contacts~ - . 

I Broome 3.35 5.84 5.14 5.11 
(281 ) (14) (9) 

I St. Lawrence 3.63 9.02 8.36 
(101) (14) (1) 

I 
Suffolk 3.31 5.29 4.78 6.67 

(308 ) (9 ) (9 ) 

Westchester 3.40 5.08 5.30 6.48 

I (475 ) (30) (27 ) 

Subtotal NA 5.66 5.84 6.50 

I 
(1165) (67) (46 ) 

Erie 3.42 7.52 7.81 8.17 

I 
(1290) (167 ) (149) 

Kings 3.36 7.39 7.63 7.66 
(625) (67) (59 ) 

I Monroe 3.26 7.64 8.04 7.52 
(545) ( 80) (97) 

I New York 2.80 6.13 7.02 6.74 

I 
(838) (54) (68) 

Subtot,al NA 7.16 7.71 7.66 
(3298 ) (368 ) (373) 

I Total NA 6.77 7.42 7.53 
(4463) (435) (419) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I -85-
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The greatest difference between the families in both 

samples and the general population is in the large percentage 

of children born out-of-wedlock. In the 1950's sample, the 

rate of illigitimate births is 450% highe~ than the national 

average, and in the 1970's sample~ it is 261% greater. 18% of 

the children in the 1950's sample werf\ born out-of-wedlock, 

while the national average was 4% from 1940 nntil 1955. 13% 

the children in the 1970's sample we:t"e born out-of-wedlock, 

while the national average from 1955 to 1960 was 4.9%. 

It has been argued that children born out-of-wedlock are 

of 

more likely to be abused than other children. Table XXVI clearly 

shows a disproportionate number of children in the 1950 sample 

were born out-of-wedlock, when compared with children in the 
p" 

.!I. ..... t", 

general population of these eight counties. And, in low cOl).'tact 

counties this is even more apparent: more than three times as 

many children were born out-of-wedlock among those wi,th maltreat-

ment contacts thad in the general population. (Appendix N 

summarizes this data by county for .each sample.) Table XXVII 

summarizes the out-of-wedlock status of children in the 1950's 

sample and the general population of each county. 
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Broome 

St. Lawrence 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

Subtotal 

Erie <ti-

Kings 

Monroe 

New York 

Subtotal 

Total 

Table XXVII 

41 
Percent Born Out-of Wedlock 

In the General In the Total Among Children With 
Population 1950 Sample Maltreatment Contacts and 

PINS Contacts JD Contacts 

3% 16% 0% 0% 
(274) (9 ) (14) 

4 13 21 
(101 ) (1) (14) 

2 12 11 0 
( 307) (9) (9) 

5 20 11 13 
(471) (27 ) (3 0) 

NA 16 9 10 
(1153) (46) (67) 

S 12 9 14 
(1276) (149) (167) 

8 19 14 10 
(624) (58 ) (67) 

6 21 23 28 
(539) ( 96) (79 ) 

18 27 43 24 
( 836) ( 68) (54) 

NA 19 20 18 
(3275) (371) (367 ) 

NA 18 19 17 
(4428) (417 ) (434 ) 
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In high contact ?OUnties, the evidence generally suggests 

only that being born out-of-wedlock increases the probability 

of having official contact for maltreatment. With the exception 

of children in New York county with maltreatment contacts and 

ungovernability contacts, children with both types of contacts 

are no more likely to have been born out-of-wedlock. Children 

with both maltreatment and juvenile contacts are, however, about 

as likely as other maltreated children, or their siblings, to 

be born out-of-wedlock. 

In New York county is is interesting to speculate about 

why it is children with maltreatment and PINS contacts, and 

not maltreatment and JD contacts who are much more likely to 

be born out-of-wedlock. Perhaps I status offenses are typical 

of children not just born out-of~wedlock, not just children of 

unwanted pregnancies, but truly unwanted children. 
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Large ~amilies, of course, in themselves are not harmful, 

even though the trend, or fashion, recently has been towards 

small ones; they may even be healthier than one child families. 

Moreover, many people believe that the stigma of "illegitimacy" 

is more harmful than the simple fact in itself. But these 

situations can be a sign of trouble when they occur in conjunction 

with other events. The data from both samples, though especially 

the 1950's sample, shows that a large percentage of the families 

were missing one parent. In the 1950's sampl~, 40% of the 

children did not have a father living with them, and 15% did 

not have a mother living with them. The data 011 the 1970's 

sample is less conclusive because it was not known for about 

40% of the children; the 1970's sample was comprised of 

delinquent and ungovernable children, and this data apparently 

was not considered as important as it is in child protective 

cases. It was not recorded in many case records. Where avail~ 

able the data indicates that 28% of the children carne from a 

horne without a father, while 7% had no mother living with them. 

The combinat.ion of large families, illegitimate births--which 

often means different fathers for each of the children--and one 

parent families has important consequences for parents and 

children, as well as the community in which they live. 

We have become more conscious of racial and ethnic 

influences and discrimination than ever before in our history, 

and we are more willing to attribute motivations to these 
I 

differences. There is a temptation to do so with the data in 
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this study. Though 58% of the 1950's sample, in which ethnicity 
42 

is known, is white, 21% of the children were black and 6% 

were Hispanic, at a time when non-whites accounted for only 6.5% 

of the population of the state. (See Appendix 0 for detailed 

tables by county.) In the 1970's sample in which 39% of the 

children were white, 31% were black and 12% were Hispanic when 

only 13% of the population was non-white. It should be noted 

that 85% of the Hispanic children in the 1950's sample lived 

in New York County (Manhattan), while 34% of the black children 

lived in Kings county. (19% of the Black children lived in 

Kings county and another 19% lived in Erie County.) In the 

1970's sample, 91% of the Hispanic children and 57% of the black 

children lived in New York County. Only in St. Lawrence county 

are the proportion of whites in the sample about equal to the 

proportion of whites living in the county. 

'I'hus, one could easily say that non-whites are "over .... 

represented" in both the 1950's and the 1970's samples. This 

would mean that non-whites were "over-represented" in the 

reports of suspected child abuse and neglect in the early 1950's 

and reports of alleged delinquency· and ungovernability in the 

early 1970's. The possible significance of this apparent fact 

is difficult to assess, given the high proportion of large, 

broken, one parent families in both studies. It is very 
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possible that these problems had more to do with the situations 

that led to the children being reported as abused, neglected, 

ungovernable, or delinquent than any other characteristic of 

their families, including race. It is also possible that the 

non-white families in the counties studied had a higher 

incidence of such family dysfunction; "over-representation" 

cannot be claimed unless these other factors are known. (Richard 
I 

Gelles and Andrea Carr plan to examine this aspect of the data 

collected. ) 

Saying that a group is "over--represented" sounds like an 

important discovery--it even sounds like an accusation. But 

it only means something when the true level of incidence of 

a problem like child abuse or juvenile delinquency within 

that group is known--not the level of reporting, but the true 

level of incidence. A group can only be "over-representated" 

if it is being reported out of" proportion to the incidence 

within it. Even if it is being reported frequently, and out 

of proportion to its size in the general population, it is not 

being "over-represented" in reporting if the level of incidence 

within it is correspondingly high. Of course, knowing the true 

level of incidence of a sf)cial problem within each group in our 

society is not within the grasp of our knowledge and data 

gathering techniques. The true level of incidence of child 

abuse, for example, is not 'even known, though it is debated, 

for the entire society, le·t alone a segment of that society. 
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Much has been said in the debate about the role of 

poverty in child abuse and neglect situations that are reported 

to protective agencies and the courts. It is generally 

believed that most official cases of child maltreatment 

involve impoverished fam\lies; similarly, it is generally 

held that many, if not most~" juvenile delinquents or ungovern-

able children grew up in families at the lower socio-economic 

levels of our society. Despite the importance often attached 

to these arguments, the official records of child maltreatment 

and juvenile offense cases generally did not include any 

information about the economic status of the child's family. 

Sometimes there might be a reference to a family receiving 

public assistance, but in general most case records were mute 

on the issue. Apparently, the socio-economic status of 

children and families is not considered important enough to 

be recorded in these records, and, one must assume, to be 

considered in d~vising treatment plans. It should be noted, 

however, that whatever the merits of this debat.:eF,most 

impoverished families do not abuse and neglec't their children 

or produce juvenile delinquents. It is unfair to the many 

impoverished but devoted parents in our society to assume that 

they are not successful parents. They are just as loving and 

successful as any other parents in our society. 
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CONCLUSION 

The findings of thi.s study confirm that there is an empirical 

relationship between child abuse or neglect and later socially 

deviant behavior. Since the data in the study is "time-ordered," 

which means there is a demonstrable sequence of protective 

service contacts folJ0v1ed by juvenile justice contacts, the 

study certainly suggests that chi.ld maltreatment leads to later 

juvenile misbehavior. Yet, it is not clear whether it is 

possible to prove that child abuse or neglect causes juvenile 

delinquency or ungovernability. Not all maltreated children 

become behavior problems as juveniles, an"d not all delinquent 

or ungovernable children were abused or neglected when younger. 

Moreover, in most systems of logic attributing causation to 

temporal sequence is a fallacy. 

One fact is resoundingly clear: a considerable percentage 

of children, as seen in both the 1950's and the 1970's sample, 

were abused or neglected and reported as del:tnquent or ungovern­

able when they were older. An important implication of this 

study is that the relationship between child abuse or neglect 

and later socially deviant behavior is more complicated than a 

simple cause and effect assocition, and that this complexity 

raises many questions about how we are responding to the problems 

of child maltreatment l juvenile crime, and family dysfunction. 

An important factor in the relationship between child' 

maltreatment and juvenile misbehavior, highlighted in this study, 

is the amazing lack of services provided to most children and 
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families. Though human behavior is difficult to change, and 

undoing the emotional consequences of child maltreatment may 

be even more difficult and unappealing, little effort was made 
43 

to even try to help children and parents. Except for families 

involved in special or experimental programs, which can reach 

only a small fraction of the child protective caseload,there 

is no reason to suppose that things are any better now than 

during the time undE!r study. The complaint that we have improved 

reporting laws but few services are available to respond to new 

cases is almost universal. Even allowing for the recent 

developments that have occurred in child protection, the state­

of~the~art system described by Vincent De Francis in 1955 exists 

more on paper than in reality. One must wonder whether reality 

has made any additional advances since then, despite the 

changes in the curremt state~of-the-art knowledge about what 

WQ:r;'ks and what is needed. 

In both samples in the study, the prime services provided, 

if they are to be called that, were either placement or case.,.. 

work supervision, and for most cases 1 nothing else~ It is 

possible, of course, that the families involved needed nothing 

else,. but the outcome>"',in tBrms of the later problems of many of 

the children indicat~s that more was needed, unless the children 

and parents are going to be discarded as hopeless. The 

criticism that child protective services does not do much for 

the child~-that it is oriented towards helping the parents--is 

not a novel perception, but it is true. Most services, most 
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child protective efforts, are directed towards getting the 

parents to stop the abuse or neglect. Little is done to 

help the child overcome the experience of being abused or 

neglected. Dr. C. Henry Kempe summed up the situation in 

these words: 

It is a fascinating question to consider why it is 
that during the past seventy years of active pr.o­
tective services work on behalf of troubled families, 
the focus of treatment, and indeed of diagnosis, has 
been upon the mother rather than on each member of 
the family, but it is not surprising. For one thing, 
the mother was more readily available to a social 
worker who was beginning to prov.ide diagnostic and 
treatment services to a family while the father was 
at work during the time the social worker was avail­
able. Moreover, the philosophy of protective services 
for the past fifty years has been very much geared to 
the feelings that if a mother could be helped to be 
more competent or more loving to her child, or able 
to stabilize her marriage, even though the father 
might be the primary abuser, that good things would 
of necessity happen in regards to the abused child 
and the other children in the family. It is not 
surprising, therefore, that while there is an 
extensive literature on case work with mothers, 
there is much less on work with fathers and virtually 
nothing on the abused child. 44 

Numerous studies have chronicled the psychological, as 

well as the physical, effects of child maltreatment. One found 

that 40% of the abused children studied were emotionally disturb-
45 

ed. Another found that both abused and neglected children 

were significantly more impaired in ego competency, self-concept, 

body image, reality testing, defensive functioning, object 

relations, and basic thought processessi they also- had greater 

levels of aggression, lO~l impulse control r anxiety, and self-
46 

destructiveness. In a study of 101 abused children, nearly 

70% were found to be below normal in physical and emotional 
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47 
development. It is natural to assume that abuse will provoke 

aggression in a child, but there has also been some indication 

that neglect can lead to serious behavioral consequences. 

James Prescott has written that he belives "that the deprivation 

of body touch, contact, and movement are the basic causes of a 

number of emotional disturbances which include depressive and 

autistic behavior, hyperactivity, sexual aberration, drug abuse, 
48 

violence, and aggression." He has backed up his belief with 

intensive neurological research. The findings from the 1950's 

sample indicate that child neglect can have the same serious 

consequences as child abuse for the child's later behavior. 

Abused and neglected children need mental health services 

to undo the emotional damage of child maltreatment. There does 

not seem to be any doubt that child abuse and child neglect 

evoke aggressive feelings in children, which are either directed 

inward or outward. Like all feelings, this hostility will b~ 

expressed, in one way or another, and the chance is that it 

will take the form of anti-social behavior. (See Search of 

Li terature in Appendix A.) Inhibi ted aggression, .or aggression 

turned against oneself, which has been frequently described in 

abused children, eventually reaches a'point where it breaks 

through in a violent rage. Yet, not many abused or neglected 

children received mental health services, despite evidence that 
49 

they are effective, especially if the children are reached 

when they are very young. As one study concluded: 
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Abused children have the capacity to make changes. 
The younger they are, the more resiliancy they 
have. Children between the ages of two and four 
in the therapeutic day care setting, will make 
more changes and at a faster rate, than children 
between the ages of four and eight seen in play 
therapy once or twice a week. This pilot study 
has demonstrated that, it takes quite some time 
to establish a trusting alliance with an abused 
child. For that reason, short term therapy has 
significant limitations. However, other modalities 
such as intensive, short-terril, daily contact might 
result in quicker progress. 50 

Psychotherapy alone, of course, would not be enough. As 

the data from both the 1950's and 1970's samples indicate, the 

families from which both abused or neglected and delinquent or 

ungovernable children come tend to suffer from a range of other 

problems. Though the study does not prove that child abuse 

causes juvenile delinquency, it leads to an even more important 

conclusion: child ,maltreatment and juvenile misconduct are 

products of a common family environment. They are shared 

symptoms of the deeper problems afflicting families and children. 
51 

Other studies, such as Paul Glasser's and Charles Garvin's paper, 

point to the same conclusion. We can expect additional studies 

in the future to add a mountain of evidence to document and 

explain the perceptions which soci'al workers, psychologists, 

and family court judges have discussed over the years--that 

family dysfunction and parental inadequacy are deeply related 

to the problems of child abuse or neglect and juvenile delinquency 

or ungovernability. A chicken or the egg discourse on which 

comes first--this could become quite complicated and inconclusive 
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when the multi-generational aspects of these problems were 

addressed--would probably be less helpful than the development 

of family oriented services. 

The demographic data on the families in both the 1950's 

and 1970's sample, graphically depict the inordinate dimensions 

of the family breakdown experienced by children reported as 

abused, neglected, ungovernable, or delinquent. Services and 

treatment approaches must be oriented towards the family as a 

whole. In the words of Brandt Steele, "Abuse and neglect must 

be understood as problems of interaction between members of a 

family." But in the system we have today, the family is not 

treated as a unit; instead services are offered piecemeal for 

a specific individual or a specific problem. Unrealistic 

distinctions have to be made to fit a family into a categorical 

program whose area of expertise or jurisdiction often conform 

to legislative or administrative mandates instead of the true 

needs of children and parents. 

The legal distinctions made between the different 

categories assigned to children and families often are mislead­

ing and hinder treatment efforts. This is true not only in 

child protective services, but in the treatment of delinquency 

and ungovernability. The very words used to describe these children 

may be at fault. Many juveniles accused of delinquency could 

have been reported as abused or neglected--and often were. 

The apparent differences between delinquent and ungovernable 
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acts are often unclear. The label or category assigned to a 

child appears to be more an accident of time and place than 

of any condition or behavior inherent in the child or family. 

OVer the years, children are pushed through various systems 

with changing labels. The terms "abused child," "neglected 

child," "juvenile delinquent," or "ungovernable youth" 

frequently describe the same child or juvenile--or his brother 

or sister--during different stages of his early life. 

These categories and distinctions ~ere created by a 

system of categorical funding, usually initiated at the Federal 

level, and then duplicated at the local and state level to 

qualify for the Federal funds that become available. Over the 

" years, an enormous hodge .... podge of programs has been established 

to deal with various problems, or parts of problems. Every 

time anew problem is discerned, another program is created 

dnd funded 'tori thout any reference to other programs that already 

exist; each new program became another lump on the pile. Some­

times someone is asked or required to coordinate the new with 

the old to avoid Quplication, but coordination cannot solve 

the weaknesses built into a system that has developed by 

accretion over several decades of intense governmental action. 

The time has come to undertake the monumental task of examining 

the entire system of categorical programs in order to realign 

them with reality. This is not a task to be undertaken lightly, 

and it will upset established or vested interests who will fear 

the uncertainty of change. But it is necessary if children, 
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parents, and families are going to be served and helped. If 

our goal is to help, this necessary re-examination cannot be 

postponed or ignored. 

As they stand today, neither the child protective nor ·the 

juvenile justice systems are organized to deal with one of the 

major underlying causes of child maltreatment and juvenile 

misconduct--family and community disor~~nization and weakness. 

Thus, institutionalization becomes one of our prime treatment 

options, and, in terms of the system as it exists, it is a 

necessary option that has to be used with some frequency. 

Many children are institutionalized, not because they "need" 

or "deserve ll it, but because there is no alternative when the 

environment from which the child comes is unsuitable. Non-

ins·ti tutional remedies to the problems of family breakdowns 

are needed, but as long as the existing system blinds us to 

the necessity of developing a full range of treatment services, 

as long as it binds us to the inadequate or unsuccessful formulas 

of the past, the needed improvements will not happen. 

Services cost money, and that is another important obstacle 

to overcome. There is no indication from this study that shorb-

term miracle cures will do. As another study noted: "clinical 

experience has already shown us that many abused children and 

their families need help years after the initial identification." 

Many of the families in the study required intensive, long~term 

help--perhaps for a generation or more. In one sense, they got 
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it in the form of repeated but intermittent involvements with 

the child protective or juvenile justice systems as individual 

problems were brought to the attention of agehcies and courts. 

But there was no long-term commitment to supporting families 

with an organized array of services to help them overcome their 

problems. We must face the fact that some families will require 

this kind of help for a long period of time. It would probably 

be foolish to promise that money would be saved; 

l6gislators do not really believe that argument any more, 

unless they are inexperienced. Perhaps it could be pointed 

out that we seem more willing to spend the money on correctional 

services than on services to rehabilitate families~ l.t all 

depends upon where we are going to place the major thrust of 

intervention; either it. is early in the life of a child from 

a dysfunctional family or it is later when the child has grown 

up to be a social problem. 

The ,Juvenile or Family courts that hear cases of child 

abuse or neglect and delinquency or ungovernability also need 

to be family~-oriented; they are a part of both the child 

protective and juvenile just,ice systems. Though in theory they 

are used only as a last resort when all else fails, they are 

used, and they are limited by the types of services, if any, 

which are available to them. They too are affected by the 
, 

categorica~ system of thinking. Attempts have been made to 

make courts more family-o~iented, and an interesting approach 
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was developed in Scotland after much public and professional 

examination of their judicial system for children and family 

problems. 

53 
As de8cribed by Professor Sanford Fox, this system uses 

what is called a Children's Hearing to decide all cases in 

which a child "may be in need of compulsory measures of care." 

This would include situations that we label child abuse, child 

neglect, juvenile delinquency, and juvenile ungovernability. 

The focus is on the child's and family's need for help. From 

the beginning of the court process, including a strong attempt 

to resolve the situation without a hearing, the entire family 

of the child is involved. The parents are required to attend 

and participate in conferences and the hearing itself. The 

nature of this parental involvement reinforces the idea that 

the parent has a role and responsibility for his children, and 

the purpose of the pre-court conferences and the hearing itself 

is to devise a mutually acceptable plan to improve the situation. 

Everything that is considered in the hearing, including reports 

from social workers and agencies, is openly discussed with the 

child and parents. Professor Fox observed that "the level of 

involvement in the conversation by the child and his parents is 

qualitatively different from what, to my knowledge, is achieved 

when the juvenile and his family stand before a judge." Whether 

or not such a system could be implemented in our country, it is 

important to realize that even a court can function in terms of 

family instead of an individual child or parent. 
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The effect of the "children's hearing" in the Scottish 

juvenile court is to erase the distinctions made by categorical 

labels, and to look at a child or family as in trouble and 

needing help, and if a court can do this, there is no reason 

that social agencies cannot either, provided the underlying 

legal framework is modified to allow it. This does not mean 

that we can make the problems of child abuse, child neglect, 

juvenile delinquency, and youthful ungovernability disappear-­

or tha·t we can end family dysfunction. But we can deal with 

them more effectively than we have been dealing with them; we 

can create a system that at least has a chance of reaching 

some of the underlying problems that lead to child maltreatment 

and jllvenile misconduct. For, pe17haps, the greatest finding 

of the study is that these problems all come from a common 

family environment, and that problems which are family. oriented 

in nature can only be treated by recognizing the role played 

by the family and the problems confronting some families in our 

society. 
.'7'!.'" 

The family dysfunction and parental inadequa~y that 

blights the families in which child maltreatment or juvenile 

misconduct occur can no longer be ignored. Twenty years ago, 

when the children in this study were being processed through 

the child protective and juvenile justice systems of their 

communities, a juvenile court judge wrote about the problems 

and the children she had seen after adjudicating 30,000 cases. 

Titling her book "Other People's Children," she wrote: 
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~n spite of all that has been said and written 
on the subject of juvenile delinquency, there 
is little understanding of the problems of the 
children w'ho are called juvenile delinquents. 
Lurid headlines and sensational newspaper 
accounts play up the superficial aspects of 
the subject, while the real story of what goes 
on in the hearts and minds of youthful 
oifenders remains untold. 

Perhaps these are other people's children, not 
yours or mine, or even our neighbors'. But 
the time has passed when we can ignore their 
troubles. Just as we now know that smallpox 
in the slums constitutes a danger to the homes 
in our garden districts, so do we know that 
human failure, whether it be in high plqces or 
hovels, affects us, our families, o~r communities, 
and ultimately the nation.. 54 

Twenty years later, few people would quarrel with what 

the judge wrote or deny that her statement is still true. The 

time for action has arrived. Enough is known to reshqpe the 

systems we have developed to help families and children in 

trouble. The child protective system in many communities has 

been recently upgraded and given new stature, while the 

juvenile justice system has often turned out to be a disappoint-

ment to those who worked so hard to establish it. All of the 

disparate 'systems that affect children and parents must be 

reexamined and redirected to deal with the total reality of the 

problems that afflict families, children, and parents. 

A study such as this one,. of course,. raises more questions 

than it answers, and it cannot give us a blueprint for what must 

be done. It can clairfy our thinking and point out the choices 
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that face us. It can tell us that the consequences of child 

maltreatment are more serious than we would probably like to 

imagine--that if we do not help children in trouble, they 

will grow up to make trouble. Child abuse and neglect are 

, not isolated problems unrelated to the life of families and 
',' 

our society; the comforting thought that they afflict only 

someone else is an illusion that must be discarded. The effort 

to help maltreated children, in the end, unites the forces of 

compassion and common sense in our society. Yet, though the 

study points out the direction tha~ lies ahead, it cannot 

compel us to begin the journey. That is something that we, as 

a society, must decide, and this study gives us some verified 

facts to help us decide. The task ahead is the responsibility 

of both professionals and the public; without their mutual 

support, its achievement will not be possible. 
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FOOTNOTES 

Lynch, Margaret, "The Follow-up of Abused Children--A 

Researcher's Nightmare," pg. 5, paper presented at the Second 

World Conference of the International Society of Family Law, 

June 13-17, 1977. The title of the conference was Violence in 

the Family. 

Until last year, the Office of Court Administration statistics 

were based on a year beginning O:h~ July first and ending on 

June thirtieth. 

The Off-ice of Court Administration figures for a year include 

all the petitions that were filed in a given year and were 

disposed of by the time the statistics were gathered. A data 

card is filed on each case after it has been completed; the 

slight variations in the distribution of cases in the sample 

and all cases in the state are probably due to the delay in 

entering this data, as well as fluctuations between coun.ties. 

Report of the Administrative Board of the Judicial Conference 

of the State of New York for the Judicial Year July 1, 1971 

Through June 30, 1972, p. 364. These figures are for boys only; 

girls were the subject of 85 petitions alleging one of the 

referral reasons on this list--an insignificant number. 

Ibid, p. 357. The state figures for PINS combine boys and girls, 

unlike the same figures for delinquency. 

- - --------------------~ 



6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

1950 Census of Population, Vol. 2, Characteristics of the 

Population, Part 32, N€!w York, U.S. Department of Commerce, 

Bureau of the Census, pp. 142-152, and Child Protective Services 

in New York State: 1976 Annual Report., New York State Department 

of Social Services, Table 16. 

Only the counties from which a full year's or a computable 

partial year's protective caseload wsre obtained are included. 

Kings and New York counties are combined because the available 

1976 figure is for New York City as a whole. 

Morris & Hawkins, The Honest Politican's Guide to Crime 

Control (1970). 

HEW Children's Bureau, Juvenile Court Statistics 1972, at 8 

(Table 2) (1974). 

Martin, H.F., Beezley, P.,. Conway, E~S •. , and Kempe, H.C., 

I'The Development of Abused Children, I' Advances in Pediatrics, 

21, 1974, pp. 25~73. 

Birrell, R.G., and Birrell, J.H~W., liThe Maltreatment Syndrome 

in Children; A Hospital Survey," Medical Journal of Australia, 

2, 1968, pp. 1023-1029. 

Friedman, S.B., and Morse, C.W., liChild Abuse: A ;Five year 

Follow-up of Early Case Finding in the Emergency Department," 

Pediatrics, 54, 1974, pp. 404-410. 
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13. 

14. 

15. 

Ie. 

17. 

18. 

The high founded rate in r.10nroe County--only one child was not 

found abused or neglected in the sample year--was double checked 

to make sure the records on unfounded cases had not been destroyed. 

The officials now and from the past reported that all records 

were preserved, which agrees with the condition of the records 

observed by project staff in the course of the study. Since 

the high founded rate applied to both court and protective 

agency contacts, one can only conclude that it was either a 

bad year for children or that stringent standards were used, 

which seems more probable. It should also be kept in mind that 

the founded rate for the entire 1950's -sample is rather high. 

These are the years during which the children in the 1950's 

sample had most of their delinquency or ungovernability contacts. 

The delinquency rate was computed from the Census Report for 

1950, 1960, and 1970, and the Annual Report of the Monroe 

County Children's Court and the Monroe County Family Court for 

the years 1957 through 1967. 

Letter from Dale Ordes, Director, Office of Stati~tids and 

Survey, New York State Executive Department, Division for 

Youth, November 10, 1977. 

Juvenile Injustice, Office of Children's Services, Judicial 

Conference of the State of New York, October 1973, p. 26. 

Report of The Administrative Board of the Judicial Conference 

of the State of New York For the Judicial Year July 1, 1968 

Through June 30, 1969, Legislative Document (1970) No. 90, p. 

309. The figures for 1968-69 are compared to 1967-68. 



19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

Ibid., p. 301. 

As in the 19!50's sample, these figures are based on children 

who had at least one founded contact for child maltreatment, 

delinquency" or ungovernability. Children with no founded 

contacts have been omitted. 

See table showing that the percentage distribution in the 

sample is repr:esentative of the percentage distribution of all 

delinquency cases in the state. 

S\::.e, for example, Easson, William, and Steinkilber, "Murderous 

Aggression By Children and Adolescents." Archives of General 

Psychiatry, 4:1-9, (June, 1961). This study took a representative 

sample of the E'mtire delinquency caseload, but an "unrepresenta ... 

tively" larger sample of juveniles charg,ed ",ith homicide, rape, 

and arson would be worth further study and comaprison with the 

large sample of other delinquent acts included in this study. 

1967 was the year of highest involvement in the Monroe County 

sample. 

For state-:-wide statistics t Report of the Administrative Board 

of the Judicial Conference of the State of New York for the 

Judicial Year July, 1968 Through June 30, 1969, p. 309. [It 

lists a comparison with the previous judicial year, which is 

cited above.] 

Ibid., p. 301. Note: The Judicial Year reports are based on 

cases completed within that year--or before the data collection 

period for that year is terminated, and this method may introduce 

fluctuations of its own--types of cases that last longer might 

not be recorded until the next year. 
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26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

The Fundamentals of Child Protection: A Statement of Basic 

Concepts and Principles In Child Protective Services, Children's 

Division, The American Humane Association, pp. 35-36. 

See Appendix for Tables on the Disposition of Contacts 

with percentages and numbers for each county in the 1950's and 

1970's samples. 

Child Protective Services in New York State: 1976 Annual Report, 

New York State Department of Social Services, March 1977, p. 31. 

Adapted from bar garph presentation. 

See Profile of Neglect: A Survey of the State of Knowledge of 

Child Neglect, Polansky, Hally, and Polansky, U.S. Department 

of Health, Education, and Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation 

Services~ 1975. 

In this table, contacts which lead to an interium but not final 

disposition, such as referral to court or another agency, have 

not been included. Tables giving the dispositions of all 

contacts for each county, including the number as well as the 

percentage can be found in Appendix The 15% average for 

placement in abuse cases is based on 611 abuse contacts, while 

the 20% average for placement in neglect cases is based on 

6760 contacts. 

Ibid. r p. 33. 



32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

Glasser, Paul, and Garvin, Charles, "A Framework For Family 

Analysis Relevant To Child Abuse, Neglect, and Juvenile 

Delinquency." Paper presented at a conference, "Exploring the 

Relationship Between Child Abuse and Delinquency: a Symposium," 

University of Washington, Seattle, Washington, July 21 and 22, 

1977. 

For this table, interim dispositions such as "referred to court,1I 

or "referred to another agency," have been excluded. 

Gelles, R., Etiology of Violence: Overcoming Fallacious 

Reasoning In Understanding Family Violence And Child Abuse. 

Presented at a Symposium, IIChild Abuse: Where Do We Go From 

Here? II Washington, D.C.: Children's Hospital National Medical 

Center (February, 1977). 

See also, Gil, 1971:644. 

Zalba, 1971:59; Bennie and Sclare, 1969:975; and Wasserman, 

1967:177. 

Gil, 1971:664. 

Juvenile Injustice, pp. 24-28. 

Gelles, 1977. 

See Footnotes to Table 

See Footnotes to Table 

The ethnicity of 14.5% of the children was not indicated in 

the records of the agencies or courts. 
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43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

Richard Gelles and Andrea Carr at the university of Rhode 

Island are analyszing the effect,s of the various dispositions 

of the child protective contacts in each sample. For example, 

an analysis will be made to determine whether foster care 

placement is associated with greater or lesser occurrences of 

later juvenile misconduct. 

The Abused Child: A Multidisciplinary Approach to D~;'elopmental 

Issues and Treatment, ed. by Harold P. ')'.!ii"rtin, Balling~r 

Publishing Co., p. xi. 

Elmer, Elizabeth and Gregg, Grace. "Developmental Characteristics 

of Abused Children," Pediatrics, 40(4) :596-602, 1967. 

Green, Arthur H., et. al. "The Psychiatric Sequellae of Child 

Abuse and Neglect," paper read at the American Psychiatric 

Association Annual Meeting, 1974. 

Johnson, Betty, and Morse, Harold, "Injured Children and Their 

Parents," Children 15(4) :147-52, July-August, 1968. 

Prescott, James W. "Body Pleasure and the Origins of Violence, I' 

The Futurist 64-74, April, )975. 

Given the low level of services being provided to abused and 

neglected children, more longitudinal research may be needed 

on the long-term effectiveness of various types of services. 

In the meantime, there is clinical evidence that mental 

health services can help children who need them, whether or 

not they have been maltreated. 



50 .. Beezley, Patricia, Martin, Harold, P., and Kempe, Rich, 

Chapter 10, "Psychother:.lpy," in The Abused Child: A 

Multidisciplinary Approaoh to Deve1oEmenta1 Issues and Treatment, 

Ballinger Publishing Company, 1976, p. 211.· 

51. Ibid. 

52. Lynch, Margaret, Ibid., p. 2. 

53. Fox, Sanford, "Juvenil.e Justice Reform: Innovations in Scotland," 

American Criminal Law Review, Winter 1974 

54. Levy, Anna Veters, Hon., Other People's Children, The Ronald 

Press Company, New York, 1956, p. iii. Judge Levy served on 

the Juvenile Court of New Orleans, Louisiana. 
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Beckett, Peter, Robinson, D., Frazier, S., et al. "The 
Significance of Exogenous Traumata in the Genesis of 
Schizophrenia," Psychiatry, 19:137-42, 1956. 

In a study of 27 schizophrenics, ranging in age from 4 to 
33, the authors suggest that various types of physical and 
psychological "assault", can induce the development of schizo~· 
phrenia. The majority of the subjects had experienced some form 

·of parental abuse, ranging from spontaneous chockings to life­
long beatings. The authors believe that the victim's first 
schizophrenic delusion may mirror the parental assault. 

Bender, Lauretts, "Children With Homicidal Aggression," in: 
Aggression, Hostility, and Anxiety in Children, Charles 
Thomas Co., Springfie1d, Ill., 1953. 

The "identification by the child with aggressive adults and 
a family pattern of violent behavior" is a contributing factor 
that can lead to violence and death wishes in the child.. If 
overt aggression is a consistent pattern in these famili.es, then 
suicidal and homicidal impulses may be interchangeable in the 
child. 

Brandwein, Harold "The Battered Child: A Definite and Significant 
Factor in Mental Retardation," Mental Retardation, 11(5): 
50-51, October, 1973. 

