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INTRODUCTION 

The Center for Youth Servi ces (formerly knovm as the Seattl e - Ki ng 
County Child Guidance Center) was established in Seattle in 1969. 

The proqram attempts to provide a variety of clinical and community 
development services in an effort to prevent del ;nauency. The emphas is is 
on early intervention in the career of the potential delin(]uent. Every 
attempt is made to identify those chHdren who are displaying behavioral 
warninq signs at home~ in the school ~ or in the community and to en9age them 
and their parents in appropriate programs aimed at reducin~ the frequency 
and severity of subsequent delinquent acts. 

v.lashinClton is almost unique amonq the fifty statE'S in institut;n~ such 
a program on the state 1 evel. The Center is funded and onerated by tile " 
Depa rtment of Soci al and Hea lth Servi ces; no fees are charged to rec; ~l; ents 
of the s ervi ce s.' 

THE 1960 STUDY 

In 1960 a study of the State1s Child Guidance Center programs was carried 
out. Questionnaires were sent to the families of 359 children who had been 
trf:!ated at the clinics and whose cases had been closed for six months. 

At that tirre~ the rrogram consisted of Centers which had been establ ished 
in smaller comnunities. There were no services provided in the large 
metropolitan areas. Also~ the program was a more traditional child guidance 
service then~ with an emphasis on direct clinical intervention. 

By the late 1960's, the pror:1ram had evolved considerably. The provision 
of high-qualit.Y clinical services to troubled children and youth (and their 
families) was still a basic goal, but emphasis had shifted toward an aggressive 
assault on the problem of juvenile delinquency. This reouired the establishment 
of Centers in the larqe cities. It also demanded the presence of strong 
community development components with the Centers~ to complement the dir2ct 
treatrrent programs. The primary goal became prevent 10n-- 1I reach; n9 outll ;n to 
the schools, the police precinct house, the nieqhborhood to find the chil d 
making the first steps toward a career of delinCluency. 

Despite these differences between the pro~1rafT1 in 1960 and in 1972, we 
felt that it \lKluld be instructive to include some comparative data from the 
forrrer study at appropri ate poi nts. 

THE PRESENT STUDY 

One-hundred-and-sixty-one cases were closed at the Seattle Center for 
Youth Services between October 15, 1969 and September 30, 1971. Efforts were 
made to locate each of the families in April 1972. He were able to find only 
ninety-four fami1 ies, and were amazed to 1 earn that at least forty of the 
remai ni ng ch i1 dren had moved out of the area. After locati on, a personal 
contact was made (usually by' phone) to exp1 ai n the purposes of the study and 
to inform the parents that a questionnaire would be mailed to them. 
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THE PRESENT STUDY (conti nued) 

The questionnaire was similar to that used in 1960, with some additional 
questions included. It was mailed ri~ht after the initial phone cal1, 
accompanied by an explanatory letter (see Appendi x} and a stamped return 
envel ope, ~lhen no repl y was forthcoming withi n ten days, another phone call 
was made to request return of the form. In most cases, a second call was made 
a few days 1 ater, if there had been no response. Forty-fi ve questi onna ires 
were returned; a reply rate of forty-eight percent. The 1960 percentage 
was about sixty-five percent. 

RESUL TS 

1. The first section of the form requested the parent(s) to che'ck 
wh'ich of ten problems had been of concern at the time when the family first 
carre to the Center I-'Jith their child and to indicate on a four-point scale 
the present status of the probl em. (see Table I) 

t_ ...... ~. 
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TABLE I 

. 
TOTAL 
NUMBER OF 
PROBLEMS 

CHILD'S PROBLE~~ INITIALL Y MUCH BETTER SO/l£ BEITER NO CHANGE \']ORSE NOT INDICATED 
# % 1ft % 41 % # % # %~-

Disobedience to Parents 31 12 39 12 39 3 10 2 6 2 6 

Excess; ve Fi ghti ng 19 11 58 5 26 2 11 1 5 0 0, 
I 

School Beha vi or~ Truancy 28 15 54 6 21 3 11 2 7 2 . 7 

Poor School Grades 24 10 42 7 29 4 17 2 8 1 5 

Stealing 20 15 75 3 15 1 5 1 5 0 0 i 
. 

