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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Big Sisters Program of Greater New Orleans has operated since

1975 to match troubled young gir{s with adult female volunteers. In
1978, the program received funding from the Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) to include girls in danger of be-

coming delinquent in the program. That grant terminated on October 14,

1981, and aithough two previous evaluation reports were completed,
this evaluation covers the entire three years of OJJDP funding.
During the three years of operation, 217 potential volunteers

applied to be Big Sisters, of whom 160 were accepted aﬁa 144 were
’,'(;,' .

-

matched. In the same period, 222 Little Sisters appﬂ;{iedig*‘.wg were
accepted, and 140 were matched. By the third year, prdcessing times
to match had decreased for both Big and Little Sisters, referrals had
increased, training before match for Big Sisters had become more
routine, and staff monitoring of matches had improved.

In the final granf year, the only gtaff person funded by OJJDP
monies was the Project Director. A part-time secretary was hired
through a work-study program at a local university and a full-time
counselsr was hired with money donated by the Episcopal church,
The program also established operational indépendence under its
own Board of Directors and hired a private fund raiser to obtain

funds for continuance.
_i_
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Goals and objectives stated in the third year grant application
were assessed in this report. In general, all process objectives were
met. For example, the goal required that 50 matches be active at the
end of the year. In fact, 69 Big and Little Sisters were actively matched,
exceeding the goal by 38%. Objective 1 required that 29 additional Big
Sisters be recruited, screened and matched for the year. Since 47

volunteers were matched, that objective was exceeded by 62%. Finally,

- Objective 2 required six Big Sister rap sessions to be held during the

year to teach the principles of Parent Effectiveness Training. Twelve

s

such rap sessions were held, with an average attendanca of fourteen

T
Big Sisters at each. 'f:, ?;.

Most of the impact goals of reducing delinquency, imp;roving
school grades, decreasing absenteeism, and increasing self esteem
scale scores were more difficult to assess. Objective 3 stated that
criminal justice contact would be reduced in 50% of the Little Sisters
with prior contact. None of the eight Little Sisters with an arrest
before match were rearrested after match. For the remainder of
the stated objectives, measurement instruments were required from
both before match and after match. | For example, to measure Objective
4 and 5, report cards were needed for a full semester before match

and a full semester after match ; yet, two comparable report cards

were available for only about one-third of the participants. If that

[Ea——

T

percentage can be considered a random sample, the results might be
generalized for the entire group of Little Sisters. In that case, Objective
4, which called for the improvement in school grades of 50% of the partici-
pants, was not met since only 40% indicated improvement. Similarly,
Objective 5, which called for a reduction in absenteeism of 25% of the
participants, could be described as met because 36% showed a reduction.

Finally, Objective 6 required an improvement in Rosenberg Self Esteem

- Scale scores by 25% of the girls; however, two scores were available

for only one-sixth of the Little Sisters. Nevertheless, using this number

as a random sample, Objective 6 could be said to have bgen met in that
. Lo ~3%
. 3
44% of them showed some improvement. F

=

In summary, assuming that those participants with thé necessary
before and after measurement instruments constitute a random sample of
all matched Little Sisters;, the only impact goal riot met concerned school
grade improvement. Criminal justice contact and absenteeism were re-
duced and self esteem scores improved.

Based on these fir{dings the following recommeiidations are made:

1.  The Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale appears to work well

as a measurement of one of the major goals of the project.
However, to avoid participants becoming too familiar
with the test and to allow enough time for seif esteem

to change, longer interval between testing should ke

sos
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initiated. Based on preliminary findings offered in this
report, twelve month intervals might best detect significant
changes. To identify a truer picture of the program's
impact, ;‘.he scales should be given to a much wider

group of participants before and after match.

Improvement in grades and reduction in absenteeism

seem worthwhile objectives for a program of this kind.
Nevertheless, during all three years of funding, certain
problems have made it consistently difficult to determine

to what extent improvements were madg;,. fyvo soiutions
are‘offe;'ed. First, if before and after{gragés were obtained
on more participants, those with comparabie grading
systems could be grouped and a percentage improvement

in grades conclusively calculated. If this is not feasible,

a second alternative is suggested. Rather than relying

on the co'mpa_rability of grading systems, the Little Sisters'
teachers could be asked to provide assessments of school

performance and attitude. The danger with such an

| approach is that it might further prejudice the teacher

against a child who is already having problems in school.

Two developments make checking police records of Big

Sister voiunteers an especially sensitive area. First,

-iv-
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litigation against other Big Sister programs in behalf
of the Little Sisters has already been mentioned. Second,
the Big Sister volunteers are also increasingly interested
in protecting the confidentiality of certain kinds of justice
contact. Caught between these opposing interests, the
program is vulnerable. To protect its interests, it must
be more sophisticated abéut obtaining police information.
Potential volunteers should furnish identification and be
requested to sign a consent form for the arrest recof'd
search. Routine procedures should be beg;fq_n with the

« oy

e,
. .""(’: s
New Orleans Police Department to protect bdth parties.

If possiBle, references from other cities in whiéh the
volunteer has lived should be obtained, and on-going
matches should be careful ly monitored. These procedures
may result in longer processing times, but should be

of value in protecting both the program and the Little

Sisters from unnecessary liabilities.
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I. INTRODUCTION
In operation since 1975, the Big Sisters Program of Creater
New Orleans individually matches troubled young girls with adult
female volunteers. The girls may be from single parent homes,
disturbed families, or from institutional or group home settings.
With participants from these settings, the program anticipates that
the one-to-one companionship and intervention of a responsiblie
adult will forestall any emotional or delinquent problems the girls
could encounter.
In October 1978, the Big Sisters Program began;é'?erating through

L4

funding from the Office of Juvenile Justice and De&;que‘.ncy Prevention
(OJJDP). That funding ended on October 14,1981, and al;hough two

previous evaluations were completed, * this final evaluation covers the
entire three year grant period. When the prégram began, Bl:g Sisters
had a separate Board of Directors, but was sponsored and directed by

St. Mark's Community Center, a local youth-serving agency. An

Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) grant originally augmented the

%

*Big Sisters of Greater New Orleans: A Process Evaluation .
August, 1979; CJCC, Marye and Big Sisters of Greater New Orleans:
A Preliminary Impact Evaluation of a Volunteer Prog&fa.m. September,

1980. CJCC, Marye. ‘
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0JJDP funding; however, in June 13980, the ESAA grant expired and in
July of that same year the Big Sisters Board of Directors voted to with-
draw from St. Mark's and set up independent program operations at
another location.

With the loss of ESAA funded counselors, program staff was re-
duced to only the Program Director, whose salary was paid from the
0JJDP grant. [n September 1980, however, a work study student was
hired to work as a part-time secretary and in January 1981, the Episco-

pal ¢church donated money which enabled the program to hire a full-

e,
43,
o'y
N

time counselor. : ‘ R
A

While the ES/AA grant was in effect, particip'ants";Nei'e funded
under either grant. Generall.y, institutionalized girls or those with
more disturbed behavior were funded under the OJJDP grant. Because
it was the circumstances of the Little Sisters that determined which
grant funded the match, »Big Sister volunteers were not designated
ESAA or OJJDP until a match was made. When the ESAA girant expired
in June 1980, all actively matched and pending cases were transferred
to the OJJDP caseload. Currently, all matches are funded by the OJJDP
grant. 'I':EUS, the statistics for the first 19 months arei\not comparable
to the last 17fm49nths of grant operations, especially where numbers of
Big Sister \;giunteers are concerned. These changes also retroactively

affect earlier periods, since ESAA matches still active in 1981 that were
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made in 1979 or 1980 are now counted as OJJDP matches.
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I. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

As stated in the third year grant, the goals and objectives are
. as follows:

A.  Goals

To continue services to 50 girls currently matched with mature
adult female volunteers. These girls are being provided with guidance
and affection which is lacking in their home environments. The Big
Sister volunteers have weekly contacts with their Little Sisters, in-

volving them in activities geared to the development of self esteem,

%
[

. oo .
trust, improved academic performances, and more acceéptable behavior
oW
patterns. -

B. Obj ectives

1. To recruit, screen, and train an additional 29 Big Sister
volunteers to match with the Little Sisters. This objective
will be measured using referral and control cards, as well
as attendance logs from orientation and training sessions.

2. To provide six in-service training programs (rap sessions)
for volunteers to assist in the attainment of program ob-
jectives. The training will include Parent Effectiveness
Training (P.E.T.) and will be measured using records
of attendance and topics covered at each session.

3. To reduce criminal justice contact in those children with
prior contact by 50% as measured by juvenile arrest
records.

4. To improve academic performance of at least 50% of the

Little Sisters as measured by school report card grades.

To reduce absenteeism of at least 25% of the Little Sisters
as measured by school records.

To improve self-esteem in'\25% of the Little Sisters as
measured by the Rosenberg Self~-Esteem Scale.

Y vl
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1. METHODOLOGY

Data for the evaluation wére gathered from project records,
police records, and interviews with program staff. Control cards and
case records provided information about the status of cases, processing
dates, and screening decisions. Between August and October 1981, the
counselor kept a log of all staff contact with active participants, as well
as reported contacts between Big and Littie Sisters. This more intensive
log was monitored as a sample of case activity throughout the thirdkyear.

Program records supplied copies of school report cards, Rosenberg

2%
e

Self Esteem Scales, match evaluations, and a form-__d'_esiéhe.d to record
£ N,

school informatfon when a copy of the report card V}/as Ffot available. A

separate card system recorded initia‘l contact information. For matched

cases, the New Orleans Police Department Family Services Divisiéh

furnished police contact information.