Mental retardation as a residual consequence of child 
battering and neglect is not disputed, yet, there has been no 
real resea~ch on the subject which positively correlates the 
relationship or provides a rate of incidence. Using Gil's 
conservative estimate of 1.27 incidents of child abuse per year, 
at least 14% of these children or 170,000, are brain damaged. 
However, without the necessary research, such figures are only 
estimates. . 

Bullard, Dexter M.. et ala "Failure to Thrive in the Neglected 
Child," American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 37(4) :680-90, 
1967. 

Of an original sample of 50 neglected children, 41 were 
studied for a period of one to nine years. They found that over 
50% of the sample eventually manifested emotional disorders or 
were diagnosed as mentally retarded. . 

Button, Alan, "Some Antecedents of Felonious' and Delinquent 
Behavior," Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 2(3):35-37, 
Fall, 1973. 

A review of case studies indicates that child abuse was 
common among the delinquents studied. Their environments were 
characterized by large, unstable families in which the parents 
made use of excessive and irrational punishment. Ab"Llse of 
alcohol and drugs was evidenced by many of the parents, and the 
anti-social behavior of the delinquent was usually preceded by 
similar acts by the father or an older brother. 



Caffey, John "On the Theory and Practice of Shaking Infants. 
Its Potential Residual Effects of Permanent Brain Damage 
and Mental Retardation," American Journal of Diseases of 
Children, 124(1) :161-69, July, 1972. 

Shaking a child to make him behave, pay attention, or stop 
crying, is practiced widely in all levels of society by a wide 
variety of persons and "is generally considered innocuous by both 
parents and physicians." However, whiplash shaking and jerking 
of abused infants are common causes of skeletal injuries as well 
as cerebro-vascular lesions. The shaking of infants is particu­
larly dangerous because their brains are soft and susceptible 
to injury. 

Shaking is often overlooked when parents and physicians 
attempt to discover the source of a child' s injury. ,"Some, 
perhaps many, of the cerebovacular injuries which are currently 
attributed both clinically and microscopically to parental 
infections, congential malformations, birth injuries and genetic 
metabolic diseases are undoubtedly caused by undetected, 
depricated and inapparent whiplash shakings during the first 
weeks and months of life." 

Chase, Peter H., and Martin, Harold P., "Under Nutrition and 
child Development," New England Journal of Medicine, 282: 
933-39, April 23, 1970. 

Nineteen children admitted to the Denver General Hospital 
for "under nutrition" were matched against a control group and 
re-examined four years leiter. The folllow-up examination revealed 
tliat 68% of the sample cl"l.ildren were below the 3rd percentile in 
height, a.s compared to 15% of the control group. Likewise, 53% 
were below the 3rd perce:ntile in weiqht as compared to 21% of the 
control group. 

While a child may be able to catch up in height and \',eight 
in the right environment, if the "under nurtition" affected brain 
growth the child may have varying degrees of brain dysfunction 
tha.t can effect his motor, adoptive, language and personal or 
social development. . 

Children who were treated in a hospital during the first 
four months of life had fewer impairments than children treated 
at an older age. When tested for their Developmental Quotient, 
the control group scored 99.4 on the test and the undernourished 
group 82.1. However, the children who received -treatment during 
the first four months of their lives scored 95.1, and those 
treated later scored 70.3. 
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Chilton ,I R. "Family Disruption, Delinquent Conduct and the 
Effect of Subclassification," American Sociological Review, 
37:93-99,. 1972. 

An examination of 5,376 ~hi1dren known to the Florida 
Juvenile Courts showed some correlation between family disruption 
and juvenile delinquency. Over 83% of the children in the general 
population came from two parent families, but 40% of the juvenile 
delinquents came for one parent families, twice as many as the 
general population. It was also found that juveniles who committed 
serious Class A felonies were more likely to be from one parent 
families than youths who committed minor offenses. 

Collins, Camilla "On the Dangers of Shaking Young Children," 
Child Welfare, 53(3) :143-46, March, 1974, 

This article reviews and summarizes Caffey's 1972 article. 
The 27 case studies which Caffey used in his material are 
discus fled in more depth as is the case of a highly respected 
and sought after baby nurse who unknowingly killed infants by 
shaking them. 

Curtis, George C. "Violence Breeds Violence - Perhaps," 
All\e'ri'ca'n'Journa1of'P'sychiatry, 120: 386-87 , October, 1963. 

Children who are victims of parental brutality will evidence 
violent behavior later in life. Often, the violent behavior will 
be modeled after the parents. There is "a probable tendency of 
children so treated to become tomorrow~s murderers and perpertra­
tors of other crimes of violence - if they survive." 

Duncan, Jane Watson, and Duncan, Glen M. "Murder in the Fami1y= 
A Study of Some Homicidal Adolescents," American Journal 
of l?sychia'trYr 127(11} :74-78, 1971. 

In a study of five adolescent murderers, or adolescents who 
attempted murder, a pattern of parental brutality was found in 
the families. Generally, t',le father was excessively cruel and 
became the victim of the a t.tack. In the case histories c:i ted, 
one father was so cruel that his three sons calmly planned his 
murder. In another case, an alcoholic father who beat members 
of the family was killed by his son. It 'flas discovered that the 
father had experienced similar treatment as a child. 



Duncan, Glen, Frazier, Shevert, et al. "Etiological Factors in 
First Degree Murder," Journal of the American Medical 
Association, 168:1755, 1958. 

This study of six men serving' life sentences in the Minnesota 
state prison at Stillwater for first degree murder found that 
"remorseless physical brutali·ty at the hands of the parents had 
been a constant experience. Brutality far beyond the ordinary 
excuses of discipline had been perpetrated on them, often, it 
was so extreme as to compel neighbors to intercede for the boy." 

To surpress the rage they felt towards their parents they 
transferred it to their victims. Two of the men had the greatest 
rage, not for the abusing parent, but for the one they perceived 
as never having protected them from at:tack. In each case, they 
killed a girlfriend who had become a substitute mother figure. 

Easson, William and Steinkilber, Richard "Murderous Aggression 
by Children and Adolescents," Archives of General Psychiatry, 
4:1-9, June, 1961. 

The case histories of 8 boys, 7 who committed murderous 
assaults and 1 who was successful, showed that physical violence 
was either from parental example or through unconscious parental 
approval.. All of the subjec'ts displayed symptoms of inner tension; 
most were enuretic into adolescence and either sucked their thumbs 
or bit their nails. 

Ebbin, A •. , Gollub; M" et al. "Battered Child Syndrome at the 
Los Angeles County General Hospital," American Journal of 
D:i,sea's'es in Children, 118:660, 1969~ 

Primarily concerned with rec6gnition and the etiological 
characte;r:istics of the parents, this study found that 30% of the 
50 children in the sample demonstJ:ated significant growth retal:da~· 
tion r and 6% died from thier injuries. 

Eisenberg, Leon "The Sins ~f the Fathers: Urban D8cay and 
Social Pathology," 'American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 
32:5-17, 1962." 

In a group of 140 children in foster placement nearly 70% 
had been placed because of neglect and 30% because of juvenile 
delinquency. Eventually, 70% of the sample was referred for 
psychiatric help due to persistent and severe aggression. 50% 
had serious ~hcool difficulties. 30% were accused of stealing, 
30% of deviant sexual behavior •. 10% made overt attempts at 
suicide. 16% were chronic runaways, and 10% were enuretic. 
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Elmer, EliL.abeth and Gregg, Grace "Developmental Characteristics 
of Abused Children," Pediatric!1 40(4) :596-602, 1967. 

A sample of 50 children were studied over a period of years 
to determine the effects of child abuse. Severe child abuse can 
be predictive of later developmental difficulties. Many of the 
children evidenced speech defects and 75% of the children in a 
su~-sample of 20 subjects had severe emotional problems or were 
mentally retarded. 

Feshbach, Norma D. "The Effects of Violence in Childhood," 
Journal of Clinical Psychology, 2(3) :28-31, Fall, 1973. 

This article against the use of "violence" and physical 
punishment of children by parents and teachers discusses corporal 
punishment rather than child abuse. Exposure to violence in 
childhood can lead to personality and learning difficulties: 
"the degree of parental punitiveness has been found to },e postively 
correlated with various forms of psychology, especially delinquency 
and aggressive acting-out behavior." 

Fishoff, Joseph liThe Role of the Parent's Unconscious in 
Children's Anti ... social Behavior," Journal of Clinical 
Chi"ld PsychOlo"gy, 2(3) :31-33, Fall, 1973. 

Some of the more undesirable aspects of a pa.rent's 
personality may be unconsciously transferred to the ch3,.id( often 
by the time the child is three years of age. Anti-social behavior 
will be unconsciously projected onto the child and, it will be 
reinforced by parental approval. 

Fitti f R.M. and Bitt, A. "Behavio(t" Profile of Abused Children," 
the Child Guidance and Mental Health Clinics of Delaware 
County, Media, Pennsylvania, April, 1975. 

In order to create a behavior profile of abused children, 
28 abused children were studied at Dela.ware county ch;iJ.d guidance 
and menta.l healt clinics. The types of a.buse the children 
experie.nced ranged from beatings to burnings, malnutrition and 
sexual attacks. 

The types of behavior the children exhibited included: 
all 28 children ~ea~ed and distrusted adults, and 25 children 
showed unpredictable' b'ehavior that varied between extreme opposites f 
25 were inarticulate and 23 had a low self imCl,ge.. 14 were 
hyperkinetic or hyperactive.. In 11 of these 14 cases, there was 
minimal brain dysfunction. 

" . 



Gladston, Richard "Observation on Children Who Have Been 
Physically Abused by Their Paren.ts," American Journal of 
Psychiatry, 122:440-43, 1965. 

Abuaed children admitted to the Children's Hospital in 
Boston were observed. When first admitted to the hospital, many 
of the children displayed symptoms of shock, others were frightened 
of physical contact, and would attempt to hide under their bed 
sheets. Gradually, many of these symptoms of withdrawal disappear­
ed as the children began to respond to the attention and kindness 
of the hospital staff. 

Gladston, Richard "Preventing the AbusE! of Little Children: The 
Parent's Project for the Study and Prevention of Child Abuse," 
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 45(3) :372-181, 1975. 

Among the children observed at the Parent's Center, violent 
aggression and temper tantrums wer~ major forms of getting 
attention. While this behavior diminished after the child was 
in the program a while, these 'traits may never completely 
disappear. 

Goldfarb, William "Psychological Privation in Infancy and 
Subsequent Adjustment," Ameri'can Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 
15:247-55, 1940. 

15 children raised in an institutional setting were 
studied.. '1'he emotional deprivation the children experienced 
directly affected their intell~=ctual capac.i ty" All of them had 
a history of school difficulti~=s. Their personalities and 
behavior also showed the. consequences of deprivation. Many 
were enuretic into adolescence. Temper tantrums were common 
and, they demonstrated "incomp:rehensib1e'· cruelty to oul)er 
children and animals; frequently there was an absence of a normal 
amount of anxiety following acts of hostility or aggression. 
They were hyperactive or very disorganj.:zed. 

Green, Arthur H., Gaines, R. Sangrund, A., et al. PThe 
Psychiatric Sequellae of Child Abuse and Neglect," a paper 
read at the American Psychiatric Association annual meeting, 
1974. . 

The effects of abuse and neglect on ego function, intelligence, 
and behavior were measured. Three samples were created: 60 
abused, 30 neglected, and 30 "normal" children. The sample was 
evenly divided among males and females and included blacks, 
Hispanics, and whites. 
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All the children were tested for control of aggressive 
and sexual impulses, defensive functioning, ego competency, 
thought process, reality testing, object relations, concept of 
body image, self concept and levels on anxiety, depression and 
self destructiveness. The children were given the WISC, WPPSI, 
Rosarch, Bender-Gestalt, Human Figure Drawings, and Rosenzweig 
Picture Frustration tests. 

The results showed widespread impairment of ego function, 
intelligence, and behavior among the abused and neglected 
children. However, the results showed that the abused and 
neglected children, were equally impaired. 

Gregg, Grace S. "Physicians, Child Abuse Reporting Laws and the 
Injured Child. Psychological Anatomy of Childhood Trauma," 
Clinical Pediatrics, 7:120-25, 1968. 

Upon re-examining 20 children, previously hospitalized for 
abuse, only 2 of them could be considered "normal." Seven 
suffered from physical defects, 10 were functionally retarded, 
and 5 were abnormal in height and weight. 

Gregg, Grace S., and Elmer, Elizabeth "Infant Injuries: Accident 
or Abuse?" Pediatrics, 44:434-49, September, 1969. 

In this study of 113 children, 50% of the abused children 
were developmentally retarded. 

Gunn, Alexander D. "The Neglected Child," Nursing Tirnes; London, 
66(30) ;946~47, 1970. 

The disturbed behavior of adolescents and young chi,ldren 
may be symptomatic of neglect. Such children have a tendency 
to marry and have children at an earlier age than the general 
population. They often repeat the inadequate child rearing 
practices of their parents. 

Holder, Vera "The Battered ,Child at School,' I' Health and Social 
Service Journal, 86:71-72, January 10, 1976. 

This British study found that "a correlation between learning 
difficulties and abusive environments is almost undeniable." 
The residual emotional and physical consequences of battering 
may prevent the child from ever doing well in school. Learning 
problems may be the result of brain damage, particularly dyslexia 
and preceptual motor skills impairment. On an emotional level, 
the victim of abuse may be highly anxious; acute anxiety may 
cause hyperactivity. Learning problems with signs hf dyslexia 
and perceptual difficulties may also be the result of anxiety. 
II Sometimes , through battering a child becomes so anxious that 
his eyes can riot focus." 



Hopkins, Joan and Steele, Brandt F. Denver Child Protective 
Association, unpublished, study still in progress. 

Two hundred randomly selected cases of youths brought into 
the Juvenile Detention Center in Denver on delinquency charges 
were studied. Of the 100 youths whose parents were not inter­
viewed, 72% gave a history of abuse in their homes. The parents 
of the remaining children were interviewed in depth, and it was 
revealed that in 84% of the households there was a history of 
significant physical attacks against the child, including 
fractures. "A significant relationship exists between abuse 
and aggression and the pattern of delinquency shown by these 
children." 

Jacobson, Shirley, Fasman, Jean and DiMascio, Alberto 
"Deprivation in the Childhood of Depre$3sed Woman," Journal 
of Nervous and Menta'l Dis'ease, 160 (1) :5-14, January, 1975. 

374 women hospitalized for depression, 114 women on an out 
patient status, and a control group of 198 "normal" women were 
studied. The,purpose of the study was to see if. their depression 
was the result of overt childhood losses, such as death of a 
parent, parental separations or illnesses, or resulted from a 
poor quality of childhood experiences. 

There was no relationship between their depression as adults 
and childhood loss. However, the hospitalized women scored as 
having the least postive and the most negative childhood 
experiences of abuse, rejection, over protectiveness, punitive 
punishment and shaming. These negative childhood experiences 
contributed more to the adult depression childhood than loss. 

Jenkins, Richard L. and Bayer, A. ~Effects of Inadequate 
Mothering and Inadequate Parenting in Children." 
Intern:ational Journal of Social Psychiatry, 16(1) :72-78, 
1969. 

1500 subjects with child guidance problems were studied. 
278 were determined to have experienced inadequate mothering. 
The behavior problems associated with these youths includes: 
hostility, rebellious delinquent acts, sexual promiscuity 
and other sexual problems, resentfulness, and tendencies towards 
anxiety and depression. 

Jenkins, Richard L. "Child Parent Relationships and Delinquency 
and Crime," in: Etiology of Delinquent and Criminal 
Behavior, Walter C. Reckless ed., Social Science Research 
Council, New York 1943. 
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This article describes the uunsocialized aggressive child," 
who is cruel, defiant, quarrelsome, openly antagonistic to 
teachers, rude to persons in authority, tempermental, suspicious, 
and r~~vengeful. He has never known a normal parent-child 
relationship and has usually been rejected from birth or views 
himself as such. He constantly sees himself as a victim even 
when he is t.he aggressor. 

Jenkins, Richard L. "Deprivation of Parental Care as a 
Contributor to Juvenile Delinqu,ency," in: Childhood 
Deprivation, Albert R. Roberts ed., Charles Thomas Co., 
Springfield, Ill., 1974. 

liThe example of loss of control and violent behavior by 
the parent gives rise to a certain sanctioning or reinforcing 
of such behavior on the part of the child." The "unorganized" 
child is inadequate and immature, and he often views the world 
as a hostile and frustrating place. "They are ty.pically children 
who have felt, and who usually have been unloved in their homes." 
This child tends to run away from his problems. 

The "group delinquent" usually comes, from a large family 
where there is inadequate supervision. The absence of the 
father, or the presence of an alcoholic one, contributes to the 
childls behavior. The home is generally crowded, dirty, and 
inadequate and the child prefers the :; .... ,reet to his home. This 
child is very likely to join a gang ~~ search for ~ substitute 
home. 

Johnson, Betty and Morse, Harold, "Injured Children and Their 
Parents," Children, l5(4} :147-52, July-August, 1968. 

In a Denver, Colorado study of 101 abuse cases, nearly 
70% of the sample was below normal in physic""""':. and emotional 
development. Their parents were found to b,~ incompetent and 
impulsively over-reacted to stressful situations. 

Kaufman, Irving, Durkin, H., et al. "Deliniation of Two 
Diagnostic Groups Among Juvenile Delinquents: The 
Schizophrenic and the Impulse Ridden Character Disorder," 
Journal of the American Academy of Child psychiat'ry, 
2:292-319, 1963. 

Impulse ridden character disorders tend to be more closely 
associated with the residual consequences of abuse and neglect 
than schizophrenia. There are certain features associated with 
the parent-child relationship: 



1. recurring loss and discontinuity of sustained 
parent-child relationship either by desertion 
or emotional withdrawal of the parent. 

2. inconsistent child rearing ~ractices - alternations 
of indulgence and restriction. 

3. a model of overtly "delinquent" behavior by either 
parent or both. 

The ego mechanism such a child might employ are denial, 
projection, and identification with the aggressor. 

King, Charles H. "The Ego and the Integration of Violence in 
Homicidal Youth," American Journal of OrthoPl?ychiatry, 
45(1) :134-45, January, 1975. 

This study of 9 youths who committed homicides found that 
the "family situations were full of turmoil. Usually there were 
brutal fights between the parents. The children were subjected 
to beatings, the sample youth was most often singled out for 
abuse. Inconsistent and ineffective handling of the chiilldren, 
episodic desertions - most often by the father .••. were 
characteristic. Drinking by one or both parents was a serious 
problem leading to unpredictable mood swings and violence. A 
prevailing aura of fear seemed to persist." 

Feeling such an acute sense o~ rejection "all nine distrusted 
the environment, expecting to be harmed by people in any social 
intercourse." As a consequence, they try to anticipate hostility 
and rejection and react to it with their own aggression first. 
All tne children in the sample were educationally retarded and 
relatively inarticulate; consequently, they could not verbalize 
their ~eelings so they acted them out - usually violently. 

Loomis, W.G .. "Management of Children's Emotional Reactions to 
Severe Body Damage (Burns) ," Clinical Pediatrics 
(Phj,ladelphis'): 9:362 ... 67, June; 1970= 

Some parents abuse their children by deliberately burning 
them. This article abo~t accidental burnin~s shows that the 
victim o~ burns often suffers profound emotional as well as 
physical trauma. The enormous pain associated with bUrns is 
often overwhelming to the child, causing him to regress into a 
more infantile state of life. The victim's sense of trust may 
become severely impaired, particularly if he realizes that the 
in~liction of his injury was deliberate. 
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Lorr, Maurice and Jenkins, Richard L. "Patterns of Maladjustment 
in Children," Journal of Clinical Psychol~')gy, 9:16-19, 
January, 1953. 

Jenkins' theoretical categorizations of unsocialized 
aggressive, group delinquent and unorganized adolescents are 
expanded upon with behavioral and personality traits ascribed 
to each grouping. 

Lukianowicz, Narczy "Battered Children," Psychiatrica Clinica 
(Basel), 4(5):257-80,1971. 

This etiological study of abused children in Northern 
Ireland describes some short and long term effects of maltreat­
ment. The short term effects may be psychosomatic symptoms of 
emotional stress, bed wetting, enuresis, and encopresis~ The 
long term effects include (1) the child becoming withdrawn, timid 
and afraid; or (2)becoming a rebel, aggressive psychopath, and 
a battering parent himself; or (3)symptoms of brain damages such 
as varying degrees of intellectual retardation, or some forms 
of epilepsy. 

MacKeith, Ronald "Speculations on Non-accidental Injury as a 
Cause of Chronic Brain Disorder,P Developmental Medicine 
and Child Neurology, 16(2) :216-18, April, 1974. 

For every young child who dies f~om a subdural hematoma, 
there are four others who survive incapacitated. The author 
estimates that in England there are 400-450 new cases a year 
of chronic physical or mental handicap due to abuse. ThE~re are 
1600 new cases of cerebral palsy each year, and in 50% of the 
cases there is no adequate cause for the condition. Battering 
might be examined as one possible cause in these cases~ 

Martin, Harold "The Child and His Development;" in::':IJolping 
the Battered Child and His Family, Helfer and Kempe eas., 
Lippincott Company, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 1972. 

A follow-up study of 42 abused and neglected children seen 
at the JFK Child Development Center at the University of Colorado. 
It was found that "permanent damage to the brain is a frequent 
sequella of physical abuse. 43% of our study group have 
abnormality on follow-up neurological examination." The most 
common abnormalities were mental retardation and failure to 
thrive. 



The emotional consequences of abuse or neglect, particularly 
the absence of trust, are also discussed. Even with intervention, 
38% of the sample demonstrated language delay, an indication of 
their lack of trust of their envirQnment. The peer group 
relationships of these children are casual, their investigative 
behavior limited, and they let outside forces determine for them 
what the appropriate behavior should be rather than judging it 
for themselves through their own internal mechanisms .. 

Mc Carthy, Paul "Youths Who Murder," in: NATO Conference on 
Delinquents and Origins of Aggressive Behavior, the Hauge: 
Moulton Publishers, 1974. 

A study of homicides committed by youths in the Republic 
of Ireland found that 90 of the victims were related to the 
perpertrator, who in most cases, was openly rejected by his 
parents. 

Mc Henry, T., Girdamy, B., and Elmer, E. "Unsuspected Trauma 
With Multi-Skeletal Injuries During Infancy and Childhood," 
Ped~atrics, 31(6) :903-08, 1963. 

An examination of the records of 50 children admitted to 
a Pittsburgh hospital over a ten year period disclosed that 40% 
of them were retarded. However, it could not be accurately 
ascertained whether the retardation came before, or was the 
result of, the abuse. 

Minuchin, S., Auerswald, E., King, C., et ale "The Study and 
Treatment of Families that Prdduce Multiple Acting Out" 
BOysI'" American ~Tournal of Orthopsychiatry, 34:125-33, 1964. 

This article describes the relationship between inconsistent 
parenting and acting-out behavior of children. The mothers did 
not respond to the behavior of the child, and attempted to ignore 
him for as long as possible. When they did respond, it was 
usually ab;rupt and vi.olent. Such a pattern of response confuses 
the child and distorts his ego development - he is given no 
boundaries or guidelines by which he can judge the correctness 
of his behavior, and often he is incapable of seeing that his 
actions are wrong and impinging upon others. Because this child 
is frequently ignored, he will act out just to elicit a ~esponse 
from the parent, for even a painful response is an acknowledgement 
that he exists, 

Money r John, Wolff ( Georg, and Annecillo, Charles "Pain Agnosia 
and Self~Injury in the Syndrome of Reversible So~atotropin 
De;ficiency (Psychosocial Dwarfism), Journal of' Aut'ism and 
Childhood Schizophrenia, 2(2) :127-39;-April-June, 1972. 
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32 patients were treated at Johns Hopkins Hospital for a 
dwarfism syndrome characterized by reversible inhibition of 
growth. Prior to hospitalization, 69% of the sample had a 
positive history of severe physical punishment, abuse 10r alleged 
accidents. Pain agnosia, the lack of recognition of pain, was 
also present. In 14 cases the parents or caretakers reported 
a lack of response to injury. In another 11 cases the children 
were described as never complaining or crying - even when punished. 
Advances in growth and the lessening of pain agnosia were 
positively correlated with a change in environment and the 
diminishing of physcial punishment. 

Morse, Carol, et ala "A Three Year Follow-up Study of Abused 
and Neglected Children," American-Journal of Disease in 
Children, 120:439-46, November, 1970. 

Twenty-five children treated by the St~ong Memorial Hospital, 
at the University of Rochester were followed-up for a period 
of three years. During the course of the follow-up, -33% of the 
children were suspected of having been further abused or neglected. 

An assessment of the children's intellectual, emotional, 
social, and motor development was made, and 70% of the children 
were found to be below normal. 

Mushin, Alan S. "Ocular Damage in the Battered Baby Syndrome," 
Bri-cish Medical Journal, 3: 402-04, August 14, 1971. 

Serious eye damage is an often overlooked residual consequence 
of battering a child about the head. 19 children were observed, 
12 of whom had permanent impairment of vision affecting one or 
both eyes. Blows to the head may cause detached retinas, or 

·optic atrophy can result from hemroorrhages associated with a 
fractured skull of subdural hematoma. 15% of the sample went 
blind from optic atrophy. 

Office of the Children's Services, Judicial Conference of the 
State of New York, The PINS Child: A Plethora of Problems, 
New York, 1973. 

Thi:. durvey of 316 PINS children, (Person in Need of 
Supervision, a New York State Family Court Act definition of 
an ungovernable child) provides a ·stark picture of the role of 
the family environment in the behavior of the child. 26% of the 
PINS children had previously been known to the Courts as neglected 
children, as were 20% of their siblings. Only 27% came from 
intact, two parent households; 43% were born out of wedlock. In 
those cases where the child was legitimate, 55% of the fathers 
left the home before the child's fifth birthday. 

An assessment was made of the parents: 35% were termed 
"neglectful," 52% "inadequate," 49% "rejecting;" 36% "rigid." 



The report concluded that "these children have .•. set'ious emotional 
problems of their own, problems that are aggravated if not caused 
by the disorganization of their families, by inadequate and 
rejecting parents and disturbed siblings." 

Patton, Robert G •. and Gardner, Lytt "Influence of Family 
Environment on Growth: The Syndrome of Maternal Deprivation," 
Pediatrics, 30:957-62, December, 1962. 

. An examination of 6 children requiring medical attention 
for failure to thrive, suggesting that the condition of the 
children was an emotional reaction; there was nothing wrong 
with them organically, and they had ample food to eat. Their 
home life was characterized by grossly d~sturbed environments 
featuring parental emotional disorders, desertions, separations 
and alcoholism. The child's physical condition was a reflection 
of that environment, leading to a conclusion that "growth 
retardation may, at times, be a truly psychosomatic disorder." 

Polansky, Norman, Borgman, R., DeSaix, C., and Smith, B. "Two 
Modes of Maternal Immaturity and their Consequences," Child. 
Welfare, 49:319-23, June, 1970. . ----

A study to see what effects the apathy-futility and the 
childishly impu1isve syndromes of the neglecting parent have on 
the child. The behavior of the child was found to correlate 
with the behavioral syndrome of the mother. These two syndromes 
generally result in four possible consequences for the child: 

1. depri'V'·ation ... a:g~rression - frustration of the needs 
of a child can result in chronic hostility and 
aggression. 

2. depriva:t·i"on:-detacbinent ... frustration of the child 1 s 
needs may lead to an absence of trust and the child 
withdraws into himself. 

3. stimU"Ius-de;erivat·ion ... lack of individualized attention 
can result ~n the stunting of the cognitive intellectual, 
perceptual and motor abilities of the child. 

4. control';"'systems - the lack of parental guidance and 
behavioral role models may result in a distortion of 
the adoption of the proper internalized behavioral 
controls in the child. 

Prescott r James W. "Body Pleasure and the Origins of Violence," 
The F~ur'ist, 64-74, April, 1975. 

This article suggests that the deprivation of physical 
pleasure is a "major ingredient in the expression of physical 
violence." An infant deprived of parental contact and tender 
handling will have negative emotional reactions: "the deprivation 
of body touch, contact and movement are the basic causes of a 
number of emotional disturbance which include depressive and 
autistic behavior, hyperactivity, sexual aberration, drug abuse, 
violence and aggression." 
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This theory supports that belief that violence against 
children results in a. violent society. A cross cultural study 
of South American Indian tribes reve~,ls that 73% of the societies 
that inflicted physical pain and punishment on children had a 
high degree of adult violence as well. 

Reiner, Beatrice and Kaufman, Irving "Character Disorders in 
Parents of Delinquents," Family Service Association of 
America, New York, 1959. 

The behavior of the delinquent is often a reflection of 
the inadequate and neglectful behavior of the parents. In 
observing delinquents and their families at the Judge Bacon 
Guidance Center in Boston, it was found that "a m~jority of the 
parents fell into the character of impulse ridden character 
disorders," with violence and denial being principal mechanisms. 
I'A child born into such a family has a negligible chance of 
growing into a normal, healthy and useful adult." 

Reiser, David E. "Observations of Delinquent Behavior in Very 
Young Children," Journal of the American Academy of Child 
Psychia.try, 2: 50-71, 1963. 

Fifteen children were referred to the Putnam Children's 
Center in Boston because they were hyperactive, impulsive, 
aggressive, and destructive to an extreme degree. Such behavior 
was considered to be a precursor to delinquent conduct during 
adolescence. 

There were strong evidences of emotional and physical 
maltreatment of the children: "in some families both parents 
reacted towards the child as an int'l:;uder, a dangerous, destructive 
and dirty monster." One child was badly burned, anOllher kept in 
a cage, an another was kept tied up with rope. The resulting 
consequences were that speech was a relatively late achievement 
for all of them and 50% were still enuretic by age 5~ 

In order to test his hypothesis, 26 hyperactive, aggressive, 
destructive, children were tested against a group of 25 without 
any of these traits. 34% of the sample group became juvenile 
delinquents but none of the control group. 

Rolston, R. "The Effect of Prior Physical Abuse on the Expression 
of Overt and Fantasy Aggressive Behavior in Children," a 
doctoral dissertation, 123 pp., 1971, University Microfilmp( 
Ann Arbor, Michigan. 

Adoption of and identification with parental violence and 
aggression is a cQnunon residual consequence of maltreatment. 
However, while some children demonstrate aggressive behavior, 
others may become passive and withdrawn. 20 physically abused 



children were tested against a control group of 20. All of 
the children were in foster care. The control group had 
higher scores for competitiveness, truancy, destructiveness, 
and quarrelsomeness. They also showed more overt and fantasy 
aggressive behavior. On the other hand, the abused group showed 
higher ratings in docility, the need to placate others,~and 
somberness. They were also more inclined towards thumbsucking 
and masturbation. 

Rosen, Shirley, Hirschenfang, S. arld Benton, J. "Aftermath of 
Severe Multiple Deprivation in a Young Child: Clinical 
Implications," Perceptual and Motor Skills, 24:219-26, 1967. 

This study of one child describes some of the possible 
physical consequences of maltreatment. A 3 year old was admitted 
to the hospital in critical condition, suffering from malnutrition 
and dehydration. His twin brother, admitted with him in the 
same condition, died within hours 

Although he was 3 years old, he could not stand or walk. 
The lack of proper nutrition had impaired the development of his 
brain, and his vision, hearing, and speech were seriously impaired. 

Sadoff, Robert L. "Clinical Observation of Parricide," 
Psychiatric ~uarterly, 45(1) :65-69, 1971. 

In two case s't.udies of parricide, both minors had been 
treated cruelly and excessively by their parent victim. The 
behavior of the parent towards the child was so extreme that the 
child was pushed to the point of a lethal explosion. Afterwards, 
both youths felt relief rather than remorse. 

Sandgrund, Alice, Gaines, Richard and Green Arthur "Child Abuse 
and Mental Retardation: A Problem of Cause and Effect, I' 
American Journal of Mental Deficiency, 79(3):327-30, 
November, 1974. 

The cognitive development of 60 abused, 30 neglected and 
30 control children was tested. The subjects ranged in age from 
5 to 12.9 years and children with major skull traumas were 
excluded from the sample. The subjects were given the WPPS, WISC, 
Rorschach, Bender-Gestalt, Human Figure Drawings, Rosenzweig 
Picture Frustration, and Children's Appreciation tests. The 
"data revealed a disproportionate frequency of full scale IQ's 
below 70 among the abused and neglected children." 25% of the 
abused and 20% of the neglected children were mentally retarded 
as opposed to only 3% of the control group. However, the 
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Stratten, J., Menninger, K. et ala "Murder Without Apparent 
Motive," American Journal of Psychiatry, 117:48-53, 1960. 

Four men convicted of bizarre anq senseless murders were 
observed. All were judged "sane" and "without psychosis" by a 
team of psychologists. But all four men exhibited a background 
of "extreme parental violence during childhood." Childhood 
exposure to overwhelming stimuli, such as violence, before the 
child is capable of dealing with or mastering it, can lead to 
ego defects and poor impulse controls. 

Steele, Brandt F. "Child Abuse: Its Impact on Society~" The 
Journal of the Indiana State Medical Association, 68(3): 
19l~94, March 1975. 

This article discusses the impact of child maltreatment 
on society through its related consec.:uences of delinquency and 
adult. violence. "Violence is a family matter. It begins in 
the horne and it stays there." The childhood experiences of 
Sirhan Sirhan and Arthur Bremmer are discussed. Sirhan was 
placed in protective custody as a child because of the beatings 
he received from his father. 

ten Bensel, Robert W. The Battered Child Syndrome, . M.edcom Ilic. f 

New York City, 1971. 

This instructional pamphlet to aid doctors in recognizing 
child abuse also discusses some residual consequences of abu~e 
and neglect. An improper diet with a vitamin D deficiency may 
result in rickets. If the parents neglect the cleanliness of 
th,= chiLd, he may develop impetigo, eczema or other severe skin 
ras,\hes that may result in blood poisoning.. A resid,ual emotional 
consequence is also discussed: "Abused children, rather than 
regarding themselves as innocent victims, tend to accept their 
parent's view of them, ·t.hey are bad and deserve their battering. 
This attitude persists long past the battering period, and 
seriously undercuts their intellectual and emotional functioning. 
Ironically, and tragically, they themselves tehd to become 
batte:r:ing parents, thus perpetuating the cycle." 