Repeated Ly} ng 18 11 61 4 22 2 11 1 6 0 0 

Tantrums, Destructive Behavior 15 5 33 3 20 3 20 2 13.5 2 13.5 . 
Run ni nq A'll ay 14 12 86 0 0 2 14 0 0 0 0 

III ega1 Drugs 6 ·4 67 0 0 1 16.5 0 0 1 16.5 

UnacceR.,.tab1 e Sexual Behavior 4 3 75 0 0 1 25 0 o . 0 0 

Other 4 2 50 1 25 0 0 0 0 1 25 

TOTAL 183 100 41 22 11 Q i - . 
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TABLE I-A 

I MPROVE iI'lE NT 

TOTAL NUtABER NO LONGER 
CHILD1S PROBLEMS OF PROBLH1S TOTAL EXISTS IMPROVED NO CHftNGE HORSE NOT INDICATED 

:# # % II % # % II % # % 

TOTAL 239 173 48 20.1 125 52.3 51 21.3 8 3.4 7 2.9 

, 

Di sobedi ence to Parents or Other 
Adults in Authority 54 37 4 7.4 33 61.1 12 2.2.2 4 7.4 1 1.9 

School Fa il ure 49 32 8 16.3 24 49.0 15 30.6 1 2.0 1 2.0 

Excessive Fightin!1 with Other 
Children in Family, School or 
Ne i q hborho od 24 16 1 4.2 15 62~5 8 33.3 - - - -

Temper Tantrums 23 18 5 21. 7 13 56.5 4 17.4 1 4.3 - -
. 

Repeated Lyi nq 21 13 2 9.5 11 52.4 6 28.6 2 9~5 - -

Stea 1i no 20 16 13 65.0 3 lS.O 3 lS.0 - - 1 5.0 

Unacceptabl e Sexual Behavior B 7 5 62.S 2 2S.0 - - - - 1 12~O I 

Runaway Behavi or 3 2 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 - - - -

Other (Specified) 37 32 9 24.3 23 62.2 2 I 5.4 f - - 3 8. 1 I -- ----

This Table from the 1960 study is included for reference. The older table canrrot be compared statistically to our 
Table I, b!ecause in the 1960 study parents were asked to specify the chief pr'Oblem only, and its present status. He 
requested parents to check multiple problems without regard to which they considered o"f most concern. 
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RESULTS (cont inued) 

Many parents added wri tten comments to, the questionnai re. A sample of 
statements appended to Section I: 

"I feel that you cannot change a child's behavior without getting at 
the roots of the problem and this usually stems from the home. 'I 

"Before, she didn't care to help out at home and would cause a big 
argument about anything she didn't agree with. She VK>uldnlt talk 
to us about so man'y thi ngs, 900d or bad. II 

\ 

IIBi 11 is in an ad';ustment cl ass at school. He is making progress, 
and there are no major probl ems at thi s time. II 

The fol1owing table is a compari son of parents' perceptions about the 
status of the child's adjustment at the time when the case was closed to the 
same parents' responses to the ouestion of status of the problems at the time 
of the present study. 

Since we had invited parents in Table I to list all o'f the presentinn 
problems and to indicate their present status., we so.metimes found that for a 
given child some problems were later seen as better, some worse. In forty-
two of the cases, it was possi bl e to make a ,jud!=jement about the general trend 
of the chil d's perceived adjustment, as indicated by the parents. 

PA RE NTS' EVAL llA TI ON 
AT CLOSING 

MUCH 
BETTER 

SOME 
BETTER 

NO 
CHANGE 

~K) RSE 

" 

MUCH 
BETIER 

n 

6 

2 

0 

---------' -- - -, -

TABLE II 

SOME 
BETTER 

6 

8 

3 

0 

PARENTS' EVALUATION AT 
TIME OF PRESENT STUDY 

NO 
CHANGE 

0 

1 

2 

0 

~JORSE 

1 

0 

2 

0 

--- ' - --- - -- -- -- ---- -----'" - -------, 
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RESULTS (continued) 

2. Table III is a tabulation, hy percentages, of the parents' perceptions" 
of the child's present adjustment to the family. The comparable figures from 
the 1960 study are inc1 uded in parentheses. 