In order to make comparisons among grant years, participants
were divided into categories accord ing to date of program application.
Those applying between October 15, 1978-October 14, 1979 were first
year; those between October 15, 1979-October 14, 1980 were second year;

and those between October 15, 1980-October 14, 1981 were third year.
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IV. "ROGRAM DESCRIPTION

A. Application and Match

When a potential Big Sister volunteer first contacted the agency,

usually by telephone, the kind of commitment expected and the require-

ments for being a Big Sister were explained. If the volunteer felt qualified,

her name, address, telephone numbér, and source of referral were
recorded on referral cards. The staff person then sent her a brochure
and a notice of the next volunteer orientation, one of which was mandated
before the application could be furthesr processed. At tit”je orientation

bt

sessions, held at least monthly during the third gféht,?éar, the responsi-
-~
bilities and the most common problems in matches were discussed. If
the volunteer was still interested, she was given an application form,
including a request for character references. She was also told that an
arrest check would be made by the New Orleans Police Department to
determine if she hadan arrest record. With the return of the application,
each volunteer was assigned a case number and folder. When character
references and police information had been investigated, an interview
was scheduled with either the counselor or director. At the interview,
problem areas and preferences in a Little S?ster were discussed. If

the investigation determined that she was suitable for the program, the

application was accepted.

ety e et e o e
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Before being matched, the voiunteer had to attend a training

session. Training sessions were scheduled monthly during the third grant

year. The agenda included the following topics:
1) Growing up female in the 1980's;
2) Do's and don'ts of being a Big Sister;

3) Distribution of training packet. The packet included

effective communication techniques, such as "|-Messages"

and "Active Listening" from the P.E.T. program. (The
training packet is included in the Appendix.);

L) Ideas for free or inexpensive activitieg; 3
N ol

-y

5) Role playing. Volunteers are asked tg pl:;;( the parts of
Big Sisters, Little Sisters, or guardians in dim;ferent
situations; |
6) Ask a Big Sister. An already matched Big Sister talked
to the group; aﬁd,
7) Questions and answers.
When the program found a compatible Little Sister, the two were
introduced and the pair became known as a match.
The application process for Little Sisters also usually began

with a telephone call. The staff person explained the requirements

for being a Little Sister, outlined the program, and sent an application

form to be completed by the parent or guardian. When the application was

R,
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returned, the Little Sister was assigned a case number and foider. If
the telephone call was from an agency or if the caller mentioned referrai
fr;om an agency, additional information was requested from the source
of referral. If needed, the counselor aiso féduested school, medical
and social service records. The counselor then separately interviewed
the guardian and child. At the interview, the child's latest report card
was recorded and the Rosenberg Sel.f Esteem S:i:a!e was administered.
Both were taken as baseline measurements by which to compare after-
match progress. If the child was found to meet program guidelines, she

EEY

was accepted, and became an unassigned Little Sister who could partici-
. -Q‘ .y .

pate in all group events. When a suitable volunteér was found, the

introduction was made and the two became a match.

As stated in the third year grant, the minimum requirements for

Big and Little Sisters were as follows:

1. Requirements of a Big Sister volunteer
a. Must be at least 18 years of age
b. Must volunteer to be in the progran for at
least one yéar.
c. Must agree to spend at least two hours each week
tutoring the Little Sister.
d. Must spend at least two hours each week with the

Little Sister involved in some recreational activity.

TR Z SRR e S SN
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e. Must be a mature, responsible person.

f. Must agree to adhere to the requirements set forth
by the agency for conditiohs of match.

g. Must attend orientation and training.

2. Requirements of the Little Sister
a. Must be 8-16 years of age, but upon special request, a
6 or 7 year old may be ag:c:epted upon demonstration of

special need. |

b. Have the consent of her parent(s) to participate in the

»

¢
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program.
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c. Have no severe emotional or behavioral problems.

d. Show a desire to be in the program.
e. Must show éome ability to relate to an’ adult female.
There will be no discrimination on the basis of race, color, or
creed.

" B. Recruitment
Oln the third year of g’tjant funding, Big Sister volunteers were
actively recruited through newspapér article; and Public Service
Announcements (P.S.A.'s) on radio and televisionf All black radio
stations were visited and agreed to‘r'un the P.S.A.'s and some of these

invited the staff to guest on talk shows.

-10-

Recruitment for Little Sisters was expanded to cover a variety
of group homes. Staff also directed many of the radio appeals to the
parents of troubled gir!s with the hope of getting more cases that were
genuinely preventive, because the problems of many of the group home
and institutional girls had been found to require treatment rather than
mere prevention.

C. Match Follow-up

The program took the initiative during the third funding year of
contacting on a monthly basis those Big Sisters who did not report
voluntarily. In the face of increased litigation aga!‘pst;%ig Sister pro-

grams in other cities for failing to screen out voluiteers with histories

of mental problems and criminal justice contacts and not diagnosing
troubled matches at an early date the New Orleans program felt obli-
gated to closely monitor the activities of participants.

In addition to these regular contacts, the program sent an evalua-
tion form and request for grades to the Little Sister's guardian and an
evaluation form and Rosenberg Scale to the Big Sisters to be completed
and returned bi-annually after the match was made.* Big Sister rap

‘éessions,were also held monthly from September through May during

the third funding year emphasizing the principles of P.E.T.

*No evaluation of matches was done in January 1981 because of -
the absence of an experienced counselor.

-11-
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V. FINDINGS

A, Process Measures

The first part of the Findings Section discusses process measures.
Among other measures, the attainment of the goal and the first two ob-
jectives will be assessed.

1. Status of Participants

The grant goal stated that the program would continue services
to 50 girls currently matched during the third year., This goal was
interpreted to mean that 50 matches would be actgve gt the end of the
third year. Objective 1 also provided for the rejcrurt’;x:rxent, screening, and

-
matching of 29 additional Big Sister volunteers. ' .

vTables 1 and 2 report the status of Big and Littie Sister applicants

at the end of the third year. These tables indicate that 69 Big Sisters

and 70 Littie Sisters were actively matched. In addition, 47 Big

Sisters who applied during the third year were matched. Thus,

" the goal was exceeded by 19 matches (38%) and Objective 1 was

exceeded by 18 Qolunteers (62%) . Also, at the end of the third year,
28 Little Sisters were "pending match," with 16 Big Sisters in that
same status. That difference suggests that Big Sister's recruitment
lagged somewhat behind that of Little Sister's.

. Tables 3 and 4, however, indicate that the proc.essing of aduit

volunteers both in terms of acceptance and in terms of match consistently
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Applications
Acceptances
Rejections

Pending Acceptances
Pending Matches
Matched

Matches Closed
Rematches
Rematches Closed
2nd Rematches

2nd Rematches Closed
Active Matches

Table 1

Status of Big Sisters

10-15-78 to . 10-15-79 to

10-14-79 10-14 80
68 58
61 36

7 21
-- 1
61% 36%
47 22

8 7

8 5

2 1

1 0
15 17

*22 of these were

i |
originally ESAA ‘matches

.
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10-15-80 to

10-14-81

91
63
20
8
16
47
14
5

1
0
.0
37

Total

217
160
48

16
144
83
20
14

69 .
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Table 2
Status of Little Sisters
10-15-78 to 10-1.579 to 10-15-80 to
10-14-79 10~-14-80 10-14-81 Total
Applications 62 i 43 117 222
Acceptances 50 . 25 ‘93 168
Rejections 12 18 21 51
Pending Acceptances - -= 3 3
Pending Matches - -- 28 28
3 é Matched 50% - 25% 65 140
(. Matches Closed 4y 18 .23 85
Rematches 19 5 | 28
Rematches Closed 10 2 2 1
2nd Rematches 2 -- -- 2
Rematches Closed 1 el - 1
Active Matches 16 B 4y 70%%
*22 of these were originally ESAA 'matches
**two Little Sisters had ona Big Sister -
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Table 3
Big Sisters Processing Times to Match in Days*
’ 10-15-78 to 10-15-79 to 10-15-80 to
. 10-14-79 10-14-80 10-14-81
Mean N Mean N Mean N
: \ .
oo Referral to Orientation 26.47 _ 38 22.13 38 28.10 68
, L ‘
Orientation to Decision 87.98 57 154.43 56 69.77 75
' Orientation to Acceptance 62.13 53 - 79.14 35 49.25 56
) i T LTl Acceptance to Match 84.84 55 117.11 35 52.84 4y
o S S | _ *If one of the relevani dates was missing, averages could
’ ' not be computed i
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Little Sisters Processing Times to Maich in Days* §{
i
: 10-15-78 to 10- 1579 to 10- 15-80 to i
) i 10-14-79 10- 14-80 10- 14-81 §
R o il
' ! Mean N Mean N Mean N '
* it s
: Y
. I/
| Application to Decision 54.10 51 95.30 30 22.72 89 |
4 Application to Acceptance 27.60 40 42.89 19 10.47 79 ?
5 Acceptance to Match , 66.31 ua 61,41 21 30.03 64 ‘
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took more time than processing Little Sisters. Yet, during the third
year the processing times for both groups were shorter by more than
50% compared to the second year. Also in the third year, the number
of applicants in both categories was higher than during previous grant
years.

In assessing the effects of the program's reestablishment as an
independent agency in the s;ummer of 1980, active matches and processing
times for the second year were comparéd with other years. This analysis
revealed that the numbers of Big and Little Sisters who were matched

-,

during the second year were less than in other years. {Eor Big Sisters
I
T '-"_:"

it took longer in the second year between orientatia and the decision

to accept or reject and between acceptance and match. For Little Sisters
the time between application and the decision to acéept or reject was

longer but the time between acceptance and match was actually slightly
shorter in the second year than during the previous year. Because the
staff was reduced during this period to only the Project Director, apparent-
ly both types of applicants were kept longer in a pending status. As

the earlier discussion pointed out, however, the program recovered

its momentum during the third year and seems to have actually worked

more efficiently in terms of processing times for Little Sisters and volun-

teers.

-17-
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2. Sources of Recruitment

Table 5 identifies the sources of recruitment for Big Sister
voiunteers. When a potential volunteer first called the agency,
she was asked by the staff p.erson where she first learned about
the Big Sisters Program. The source of recruitment was supposed
to be recorded on the referral cards, but from the large proportion
of unknown responses, it seems that the information was often not
recorded. Changes in recruitment pattern over the three year period
indicated a decrease in college and school recruitment and an increase
in applicants learning of the érogram from contact with é.;g Sisters

-

programs in other cities, even though the absolutegurﬁl&ér§ in
those instances were small. In the case of television, radio, newspaper,
and magazine recruitment, the number of volunteers learning of the
program from these advertisements during the third year fell proportionately
somewhere between the other two years; however, in those areas
the absolute numbers were higher than in earlier ye.ars.

