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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Big Sisters Program of Greater New Orleans has operated since 

1975 to match troubled young girls 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 although two previolJs 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 he Big Sisters, of whom 160 were accepte.d a~e 144 were 

. ~~~: .~~'. 
matched. In the same period, 222 Little Sisters app'tied·t .... 168 were 

accepted, and 140 were matched. By the third year, processing times 

to match had decreased for both Big and Little Sisters, referrals had 

increased, train.ing before match for Big Sisters had become more 

routine, and staff monitoring of matches had improved. 

In t.he final ~lrant year, the only staff 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 

counselor was hired with money donated by the Episcopal church. 

The program also established operational independence under its 

own Board of Directors and hired a private fund raiser to obtain 

funds for continuance. 
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Goals and objectives stated in the thi rd year grant. application 

were assessed in this report. In general, all process objectives were 

met. For example, the goal requir'ed that 50 r!"'atches be active at the 

end of the year. In fact, 69 Big and Little Sisters were alctively rnatched, 

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 wa.s 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 
~-

such rap sessions were held, with an average attendanc.e of fourteen . ~:. -" ~ ." 
... -v~ '-

'; Big Sisters at each. ~~ :~-

Most of the impact goals of reducing delinquency, improving 

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 ful I 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 
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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 requi red 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 ~isters. Nevertheless, using this number 

as a random sample, Objective 6 could be said to have b~n met in that 
.• ' -:"~l 
.~':' ., 

44% of them showed some improvement. ;;.. :~iJ 

In summary, assuming that those participants with the necessary 

before and after measurement instruments constitute a random sample of 

all matched Little Sisters" the only impact goal not met concerned school 

grade improvement. Criminal justice contact and absenteeism were re-

duced and self esteem scores improved. 

Based on these fi~dings the following recommendations 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 self esteem 

to change, longer interval between testing should be 
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initiated. Based on preliminary findings offered in this 

report, twelve mt:mth intervals might best detect significant 

changes, To identify a truer picture of the program's 

impact, the scales should be given to a much wider 

group clf.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 difficul: to determine 

to what extent improvements were ma~~. ~o solutions 
.. ~- .' 

are·offe~ed. First, if before and after~ra~s ~ere obtained 

on more participants, those with comparable grading 

systems could be grouped and a percentage improvement 

in grades conclusively calculated. If this is not feasible, 

a second alternative is suggested. ~ather than relying 

on the comp~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 chi Id who is al ready having problems in school. 

3. Two developments make checki~g police records of Big 

Sister volunteers an especia.lly sensitive area. First, 

-iv-
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litigation cJgainst other Big Sister programs in behalf 

of the Littl e Sisters has a I ready 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 about obtaining police information. 

Potential volunteers should furnish identification and be 

requested to sign a consent form for the arrest record 

search. Routine procedures should be .be~n with the 
~'l ;-<~ 

.~-<": , 
New Orleans Police Department to prot~t b~.th parties. 

. . 

If possible, references from other cities in which the 

volunteer has lived should be obtained, and on-going 

matches should be carefully 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 liabi Iities. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In operation since 1975, the Big Sisters Program of Greater 

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 grol.lp home settings. 

With participants from these settings, the pr·ogram anticipates that 

the one-to-one companionship and intervention of a responsible 

adult will forestall any emotional or delinquent problems the girls 

could encounter. 

. 
In October 1978, the Big Sisters Program began ~~perating through 

.~v=: . ~~ 
.'~. : ' 

funding from the Office of Juvenile Justice and De~jpq~~cy Prevention 

(OJJDP). That funding ended on October 14, 1981, and although two 

prev~ous evaluations were completed, * this fir:Jal evaluation covers the 

entire three year grant period. When the program began, Big 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 Evalu~. 
August, 1979; CJCC, Marye and Big Sisters of Greater New ,orleans: 
A Preliminary Impact Evaluation of a Volurlteer Progt~am. Se'ptember, 
1980. CJCC, Marye. 