Weston II James, an unpublished study, as referred to in the 
correspondence between Dr. Brandt Steele and the U~S. Senate 
Con~ittee on Labor and Public Welfare, page 231 of the 
hearings on the Child Abuse Prevention Act of 1973. 

100 consecutive cases of juvenile offenders reported to the 
Philadelphia courts were examined and each youth was interviewed 
in depth. 80% had a history of being neglected or abused as a 
young child. Nearly 40% could recall having been knocked 
unconscious by one or both parents. 



possible conclusion is qualified: "While the frequent occurrence 
of mental retardation among abused.children has been demonstrated, 
it remains to be shown conclusively whether cognitive impairment 
antedates abuse or is one of its effects." 

Schermerhorn, W. "The Neglected Child's Perception of the 
Public School Experience," a doctural dissertation, 202 pp., 
1970, University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, Michigan. 

19 neglected males were compared against a control group 
of 17 males. Both groups were evaluated through direct interviews 
and by classroom observation. The neglected children were found 
to be less capable of developing normal and positive human rela­
tionships. There were substantial differences between the groups 
in terms of self concept and the ability to establish peer group 
relationships. The neglected children also showed impairment 
in their perception of adults and teachers and in affiliation. 
Children may need greater structure and emotional support if they 
are to do well in school. 

Scrimshaw, Nevin "Early Malnutrition and Central Nervous System 
Function," Merril~'Palmer Quarterly, 15: 375-87, 1969. 

Malnutrition most seriously affects the very youngest 
children. The lack of protein and vitamins can destroy develop­
i~g brain cells in an infant. An improper diet, lacking protein 
and vitam~nsr can be just as destructive as a complete denial of 
food, Chase and Martin point out that the first four months of 
life are the crucial period in serious brain injury from 
malnutr~tion. Likewise, when rats are undernourished during the 
first 20 days of life they suffer a permanent reduction in the 
number of bra~n cells, even if they are fed properly thereafter. 
"Studies with experimental animals provides increasing evidence 
that early retardation of physical growth i.s assoc~ated with 
reduced brain growth and impaired learning and behavior in later 
life. " 

Silver, Larry B. et ala "Does Violence Breed Violence? 
Contributions from a Study of the Child Abuse Synd;t;'ome," 
AIneri'c'a'n' 'Jo'urna'l ·of Psychi'atry, 126:404 ... 07,. September, 1969. 

Violence does breed violence, particularly when the abused 
child ident~fies with the abusing parent in stressful situations. 
An examination of 34 cases of child abuse, revealed that while 
some of the children eventually learned to cope with emotional 
stress, others could not and must be considered as high risk 
parents and potential aggressive acting-out adolescents and adults. 
In the course of the study, 20% of the sampie were reported to 
the authorities for acts of juvenile delinquency. 
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Wright, Logan "Psychological Aspects of the Battered Child 
Syndrome," Southern Medical Bulletin, 58(3) :14-18, June, 
1970. 

In this follow-up study of abused children, 50% were 
emotionally disturbed and below normal intelligence levels. 
60% showed deficiencies in physical growth. Only 10% of the 
children in the sample are expected to develop normally. 

Young, Leontine Wednesday's Children, McGraw-Hill Co., New York, 
1964. 

During the course of studying. abusing and neglecting 
families,. 8% of the children were reported as juvenile 
delinquents. Some of the consequences nor a child who becomes 
withdraml due to maltreatment are also described. Very often 
this child develops a keen use of his sensory organs and is 
especially sensitive to the tone of a voice or the look on a 
face :as an early warning to him to keep quiet, to stop making 
demands, or simply to remove himself from the room or the house. 
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. 
CHILD·MALTREATMENT AND THE OFFICIAL 

SYSTEM: AN EXPLORATORY RESEARCH EFFORT USING DATA 
FROM RHODE ISLAND, NEW YORK AND FLORIDA 
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Gell es, R.J. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In 1975 we began a study of the definitions of child abuse and 
classificatory schemes employed by seven classes of professionals woo 
frequently interact with suspected abused ch1ldren and/or their families 
(physicians, emergency room physicians, elementary school counselors, 
elementary school principals, public social workers, private social 
workers, and police officers). The proposed goal of this research was 
to address the issue of child abuse from an innovative.direction. 
Rather than accept the official designations of child abuse as objective 
operational definitions of abuse and then proceed to assess factors 
associated with child abuse and plausible causal models, we chose to 
trea.t the official designations of "child abuse" as problematic. We 
asked the questions: what factors are used by diagnosticians to 
a) define abuse, b) identify abuse, and c) report suspected abuse,to 
appropriate agencies? We wanted to examine factors related to false 
positive and false negative diagnoses of abuse. 

In reality, what we chose to study, by focusing on definitions 
and classifications of suspected cases of child abuse, was the process 
by which child protective systems operate in identifying and respond­
ing to suspected and reported cases of child abuse. 

Our proposed research was broadened when we learned of official 
records on alleged child abuse available through a central Registry 
in the State of Florida Child Abuse. He proposed a detailed analysis 
of a representative sampl e of reports of chil d abuse recei ved by the 
Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services. 

The analysis of the Florida study will allow us to broaden our 
examination of how child protective systems work in identifying and 
responding to reports of child abuse. We would be able to move from 
an analysis of the factors which lead social service personnel and other 
professionals to report suspected child abuse, to an analysis of which 
factors of the child, family, and suspected abusive situation were 
related to whether the case was found to be valid or not and whether 
the case was 1 eft open or closed. . ' 

Shortly ,after, we were offered the opportunity to examine and 
ana'lyze data collected in New York state by the New York State Select 
r;ommittee on Child Abuse. This study was .a longitudinal study of a 
cohort of. children from eight different counties who were identified 
as maltreated in the 19505. This cohort was "followed" by tracking 
their future agency contacts within each individual county through the 
1970s. These contacts include contacts for status offenses and juvenile 
delinquency. A second cohort of childr2n 1abeled "persons in need of 
supervisionH or "juvenile delinquentsll in 1972 was tracked back in timE.~ 
to locC\te prey iOlls contacts for rna 1 treatme-nt. . . . , 

We have begun a secondary analysis of the data collected in the state 
of New York. The New York analysis has added to our research by giving 
us an opportunity to examine the impact of being labeled "maltreated" 
on the likelihood and duration of future contacts with. official qgencies. 

Thus, our original project expanded into a unique, three state, 
examination of the processes by. which children are suspected of being 

B:"'I-l 



Ge 11 es, R. J . 

abused, are labeled abused, diagnosed and initially categorized by 
protective agencies, and finally, how they are dealt with through a 
twenty year peripd of contacts with aaencies charged with caring for, 
or dealing with, children who are labeled in need of services. 

" 
II. PROGRESS 

Rhode Island Survey. Data collection on the issue of professionals' 
definitions of chi'ld abuse, views on causal factors, knowledge of the 
child abuse law, and factors which professionals respond to in identifying 
suspected cases of abuse has been completed. Three-hundred Rnd ninety 
seven completed questionnaires were returned. These questiollnaires 
were coded, the results key punched, and the data cleaned during the 
Spring of 1976. Preliminary analysis of the data is complete. A 
preliminary report from the questionnaire data was presented in November, 
1976 at an NCct~N conference in Annapolis, Maryland. A more detailed 
presentation of the findin~s was presented in June, 1977 to the Study 
Group on Problems in the Pr,::diction of Child Abuse and Neglect--
Wil;;lington, Delaware. . 

In addition to the qu~st;onnaire data, follow-up interviews were 
conducted with 72 professionals who had reported suspected cases of 
child abuse. These interviews were "conversational" interviews designed 
to gather in-depth data on the processes which guide decision making 
when professionals are confronted by suspected or possible cases of child 
abuse. 

seCOndary Analysis of data" from the State of New York. The 
secondary ana ysis of the data from the State of New York on the inter­
relationship between child maltreatment and lat~r contacts with official 
agencies we proposed was inconsistent with the original purposes for 
which the New York data tape was prepared. Hence, our proposed secondary 

g analysis required SUbstantial modification of the data tape received 
and as a result of the delays we had in producing a workable data file, 
we have examined, at this point, only the following issues: 

A. We have used var;0us techniques to assess and determine 
the extent of the interrelationship between child mal­
treatment and later contacts for juvenile delinquency 
and PINS. 

B. We have assessed the social and demographic characteristics 
associated with children who have early contacts for mal­
treatment and later contacts for juvenile delinquency 
and PINS. 

C. We have examined the length of time children remain in the 
social and juyenlle justice system and some background factors 
associ ated I'n I." 1 ength of time in the system. 

The preliminary arl\~,,,sl; '; of the data are enclosed as J~':V't of t~is Appendix. 
Examination oft); ,1d Abuse Reports Made to the State of Florida. 

Tt'e examination of child abuse reports received by the Florida Oepart- . 
ment of Health and Rehab'ilitative Services began with a feasibility 
study of examining these data. Legislation pending in Florida created 
a major roadblock to our study, legislation that required officials 
to destroy identifying infonnation on all reports detennined unfounded 
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and to immediately destroy all identifying information on all reports 
after 7 years. Since our study was designed to compare characteristics 
of founded and unfounded reports, thi~ legislatioQ \>,fas viewed as a final 

, roadblock to our research. " 
However, the legislation was not to go;into effect until Octobe.r 1, 

1977, and Florida officials indicated a willingness to draw a representative 
sample for us prior to October 1, 1977 after which data on unfounded 
cases could not be released. Arrangements were made to have Florida 
officials draw such a sample. Because of time limitations, the final 
representative sample of reports include data on 2890 families. Xeroxes 
of the reports were received at the University of Rhode Island on 
October 13, 1977. The Florida reports are now being analyzed and a code 
book and coding procedure is being prepared. 

Summary. Delays in hiring personnel, delays ;n securing access to 
needed data, and time used to render the original data suit~ble for 
analysis has had a major impact on our proposed research. It has only 
been in the past six weeks that we have been able to begin a detailed 
analysis of the New York data. It will be another 8 weeks before the 
data from Florida is ready for analysis. The majority of the delays 
were matters we could not control.. ' 

III. FUTURE PLANS FOR ANALYSIS 
After extensive time devoted to data collection 'and modification 

we now plan to engage in the following analyses: 
Rhode Island Survey Data. With the completion of the preliminary 

data analysis, we plan to begin a more detailed examination of the 
factors which influence the likelihood of a suspected case of child 
abuse being reported to an official agency. Specifically, we intend 
to examine the variation of reporting within and and between occupational 
groups. We intend to examine. how the characteristics of the'profession­
al influence his or her decision to report. Other factors to be looked 
at are: the definitions of abuse held by professionals, knowledge of 
the law, factors presumed as causing child abuse, and attitudes towards 
reporting and how these attitudes relate to the probability of a pro­
fessional (and a professional group) making a child abuse report. 

A second focus is to examine the interview data with the 72 
professionals who reported suspected child abuse cases and ~xamine 
what specific factors of given cases led them to report the case. 
These interviews also include discussions of cases which were reported 
that later turned out to be unfounded, and cases which were not 
reported which later resulted in furthur injury to the child at the 
hands of his or her parents or guardian. 

New York Data. We plan to continue our present analyses with the 
New York data. Our current work includes: 

1. Ass~ssing the minimum and maximum possible association between 
being reported for child maltreatment and contacts with JuvenIle 
justice and social service agencies later in life.. . 

2. Assessing factors related to contacts for both maltreatment 
and juvenile delinquency. 

3. Assessing factors rel ated to contacts for both mal treatment 
and status of.'enses. 
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4 •. Assessing factors related to duration of contact with Juy.enile 
justice, social service, and child welfare agencies. 

5. Assessjng the impact of the disposition of child maltreatment 
contacts on future agency contacts and dispositions. 

6. An analysis of the various "tYP~3 Q;f child clients" which have 
contact with child welfare, juvenile justice, and social service 
agencies. 

Florida child abuse report data. Our program of analyzing the 
data from Florida is to test the hypotheses stated in our earlier 
proposal. They are: 

Hypothesis 1: The more serious the reported abuse, the ~ore 
likely the case is to be confirmed. 

Hypothesis 2: Ca.ses of abuse reported by profes5ionals (doctors,' 
nurses, social workers, police, attorneys) are more likely to be 
confjrmed than cases reported by neighbors, relatives, or anonymously. 

Hypothesis 2a: Cases of abuse reported by family and friends are 
less likely to be confirmed than cases reported by strangers 
(non-family members). 

Hypothesis 3: Confirmation of a case of abuse is dependent 
on who is accused of being the child abuser (famjly, babysitter, foster 
parent, etc.). . .. 

Hypothesis 4: Type of disposition of the report influences 
the likelihood of recidivism (i.e: being reported again). 

~~thesis 5: Type of abuse reported varies by race, age, and 
sex of t e alleged victim of abuse. 

In addition, we can use the data to estimate population parameters 
concerning the demographic distribution of child abuse reports in 
the state of Florida. These estimates will be done with the caveat 
in mind that all counties ·in Florida do not send their child abuse 
reports to the central office and that reporting patterns vary, by 
county, in the state' of Florida. 

A cursory examination of the recently arrived Florida data has 
suggested two additional areas of investigation .that appear promising. 
First, social workers appear to be constrained, by law and by depart­
mental policy, in the dispositions ,they can make, and we intend tu 
incorporate this potential roadblock to valid findings of child abuse 
and neglect into our analysis. And, it appears that social workers 
tend to use a "set':· in defi ni n9 the val i di ty, and therefore the di s-' 
position, of a given case under investigation. This set may incorporate 
the apparent happiness of the child and the cooperativeness of thl~ care­
taker(s). Second, ou\' brief review of the case reports leads us to 
believe that the social service system may actually be used by some 
members of some families in an attempt to gain custody or-a child they 
believe is not being properly cared for. We feel these areas are or-­
sufficierlt importance to be incorporated into our planned analysis. 

S~nthes;s. Unfortunately, our examination of labeling and 
class; ying cases of child abuse has not gathered data from one 
state or one locality. Thus, to synthesize the data collected and 
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analyzed from the three states requires the caution that the three 
. states are not comparable in terms of how they handle and process 

cases of child maltreatment. Nevertheless, the three types of data 
we have give us the opportunity to project a model of the interactions 
between cases of child abuse and the child welfare and child protective 
systems. Combining the three data bases we can: 

1. Trace the processes by which cases of abuse are identified, 
analyzed, and selected for reporting to official agencies. . 

2. Examine what factors influence the disposition of cas~s once 
they (.I('e reported to official agencies. 

3. Assess what happens to the children after they have been 
reported as maltreated. Which children never have future official 
contacts and which children have continued and frequent contacts? 

Some possible conclusions which we might be able to arrive at 
concern an analysis of how child welfare and child protective agencies 
operate and for whom they operate. Are there any social biases in the 
operation of child welfare agencies--do they have a predisposition 
for working well for some children and poorly for others? Admittedly, 
these conclusions will be tentative and speculative. But they may 
offer a new insight into a facet of child abuse which has never been 
rigorously examimjd. Moreover, we will be in a position to develop 
"good" testable h'ypotheses which could lead to further clarifying the 
role of official agencies in dealing with cases of child abuse. 
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Part II 

Some Preliminary Findings on the 
Association Between Child Maltreatment 

and Juvenile Misconduct in 
Eight New York Counties* 

by 
, 

Andrea Carr 
University of Rhode Island 

October 20, 1977 

Copyright, 1978 Andrea Carr, Kingston, R.I. 

*This paper was prepared as a preliminary and speculativE? examination 
of a portion (the 1950 sample) of the New York data graciously made 
available to us by Jose Alfaro of the New York Select Committee on 
Child Abuse. His clarification of the sample design and data 
collection methods is greatly appreciated. Richard J. Gelles' 
theoretical insights and editorial skills have significa.ntly improved 
this preliminary effort. Eileen Hargreaves' devoted attention to 
detail in helping prepare and interpret the tables helped eliminate 
many en'ors that might otherwise have existed. And, Lisa Belmont 1 s 
careful typinq skills, through many drafts, are most appreciated. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This Report is based on official records data collected 

in eight New York counties (Alfaro, 1973) and uses only ·the 

"1950 sample" of that data set. This sample of children was 

obtained by searching county records and selecting all children 

in each of eight New York counties who were reported as maltreated 
1 

in either 1951 or 1952. County records were then searched, 

forward through the early 1970s and backward as far as county 

records permitted, for any other official contacts the sample 

children may have had for either maltreatment or for juvenile 

offenses (see Alfaro, 1973). 

A previous analysis (Alfaro, 1977) has revealed the 

empirical associati~n in these data between official maltreat­

ment contacts and official juvenile misconduct contacts. The 

present Report selectively extends. that analysis by assessing 

the strength of the revealed association between reported 

maltreatment and juvenile misconduct, by examining the affect 

1 
Siblings of children officially reported maltreated were also 

included in the sample. And, as two counties processed very 
large numbers of reports, it was deemed cost-prohibitive in these 
two counties to sample for an entire year--three months were 
selected, April, July, and February. Finally,' as county record 
keeping varied widely (see Alfaro, 1973), we have grouped the 
counties into high and low "contact-per-child" counties, based 
on the overall mean number of agency contacts ... per .... child .. 
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of selected background characteristics of the children on 

this empirically-found association between reported ~altreat­

ment and juvenile misconduct, and by examining the length of 

time the sample children remain in contact with the social 

service system(s). 
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Assessing the Strength of the Relationship Between Child 
Maltreatment and Juvenile Misconduct in New York 

Jose Alfaro (1977) has examined a sample of 4465 children 

and their siblings who had contacts for child maltreatment in 

the early 1950s with official agencies in eight New York counties. 

Using these data he has demonstrated that relationship between 

reported child maltreatment contacts and official contacts the 

sample children had for juvenile misconduct (juvenile delinquency-­

JD--and persons in need of supervision--PINS) through the 1950s, 

1960s, and 1970s. Alfaro finds relationships ranging from 

about 10% to nearly 30% (Table 1) between early contacts for 

child maltreatment and later agency cont~cts for various 
2 

categories of juvenile misconduct. 

Since siblings of those reported as maltreated are 

included in the sample, and assuming that even ~po'su're to 

violence in the home may be associated with juvenile misbehavior, 

we have i.ncluded those children with only juvenile contacts 

(Table 1) to arrive at a total empirically found relationship 

between officially reported child maltreatment and juvenile 

misconduct. The relationship between those two types of contact 

ranges from 9% in Suffolk county to 30% in Monroe county. 

2 
In this section of the report we have included I'sexual abuse" as 

maltreatment in order that our results be comparable with Alfaro's 
{1977} analysis. However, we have excluded this form of maltreat­

'ment in subsequent sections, as we feel it is a special form of 
maltreatment. 
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The relationship for all eight counties is 20%. That is, 

one in five sample children who had child maltreatment contacts 

(or were siblings) were later offici~lly reported as delinquent 

or in need of supervision. If no relationship actually existed 

we might still by chance or error exp~ct to find perhaps a 5% 

relationship. If juvenile contacts among the gener;::tl population 

of children (maltreated or not) were known we might be better 

able to assess the strength of the approximately 20% empiricallY 

demonstrated relationship in Table 1. 

The relationships presented in Table 1 have not taken into 

account the validity of the offic:Lal maltreatment report. If 

an association between maltreatment and juvenile misconduct 

exists, then those children with valid official maltreatment 

contacts would be expected to show an even higher percentage 

of children with both maltreatment and juvenile contacts. In 

Table 2 we compare the relationship between maltreatment contacts 

and juvenile contacts: a)for all 1950 sample children; and, 

b)for those 1950 sample children with at least one valid maltreat­

ment contact. Surprisingly, there is little difference. Only 

in New York county does the relationship increase by more than 

2 or 3 percent, and even there the increase is only about 4 

percent. Perhaps, Table 2 should iriclude, in addition, only 

valid officially reported juvenile contacts. Ort perhaps, mere 

contact with official agencies is a ~validating" experience in 

itself. 
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Without population data it is possible to delineate foul: 

general factors that make this seemingly high relationship 

clearly a conservative estimate of the actual relationship: 

1. The New York data are entirely official records 

data. And, such records are often lost through 

fires, purposeful destruction, administrative 

policy changes, etc. We have explicitly recognized 

this problem by separating the counties into high 

and low "average contact-per-chi1d" counties. 

More importantly, a child may have an official 

maltreatment contact and later engage in juvenile 

misconduct but not be officially recorded as such. 

Thus, our estimate is an underestimate of any 

relationship that might actually exist in the 

ei<,;rht counties. 

2. Some children may be so seriously abused that they 

die or are institutionalized for life. These 

children, then, will not later have official 

contacts for juvenile misbehavior. Thus, again, 

the 20% relationship underestimates the true 

association between official maltreatment contacts 

and official juvenile misconduct contacts. As 1% 

of the New York sample children died of maltreat­

ment we can partially estimat~ the conservatism 

introduced by these factors. 
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3. The sampling design was intra-county (see 

Alfaro, 1973). That is, official records 

within each county only were searched. Thus, 

migration patterns impose limits on the 

relationship that can be found. Some children 

who have been officially found maltreated in a 

non-sample county will move into a sample county, 

and, perhaps, be recorded as delinquency contacts 

only. Other children included in the sample 

because they had maltreatment contacts in the 

early 1950s may move out of the county and have 

juvenile contacts. Yet these children, in this 

data, will appear to show no association between 

maltreatment and juvenile misconduct. 

Table 3 attempts, crudely, to estimate the affect 

of migration on the relationship between early 

and later contacts. Counties with high net 

migrations should show relatively low relation­

ships between maltreatment and juvenile misconduct, 

other things being equal. Generally, this is born 

out as of the four counties with relatively high 

net migration (in or out) three do show relatively 

1m\' relationships. WE~stchester county seems to be, 

to some degree, an exception. 
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4. Finally, and no~ mutually exclusive from the 

migration pattern problem, the possible 

relationships are understated by statute 

limitations on the age of eligibility for 

delinquency and PINS contacts. For most of the 

period covered by the data children were 

eligible for JD and/or PINS conLacts only if 

they were between 7 and 17 years of age. If a 

child were included in the sample because of a 

maltreatment contact at ~ge 1, he would not even 

be eligible for a delinquency contact for six 

years. A sibling included in the sample might 

already be 18 and thus never eligible. Indeed, 

at any given contact some of the children will 

not be eligible for juvenile contacts by virtue 

of their age. .And, some children have fewer 

official contacts than others. 

Table 4, therefore, presents both the percent of 

children no longer available (they have no further 

official contac~s) and, for those with a given 

contact, the percentage eligible for juvenile 

contacts. In the low contact counties most children 

have two or fewer contacts and the percentage eligible 

varies widely as the percent base drops dramatically 

after contact two. Among high-contact counties, 
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New York and Erie counties consistently, from 

contact two through five, have smaller percent-

ages of children eligible for juvenile contacts, I 
thus reducing the possible relationship between 

maltreatment and juvenile contacts. And, New I 
I 

York is the county that shows the lowest 

empirically found relationship among these high-

I contact counties (Tables 1 and 2). Erie county 

ap~~ars to be an exception, perhaps explained 

by relatively high population increase (Table 3) I 
or other factors not presently available. 
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The Affects of Background Characteristics on Maltreated 
Children and on Those Maltreated Children With 

Juvenile Contacts 

Official records data collected on children who were 

identified by official agencies as victims of maltreatment in 

the early 1950s (Jo~e Alfaro, 197?) provide selected background 

information on a sample of 4463 children. In this section, 

we address two questions: l)do children with official maltreat-

ment contacts (the 1950 sample children) differ in background 

characteristics from the general population of children (in 

the eight counties sampled)? and, 2)do the subset of children 

with maltreatment contacts and either delinquency (JP) or 

status offense contacts (PINS) differ in background from those 

children with only maltreatment contacts? 

This is an exploratory examination of the background 

characteristics of children officiallY labelled "maltreated." 

Children are classified in terms of the nature of their contact 
3 

with official agencies. Children with official corttacts for 

·maltreatment and juvenile misbehavior have been divided into 

two groups: 1) mal treated children who also had delinq11ency 

contacts (JD}i and, 2)maltreated children who also had status 

offense contacts (PINS). It is important to note that these 

two categories of children are not mutually exclusive: a 

3 
Classification is based on only the fir.st referral reason in 

the data--as many as seven are listed for some contacts. 
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maltreated child with a delinquency contact may also have had 

a PINS ~antact, and a maltreated child with a PINS contact may 

also have had a delinquency contact. We intend, later, to 

examine children by looking at mutually exclusive categories 

but time constraints preclude such examination at present. 

The <.1ata on child maltreatment and juvenile delinquency 

in New York are based entirely on official records (Alfaro, 

1973). Thus, only a limited set of background cl~racteristics 

is available for each child. Specifically, we have data on 

the sex, ethnicity and religion of each child. Additionally, 

we have data on the Qresence of the mother and fat,her in the 

home at the time of contact, the number of persons in the 

household, and whether the child was born out-of":"wedlock. 

These data (see Table 5) are remarkably complete, with the 

exceptio~ of ethnicity where data are missing for nearly 15 
4 

percent of the children. 

Background Variables. While causal inference is premature, 

all variables (except "presence of parents in the home") are 

likely to be prior in time to any of the incidents leading these 

children in the sample to being identified by official agencies 

as ma.ltreated. The presence of parents in the home is at least 

contemporaneous with such incidents. For some of the variables 

4 
One county--Broome~-is primarily responsible for this relatively 

high rate of missing data among low contact~per~child counties. 
Among high contact-per-child counties both Erie and Monroe 
contribute relatively heavily--20% to 25%-~to ~he overall rate of 
missing data on ethnicity. 
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we have corresponding population data on the eight sample 

counties for comparison, a reasonable control group (although 

the general populati.on includes maltreated children). We will 

explore the relationship between these background characteristics 

and contact for maltreatment and contact for both maltreatment 

and juvenile misconduct. 

1. Sex. In the literature a consistent finding is that 

boys are more likely than girls to be physically abused 

(Straus, 1971; Gell~s, 1977:21). Gelles' figures (1977) are 

based on a nationally representative sample of intact famili.; I. 

Among those children in New York who had contact with official 

agencies for maltreatment in the 1950s we find no difference 

by sex (Table 6). One reason our results are different from 

Gelles' is that our sample is not representative and maltreat-

ment is not simply violence, but also includes behaviors which 

might better be called "child neglect." However, even when we 

look at child abuse (defined as physical attacks or serious 

risk thereof) we find boys no more likely to be abused than 
5 

girls. The pe:r::centage of boys and g;trls among the New York 

sample of maltreated children are much the same as similar 

percentages for th~ general population in every sample county. 

5 
Although these data are not presented, we have examined abuse 
(defined as physical harm or risk thereof) and neglect separately. 
From time to t'i..me we will report on these findings but the number 
of tables involved precludes our presenting them here~ 
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However, there is a major difference between boys and 

girls when we consider maltreated children who also had juvenile 

contacts. In every county, boys are much more likely than 

girls to exhibit a pattern of maltreatment and delinquency. 

And, this is especially true in low contact-per-child counties 

(Table 6). 

The affect of sex on maltreatment and status offenses 

(PINS) types of contacts is less clear. In three of the four 

high-contact counties girls are somewhat more likely than boys 

to exhibit this pattern of contacts. But the difference is 

qu.ite small. In low-contact count.ies sex appears to be unrelared 

to contact types involving maltreatment and PINS. 

In sum, the proportion of boys and girls among the mal-

treated sample appears much like that of boys and girls in the 

general population. And, the fact that being a boy is more 

highly associated with maltreatment and delinquency patterns 

of contacts may very well only reflect that boys, in the general 

population, are more likely to be officially tagged as delinquent 

than are girls. Sex, in this data, then, appears to be unrelated 

to having an official contact for maltreatment, or, among those 

with maltreatment contacts, to having a contact for delinquency 

or status offenses. 
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2. Religion. To the extent that religion has been 

assessed in child abuse literature, any relationship tends to 

reflect marginality rather than an attribute of the religion. 

We do not have data on the distribution of religion in the 

general population of these eight counties, an~ such data 

would be necessary to assess the marginality of a particular 

religious group in any particular county. And, in any event, 
6 

a careful examination of our data reveals that, on the whole, 

membership in any particular religion does not appear to be 

associated with children being offic~al~y recorded as maltreated, 

or with the officially labelled and maltreated children in the 

sample also h~ving official juvenile contacts. 

3. Ethnicity. More child abuse is found among the lower 

socio~economic families than high~r socio~economic families 

(Gelles, 1977). But, the ~cause~ of this association is unclear. 

Some argue families of lower socio..-economic status are more 

violent, while others argue that poverty and lack of statue; 

subject such families to greater stress. Some point to the 

relative isolation of the poor, while others note that clGse, 

dense neighborhoods and the attention of social service agencies 

to such families merely increases 'their chances of being seen 

and "caught I' as child abusers. Perhaps, social service personnel 

have come to expect such behavior from these families and are 

more willing to see a particular overt behavior as a.buse. And, 

perhaps the Pcause" is several, o~ Pall~ of these factors. 

6' 
Tables on religion ar~ not included here, see footnote 5. 

B-II-13 
~ . 
.. 

--------------~--~'-- .. ---------



We have no indicator of socio-economic status in the 

data on background characteristics. But, we do know that the 

non~white population in this country is highly over-represented 

among the poor. Following on the research on SES and child 

abuse, we would expect that non-whites would be proportionately 

more likely to be reported as maltreated children than whites. 

It is also well established that non-whites are proport:lonately 

more likely to come to official attention for juvenile misconduct 

than are whites. But, are non-whites even more likely to have 

both maltreatment and delinquency or status offenses contacts 

with official agencies? 

Table 7 confirms that non-whites a~e disproportionately 

representee:. .~~mong the 1950 sample of children selected because 

they were officially in contact with agencies for maltreatment, 

or were the siblings of such children. In all but one county 

with a substantial non~white population, the non~white percentage 

among the reported maltreated children is about double the 

percentage of non-whites in the most recent population year--1970. 

And, in New York county this percentage reaches a level where 

~ceiling effects" make it unlikely that it could be higher: 

while a fifth of New York county's population is non.-.white, 

nearly two~thirds of the 1950 sample children are non~white. 

In two counties- ..... Kings and Honroe .. -non .... whites are not 

only disproportionately represented among children with mal­

treatment contacts, but are substantially more disproportion­

ately represented among children \·,rith both mal treatment and 
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juvenile contacts, especially delinquency contacts. And, in 

all high contact-per-child counties at least one of the 

interaction contact patterns--maltreatment and JD, or maltreat­

men't and PINS--shows a higher percentage of non-whites than 

the percentage of non-whites among all maltreated children in 

the 1950 sample. tn low contact-per-child counties the low 

proportion of non-whites in the population and the degree of 

missing data on ethnicity (see Table 5) make interpretation of 

data impossible. 

In short, being non-white increases one's chances of being 

officially recorded as maltreated" but more importantly ethnicity 

also appea,rs to increase one's chances of being reported as 

maltreated and delinquent or in need of supervision (PINS). At 

this point, we can only report that being non-white ,increases 

one~s chances of being officially tagged, for maltreatment and 
, 

even more so (in some counties, at least) for maltreatment and 

juvenile misconduct. 

4. Family Composition. Researchers investigating child 

abuse ,and delinquency have argued that ,various aspects of family 

composition affect these two behaviors. Gelles (1977) observes 

a repeated finding in child abuse research is the positive 

association between child abuse and family size (see also, Gil, 

1971:644). Many have s~ggested that pregnancies occurring 

before marriage or early in a mi3.rriage may reflect an um'lanted 
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pregnancy or a severe stress on an already stressful relation­

ship. And, premarital pregnancies, unwanted pregnancies and 

children born out-of-wedlock have been shown to be associated 

with child abuse (Zalba, 1971:59; Bennie and Sclare, 1969:975; 

and Wasserman, 1967:177). Finally, abused children have been 

shown to dispropor'tionately come from female-headed households 

(Gil, 1971:664). 

~opulation per Household. A positive association between 

family size and child abuse appears to be a consistent finding 

in the child abuse research (Gelles, 1977). In Table 8 this 

consistent finding is confirmed in our sample data. When 

compared to the general population of these eight counties, the 

families in the sample of maltreated children are always twice 

as larg~, and often as much as thre~ times as large as the 

average family size in the populations of these counties. And, 

this conclusion appears to hold equally for high and low 

contact~per~child counties. 

In high contact-per~child counties those maltreated children 

who also have official contacts for delinquency and/or PINS tend 

to come from even larger families than do those chilqren who 

are in the total 1950 sample. In low.,...contact counties there 

are not enough cases for a realistic assessment of the impact 

of family size on the chances of the sample children' having 

mal treatm'ent contacts or of having two types of contacts'<:"',-mal ... 

treatment Cl.nd juvenile contacts. 

• B-II-16 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

It appears that the data presented here support the 

previously found association between family size and child abuse. 

But, Table 8 also suggests that coming from a large family may 

increase the chances of being officially in contact with official 

agencies over a longer time and for both types of contacts--both 

maltreatment and juvenile offenses. Perhaps, large families 

are more known and visible and therefore more likely to come 

to official attention for any given type of behavior. Or, 

possibly large families are simply more stressful social settings. 

Out-of-Wedlock Birth. It has been shown that children 

born out-of~wedlock are more likely .to be abused than other 

children. Table 9 clearly shows that a disproportionate number 

of children in the 1950 sample (selected primarily because they 

had maltreatment contacts in the e'arly 1950s) were born out,..·of-. 

wedlock, ~3hen compared with children in the general population 

of these eight counties. And, in low-contact counties this is 

even more apparent: more than three times as many children were 

born out~of-wedlock among those with maltreatment contacts than 

in the general population. 

Yet, a central issue in this research is the relationship 

between maltreatment contacts and juvenile misconduct contacts. 

The literature does not address the question of whether an 

unwanted pregnancy increases or decreases the association between 

maltreatment contacts and juvenile misconduct contacts. The 

number of children in low-contact counties with both maltreat-

B-II-16 

• 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 

II 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

ment contacts and juvenile contacts precludes our assessing 

the affect of out-of-wedlock birth on these children. Yet, 

they are more likely than children in the general population 

to be born out-of-wedlock. 