Table 6 records source of referral information for Little Sisters.
As the numerically smaller unknown category demonstrates, the infor-
mation fof' Little’ Sisters was more complete than for Big Sisters. Both
fémily and group home referrals increased in the third year, suggesting
that the program expanded both types simultaneously rather than one

at the expense of the other. In addition, school referrals for the third

-18~
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Table 5

Big Sisters Sources of Recruitment

10-15-78 to 10-15-79 to 10-15-80 to
10-14-79 10-14-80 10~-14-81
TV & Radio W (21%) 23 (40%) 25 (27%)
Newspaper & Magazines 7 (1%) 1 (2% 8 (9%)
Colleges & Schools ‘ 8 (12%) 2 (3%) 1 - (1%)
Volunteer Information B : -
Agency A - 2 (3%) 1 (1%)
Brochure 1 (1%) 1 (2%) --
Social Service Agency 1 (1%) 2 (3%) 4 (4%)
City Hall 1 (1%) — —
Big Brothers/Big Sisters ‘
in other city .= 1 (2%) 7 (8%)
Shopping Center 1 (1%) e 1 (2%) -
Family/Friend 5 (7%) YA - 8 (9%)
Local Big Brothers/ e
Big Sisters 5 (7% 54T 11 (19%) 14 (15%)
Unknown 25 (37%) 14 (24%) 23 (25%)
Total 68 (99%) 58 (100%) 91  (99%)
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Family
Self
Friend, Nelghbor
Group Home
Police, Probation

Courts
Schools
Social Agencles
Program Advertisements
Unknown

Total

“Table 6

10-15-78 to

10-14-79

(13%)
1 (2%)

28 (45%)
1 (29)

8 (13%)
9 (15%)

7_(11%)
62 (101%)

Little Sisters Sources of Referral

10-15-79 to
_10-14-80

3 (79)
1 (2%)

‘15 (35%)

16 (37%)
4 (9%)
2 (5%)

2 (5%)

43 (100%)

LY

10-15-80 to

10-14-81

22 (19%)
3 (3%)
66 (56%)

12 (10%)
4 (3%)
3 (3%)

L___(6%)_
117 (100%)
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year were proportionately less than in earlier years.

3. Reasons for Rejection

Table 7 shows the most common reasons for rejection of Big Sister
volunteers before match. Making up the majority of reasons, especially
for the second and third years, was the combination of lack of response
and follow-up by the volunteers. In these cases, after attending orientation
and returning an application, the applicant was finally rejected because
of no further contact with the program. This seeming loss of interest

may be explained by the fact that some applicants may have made application

I
< I

when the program had only minimal staff and ezi;t;l:;eriinoved or became dis-
ESON
interested before an interview was scheduled. ":‘f‘his“’"explanation would be
most applicabla for those volunteers rejected between June 1980 and
January 1981, |
Table 8 lists thé réasons for rejecting Llttle Sister applicant;.
The most common reasons stated was that the Little Sister moved, either
from the city or from the group home or agency that originally niade the
referral. |
a, Training
Volunteers were required to attend a training session before being
matched. Table 9 ireports the recorded dates of training which appeared

on the Big Sisters control cards. An increasing percentage of volunteers

were trained before match auring the grant period, but there

-21-
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Table 7 I
: ;‘
‘; Big Sisters Reascns for Rejection
3 10-15-78 to 10-15-79 to 10-15-80 to A
g 10-14-79 i 10-14 -80 16-14-81 l
; — — I |
No Response 3 . 12 9 é
{i ~ No Follow-Up -- -- 4
¥ Lost Contact -- 2 1 '
] S Not Interested -- -- 1
0 Moving 1 3 —
- Change in Situation -- 1 -= '
Not all References Responded 2 1 -
Didn't Attend Training -- - 1
] lliness .- - _— 1
; Unknown 0 2 _3
| Total 7 FERv 21 20
Yo j?]:"*.'
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!
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Table 8
¥ Little Sisters Reasons For Rejection
10-15-78 to 10-13-79 to 10-15-80 to
5 10-14-79 10-14-80 10-13-81
Little Sister Not Interested 2 - --
i Parent/Guardian Not Interested 1 -= 1
Can't Contact ‘ 1 2 -
No Response - -- 2
(.\L: Didn't Keep Appointments - - 2
) Need More Information 3 - -=
Moved 2 7 10
Too Old 2 2 -
Hostile - 1 -
No good Volunteers 1 -- 1
Inappropriate referral - RN - 4
Unknown Bl o _6_ 1
Total 12 EL R 18 27
b
4 ~ R 4 .
: . . -
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Table 9

Big Sister Training

10-15-78 to 10-15-79 to 10-15-80
10-14-79 10-14-80. 10-14-81
Trained Before Match 30 (49%) 31 (86%) 41 (87%)
Trained within one month of :
Match ' 3 (5%) -1 (3%) -
Trained with two months of '
~ Match ‘ 1 (2%) - -
Training delayed more than two
months 1 (2%) == --
Not Trained 26*  (43%) y**(11%) 6*** (13%)
Total - 61 (101%) 36 (100%) 47 (100%)
. *4 of those who were not trained applied before training was
mandatory. 18 additional untrained Big Sisters applied under
the ESAA grant.
ya
**2 of those who were not trained applied under the
ESAA grant. A
**ly of those not trained had their 'training formally waived by the program.
W
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remained a small number that were not trained or did not have training
dates recorded. In the first two years, the majority of those not trained
volunteered under the ESAA grant which did not have this training re-
quirement and, in the third year, most of those untrained had had their
training formally waived.

5. Follow~-up Contact

In order to sample staff and Big Sister/Little Sister contacts, the
program counselor kept a log over a twelve week period in August-
October 1981 of all contacts with participants and all contacts between

participants reported to her either in telephone intiervﬁi‘ws or through
A

Big Sister Time Sheets.* All participants with acf%“;/e %gtches during
this period were monitored. The total number of contacts was divided
by the number of weeks during which the match was active to determine
an average weekly contact rate. Table 10 reveals the results of this
analysis. That table shows that the counselor made an average of 0.41
contacts per week or about two contacts every five weeks. This fre~
quency was well within the monthly contact described in the grant.
Total Big Sister/Little Sister contact, both telephone and face-to-

face, averaged 0.79 per week or about four contacts every five weeks.

This average was somewhat below the weekly contact described in the

*The Time Sheet is a mail-in sheet that Big Sisters submit to
the program on a monthly basis listing all activities with Little Sisters.

-25-
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Table 10
Average Frequency of Contact with 85 Active k
% Matches Over A 12 Week Period !
. v . Personal " Personal &€ Telephone 2
' Staff/Participant Big/Little Sister Big/Little Sister
) . ,
D .
! Average frequency per week 4 .35 .79
1 2 out of 5 weeks 1 out of 3 weeks 4 out of 5 weeks
i . .
: , ) . ‘ !
| *6 of 15 matches who recorded no contact between Big and Little Sisters
had been matched for less than 4§ weeks. 1 of 6 matches who recorded no
' o .contact between staff and participants had been matched for less than 4
| weeks. 3 of the remaining 5 had been ma‘tachhe‘d for over one year.
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grant. Actual face-to-face cornitact was even less frequent, only
0.35, or about one contact every three weeks. Reasons most often
given to explain insufficient contacts included refusal by group
homes to allow visits in an effort to punish the Little Sister, illness,
and travel,
6. Rap Sessions
Objective 2 stated that six in-service tréining or rap sessions
ware to be held during the third year stressing the principles of
P.E.T. Table 11 shows attendance and topics discussed at 14 of
the rap sessions conducted since the second year, e\_/f;,luation. These
R
rap sessions had an average attendance of 14 B% Si&er;. (Materials
handed out in these and the training sessions appear in the Appendix.)
Objective 2 was, thus, exceeded as a result of conducting twice as
ma;y sessions as required and with good attendance at each.
7. Match Lengths
Tables 12 and 13 report average match lengths in days for Big
Sisters and Little Sisters. Average days reported in Table 12 do not
correspond to those reporteci in Table 13 because a volunteer who applied
during one grant period may have been matched with a Little Sister who
applied during another, and because a first match for one participant may
have been the first or even the second rematch for the other. As ex-

pected, the matches made during the first grant year lasted longer

than those made during subsequent years because more time had elapsed

_27—
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Table 11

Schedule for Big Sister Rap Sessions

Date Attendance Topic
9-8-80 16 Like everyone else children have needs, and to
get their needs met they act or behave.
10-13-89 21 Children don't misbehave; they simply behave to
get their needs met.
11-10-80 14 Parents can't be acceptmg of all behavior of
: their children
12-8-80 8 Parents don't have to be consistent with
children.
1-12-81 12 Parents don't have to put up a "United Front."
. 'd
2-9-81 15 When infants behave unacceptably, there is a good
reason, but you have tc-y«try*«-to guess what it is.
3-9-81 6 When you can't accept one behavior, substitute
another you can.
4-13-81 9 Let kids know how you feel, even if you can't use word:
5-11-81 15 It's often more efficient to change the child's en-
: vironment than to change the child.
6-8-81 16 To change unacceptable behavior of your child,
‘ talk about yourself not the child.
7-13-81 10 Parents whec use power inevitably run out of it
when kids. get cider,
6-10-81 1 Chiidren learn to cope with parental power with
undesirable and unhealthy behaviors.
9-14-81 22 Discipline may cc’mpel or coerce, but it seldom
influences. 0
10-12-81 25 ~ If parents are either dictators or doormats someone
is_going to lose. ’
Total 200 -

Average Attendance

14.3
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. Table 12
Big Sisters Match Length in Days**
! '
,j 10-15-78 to 10-15-79 to 10-15-80 to
| 10-14-79 10-14-80 10-14-81
, i | - X N . X N X

Match to Termination 389.60 47 176.68 22 138.15 13
Match to 10-1 481 750.71 14 346.38 13 142,51 33
Total Match 472.48 61 ©239.71 35 141.28 46
'

1 @ Termination to Rematch* 147.50 10 44.13 8 36.25 4
Rematch to Termination 414,11 112.00 . 5 110.00 i
Rematch to 10-14-81 153.00 1 172.25 ] 103,25 4
: Total Rematch 388.00 10 138.78 9 104.60 5

Total Match &€ Rematch 460.58 71 o 219.07 44 137.69 51
. \'i‘ 1

1 *Includes first and second rematches, . A

O X X g4y

_'7 : **If one of the relevant dates was missing, match lengths could not

- be calculated.
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Table 13
Little Sisters Match Lengths in Days**
10-15-78 to 10-15-79 to 10-15-80 to
10-14-79 10-14-80 10-14-81
x N X N X N
Match to Termination 384.53 43 212.56 18 137.39 23
Match to 10-14-81 1,018.67 6 481.29 7 162.05 42
& Total Match 462.18 - 49 287.80 25 153.32 65
o ) ' : ‘
' Termination to Rematch* 120.00 o190 37.80 5 33.00 b
Rematch to Termination 313.70 i0 : 282.00 2 54.50 2
Rematch to 10-14-81 4u1.10 10 ‘ 226.67 3 79.00 2
Total Rematch 377.40 20 ‘ 248, 80 5 66.75 4
Total Match & Rematch 429.12 69 Yoy 281.30 30 148.30 69
*Includes first and second rematches ..,
**Match lengths could not be calculated if one of the
relevant dates was missing.
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since the match was made. Even terminated matches averaged over a
year in length and, if this pattern continues with the second and third
year matches, it appears that the program will be successful in main-
taining the matches for the required twelve months. Interestingly, the
time between termination of one match and the rematch of participants
grew shorter with each grant year. In the first year it averaged about
4 months, while in the third year it averaged just slightly over one

month.