TABLE II I 

PRESENT ADJUSTMENT (%) 
NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES BETTER NO CHANGE . vlORSE 

.. 
Being a Cooperative 

39 (174) 82 (72) 13 (25) 5 {3} Famil y Member 

Beinq Hanpy 39 (171) 77 (69) 20 J29) 3 (2) 

Ge tt i n gAl 0 ng \1/; th 
Brothers and Siste)~s 35 (157) 66 (5q·) _29 (43) 5 (3) 

Getti nq Along with Mother 38 (169) 76 (65) 16 (30) 8 (5) 

Gett inq A long wi th Father 24 (154) 67 (57) 16.51421 16 .5( 1) 

Sample comments: 

"Bobby did not change until we all started poinp to counseling," 

"Does not qet a lon'g wi th Dad-·-none of our ki ds do. Father does not 
d'rscusS problems, but simply says they must do things because he says 
so ." 

III wish I knew what normal 13-year-ol¢-go;ng-on-14 behavior vIas! He 
thinks our house is a place to sleep and eat, and that's all. 1I 

"I think his. father is attempti ng to get a long better wi th hi s son, 
rather than vice-versa. The problem was with the father ;n the first 
pl ace. \I 

NOTE: Most of the forms \'Iere fi 11 ed out by the mother. I n many of the 
cases-:-there was no father in the 'house. 

3. Table IV is a tabulation, by percentages, of the parents' perceptions 
of the child's present adjustment to school. The comparable figures ft'.om the 
1960 study are included in parentheses. 

I 
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TABLE IV 
- PRESENT ADJUSTMENT {%} 

NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES BETTER NO CHANGE iolORSE -

Li ki no for School \ , 36 (160) 58 (55) 33 (41) 9 (4) 

Grades ~ 36 (158) 61 (52.5) 30 (40) 9 (7.5) • ~ 
Getting Along with 

35 (155) 71( 5~1 23 (40) 6 Jl) Other Ch i1 dren . 
, 

. 
Getting Along with 
Teachers 37 (155) 65 (60) 33 (38) 2 (2) 

Sampl e corrnents: 

"She seems to be abl e to accept be; n9 told to do something--; n schoo 1, her 
teacher~ say she has really improved. II 

"Attends school on occasion. Has been suspended twice. Great, huh? 

"By taking three sub,iects for a semester, she did very vJell. She likes 
school vlhen she likes the teacher." 

"Now willing to study on his own and bring home school work. Also taking 
me re in te re s tin re ad i n g. " 

"She gets fine qrades. Has a fine understanding \'Jith the teacher. II 

4. Table V is a tabulation, by percentages, of the parents I perceptions 
of the child l s present adjustment within the nei9hborhood. The comparable figures 
from the 1960 study (in which the term community was used instead of neighborhood) 
are included in parentheses. 

TABLE V 

PRESENT ADJUSTMENT (%) 
NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES BETTER NO CHANGE HORSE 

Gettinq A lonq: with Adults 35 J154J 69 (47) 31 (52) 0(1 ) 

Getting Along \'Jith Other 
Ch il dren 33 ~(J 57) 67 (51. 5) 33 (48) 0(0.5) 

Respecting. Property of 
67 (46) 27 (51) 6 J31 Others 33 (154) 

i 
.\ 

, ~ 
, 
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i' 



\ 

Page Eight 

RESULTS (continued) 

Sample comments: 

IIFinds it easier to talk with adults. Realizes that she has more in 
common with adults, and that they are not aqainst her. IT 

"I have noticed some thin9s he took that didn't belong to him. He 
says that they are his friends, or that he found them. II 

IIl\bre willing to sit and listen to what an adult has to say. Also 
realizes that if we take care of property and respect it, it,will look 
better. II 

5. Parents "'Jere asked to inform us \>.,hether, since the family's last 
contact with the Center~ the child had, throuRh misbehavior, been involved 
with any of several types of agencies. The response is presented in Table VI. 
Comparable 1960 study fipures are included in parentheses. 

I NVOL VE 0 THROUGH 
MI SBEHAV lOR l'IITH ... 

School Authorities 

Law Enforcement 

Juven; 1e Court 

Other Counsel inq Servi ce 

Correcti anal Institution 

*not asked in 1960 study 

Sampl e comme nts: 

TABLE VI 

NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES YES 

37 (163) 13 (33) 

36 (160) 7 (19) 

35 (162) 6 (12). 

35 (*) 7 (*) 

34 (160) 2 (9) 

"Was caught drinking beer in Magnolia Park with other teenagers. II 

II Mi sbehav;or inc 1 ass room .. Has sent to prine; pa l' s office. II 

"A year ago involved in an auto theft with another boy." 