In high-contact counties, the evidence generally suggests 

only that being born out-of-wedlock increases the probability 

of having official ~ontact for maltreatment. With the exception 

of children in New York county with nlaltreatment contacts and 

PINS contacts, children with both types of contac~s are no 

more likely to have been born out-of-wedlock. Children with 

both maltreatment and juvenile contacts are, however, about as 

likely as oth€~ maltreated children (or their s~blings) to be 

born out-of-wedlock. 

In New York county it is interesting to speculate about 

why it is children with maltreatment and PINS contacts, and 

not maltreatment and JD contacts who are much more likely to 

be born out-of-wedlock. Perhaps, status offenses are typical 

of children not just born out-o~-wedlock, not just children of 

unwanted pregnancies, but truly unwanted children. 

Parental Presence in the Home. While we do not have 

comparative population figures on the presence or absence of 

mothers and fathers among families in the eight New York counties, 

our finding that 41 percent of the fathers are absent (Table 10) 
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does seem high. It seems likely that the 1950 sample children 

are less likely to be living with their fathers than children 

in general. Whether 15 percent of the mothers being absent is 

disproportionately high is more difficult to assess: children 

often do live with other relatives, more and more frequently 

live with their fathers only, and certainly among those 

children with valid maltreatment contacts many (although less 

tnan might be expected--see Alfaro, 1977) are placed in foster 

homes and institutional settings. 

Still, two things are particularly noteworthy in Table 10. 

First, the absence of either a mother or father does not a~Dear 

to be more prevalent among children with both types of contacts-­

maltreatment and juvenile. Second, in the high-contact-per-child 

counties, more so than in the low-contact counties, mothers and 

father~ are more likely to be present among the eotal 1950 sample 

children with both maltreatment and juvenile contacts. And, 

this is especially true for mothers--in keeping perhaps with 

the finding that child abuse is more prevalent in female-headed 

households. The high contact-per-child counties seem more 

affected by ethnicity than low-contact counties (Table 7). And, 

now, we find that low-contact counties appear more affected by 

this family composition varia.ble--the absence of the parents, 

especially the mother. Fur'ther exploration is clearly indicated. 
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Time in the System 

Approximately two fifths of the 1950 sample children had 

only one official contact whether for maltreatment or for 
7 

juvenile misconduct. It should be remembered that having only 

one officially recorded contact, in these data, is a conservative 

estimate of the actual number of official contacts: som~ 

official records are lost or destroyed; and, the intra-county 

sampling design further suggests th~t some official contacts 

may occur in another county and thus not be recorded in these 

data. 

For the nearly 60 percent of the sample with two or more 

contacts, our initial results indicate that, overall, the 

children remained in the system an average of six years (Table 

11). Children with only maltreatment contacts, or only juvenile 

contacts similarly tended to rernain in the system abo.ut 5 or 

6 years. Children with both maltreatment and juvenile contacts 

(about 20 percent of the 1950 sample - see Table 1) remain in 

the system longer--in most counties four to five years longer. 

This, of course, is not a surprising result, but we intend to 

examine this result in terms of background characteristics, 

validity and dispositions in order to better understand the 

exact meaning. 

7 
This also means that they could have behaved in ways or may 
have been subject to behavior which might have put them at 
risk of official contacts. Nevertheless, there is only one 
contact recorded in these data. 
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Table 11 is also a bit unusual in that, unlike many of 

the "by-county" data we have previously presented, the data 

do not vary by the county subgroups we have formed based on 

"contacts-per-child." There is a great deal of county variation 

in th~ average time in the system, but it does not appear 

related to the number of contacts. We intend next to explicit-

ly examine the time in the system by the actual number (and 

type) of contacts a child has. 

It might be expected that boys, once in contact with 

official agencies, might be watched more closely and therefore 

spend, on the average, more time in the system. In Table 12, 

we see this is not ~o, at least for those with two or more 
8 

contacts. There are counties where boys, particularly if 

they have interaction contact patterns~-maltreatment and 
9 

juvenile contacts--are likely to be in the system longer. 

Still, this is not a consiste~t finding, but rather a finding 

limited to specific counties and specific cont.act patterns. 

It can be similarly argued that non-whites might be 

engulfed by the system for longer periods of time than whites. 

Their resources for avoiding the system may be more restricted 

and expectations on the part of social service agencies may 

expose non-whites to greater risk of repeated official contacts. 

8 
Girls may be more likely to have only one official contact, but 
time constraints preclude our reporting data to support or deny 
this contention. 
9 
See Broome, Kings and Monroe counties, particularly "interaction II 
patterns. 
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In Table 13 it is clear that among those children with only 

maltreatment contacts, our expectation is not met--except for 

selected counties with small numbers of children, non-whites 

are "in the system" for about the same average length of time 

as are white c~ildren. However, among those children with both 

maltreatment and juvenile contacts--interaction patterns--non-

whites are in the system longer, on the average, in the seven 

counties where a comparison can be made. And, it appears to 

be more than an entire year longe:t in nearly every case. 

These tables, then, suggest that the length of time spent 

in the official social se'rvice system of these eight New York 

counties depends on. having both maltreatment contacts and 

juvenile contacts. Further, Table 13 suggests that at least 

some background chardcteristics tend to increase the time in 

the system for those with both types of official contact--mal-

treatment and juvenile. 

The small N's for the "juvenile contacts only" pattern is 
10 

a result of the sample design. However, we can, and will, 

repeat the analysis using the New York 1970 sample in order to 

better assess whether "juvenile contacts only" tend to keep 

children in the system longer than do "maltreatment contacts 

only. " 

10 
The New York 1950 sample was selected because the children had 
official contacts for maltreatment, or were the siblings of 
children who did., The New York 1970 sample was selected because 
the cr..ildren included had official contacts for juvenile misconduct. 
There will, therefore, be more children in 1970 sample with 
"juvenile contacts only.1I 
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I Table 1. Relationships Between Child Maltreatment 
and Juvenile Contacts, 

, 

I 
By County, 1950 Sample* 

Maltreatment and JD and/or 

I JD and/or PINS PINS only Total 

I Broome 8.1% 2.0% 10.1% ( 247) 

I 
St. Lawrence 15.2% • 7.1% 22.3% ( 99) 

I 
I Suffolk 6.0% 2.7% 8.7% ( 301) 

I Westchester 11.9% 7.5% 19.4% { 428} -", 

I Subtotal 9.7% 4.8% 14.5% (1075) 

I 
Erie 21.0% 2.9% 23.9% (1259 ) 

I 
I 

Kings 18.3% 2.9% 21.2% ( 618) 

I Monroe 28.0% 1.5% 29.5% ( 528) 

I New York 13.4% 2 .1~~ 15.5% ( 821) 

I Subtotal 19.7% 2.5% 22.2% (3226) 

I 
Total 17.2% 3.1% 20.3% (4301) 

I 
I 

*IIMiscellaneous" contacts have been excluded. 

I 



Table 2. 

Broome 

St. Lawrence 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

Subtotal 

Erie 

Kings 

Monroe 

New York 

Subtotal 

Total 

Relationships Between Child Maltreatment 
and Juvenile Contacts, 

By County, 1950 Sample* 

Maltreatment and 
Juvenile Contacts 

8.1% 
( 247) 

15.2% 
( 99) 

6.0% 
( 301) 

9.7% 
(1075) 

21.0% 
(1259) 

18.3% 
( 618) 

28.0% 
( 528) 

13.4% 
( 821) 

19.7% 
(3226) 

17.2% 
(4301) 

Maltreatment and Juvenile 
Contacts for Those With at Least 

One Valid Maltreatment Contact 

8.9% 
( 191) 

17.9% 
( 84) 

5.5% 
( 182) 

10.5% 
( 400) 

9.8% 
( 857) 

21.5% 
(1168 ) 

19.8% 
( 531) 

28.2% 
( 525) 

17.1% 
( 5S6) 

21.5% 
(2780) 

18.8% 
(3637) 

*"Miscellaneous" contacts have been excluded. 

,.'--_._-------------
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Broome 

St. Lawrence 

Suffolk 

West.chester 

Erie 

Kings 

Monroe 

New York. 

Table 3. Migration Patterns 
from 1950 - 1960 ' 

In the Eight New York Counties 

Total 
Population 

15.1% 

12.5% 

141. 5% 

29.3% 

18.4% 

-4.0% 

20.3% 

-13.4% 

Net: 
Migration 

-0.3% 

~4.2% 

116.6% 

17.3% 

3.1% 

14.0% 

6.2% 

-18.6% 

Natural 
Increase 

15.4% 

16.7% 

24.9% 

12.0% 

15.3% 

9.9% 

14.1% 

5.2% 

(Source: County and City Data Book, 1967, 

A Statistical Abstract Supplement, U. S. 

Department of Commerce.) 
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Table 4. Percent of Children Eligible for PINS/JD Contacts for Each County 
for Contacts 1 through 7 

1950 Founded and Unfounded By Child Sample 

County Contact 1 Contact 2 Contact 3 Contact 4 Contact 5 Contact 6 Contact 7 
% % % % % % % % % % % % % % 
NA E NA E NA E NA E NA E NA E NA E 

Broome 5 42 67 39 78 38 92 46 95 29 98 14 98 0 
( 281) 

St. Lawrence 1 58 40 71 80 70 92 50 93 57 97 33 98 50 
( 101) 

Suffol k 4 46 67 63 90 66 97 80 99 100 100 100 
( 308) 

, 
-" , 

Westchester 3 40 70 72 88 71 94 82 97 33 98 40 99 17 
( 475)' 

Subtota 1 ,- 3 44 66 62 85 58 94 66 97 40 98 30 99 15 
(1165 ) 

Erie 17 30 33 46 52 61 69 73 81 80 89 83 93 81 I 

-(1290) 

Kings 10 43 34 59 56 71 73 88 87 85 95 97 97 94 
( 625) 

Monroe 15 29 30 54 58 76 74 83 85 85 92 80 95 78 
( 545) 

New York 10 35 44 48 62 62 77 71 86 72 90 80 95 80 
( 838) 

Subtotal 13 34 35 50 56 66 73 77 84 80 91 83 95 82 
(3298) 

Total 11 37 43 52 64 65 78 76 87 77 93 80 96 77 
(4463) 

-------------------
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Table 5. Missing Data on Available Background Characteristics. 
1950 New York Sample of Children \'lith Haltreatment Contacts. a 

(N=4463) 

N Percent 

Sex 7 .2% 

Ethnicity 652 14.6 

Mother's Birthplace 3 .1 

Religion 4 .1 

Born Out-of-Wedlock 36 .8 

Mother Present in the Home 56 1.3 

Father Present in the Home 80 1.8 . 
b 

Pop,uldtion per Household NA NA 

a 
This sample also includes siblings with any type of official contacts - mal­
treatment or juvenile. 

b / /' 
.... 

As this variable includes parents, siblings and non-s;m1ings who might be 
resident in a household, missing data is not distinguishable from the ab$ence of 
a person in'the household. 

i 

1 

-I 



Table 6. Sex: Percent Males and Females 

Broome 

St. Lawrence 

Suffo 1 k 

Westchester 

Subtotal 

Erie 

Kings 

~1onroe 

New York 

Subtota"' 

Total 

a 

In the General 
Population a 

Males 

49% 

50 

50 

48 

NA 

49 

49 

48 

48 

NA 

NA 

Females 

51% 

50 

50 

52 

NA 

51 

51 

52 

52 . 

NA 

NA 

In the Total 
1950 Sample 

Males Females' . 

50% 

50 

51 

54 

52 

54 

52 

51 

47 

51 

51 

50% 
(280) 

51 
(101) 

49 
(308) 

46 
(474 ) 

48 
(1163 ) 

46 
(1286) 

48 
(624 ). 

50 
(545) 

53 
(838) 

49 
(3293) 

49 
(4456) 

Taken from Tables prepared by Jose Alfaro (1977). 
b 

Among Children with 
Maltreatment Contacts andb 

JD Contacts PINS Contacts 

Males Females 

86% 

79 

89 

83 

84 

81 

82 

69 

70 

77 

78 

14% 
(14) 

21 
(14) 

11 
(9 ) 

17 
(30) 

16 
(67) 

19 
U67) 

18 
(67) 

31 
(80) 

30 
(54) 

23 
(368) 

22 
(435) 

Males Females 

56% 

44 

52 

52 

55 

34 

44 

46 

47 

48 

44% 
'.9 ) 

{"l} 

56 
(9) 

48 
(27) 

48 
(46) 

45 
(148) 

66 
(59) 

56 
(97) 

54 
(65) 

53 
(372) 

52 
(418) 

As noted in the text, the two contqct patterns presented here are not mutually exclusive. 

-------------------
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Table 7. Ethnicity: Percent Non-White 

I 
In the General In the Total Among Children with 

I 
Populatton _____ )950 Sample Maltreatment Contacts and 

1950 1970 ______________ J[) C_oJltactL __ Elti~Contac~s 

I Broome .5% 1.4% 0% 0% . 0% 
(112) (12) (6) .. 

I St. Lawrence .2 .6 0 0 
(ltJ1) (14) m 

I Suffolk 4.9 5.2 17 0 
(266) (8) (14) 

I 
Westchester 6.2 10.2 . 34 27 41 

(472) (30) (27) 

I Subtotal NA NA 22 13 29 
(951)_ (64) (38) 

I Erie 4.8 9.6 18 25 22 
(1006) (146) (125) 

I 
Kings 7.8 26.8 35 48 47 

/" 
(615) (67) (58) 

/ 

I 
Monroe 1.7 7.9 16 38 17 

(410) (68) (79) 

New York 20.6 29.2 66 62 69 

I (829) (52) (67) 

Subtotal NA NA 35 38 34 

I (2860) (333) (329) 

, Total 6.5 13.2 32 34 34 

I 
(3811 ) (397) (367) 

a 

I See footnotes to Table 2. 

I 
I 
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I 
a I Table 8. Average Population Per Household 

For I 
In the For the Total 1950 Sample Children with 
General 1950 Maltreatment Contacts and 

Po ulation, 1950 Sam le Children JD Contacts PINS Contact 

B1"oome 3.35 5.84 5.14 5.11 
I (281) (14) (9) 

St. Lawrence 3.63 9.02 8.36 
(101) (14) (1) I 

Suffolk 3.31 5.29 4.78 6.67 
(308) (9) (9 ) I 

Westchester 3.40 5.08 5.30 6.48 
(475) (30) (27) I 

Subtotal NA 5.66 5.84 6.50 

I ( 1165) (67) (46) 

Erie 3.42 7.52 7.81 8.17 
(1290) (167) (149) I 

Kings 3.36 7.39 7.63 7.66 
(625) (67) (59) I 

Monroe 3.26 7.64 8.04 7.52 
(545) (80) (97) 

I New York 2.80 6.13 7.02 6.74 
(838) (54) (68) 

I 
Subtotal NA 7.16 7.71 7.66 

(3298) (368) (373) I 
Total NA 6.77 7.42 7.53 

(4463) (435) (419) I 
a 
See footnotes to Table 2. 

I 
I 
I 
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1able 9. Percent Born Out-of-Wedlock. 

I In the General In the Total 
Po ulation 1950 Sam le 

I 
I Broome 3% 16% 

(274) 

I St. Lawrence 4 13 
(101) 

I Suffolk 2 12 
(307) 

Westchester 5 20 

I (471) 

I Subtotal NA 16 
(1153 ) 

I 
Erie 5 12 

(1276) 

Kings 8 19 

I (624) 

Monroe 6 21 

I (539) 

New York 18 27 

I (836) 

Subtotal NA 19 

I 
(3275) 

Total NA 18 
(4428) 

I 
a I See footnotes to Tab 1 e 2. 

I 
I 
I 

Among Children with 
Maltr~atment Contacts and 

PINS Contacts JD Contacts 

0% 0% 
(,9 ) (14) 

21 

'I 
\1 ) (14) 

11 0 
(9 ) (9) 

11 13 
(27) (30) 

9 10 
(46) (67) 

9 14 
(149) (167) 

14 10 
(58) (67) 

23 28 
.(96 ) (79) 

43 24 
(68) (54) 

20 18 
(371) (367) 

19 17 
( 41.7) (434) 



'IF 

Table 10.Parental Absence: The percent of 
Mothers and of Fathers not living with the Child. a 

In the Total Among Children with 
1950 Sample Maltreatment Contacts and 

PINS 'Contacts JD Contacts 

~1other Absent Father Absent Mother Absent Father Absent Mother Absent Father Absent 

Broome 37% 51% 44% 38% 43% 57% 
(277) (276) (9 ) (8) (14) (14) 

St. Lawrence 26 17 0 50 
(101 ) (99) --r1) --rn (14) (14) 

Suffolk 12 47 0 78 11 33 
(306) (304) (9 ) (9) (9) (9) 

Westchester 36 50 30 56 21 41 
(463) (463) (27) (27) (29) (29) 

Subtotal 29 47 26 56 20 46 
(1147) (1142 ) (46) (45) , (66) (66) 

Erie 9 31 8 30 11 37 
(1265) (1258) (14,' ) (146) (163) (162) 

Kings 13 33 17 36 12 31 
(624) (623) (59) (59) (67) (67) 

t~onroe 4 42 3 44 4 45 
{537} (529) (97) (96) (80) (80) 

New York 15 55 18 46 11 56 
(834) (831) (68) (67) (54) (54) 

Subtotal 10 39 10 37 10 41 
(3260) (3241) (371 ) (368) (364) (363) 

Total 15 41 12 39 11 41 
(4407) (4383) (417) ( 413) (430) (429) 

a 
See footnotes to Table 2. 

-------------------
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Broome 

St. Lawl~ence 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

Subtotal 

Erie 

Kings 

Monroe 

New York 

Subtotal 

Total 

Table 11. Average Number of Years Between First and Last 
Contact of Any Type for Those 1950 Sample Children 

with Two or More Contacts* 

All 1950 Children with only Children with 
Sample· . Maltreatment Contacts Maltreatment 

and Juvenile Contacts 

5.74 4.19 10.87 
. ( 85) ( 61) ( 17) 

4.58 3.09 "7 ;.27 
( 62) ( 43) ( 15) 

7.00 6.33 10.84 
( 101) ( 77) ( 18) 

7.81 7.86 8.56 
( 138) ( 244) ( 51) 

6.62 5.62 9.16 
( 386) ( 244) (101) 

6.63 5.65 9.53 
( 905) ( 651) (227) 

4.99 4.14 7.86 
( 420) ( 294) (107) 

9.08 7.76 11.29 
( 382) ( 231) (142) 

4.23 3.07 8.22 
( 463) ( 356) ( 97) 

6.23 5.08 9.43 
(2170) (1532 ) (573) 

6.29 5.15 9.39 
(2556) (1776) (674) 

Children with 
only Juvenil e 

Contacts 
-~ ----- - -----

( Z) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

6.40 
(19) 

7.03 
(29) 

6.23 
(23) 

2.42 
(11) 

7.28 
( 8) 

6.38 
( 9) 

5.60 
(51) 

6.12 
(80) 

*Based on eleven contacts. (less than one percent had more than eleven contacts}. 



Table 12. Mean Number of Years Between First and Last I 
Contact of any Type for Those 1950 Sample Children 

with Two or More Contacts I 
Maltreatment Only Interactions Juvenile Only I 
Males Females Males Females Males Females 

I 
Broome 5.17 3.19 11.83 9.11 

. ( 31) ( 30) ( 11) ( 6) ( 2) ( 0) I 
St. Lawrence 2.87 3.35 7.96 

( 23) ( 20) ( 12) ( 3) ( 2) ( 2) I 
Suffolk 6.05 6.64 10.34 11.83 

( 41) ( 36) ( 12) ( 6) ( 4) ( 0) 
I Westchester 8.46 7.28 7.78 10.13 6.30 6.68 

( 31) ( 32) ( 34) ( 17) (14) ( 5) 

I 
Subtotal 5.85 5.38 8.90 9.73 7.16 6.64 

(126) (l18) ( 69) ( 32) (22) (7) I :'.:". 

Erie 5.36 5.93 8.88 10.80 6.90 4.32 I (.315 ) (334) (152) ( 74) (I7) ( 6) 

Kings 4.28 4.01 8.31 7.22 3.10 1.60 
I (144 ) (150) ( 63) . ( 44) ( 6) ( 5) 

Monroe 7.39 8.05 11.65 10.82 7.24 
(lOt~ ) (129) ( 80) ( 62) ( 5) ( 3) I 

New York 2.87 3.24 8.19 8.25 2.83 
(159) (197) ( 53) ( 44) ( 5) ( 4) I 

Subtotal 4.88 5.26 9.31 9.60 5.64 5.51 I (720) (810) (348) (224) (33) (18) 

Total 5.03 5.27 9.24 9.62 6.25 5.83 I (846) (928) (417) (256) (55) (25) 

I 
I 
I 

l I 



I Table 13. Mean Number of Years Between First and Last 
Contact of any Type for Those 1950 Sample Children 

I 
with Two or More COntacts 

I Maltreatment Only Interactions Juvenile Only 

White Black White Black vJhi te Black 

I 
Broome 3.90 ~ 9.78 

I 
. ( 36) ( 0) ( 13) ( . 0) ( 2) ( 0) 

St. Lawrence 3.09 7.27 -
I 

( 43) ( 0) ( 15)"' ( 0) ( 5) ( 0) 

Suffolk 5.17 7.49 10.19 -
( 51) ( 19) ( 12) ( 0) ( 2) ( 0) 

I Westchester 7.40 9.70 7.54 11.13 7.60 5.70 
( 50) ( 12) ( 33) ( 16) ( 7) (12) 

I Subtotal 5.04 8.35 8".32 11.13 8.78 5.70 

I 
( 180) ( 31) ( 73) ( 16)" (15) (12) 

Erie 5.54 4.22 9.13 19·49 7.40 

I ( 421) ( 66) (150) ( 41) (13) ( 3) 

Kings 4.20 3.68 8.16 7.78 3.44 9.42 

I ( 201) ( 77) ( 59) ( 37) ( 5) ( 6) 

Monroe 7.77 7.83 11.31 11.37 

I 
( 148) ( 27) ( 87) ( 28) ( 3) ( 3) 

New York 2.82 3.37 6.73 9.67 7.47 

I 
( 121) ( 1147) ( 35) ( 49) ( 1) (7) 

Subtotal 5.24 4.00 9.28 9.74 5.88 6.29 

I ( 891) (317) (331) (155) (22) (19) 

I Total 5.21 4.39 9.11 9.87 7.06 6.06 
(1071) (348) (404) (171) (37) (31) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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History and Methodology 

In April, 1973, the Select Committee received from the 

New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services a grant 

to "design a research plan to study the interrelationship 

between child abuse and neglect and later socially deviant 

behavior." This phase of the research project ended in June, 

1977, with the completion of a pilot study, the development of 

the research design, including the data collection instruments 

and the data code book, and the preparation of a Feasibility 

Report. In June, 1977, the Division of Criminal Justice Services 

a,,,arded the Select Committee a grant to conduct the research 

project. 

During the feasibility stage of the project, eight counties 

were tested for their suitability for the study. Broome county, 

in the southwestern part of the state, includes the city of. 

Binghamton. According to the 1970 Census, 221,815 people live 

in Broome county, and in 1950, 184,698 people lived in the 

county. Erie county includes the second largest city in the 

state, Buffalo. In 1970, 1,113,491 people lived in Erie county, 

while 899,238 lived there in 1950. Kings county is part of New 

York City, and is otherwise known as the boro of Brooklyn; 

2,602,012 people lived in this county in 1970, while its 

population was even higher in 1950, 2,738,175. Monroe county 

includ~s the city of Rochester. In 1970, 711,917 people lived 
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in ~his county, while 487,632 lived there in 1950. New York 

county is part of New York city and is usually called Manhattan. 

In 1970, 1,524,541 people lived in this county, while 1,960,101 

lived there in 1950. St. Lawrence county is and was completely 

rural in the northern part of the State along the St. Lawrence 

river boundary with Canada; in 1970, 111,991 people lived in 

this county while 98,897 lived there in 1950. Suffolk county 

is in the eastern part of Long Island, and it has changed from 

a rural to a suburban community between 1950 and 1970. Its 

population in 1970 was 1,127,030, while its population irt 1950 

was only 276,129. Westchester county is a suburban area 

adjacent to New York City, and it is known for its large number 

of middle and upper income families. In 1970, 894,406 people 

lived in this county, while 625,816 had lived there in 1950. 

These counties were chosen because they had an active 

child protective system in the 1950's, because their records 

were thought to be complete, and because they provided a mixture 

of urban, suburban, and rural communities. Three of the 

counties, Broome, Erie, and Monroe, have all three types of 

communities within them. An attractive feature, also, was the 

presence of colleges or universities from which students could 

be recruited to help collect the data for the study. 

The project director visited the social service agencies, 

Family Courts, and the Probation Intakd Services in the eight 

counties during the feasibility or pilot stage of the project. 
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The cooperation and agreement of these agencies to participate 

in t~e study was obtained. The files and records of these 

agencies was examined to determine the condition of the records, 

thEir completeness, and their adequacy in supplying the data 

needed for the study. The indexing and cross-referencing 

:3ystems of each agency and court were also examined. 

This examination revealed that some records had been 

destroyed in three counties. In Broome county, the Social 

Services Department had recently been unified through the merger 

of three separate agencies, the Social Service Department of 

Binghamton, the similar department for the cities of Johnson, 

Endicott, and Union, and the similar department for the remainder of 

Broome county. The case records in the Binghamton Department of 

Social Services that had been inactive since 1963 had been 

recently destroyed. In Suffolk County, a fire destroyed the 

Children's Court (the predecessor to the Family Court) in 

~956. In Westchester, the prime child protective agency in the 

early 1950's was a private agency, the Society for the Prevention 

of Cruelty to Children, which was merged with the Department 

of oocial Services in the mid'1960's; its records were lost or 

destroyed in the merging process. However, many records were 

preserved, and a decision was made to continue the study in 

t~ese counties because of their different demographic 

characteristics. 
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Witb the assistance of a research methodology consultant, 

a research design and data collection instruments were develop­

ed. (See Appendix D for a copy of the original, approved 

research design.) The research design called for the creation 

of two dis~inct samples of children and families. The first 

would include all children, and the siblings of children, who 

were reported as abused or neglected in one year of the early 

1950's. The second sample would include all children reported 

as delinquent or ungovernable in three months of one year in 

the early 1970's. These two samples would be kept separate 

from each other throughout the data collection and analysis. 

Initial plans were to use 1952 as the sample year, but in 

some counties it was more feasible to use 1953 records. The 

sample from Erie and St. Lawrence counties includes all the 

child protective cases that have been preserved from that year. 

The sample from Monroe county represents all the reported cases 

from 1953, while the sample from Kings and New York counties 

include all the cases reported in February, July, and October 

of 1953. The sample from Broome and Westchester counties 

include all reported cases from both 1952 and 1953. The sample 

from Suffolk county, which includes only Social Service Depart-

ment cases since the court records had been destroyed in a fi=e, 

involves cases reported between 1951 and 1954. Partial years 

were used to construct the sample in Kings and New York counties 

because of the relatively large volume of cases and the limited 
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time available for collecting the data. The sample in Broome, 

Suffolk, and Westchester counties involved more than one year 

in order to generate a sample comparable in size to the other 

counties. The sample drawn in three counties in which records 

had been destroyed included more than one year in order to help 

off-set the effect of the accidental or ,planned destruction of 

cases. 

1950's Sample 

Entire Year 

1952 

1953 

Partial Year 

1953 Feb., July, Oct. 

1952 
and 

1953 

1951 
thru 
1954 

Combined Years 

Erie County 

St. Lawrence County 

Monroe County 

Kings County 

New York County 

Broome County 

Westchester County 

Suffolk County 

The 1950's sample was generated by recording the names of 

all the children, and siblings of children, in families reported 

for suspected child abuse or neglect to either the Children's 

Court, the Family Court, a public or a private child protective 
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agency in the sample year. The names were obtained in various 

ways, depending on the agency or court. Intake Register books, 

court docket books, petition books, case lbad rosters, and even 

case records themselves had to be examined in order to establish 

which children and families were reported for child abuse and 

neglect in the sample year. 

The sample for the second population studied was drawn 

from the records of juvenile delinquency and ungovernability 

contacts with the Family Court in the eight counties. In Erie, 

Kings, New York, st. Lawrence, and Suffolk counties, the sample 

was drawn from the months of February, July, and October 1971. 

In Monroe and Suffolk counties, it was the entire case load for 

1971. Initial plans were to use 1972 as the sample year, but 

since it would have meant including some cases that were still 

open ....... and hence whose reco:t.1s might not be in the file cabinets-.... 

it was decided to use 1971 as the sample year where possible. 

In two counties, 1972 had to be used in order to include 

the Probation Intake records, which were not retained for more 

than a year. (Xn Broome county, Probation Intake records are 

kept for only two months.) 
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1970's Sample 

Entire Year 

1971 

Partial Year 

1971 Feb., July, Oct. 

part of Feb-Ju1y­
October 

1972 Feb., July, Oct. 
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Broome County 

Kings County 

New York County 

St. Lawrence County 

westchester County 

Erie County 

Monroe County 

Suffolk County 



The Records Used in the Study 

Family Court 

Probation Intake Records 

Since the Probation Servi~e of the Family Court "diverts" 

approximately 50% of the juveniles known to the Court in 

delinquency and supervision cases, the Family Court records only 

contain half of the juvenile cases reported to the Court 

each year. Therefore, the Probation Intake records were 

also used to identify children reported as delinquent or 

ungovernable. 

The Probation Intake master file lists all contacts with 

a juvenile and when the case was a~i'justed or sent to Court. 

In New York and Kings counties all the children in one family 

that had contacts are listed on one card filed under the mother's 

name. The Probation case records provided the names and ages 

of all family members and the demographic information needed 

for the study. Broome county did not keep any records on cases 

that had been adjusted. 

Since probation intake records-~especially of adjusted 

cases~-are not preserved for longer than a year, the 1950\s 

sample had few probation intake contacts. Only 208 out of 

11,320 contacts were with the court intake unit. 
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Cour.t Records 

It wa~ possible to identify children brought before the 

Family Court in child abuse, neglect, juvenile delinquency 

and supervision proceedings in five of the counties from 

either the Court's petition file, docket book, or petition 

ledger, which were all chronologically arranged. 

In Broome and Westchester counties the docket books or 

other indexes from the early 1950 f s could not be found, and 

it was necessary to go through the court case records in 

storage to identify children reported to tlie Court as abused 

and neglected twenty years ago. These cases were not sorted 

by case type 1 so it was necessary to go through all of them. 

The Suffolk Family Court building burnt down in 1956 and all 

of its records were destroyed. However, docket book::; and case 

records are intact since 1956. 

Best,des l?rovidinl,J ident;i.fying data, some of, the docket 

book:;;· or l?et~,t±on ledger::; gave the disl?osition of the case 

and the re~erral source. The Court petition contained the 

names of the parents and the birthdates of the children. 

Information on the nature of the contact and the court's 

disposition was obtained from the court case records or 

legal files on each case. 
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The Family Courts also had an alphabetically arranged 

central index file of all cases brought to Court. These 

indexes were cross referenced for the same individual and 

show each time he was naIned on a Court petition. However, 

the indexes were not cross referenced to other names of the 

family. In Broome county the case records for one individual 

are kept together and filed under the most recent case. 

Protective Service Agencies 

with the exception of the Brooklyn Society for the Prevention 

of Cruelty to Children, EF.ie county Children's Aid Society and 

the St. Lawrence Department of Social Services, most protective 

service agencies either never maintained an intake register or 

did not keep it for old cases. However, in all counties but 

Suffolk, the case records were filed by case numbers assigned 

chronologically, according to the agency's first contact with 

the family~ Therefore, it was easy to locate the case records. 

Most of the cases were consecutively numbered, though the records 

of families with long histories did not fit this pattern. 

Each child protective agency has an alphabetical master 

index file of all cases handled by the agency. Most of these 

indexes did not list the nature of the service involved; in the 

early 1950's, child protective services often were not distin­

guished from other child welfare services. In the New York 

City Department of Social Services, codes designating the units 
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to which cases were assigned had to be deciphered to find 

out what services were given to the family in order to know 

which case records had to be read. 

Where the index files or registry books give the reason 

for the service, it was possible to identify the cases of 

abuse and neglect immediately. The Brooklyn SPCC, Erie CAS 

and St. Lawrence DSS registry books provided immediate 

identification of abuse and neglect cases. 
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BROOME COUNTY 

Department of Social Services 

In Broome county the Department of Social Service has 

always handled reports of abuse and neglect. Shortly before 

the study began; the Department was reorganizea~ The Depart­

ment had previously been organized as three sepa,rate systems, 

each with its own set of files. Binghamton had one system, 

the cities of Union, Endicott, and Johnson City had another, 

and the third system encompassed the rest of the county. 

Before the study began, all records on families in 

Binghamton whose last contact with the agency was more than 

ten years old were destroyed. The corresponding cards in the 

master index file were also destroyed. The Commissioner cited 

approval from the State Department of Education to do so. 

The reorganized Broome DSS maintains two sets of indexes 

of cases known to the agency. One index is in the central 

office, and the other in a separate building several miles 

away that houses the Children's Services division. During the 

course of the study, the researchers discovered that the index 

in the central office was not entirely reliable; many cases 

listed in the Children's Services index were not listed in the 

central office index. DSS personnel had no explanation for 

these inconsistencies. Though both indexes were checked, prime 

reliance was placed on the Children's Services index. 
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The reorganization of the Department also created problems 

in obtaining case records. In the consolidation, some records 

were misplaced and could not be found readily; a few were never 

located. In other instances, the records on a family were split 

into parts; the child protective aspect of a case was handled 

by one worker, and the foster care aspect by a differe~t worker 

in ano·ther unit. Wbm a case was transferr€::0. from unit to unit 

it was often given a new case number and a separate file was created. 

~herefore, it was necessary to discover the separate elements 

and records of a case and gather them together. In other 

situations, an older volume of a case would be in the closed 

file and the newer one in the active file. Finally, some 

supposedly missing cases were discovered to be active, even 

though they were not listed on the roster of active cases. 

These cases were found by asking individual case workers if 

they were familiar with the family. Some records were found 

in desk drawers. The case enteries were typed and generally 

in chronological order. 