______________________________ w~~~-----~ 
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OJJDP funding; however, in June 1980, 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 sala,"y was paid from the 

OJJDP grant. In September 1980, however, a work study student was 

hired to work as a part-time secretary and in January 1981, the Episco-

pal c:hurch donated money which enabled the program ~9 hire a full-.- . 
t • 
~~. - ~." 

timel counselor. ..-<;' '. ;..;~;! 
."""'" .'~ 

While the ES:~ grant was in effect, participants"were funded 

under either grant. Generally, institutionali:.~ed 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 g,·.i!nt expired 

in June 1980, all actively matched and pending cases were tramiferred 

to the OJJDP caseload. Currently, all matches are funded by the OJJDP 

grant. Thus, the statistics for the first 19 months are not comparable 

to the last 17 J:rtonths of grant operations, espec:ially where numbers of 

Big Sister volunteers are concerned. These changes also retroactively 

affect earlier periods, since ESAA matches still active in 1981 that were 

-2-
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made in 1979 or 1980 are now counted as OJJDP matches. 
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II. GOALS AND OBJECTIV~S 

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, 
,! 

.' .,..i' 
trust, improved academic performances, and more~cc~ptable behavior 

i:: .~~' :""..;," .,. 
patterns. ~ ~ -

B. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Objectives 

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. 

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

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

4. To improve academic performance of at least 50% of the 
Little Sisters as measured by school report card grades. 

... 4-

4'4~:::-~~" . .r"c<,.~;~~::::T.t~~<t 
.- .' 

J, 

I 
I 
I 
I , 
1 

I 
I 
! 
j 

5. 

6. 

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. 

.. 
" ,~ 

--;:f: H· ... 
~ .~~ 
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III. METHODOLOGY 

Data for the evaluation were 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 Little Sisters. This more intensive 

log was monitored as a sample of case activity throughout the third year. 

Program records suppl ied copies of s.chool report card:, Rosenberg 
< -. • ""i 

Self Esteem Scales, match evaluations, and a form·~esi.gned to record 
~~: :~! 

school information when a copy of the report card was hot available. A 

separate card system recorded initia.1 contact information, POI" matched 

cases, the New Orleans Police Department Family Services Division 

furnished pol ice contact information. 

In order to make comparisons among grant years, participants 

wer'e divided into categories according to date of program application. 

Those applying between October 15, J978-October 14, 1979 were first /-

Yf!ar; those between October 15, 1979-0ctober 14, 1980 were second year; 

and those between October 15, 1980-0ctober 14, 1981 were thi rd year. 
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IV .oROGRAM 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 number, and source of referral were 

recorded on refet"ral 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 further' processed. At ~.~e orientation 
,!4 .. 

sessions, held at least monthly during the third 9r~flt,y~ar, the responsi-
,:.!,' • 

;"'=/Y 
bilities and the most com!,"on 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 had an arrest record, With the return of the appl ication, 

each volunteer was assigned a case number and folder.. When character 

references and pol ice 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. 

-7-
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Before being matched, the volunteer had to attend a training 

session. Training sessions were scheduled monthly during the third grant 

year. The agenda included the following topics: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

Growing up female in the 1980's; 

Do's and don'ts of being a Big Sister; 

Distribution of training packet. The packet included 

effective'communication techniques, such as II-Messages" 

and "Active Listening ll from the P.E.T. program. (The 

training packet is included in the Appendix.); 

Ideas for free or inexpensive activitie~ .~~~ 
--:V;_ -':!~ 

~": ':1'<' 
R~le playing. Volunteers are asked ~g: pl~y the parts of 

Big Sisters, Little Sisters, or guardians in different 

situations; 

Ask a Big Sister. An already matched Big Sister talked 

to the group; and, 

Questions and answers. 