HCaught smok inR. II 

NO 

24 (130) 

29 (141) 

29 (150) 

28 (*) 

32_{1 51 ) 

6. We asked the parents whether their ehild had been 1 iv;ng with them 
the entire titre since their last visit to the Center. 

The response: YES - 36 NO - 12 
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RESULTS .(conti nued) 

Of the twelve responding "noll, the chi ld was presently located as 
follows: 

With Other Relati ves 6 

C h; 1 d re n' s Home 

Foster Home 4 

state Institution . 
7. The final question asked was, "Do you think the services of the 

Center for Youth Services were helpful?" Table VII tabulates the responses. 

TABLE VII 

~ERY MUCH SO SOMEWHAT MADE NO DIFFERENCE MA DE TH IN GS WJ RS E 

20 17 3 3 

In 1960, the question was asked, "Were the services helpful?" 

The response: YES - 172 NO - 1'9 

Sampl e comrrents 'fro'm p·a~~nts involved. in the present study: 

"I never woul d have made. it without you." 

"You tried." (From a parent who felt that services had made things 
worse.) 

"The socia·1 worker was very young, but hel pful." , 
"He quit messing his pants because he didn't want to come in for any 
more sess; ons." 

II It di dn 't he 1 p ou r boy, but us. II 

-"We' are proud of our daughter in every way, thanks to the Center." 
, . ~, 

"~~e learned to replace material values with love." 

"Was impressed that I recei ved hel p right away, and di d not have to 
wait." 

One comment, "I don't like social workers!", was offset by six other 
expressions of appreciation directed toward specific staff members. 

------------ - -- ---------
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

1. An examination of Table I reveals that parents felt there had 
been improvement in seventy-seven percent of problems which had initially 
brought them and their ch i1 dren to the Center. 

The highest improvement percentages were regi stered for steal ;ng (90%), 
runaway (86%), lying (83%), and f'ighting (84%). Least success was perceived 
in tantrums (53%). 

2. Comparison of these figures to those of the 1960 study (Table I-A) 
is subject to the difference in type of data collected, which was noted aoove. 

3. Table II is interesting in that it shows that, of the forty-two 
cases in which it was possible to compare the parents' perceptions of change 
at the time of cl os ;ng to the same parents I percepti ons from six to ei ghteen 
months later, in twenty-one (50%) cases, the parental judgements remained the 
same. 

Of the other cases, eleven children were later seen as doing better, 
and ten as getting along less well. 

4. Table III shows that perceived improvements in adjustment within 
the family were registered most highly in regard to general cooperativeness, 
"being happy", and getting along with mother. Less improvement was seen in 
rel ations wi th father and sib 1 i ngs. In all cases, the percentage seen as 
lIbetterll was higher than in 1960, although the re1ative improvements in the 
fi ve categori es were simi lar to 1960. For instance, improvement in rel at;ons 
with fathers and siblings was seen as less in the older study also. 

5. Table IV shoVls that the highest perceived improvements in the area 
of school occurred ;n getting along with teachers and other children. 
Improvement in grades ",as seen as occurring in sixty-one percent of cases, 
and improved 1; ki ng for school; n fifty-eight percent of cases. The rank ;ng 
of improvement among the four categories was the same as in the 1960 study, 
and again the 1972 improvement percentages were higher. 

6. Table V showed perceived improvements in getting along ;n the neigh­
borhood in sixty-seven to sixty-nine percent of the cases; figures which are 

,considerably higher than those of the 1960 study. 

7. Table VI shows that, following the case being closed, thirty-five 
percent of our res pondents I children had had diffi culty with schoo 1 autho ri ti es, 
compared to tltJenty percent in 1960. Nineteen percent had subseqUent pol ice 
contacts, compared to twel ve percent in 1960. Seventeen percent were la ter 
referred to Juvenil e Court, compared to seven percent in 1960. Twenty percent 
sought hel p at other counse li ng agenc; es. Six percent had been sent to a 
correctional institution, compared to five-and-a-half percent in 1960. 

, 
8. The question as to whether the chi ld had been; n the hOITIe s; nce the 

case was closed showed that he had in"seventy-five percent of the responding 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (continued) 

cases. In the other cases, si x were with re1 atives, and si x had had probl ems 
requiring placement in foster homes (4) or an institution (2). 