Family Court 

Thr~ Court docket book listed cases monthly by category 

of char~e. It contained the date of the petition, case number, 

the respondent's name, the child's names ,::md if it was a DSS 

case. The docket books a1.e put in a vault at the end of the 

year. However, the,docket books for the early 1950 l s were 

missing. Old court records are stored in the dome of the old 
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county building. To identify the .. 1950's sample, it was necessary 

to go through boxes in the dome, read the records on families, 
; .... 

and find those with a contact in the sample year. 

The case records have the same information as the docket 

book plus the address of the family and the names of a.ll the 

parties in the action, as well as the details on the referral 

reasons and disposition of the action. There is one case file 

for each action. If a child is involved in more than one action 

all his case files are kept together with a rubberband and filed 

by the date and number .of the most recent qase. The numbers 
I 

of the case records are sequential and issued chronologically. 

A letter on the outside of the file is a code for the type of 

case. The coding system was changed in the 1960~s to reflect 

the newer judicial conference coding system. 

There is an index file card on each case by the respondent's 

name. All contacts are cross referenced on the c~rd as well 

as on the front of the case folder. 

Probation 

The Probation records from the old Children~s Court no 

longer exist. Even on recent cases, the Department does not 

keep any record of daily intake beyond two months. Their only 

permanent records were on cases where the Court placed someone 

on Probation Supervision. 
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Information obtained in Broome County 

Due to the destruction of the, Binghamton case records 

that had been inactive for ten years--the largest population 

center in Broome county--very little information on the 

Department of Social Services' involvement with many of the 

families in the 1950's sample could be obtained. Social Service 

information on children in the 1970's sample was generally 

available, however, the researchers often had to look in 

three or four places before the case record could be found. 

From the Family Court, the old cases that came into Court 

on abuse or neglect petitions were identified and the names, 

birthdates and the names of the parents were obtained. The 

disposition, cross-referencing for the past and later cases 

involving the same individual, and the names and.birthdates of 

other siblings not involved were also obtained and coded from 

the legal case records. 

The Jocket books also gave the names of children alleged 

to be delinquent or in need of supervision in 1971. Where a 

probation investigation report was made, a copy was obtained. 

The Department of Social Services' and the CQurtis index indicated 

if any of these children had been the subject of prior abuse 

or neglect reports, and the case records supplied the details. 

It is interesting to note that in Broome County the 

Family Court frequently has substituted neglect petitions for 

delinquency or ungovernability. In some instances the behavior 
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of the juvenile could be attributed to neglect on the part of 

the parents. However, in most cases the neglect petition was 

substituted in an attempt to obtain services, and more place­

ment possibilities were available to a child adjudicated 
, 

neglected or abused rather than delinquent or ungovernable. 

These changes of petitions ~ere recorded through the coding 

system. 
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ER1E COUNTY 

Children's Aid Society 

The Children's Aid Society handled abuse and neglect 

reports in the early 1950's. The Department of Social Services 

had a copy of these case records because the Department 

reimbursed the Society. The children's Aid Society's cases 

appeared on the Department of Social Services master index 

card file. The Children's Aid Society later merged with the 

Family Service Society to form the Child and Family Services. 

This new agency had the old Children's Aid Society's child 

protective records. 

The master index file in th8 Department of Social Services 

went back to the early 1950's, and was divided into open and 

closed cases. The earliest card found by random pulling of 

five cards was from 1926. The caras, whiQh were filed by the 

last name of the parent, were cross-referenced. There was no 

chronological indexing or registration of cases in the Depart­

ment's records. 

The Children's Aid Society's original case records were 

filed by number. The numbers were assigned chronologically, 

but the records were not segregated by category of service. The 

protective case records were mixed with the records of other 

types of cases. The Children's Aid Society intake register 
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book was preserved, and it was used to identify cases. However, 

after the data collection began, project staff discovered that 

there had been an attempt to selectively destroy the old records 

of the Chil.dren' s Aid Society. An effort was made to destroy 

records of families who had not been involved in foster place­

ment. If the family had been involved in a foster placement 

the cases were retained for fiscal reasons. But the researchers 

found Inany records of families with children who had not been 

placed in foster care. Despite the policy, the destruction of 

records appeared to have been incomplet,e and haphazardly executed; 

it was not possible to estimate how many, if any, case records 

had been destroyed. The sample year was changed from 1953 to 

1952 because the 1952 records were more complete, and it is 

possible that the planned destruction of records had not been 

executed for 1952 cases. 

Family Court 

The Family Court, like the old Children's Court,before it, 

has a petition file with a copy of each petition filed. The 

file is chronological. After 1962, the file had been organiz-

ed in accordance with the Judicial Conference numbering system-­

by category of charge. Hence, neglect petitions were separate 

from others. Before 1962, the petitions were' filed chronological­

ly by number and were not segregated by category of charge. The 

researchers had to read each petition to see if it involved 

abuse or neglect because no old docket books were available. 
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The court index file was cross-referenced; and included 

the date, charge, and disposition. 

The Probation Department did not adjust abuse or neglect 

cases in the old Children's Court. They had from 1962, until 

the time of the study. 

The researchers originally collected information on 600 

delinquency and ungovernability cases from 1971. However, 

coding on about 400 of these cases had not been complete before 

the end of the data collection phase df the study .. 200 cases 

were useable. Before using these cases, project staff had to 

ascertain if they were representative of the number of cases 

initiated during the three sample months. The sample was in 

a comparable ratio to the number filed during the three months 

and were dispersed throughout the period and the alphabet. 

Information obtained in Erie cou~ty 

From the Children's Aid Society, cases of abuse or neglect 

reported in 1952 were identified by going through the Intake 

register book. The case records had all the identifying 

information needed. 

From the old petition file of the Children's Court, the 

identity of the child, his parents, the case number, the charge, 

and sometimes the disposition v-lere obtained and coded. From 

the Court case records, other information about the parents and 
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possible siblings was also obtained. The names of the children 

in the 1950's sample were checked with the court central index 

for later delinquency or ungovernability contacts with the 

court. 

Finally, the petition file of the Court and the Probation 

intake register provide identifying data on supervision and 

delinquency cases in 1971. The Probation and Court case records 

supplied other data about the child, the family, and the 

disposition of the case. These children were then cross-checked 

with the records of the Children's Aid Society and the Department 

of Social Services for prior abuse or neglect contacts. 
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KINGS COUNTY 

Protective Service Agencies 

The Brooklyn Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 

Children handled reports of abuse and neglect in the early 

1950's. Cases were identified through their registry book, 

which contained the family name and case number, ~a~i~y 

address, and the nature of the charges and the source of the 

report. 

The Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children 

also maintains two indexes, one by street address, and the 

other by family name. The index card lists the children and 

their birthdates, plus the dates of the agency's contacts 

with the family and the nature of the referral. The family 

index cards are white, and are cross-referenced to orange 

cards that list the respondent in child rape and assault cases 

handled by the agency. The 1970's sample was check through 

this index for prior abuse and. neglect contacts. 

The case records were uniformly in good condition. They 

were typed and bound, and in chronological order. The record 

generally provided all the demographic information required 

for the study. In most cases there was a yellow intake sheet 

in the case case record for each contact the family had with 

the agency~ The intake sheet contained a paragraph summarizing 

the nature of the complaint and listed the referral source. 

The record also contained a closing summary. In between was 

an extensive narrative. 
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It is the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 

Children's policy to withdra\'l or close cases that are active 

with a public agency. Some case.s were accepted for service 

and then closed when the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty 

to Chil.dren learned that the Department of Social Services or 

the Family Court t'las also involved with the family. Other cases 

were rejected at intake for the same reason. 

The Bureau of Child Welfare of the New York City Department 

of Social Services also handled abuse and neglect cases, parental 

requests for foster care, and placements ordered by the Family 

Court or arranged by the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty 

to Children. After protracted negotiations, the Select 

Committee gained access to the Bureau of Child Welfare's files 

in February, 1974. Ca.ses known to the Department were identified 

th!:ough the agency's 5x8 master index system of closed and 

active cases. The entire Kings, New York, Suffolk anc:l liI7estchester 

samples were checked through this central file because of the 

popula~ioh shifts among their counties. Ove~ 500 cases from 

these four counties were known to the Bureau of Child Welfare. 

The Department of Social Services destroys the records of 

cases that have not been active for ten years. Even though 

negotiations with the Department of Social Services dated from 

July, 1973, the cases from 1963 were destroyed on scheduler 

thus 50 more cases from the sample were lost. 200 cif the 

original 500 cases were destroyed. 
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The 5x8 cards used letter codes to designate the 

type of service and the unit to which the case was assigned. 

Project staff felt that the cases might be codeable if the 

5x8 codes could be interpreted. The 5x8 personnel could not 

recall the meaning of the older codes, nor could anyone recall 

the existence of any instruction booklets on coding the 5x8 

cards. Department memos and directive were available from 

its libr~ry, but they were very incomplete and did not provide 

enough inf0rmation. Eventually, project staff discovered that 

the Columbia University School of Social Work library had copies 

of the monthly news magazines published by the Department of 

Social Services. The magazines contained announcements of the 

creation of all new bureaus and units within the agency and 

frequently had profiles on the various departments of the 

Department of Social Services. By reading the magazines, 

project staff was able to create a chronological chart of the 

development of the Bureau of Child Welfare. The chart and the 

Department of Social Services' memo enabled project staff to 

code all but 16 of the 200 destroyed cases by diciphering the 

data in the master index. 

The majority of the intact cases were in the Department 

of Socia.l Services' warehouse. A request form was required for 

each casej a clerk forwarded the requests to the warehouse and 

the cases were sent back to the Bureau of Child Welfare. Although 

the requests were handed in bulk, the cases were sent to the 

Bureau of Child Welfare one at a time. 
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The case records were typed, but not always in 

chronological order. Many cases were exceedingly long and 

contained case narra ti ve that \-las irrelevant to the needs of 

the studYI if not the child protective investigation. Since 

there were no intake sheets or closing summaries, it was 

necessary. to read all of the extraneous narrative to extract 

the data needed for the study. 

Probation Intake 

Though housed in the Kings County Family Court building, 

the Department of Probation maintains its own index and case 

files. The Probation index lists all cases known to the 

department. The index cards are filed by the family name, with 

the mother's )name as the identifier. The card lists the names 

of the parents and the names and birthdates of all siblings 

known to the department. The card provides the probation file 

case number " and the dates the case was opened, adjusted, or sent 

to court. The case type and referral reason are not listed. 

The researchers were requested to make out an out card 

for each case removed from the Probation files. In addition, 

they were required to make a duplicate list of all cases taken 

from the files. The record room supervisor checked each case 

against the list before allowing them to be taken out of the 

room and read. The same procedure was repeated when the cases 

were returned. Unfortunately, the same restricitions were not 
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placed on Probation personnel. Although a sign on the front 

of each file cabinet stated that an O'lt card was required, 

numerous cases were missing without the card being in the 

cabinet. The researchers frequently observed Probation officers 

removing cases without using an out card. In addition, many 

Probation officers did not return cases, and either left them 

on top of the file cabinets or in a box in the corner of the 

room to be refiled by the record room clerks. 

The existence of an out card did net guarantee that the 

case could be.locatpd. Some out cards indicated that the case 

had been borrowed by an Intake worker two years earlier. The 

branch chief of Intake informed the r~~~archers that this was 

impossible, since Intake can only legally hold a case for 60 

days before disposing of it. However, the students learned 

that some Probation officers accumulated case records into a 

large pile in their offices before return ina ~hem to the record 

room. Other cases were found in the record room either misfiled 

or stuffed inside another record. 

Eventually, by checking these possibilities, nearly all 

of the case records were found. The records contained an 

intake sheet which supplied the necessary demographic information, 

and the probation officers hand written notes of the interviews 

conducted in the case. Some of the larger cases had mat~rial 

stuffed into them without regards to chronological order; often 
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there were four or five copies of the sample piece of paper in 

the folder. When the Court asked Probation to file a formal 

report on the case, the record often contained a psychological 

evaluation of the child that could be coded into client 

characteristics. 

Family Court 

The docket books of the Court list all cases in 

chronological sequence. They list the type of petition, date, 

name and address of the petitioner and respondent, the age of 

the respondent and the disposition of the case. 

The Court also has a master index that is alphabetically 

arranged, and provides the names of the parents, the child1s 

birthdate, the probation case number, and all the docket numbers 

of any possible court contacts. The cards are filed by the 

child's name; each child in the family has its own card. The 

cards are not cross-referenced to other family members. 

The researchers identified the 1970's sample from the 

Court docket book and the Probation Intake registry; the 1950's 

sanlple was identified from t1).e Court docket book. Both samples 

were checked through the Court index for prior or subsequent 

protective and juvenile contacts. 
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The researchers soon discovered tha"t there were many 

inadequacies in the Court index. Some cards were out of 

alphabetical order, and others were difficult to find because 

the family name was not spelled correctly. Ih attempting to 

locate some of the probation files, the researGhers found that 

the Probation case numbers listed in the Court index did not 

always exist. Apparently, the Probation Records branch chief 

had instituted a new case numbering system in which many 

older cases were given new numbers. These changes were not 

noted on the cards in the Court index. As a consequence, the 

researcher: staff had to rely on the Probation Intake index for 

the proper case numbers. In doing so, they discovered that 

the Intake file listed contacts as being sent to court for 

which there were no docket numbers in the Court index file. 

This problem was resolved by noting the date the case was 

sent to court and looking in the corresponding Court docket 

book for the correct Court docket number. 

Moreovert the docket numbers listed in the Court inde~ 

were not always accurate; many often involved a different 

child. This problem was solved in tHe same manner as that 

of missing docket numbers--by using the Intake index and the 

Court docket book. 

Court petitions before 1969 were kept in a locked room 

in the basement of the courthouse. The temperature con'crol 

system of the Family Court also provides heat and ai~ condition-
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ing for the Supreme Court building located across the street. 

The pipes ran through the room in which the records were stored. 

The heat in the room was so oppressive--over lOOO--that the 

researchers could only pull records for short periods of time. 

Besides the human discomfort, the excessive heat had dried out 

many of the records, causing some to ,crumble when handled. 

Information obtained in Kings County 

From the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children's 

daily Register book, the child protective cases in the 1950's 

sample were identified. From the case records, the disposition, 

as well as the referral reason and names and birthdates of any 

siblings not involved in the or~ginal report, and parents' 

birthdate.s were obtained and coded. The Society's Central 

index of names was used to cross-reference the 1970's sample 

identified in the Family Court. 

The Court docket books identified the children with child 

protection court contacts in the 1950's sample and juvenile 

delinquency or ungovernability court contacts in the 1970'3 

sample. The court index file indicated whether the children 

in both samples were brought to court in other protective or 

juvenile cases. The court file recorQ had the specific 

information on each contact, including the disposition. 
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The Probation records covered the entire family and 

were cross-referenced for other members of the family; they 

showed if anyone else in that family came into the Family 

Court. 
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NEW YORK COUNTY 

The record keeping systems of the New York Socie·ty for 

the Prevention of Cruelty to Children, the Bureau of Child 

Welfare, Family Court and Department of Probation were the 

same as those in Kings County. However, the difficulties in 

locating Court and Probation files were in no way comparable 

to those in Kings. All of the New York Family Court records 

were kept in one room, and the master index files were free of 

the spelling errors and inaccurate case numbers which appeared 

in the Kings index. While the Probation Department did not 

require out cards, all files that were in use had to be kept 

in a single file cabinet centrally located near the Probation 

Officers interview rooms. The only time that a case was 

removed from this file was when the client was being interview­

ed. When a case was not in the central files, the researchers 

generally found it in this other file. The Society for the 

Prevention of Cruelty to Children index was accurate and the 

files were locatable. The problems in obtaining th~ Bureau 

Child Welfare's files were exactly the same as they were for 

Kings County cases because they were in the same system. 
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, MONROE' COUNTY ': .' 

. " 

Department of Social 'Services 

, ; 

The Society for the Prevention of' Cr\!elty to chi:l,dren,,' 
. " .. '., 

which hand.led abuse anct' neglect 'report~' in the early'19.50· s, 

inerged with the Department of Social 'ser~ic~s, whi¢h, hCiS "k~Pt 
, ~he old Society for the Prevention -of c~~lty tb" Children: 

r~dords'~ 'The Society ind~~ fi1eca~ds w$realphabetically " g 

at,ranged 'for 'all cases from the 19'40"s :a~d'gaV'e names, birth- " 
I 

dates" ' c'asenwnbers, and subsequent coiltacts ~ there was an' 

incomplete index file for earlier caSes. The index files are 
~. ... . :., ., ~. ":, '4,'.." 

kept withth,e Department of soc~al: Services ~ndex, i~l~'.' ~e 
,"', " : ... 

S9ciety's and the Department's case, records are st.ored'in, the 
" ,.." • : '. ". • I " ,,'. ,: .. " '.:." 

basement'. If a case becomes active ·:a.gain, t.he closeCl file' is' 
, .. , • ~ .', '. ". '. .."' .• > -.<.... ,. I ,." :. .'''': ... ". :, '; ~ . ". !',. , , 

a,till ~eJ?t is:t' ,th~ b,asesn~~t.i w~e:r;~, ~~~ ~()rke~ ~ust.g<?:,~~r~;Ad 

it.. . A f~ce sheet "gives the' n~e "birthdate , ',address f:an~ the 
.' ' ,-',' ,:. " :. . j •••• , • ..' '''~ • • • • .•• " '.:~; '" .. " ~ "~ :,J;:-~'~'.~.',4'.' . '. .-

'p,l,ace of birth 'oft.he child.' The case records qavethe 

ident.ify'ingdata about parents and siblings : and the' dfJItails of 

eac:h, conta,ct. 

,Sinc~the's~cietymerqed with the' Department,' :the'Pf!part-
"', 

merit of:soc'ial Services ,bas used t.wodiffe:rent ~~stem.' for' its'" 
, . ", . ~ 

own records" themostcl-1rient since' 1~70~' The famiii~8'identi~ 
f,ied fr<:mtthe,old society for theP~evention of cr~.~'ty to," 

Children files wereaiso checJCed' thrQugh 't~e twO", 'b~~r~ent . .' . , . , 

of ,Social Services index 'systetfis' for later chl..ld ~rotective 

contacts.' 

; , 
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Family Court 

The Court had the records from the old Children's Court, 

including the petition ledger from 1952. The Family Court 

uses a similar ledger today. The petition ledger gives the 

name, and age of the child, a case number, the nature of the 

complaint, source of referral and person who made it, composi­

tion of the home in which the child was living at the time, 

address, the investigator who handled the report, and the date 

of the court hearing. To identify 1952 cases, the Children's 

Court's petition ledger was used. The Children's Court maintained 

ledgers according to which file the cases were stored in. The 

liB" file consisted of abuse, neglect, paternity and non-support 

cases. To create the sample, the researchers had to go through 

the IIB" file to sort the abuse and neglect cases out from the 

paternity and non-support cases. 

The master index file is alphabetical by the last name 

of the resppndent. It has the name of the child, address, 

case number, parents' name and address, date, offense, and 

disposition. It includes both Court and Probation cases. 

Probation records were kept as part of the Court case records 

until 1972. Because the Probation Department is'under the 

jurisdiction of the Court, there were no separate files. If 

a case was adjusted without any court action, it is listed as 

"unofficial" and no record was kept. 
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There were no problems in obtaining case records in 

Monroe County. An interesting aspect of the cases handled 

by the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children came 

to attention. Some parents were charged with neglect when 

their lack of adequate supervision resulted in their children 

committing delinquent or ungovernable offenses. Since only 

one case type could be recorded, the researchers had to decide 

whether these cases should be considered as child protective 

or juvenile cases. Because the focus of the Society for the 

Prevention of Cruelty to Children was on protective services, 

and its cases were handled as such these cases were coded as 

abuse or neglect cases, depending on the type of maltreatment 

reproted. 

Information obtained in Monroe County 

The Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children files 

were obtained from the Department of Social Services. The 

Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children index file 

identified the 1950's sample, including the name of the child, 

his birthdate, the year of the complaint, case number, and 

actions taken. The case record provided the names and birthdates 

of siblings, as well as the referral reasons and dispositions 

of reports. 

From the petition ledger in the Family Court, it was 

possible to identify the child, his birthdate, his parents' 

names, number of children in the family, and disposition of 
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the case. To identify siblings not included on the petition 

it was necessary to go to the case records which also provide 

the parents' birthdates. To court index file was used to find 

later delinquents or ungOvernability bontacts. 

From the petitio~er ledger, supervision and delinquency 

proceedings in 1972 were identified, and their names were 

checked in the old Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 

Children index and the Department of Social Services index 

to find if there were any prior abuse or neglect reports 

involving the children and their families. 

It should be noted that the records in Monroe County were 

the most complete and carefully preserved of the eight counties 

studied. An obvious, and appreciated, effort had been made to 

keep these records intact for future use. The completeness of 

records and the higher correlations found among the children 

in Monroe Court are probably not coincidental. 
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ST. LAWRENCE COUNTY 

Department of Social Services 

The Department of Social Se~vices investigated reports of 

child abuse and neglect in the early 1950's, and it still does 

today. 

All the department's case records for any type of cases, 

including child protective services, other welfare services, 

public assistance, medical assistance, and county home, are 

filed together by numbers assigned chronologically. 

Many of the older records were kept in two rooms in the 

basement of the old county home that housed the department. 

In one of the rooms the records were kept in boxes which were 

placed around the rooms without regards to chronology. Although 

it required some time to locate many of these cases, eventually 

all of them were located. (Since the data collection \Alas 

completed, the department has moved into a new building.) 

There was a daily Register of Request for Service for 

child welfare. The earliest register found dated from 1952. 

The Register ''las used as an index to identify and separate 

child welfare cases from other case records. Some of the child 

welfare entries specified that they were for abuse and neglect, 

but other entries were not identified. It was neces~ary some­

times to read the child welfare case record to determine whether 

the referral was a report of suspected child abuse, neglect, 
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or whether it was a referral for placement. If abuse or 

neglect were not mentioned in the referral, it was not included 

in the sampel as a chiId protective caSe •. 

The department also maintains a central index of cases, 

distinguishing the broad categories of services provided. Both 

the 1950's and 1970's sample were checked through this index 

for other contacts with the department. 

Family court 

The neglect and abuse cases were identified from the old 

Children's Court docket books that the Family Court has. The 

docket book lists the complaint, the child's name, the docket 

number, birthdate and sex of the child, name and address of 

the petitioner, religion, name and address of the parents, 

date of the initial hearing, and sometimes the disposition. 

Before 1967, there was no Probation Intake; each case 

went directly into Court. A control book from that time, 

governing the issuance of Probation numbers arranged by 

category of offense, was located. Older Probation files are 

unnumbered and filed alphabetically. Numbering began in 1961. 

Files from the 1950's are not cross-referenced, there 

is a central index file listing the contacts of each child 

which was used to cross-reference both samples. 
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Information obtained in St. Lawrence County 

From the Department of Social Services intake register 

book, child protective cases were identified. Some had to be 

identified by reading the child welfare case records, when the 

index did not specify the type of service involved. From the 

case record, the child's name and birthdate, address, names 

and birthdates of parents and siblings, and disposition of 

the report were obtained. 

From the Family Court docket book, the chi1d's name and 

birthdate, sex and names of parents. From the case records, 

all the dispositions and names and birthdates of siblings not 

involved in the petition were recorded. 

The docket books and Probation Intake records also gave 

the names and case numbers of children alleged to be delinquent 

or in need of supervision in 1972. These names were checked 

in the Department of Social Services index for prior reports of 

abuse or neglect. 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY 

Department of Social Services 

The Department of Social Services handled abuse and 

neglect reports in the early 1950's, and it does so today. 

Daily registers exist for the years since 1959. The child 

welfare records were stored in a room at the Central Office file 

in Bayshore, the more recent cases in the new building at 

Happague. 

The old chrpno10gical case files were re-fi1ed in a 

terminal digit numbering system. This system was not based on 

chronology but according to the last digits of the case number. 

Since there was no intake :'egister before 1959, all the boxes 

in storage at the Bayshore office had to be searched and each 

case read to find onf8S with child protective contacts. Once 

found, the case records provided all the information needed. 

The Department's Central index was used to cross-reference the 

1950's and 1970's samples for oth~r contacts. 

Family Court 

Because a fire destroyed the old Court House in 1956, 

there are no court records before then. 

The Court had docket books since 1956 which were used to 
I 

identify cases. The Court case records contained all the 

identifying information needed. 

C-38 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I i 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The docket books were used to identify 1972 delinquency 

and supervision cases. 

The master index file was used to see if a child from the 

1950's sample returned to the Court after 1956. 

The Probation section did not handle abuse or neglect. 

They begin with supervision petitions, and though the Police 

Department files delinquency petitions, the Probation section 

listed them on its own index file. Families were not cross-

referenced in the index file. 

Information obtained in Suffolk County 

From the Department of Social Services case records, the 
~ 

names of children reported as abused or neglected, their birth-

dates, the names and birthdates of parents and siblings, and 

the disposition of the report were obtained. 

Because of the fire destroying the Family Court, data'on 

abuse and neglect or juvenile cases that went to Court before 

1956 was not available. If the child was brought before the 

court after 1956, his name was found by checking through the 

master index file. 

From the docket books and case records, all the data 

needed about supervision and delinquency cases in 1972 was 

obtained. The names were cross-checked with the Department 

of Social Services index for prior abuse or neglect reports. 
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WESTCHESTER COUNTY 

Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children--Department 

of Social Services 

The Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children 

handled reports of abuse and neglect in the early 1950's. 

After the Society merged with the Department of Social SErvices, 

the Department destroyed the old Society records that were not 

active within the last ten years. Some records were lost when 

they apparently fell off a truck while being moved. 

Family Court 

There are no docket books left from the old Children's 

Court, but the Court case records for abuse and neglect cases 

are still intact. It was necessary to go through the case 

records, which were given numbers in chronological order, to 

identify the children and obtain the data needed about them 

and members of their family. The case records provided the 

ch~,ld' s name and birthdate, names and birthdates of siblings, 

a copy of any Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children 

report that was submitted to the Court, the referral reason and 

the disposition. 

Because there were no child protective agency contacts, 

the 1950's sample was small. Therefore, the researchers used 

all the 1953 contacts and half of the 1952 contacts to create 

the sample. 
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The Probation section did not handle abuse or neglect. 

The docket books list supervision and delinquency cases 

from 1971 and the case records have the identifying date, 

names and birthdates, of the child, parents, and siblings, and 

disposition. 

Some of the 1950's Court cases had dual referral reasonSi 

much in the same manner as the 1950 t s Society for the Prevention 

of Cruelty to Children in Monroe County where the parents were 

charged with inadequate supervision when a young child committed 

a delinquent act. Likewise, these situations were recorded 

as neglect contacts, since that was how the agency viewed the 

situation. 

Information obtained in Westchester County 

Only children who went to Court on abuse or neglect 

petitions in the early 1950 l s were identified because the 

Department of Social Services destoryed the old Society for 

the Prevention of Cruelty to Children records. The Court 

records w'ere complete enough to give the data needed. 

The Probation Intake records and Court docket books 

identified children reported as delinquent or in need of 

supervision in 1971. They were checked in the Department of 

Social Services index for prior abuse or neglect reports. 
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DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS AND CODING SYSTEM 

Two data collecti0n instruments were used, the family 

and the child data sheets. A data code book provided a list 

of codes for each category of information and instructed the 

researchers on how to complete the data sheets. 
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The Family Data Sheet 

The mother's maiden and married names, alaises and names 

from previous marriages were recorded on the family data 

sheet. Since many agencies file their information under the 

mother's name, this information was often needed to discover 

contacts. 

The family data sheet also provided space for listing up 

to four biological fathers and designating which children they 

sired. The first and last names of all the children were 

recorded, along with thei~ birthdates. Since some agencies 

reported different birthdates for a child, alternate birthdates 

were recorded when found. In both samples the names of all 

family members were recorded on the family data sheet. 

Because of the confidentiality of the reqords_used in the 

study, names were only recorded for data collection purposes. 

An identification number was assigned to each "family and 

consiste~ of a county and s~ple number and a four digit code 

given to each family in sequence from 0001. The computer 

program used to analyze the data recorded the code numbers 

rather than names. 

The total number of children and biological fathers in the 

family were also recorded. Space was also provided for record­

ing non-child protective contacts involving tne parents, such 
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as custody, non-support, and family offense proceedings. In 

the 1970's sample, if a parent abused or neglected a child 

other than the one in the sample, this information was record­

ed as a parent contact. 

The Child Data Sheet 
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The child data sheet listed the family identifying 

number with two extra digits to distinguish each child. The 

child's full name, or alternate name, date of birth, alternate 

date of birth, and possible date of death were recorded on the 

child data sheet. 

Demographic information, including the child's sex, 

ethnicity, religion and wedlock status, the place of his mother's 

birth, whether or not his parents were living together and 

the type and number of non-siblings living in the household 

were also recorded. 

Information on each contact the child had with the 

juvenile justice or child protection systems was recorded on 

individual contact lines. The following information was 

recJrded on each contact: the agency involved, the type of 

case, the case record number, the date of contact, who referred 

the case, the reasons for the referral, the person(s) charged 

with the offense, characteristics of the child known to the 

agency, whether or not there was a finding, the disposition 

of the case, the date of the first disposition, the date of 

last contact with the family or child, and where applicable, 

the name of the agency with which the child was placed. 

In the 1950's sample, information on every child in the 

family was recorded on a separate child data sheet. The 

appropriate demographic information was filled out on each 
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child and a contact line was completed each time the child 

was named in a report of suspected child abuse or neglect or 

named as the respondent in a delihquency or PINS petition or 

Probation Intake report. If the child was never named in any 

reports, the contact lines were left blank. In the 1970's 

sample, only children named in delinquency and PINS cases 

from the sample months received a child data sheet. The names 

of their siblings were recorded on the family data sheet but 

not on individual child data sheets. 

The data code book provided the codes for filling out 

each category of information on a contact line. 

The agency or court involved was designated by a two 

digit code combining a number designating each county and a 

number designating the agencies or c6urt. 

County 

1 Broome 

2 Erie 

3 Kings 

4 Monroe 

5 New York 
. 

6 St. Lawrence 

7 Suffolk 

8 Westchester 

9 Other 
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Agency Codes 

All private child protective agencies, i.~., 
Society for the Prevention of Crue~ t~y to 
Children (SPCC), and the Erie Coun~: Children's 
Aid Society 

Department of Probation 

3 Family Court or Children's Court 

4 

5 

6 

All public child protective agencies, i~e. 
child protective services of the Department 
of Social Services (DSS or DOSS), e.g., the 
Bureau of Child Welfare (BCW), FamTlyand 
Child Welfare Division (FCW) or Child Welfare 
(CW') but not an SPCC. 

Public assistance agency, i.~ Welfare, income 
maintenance, DSS or DOSS 

All other agencies, public and private, e.g., 
Bellevue Hospital, narcotics agencies 

7 Referred to courts other than Family Courtl 
Children's Court 

There were seven codes for designating the type of case. 

I Neglect or Abuse (court only) 

2 Neglect or Abuse (all other agencies) 

3 Juvenile De,linq71ency 

4 Ungovernability (PINS) 

5 Agency Referral 

6 Parent Offenses (other than neglect or abuse) 

7 All others or unknown 
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Distinguishing case types in the records of the social 

service agencies was not always easy. In some counties there 

was no real distinction made between child protective and 

general child welfare cases. Sometimes the reasons for each 

type were similar; the only difference was what the referring 

person chose to call the problem. No case was included in the 

study unless the referral reason was specifically for suspected 

c:hild abuse or neglect. In most cases the agency's intake 

register or master index would classify the case as protective 

or. othep~ise. The agency identification number was recorded 

in case the record had to be pulled and read a second time. 

The ID number was not recorded in the computer program. 

The date of first contact was the date a specific incident 

was first reported to the agency. For Family Court and 

Probation contacts, this was the date on the petition or intake 

sheet. For protective agencies it was the date af the first 

entry in the case narrative, unless there was an earlier intake 

report. 

Data Collected 

There were 21 codes for distinguishing the person or 

institution which referred the case to the agency or court. 
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01 All private child protective agencies, 
i.e., society for the ~revention of 
Cruelty to Children (SPCC), and the Erie 
County Children's Aid Society 

02 Department of Probation 

03 Family Court or Childrents Court 

04 All public child protective agencies, i.e~, 
child protective services of the Department 
of Social Services (DSS or DOSS), e.g., the 
Bureau of Child Welfare (BCW), Family and 
Child Welfare Division (FCW) or Child Welfare 
(CW) but not SPCC 

05 Public assistance agency, i.e., Welfare, 
income maintenance, DSS or-DOSS 

06 Respondent's parent 

07 Respondent's spouse or former sJ;,,'")use 

08 Other members of respondent's family or 
household 

09 Prosecutor 

lQ l?olice 

11 Public Health Agency (includes hospitals and 
health clinics) 

12 School 

13 Private medical doctor 

14 Complainant (victim or witness of crime 
or miscondu~t in JD and PINS case) 

15 Neighbor 

16 Clergy 

17 Custodian (person caring for child( ~.~., 
a babysitter, or person with whom parent 
has arranged for child~s care) 

18 Residential, agency e.g~1 orphanage, a child 
care institution or regal foster parents, 
i.e., those associated with some child caring 
or-human s€rvice agency 
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19 Anonymous 

20 Other or unknown 

21 Prior parental request for placement 
without neglect complaint 

There were 56 codes for recording the referral reasons for 

abuse, neglect, delinquency, ungovernability, and miscellaneous 

categories. Since children and families are often reported 

for more than one reason, space was provided for listing up to 

six referral reasons for each contact. 

In collecting data on children and families for a period 

of one or two decades, the study had to account for the changes 

in legal definitions and case classifications that occurred 

during that period. For example, there was no PINS category 

before the enactment of the Family Court Act in 1962; until 

then ungovernability was considered a form of juvenile 

delinquency. Similarly, child abuse was considered a form Of 

aggravated neglect. The system of codes was carefully designed 

to achieve a conformity that was both undistorting and comparable. 