8. Reasons for Termination of Matches

Rt

@
Table 14 lists reasons for the termination of matches according

to the periods in which the Little Sister applied. ?I\}ajoi:wdifferences in
the third year were the decreasing number of matches términatéd be-
cause participants were no longer interested. Also, 13 matches made |
in the third year were terminated because the Little Sister either moved
from the city or from the group home that referred her. These changes
suégest an increase in unavoidable terminations as a result of moving

and a decrease in terminations through disinterest, presumably as a

result of better screening and matching procedures.

B. Impact Objectives
Objectives 3 through 6 represent the longer range, or impact,
grant objectives. Because of insufficient impact measures identified

in the first two grant years, procedures were revised before the final
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Table 14
"~ Reasons for Termination of Matches -
- According to When Little Sister Applied
10-15-78 to 10-15-79 to 10-15-80 to
10-14-79 10-14-80 10-14-81
Reasons Involving Little Sister
Little Sister Not Interested 8 7 3
Little Sister Ran Away 2 0 1
Little Sister Not in School 1 0 0 ‘
Little Sister Moved 10 1 13
Little Sister Reached 16 2 0 0 i
Reasons Involving Big Sister \
Big Sister Not Interested 8 3 2 |
Big Sister Job/School Interests . i (1) : '
Big Sister Change in Situation
. . 1 3 0
Big Sister Moved ) 0 0
Big Sister 1l
Reasons Involving Guardian iy
v % %4 ‘ -
Guardian Not Interested/Uncooperative L 2 0
Reasons Involving Severai Participants | - \
incompatible o 1 2 |
Big Sister & Little Sister Moved 0 1 0 3
Big Sister & Guardian Not Interested 1 0 0
Can't Contact Either 1 0 0 .
"Unknown 12 Bl 2 )
Total 54 20 25 .
- s - |
\\\:/' s . ) e K U
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grant year to develop satisfactory indicators of impact. Current impact
measures include: arrest activity before, during, and after match;
school grades in reading, language, and match one full semester before
and after match; school atteﬁdance one full semester before and after
match; and, Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale scores given before match
and at six month intervals thereafter.

1. Objective 3-Criminal Justice Contacts

Objective 3 required reduced criminal justice contact by 50% of
those Little Sister participants with prior contact. To assess this ob-
jective, juvenile justice contact information was obt_ain,égi from the
Juvenile Division of the New Orleans Police Deparger;itr;“ /}Il recorded
information, however, did not apply specifically to arrests. For example,
23 of the Little Sisters had some r'ecor‘d of contact with the police depart-
ment, but in 10 of these cases the only role of the Little Sjster was as a
victim in a neglect or battery case. All of these cases were referred to
the welifare department. Two further cases were eliminated; one, be-
cause the child was referred to another jurisdiction, and, the other, be-
cause the child was released without being referred to the juvenile court
The remaining eleven cases had at least one arrest for a criminal charge
that was referred to court either before, during, or between matches.

Table 15 presents the results of the arrest record search and

indicates that none of the eight participants with an arrest before match

_33_
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Runaway

Shoplifting

Runaway and Shoplifting
Immoral Conduct

Burglary, Theft, Shoplifting
Criminal Damage

Before

ml-l -

Table 15
Criminal Justice Contacts*

Match During Match " Between Matches After Match

1
1
1
(73%) - 2 (18%) "1 (9%) 0 (16%)

*2 of those with criminal! offenses were also victims,

IR
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Total
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10 (100%)
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repeated this contact with the police department. In féct, the rate of
criminal activity was reduced 100%, thus exceedihg the requirements
for the attainment of this objective._ Of the three participants arrested
"during match" or "between matches," none had any record. of arrest
before match.

7; 2. Objective 4-School Grades

Objective 4 stated that academic performance as measured by

o school grades would be improved in the cases of at least 50% of the

\ participants as measured by school report card grades. A major problem
{ in the measurement of this objective was that as a chi‘ld é;ogressed in

‘ school frem primary to middle to the higher grades:é; ‘c:g}anged schools,
grading systems were incompatible. Obi;aining grades fromﬂperiods
cleafly befc.n'e and after match was also difficult. For example, if a

child was matchec in mid-semester, that semester's grades were invalid

as either a before or after measurement. In additios:, with so many

Little Sisters coming from group homes, a report card from the previous

semester was often unavailable because at that time the child was living

at home. Finally, the two report cards required to make a comparison

g
B were simply not found in many of the case folders. As a result of these
problems, the findings shown in Table 16 are based on only 28% to 38% of

the participants.
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Total Matched during Third
Year

Number with Two Grades
for Comparison

Number with Improved Grades
Mean Change*

Median Change*

Number with One Grade or
Incompatible Systems

Number with No Recorded
Grades

Table 16

School Grade Comparison foi Little Sisters
Matched During the Third Year

Little Sisters Matched
Over One Year

39

1
5 (45%)
+105%

0

20

8

Little Sisters Matched
6 Months to One Year

37

14
5 (36%)

+11%

Ly

.o
DAt A
’le".:‘ . 35-",“ i

Little Sisters Matched

Less Than 6 Months Total
43 119
— 25
— 10 (40%) i
j
- +52%
-~ 0
13 47
30 u7

*Percent change was calculated by converting letter grades to a
4 or 5 point system, by counting the number of activities the
child performed satisfactorily; or by using the actual numerical

grade reported.

Because so many different kinds of grading

systems were used by schools, it is difficult to relate mean and
median change to a concrete level of improvement, although the
direction of the change may be meaningful.
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Nevertheless, based on 11 of 39 children matched over a year,
45% showed some improvement in grades. For those matched six months
to one year, 36% showed improvement. When dealing with such small
numbers it Ais questionable whether this analysis represents a true
picture of the program's potential impact.

3. Objective 5-School Attendance

Objective 5 stated that absenteeism would be reduced in at least
25% of the Little Sisters as measured by school records. In order to
assess this objective, absenteeism one full semester before match was
compared to that one full semester after match. Obvi,ous}i}/, many of the
problems that applied to school grades, except for g’ge ié_j’:ompatibility of
systems, also applied to the measurement of this objective. ’Table 17
reports the findings of the analysis of absenteeism. I[n the case of 43%
of those matéhed over a year and 29% of those matched six months to
one year, absenteeism was reduced. This objective was clearly met
for those Little Sisters for whom data were available.

4. ' Objective 6-Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale

Objective 6 stated that self esteem scores would be improved in
the case of 25% of the participants. The Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale
(appearing in the Appendix) consisted of ten statements to which the
child either agreed or disagreed. A score of 1 or 2 was considered

low self esteem; 3 or 4, moderate self esteem; and, 5 or 6, high self

~-37-




Tab'2"17

School Attendance Comparison for Little Sisters
Matched During Third Year

Littie Sisters Matched Little Sisters Matched Little Sisters Matched

i At e

N
e

Over One Year 6 Months to One Year Less than 6 Months Total
Total Matched during Third
Year 39 37 43 119
3 Number with Two Periods
[ for Comparison 14 14 0 28
W
[ - -
" .'  Number with Decreased
Absenteeism 6 (43%) 4 (29%) - 10 (36%)
Mean Change -3.6 days +0.7 days ~-= -1.5 days
Median Change -0.5 days +1.0 days - +1.0 days
gl
Number with Only One’ e
Period 17 £ LA 13 45
| Number with No Recorded ' .
! Absenteeism 8 8 30 6
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esteem. With such a small range of variability and over only a six
month period, it is understandable that many of the Little Sisters showed
no change.

However, as Table 18 indicates, overall scores improved in 44%
of the participants with two scales available and in no category was the
improvement less than -33. Objective 6 was also thus exceeded for those
Little'Sisters for whom data were available.

Because the use of the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale was a new
procedure for the Big Sister program, other statistical information was
presented in the table. For example, because in thf lgtases in which
two scores were present, mean increases were 567 it Wﬁu_ld seem that
the test would more likely detect meaningful changes in self esteem if

it were administered at twelve month intervals. In order to test the

effectiveness of the scale, it will also have to be given to a much wider

selection of participants after match.

e s, a5 e B




R s

S

Table 18

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale Comparison
for Little Sisters Matched During Third Year

" Little Sisters Matched
Ovar One Year

Little Sisters Matched Little Sisters Matched

6 Months to One Year Less Than 6 Months Total
Total Matched During Third

Year ’ 39 37 43 119
Number with Two Scores

for Comparison 3 12 3 18
Number with Improved

Scores 1 (33%) 5 (42%) 2 (67%) 8 (44%)
Mean Change 337 58 «67 «56
Median Change 0 +1.0 “+1.0 +1.0
Averaée at First ‘

Administration 4.3 3.9l 4.0 4.1
Number with One Score 17 W 27 58
Number with No Scores 19 11 2F.20ab 13 43
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VI. COST
Table 19 represents expenditures over all three years of the
grant. Dividing the total expenditures of $78,157.93 by the 140 Little

Sisters matched results in an average cost of $558.27* per match. Be-
cause this estimate of cost is confounded somewhat by the 22 partici-

pants who were initially accepted under the ESAA grant, costs for the
third funded .year alone are also presented. For the third year, the

total expenditures of $21,000 divided by the 47 matches made costs out

at $446.81 per match, a somewhat lower figure. .
T

o

- M

*This figure probably represents an underestimate of true program
cost. On the one hand, it excludes program expenditures from other
sources for salaries; and, on the other, it includes participants funded

for part of their match from ESAA monies.
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~ Grant Title: Big Sister's of Greater New Orleans, Inc. ’ '
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Vil. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

After three years of federal funding, Big Sisters of Greater New
Orieans has moved towards one implied goal of all OJJDP programs,
independent operations. It is now operating under the sole control of
a Board of Directors and has hired a private fund raiser to secure funds
for continued operations. During the three years of operation, a total
of 140 Little Sisters were matched and recruitment efforts resulted in
significant increases in recruitment and matches in spite of difticulties

caused by a reduced program staff.

~ All of the process objectives stated in the thirs_l ye‘ri;i,r grant were
- PO

‘met. The goal required 50 active matches at the en‘c%;of ﬁ‘le year. In fact,
69 Big and Little Sisters were actively matched, exceeding the goal by
38%. Objective 1 provided for the recruitment, screening, training, and
matching of 29 additional Big Sister volunteers during the third year.
Forty seven volunteers were actually mgtched, exceeding this objective
by 62%. A final process objective called for six rap ssssions, emphasizing
the principles of Parent Eff'ectiveness Training, to be held. During the
year, twelve such rap sessions were held, with an average attendance of
14 Big Sister volunteers at ¢ach.