When the program found a compatible Little Sister, the two were 

introduced and the pa ir 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 

-8-

returned, the Little Sister was assigned a case number and folder. If 

the telephone call was from an agency or if the caller mentioned referral 

from an agency ,additional information was requested from the source 

of referral. If needed, the counselor also requested school, medical 

and social service records. The counselor then separately interviewed 

the guardian and child. At the interview, the child's iatest report card 

was recorded and the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale 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 
,~ 

was accepted, and became an unassigned Little Sister \k'ho could partici-
~ ... " 

pate in all group ~vents. When a suitable vOlunte~ w~~ fO!Jnd, the 

introduction was made and the two became a match. 

As stated in the third year grant, the minimum re9uirements 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 progra(~ for at 

least one year. 

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. 

, , 
-9-
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2. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Must be a mature, responsible person. 

Must agree to adhere to the requirements set forth 

by the agency for conditions of match. 

Must attend orientation and training. 

Requirements of the Little Sister 

a. Must be 8-16 years of age, but upon special re~uest, a 

6 or 7 year old may be a~cepted upon demonstration of 

specia I need. 

b. Have the consent of her parent (s) to ~r~icipate in the 
.-;., . . 

.;o?:'- .-::~ 

program. . ;,t.: :~ . 
. ;.... . ~ -

Have no severe emotional or beha'vioral problems. c. 

d. Show a desire to be in the program. 

e. Must show some ability to relate to an adult female. 

There will be no discrimination on the basis of race, color, or 

creed. 

B. Recru itment 

In the third year of grant funding, Big Sister volunteers were 

actively recruited through newspaper article~ and Public Service 

A ts (P S A IS) on radio and television. All black radio nnouncemen ... 

stations were visited and agreed to run the P.S.A .IS and some of these 

. i1 invited the staff to guest on talk shows. 
IJ 

?,I 
:r 

d 
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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 girls 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 ,'eport 

.. ' 
voluntarily, In the face of increased litigation agai!1st~~ig Sister pro-

$. " 
grams in other cities for failing to screen out volu~ee~' 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 g.rades to the Little Sisterls 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 

sessions, 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 wi II 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 SO matches would be active il.t the end of the 
• -':1 , 

.:.;.~ ~ "':"~. 

• third year. Objective 1 also provided for the r~¢-ru~tinent, screening, and 
;... ::¥ -

matching of 29 additional Big Sister volunteers. 

Tables 1 and 2 report the status of Big and Little Sister applicants 

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

and 10 Little Sisters were actively matched. In addition, 41 Big 

Sisters who appl ied during the thi rd year were matched. Thus, 

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

exceeded by 18 volunteers (62%). Also, at the end of the third year, 

28 Little Sisters were "pending match, II 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, ind.icate that the processing of adult 

volunteers both in terms of acceptance and in terms of match consistently 
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Applications 
Acceptances 
Rejections 
Penaing 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 
10-14-79 

68 
61 

7 

61* 
47 

8 

8 
2 
1 

15 

10-15-79 to 
10-14' 80 

58 
36 
21 

1 

36* 
22 

7 
5 
1 
0 

17 

'H·'~ 
*22 of these Were originally ESAA . 'matches 

ft i 
. . < . -' 

. . " 
, . 

I' 

!J. I • . - , 

" 

\ 

10-15-80 to 
10-14.-81 Total 

91 217 
63 160 
20 its 

8 9 
16 16 
47 144 
14 83 

5 20 
1 14 
0 3 
0 1 

37 69. 
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Applications 
Acceptances 
Rejections 
Pending Acceptances 

I 
Pending Matches 

..... Matched 
~ 

Matches Closed I 

Rematche~ 

Rematches Closed 
2nd Rematches 
Rematches Closed 
Active Matches 

Table 2 

Status of Little Sisters 

10-15-78 to 
10-14-79 

62 
50 
12 
---
50* 
44 
19 
10 

2 
1 

16 

10-1.5-79 to 
10-14-80 

43 
25 
18 

25* 
18 

5 
2 

·lttll~ ... 

';:i!' .' .~~'\. "t 

*22 of these were originally ESAA"'malche~ 
**two Little Sisters had one Big Sister 

10-15-80 to 
10-14-81 

117 
'93 
21 

3 
28 
65 

.23 
~! 