The codes for referral reason specify types of behavior that 

parents and children engage in, rather than changing legal or 

program definitions. Stealing, truancy, burglary, child 

battering and neglect are types of behavior that occurred 20 

years ago as well as today, regardless of what people chose 

to label them. The referral codes denote the behavior rather 

than the label assigned to it. 
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Child Abuse 01 Brutally or continually battered-­
bestial, vicious, extreme attack 
on child 

02 Other physical attacks 

03 Risks of physical injury to child 

04 Sex offenses against child--sexual 
abuse of child by parents 

Child Neglect OS Impairment of mental and/or emotional 
health of child 

\Tuvenile 
Delinquency 

06 Inadequate food, shelter and clothing, 
such as to impair the physical health of 
child, exclusive of malnutrition 

07 Malnutrition 

08 Inadequate educational care--e.g., parents 
fail to insure that child attends school 

09 Inadequate medical or surgical care 

10 Abandonment or desertion 

11 Involuntary parental absence, e.g., jail 
or hospitalization of parent 

12 Parental use of dru~s 

13 Parental alcoholism 

14 Parental sexual misconduct 

lS Parenta.l mental illness, emotional 
disturbance or retardation 

16 Parental fighting (verbal and/or physical) 

17 Inadequate supervision, e.g., mother 
leaving home with child either unattended 
or in the care of another minor child 

18 Homicide 

19 Arson 

20 Rape 

21 Other sex crimes 

22 Narcotics violation 
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23 Robbery--steal from person 

24 Burglary--steal from house 

25 Assault 

26 Auto theft (only when specified as auto) 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

Juvenile 37 
Ungovernability 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

Unauthorized use of auto (joy riding) 

Larceny, not auto 

Dangerous weapons 

Malicious mischief 

Unlawful entry 

Possession of burglar's tools 

Gambling 

Receiving stolen property 

Unlawful assembly 

Disorderly conduct, e.g., loitering or 
abusive or obscene language, or harassment 

Running away from home (including 
institution or foster home) 

Habitual truancy 

Refusal to obey 

Sexual misconduct 

Staying out late 

Associating with bad companions 

Using vile language (not to be confused 
with Disorderly Conduct definition of 
abusive or obscene language, see code 36) 

Intoxication 

Glue Sniffing 
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46 Other offense or unknown (for delinquency or ungovernaqi- I 
lity) 

Miscellaneous 47 Placement (temporary or permanent) 

48 Evaluation (psychiatric or medical) 
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49 Violation of Probation 

50 Family Offenses 

51 Non-support 

52 Parent previously alleged to have 
abused or neglected a child (in addition 
to specific child abuse or neglect reason, 
if known) 

53 Parent previously reported as an abused 
or neglected child (to be used in addition 
to specific child abuse or neglect reason, 
if knmlln) 

54 Parents in jail 

55 Other or unknown (for abuse or neglect) 

56 Parents request for placement 

There were nine codes for indicat~ng t:tJ.eperson charged 

with the contact. In agency records, the person charged was 

generally named in the opening paragraph of the case narrative 

or on the intake sheet. in court and Probation records, the 

person charged was referred to as the "respondent." 

01 ].~other 

02 Father 

03 Both mother and father 

04 Other household member 

05 Both mother and other household member 

06 Child (the juvenile in juvenile delinquency 
or person in need of. supervi¥lion in PINS cases) 

07 Other custodiah, a.g., a foster parent, 
baby sitter, or resI"dential agency 

08 Other or unknown 

09 No one 
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There were 14 codes for client characteristics--descr~p.tions 

of the child's physical, mental or emotional state made by a 

professional such as a social \'lorker, case worker or psychiatrist. 

Surprisingly, most social service and court records did not have 

this infol~ation. Since the official records for 93% of the 

contacts in the 1950's sample and 88% of the contacts in the 

1970's sample had no information or description of the child's 

physical and mental state, since there was no indication of any 

evaluation or assessment of the ctiild, an analysis of the 

characteristics of the children was not possible, and the data 

was dropped from the study. 

A "finding" for child protective agencies meant the 

acceptance of the case for service. "No finding" meant the case 

was rejected at intake or the case record clearly showed there 

was no basis for the allegations of suspected child abuse or 

neglect. Court petitions stated that there was a finding on 

admission or upon th.e judgment of the court after a fact finding 

hearing. Modern court petitions usually contain a prepared form 

which states whether or not there has been a finding. When a 

Court case was unfounded, the record would specify the result 

of the fact finding hearing in such terms as "no finding" or 

"dismissed without prejudices." 

A finding did not always mean any action resulted. A 

Court case can be dismissed after a finding because no further 

action is required or the situation that prompted the referral 

had changed. For example, the Court often dismisses JD and 

PINS cases for a first time offender even though the allegations 

are true. In child protective cases, the impendency of court 
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action may convince a parent to "cooperate" or voluntarily 

agree to a "temporary" placement. The finding and the 

disposition of a case are two different elements not to be 

confused with each other. No further action or dismissal, it 

is often said, are more related to tne availability of treat-

ment services, the court calendar, and the attitude of the 

respondent, than to the accu:):"acy of the o.1legations. 

~rivate agencies such as the Society for the Prevention 

of Cruelty to Children reject or withdraw from cases that are 

active with a public agency. When a child or family has 

multiple petitions before the Court, the petitions will often 

be consolidated or discharged to a single petition. In these 

situations a findins may never be clearly established on all 

of the charges, only on the one focused upon. These cases are 

often "dismissed because already active with the court or 

another agency." 

For the purpose of the study, an agency disposition 

consisted of the action taken by the agency in the case. On 

Court petitions a disposition was a formal judicial order 

rendered at a dispositional hearing. Modern court petitions 

contain a form specifying the disposition. In Court cases, a 

child is often put in detention or temporary placement pending 

the outcome of the fact finding and dispositional hearings; 

such actions were not considered to be dispositions and were 

not recorded. When a placement or probation was extended beyond 
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the original order, the appropriate code was reported for each 

extension. Since a case could have several disposi t;.~.ons, or 

the disposition may change, room was provided for listing up 

-tv six dispositions. There were 13 codes for the variot".s 

possible dispositions of a case. 

1 No further action (e.~., withdrawn, dismissed, 
or discharged) 

2 Referred to court (usually by probation intake 
or SPCC) 

3 Referred to another agency (e.~. adjustment) 

4 Released to non-respondent parent or guardian 
(that is, the custody is changed; this often 
occurs in custody cases) 

5 ReleasE'd to respondent parent uder su.pervision. 
(use this category for abuse, neglect, JD and 
PINS including for "probat:ion supervisor" 

6 Released to respondent (parent) under super­
vision with day care of homemaker services 
provided 

7 Child placed with other relative 

8 Child placed with public agency 

9 Child placed with private agency 

10 Disposition not yet made** 

11 Court proceeding changed from PINS or JD to 
neglect or abuse, or vice versa. 

12 Child remov€',d from jurisdiction of agency 

13 Other or unknown 

. I 
,I 
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The date of first disposition and date of last contact 

were recorded so later analysis could measure the length of 

each contact, and determine whether certain types of cases 

were handled faster than others. These dates could be used 

to ascertain if there was any relationship between the referral 

reason, how long a case remained open and any later problems 

of the children. The date of last contact was the date the 

case was officially closed, or the last dated entry in the 

case record. If a case was still active, a date of last contact 

was not recorded. 

Data was collected during July and August, 1973. Six 

counties were completed by August 31st. Kings county was 

finished in the second week of Septenilier; Erie county in the 

middle of October. The data collection in Erie county ~:ook 

longer than expected because the number of cases involved was 

higher than anticipated and because there were two separate 

child protective agencies wh0~e records had to be checked, read, 

and coded. Kings was completed late because of the poor 

performance and low productivity of the first group of researchers. 

In the last week of August, the original team was replaced 

with a new team of students who had finished work in other 

counties, and the data coded by the first team was discarded. 

The original plan ualled for this phase of the project 

to be fully completed by September, 1973. However, difficulties 

in obtaining the necessary data from the New York City Depart-
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ment of Social Services, Bureau of Child Welfare, delayed 

comple'tion of this phase until April, 1974. The Ne~l York 

Department of Social Services tried to claim that their records 

were confidential and unavailable to the Select Committee even 

after the State Department of Social Services informed them 

otherwise. From July, 1973 to February, 1974, the Select 

Committee had to go through protracted negotiations wit.h 

representatives of the City Department of Social Services and 

the Mayor's Legislative Liaison in Albany before the City 

acknowledged the Committee's legal right to have access to 

Bureau of Child Welfare records. 

After the data had been collected and coded, project 

staff read over 8ach data sheet looking for errors and 

omissions. Since many families were known to several agencies 

it was often possible to trace the path of an incident. Hany 

families were first known to the Probation Department or the 

Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Childrer. 1 which then 

referred the l~ase to the Family Court, which then placed the 

children with the local Department of Social Services for 

placement or supervision. In these cases there would have been 

three contacts for a single incident. A letter code was added 

to each contact that was part of one incident. 

Once the data sheets had been edited r a random sample of 

oases from each 'count.y was chosen. Project staff then visited 

each county and checked the records to verify the accuracy of 
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the coding. Once it was determined that the data had been 

collected and coded properly, the sheets were ready to be key 

punched. 

In accordance with the Select Committee's status as a 

state agency, a computer firm was selected on the basis of a 

competitive bid. Unfortunately, the firm that was retained 

failed to key-punch the data as instructed and reneged on its 

original estimate of the total cost of producing the desired 

material. Furtherinore, a random sample of the work produced 

revealed a key punching error rate of 20%. Upon the advice of 

the State Comptroller I s Of fice., a decis ion was made not to pay 

the firm and to seek a new company_ The Computer Activity 

Group at Cornell University was selected to re-punch the data 

and produ~e marginal tables for analysis. Nearly a year's 

time was lost in switching finns. The data had to be key-

punched and verified a second time. This was a time consuming 

process because the data requirec almost 50,000 keypunch cards. 
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RESEARCH PLAN 

Statement of Problem 

Many pro~essionals working with abused and neglected 

children report that these children show a high potential 

for socially deviant behavioI:'. These ;-eports are based on 
~ e ~. 

the clinical observations or impressions of professil.:ma1,s deal-

ing with these children. There is a need to measure the 

actual relationship between child abuse and neglect and the 

pr~blems of later criminality, drug use, mental disorde~ and 

future child abuse by past victims of abuse. We propose 

to study this relationship: (1) by identifying a group 

of abused and/or neglected children and determining their 

. subsequent history, and (2) by identifying a group of delin­

quent children and children in need of supervision and deter­

mining if their previous history includes officially suspected 

abuse or neglect: 

Method , 

. Phase Ie Developing the Data Base 

Task I. Identification of Abused or Ne91ected Cpi;dren 

From the Early 1950's 

The first step of .the study is the collection, .of the 

names of children officially su~peoted to be abused or neglected 

in the 'early 1950's in eight counties of New York State (Broome, 

D-1 



Erie, Kings, Monroe, New York, St. Lawrence, Suffolk and 

Westchester). These children and their families would be 

the population to be studied. The project would build 

a name file of these children and families by searching 

the records of the Family Court and public and private 

protective service agencies in these counties. From this 

search essential identifyj;ng data would be obtained, in .... 

cluding the names, addresses and birthdates of the children, 

and as possible, of siblings and parents and the nature 

. of the maltreatment. "In addition, information concerning 

the dispos1tion of the report or proceeding would be ob­

tained. 

Task II. Identification of Child~en Alleged to be 

Delinquent or In Need of Supervision in 1972 

The same kind of identifying data would be obtained 

from the Family Cou,rts and the Probation Intake Services of 

the eight counties for children alleged to be delinquent and 

in need of supervision in 1972. 

Phase II. Tracking the Client Populat~on 

Task I. Tracking of Children Alleged to be Delinquent 

or In Need of Supervision in 1972 

Using the names and other identifying data of the 

children alleged to be delinquent or in need of superyision 

in 1972, the. project will determine if these children were 
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previously reported as abused or neglected. If possible, the 

same will be done for the siblings and family. Such track­

ing will be accomplished by searching tpe records of both 

the Family Court and appropriate public and private protective 

services agencies. 

Task II. Tracking of Abused or Neglected Children From 

the Early 1950'~ 

Obtaining the identifying data on the children offl­

cia"lly suspected to be abused or neglected will enable the 
\ 

tracking of these children through the Family Court's records 

and 'various il:lformation systems, such as those of the New 

York State Information and Investigation Service, the New 

York State Department of Mental Hygiene, the New York State 

JUdicial Conference, the New York state Department of Health 

Narcotic Register (when completed), and the New York State 

Department of Social Services Central Register on Child 

Abuse and Neglect. Since these information systems are 

largely computerized and keyed to the data which will have 

been collected during Phase I, use of these records should be 

facilitated. It should be noted that during the planning 

phase of this project all these information systems were 

visi ted and all agreed to cooperate fully with the p~\:'oj~ct. 

In addition, if the data suggests other areas of inq'CLiry, such 

as alcoholic abuse, these will be pursued. 

0-3 • l' • ., 



Phase III. Analysis of Data 

Using the data collected from Family Courts, protective 

agencies and the various information systems, the project 

will answer questions such as the following: 

(1) Conta'ct with the criminal justice system: 

a) How many of the children previously abused 

or neglected have been arrested or convicted? 

b) What offenses did they commit and what was 

the ~requerioy of specific offenses? 

c) What is the average age of the first and 

subsequent arrests? 

d) What is the a,verage: number of arrests for 

each child? 

e) If possible, what was the result of the crimi-

nal court proceedings, ~., dismissal, probation or im­

prisonment? 

f) If possible, how many siblings of the children 

have been arrested or convicted, etc.? 

(2) Contact with the juvenile justice system: 

a) How,many of the children officially suspected 

to be abused or neglected in the early 1950's were known 

subsequently by the Family court or probation service for 

delinquency, ungovernability or child abuse or neglect? If 

possible, what was 'the nature of the earlier abuse or 

neglect? 

D-4 
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b) How many children alleged to be delinquent 

or in need of supervision in 1972 had a previous history 

of child abuse or neglect? (Note: This figure will include 

those children known to protective services agencies even 

if their cases were not brought to the Family Court.) 

c) If possible, the same information about sib­

lings for both groups of children will be sought. 

(3) Contact with the mental health system: 

a) How many of these children have been known 

to New York State's mental health system? If f~ssible, what 

was the nature of the earlier abuse or neglect? 

b) What was the reason for contact and the 

,frequency of specific diagnosis? 

c) What is the average age of first and sub-

sequent contact? 

d) What is .the average frequency of contacts 

for each child? 

e) If possible, what was the result of the 

contact; ~. out-patient or institutionalized? 

f) If possible, how many siblings of the children 

have had contact with the mental health system, etc.? 

(4) Contact with the child protective syst~: 

a) How many of the children w'ere subsequently 
f 

reported as abusing or neglecting parents? If possible, 

w.nat was the nature of the earlier abuse or neglect? 

• [1-5 
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b) If possible, what was the nature of the mal­

treatment and what was the frequency of specific forms of 

abuse or neglect? 

c) What was the average age of the first and 

subsequent reports? 

d) If possible, what was the result of the report? 

e) If possible, how many siblings of these 

children were subsequently reported as abusing or neglecting 

parents, etc.? 

(5) Contact with the drug treatment system:' 

The state's Narcotic Register is in the process of 

being created. If it is operational before the project is 

terminated, it should be ~ossible to determine how many 

of the children officially suspected to be abused or mal­

trea~ed have been known to various drug treatment programs. 

It is understood that this will be the least accurate. or 

representative information system, however, the significance 

of even minimal statistics in regard to drug use argue in 

favor of using this system, if it is created. 

(6) Contact with more than one of the above systems: 

The number and nature of those cases known to more than 

one of the above systems will be analysed. 

(7) Analysis of the effect of handling of report of 

child abuse ~r neglect on later history: 

a) Was there any difference in later history 

among those children handled solely by social agencies and 

those handled by the Family Court or by both? 

D,,6 
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b) Was there any differen~~ in later history among 

those children by the nature of the disposition, ~., foster 

family care, institutional care or probation? 

Results 

The project will issue a report explaining the findings 

of its study assessing the relationship between child abuse 

or neglect and later socially deviant behavior. The data 

collected will enable the project to determine if there is 

a hig~ correlation between child abuse and neglect and later 

. criminality, juvenile delinquency, children in need of 

supervision, mental disorder, drug addiction, or future 

abusing and neglecting parents. 

The project, also, will attempt to use the data to 

evaluate child protective programs through an analysis of the 

results of different dispositions of cases. 

If the findings support the belief that abused and 

neglected children become delinquents~ criminals, or drug 

addicts, then these findings can be used as an empirical 

basis for planning services that recognize the link between 

abuse and later deviance. Hopefully, the findings could 

be used to develop a program of delinquency prevention through 

rehabilitative services to abused and neglected children 

before their environment damages them permanently. If the 

findings suggest that constructive intervention with family 

stabilization services can ,work, then a knowing effort can 

be made to halt an aspect of the criminal creating process. 
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county ..,-Totals 

Number of Contacts Per Child 

5136 total children 

4465 with contacts 

1423 total famiiies 

3.61 average number of 
children per fami~y 

5.23 average number of 
people per household 

.. 

--, 

None 

One 

Two 
~ 

Three 

'Four 

Five 

Six 

Seven 

Eight 

Nine 

Ten 

Eleven 

T\-lelve 

Thirteen 

Four.teen 

Fifteen 

Sixteen 

Seventeen 

Eighteen 

Ninteen 

Twenty 

Twenty-one 

Twen ty- t\'10 

Twenty-four 

T\'lenty- fi ve 

671 

1718 38.48% 

1013 22.69% 

691 15.48% 

42'3 9.47% 

259 5.80% 

151 3.38% 

88 1.97% 

52 1.16% 

31 0.69% 

14 0.31% 

10 ' 0.22% 

9 O.20lt 

4 0.09% 

2 0.04% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O( 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,445 total c~ntacts 

2.56 average number of 
contacts per chil 



Totals county 1950's Sample 

Total Number of Contacts 11,445 

Agency Type 

I 

! 
I 

Case Type 

Re fcrral Source 

.--.-.. ..... -'~:., , 

Contact Line Information 

code # 1 Private CPS 

code ~~ 

code # 

- -.~- .... 

2 Probation 

3 - Family Court 

4 - Public CPS 

5 - Welfare Dept. 

6 - Other 
, 

7 - Re};e rred to 
NOli', Fami ly Court. 

Not Indicated 

Contacts From 
Other Counties 

1 - Neglect/Abuse 
(Court Only) 

2 -' Neglect/Abuse 
(Oi.:her Agencies) 

3 - Juvenile Delinquency 

4 - PINS 

5 - Agency Referral 

6 - Parent Offenses 

7 - Others/Unknown 

Not Indicated 

1 - Private CPS 

2 - Probation 

3 - Family Court 

4 - Public CPS 

6445 

208 

3705 

957 

2 

21 

31 

2 

75 

2281 

7081 

1166 

482 

19 

130 

270 

16 

1610 

230 

622 

744 

56.31% 

1.82% 

32.37% 

8.36% 

0.02% 

0.18% 

0.27% 

0.02% 

0.66% 

19.93% 

61. 87% 

10.19% 

4.21% 

0.17% 

1.14% 

2.36% 

0.14% 

14.07% 

2.01% 

5.43% 

6.50% 
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~oun "'Y 

Referral Source 

code # 5 -
6 -
7 -
8 -

9 -
10 -
11 ":-

12 -
13 -
14 -
15 -
16 -
17 -
18 -
19 -
20 -
21 -

...... . 

Welfare Dept. 377 3.29% 

Respondent's Parents 650 5.68% 

Respondent's Spouse 1052 9.19% 

Other Household 
Members 580 5.07% 

Prosecutor 22 0.19% 

Police 1260 11.01% 

Public Health Agency 116 1.01% 

School 910 7.95% 

Private Doctor 17 • 0.15% 

Complainant 183 1. 60% 

Neighbor 1661 14.51% 

Clergy 57 0.50% 

Custodian 122 1.07% 

Residential Agency 42 0.37% 

Anonymous 610 5.33% 

Other/Unknown 
506 4.42% 

Prior Parental 
Placement Request 

47 0.41% 

Not Indicated 
27 0.24% 

". 
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';UUU\,.:J 'l'U LoCl.J.t> - '- ... . 
I 

Person Charged I 
code # 1 - Mother 4096 35."19% 

2 - Father 1175 10.27% ·1 
3 - Mother and Father 3235 28.27% II 
4 - Other Household 

Member 121 1.·06% I 
5 - Mother and other 

household member 184 1.61% 

6 - Child 1931 16.87% 
,1 
I 

7 - Other Custodian 125 1.09% !I 
t 

8 -.Other/Unknown 71 0.62% 

I 9 - No One 485 4.24% 
I 

i . 
!I 
l . . -, 

Not Indicated 22 0.19% il 
Finding t , 

code # 1 - Finding 8999 78,63% :1 , 
2 No Finding 1826 15.95% 

3 - Dismissed/Referred 
to Another Agency 28 0.24% 

4 - Dismissed/ Already 
Active .489 4.27% 

;1 

I 
Not Indicated 103 0.90% I ---

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Abuse Referral Reasons , _b. 2 !i s Co 
1 - Battered Child 

6S 17 9 1 - 1 
2 - Oth(~r physical 

437 213 102 57 22 6 Attacks 
3 - Risk of Physical 

123 81 62 28 9 3 Injur~ 
4 - Sexual Abuse 

81 19 32 12 3 1 
5 - Impairment. of· 

183 165 78 46 I 21 2 mental/emotional 

t 
Total Abuse Reasons 

889 495 283 144 S5 12 

Neglect Referral Reasons 

I 1 1151 
6 - Inadequate food, 

1876 467 156 13 7 shelter etc. 

I 7 - Ha1nutrition 
12 r " 29 18 6 1 4 

,.. .¥.:'" 

8 - Educational Neg. 
210 217 110 20 10 13 

9 - Hedica1 Neglect 
100 197 I 124 54 I 11 6 

10 - 1'.bandonmen t 
561 140 109 I 59 I S I 1 

11 - Involuntary 
244 226 55 I 13 I 15 

I 
2 Parental Abs I 

12 - Parental Drug 
31 10 26 I 1 I - -Use 

I I 13 - Parental Alcohol 
1013 928 288 79 14 4 

~_.<t 

I 
. 

I 14 - Parental Sexual 
385 429 255 56 23 12 . Misconduct 

j I I· 
15 - Parental Mental 

242 110 76 49 16 7 Illness 

I I 16 - Parental Fighting I 225 409 257 63 28 1 
17 - Inadequate 

2746 I 1283 460 1141 25 5 Supervision 

I I I 52 - Par. Alleged to 
11 3 - 2 - -Prevo ne_q. another 

I 53 - Par. prevo reportei I 10 1\ 5 1 -.. 
as abused or ne~. I 

54 - Parents in .Jail , 18 4 8 I - - --Total Neglect Reasons 17667 5146 
1

2254 J 704 I 
I 

16S 54 
.' ___ 0- '- " '--_.-. -- . 

-&tltC&=.:a~.;;..::~·U.vse ~ jL~w.~[ 256 _t=:I£:I 20 J._-=--TJ.-__ .. ___ l 
Total Abuse/Neglect Referral Reasons 18,171 
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county Totals Sample 1950's 

Juvenile Delinquency Referral Reasons , ~ !} &./ ~ " 18 - Homicide 
7 - - - - -

19 - Arson . 
, 18 11 ·2 3 1 -

20 - Rape i 

8 1 - - - ... 
21 - Othe).' Sex 

Crimes 14 3 - - - -
22 - Narcotics 

Violation 10 - . 1 - - -
23 - Robbery I I ,I 76 17 10 - - -
24 - Burglary I I I I 176 43 7 - 1 -
--' 25 - Assault 

122 .j ! i I I 32 9 I 3 1 -I 

26 - Auto Theft I 
. 

I I 41 I 3 - i I - -
27 - Unauthorized I I I of Auto 24 i 6 2 - - -Use I 

28 - Larceny I I I I I 173 90 23 8 2 -
29 - Possession ot: I 1 I I I Dangerous Wea!2' 17 ! 6 8 2 - -t 

30 ... Nalicious i 

I Mischief I 103 36 15 5 6 ---31 - Unlawful Entry I I I 49 I 42 6 6 - -
32 - Burglar's Tools I I I I 2 10 1 - - -
33 - Gambling I - - - - - -
34 - Receiving Stolen i I Property 9 5 3 - 1 -
35 - Unla,,,ful Assembly I 4 2 - - - -. 
.'36 - Disorderly conductj I 35 17 7 2 - 6 
Total JD Reasons I I 888 324 94 30 12 6 

; 
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County Totals 

37 - Running Away 

38 - Habitual Truancy 

39 - Refusal to Obey 

40 - Sexual Misconduct 

41 - Staying Out Late 

42 - Associating with 
Ba'd comEani.ons 

43 - Using vile 
Language 

44 - Intoxication 

45 - Glue Sniffing 

-Total PINS Reasons 

Other/Unknown for 
JD and PINS 

\ 

I 
1 

Sample 

PiNS REFERRAL REASONS 
t ;\. ~ 

.., 
147 67 lJ 14 8 

240 59 I 21 9 

190 102 I 29 6 

85 35 I 23 I 4 

28 51 ,. 32 I 10 

13 19 I 18 I 17 

11 12 I 8 I 9 

7 5 , 1 2 

- I I 3 .. 4 1 -
724 t 354 1147 I 65 I 

100 6 3 1 

I Total Ref~rra1 Reasons for PINS and JD 2789 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

, .... ' 

... ........... .. _ ..... - -_ .... -.- ... _ ... --.. • . 

1950's 

s , 
3 6 

4 -
1 -
- 2 

5 -
2 -
- 1 

- -

- -
15 9 

1 
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county Totals Sample 

MISCELLANEOUS REFERRAL REASONS , 
- Lf 5 

47 - Placement 
377 16 21 3 -

48 - Evaluation 
46 3 2 - -

49 - Violation of 
Probation 52 13 7 6 1 

50 - Family Offenses 
26 6 1 2 -

I 

51 - Non-Support 
200 38 21 5 8 

56 - Prior Parental 
Reg:uest for Plac. 188 35 19 14 12 

Not Indicated 
32 4988 8573 10471 11180 

Total 14iscellaneous 
Reasons 921 , 111 71 30 21-

Total Primary Referral Reasons 11,445 

Total Referral Reasons, All Categories 22,107 

.... ~ 

• 'J 

o 
,- ' 

1950's 

-
-

1 

-
-

2 

11361 

2 
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county .LV"'c:l,L " ::, cURl:' J. tl JiM" , .., 

I 
of Child Number Contact.s Per. 

i J 

I 
One 670 

I Two 473 

I Three 251 

179 Four 

I Five 113 
f:' 

Six 84 

I Seven 61 

I Eight 43 

29 Nine 

I Ten 18 

Eleven 12 

I Twelve 9 

I 'l'hirteen 2 

4 Fourteen 

I Fifteen 5 

Sixteen 
2 

I 2 
Seventeen 

I Eighteen 
1 

2 
Ninteen 

I 1 
Twenty 

2 

I 
Twenty-one 

0 
Twen ty- t\'lO 

I 0 
Twenty-four 

0 
Twenty-fivE: 

I 19.63 child 

I .. 

I .. . . . . 
r~ 
I 



Totals county 
1970 Sample, 

I 
Number of contacts 

5947 
Total 

I 
I 

Contact Line Information 
I 

I 

I 
' I 

I 

AS!€. llc :i T:iEe 
I 

code # 1 Private CPS 
297 - I 

2 Probation 
2379 -

Family 
2688 I 3 - Court 

" Public 
390 

4 - CPS 

1 I 5 - Welfare Dept. 
105 

6 - Other I 
7 - ~e:f;erred to 7 

NO.n Family Court 

I 0 
Not Indicated 
Other counties 80 

I Case 'rype 

code # 1 - Neglect/Abuse 157 I (Court Only) 

2 - Neglect/Abuse 484 I (Other Agencies) 
3413 

3 - Juvenile Delinquency 

4 - PINS 1788 I 
5 - Agency Re ferral 11 I 
6 - Parent Offenses 12 

7 - Others/Unknown 76 I 
Not Indicated 6 

I 
Referral Source 

76 I code U 1 - Private CPS 
243 

2 Probation I 
3 - Family Court 232 

4 - Public CPS 113 I 
-- .... ~- .. I r· 
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county Total 

Referral Source 

code 

E· 

Sample 

J1 5 - Welfare Dept. tt 

6 - .Respondent I s Parents 

7 - Respondent's Spouse 

8 - Other Household 
Members 

9 - Prosecutor 

10 - Police 

11 Public Health Agency 

12 - School 

13 - Private Doctor 

14 Complainant 

15 - Neighbor 

16 - Clergy 

17 - Custodian 

18 - Residential Agency 

19 - Anonymous 

20 - Other/Unknown 

21 - Prior Parental 
Placement Request 

Not Indicated' 

71 

977 

55 

85 

4 

2323 

26 

454 

6 

866 

79 

1 

15 

45 

19 

237 

5 

15 

1970 



county Sample 1970--

Person Charged 

---- -. - ·---------r.::;-·Father 

Finding 

---_ .. ---3-';': Mother and Father 

-4-~ Other Household 
Member 

___ ~~,.Mother and other 
household member 

6 - Child 

7 - Other Custodian 

8 - Other/Unknown 

9' ,- No One 

Not Indicated 

code I 1 - Finding 

2 - No Finding 

3 - Dismissed/Referred 
to Another Agency 

4 - Dismissed/ Already 
Active 

Not Indicated 

---< 3'40:""-­

" "---rro-­
----14'5 . 

-- --'3 

·--5247 

9 

4 

70 

9 

4550 

999 

13 

-300 

85 

I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
t 

II 
I 

II 
I 

i 

II 
i II 

~I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

r" 
_I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

a: 

Abuse Referral Reasons 

, l.. g t{ 
1 - Battered Child 

.26 1 7 -
2 - Other physical 

Attacks 56 14 11 4 

3 - Risk of Physical 
Injury 10 6 7 2 

4 ... Sexual Abuse 
7 4 2 1 

5 - Impairment of I mental/emotional 20 12 14 5 

Total Abuse Reasons 119 I 37 41 12 

Neglect Referral Reasons 

6 - Inadequate food, 104 63 19 4 
shelter etc. 

7 - Halnutrition I 1 2 - I -
8 - Educational Neg. I 24 19 18 5 
9 - Medical Neglect I 9 21 9 5 

10 - l\bandonment I 56 11 2 1 
11 - Involuntary I I Parental Abs 13 10 6 1 I 

12 - Parental Drug 
I I I Use 8 6 5 -

13 - Parental Alcohol I I 50 39 15 9 
14 - Parental Sexual I . NiscQnduct 16 16 19 8 
15 - Parental l>1ental 

Illness 9 17 9 5 
16 - Pal:ental Fighting I 11 t 20 8 5 
17 - Inadequate I I Supervision 133 64 28 11 -52 - Par. Alleged to 

Prev neg. a~other 14 3 1 . , 
53 - Par. prevo reported I I 

I 

as abused or neg. ! - 3 2 I 1 
54 - Parents in Jail I I I 1 1 - -
Total Neglect Reasons I 449 k41 155 295 I 

£' ~ 

- -
1 -
- -
- I -
2 I -

I 3 -

I 1 -
I - I -
I 5 -
I 
I 2 -
I - I -
I 1 I -
I - -
I 4 I - I 
I 2 I 1 

I 1 I -
I - I 1 

I - I -

I - I -
I - I -
! 
I 16 2 I 1 I @t~~~;;bt~;·~,':~u~;~jEj-Zt~f=~[ ~J:~-ii---~-'L~4. ___ .L - ~ . .1- -':--I=_-:=~-:J, 

Total Abuse/Neglect Referral Reasons 1234 

I 



County Totals Sample 1970 

Juvenile Delinquency Referral Reasons 

I ? ~ '1 S 
18 - Homicide 

7 - - - -
19 - Arson 

46 ,6 4 1 -
20 - Rape 

14 1 - - -
21 - Other Sex 

Crimes 43 8 - - -
I I 22 - Narcotics I 37 31 19 12 198 Violation , 

I I· I 23 - Robbery 

I 515 63 13 9 -, 
, 

I I I I 24 - Burglary I I 77 13 2 3 661 
t ··1 I : I 3 I 25 - Assault 

143 
, 

16 I 1 I 391 I 

I I 
I i I 26 - Au!;:.o Theft 

180 11 2 I 2 -i 
I 

27 - Unauthorized I 105 16 I 6 I 1 I - I , 
I Use of Auto 

1 I I I 
I 28 - l,arceny 
I I 

163 19 ! 4 1 471 I 

! 

1 I I Possession of I 
, 

I 3 1 
29 -

72 70 12 Dan9 c rous Weap. 

I I I 30 Halicious I I 
73 I 9 1 --

247 I Hischief 

1 
, 

I I I 3J. - Unlawful Entry 
139 I 71 I 5 4 1 

I I 32 - Burglar's Tools I 19 I 35 8 - -
33 - Gambling I 2 I - I - I --
34 - Receiving Stolen I 74 I 11 13 - 1 Property 

I I 35 - Unlawful Assembly 2 1 3 1 -
36 Diso:r.dc:r.ly Conduc·t. 67 I 15 3 -- 126 I --

I 
1
3312 169 51 22 

'J'otal J)) Heasons 853 
I --'--

~ 

-
-
-
-
-
1 

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
~ 

1 

r'-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
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---------------------------------------
County Totals Sample 1970 

PINS REFERRAL REASONS , ~ ."\ ..., S .. ~. 
37 - Running Away 

392 138 - 75 24 5 1 
38 - Habitual Truancy 

582 200 69 24 8 1 
39 - Refusal to Obey I 258 166 91 48 17 3 
40 - Sexual Misconduct I 44 28 16 I 5 3 1 
41 - Staying Out Late 

I I, I 146 l 183 120 34 3 3 
42 - A&sociating \\Ii th I I I Bad ComJ2anions_ 18 69 69 46 13 1 
43 - Using Vile I I I I Language 9 37 23 , 11 4 1 
44 - Intoxication I I 10 15 11 14 6 -
45 - Glue Sniffing I I I 17 11 I 7 8 - -
Total PINS Reasons 

\1476 I I 847 481 214 59 I 11 

Other/Unknown for 
JD and PINS 275 1 ___ 8_8~ __ 3_9 __ ~ __ 2_0_L ___ 6 __ +---1--~ 

Total Referral Reasons for PINS and JD '1927 

,., 
I 



county Totals Sample 

MISCELLANEOUS REFERRAL REASONS 

4 5 . 
47 - Placement 118 8 1 4 -
48 - Evaluation 22 4 - - -
49 - Violation of 71 19 6 7 2 Probation 
50 - Family Offenses I 8 1 - - -
51 - Non-Support 1 6 - - -
56 - Prior Parental I 29 11 4 1 1 Request for Plac. 