Impact objectives were somewhat harder to assess. Objective 3
required the reduction of criminal justice contacts in 50% of the Little

Sisters with prior contact. None of the eight Little Sisters who had been
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arrested before match were rearrested after match, resulting in a 100%
| ’redﬁction in criminal justice contacts.
In order to measure the attainment of Objectives 4 and 5, however, two
school report cards were required, one frfom the full semester before. the
“'74?; match and a second from the full semester after the match; yet, two

comparable report cards weie available for only about one-third of the
participants. If this third could be considered a raridcim samplé, the

results might be applied to the entire group. In that case, Objective 4,
calling for academic improvement in 50% of the Little Sisters matched,

was not met. Only 40% of those with data available sijowéd improvement..
' R

=

ction in absenteeism

o~ Objective 5, on the other hand, which called for a rédu
, ‘ -~

among 25% of the Little Sisters, could be sa/ig to haviz been ‘met because
° , ‘ ’36% of those with’available data sijiowed a r"éc‘i’t‘;ction.

ﬂi Objective 6fcalled:'for an improvement in. Rosenberg Self Esteem
Scale scores in 25% of the Little Sisters. However, two self esteem
scorés were available for onl*y' about one-sixth of the Little Sisters.

'lf this ‘numb'er could be called a sample, the pbje_ciive could be said

to be met inéthat 44% showed improvement. |
. In summary, assuming that those with the required before and

after measurement instruments constitute a random sample of all matched

[

Little Sisters, the only impact goal not met was improvement in school

=

grades. . Criminal justice contact and absenteeism were reduced and

. 'self esteem scores were improved.

=

A}
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Based on these findings, the following recommendations are offered:
1. The Rosenberg Self Esteem Scaie appears to work wel|
as a measurement of one of the major goals of the project.
However, to avoid participants becoming too familiar
with the test and to allow enough time for seif esteem
to change, longer interval between testing should be
initiated. Based on preliminary findings offered in this
report, twelve month intervals might best detect significant

changes. To identify a trier picture of the program's

mpact, the scales should be given tg a‘nuch

wider group of participants before an_é afté.r métch.

2. Improvement in grades and reduction in absenteeism

seem worthwhile objectives for a program of this kind.
Nevertheless, during all three years of funding, certain
- problems have made it consistently difficult to deterinine
" to what extent improvements were made. Two‘solutions
, are offered. First, if before and after grades wére obtained
R on more participants, those with comparabie grading
systems could be grouped and a percentage improvement
in grades conclusively calculated. If this is not feasible,
- a second alternative is Suggested. Rather than relying

on thg comparability of grading systems, the Little Sisters!

AR Tk eby TPt
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: ~ teachers could be asked to provide assessments of school
performance and attitude. The danger with such an
approach is that it might further prejudice the teacher
against a child who is already having problems in school.
h 3. Two developments make’ checking police records of Big
Sister volunteers an especiélly sensitive area. First,
litigation against other Big Sister programs in behalf

of the Little Sisters has already been mentioned. Second,

the Big Sister volunteers are also increasingly interested

@

‘ I

i - in protecting the confidentiality of certain lﬁpds of justice
3 ’ 2ol '*"n

';j: “e -
contact. Caught between these opposirig in?ﬁere‘sts, the

s

| APPENDIX A
program is vulnerable. To protect its interests, it must *

e b e A L g

be more sophisticated about obtaining policé information.

2y

N , ‘
S . - Potential volunteers should furnish identification and be , :
o . _ ) TRAINING PACKET

requested to sign a consent form for the arrest record
search. Routine procedures should be begun with the

New Orleans Pﬁ:lice Departmeni to protect both par;iies.
If possible, references from other cities in which the
volunteer has lived should be obtaineg,‘ahd on-going

matches should be carefully monitored. These procedures .

méy‘ result in longer ‘pr‘ocessiryig times, but shouid be

of value in protecting both the program and the Little | i

' Sistérs from unnecessary liabilities.
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‘ 1 TRAINING SESSION §
>\( _ . N i . %
~ 1. Welcome :
| : %
R | ' '~ ' ?
« : ‘ 2. Introductions 5

& ‘ B s ) 3 . . .
‘ ' ) 5 : 3. Growing-up female in the 1980's
. "' ) & 3 N .
: - L i 4. Do's and Don'ts _ .
. i . s
5. Training Packet
’ ' . | o o : , 0 6. Ideas for Activities
, Lo . . , SR | '
B 4 7. Role Play Lo
\ . . . ’ . . . ‘”’ : . : CE . . .-& ',' )
-y S A R _ . S 1 8. Ask a Big Sister 2 owm
’ { 9. Discussion
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- "THE STORY OF'BIG SISTEZRS" : g j PORTRAIT OF 4 MATCH
1903 Irving Westheimer founds Big Brothers in Cincinnati. ~ 4 ’
: ! . . ey e . ‘ LITTLE SISTE
L 1908 . Big Sisters begins in New York City. i SISTER BIG SISTER
3 1917 First joint annual conference of Big Brothers and Referral J
Big Sisters in Grand Rapids, Michigan. z Phone Call
o ] . . : . . B Applicati
* 1930's Many agencies collapse during the depression. PP on Orientation
i - . L ) 0 . oL ~f Parent int '
1 1946 Thirteen Big Brother agencies establish a national 2 ; tnterview References
federation to be headquartered in Philadelphia. : f ¥ Child interview
; : : £ 'f ( ' ’ Police check
1950 A Big Brothers group opens in New Orleans but closes " ® - - ¥ School and healt
B after a few years. : - B ; J salth records - Interviews
‘ ) Staffin .
' 1970 Five Big Sister agencies establish a nat:.onal federation ; vg’ Staffing
Sy i in Washington, D.C. ~ ; I } Referral'\LDecision‘ D &
] : - . e L R . i i ' : -glec¥slon—)Referral
Vo Big Brothers again opens in New. QOrlsans. - . Acteptance FI : ’
o T N o AT i ’ ‘ #Acc¥ptance ¥
o 1975 Big Sisters of Greater New Orleans is incorporated . ] ‘
o £ ' 2o at St. Mark's Community Center. & J Training
1977 The national Big Brothers and Big Sisters organizations. g
‘ ' merge under the name, Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America. 8 | N [ MATCH ‘ . '
g ; ) ‘ ' ) I . s __’ va : 'L 4 I ) - ) : .
A\ - 1978 Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America celebrates its | ’ ' : } ,
, Diamond Jubilee with Irving:Westheimer in attendance, A " 7 77 ? ~
B S the first major national movement to have its founder : / ntroduction - vt e L
SR * present after 75 years. . \\\ ' TS TAFF coL Weekly‘l:) ed & - — ’
. "”,‘ . ) i , . \ ’ : . » ; ucings R £ -1 T “A F F ) ’ .
1980 Big Sisters establishes itself as an indepehde,r’xt _agency . cr e , Sen;i-' % '
L Bt . and moves to 7100 St. Charles, Big Sisters receives 3 ‘ anaual Evaluation
T : generous contributions from the Ep:.scopal Church and -8 Rap Sessions ‘ ! ‘
T other donors. - S | : : , : > ' Rap Sessions L
o 1981 e o T s . S * Counselling : e '
: Big Sisters applies. for United Way funding to replace . Counselling - T
the federal grants under which it had operated. Support  Sunoos '
‘ . . , | ) jupport
e : . |
14 LI ]
o o ) ' : : : . -50-
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facts about Big Sisters

decades of nreventive help to
up in troubled pomes.

ig arother/Little

* Seven successful
chiléren pro‘vinw

tionally (B
urrent patcpes na
) %iﬂegﬁi “oig Sister/Little Sister).

1lly.
* 360 plus affiliated agencis nationally ¢ support
onally to
s the sverage coSt nailSOO to enter 2

nimum of
ed Withjgsﬂice system, and $10,000

/aer there.

n waiting lists. for 2

ditional one
n ad the service.

match compar
anld in the Juvenilellm
anhually to maintain

» 100,000 thousand children are D

with a
B er or Big Sister, ades
3§§lzggtgore estimated to be in nee i

: ry four. live
i omen one out of eve v
* g¥ :ié gzgiiiiﬁétz a mother 12 years or younF »
N Paris
d in’ 3ef¥erson D
16 were arreste
® jrls under age |
dtr%ng 1977 for theft. | . o
fcmale snoplifting arrests aumberec.
arish during 127¢.

rests for prostitution !or
since 1£67.

* Juvenile} -

s N
- girls under 18

* Nntional.ar |
increasec 44uu s a

ig S is a profram wh1ch is wideii 3:§t
i g;%ei:;ggr;or the would-be juvenile deliq .
leans serves xhe entire

of Greater New Or pernard,

Crleans, Jefferson, St.
°t. “Tanmany parishes.
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V % RBig Sisters
metropolitan area.
Plaquenines, and
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BIG SISTERS OF GREATER NEW ORLEANS, INC.

71060 St. Charles Avenue
866=5427

DO'S AND DON'TS FOR BIG SISTERS

DO see ycur Little Sister weekly about 3 to 4 hours.
DO phone your counselor weekly for the first three months,
monthly theredfter. .

DO attend at least 4 out of the 8 monthly Blg Sister Rap
Sessions per year.

DO take your. Little Sister to at least 3 of the group activities

_ annually sponsored by the Big Sister program.

DO check your -plans ahead of time with the parent or guardian
of your Little Sister.

DO limit your weekly outings to. 3 or 4 hours during ‘the first
three months of the match. T

DO NOT partzcrpate in dangerous or questlonable actlvrtes.

DO get-the written permission of your counselor:and the parent'’
guardian betore inviting your Little Sis ;er ior an overnight
visit. .

DO get the written permission of your counselofrand parent/
guardian before 1nv1t1ng your Little Sister for an out-of-
town trip.

DO expect your Littie Sister, with the advice of your counselor,

to share the expenses of your weekly outings.
DO plan activities which are free or inexgpaznsive.

" DO limit gifts and treats to Christmas or birthdays, and then

only in moderation.

DO NOT become involved: with other members of the Little Sister's _

family. If there is a problem refer it to your counselor.
DO be prompt and cooperative in planning the semi-annual evalu-
ation of the match with your counselor.

. DO feel free to call your counselor about any concerns you may

have.
DO NOT forget to send in a time sheet at.the end of each month.
DO avoid sugary foods as much as possrble. Sugar is often
. thought to affect problem behavior in a negative way.
DO learn to enjoy fruits, nuts, and other natural foods.