2 

44 

Total 

222 
168 

51 
3 

28 
140 
85 
28 
14 

2 
1 

70** 

! i 
Ii 

~' 
I 

t 

-l. 
( 

1 

~"~~~~=~=~.~~~~~~--~----~----~--~--~--~.--~-------~.-~ 

. .. ,. , . 

" 
", 

. . 

I 

, 

\ 

\ 

'\ 

Ii 

./-, 
,j , 

t.t 
. 

.... 



r , 
\ 

,', , 

.-

, -

.' 
l I 

.-

, /::' 

""~ f,''' 

I .... 
VI 
I 

Referral to Orientation 

Orientation to Decision 
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Acceptance to Match 
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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 

26.47 38 22.13 38 28.10 68 

87.98 57 154.43 56 69.77 75 
62.13 53 79.14 35 49.25 56 

84.84 55 117.11 35 S2.8.:t 44 

*If one of the relevant dates was missing, averages could 
not be computed !V.t·!;'~i " 
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Table 4 

Little Sisters Processing Times to Match in Days* 

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

I 
10-14-79 10- 14-60 

.... 
0'1 
I Mean N Mean N 

Application to Decls Ion 54.10 51 95.30 30 
Application to Acceptance 27.60 lIO lI2.69 19 

Acceptance to Match 66.31 48 61.41 21 

, , 

.':,i ," 1::; t 
.,;... . ..... 
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.... ,. 

f I 
. " 

10-15-80 to 
10- ll1-81 

Mean 

22.72 
10.lI7 

30.03 

N 

89 
79 

64 
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took more time than processing Little Sisters. Yet, during the thi rd 

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 summer of 1980, active matches and processing 

times for the second year were compared 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 year-s. ::fior Big Sisters 
.~~ .' ~ 
;.,~~ ~ .. 

it took longer in the second year between orientatiQlI a~ tf:le decision 

to accept or reject and between acceptance and match. For Little Sisters 

the time between application and the decision to accept or reject was 

longer but the time between acceptance and match was actually slightly 

shol"ter in the second year than during the previous year. Because the 

staff was reduced during this period to only the Project Director, apparent-

Iy 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 i~ terms of processing times for Little Sisters and vol un-

teers. 

-17-
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2. Sources of Recruitment 

Table 5 identifies the sources of recruitment for Big Sister 

volunteers. When a potential volunteer first called the agency, 

she was asked by the staff person where she fi rst 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 
.. t:". 

in applicants learning of the program from contact wj.th ~g Sister~s 
if "" 

programs in other cities, even though the absolute~um~er~ 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 years. 

Table 6 records source of referral information for Little Sisters. 

As the numerically smaller unknown category demonstrates, the infor-

mation for Little Sisters was mor.e complete than for Big Sisters. Both 

fami Iy and group home referral s increased in the thi rd 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 
-, 

f 

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 14 (21 %) 23 (40%) 25 (27%) 
Newspaper & Magazines 7 (11 %) 1 (2%) 8 (9%) 
Colleges & Schools 8 (12%) 2 (3%) 1 (1%) 
Volunteer Information 

Agency 2 (3%) 1 (1%) 
.1 Brochure 1 (1 %) 1 (2%) .... 
\0 Social Service Agency 1 (1%) 2 (3%) 4 (1,%) .1 

I 
City Hall 1 (1 %) i 

Big Brothers/Big Sisters ! 
, 

in other city 1 (2%) 7 (8%) 1\ 

- Shopping Center . 1 (1%) 1 (2%) i , 
Family/Friend 5 (7%) '~Ik·t··~ 

8 (9%) •. ~.a..' 

Local Big Brothers/ .. .,t:l "'\ ~" • .t 
Big Sisters 5 (7%) , ~.' ...... ~' 11 (19%) 14 (15%) ,. 