Not Indicated 18 3767 5061 ~583 5838 

Total Niscellaneous 267 49 11 I 12 3 Reasons I -

Total Primary Referral Reasons 
5947 

Total Refcr~al Reasons, All Categories 9504 

1970 

-
-
1 

-
-
-

5931 

1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Appendix G 

Disposition of Abuse, Neglect, Delinquency, 

and Ungovernability Contacts in the 1950's 

Sample 



----------------- - -
Disposition of All Child Abuse Contacts By Percentage. 1950's Sample 

CHILD IN SAME HOME 

No further action 

Released to same 
parents/supervision 

Released to same 
parents/services 

Total 

67 

61 

6 

Broome Erie Kings 

48 84.4 59.8 

14 84 40.8 

34 •• 4 19 

and supervision 0 0 0 0 

CUSTODY CHANGED 4 14 .4 3.7 

Different parent 2 14 0 .7 

Other Rela ti ve 2 0 .4 3 

CHILD PLACED 13 14 8.8 12 

with public agency 8 14 6.8 9 

with private agency 5 0 2 3 

Other 16 14 6.4 24.5 

St. 
Monroe New York Lawrence Suffolk Westchester 

67 55 45 58 . 41 

66 49 45 53 12 

1 6 o 5 29 

00000 

4 1 0 27 ~ 

2 1 0 21 24 

2 0 0 5 12 

19 10 55 5 23 

3 j~ 
16 6 

--------- ---------

55 23 4 o 

5 o o 

10 34 o o 
---------------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- -----------



~jispos i tion of All Child Neglect Contacts By Percentage 1950's Sample 

St. 
Total Broome Erie Kings Monroe New York Lawrence Suffolk Westchester 

CHILD IN SAME HOI-1E 61 39 75 58 69 54 30 60 23 

No further action 54 28 72 42 66 ;13 21 49 8 

Released to same 
parents/supervision 7 11 2 15 1 11 9 11 15 

Released to same 
parents/services 
and supervision .6 .3 .6 .8 2 0 0 0 0 

-------------------- --------- --------- --------- " .. _------- --------- --------- ----------- --------.- -----------... ---
CUSTODY CHANGED 5 4, 1.2 3 4 4 4 10 33 

Different Parent 3 0 1 1 .6 2 4 7 27 

Other Relative 2 4 .2 2 3 2 0 3 6 
-------------------- --------- --------- -------~-.--------- --------- --------- ----------- --------- ------~--------

CHILD PLACED 18 44 15 16 13 14 53 15 41 

With Public agency 11 36 10 9 8 5 43 4 38 

With Private agency 7 8 5 7 5 9 10 11 3 
--------\ 11 __________ --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ----------- --------- ---------------

Other 16 13 9 23 14 28 13 15 3 
-------------------- --------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ----------- --------- ---------------

- - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - -



- ---------------- - -
Disposition of All Delinquency Contacts By Percentage 

1950's Sample 
St. 

Total Broome Erie Kings Monroe New York Lawrence Suffolk Westchester 

CHILD IN SAME HOME 66 21 77 60 63 51 62 75 62 

No further action 35 IE 47 34 27 23 24 31 23 

Released to same 
parents/supervision 31 5 30 26 35 28 38 44 39 

Released to same 
parents/ services 
and supervision .1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

-------------~---- ----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ,------------ --------- --------- -------------
CUSTODY CHANGED .3 0 0 0 3 0 

Different Parent .2 0 0 0 2 0 

Other Relative .1 0 0 0 1 0 
------------------ _____ or;:o _____ -------_ ... --------- --------- --------- ----------_. ------... -- --------- -------------

CHILD PLACED 21 16 19 20 20 24 19 25 ---
with" public agency 17 11 16 14 14 2-1 24 19 25 

With private agency 4 5 3 6 6 3 0 0 0 
------------------- ----------- --------- --------- fo--------- --------.... -----------. --------- --------- -------------

Other 13 63 4 20 14 25 14 6 13 
------------------- ----------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ----------- --------- --------- -------------



D ispo s i tion by All PINS Contacts By Percentage 1950's Sample 

St. 
Total Broome Erie Kings Monroe New York Lawrence Suffolk Westchester 

CHILD IN SAME HOME 52 30 60 44 59 32 60 72 59 

No further action 29 10 34 32 38 16 40 50 11 

Released to same 
parents/supervision 23 20 26 12 20 16 20 22 48 

Released to same 
parents/services 
and supervision .1 0 0 0 .8 0 0 0 0 

------------------- ----------- ------- ---------- ------- ----------- --,...------ ----------- --------- ------------
CUSTODY CHANGED 3 10 1 4 3 4 0 6 2 

Different Parent .6 0 .7 2 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Relative 2 10 0 2 3 4 0 6 2 
------------------- ----------- ------- ---------- ------- ----------- --------- ----------- --------- ------------

CHILD PLACED 29 50 27 34 23 35 40 22 34 

With Public Agency 21 30 16 27 17 27 40 22 30 

With Private Agency 8 20 11 7 6 8 0 0 4 

----------~-------- ----------- ------- ---------- ------- ----------- --------- ----------- --------- ------------
Other 16 10 12 18 15 29 0 0 5 

------------------- ----------- ------- ---------- ------- ----------- --------- ----------- --------- ------------

- - - - - - - - - - - .... - - - - - - -



-------------------1950 Sample 

Disposi tion 

No further action 

Referred to court 

Referred to another 

Broome 
# % 

1/14 

o 

agency 0 

Released to non-respondent 
parent or guardian 1/14 

Released to respondent 
parent under supervision 3/43 

Released to respondent 
parent under supervision 
with services (daycare 0 

homemaker 

Child placed with other 
relative 0 

Child placed with public 
agency 

Child placed with private 
agency 

Disposition not yet made 

Petition changed 

Child removed from 
jurisdiction of agency 

other or unknown 

Total 

1/14 

o 

o 

1/14 

7 

Erie 
# % 

208/84 

1415.6 

1/.4 

o 

1/.4 

o 

1/.4 

17/6.8 

5/2 

1/.4 

o 

248 

DISPOSITION BY Contact 

Summary Abus·:e Referral Reasons 

Kings 
# % 

58/40.8 

26/18 

9/6 

1/.7 

27/19 

o 

4/3 

13/9 

4/3 

o 

o 

142 

Monroe 
# % 

86/66 

4/3 

o 

3/2 

1/.8 

o 

3/2 

4/3 

21/16 

9/7 

o 

131 

New York 
# % 

53/47 

31/28 

6/5 

1/1 

7/6 

o 

o 

4/4 

7/6 

o 

o 

109 

St. 
Lawrence 
# % 

13/45 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

16/55 

o 

o 

o 

29 

Suffolk 
# % 

10/53 

o 

o 

4/21 

1/5 

o 

1/5 

o 

1/5 

2/10 

o 

19 

westchester 
# % 

2/12 

o 

o 

4/24 

5/29 

o 

2/12 

4/23 

o 

o 

o 

17 

Total 
# % 

431/61 

75/11 

16/2 

14/2 

45/6 

o 

1112 

59/8 

38/5 

12/2 

o 

70? 



Disposition 

No further action 

Referred to court 

Referred to another 

Broome 
# % 

83/28 

15/5 

agency 5/2 

Released to non-respondent 
parent or guardian 0 

Released to respondent 
parent under supervision 32/11 

Re1eas~d to respondent 
parent under supervision 

~ with services (daycare 1/.3 
homemaker 

Child placed with other 
relative 13/4 

Child placed with public 
agency 106/36 

Child placed with 
private agency 22/7 

Disposition not yet made 0 

Petition changed 0 

Child removed from 
jurisdiction of cgency 

Other or unknown 

8/3 

9/3 

Total 294 

------

1950 Sample 

DISPOSITION BY Contact 

Summary Neglect Referral Reasons 

Erie 
# % 

2022/72 

147/5 

Kings 
# % 

474/42 

143,t13 

79/3 70/6 

35/1 16/1 

46/2 166/15 

18/.6 9/.8 

8/.2 27/2 

276/10 109/9 

152/5 85/7 

5/.1 0 

3/ 0 1 1/.1 

25/2 

1/.04 19/2 

2796 1142 -

Monroe 
# % 

620/66 

43/5 

16/2 

6/.6 

14/1 

21/2 

32/3 

72/8 

52/5 

o 

1/.01 

59/6 

3/.3 

939 

New York 
# % 

735/43 

325/19 

130/8 

30/2 

192/11 

'Cr 

32/2 

89/5 

146/9 

14/1 

o 

2/ 0 01 

1701 -

St. 
Lawrence 
# % 

28/21 

13/10 

o 

5/4 

12/9 

o 

o 

56/43 

13/10 

o 

o 

o 

4/3 

Suffolk 
# % 

172/49 

10/3 

15/4 

23/7 

37/11 

o 

9/3 

15/4 

38/11 

o 

o 

22/6 

8/2 

131 349 - -

Westchester 
# % 

34/8 

2/.5 

4/.9 

113/27 

66/15 

o 

26/6 

161/38 

11/3 

2/.5 

2/.5 

425 -

Total 
# % 

4168/54 

698/9 

319/4 

228/3 

565/7 

49/.6 

147/2 

883/11 

519/7 

21/.3 

6/.1 

121/1.6 

53/.7 

7777 -



-------------------1950 Sample 

Disposition 

No further action 

Referred to court 

Referred to another 
agency 

Released to different 
parent or guardian 

Released to same 

Broome 
# % 

3/16 

1/5 

o 

o 

parent under supervision 1/5 

Released to same parent 
under supervision with 
services (daycare 

homemaker 

Child placed with other 
relative 

Child placed with public 

o 

o 

agency 2/1 

Child placed with 
private agency 1/5 

Disposition not yet made 0 

Petition changed 0 

Child removed from 
jurisdiction of agency 

Other or unknown 

Total 

1/5 

10/53 

19 

DISPOSITIOl\f BY Gontact 

Summary Juvenile Delinquency Referral Reasons 
St. 

Erie 
# % 

170/47 

4/1 

o 

o 

110/30 

o 

57/16 

10/3 

8/2 

5/1 

o 

o 

364 

Kings 
# % 

44/34 

20/15 

5/4 

o 

34/26 

o 

o 

18/14 

8/6 

1/1 

o 

o 

o 

130 

Monroe 
# % 

34/27 

9/7 

o 

2/2 

45/35 

1/1 

1/1 

18/14 

8/6 

3/2 

1/1 

o 

5/4 

127 

New York 
# % 

28/23 

9/8 

14/13 

o 

31/28 

o 

o 

23/21 

3/3 

2/2 

1/1 

o 

1/1 

112 

Lawrence 
# % 

7/24 

o 

o 

o 

11/38 

o 

o 

7/24 

o 

o 

1/3 

o 

3/10 

29 

Suffolk Westchester 
# % # % 

5/31 

1/6 

o 

o 

7/44 

o 

3/19 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

16 

19/23 

1/1 

2/2 

o 

33/39 

o 

o 

21/25 

o 

3/4 

2/2 

o 

3/4 

84 

Total 
# % 

310/35 

45/5 

21/2 

2/.2 

272/31 

1/.1 

1/.1 

149/17 

30/3 

17/2 

10/1 

1/ .1 

22/2 

881 



Disposition 

No fUrther action 

Referred to court 

Referred to another 
agency 

Released to different 
parent or guardian 

Released to same parent 
under supervision 

Released to same parent 
under supervision with 
services (daycare 

homemaker) 

Child placed with other 
relative 

Child placed with public 
agency 

Child placed with private 
agency 

Disposition not yet made 

Petition changed 

Child removed from 
jurisdiction of agency 

Other or unknown 

Total 

- - --

Broome 
# % 

1/10 

o 

o 

o 

2/20 

o 

1/10 

3/30 

2/20 

o 

o 

o 

1/10 

10 

Erie 
# % 

94/34 

14/5 

7/2 

2/.7 

72/26 

o 

o 

44/16 

31/11 

2/.7 

11/4 

1/.4 

o. 

278 

1950 Sample 

DISPOSITION BY Contact 

Summary - PINS Referral Reasons 

Kings 
# % 

27/32 

11/13 

2/2 

2/2 

10/12 

o 

2/2 

23/27 

6/7 

o 

o 

o 

3/3 

86 

Monroe 
# % 

49/38 

9/7 

5/4 

o 

26/20 

1/.8 

4/3 

22/17 

8/6 

o 

2/1 

3/2 

1/1 

130 

St. 
New York Lawrence 
# % # % 

19/16 2/40 

14/12 0 

17/14 

o 

19/16 

o 

5/4 

33.1~7 

10/8 

1/.8 

3/3 

o 

1/.8 

122 

o 

o 

1/20 

o 

o 

2/40 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

5 

Suffolk Westchest~r 

# % # % 

9/50 6/11 

o 0 

o 

o 

4/22 

o 

1/6 

4/22 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

18 

2/4 

o 

26/48 

o 

1/2 

16/30 

2/4 

1/2 

o 

o. 

o 

54 

Total 
# % 

207/29 

48/7 

33/5 

4/.6 

160/23 

1/.1 

14/2 

147/21 

59/8 

4/.6 

16/2 

4/.6 

6/.9 

703 
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Appendix H 

Disposition of Delinquency and Ungovernability 

contacts in the 1970·s Sample 



-------------------
CHILD IN SAME HOME 

No Further Action 

Released to Same 
Parents/Supervision 

Released to Same 
Parents/services 
and supervision 

Broome Erie 

71 90.7 

18.8 70" 5 

57.2 20.2 

Disposition of Delinquency Contacts by Percentage 1970's Sample 

Kings Monroe New York st. Law Suffolk Westchester 

89.3 91. 8 76.2 83.3 97.9 92.5 

71.4 79 44.9 50 61.6 59.6 

17.9 12.8 31.3 33.3 36.3 32.9 

CUSTODY CHANGED 1.2 0 .2 .3 - 1.6 2.8 0 1~4 

Different Parent .8 0 .2 0 1. 4 2.8 0 1. 4 

Other Relative .4 0 0 .3 .2 0 0 0 

------------------ ----------- ----------- ------- ----.--~~-"'"'~, -.~~'t"'~,..-T"-~"'!"". ~-.--~"I."".-",:"",.~~T,'", ~~-.~"':"'""~":._---. ~~--":---.------"!"'"---

CHILD PLACED 24.9 8.6 8.5 4.9 20.2 8.3 2.1 4.8 

With Public Agency 24.5 7.2 7.8 4.6 17.7 8.3 2.1 4.8 

With Private Agency .4 1.4 .7 .3 2.5 o o o 

Other 2.9.7 2 3 ~ 5.6 0 1.3 

------------------ ----------- ----------- ------- ----------- -------~--- ----------- ----------- ----------------

i 



CHILD IN SAME HOME 

No Further Action 

Released to Same 
Parents/Supervision 

Released to Same 
Parents/services 
and supervision 

CUSTODY CHANGED 

Different Parent 

Other Relative 

CHILD PLACED 

with Public Agency 

With Private Agency 

Other 

Broome 

55.5 

12.7 

42.8 

o 

.9 

o 

.9 

35.4 

34.5 

.9 

8.2 

Disposition of Un2over~ab~lity Cont~ct~ by P~;t;"centage 1970's Sample 

Erie Kings Nonroe New York St. Law Suffolk Westchester 

81.8 76.7 85.1 56 71.5 93.8 76.7 

43.7 31. 2 65 26 50 68.8 24.7 

38.1 45.5 20.1 30 21.5 25 52 

o o 000 0 o 

2.4 .9 1.5 4.6 7.1 0 2.2 

2.-4 o o 2.3 0 0 1.1 

o .9 1.i 

-.------- .--~.--.-p- ----------~ ----~----

12 17.4 11.2 35.9 14.3 1.2 10.5 

7.2 12.9 9 23.6 14.3 1.2 8.2 

4.8 4.5 2.2 12.3 0 0 2.3 

----------- --------- --------- --------,....--

4 5 17.4 5 10.6 

-------------------
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Appendix I 

Children With Founded Contacts 

By Sex, Type of Contacts, and County 

1950's Sample 
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Children With Founded Contacts 

County Total Sample ____ ~1~9~5~0~ ______ __ 

Type of Contacts Boys Girls ~--~~~~~----~---+------~~~----~----~~~--.. 

Abuse only 

Abuse & Status Offense 

Abuse & Delinquency 

Abuse & Status Offense 
& Delinquency 

Neglect Only 

% 

2 

· • · · • · 
.4 : 

• 7 : 

.3: 
50.2 . 

# 

41 

8 

15 

7 

1017 

% 

3 

. 5 • 

• 2 : 

.1 : 

· 

# 
56 

10 

4 

2 

55.8 ·1033 

6.8 • 126 4.4 • 89 Neglect & Status Offense • . 
~--~r-------~--------~-------~--~ 

Neglect & Delinquency 

Neglect & Status Offense 
& Delinquency 

Abuse & Neglect Only 

Abuse & Neglect & 
Status Offense 

Aquse & Neglect & 
Delinquency 

Abuse & Neglect & 
Status Offense & 
Delinquency 

Status Offense Only 

Delinquency Only 

Status Offense & 
Delinquency 

Mif?'cellaneous 

TOTAL 

8.4: 171 

5.3: . 107 

17.2 • 

1. 8 • 

2.2 • 
~ 

• · 1. 9 • 

• 7 • 

348 

37 

45 

39 

15 

1.4: 29 

'1. 2: . 24 

· 1. 7. 35 

30.4 2027 

2.1: 38 

.~.5 : .47 

• 20.5.379 

..... 4 · ,. 74. 

· .8: 14 

1.4 • 25 

· ;. 8 • 14 

· .. 2· : 4 

.4 :7 

1.4: 26 

20.7 1851 



Children With Founded Contacts 

Coun ty Broome Sample ____ ~1~9~S~0~'~s~ ______ _ 

Type of contacts Boys G~rls 

• · % • # % · # • · • • 
Abuse only 2.5 • 3 3.7 • 4 · · · • · • 
Abuse & Status Offense · 1.9 · 2 

• · Abuse & Delinquency • • 

· · 
Abuse & Status Offense · • 

• • 
& Delinquency • · 

• · Neglect Only 65 · 80 71 · 76 · · · • · · Neglect & Status Offense . 8 · 1 3.7 · 4 

· • 
Neglect & Delinquency 5.7 • 7 1.9 · 2 

· · . '. 
Neglect & Status Offense · · · · & Delinquency 4.1 · 5' ... : '1 : . . .. , 1 

· · Abuse & Neglect Only 13.8 • 17 13.1 • 14 · · . · · · · Abuse Neglect & & · · status Offense • B • 1 . , .. , . '.'9 ' . 1 · · _. 
· · · · A1::?,use Neglect & & · · Delinquency 1.6 • 2 · · • 
• · 

Abuse Negle~t · • 
& & · · Status Offense & · · • • 

Delinquency · · · • 
Status Offense Only .8 · 1 .. · . . · " · · · 
Delinquency Only • • 

• 
... · '- · • · Status Offense & • · 

Deling:uency 1.6 · 2 • · ... · · · Miscellaneous 3.3 • 4 2.8 • 3 

TOTAL 18.8 123 12.2 107 
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I 
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Children With Founded Contacts 

County Erie Sample 

TY,Re of Contacts Boys 
• 

% · · # 
• 

Abuse only 1.5 · 10 • · 
Abuse & Status Offense .5 c' 3 ~ 

· Abuse & Delinquency, .3 · 2 

· Abuse & Status Offense · 
Delinquency .5 · 3 & · 

• 
Neglect On IX 46.6 • 308 · · 
Neglect & Status Offense 4.5 · 30 • 

Neglect & Delinquency 9.7 • 64 · 
' . .. 

Neglect & Status Offense · 
Delinquency 6.4 • ·42 & '. 

· Abuse & Neglect Only 18.2 • 120 · · 
Abus'e & Neglect & · · Status OffAnsB 2.6 · 17 

• · · Al?,use & Neglect & • 
Delinquency 2.3 • 15 · · · Abuse & Neglect & • 
Status Offense &I • 
Delinquency 2.4 · 16 · · Status Offense Only .5 · 3' · · 

Delinguency OnlX 1.5 · 10 • 

· status Offense & • 
Delinquency 1.7 • 11 · · Miscellaneous 1.1 • 7 

TOTAL 33.7 661 

1950's 
------------------

Girls .,. 
• 

% • # · • 
3.4 · 19 : 

• · .5 • 3 · 
· .2 · 1 

· • 
• · 
• 

55 · 307 · • 
6.1 · 34 · 
2.7 · 15 · . · • 

,2: .. · ,11. ' .. · . 
.. 

. ' 21.5. • ,120. · · • · ' .... , 4.3 · . 24, 
· · • · .• 7 • 4 
· · • · .. 

1 •. 3 • 7 
• 
• .. .. , :.7' • 4 · • 

'.4 • 2 • 
· • 

.7 · ,4 · · 

.5 • 
• 3 

20.1 558 



Children With Founded Contacts 

county ____ K_i_n~g~s ______________ ___ sample 1950 I s' 

Type of Contacts Bovs Girls 
• · % • # % 0 # • · · • 

Abuse only 2 • 6 3.9 · 11 • · · · 
Abuse & Status Offense .3 • 1 1.1 · • · 3 

AbtlSe & Delinquency 1 • · · 3 • 
• · 

Abuse & Status Offense • • 
• 

& Delinguency · 3 1 .4 · · · 1 
. · • 

Neglect Only 46.4 · 137 50.5 · 141 · • · • 
Neglect & Status Offense 3.1 • 9 6.5 • 18 · · 
Neglect Delinquency 9.8 • 29 · & · 1.1 • 3 

· · .. 
Neglect & Status Offense • • 

Delinquency 3.4 · 10 · & · .. . 2. ~. . . . . . 6 

• · 23.7 Abuse & Neglect Only · 70 .25.4 • 71 · · · • 
• • Abuse & Neglect & 

· 3 
• · Status Offen!=:e • 1 .... 5. o . 14 · · · · · • 

AJ:?use & Neglect & · 3.4 10 • 
Delinquency • . 7 • 2 

• · · · . • • Abuse & Neglect & · · Stat.us Offense & • · 
Delinquency 1.7 • 5 2.2 · 6 • · 

]. · · Status Offense Only · 3 .. ..• 4. • 1 · · · · 
Delinquency Only 2.7 · 8 · · .. · 

• · Status Offense & · · 
De 1 ihquency · 7 • 2 .7 · 2 • · · · Miscellaneous • • 

TOTAL 27.9 295 20.2 279 

L ______ _ 

.. 

I 
I 

'I 
I 
I 
I 
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Children with Founded Contacts 

County Nonroe --------------------- Sample~~5~O~'~s~ ________ _ 

Tlpe of contacts Girls Boys . 
• · % • # % • # · · · • 

Abuse only 1.8 • · 5 1.9 • 5 · · · 
Abuse Status Offense .4 · 1 .7 · & · . 2 · 

· • 
Abuse & Delinquency 1.5 · 4 • 

· • 
Abuse & Status Offense • • 

• • 
& Delinquency · • · • • 

Neglect Only 45.1 · 124 49.8 · 134 · • 
• • 

Neglect Status Offense 4 · 19 .9.7 · 26 & · • 

9.5 · Neglect & Delinquency • · 26 1.9 • 5 
• · .. 

N,eglect & Status Offense • • , • 
& Delinquency 6.9 • 19 . 4-.:8- · . 13 

~ · . · Abuse & Neglect Only 15.3 • 42 17.8 , 48 
• · · · • • Abuse & Neglect & · • 

Status Offense .3,,6 • 10 . 7 .. 1 ' . 19 · • · · • • Al?use & Neglect & · ~ • 
Delinquency 2.5 • 1.5 , 4 · · , • 

• · Abuse & Neglect & · , • 
Status Offense • & 

4 

Delin9:uenc~ 2.2 • 6 1 .. 9 • 5 • • 

· • 
Status Offense Only .. .. .7 · , 2 

• · • • 
Delingnency Only .4 · 1 • · · · · Status Offense & • · Delinquency 1.5 • 4 · • • 

Miscellaneous 2.5 · 7 2.2 • 6 • • . 
TOTAL 37.8 275 30.5 269 

. J 



Children With Founded Contacts 

county ____ N_e~W __ y_o_r_k~ __________ __ Sample 1950's 

Type 0 f Con t t ac s Boys Gl.rls 
• • 

% • # % • # · · • • 
Abuse onlx: 1.5 • 4 2 • 6 · • · · 

.4 · 1 · Abuse & Status Offense • , · 
• • 

Abuse & Delinquency ; .7 ~ 2 .3 • 1 

· · Abuse & Status Offense · • · · & Delinquency .7 · 2 .3 • 1 

· • 
Ne9:1ect Only 50.6 · 137 56.3 : 170 · • e 

Neglect Status Offense 6.3 · 17 7.3 • 
& · • 22 

5.9 · • 
Neglect & Delinquency · 16 2.7 • 8 

• · .. 
Neglect & Status Offense • · • 

Delinquency 4.1 11 · & · ... '1'.'1 · . 5 

· · Abuse & Neglect Only 18.5 · 50 . 22.2 • 67· · · · · · · Abuse Neglect & & · · Status Offense 2.6 · 7 : . 3:.3 • ·10 · · · · 
AQuse & Neglect & · • · · Delinquencv 2.6 • 7 • 7 • 2 
-... . -"'-"'~--=--= '''" - -.- • · · • 
Abuse & Neglect · · & • · Status Offense & · · • 

Delinquency 2.6 7 1.7 · 5 • · 
· · Status Offense Only . 7 · 2 . , .. ;. 7 . . . 2 · · • • 

Delinquency Only .7 • 2 • · · · • Status Offense & • • 
Delinsuency .4 • 1 • · · 

Miscellaneous 1.8 · 5 1 • · · 3 , 

TOTAL 29.4 271 19.5 302 
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Children 'With Founded Contacts 

County St. Lawrence Sample ____ l_9_5_0_'_s ________ ___ 

f C t t . 1 ...... ¥.:£e 0 on ac s Boys G~r s - • • 
% · #. % · # · · · · 

Abuse only • 2.4 · 1 · • - • · · • 
Abuse & status Offense • · 

4.7 · 2 2.4 · 1 Abuse & Delinquency • · 
• • 

Abuse & status Offense • • 
• • 

& Delinquency · · 
f 

• • 
Neglect Only ,51. 2 · 22 58.5 · 24 · • · · 
Neglect Offense 2.3 • 1 2.4 • 1 

& Status · • 

11. 6 · 5 2.4 · 1 Neglect & Delinquency · · \ 

• · 
Neglect & Status Offense · · 9.3 · 4 • 

& Delinquenc.~y · .. · ' 
" 

. 
~-

14 · 6 26.,8 · 11. Abuse & Neglect Only · • · · · · · · Abuse & Neglect & • · Status Offense · .... · , · · • · · • Aquse & Neglect & 4.7 · 2 · Delinquency • • · · • . · 
Abuse Neglect • • 

& & • · Status Offense & · · 2.3 • 1 2.4 • 1 
Delinquency . • · 

• 2, • .4 • 1 
Status Offense Only · .. • · · · • 
Delinquency On 1;'( · • 

• 
.. 

• 
· • 

Status Offense & · • 
Delinquency · • • • ..,..-. ... 