DO NOT discuss your own problems with your Little Sister. Your?®"

worries may not appear, to affect her, but many times thay do.
DO ask to have your plans for weekend outings approved at least
byhThursday by the guardlan if your Little Slster lives in
a home.
DO NOT be late or inconsistent with visits arid phone calls.
Teach your Little Sister to rrust you.
DO NOT visit your Little Sister's dormltory or become involved
with the other girs if she lives in a home. .
. DO tell others about Big Sisters and what it accomplishes.
DO encourage your friends to investigate. becoming Big Sisters.
Do have a happy volunteer experlence.
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BIG SISTERS PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT

NOTE: Please Read Cver This Material Carefully Before Signing:

I, : , 1f accepted by Big

Ssters of Greater Hew Orleans to participate in the Big Sisters
Program, as & Big Sister, will abide by the guidelines set forth

herein.

1. I will contact the Counselor assigned to me at least once

)

a week. “ o
b 7

: R .
2. I will see my Little Sister at least oncejgfwgfk for a mini-

mum of one year. . A

3. I will participaﬁe in group recreatioggl activities as much
as posgsible.” S ,

4. I will participate in Big Sisters Rap Sessions.

5. I will not spend money in excessivé amouht on the activities

which I will involve my Little Siétér and not buy expensive -

gifts. ... . L ﬁﬁ.‘ |

6. I will ﬁhrk toward tha goals muﬁﬁally established for my

i

assignment with my Eittle Siste#.'

7. . I will attend the schedulad evsludtion sessions.

I understand that any violation of this agreement may result

in nmy termination f£rom the'Program,

SIGHED ' f DATE

=53~
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C LISTENING skiLLs (C

This list of listening skills mihgt be helpful in,talkiﬁg with

adolescents and in telephone conversations.
.Determine the client's point of view.

1. Listen attentively--show interest.

)

2. Be non-judgmental and objective. Aécept'the éliént as

he or she is.

3. Be aware of the emotion behin | rive e1i
) | g the words--give ¢1
feedback to-check out the emotions you fee% behinéeggs

or her words.

4. Be yourself 'ﬁPﬂoniness" is easily det I an
X . : easily’ detected and not
appreciated. Share your feelings; never lie. '

5. Break down the problem into comporn. ks,

- 6. DiscussraQternatiVes to problems.

‘7. Know your own limits--if you cannot handle a situation,

refer the client to a counselor, e
BRI

. . . . . ‘ ‘.%. . . . .
8. Remember that the client feels henor;ghe is in a crisis--

~,

what she is talking about is impoftant to her..

Varoius Techniques:

;. U§e of s@lence--wait for a person to continue. xThis
ailows him or her.to think over whiat he or she has

just said.

2. AOpen-epded questions--these types of questions encourage
: the client to discuss and explain vhat he or she means
rather than give short one-sentence answers. (e.g., ’

"Could you explain a 1i
the time?") ek

ttle bit more what you felt at

. et : : K :

3. Paraphra$ing--Restate what the clicnr has i i

_ ra sin ate , o1 S Just said.
This helps to clarify the content for botthou and’ the
client. I(e.g., "So you are saying that you did not

take parffin the incident.")

4.. Rgflectlgnvof feelings--Feedback te the client the emo-’
tions you perceive he is experiencinpg to make sure you
_are hearing him or her correctly. Then ask if it s
- correct. -‘(e.g., "You seem to be ferling “very lonely.

Is that righ}?");jlﬁn,,

5. Focusing--Keep the*cliéﬁt on .the féblin level
. . h ] . ofe . Do not
. allow story-telling. (e.g., "We serm tg be going

~.around in circles. - I.wonder about those
failure you mentionéd earlier.™)
. B T AR .
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6. Trust your feelings--Express what you feel and clarify
that it is your feelings. DO NOT-hc judgemental.

- 7. Notice voice tonations for emotions. o A B ; c
8. DO NOT give advice or opinions--A client may mihipdiéte ‘ f?‘

you into taking responsibiltiy off him. DO NOT make
decisions for the client. : S

There is no. specific way to listen éff&ctively. Whatever

way is-'the most comfortable to you is the best way. Use your own -
style; be creative and do not be afraid to ~rneriment. The
skills we have discussed are just that--skills.  They are to be ,
incorporated into your style; not to determine your style. \
.The best listener is one who can use these skills in a. very
.- ) ) : S %
natural, creative manner. - PO
' : ] . By
~
. x)\"
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. ’ EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF HELPER RESPONSES
"Inappropriate’ Premature Inappropriaté A
Empathy " Questions - Advice Self-Digclosure Criticism
Characteristics of | -reflects feelings | -gets off toplc -glves alternatives ‘| -focuases on own ~belittle he
the response ' . accurately -takes asay from without understand- experiences actions or
‘ . ~clarifies confused | feelings . ing the problem or -cuts the person feelings
feelings ~focuses on the helpee off !
~focuses on the facts
helpee
Your feelings when | -struggling to ~-relieves anxiety |-relleves anxiety -self-centered  |-superior
you engage in underastand  _ 4 ~unhelpful -motherly ~powerfuv )
this behavior .| -other-oriented .__.]-grand inquisator |-~dishonest -gullty
~"with" the other ~voyeuristic ~hurt if advice
| person ' is rejected
The helpee's feel-~ | -understood -misunderatood -infantilized ~disregarded -inferior
. ings about himself | -accepted -confused ~put down _ ~gtupid
.= when you engage in | -supported ~threatened ~"yes but" ° ~bad -
"I . this behavior mod ~disrespected .-
{;;‘%he helpee's feel- |-appreciative- ~frustrated - |-irritated ~hurt ~defensive |
¢ 1ngs about you ~respectful - |=irritacted -turned off , -angry -angry ‘
" when you engage in | ~-relieved . -|-distruatful -misunderstood - 1=-dietrustful —~hate
this behavior . . S S ‘ .
4 . . . L \.!.&“',3("';" ) , H ‘ ' | /\
" K : h .. . :Q. “., 3:;}_.‘"" | ! ’ '
r3 \ . . . ‘ ‘|,. . . . ‘ . . . 3 .
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- FREE AND INEXPENSIVE ACTIVITIES 3 by
1. Check the Kid's Stuff column in the Sunday paper. : -

2. Check the Lagniagge section of the Friday paper. : g

| RYALUATLIOY

3. Check the Children's Calendar on the first day of the N
month in the paper. . - | z

4. Watch for announcements of fairs and church sponsored
events in and around New Orleans.

a TRAESTNG SESSION

e

5. Visit a public library and learn to use it. Apply for

a librar card. ‘ : - ' . e ‘s D e o
Y . . : ; 1. 2o you feel thivr vcaessiin wag weaningfv.? £ rno, pi=as:

6. Check out some llbrary books on activities and tourlst A i et
attractions. in and around New Orleans. : : zZplaln.

7. Learn a new.hobby or sport together or share one you or
she already knows. .

R

2. o you feel the mat2rzisal waz well prervared? If nc, pleas:

8. Visit places in New ‘Orleans that are ney t&d',you or her - semiain.’ : . 5;
i.e., the lakefront, the Superdome, thewFrench Quarter, TELmEeate o L * . I
the airport, your school, your work location.. o

et

9. Check weekl apers and magazines idea i.e. Figaro. S . . : o SR o
: Y pap ) gazi for 1 S, 1 £193aro A udﬂlt101al topics do you feel should be covered at

. o

10. Learn a new skill together, baking, sewing etc.’ futq_e Big Sisters Traia’ag Sessions?
) . - o Lo e 3 adeand 4 3= TN ad &

::11. Learn to talk and learn to be guiet together.
12. Learn to enjoy sxmple thlngs, thanges in the seasons,

squirrles in the park, ldentltylnq the national flags
of boats passing on the river.

4. ‘How dzes jour ccncent cf Big Sigters now compare to your

_concept cf the vraaxam tefere training?

13. Visit the zoo at ‘Auduben Park or the iouisiana Nature
Center.

- . - -'e '-."1].'.*:'.".1. dr’t Gf ae i 1inine >’ 11X se W
14. Make a game out of learning to read and.spell, add and e P /the training dfa you iike best ard wis:
subtract, by matching street signs, reading recipes,
coanting change, buying groceries. ' .

15." Learn to relax and smile! Additicnal commer+s:

,,,,,,,
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o
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APPENDIX B

e

RAP SESSION MATERIALS

I

4y

[ S S - RAP SESSIONS

§ : : COMMUPJICATING WITH YOUNG CHILDREN

1 Modelt appaopn,wte' behavior. What you do, chitdnen do. How you nupand the.y nupand.
.+ Telt them what's important Lo you. "Fairness” and ".t/uwt” are key wolch

Obserwe your children. Take aues from thein behavior. Ask,. "What dew.amwc needs -
are being expressed?" Listen and observe %o see Lif the behavion expresses a
‘deeper problem. Sometimes the behavion Lells us that mone 1:1 ndwtcanéhcp Lime

/ |- s needed. - oo

K | Work with yowr children's development. Eachmd.w,cd:m&haaa.pa,ttelmanda.lchyﬂun

Permit them Lo ghow a/t Zhein rate.

Acce.pt dw?.dn.en 4 6ewmga. Aotwely Lu«ten ta athem. Adm.t yawr. awn 5ezunga.- Send
congusent "I" messages. = o ST .

Understand and then verbalize 6ee,ngA. Gwe. .the.m new Za.ngaage. ,He&p them 2o he!;p
themselves, Let them "awn" thein problems. - ‘

.
s,

Provide success. Give /Lecogutwn and Send pau,twe. "I" muéagu 2o n.unéance
g L acceptable behavion. ' .

Give them tontnol on choices. Limits may be necessary 6an. a child's safely. Allow |
5an. c.h.au.u only when you intend to fLeave the chodice with i.h% N -

| Provide Aaﬁe. outlets for angry §eelings. Generate accepiable :m.ywta ve.m: angen.

Redirect enengies. Don't stijle. Probfem s0fve whenever possible, helping to ddentify
1 "~ needs and possible Aaﬁbtwm Lo pesonal and relationship congicts. Redirect in
i ways that are related to their own ma-t«.vea on intenests.

5. set clear, honest safety rules. Involve thqn dn nute ma.lu.ng and po!.écy' setting. .