9. The final question, 1100 you think the services were he1pful?", was 
answered affirmatively by eighty-eight percent of the parents, compared to 
ninety percent in 1960. 

CONCl US IONS 

\!Je would have 1i ked to have been ab1 e to follow-up in each of the cas.es 
in which we had earlier vlorked vlith a child and his family, and we 'are 
disappointed that we Vlere not able to find so many and were unable to have a 
higher return rate on the questionnaires we did send. 

The total number of cases is very small, and while some useful indicators 
emerge, large generalizations would be risky. 

\ve don1t know hov/ the IImissingll children are doing. It is reasonable to 
assurre that the parents who were most pleased with our efforts were the most 
1 ike1y to return the form. 

Similarly, comparisons vJith the 1960 study can be done only very 
cautiously. The 1960 sample was much larger, and the rate of return higher. 
The famil i es were contacted sooner after cl os ing, when the treatment experi ence . 
was fresher in the minds of the members. 

Nevertheless, many of the 1972 findings are encouraging. For instance, 
despite the fact that the Center program is now much more directed toward the 
pre-de 1 i nquent and del inquent child, the subsequent rate of inst itut lona 1 
commitment remai ned the same. 

It \<las also gratifying to note that comparatively good rates of perceived 
improvement were regis tered up to eighteen months 1 ater, in the beha vi or of 
those children who had been referred for aggressive behavior (stealing, fighting, 
etc.). We also note that the parents in our study made accurate predictions 
about behavioral changes, in that their prognoses held true·at a later time 
(Tabl e I I) . 

The present study, then, is genera.lly encouragi ng to us in' our mi ss ion 
of finding more effective ways to help troubled people. A basic part of this 
mission is the task of finding better ways to measure the effectiveness of what 
we have already done. 

Our efforts to measure effectiveness, reported here, are not, by any 
means, the complete answer. A grt!!at dea1 of basic research needs to be done, 
and our present study is only a small contribution. 

Whatever ways we wi 11 fi nd 'in the future to improve upon our methods, 
we remain firmly committed to the proposal that problems, including juvenile 
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CONCLUSIONS (continued) 

delinquency, are most easily solved yJhen efforts are made to prevent them 
at as early a stage as possible. 

Our commitment to prevention could not be expressed any better than by 
usi ng· the vlOrds of one of the mothers of a chil d, whom we had contacted in 
the study: 

IIIf I had had access to a clinic such as yours when Connie first Showed 
si gns of these problems at the age of si x, 1"m sure you woul d have 
been able to help her. Her problems were just too deep by the time.I 
got to your offi ce for hel p. II \ 

DE/mah 
6/15/72 

, .. 
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, I 
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Appended are a sample of the letter of explanation which ,accompanied 
the questionnaire and a sample questionnaire. 

i 
I . \ 
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I' 
Dear ________ _ 

I' 

I,:, " 

/mah 

OEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL ANO HEALTH SERVICES 
SIDMEY E. SMITH 

SECRETARY 

SERVICE DELIVERY DIVISION 
SEATTLE-K I NG COUNTY C[NH:R rOil YOUTH SEIIVll:U, 

SU I TE )00 2208 HW MARKET 51., Sf Arl'LE, WASH I HGTON 96107 

GERALD E. THOMAS ,j 
ASSISTANT SECI1ETARY '\ 

For __________ .~~ __ --

David Evans 
Regional Director 

,', 
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SEATTLE - KING COUNTY CENTER FOR YOUTH SERVI CES 

EFFECTIVENESS STUDY 

~ve are attempting to evaluate the effectiveness of our services to the youth and families v..e a'i-e trying to help. For 
this reason, \'Ie are asking you to fill out this brief questionnaire. Please be as.sur-ed that your reply will be kept 
in the strictest confidence. Space has been provided ;n the cOlllTlent sections for you to express your thou']hts on each 
of the questions. 

I. WHAT WERE YOUR CHILD'S PROBLEMS WHEN YOU FIRST CAME TO THE CENTER FOR YOUTH SERVICES AND WHAT IS THEIR PRESENT 
STATUS? . 