J 
I • • Miscellaneous • • 

TOTAL 34.8 43 12.3 41 



Children with Founded Contacts 

County ____ S_u_f_f_o_l_l_c ____________ ~ Sample ____ ~1~9~5~O~'~s~ ______ _ 

~~e of Contacts. Boys Girls 

% # % # 

Abuse only 3.6 4 1.1 1 

Abuse & Status Offense 
~~~~~~~~~~~~----,---~--------~~--------_4----------------_+ 

Abuse & Delinquency 

Abuse & Status Offense 
& Delinquency 

Neglect Only 

Neglect & Status Offense 

Neglect & Delinquency 

Neglect & Status Offense 
& Delinquency 

Abuse & Neglect Only 

Abuse & Neglect & 
Status Offense 

AQuse & Neglect & 
Delinquency 

Abuse & Neglect & 
Status Offense & 

.. Delinquency 

. 9 

70.9 

3.6 

8.2 

6.4 

· • · '. 

1 

78 

4 

9 

7 

74.2 

8.6 

1.1 

· 
: 69 

• 8 

· · · 
1 

. . . . . . . . .. 
11.8' , : ' 11 

, . . 

Status Offense Only 1.8 : 2 . . , . 1..1: 1 
~~------------+---------~.--------.--~--~----~.~----+ 

Delinquency Only • 9 : 1 .. : 

Status Offense & 
Delinquency 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL 

1.8 

1.8 

19.1 

2 

2 2.2 

110 12.9 

2 

93 
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Children With Founded Contacts 

County 1'7estchester Sample 1950' s 

T f C -,ype 0 ontacts B oys . 1 GJ.r s 
• · % • # % • # • • 
• • 

Abuse only 3.6 • · 9 4.5 • · 9 · · • · Abuse & Status Offense · 8 • 2 · 
• · Abuse & Delinquency .4 • 1 .5 · 1 
~ · Abuse & Status Offense · • 
• • 

& Delinquency .4 · 1 • 
• • 

Neglect Only 52.6 · 131 55.4 • 112 · • · • · • Neglect & Status Offense 3.2 · 8 '6~4 • 13 
'-1-

• • 
Neglect & Delinquency 6 • 15 1.5 • 3 · · · Neglect & Status Offense • • 

• • 
& Delinquency 6.4 • 16 1 ~ 5 .. • 3 

· · Abuse & Neglect Only 14.5 • 36 18.3 ' . 37 · · · · · · Abuse & Neglect & • · Status Offense .4 · 1 ..... 3' . . . 6 · • · · • · AQuse & Neglect & · • 
Delinquency • 8 • 2 1 · 2 • · • · • • Abuse & Neglect & • · Status Offense & · • · • 
Delin_guency ~ 

· 6 • 4 . 5 · 1 

· · Sta.tus Offense Only 1.6 · 4' . .. 1~5 · 3 · · • • 
Delinquency Only 2.8 · · 7 l' • 2' · · • 
Status Offense & · · 

Delinquency .8 · 2 .5 · 1· · .. 
• 

· • 
Miscellaneous 4 · 10 4.5 • 9 

TOTAL 29.3 249 21.8 202 
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Appendix J 

Children With Founded Contacts 

By Sex, Type of Contact, and County 

1970 Sample 
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Children With Founded Contacts 

Co un ty ____ T_o_t __ a_l ______________ __ Sample 1970 

Type of Contacts Boys Girls -
• • 

% · # % · # · · · • 
Abuse only · .4 · 2 · · · · 
Abuse & Status Offense .9 • 7 • 

• 1.9 • 9 

1.7 · · Abuse &'Delinquency · 22 .2 '0 1 
• • 

Abuse & Status Offense · • 
1 · · & Delinquency · 13 1.2 • 6 

· • 
Neglect Only · .2 • 1 · · · • 
Neglect & Status Offense 2.2 · 28 8.7 · · • 42 

Neglect 6.1 · 78 • 
& Delinquency · 2.1 • 10 

· • r 
Neglect & Status Offense · • 

4.6 • 
& Delinquency 59 '.5.·6, • 27 • • 

· • 
Abuse & Neglect Only · , 

· • · · · · Abuse & Neglect & · · Status Offense .6 · 8 ... 3 .• 9 • . 19 · · · · · • AJ:?use ~ Neglect & • · Delinquency 1.8 • 23 1..2 • 6 · · · • • • Abuse & Neglect & • · Status Offense & • · 
Delinquency 2.2 • 28 3.1 • 15 • • 

10.3 • 131. • 
Status Offense Only • 39.8 • 192 

• · · · 
Delinquency Only 42.7 · 543 1.3 ... 9 · 67 · · 

· · Status Offense & · · 
Delinquency 25.9 · 329 17.6 · 85 · • 

Miscellaneous · 3 • 1 · • 

TOTAL 2Ll .1272 28.7 483 
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Children With Founded Contacts 

county Broome Sample 1970' s 

Type of Contacts, Boys Girls 
• • 

% · # % · # · · • • 
Abuse only • • · · • · 
Abuse & Status Offense • 1.7 · 1 · • 

1.4 · Abuse & Delinquency · 3 3.3 · • 2 

· · Abuse & Status Offense · · • 
& Delinquency .5 1 • · · · · Neglect Only · • · · · · 

Neglect & Status Offense 1.9 • 4 f3.3 · 5 · · -
Delinquency 3.4 • 7 • 

Neglect & · · · · .. 
Neglect & Status Offense · • 

4.3 · & Delinquency .9 1. 7. · 1 , · . , . . . . . 

· · Abuse & Neglect Only · • · · · · · · Abuse & Neglect & • · Status Offense .5 · 1 ... ,1. 7 · . 1 · · · · · · Al?use & Neglect & 1 · · Delinquency • 2 · · · · • · • Abuse & Neglect & • · Status Offense & • · 
Delinquency . 5 • 1 • · • 

16.3 · 34 • 
Status Offense Only · .. , . 50, · , ,30 

• • 
• • 

Delinquency Only 54.3 · 113 13.3. · 8 · . , · 
• · Status Offense & • • 

Delinquency 15.9 · 33 20 • ],2 
• .' ~ 

• · Miscellaneous · · 
TOTAL 13.5 208 16.7 60 



Children With Founded Contacts 

County _____ E_r_i_e ________________ _ Sample ____ ~1~9~7~0_'~s ______ __ 

f t B G' 1 TYEe 0 Con acts oys 
I 

~r s 
• 

• · % · # % · # • 0 

0 · • 0 

Abuse only 0 0 " 

· · · 0 

Abuse & Status Offense .9 • 1 4.8 · :3 
0 · Abuse & Delinquency 2.6 · . 3 • 
0 0 

Abuse & Status Offense · · • • 
& Delinquency .9 · 1 · 

0 · 
Neglect Only 

0 0 

· · · · · 0 

Neglect & Status Offense 12.3 · 14 16.1 · 10 

· • 
Neglect & Delinquency 16.7 · 19 3.2 0 2 

• · . , 

Neglect & Status Offense • • 
0 · & Delinquency 5.3 · 6 - - 4- .:8 · ' 3 

· · Abuse & Neglect Only · • · , · · · 0 · Abuse Neglect & & • · Status Offense 0 - . - - 4',-8 o • 3 0 · 0 · 0 · Al?use Neglect & & 0 · Delinsuency 1.8 • 2 · • ~ · 0 · 
Abuse Neglect • 0 

& & • · Status Offense & 
0 • · 0 

Delinquency 0 1.6' · 1 
0 · Status Offense Only 15.8 · 18 .... 43:.5 .; - 27 · · • · 

Delinquency Only 16.7 · 19 4. ·8· 0 

0 · 3' 

• · Status Offense & · , . 
Delinquency 26.3 0 30 16.1 · · · 10 

Miscellaneous · , . 
• 9 · 1. • 

TOTAL 41.4 114 35.6 62 

. 
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Children With Founded Contacts 

county Kings Sample __ ~1~9~7~0~'~s~ ______ __ 

Type of Contacts Boys Girls 

· • 
% · # % • # · · • • 

Abuse only · · · · · · · · Abuse & Status Offense . 3 · 1 2.3 · 3 
• • 

Abuse. & Delinquency .,9 · 3 · 
· · 

Abuse & Status Offense · • 
• • 

& Delinquency .6 • 2 .8 · 1 

· · Neglect Only · · · · · • 
• · ~eglect & Status Offense .6 • 2 7.6 · 10 

· · Neglect & Delinquency 3.3 · 11 · · · " " 

Neglect & Status Offense • · · · & Delinquency 3 · 10 3~8 • 5" 
0 • 

Abuse & Neglect Only · • · • · • · · Abuse Neglect & & · · 
Status Offense .6 • 2 " ""2~3 · . 3 · · · · · • 

AJ:?use & Neglect & · • 
Delinquency . 6 • 2 ~ 8 • 1 · · · · • · Abuse & Neglect & • • 
Status Offense & • • · · Delinquency 2.4 · 8 .8" · 1 

· · Status Offense Only 7.5 · 25 . " 47.3" · 62 · · , · • 
Delinquency Only 48.8 · 163 16 · 21 ' · · · • 
Status Offense & • • 

Delinguency 31. 4 · 105 18.3 · 24 " • • , · • • 
Miseellaneous • • 

TOTAL 12.3 334 18.4 131 



Children With Founded Contacts 

County ___ M_o_n;.;..r;.;..o_e~ _____ _ Sample 1970' s 

Type 0 f Con t act.s B ays G' 1 ~r s 
• • 

% • t % • # • · • • 
Abuse only • • 

• · • · • • 
Abuse & status Offense • 6 • 1 2 • 1 

• · A,buse & Delinquency 2.5 • 4 • 
- • · 
Abuse & Status Offense · · • · & Delinquency .6 • 1 · 

• • 
Neglect Only • · • • · • 

• • 
!~eglect & Status Offense 1.9 • 3 11.8 · 6 

· · !~eglect & Deling:uency 10.8 • 17 11.8 • 6 
• • . -

Neglect & Status O~fense • • · • 
& Delinquency 8.3 .. -13 - .. . - . :7.:8 : - • - -4 

• · Abuse & Neglect Only • - . · . • · • • 
• • Abuse Neglect & & • • 

Status Offense 1.3 • -2 - - : -11.-8 - . , 6 .. • • - • · • · Al?,use Neglect & & • • 
Delinquency 4.5 • 7 3 .. 9 . · 2 • · • · 

Abuse Neglect • • 
& & · • 

Status Of~ense & • • 
• • 

Delinquency 5.7 • 9 3.9 • 2 
• • 

Status Offense Only 8.9 .' 14 - .... '25.5 . • ·13 · · • · Delinquency Only 32.5 · 51 17-.:6- · 9 • .. · . • 
• • Status Offense & • • 

Delinquency 22.3 • 35 - . -3.9 • 2· . • . . . 
• 

• • Miscellaneous • • 

TOTAL 36.3 157 53 51 
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Children With Founded Contacts 

County N8W York Sample ____ ~1~9~7~0~'s~ ______ __ 

Type 0 f t t Con ac s Boys G~rls .. 
• • 

% · # % · # • · • • 
Abuse only · 2.4 • · · 2 

· • · · Abusle & Status Offense .9 · ; :? · · · Abust=. & Delinquency .9 · 2 · 
· · 

AbuSE~ & Status Offense • • · • 
& Delinquen.cy 1.4 · 3 · · · Neglect Only · 1.2 · 1 · • · • · ,; 

Neglect & Status Offense 2.4 · 5 10.8 · 9 . 

· · Neglect & Delinquency 7.6 • 16 · · • 
Neglect & Status Offense · • · • 

& Delinquen.cy 8.1 · 17 -10.;8 - • 9 

· · Abuse & Neg'lect Only · • • • · · · · Abuse Neglect & & · • 
Status Offense 1.4 • 3 ' - 6 · . 5 • · · · · · A1:;>use Neglect & & · · Delinquency 3.3 • 7 2.;4 • 2 · · .~~ · · • · Abuse & Neglect & • · Status Offense & · • · • 
Delinquency 4.7 • 10 10.8 · 9 

· · Status Offense Only 4.7 · · 10 - , . 21.7 · 18 · • • 
Delinquency Onlv 33.6 · 71 12 - • 10 · · ","=-

• • 
Status Offense & • · 

Delinquency 30.8 · 65 21.7 · 18 · · 
• • 

Miscellaneous · • 

TOTAL 30.9 211 44.6 83 



Children With Founded Contacts 

county ___ S_t~. __ L_a_w_r_e_n_c_e ________ __ Saffiple ______ l_9_7_0_'_s ______ __ 

Type of Contacts Boys Girls -_. 
• · % • # % · # • · · · 

Abuse only • • · · · · · 20 • 1 Abuse & Status Offense · · 
• · Abuse & Delinquency · • - • · 

Abuse & Status Offense • • · · & Delinguency · • 

· · 
Ne9:lect Only · • 

• · • • 
• · Neglect & Status Offense • · 
· • 

Ne9:lect. & Delinquenc:y 10.7. • 3 • 
• • .. 

Neglect & Status Offense • · · · & Delinquency 3.6 • 1 ... 2·0 • 1 

· · Abuse & Neglect Only • • · · · · · · Abuse & Neglect & · · Status Offense · . . , .. . . · . • • - • · • • Aquse Neglect & & · · Deling;uency 7.1 • 2 • 
• • · · 

Abuse Neglect • • 
& & · I · Status Offense & • • · · Delinquency • .. · · · Status Offense Only 14.3 • 4 . . .. ·2:0· · 1· · • · · Delinquency Only 46.4 · 13 • .. · • 

· • 
Status Offense & · • 

Delinquency 17.9 · 5 .40 · 2 · · · • 
Miscellaneous • • 

TOTAL 21.4 28 40 5 
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Children With Founded Contacts 

County Suffolk sample ____ l _9_7_0_'s ________ __ 

Type of Contacts Boys Girls 
• 

• • 
% • # % · # · · • • 

Abuse only • • · • · · 
Abuse Status Offense • 7 · 1 2.2 · & · · 1 

· · Abuse & Delinquency 1.4 G 2 • 

· · 
i\buse & Status Offense • • 

1.4 • · & Delinq_uency · 2 · . 
• · Neglect OnlX • • · · · · 

Neglect Status Offense · 2.2 · & · · 1 . 
e · Neglect & Delinquency 2.9 • 4 4.3 · 2 

· · r . , 

Neglect & Status Offense • • 
• 

Delinquency 1.4 1 · & • . , . · . 
· • 

Abuse & Neglect Only · • 
• · • · • · Abuse Neglect & & • • 

Status Offense · · , • • , · • 
• • Aquse Neglect & & • · DeliI!quency 1.4 • 1 2.2 · 1 · · · • 
• · Abuse & Neglect & · • 

Status Of:t::ense & • · • · Delinquency · • 
• • 

Status Of:t::ense Only 12.2 · 17 .. . 54.3 • , 25 · • · · 
Delinguency Only 66.2 • 92 26·.1 .. · 12 ' . · · . 

. . • 
Status Offense & • • 

Delinquency 13.7 · +9 8 .. 7 • 4 · · 
• • 

Miscellaneous · • 

TOTAL 7.9 139 10.9 46 



Children With Founded Contacts 

county Westchester Sample_,_--=l:.:;.9...:.7..:::0~'..:::s~ ___ _ 

TYEe of Contacts Boys Girls .. 

· • 
% • # % · # • · • · 

Abuse only • • 
• · · · · • 

Abuse & Status Offense 1.2 • 1 • 
• • 

Abuse & Delinquericy 6.2 • 5 • . - · · 
Abuse & Status Offense · · · · & Delinquency 3.7, · 3 6.7 · 3 

• • 
Neglect Only · · · • · • 
Neglect Status Offense · • 

& · 2.2 • 1 

· · Neglect & Delinquency 1.2 · 1 • 
-

• · - '. 
Neglect & Status Offense · • · · & Delinquency 2.5 · 2 8' .:9 ' . ' 4 . 

· · Abuse & Neglect Only · .. · · · • · · Abuse Neglect & & · • 
Status Offense · , ' , . ·2·~·2 · , 1 · · • · 

Aquse Neglect · · & & • · Delinquency • · • · · · 
Abuse & Neglect • · & • · Status Offense & • · · Delinquency 1.2 1 4.4· · 2 • • 

· · Status Offense Only 11.1 · 9 .. . ' ·35.6 ' , . 16 · · • · Delinquency Only 25.9 · 21 8.:9, • 4' . · . ' · 
• · Status Offense & · • 

Deling~ency 45.7 · 37 ' .28.9 • 13 · · . . ' 

Miscellaneous · 1 • • 2.2 · 1 
-~.:--""- . 

TcrAL 17.3 81 26.6 45 
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A.ppendix K 

Distribution of Child Abuse and Neglect Referral 

Reasons That Correlated With Juvenile Delinquency 

or Ungovernability Referral Reasons 

1950's Sample 
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1950's 
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Girls <1J 0 
I a @I .r-! IJ) 

Delinquency l-I rei <1J r-'i tJ u <1J 0 ~s: 0 

tti N+J 0 ~ .-1 <1J 
X Ul 'r-! ::l o Ul Ul +J ro 

r-I.BtIl <1J <1J 0 ~ <1J I-t ro 'r-! ::l ::llH r-I 
l-I ~ r-I>' I-t .j..I 

rei U) .r-! ~ +J ~ 0 >. til 0 o <1J 

]fi 
::lr-l <1J-IJ 0 r-Iro+J 

'r-! +J ro r-I ,clH ~ Ul I-t .r-! 'r-! ro Q l-I 

l~ 
ro 0 -IJ ro <1J 0 

0 ~ I-t 0 <1J r-I m -IJ 0 <1J <1J <1J orO .-I <1J ~ ~.g ~ 
I-t ro 

'r-! 0 <1J <1J 0 :8 O'l o ::l o til O'l .r-! 0 O'lr-l lH " .... -IJ -IJ 
§ til 

m: 
,c I-t I-t til -IJ ro <1J l-I til ~ r-I Ul ~ 0 0 r-I Ul Ul ~ 0 (."Ir-I~ 

~ -IJ ~ a ::l til ~§ til rtl 0 rtl ro 'r-! ~ ~ +J tt ~ til 'r-! 0 g OJ 0 
1Il 0 J:Q ~ ::l Hili 0 :s a p <1J (:AU) P rtl o 0 dP dP IS 0 

Battered Child .8 

Other Physical 
Attacks 1 1 1 6 4 13 6.5 5.1 . 
Risk of Injury 1 2 3 1.5 1.4 

Sexual Abuse 1. 1 1 4 2 .9 

Mental/emotional 
IlIIpairment 1 1 2 4 2 2.1 

Inadequate food, 
shelter, or cloth. 1 1 2 5 1 1 15 1 5 5 37 18.4 21.9 

Malnutrition .1 

Education Neglect 1 3 2 1 7 3.5 2.5 

Medical Neglect 1 1 2 1 1.2 

Abandonment 1 3 4 1 2 11 5.5 6.6 

Involuntary parental 
3 15 absence 3 2 7 7.S 2.6 

Parental Drug 
Addiction 1 2 3 1.5 .4 

. 2 2 6 1 6 1 1 19 9. S' 11.8 Parent Alcoholism 
Parent 
sex conduct 2 5 3 10 5 ; 4.5 

Parent 
Mental Illness 1 1 1 3 1. 5· 2.8 

Parental Fighting 1 1 2 4 2 2.6 

. Inadequate 
1 1 1 2 3 4 12 1 ·22 6 1 4 58 28.9 32.1 

Supervision 
, 

Other 1 1 1 5 8 4 

i TOTAL 
1 2 4 6 8 14 44 1 5 74 4 23 1 ~l 13 201 

1 
~ - - Kill - .-, - -
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1950's Q) 

~ 
0 

Boys S fJl 'r-! Ul 
Delinquency !-I ro Q) r-I ~ 

C) Q) 0 ~::: 0 ~ 
,~ N+.l 0 >r r-I Q) 

~ Ul 4-l 'r-! ::I o Ul Ul +.l r-I cd 
r-IIlUl (j) (j) t> ~ (j) !-I cd • .-1 ::I ::14-1 r-I 

!-I t' r-I >r !-I +.l 
ro Ul 'r-! ~ ~ ..c:1 0 >r Ul 0 o Q) tB ::Ir-I Q).j.l 0 r-Icd.j.l 
'r-! .j.l cd r-I 8..c:14-l ~ Ul !-I .r-! .r-! cd ~ !-I 

~~ 
ro t> .j.l cd Q) t> 

t> ~ !-I 0 Q) r-I ::I .j.l 0 Q) Q) (j) t>..c:1 ~ ~ r-I Q) ~ !-I ::I 

~ 
!-I cd 

'r-! 0 (j) Ii) t> :8 tJ'l cd o ::I t> Ul tJ'l .r-! t> tJ'lr-l oro 4-l 4-l.j.l.j.l 

§ Ul 

~ 
." !-I ~ Ul .j.l cd (j) !-l Ul ~ r-I Ul r-I.j.l ~ 0 0 r-I Ul Ul ~ 0 :p o r-I ~ 

!-l ~ a ::I Ul ::I ~ Ul ro 0 ro cd 'r-! ~ ~ +.l ~ ~ Ul 'r-! 0 ~ m 8 II: r:t: 0 III r:t: r:t:l:l::l Hili 0 :2l S l:l Q) IllUl l:l ro o t> cIP dP 

Battered Child 1 1 1 1 4 .5 .8 

Other Physical 
Attacks 2 1 1 8 13 11 2 2 10 1 3 1 2 1 2 60 6.9 5.1 

Risk of Iniury 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 9 1 1.4 

Sexual Abuse 1 1 .1 .9 

Mental/emotional 
Impairment 3 7 1 1 2 7 2 2 1 3 29 3.3 2.1 

Inadequate food, 
shelter, or cloth. 3 4 5 1 21 34 18 10 8 25 2 24 16 2 2 1 7 183 21.1 21.9 

., 

Malnutrition 1 1 2 .2 .1 

Education Neglect 1 2 1 7 9 .6 1 1 5 2 2 2 1 1 2 43 5 2.5 

Medical Neglect 1 1 2 1 1 4 3 13 1.5 1.2 

Abandonment 5 11 2 3 2 6 1 6 6 1 43 5 6.6 

Involuntary parental 
absence 1 2 3 8 4 3 1 10 1 10 4 47 5.4 2.6 

Parental Drug 
Addiction 

Parent Alcoholism 2 3 1 7 11 8 7 4 9 4 7 4 1 1 1 70 8.1 11.8 

Parent 
sex conduct 1 2 '5 3 2 4 5 2 24 2.8 4.5 

Parent 
Mental Illness 1 10 1 1 1 3 3 1 21 2.4 2.8 

Parental Fighting 1 1 7 6 2 3 3 1 24 2.8 2.6 

Inadequate 
Supervision 3 6 5 5 2 28 31 29 13 10 40 3 38 16 1 6 236 27.2 32.1 

, 

Other 2 1 1 10 11 5 2 1 9 2 6 2 2 4 58 6.7 

I 
I TOTAL 3 19 13 19 7 97 164 96 45 33 133 18 114 62 4 7 5 28 867 



1950's 
Girls 

Ungovernability 

Battered Child 

Other Attacks 

Risk of Ini ur r 

Sexual Abuse 
Mental or emotional 
Imoairment 
Inadequate food, 
shelter, clothing 

Malnutrition 

Educational Neglect 

Medical Neglect 

Abandonment 
Involuntary 
Parental Absence 
Parental Drug 
Addiction 
Parent 
Alcoholism 
Parent Sexual 
Misconduct 
Parent Mental 
Illness 
Parent 
Fighting 
Inadequate 
Supervision 

Other/unknown 

TOTAL 
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.j.J 

<1l OM UI 

~ 
.j.J @ ~ s:: <1l b1 

1950's OM 0 b1 s:: s:: ,1-1 

~ ~ 0'1 OM rd 0 .r! s:: 
~ 0 +i s:: s:: g or-! IH r-l <1l 

III .j.J u 0 or-! I\'! .j.J IH It 
r-l .5 UI Boys 

~ 
.g ~~ s:: It OM .j.J 

0'1 r-l b1 rd u s:: 0 r-l rt1 .IJ 
Ungovernability s:: rd r-l s:: s:: or-! 0 r-l or-! UI .IJ It <1l U 

OM s:: UI ~ 8 OM U U X 
~ 

!-l It s:: rd tE >J<1l 0 <1l 0 <1l IH 4-1 .IJ .IJ s::. ::l X UI rd .IJ U1'O r-l .j.J ::l 0 () r-l, s:: 
m H & <1l OM ,.IJ It ~~ 

OM s:: r-l 0 I\'! 0 
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Battered Child 1 3 4 1 .8 
0-1--

Other Attacks 9 6 17 2 1 °1' 36 8.7 5.1 -
Risk of Injury 1 1 .2 1.4 

Sexual Abuse 1 1 .2 .9 
Mental or emotional 
Impairment 4 2 1 7 1.7 2.1 
Inadequate food, 
shelter, clothing 12 34 26 8 3 3 3 1 90 21. 7 21.9 

Malnutrition .1 

Educational Neqlect 6 8 1 1 16 3.9 2.5 

Medical Neglect. 1 1 1 3 .7 1.2 

Abandonment 5 11 6 2 24 5 • .8 6.6 
Involuntary 
Parental Absence 1 3 5 1 1 11 2.7 2.6 
Parental Drug 
Addiction 1 1 .2 .4 
Parent 
Alcoholism 8 12 7 ~ 1 2 34 0.2 11. 8 

Parent Sexual 
Misconduct 2 6 8 3 2 21 5.1 4.5 

Parent Mental 
Illness 2 4 1 1 8 1.9 2.8 

Parent 
Fighting 3 3 3 3 12 2.9 2.6 

Inadequate 
19 41 39 6 7 5 3 1 1 122 29.5 32.1 

Supervisi~n 

Other/unknown 4 10 5 2 2 23 5.6 
\ 

TOTAL 73 ~46 21 28 15 15 9 4 3 414 .. 
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Appendix L 

Distribution of Child Protective and Juvenile 

Delinquency Contacts that Correlate in the 

1970's Sample 
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-
Battered Child 2 4 3 3 2 1 1 16 
O~her Physical 
Attacks 1 1 2 6 9 4 1 2 7 5 2 1 1 2 44 

Risk of Iniury 3 1 1 1 6 ,-

Sexual Abuse 1 1 1 1 4 
Mental/emotional 
Impairment 3 3 2 2 2 12 
Inadequate food, 
shelter, or cloth. 1 1 1 10 22 10 5 14 4 5 3 2 1 1 80 

Malnutrition 

Education Neglect 1 1 5 6 1 1 2 1 1 1 20 

Medical Neglect 1 I 1 1 4 
."(; 

Abandonment 1 1 , 1 2 8 11 3 2 2 5 1 2 I 1 3 44 

Involuntary parental 
absence 3 2 1 1 1 8 

Parental Drug 
1 Addiction 2 4 2 1 1 1 1 2 15 .. 

Parent Alcoholism 1 1 2 7 8 3 2 1 2 1 2 1 31 

Parent 
1 sex conduct 1 5 2 2 1 2 1 1 16 

Parent 
Mental Illness 2 2 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 15 

Parental Fiqhtinq 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 10 

Inadequate 
] 19 21 16 17 1 SUj2ervision 2 3 4 11 3 3 3 4 108 

Other 2 2 7 5 3 4 2 8 2 2 1 ] 1 40 

Prevsious 
Child Abuse and N~q'''r 1 1 2 

1 9 4 5 16 84 105 53 16 25 66 12 32 14 S 8 16 475 I ;;WAT 
.... i - I I I - - -- - .. • - -- -- '- -- - - ._. - -
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I Appendix M 

I 
I Presence of Mothers and Fathers in Homes 

I 
1950's and 1970 i s Samples 
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I 
• I , 

Mother Present 

1950's 

County In Home 

Broome 62.28% 

Erie 89.61% 

Kings 87.20% . 

Monroe 94.31% 

New York 84.40% 

St. Lawrence 74.26T, 

Suffolk 87.01% 

Westchester 62.11% 

Totals 83.70% 

- -- - --------

in the Home -- By Child 

Sample 

Not In Home Not Indicated 

36.30% 1.42% 

8.45% 1.94% 

12.64% 0.16% 

4.22% 1.47% 

15.12% 0.95% 

25.74% 0 

12.34% 0.65% 

35.37% 2.53% 

15.05% 1. 25% 



I 
I 

Father Presen.t in Home -- By Child 

1950's Sample I 
County. In Home Not In Home Not Indicated I 
Broome 47.69% 36.30% 1.78% I 
Erie 67.44% 30.08% 

Kings 67.20% 32.48% 

2.48% I 
0.32% 

Monroe 56.51% 40.55% 2.94% I 
New York 44.29% 5ilo 88% 0.83% 

St. Lawrence 81.19% 16.83% 1.98% I 
Suffolk 51.95% 46.75% 

Westchester 49.68% 50.32% 

1. 30% 

I 2.53% 

Totals 57.69% 40.25% 1. 79% I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Father Present in the Home -- By Child 

1970's. Sample 

County In Home Not In Home 

Broome 29.14% 25.90% 

Erie 25.99% 22.03% 

Kings 28.57% 46.63% 

Monroe 16.38% 12.29% 

New York 27.33% 33.76% 

St. 'Lawrence 66.98% 39.02% 

Suffolk 77.94% 18.63% 

Westchester 7.10% 9.03% 

Totals 30.51% 28.27% 

~------------~~~--~~-

Not Indicated 

44.96% 

51.98% 

24.80% 

71.33% 

38.91% 

0 

3.43% 

83.87% 

41.21% 



I 
I 

Mother Present In the Home -- By Child 

I 
1970's Sample 

I 
County In Home! Not In Home Not Indicated 

I 
Broome 48.20% 7.19% . 44.60% I , 
Erie 38.98% 9.04% 51.98% 

Kings 67.66% 7.74% 24.60% I 
Monroe 27.30% 1.71% 70.99% 

I New York 52.73% 9.65% 38.61% 

St. Lawrence 73.17% 26.83% Q I 
Suffolk 92.65% 3.92% 3.43% 

Westchester 13.55% 3.23% 83.23% I 
Totals 52.36% 6.82% 40.80% I 

I 
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I 
I 
I I 
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I I 
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I Appendix N 

I 
I 

Tables on out-of-Wedlock Birth Status of Children 

I in 1950's and 1970's Samples 
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Children Born Out-oi-Wedlock in the 1950's Sample 

county Yes, Born No, or 
Out-of-Wedlock Unknown 

Broome 16.37% 83.63% 

Erie 12.17% 87.83% 

Kings 18.88% 81.12% 

Monroe 20.55% 79.45% 

New York 26.90% 73.10% 

St. Lawrence 13.00% 87.00% 

Suffolk 12.34% 87.66% 

Westchester 19.79% 80.21% 

• ! 
~ 

Note: When the child data sheets were designed, the 
designer decided to record this information by 
having "yes" or "no" circled to indicate whether 
a child was born out-of-wedlock. In order to 
conform to the limits of the number of digets 
that could be punched on a key-punch card, an 
additional decision was made to have only two 
choices, which meant that "no" and "unknown" 
had to be combined. The problem this makes for 
analysis of the data was not so apparant at. the 
time. Thus, the figures ior out-of-wedlock births 
is a minimal figure; it is probably higher, but 
it cannot be extracted from the data as recorded. 
Fortunately, the point 'is not lost that the rate 
of illigitimacy is considerably greater in the 
sample than in the general population. 



Children Born Out-of-Wed1ock in the 1970's Sample 

County 

Broome 

Erie 

Kings 

Monroe 

New York 

St. Lawrence 

Suffolk 

Westchester 

Yes, born 
Out''''of-Wed1ock 

8.63% 

12.99% 

17.26% 

9.22% 

21. 45% 

41.88% 

1. 96% 

12.90% 

No, or 
Unknown 

91.37% 

87.01% 

82.74% 

90,,78% 

81.19% 

51.12% 

98.04% 

87.10% 

Note: The comments made on the table for the 1950's 
sample also apply to the 1970's sample. 
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---------
Percent of out-of-wed1ock births per total live births 

Combined 
County 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 Total 

Broome N.A. N.A. 2.58 2.57 2.63 3.20 3.43 3.88 4.27 3.22 

Erie N.A. N.A. 4.23 4.32 4.39 5.07 5.40 5.79 6.72 5.15 

Kings 5.80 5.80 6.10 6.90 N.A. N.A. 9.40 ;L0.80 12.40 8.24 

Monroe N.A. N.A. 4.43 4.95 4.91 5.69 6.24 6.80 7.84 5.92 

New York 14.70 15.10 16.50 17.00 N.A. N.A. 19.80 20.5',0 22.10 17.96 

St. Lawrence N.A. N.A. 3.54 3.14 3.47 4.13 3.13 3.86 4.36 3.68 

Suffolk N.A. N.A. 1. 43 ,1.76 2.11 1. 96 1. 96 2.52 2.73 2.09 

Westchester N.A. N.A. 4.31 4.27 3.88 4.12 4.56 5.15 5.90 4.65 

Percent of out-of-wedlock births for United States 

1940 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 

3.50 4.10 3.90 4.50 5.30 7.70 



county Sample 

Juvenile Delinquency Referral Reasons , ~ ~ 1./ ~ 
18 - Homicide 

19 - Arson 

20 - Rape 

21 - Other Sex 
Crimes 

22 - Narcotics 
Violation 

23 - Robbery 

24 - Burglary 

25 - Assault --, 

26 - Auto Theft I 

I 
27 - Unauthorized I I Use of Auto I 
28 - Larceny I 
29 - Possession of I Dan~erous 'WeaE-
30 - Malicious i Mischief I 

31 - Unlawful Entry I 
32 - Burglar's Tools . 
33 - Gambling 

34 - Receiving Stolen 
Property 

35 - Unlawful Assembly 

36 - D~sorderly conduc1 

Total JD Reasons I 

,,-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Appendix 0 

Ethnic Data On 1950's and 1970's Sample 

Comparisons Between Samples and Census 
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- ---- -----

I 
E'l'HNICITY 1950 I S Sample 

! I By Child 

County White Black Hispanic Asian Unknown 

I Broome 40%(112) 0 0 0 60% (1,9) 

I Erie 64,%:< 823) 14% (179 ) 0 0 21% (284) 

Kings 64%(400) 29% (181) 4%(24 } 1.5%(10) 1.5%(10) 

I Monroe 63%(343} 12% ( 66) .18%(1) 0 2"!s% (135) 

l~ew York 34%(285) 38% (318 ) 26% (218) 1% (10) , 1% (9) 

I St. Lawl;'ence 100% (101) 0 0 0 0 

I Suffolk 72%(222) 13% ( 40) 4% (1) 0 14% (42 ) 

Westchester 65%(310) 33% (156) 1% (5) .21% (1) '1% (3) 

I 
58% (2596) 21% (940) 6% (256) .47%(21) 14.5% (652) 

I 
I ETHNICITY 19 70 IS Sample 

I By ~hild 
County White Black Hispanic Asian Unknown 

I Broome 85% (237) 3% (8) 0 0 12% (33) 

I 
Erie 51% . (90) 38% (68) .56% (1) 0 10.4% (18) 

Kings 19% (98) 41%(202) 20% (103) 0 20% (1,01) 

I Monroe 41% (119) 41%(120) 3% (9) 0 15% (45 ) 

New York 11% (34) 47%(147} 34% (.1,07) . 1% (3)' 7% (20) 

~ Sto ~awrence 100% ( 41) 0 a 0 ,0 

I 
Suffolk 35% (71) 12% (24 ) 2% (4) 0 51% (105) 

Westchester 44% (68) 28% ( 43) 4' (7) 0 24% ( 37) 

I 39% ( 758) 31% (6-1:2 ) 12% (231) .15% (3) 18% (359) 

I --~.- -
, 

I .. 



- -------- ---~----

I 
I 

County Whites In 1950 Whites in 1950's Unknown in 

I Census SaIl!E.le ~!na' s Sample 

Broome 95.5% 40% 60% I 
Erie 95.2% 64% 21% 

Kings 92.2% 64% 1. 5% I 
Monroe 98.3% 63% 25% 

I New York 79.4% 34% 1% 

St. Lawrence 99.8% 100% 0% I 
Suffolk 95.1% 72% 14% 

Westchester 93.8% 65% 1% I 
Count:l Whites in 1970 Whites in 1970's Unknown in I Census Sample 1970's Sample 

Broome 98.6% 85% 12% I 
Erie 51% 10% 

I Kings 73.8% 19% 20% 

Monroe 92.1% 41% 15% I 
New York 70.8% 11% 7% 

st. Lawrence 99.4% 100% OJ I 
Suffolk 94.8% 35% 51% 

I Westchester 89.8% 44% 24% 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Appendix P 

Number of Children Per Family 

1950's and 1970's Sample 
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I Sample 1950 

I Number of Children Per Family 

1 2 3 4 5 6-16 

I Broome 31.78 28.04 13.08 12.15 4.67 9.34 

I 
Erie 11.:.04 15.52 17.91 17.01 12.54 25.97 .. 

I • 
Kings 14.13 15.22 20.11 15.76 11.41 23.36 

I Monroe 9.38 10.94 16.41 15.63 12.50 35.15 

New .york 25.43 24.40 16.49 14.09 7.90 11.34 

I St. Lawrence 8.33 20.83 16 .• 67 12.50 41.68 

I 
Suffolk 26.52 28.79 16.67 13.64 5.30 9.09 

Westchester 36.94 20. '72 15,.77 11.26 7.66 7.65 --
I Totals 21 • 2 2, . 19. 61 17.01 14.55 9.42 18.12 

% of sample with 4 or more children: 42.16 

I % of census wi '1:.11 4 or more children: 12,,10 ... _ .. __ ....... -

I 
Difference between census and sample: 348% 

I 
'% of sample with 8 or more childJ;'en: 8.00 

., of census with 8 or more children: 3.90 
.. 

I Dif,ference between census and sample: 205% 

- ...... 

1 
I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I ... , ...... ' . , .. 
...... _ ..... _ .. _-----....... .. ... -



I 
Sample 1970 

Number of Children Per Familx I 
1 2 ...; 3 4 5 6-16 I 

Broome 1~.51 10.04 13.90 14~67 17.37 30.51 
I 

Erie 5t56 12.96 11.11 16.67 16.05 37.65 I 
Kings 16.63 11.67 14.17 15.83 13.96 

Monroe 28.57 11.36 9.52 10.26 11. 36 

33.75 I 
28.94 

New York 24.75 10.23 13.86 11.88 15.51 23.76 I 
St. Lawrence 13.16 7.89 23.68 10.53 7.89 36.84 

Suffolk 75.40 9 .. 09 4.28 2.14 2.67 2.13 I 
Westchester 23.49 12.08 18.79 11. 41 11.41 22.82 I 
total. 23.17 10.96 12.69 12.69 12.96 27.55 

I 
% of sample with 4 or. more children: 53.16 

, of N.Y. State census with 4 or more: 16.10 I 
Difference between census and sample: 330% I 
\ of sample with 8 or more children: 10.21 

, of u.S. census with 8 or more: 2.50 
I 

Difference between census and sample: 408% I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



.. -

I 
Families with Children Under 18 

I 
1 child 2 3 4+ 

I 1950: 
U.S. Census 40.8 31. 9 15.0 12.1 

I N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
\ . 

N.Y.S. 
1960: 

I U.S. Census 32.4 31.5 19.4 16.5 

t . N.Y.S. 35.1 34.4 30·.3 N.A • 

I Erie Cty. 31.8 32.2 35.9 N.A. 

Kings .. 39.3 35.6 25.0 'N .A. 

I New York 42.9 30.8 26.1 !'l.A. 

I Suffolk 27.7 35 .• 0 37.1 N.A. 

Westchester 34.6 37.1 28.1 N.A. 

I Rochester 
(Monroe) 31.6 33.1 35.2 N.A. 

I 
1970: 

U.S. Census 32.7 30.8 18.8 17.6 

I N.Y.S. 33.4 31. 7 18.7 16.1 

Binghamton 

I (Broonle) 30.9 30.8 19.4 18.7 

. Buffalo 

I 
(Erie) 31. 6 29.5 19.8 19.1 

New York 

I 
City 34.9 32.6 15.6 .14.1 

Rochester 
(Monroe) 31. 0 31.5 19.4 18.0 

I Families With 8 or More Children 

I 8 9 10 11 .\ 12 ---

I 
1950: 

U.S. Census 1.2 1~2 .7 .7 .1 

1970: 

I U.S. Census 1.0 .6 .4 .2 .3 

I 
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