Give chc&d/r.e.n expia.na,tx.om and rezsons. Answer -thw "why" questions honestly. They
" don't understand w.tzu,uvdy yowz. heasons 50/:. fw.Cu on Limits, Auo.ui authonitarian

- £ Abitrate solutions. There may be no way to get commence by Logic on '.mdwx:andmg

8 because 05 age. You may have a time bind. Active Listen to needs ¢a feelings Lhen
dend your "I" medsage. Later explain why you used power, apologize, active Listen
hurt feelings, offern to make up for it in a compensatorny need mee,tmg initiate
lanm.ngto avoid similan binds in the future,

Communicate in many ways. Tcuching L«.ghag, kneeling, holding ca.cmzy, A.vwk.wg, facial
&8 expressions, eye contact, smiles, hing, frowns are dl;ﬂ gorms of communication.

»

. Ava.cd denying privileges and isolating. Use an?.y as a Last nesont. These techniques
' bfomg' on coping mechaniims, - .

B Practice pationce. Give the children time. Lower yowr own Line, modify self. AlLlow
i _time ﬁa/z. youn personal needs Zo be met. =N e

Make good use.af the no-problem time. When your needs and those of ouwx “chitdren are met

| . 48 the best Lime 2o Leach, monalize, advise, analyze,.share. They're mon.z receptive
g .- to your wisdom, knaweedge, and experiences.

Choose the night time. The effectivencss of a suggestion may depend Largely om its
ming. - = , b

e L

B N oo MGl sttt

B X o

R
Wy R e R

RaE et oy S AT




o R T b

. ACTIVE LISTENING STARTERS

Here are a variety of ways to. ‘start
sound less stilted and tepeticive. The
to fit the message you get.

underlined feeling .werd 3
I see, you mean that you hoped she‘wauld...

That sounds like you're excited aboutie s

I guess you want/wiah/féel...

You feel upset about. «s
You're feeling unfaired against...

You mean you're afraid of...

You scund like you feel anxious aboutees

You look worried aboute.. . .
I'm not su
You hate that. .

You're confused.

You're really clear. about that. Your mother...
You hate it when I refusa ‘to give you an answer,
You feel lonely right now because...

You wish Tommy would....

' You're upset with Mommy'becausé...

You're 1rritacﬁd with me because...

I think I understand. (Active listen). 1Is that 1z?
I getfthe idea; you want tn.... |
1711 bet that's frustrating.

Are you saying you re 8o frustraced yo;...1 ‘
You geem discurbed about..a
Seems you' re sure chac...

I hear you saying you' re unhappy with...

That's embarrassing for you tO...

That seems unfair to you that...

an active liéteniag regponse to help you
hould be changed

re L understand. Do you mean you' re disaggointei thac...s

€ Wm@‘&&ﬁ?‘?«%j«ymﬂv e g
8 L ; }&fﬁ,‘ PP s s sn (et

=

C '
YFEELING™ WORD LIST: INTRODUCTION f
Objective: | |
TO LEARN SOME NEW FEELING WORDS.
E
2 Elation A Depression Anger Fear i
PERCEPTIBLE relieved flat :
refreshed b S shy |
lad ored . bugged startled |
glea g discontented annoyed un °
ﬁmusigl resigned ruffled teeasy
playful apaghetic nettled an;igus
cheerful gfiﬁ ?zzigssad e o Tl
gg§é$istic melancholy puc-ugggd zgﬁﬁéed dj
g;y blz: abused timldrne
festive ;goo;; reientful apprehens.
gﬁigosed Lgnored :ga:eful up-tight
dist S e
comfortable low ressed irked |
cool sad |
relaxed 'draiggg ; 4
confident R |
R ‘
MODERATE ?
ggiiggted disappointed disgusted alarmed
2 zlzzgg:gn tigked-off Jittery
rry . ma .
ggggigd bewildered angry :?i:gg
tlowing gisgeartened smoldering frightenec)
Bootive »abﬁsed riled ' fearful |
:;i;ky lost gggved ggzgiiene6
hapyy regretful contemptuous shakeny
A ashamed animosity :
prou burdened enmity
Joyous down 7
excited forlom
high » hopeless
turned-on lifeless
| great dead
INTENSE alive
miserable fed-
blissful downcast fzgigg SOVEd
gg:z?iizg gr?s?ed burned-up pzsigky
elpless furi i ‘
z:zggégus humiliated incegg:d gzgzgiied%
ol giggessed infuriated stricked
wondertel wortgizgg gestructive horrified |
exhilarated abandoned e;;i:give petrified
i
_66_
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‘shouldz
= He! has'mcet ofﬂthe data ,.:.
He has'to.'implement solution " '
Builds his own. gelf-confidence ~.2
ﬂelps ‘him‘grow". out:of~depcndence

on parent/teacher

Aef;Whed should Active Listening'b
BENAY 1.. op

. You‘must genuinely feel accegting
T ‘5.. You must want to. helg..'

7. L
T8, ,
{," ..,
. . R . :
"De - What are the common errors "in using Active Listening? .
”’»’q 1. Using A/L when the child is a problem to‘you". RN
P2, Using A/L to manipulate - the child into feeling the way you think he should
.. 3, Using A/L to get infe”mation ‘after which you move in“wlth Roadbiocks L
0" 4, Using hit and run A/L -not staying to hear him oyt = i
Snm 'S5, Parroting the "code" (words) vs.nA/L meaning of the code (feelings) s
‘ t»g;‘ 6., Feeding back with no’ emgathz hORNRP ~3 o
i .7.. Lagging behind == .two messages back ,
‘{:ffq'- 8.  Going too deep ‘== interpreting’ RESAETT . ¥ )
L7, 9. Undershooting or oveishooting.the intensity of’ feelings heard 5 )
©74 . 10. Using A/L when child obviously needs some other kind of help ‘ ;
; ;;_ ;ia" ﬁ"Will you fix my bike?“ What“doea empathy mean?) 3 =
P What dc‘z___gaz,when you Active Listen? - _(What is" the mesaage you are 8ending?) -
; s 1. You have a right to feel the.way you do : e
-1 respect you as a personm, .. i AR AR
3. ‘T really want to hear’ your point of view i '
.4.' I am not judging you - R, -
5. Your feelings belong to’ you' " '
Gm‘ I trust zou to handle _your feelings . .

o ety
‘ L seen, St

What happens to the child when ;you Acrive Listen1.y,

. 1. Makes child feel you are not trying to change him .
i’ : 2. Encourages child to continue communicating = to say more..tn shere hil feelings g
"' "..".".3: Encourages child to go deeger -..child moves away from "presenting problem _ .

.+ 4s Facilitates self-direction, aelf-responsibility, independence . .- . co

, 9. Helps child release feelings ‘and free himself of their control over him .
" 6. Promotes a relationship of warmth and closeness: :
.-+ 7. Facilit:tes problem-solving in the child - produces inaights, new understandiuga
-7 8+ Influeni *s.child to be more open to your thoughts and ideas = *~:-' . . :
.. 9. Helps child shift focus from "outside self" to "gelf" j.,vﬁ R :

S e N
.

';‘“on Inmeaaagea, here are three other possible models -

Y MODEL 1

1
.
’l
b

'represents “the'" official
that also work. :

4 o 1o oye st

n-, o

;

‘u. (RS

I feel very uncomfortable
(I-messagg)

"‘"Because I'am au'orderly person'hyself,
trying to relax in-a messy family room."‘

‘At
can recognize his need.first and then proceed on to your

Sometimes a child may have a atrong need of hia owu.'
own.,

L Sl

‘} "I see that yod ‘have- aomethina important to tell me. Johnny; but
' .I really want_to finish telling Daddy this first.", (I—mveaage)

.

payes . g m

“I'My feelings N
- or emotions - -

- behavior SORT

.o ..' . e Ll RN
e - .

When jobs which have
‘been agreed to don't ;r
get done R

58 te - . .

LR T

I have to de them B feel discouraged
_and I have ‘a lot to and unfaired against
do mysolf ;Q@ S o

1._
sz

N

BN . ’ So. “a
- .

‘ Whed'there is loudbﬁ ‘~ I m afraid we'll have
. screaming in the.car - .- an accident A

e S e o e e et ot
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OTHER OWNS PROBLEM (1)

{ .
’ ACCEPTABLE
" BEHAVIOR

NO PROULEM AREA . (2) '
é
%E
!
3 -
! 1 OWN PROBLEM . (3) ,
‘, ' | UNACCEPTABLE
5 ) BEHAVIOR
gwucr-or- VALUES
NEEDS  (4) COLLISION (5)

)

When Other Owng Problem, Active Listening ia the
skill to use.

In the No-Problem Area, there is no problem in the
reiationship ~- however, Roadblocka should be avoided.
Three kinds of time are available here:

(a) Diffused Time .
(b} Optimum Time ‘ ' .
(c) Individual Tims " .

When I Own Probleam, T can do one of three thinga:

(a) HModify Envirconment

(b) Modify Myself

(¢) ModlEy Behavior of the Other Person by using
en I-Message

!!““.:.'.";&' '.~‘

Continved; . ‘ , . . : '
(3) An I-Message has three parts;

(a) A non-blameful description of the behavior
that is causing you a problem

(b) Your feclings (now)

(c) The tangible and concrete eftect on you
now or in the future.

Remember: After you send an I-Message, shift
gears and Active Listen.

(4) * When you own the problem and che other person's
need 18 & great as yours, you have & Conflict:of- -
Needs. The skill to use here is Method [IT --
the No-Lose way to solve problems. The Hethod II1
problem-solving process has six stepa:

(a) Define the problem :
(b) Generate solutions (do not evaluate at thln
. step)
(c)~5uva1uate the solutions
/iy~ Choose a solution or a combinatton of
- solutions :
(e) Implement the solution
{(f) Evaluate outcome at a future date

:{S)‘ Wheii a Values Collislon nccurs, we Tecomnend
the following: :

(a) Model the destred behavior
éL ﬁm(b) Find a consultant the other person will buy
(this consultant msy be you -- Remembet.
a don't bug -- say it oncel)
" {c) Modify yournelf (Lf that's posaible and’
. desirable for you to do)
(d) Pray

What ehould you do if you blow the whole shou?

Answer: Start over again and let your kids know
you blew it}

4

~a
A

REMEMDER: _BE_CONGRUENT

A
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‘When I have a problem anq wanc '.ifg'

My child to change : L '
Our rela:ionship to survive B
My child's self-esteem to develop

I send "I ﬁessages“ including '

1.
2.

3.7

Non~-blameful description of his behavior
My feelings ] .
Tangible effects on me :

o e

But I must be ready to listen - 'ﬂ'- L ..