(Please indicate with an X) 

Problems 

A. Disobedi ence to parents or guardians ......•... 

B. Excessive fighting with other children in 
family, school or neighborhood •.•.......•....• ___ _ 

C. School behavior problems, truanc.Y .•.........•. __ _ 

D. Poor grades at school. ..••.... " •....•......... 

E. S tea 1 i ng ...... ~ . . . . . . ..•............... -.... . 

F. Repeated lying .............................. -.. ____ _ 

G. Temper tantrums, destructive behavior ......... _____ _ 

B. Running away .................................. ____ _ 

1. Using drugs i11ega 11 y .. , .......... " ........ " ___ _ 

J. Unacceptable sexual behavior ........ ; ......... ____ _ 

K. Other (specify) ............................. , .. __ _ 

Much 
.Better 

Some 
Better 

No 
Change Worse 

Comment: ______________ ~ ____________________________ ------__ --__ --________________________ __ 
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V. SINCE YOUR LAST CONTACT HITH THE CENTER, HAS YOUR CHILD THROUGH MISBEHAVIOR BEEN 
INVOLVED WITH - - -

(Ci rc1e the appropriate ans\<ler) 

A. School authorities ....................................... Yf$ No 

8. La\'J enforcement agencies ...............................•. Yes No 

C. Juveni 1 e Court ........................................... Yes No 

D. Other counsel ;ng serv; ceo ................................ Yes No 

E. Correct ;ona 1 ins ti tuti on ................................. Yes No 

If ~ to any of the 'above, please specify the nature of the problem: ____ ~ 

VI. SINCE YOUR LAST CONTACT HITH THE CENTER, HAS YOUR CHILO BEEN LIVING I'IITH YOU THE 
ENT! RE T! ~E ? 

(Circle the appropriRte answer) 

Yes No 

If no; .\'Ihere has ch i1 d been 1 iving and where is he at the present t ime :_~ __ 

VII. DO YOU THINK THAT THE SERVICES OF THE CENTER FQR'YOUTH SERVICES \.Jf;RE HELPFUl? 
" 

(Cfrcl e appropriate statement) 
. .' 

Very Much So Somel',hat Made Nq Di.fference ·}·1ade; Things ~'Jor? e 

C omJre nt : .. 
------~--------~----~--------~--~----------~~--~----

", 

! Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire. Please call us at SU3-9800 
. if you v/ould like to receive a copy of the report when it ;s completed, or if you have 
1 other comments about this study and do not choose to communicate them in writing. 
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II. HOIJ IS YOUR CHILD ADJUSTING TO THE FAMILY AT THE PRESENT TIME IN CO~'PARISON WITH 
HIS ADJUSTMENT AT THE TIME, YOU FIRST CAME TO THE CENTER? . . . 
(Please respond to each of the rollowing statements by eirei in9 the appropriate 
word to the right) . 

A. Being a cooperative member of the family .... Much Bette\.~ Some Better No Change 
"' 

B. Being happy ................................. Much Better S6me Better No Chan'ge 

C. Getti n9 along with brother's and sisters ..... Much Better' Some Better No Change 
r 

D. Getti ng along with mother ................... Much Better, " Some Better No Change 

E. Getting along w'ith father •................•. Much Be;tter Some Better No Change 

Comment: 

III. HOW IS YOUR CHILO ADJUSTING TO SCHOOL AT THE PRESENT TIME IN COMPARISON tJITH HIS 
ADJUSTMENT AT THE TI~1E YOU FIRST CAME TO, THE CENTER? 

'r i 
(Cir<.le·the appropriate word to the right) 

\40 rs e 

Worse 

~Jorse 

~<Jo rs e 

Worse 

A. Liking for schooL ....... ~ .•. ~ ................ Much Better Some Better No Change ~Jorse 

B. Grades ...................................... Much Better Some Better No Change Worse 

C. Getting along with other children ........... Much Better Some Better No Change Worse 

D. Getting along wit~ teachers.~ ..........•.•.. Much Better Som~ Better No Change Worse 

Comment: 

IV. HOW IS YOUR CHILD ADJUSTING TO YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD AT THE PRESENT TIME IN COMPARISON 
WITH HIS ADJUSTMENT AT THE TIME YOU FIRST CAME TO THE CENTER? 

(Circle the appropriate \,K>rd to the right) 

A. Getting along with adults ................... Much Better Some Better No Change tl/orse 

B. Getting along with other children ...•....... Much Better Some Better No Change Worse 

C. Having respect for the property of others ... Much Better Some Better No Change l'lorse 

Co~ent: ____________________________________________________________ ~. 
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