. _ : S -y
- Concept of normal emotional temperaturs,/ - -

/

High : |
4 ! |
I his
! .
Medium defensive l it
! : ‘
| response i
| | o Chanqes,
Normal, o Behavior
‘ & AL .
I-M "t AL : I-MZ @ "Thanks" =¥

"I messages" work unless

1. Lousy "I-messages"

2. He has strong needs toa
3. He doesn't buy tangible effects . Values

Fix it
Problem-solve. Method III
Collision Skills

. Common errors in "I-messages

1.

2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

‘Benzfits of using ny messages

1.

. 2

Disguised "you message - usually thru use of "feel for "think" ~ "I feel
you're rude" ‘

Undershooting - not sending feelings full strengzth ' v .
Wanting to teach, punish or get revenge instea2d of ge::ing my here and now
needs met

Being incongruent-out of tauch with myself

Forgetting to shlft gears and A-L the other's response

Using "I messages' over and over on predictably repeatiag behaviors:

Going in with pre-conceived solutions

I model openness and honestm-my child will find- ic cate and desirable to be
open and honest with me

Responsibility for behavior is left with him. I don'? nrevent his being
responsible by taking- the responsibility away freom hi:- - .

I get my needs met, his self-esteem stays higa, our =:lationship grows,
becoming warmer and closer .
He learns the effects of his behavicr on others. He "~ <t a chance to initiate
behavior out of consideration for others and thus lea-as consideratiness by
responding to the clearly stated needs of others '

I am helped with my own strong feelings by finding an’ clearly sending tlem,
which brings catharsis for me without the dangers of veating my angry,.
evaluative "you messages" on him

"I get into closer touch with my feelings and aeeds +hich helps me to minister
Ato myself more effectively. (I A-L myself in orxcex

- davelor my I-M)

R A DA o
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k/ : '—*" A. “What kind-of cf"ild.::en

e
"2
3.

4.
., 5.

A Tlewt e be s Gelaab Bt epd
wirt N5, A R L KR I

ﬁMEfHCDgI;iu Aﬁd_ﬂfhlk

come “from Method I fauthon::man) homes’
- They are aggressive, domineering, aad bossy.': -
They may be filled with resentment, anger, and. hosuh:y S
They lack creativity (bccause creativity does not. ﬂounsh in an em'u'on- .
ment of fcar and "authoritarian control). L RS

They are fearful of. trying something new.
They often wn:hdraw ex:her psyehologxeally or. physxcally

. And what Lmd of eh:.ldren ccme from Mcthod I (perxmssxve) homcs"
o ‘1., .They "are more creauve, “but. lackin in’ ambxtxon ‘and direction. 5 . s
. "~ 2. Children are most likely to.be self%sh mconsxderate. unmanagea‘ale. un-
"' conrolled, uncooperative, free-loaders S S s -
- .3. " They feel unliked or unloved. ~ * 3 SRR '
-4, These children have. difficulty with theu' peers when they cry to gc: theu-
" way .with them' in. the same way as they do with their parents. . .
' S. These children, from Methad II homes, will have d:fﬁculty whcn they enter . ¢
- school whxch is a Method 1 onen:ed xnstltuuon. |
C. Bencﬁ:s of Method . N T T
.- 1." No resentment, upwards or downwards o ’i- f'i"" '
2., There is a higher motivation for the other person- to cg.rrv out 2 solu:xon
_ that he has participated in making. -~ -
.3. Two heads are better than one when’ tacLhng any problem.
4. Gives the other person a chance to experence a collaborative, cooper-
. - ative, democratic method of resolving conflicts. | = - ' ;
5.. You will not have to sell or persuade the other person to buy your soluuon.
. 6. "Method III generates warm, friendly, loving feelings. :
. 7. When you nse Method IlI, you are telling the other person that you care.
. about him — his needs and feelmgs are important. - - e
8.  You are saying you care about yourself-ycur needs and. feelm«s are important.
9. . And, most important, you are saying pcople can have a relauonshxp in which

'WAYS OF COPING WITH AU'['HOR.ITY

_ they collaborate and negotiate, that conflicts are not bad, that they are in-
-evitable; and when they are resolved with Me:hod 111, thev can actually
bnng people eloser together. :

Resxst:mce, deﬁance, rebe!hon, negntm;m
. Resentment,. anger, hostilicy

Aggression, striking back. hyperacnvxry
Retaliation, cutting down to sizc
- Lying, covering up, hdmz feclings

Blaming others,, tactling, cheating

Domirating, bessing, bullying

Competitiveness, hating to lose, needing to win

Forming alliances, organizing, ganging up

‘Submitring, fearing, being obedient, being compliant

- Seducing, apple polishing, sceking approval, courting faver .

" Conforming, lacking creativity, fearing to try something new -
Wn:hdrawmg. re:reatmg, regressing, escaping, fannsxzmg IR

> e,

B R ST .

A s e

resentment
- flow

R Komer

. METHODI

METHOD Il -~ = .-,

L .
+ Tz TR
o . - L ~"1must: possess some:hma che ocher neecs stronvl :
+ o (Rewards) and/or somethmg thac might hurt hxm (Funishers).

1 2. He must be dependent on me to satisfy his needs.
s+ % ;3. He must be afraid of me for whac l mxghc do to hur‘ or -
Wi ts deprive hxm. Ml A . '

el e : oo . U
+ N N ‘

Parenss have httle power left when ehxld.ren get o be adclescents.'

The more control the less mﬂuence. The more mﬂuence, the mare self-ccntml

T
e -
. i 24
»

e

e

e
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‘3. If sell unsuccessful, use power or deﬁ:at '

i. -7. .Notbestsolution
.. 8.  Power runs out
L% "5 9,  Parent feels guile
. -10. 'Butdcn on parent to be God

“1. Includeall pcople mvolved

.7. . State problem as l-mess

et

1. : Fast soluuon ,
2. Decision plus sell

4. Doesn't foster acceptance of solution
S. Produces resentment, resistance -

| T:‘ 5.
6. Fosters dependence, suhmxssweness '

Must acccPt or veto'solution i T o
© Child fecls parent’s disapproval, .-
Safe-keeps parent away frem cohﬂxct .
-Child feels parent doesn’ t care-. -

. Child lcoses raspcc: g '

Setting Stage for METHOD III

2. Explain the new mathod ~ =07 .. x
3., Allow plenty of time BRI
4, - Stress chﬂdren help find solutxons

5. Select dme agreeable to all - :
6. Bring pencil, paper, or tape recordcr

8.. Understand solution muse be a&cepublc toall

9. Onpguard! No manipulation, no prc-conccxved solu.nons'

' METHOD I, PROBLEM sox.vmc c

Set. the Smge .o -
1. Define the problcm
2. Generate solutions. . © . S
3. ' Evaluate solutions " | . .-,
4. Chooseasoluton =~ ¢ ' - 7 - |
‘5. Implement the solution - - ¢
6. Evaluate the solution at a later date

-73_

P
Le
’ - W
APPENDIX C
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ROSENBERG

SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
(Yumbers in parentheses zefer to high self-esteem responges)

Itazs 1. Scremgly 2. Agree 3. Disagree 4, Stroagly
agree disagree

l. I feel that I'm a paraon of worth, at least on an equal
basis with others, (1,2)

i 2. I feel that I hava a number of good qualities. (1,2)

3. All in all, I am inclinad to feel that I am a failure, (3,4)
4. I am able to do things as well as most other pecpla, (1,2)

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. (3,4)

6. I take a positive attitude toward myself, (1,2)

7. On the whole; I am sactisfied with myself. (1,2) éi .
8. I wish I could have more respect for myself, ;g&,&ié
9 I certainly feel useless at times. (3,4) .

10, At timea I think I sm no good at all. (3,4)

For Guttman gcaling two or three correct out of the first three
items are scored as one item; two correct of 4 and 5 as cne item,
and two correct of 9 and 10 a8 cne item, )

5

Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg 1965). Rights reserved by Princeton University Press.
Reprinted here with permission.
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Variablas

Description -

Sampla

Reliabilicy/
Homogenalcy

Validity

SELF=-ESTEEM SCALE (Roseaberg 1965)

This scale maasures the self acceptance aspect of self-estecm,
originally developed for use with high school srudentas.

The wcale consists of ten items answered on a four point scale

fror dtrongly agree to strongly disagree, although they are scored
snly 23 agreement or disagreement. Since all the itemg revolve
around liking and/or approving of the self, the scale prechably nea-
sures tha self-acceptance aspect. of self-esteem more than it dces
other factors.

The scale was designed specifically with brevity and ease of admine
istration in mind. It was designed to be unidimsional which i3

both a strength and a limitation. Actual development of the items
and scale is not diascussed except that it was meant to be a Gutt-

man scale. Persumably this means a larper pool of items wus reduced
by salecting items (and groups of items) which differed gubstantially
in the numbers of people answering each way. Rosenberg (1965)
reports on several other potentially interesting scales: self-

stability, faith in people, and sensitivity to criticism,

A toctal of 5,024 high school juniers and seniors from 10 ‘randomly
salectad New York echcols maks up the main sample report-d by Rosan-
berg. The scala has bean used in a wide variety of. aanplal since
then, A v&

S

A Guttman scale reproducibility coefficient of .92 was obtalned.

. (See conments below,)

Siloer and Tippatt (1965) found a test-retest correlation over twe
weeks of .85 (N=28).

Converpent: Silber and Tippett (1965) found that che scale corre=-
lated from .56 to .83 with several similar measures and clinical
assessmeat {N=44), The present author has found the gcale scored
for Guttman scalability correlated .59 with Coopersmith's Self-
estezem Inventory and scored as ten items, .60, Lorraine Broll
(personal communication) reports the following correlations: with
the CPI gelf-acceptance scale .27 (N=643), and with a ona item eg=-
teem scale .45 (N=643) and .66 (N-101).

Discriminent: Corralations with measures of self-atability were

gubstantial (.21 to .53) but it is suggested (in the self-conaisc-
ency section) that some covariance would be expected. Correla=
tions with (1) stability of ratinge of others, and (2) stability of
perceptual performance weze close to zero (Tippett and Silber, 1965).

Predictive: Rosenberg (1965) presents considerable data about the

construct validity of both this measure and self-esteem in general,
He rzlates positive self-esteem to many social and interperscnal

consequences such as lees shynesa and depression, more asserciveness,

and mors extra-curricular activities. (Many, but fortunately not all,

of the dependent measures were also self-reports.)

-76=

-

Locaticn

Administration

Results aad
Commeacs.

References

Rossnberg, M., Socisty and the Adolescent Self-Imago. Princetcn,
New Jeroey: Princer.ca Univetsity Press, 1965. The scale also
appearad earlier (Rosenberg, 1962, 1963).

The form is self-administering and would take at most five nminutes.
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