Unknown 25 (37%) 14 (2~~1 23 (25%) \ 

Total 68 (99%) 58 (100%) 91 (99%) \ ~ 
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", Family 
Self 

I Friend, Neighbor 
N Group Home 0 
I 

Police, Probation 
Courts 

Schools 
Social Agencies 
Program Advertisements 

, , Unknown 
Total 

" . ,) 

{j 
. , 

, . 
. ' 

. 
If I , . • 't· 

. . . 

"' ,~r • ..-"< _'" ~ "."'_" •• "'_ ~,~,._.~," ".' __ ."""' __ ~~ .; ~ __ '"""--~". -"<.'-~ ~'-J' ..... "",_,,, ".C "A-i. .~_._ '~"-"-_..:t.."A"~ . 

Table 6 

Little Sisters Sources of Referral 

10-15-78 to 
10-14-79 

8 (13%) 
1 (2~) 

28 (qS%) 
1 (2%) 

8 (13%) 
9 (15%) 

7 (11%1 
62 (101 %) 

· ... i·~" ~""'\". t .... ' -. .... "., 

/' , 

10-15-79 to 
10-14-80 

3 (7%) 
1 (2%) 

'15 (35%) 

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

43 (100%) 

" 

, 

Ii 

~ 
!\ 
)1 

1\ ,\ 
Ii I' 
II 

10-15-80 to Ii 
II 

10-14-81 ~ 
r 

22 (19%) II 
.1\ 

3 (3%) II 
66 (56%) II 

~ 
.-

, 

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

'. 7 (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 rr/!Jtch. 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 explaifl~d by the fact that some applicants mC3Y h~ve made application 
,', 
.-:'i .. 

when the program had only minimal staff and E~it~er moved or became dis­
:'~;~ :~. 

interested before an interview was scheduled. 1"his::'explanation would be 

most appl icable for those volunteers rejected between June 1980 and 

'January 1981. 

Table 8 lists the reasons for rejecting Little Sister applicants. 

The most common reasons stated was that the Little Sister moved, either 

from the city or from the group home or agency that originally rriade the 

referral. 

4. Training 

Volunteers were required to attend a training session before being 

matched. Table 9 t"eports the recorded dates of training which appeared 

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

were trained before match during the grant period, but there 

-21-
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Table 7 

Big Sisters Repsons for Rejection 

No Response 
No Follow-Up 
Lost Contact 
Not Interested 
Moving 
Change In Situation 
Not all References Responded 
Didn't Attend Training 
Illness. ' 
Unknown 

Total 

, , 
,,' 

, , 

10-15-78 to 
10-14-79 

3 

1 

2 

1 - 7 

I 

'J.. •• 
'ki'"'''' : )' .. ~,,' 

10-15-79 to 
10-14 -80 

12 

2 

3 
1 
1 

2 
21 

10-1~-80 to 
10-14 -81 

9 
4 
1 
1 

1 
1 
3 

20 
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Table 8 

Little Sisters Reasons For Rejection 

Little Sister Not Interested 
Parent/Guardian Not Interested 
Can't Contact 
No Response 
Didn't Keep Appointments 
Need More Information 
Moved 
Too Old 
HO!:itlle 
No good Volunteers 
Inappropriate referral 
Unknown 

Total 

./ . 

" 
.. ....... 

10-15-78 to 
10-1it-79 

2 
1 
1 

3 
2 
2 

1 

12 

10-1 ~-79 to 
10-14-80 

,', 

2 

7 
2 
1 

6 
18 

10-1 5-80 to 
10-1 ~-81 

1 

2 
2 

10 

1 
4 
1 
~ 
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Table 9 

Big Sister Training 

10-15-78 to 
10-1 4 -79 

10-15-79 to 
10-liJ-80, 

Trained Before ,Match 30 (49%) 31 (86%) 
Trained within one month of 

Match 3 (5%) 1 (3%) 
Trained with two months of 

Match 
Training delayed 

months 
Not Trained 

Total 

1 
more tha.n two 

1 
26* 
61 

(2%) 

(2%) 
(43%) 

(101 %) 
4**(11%) 

36 (100%) 

, *4 of those who were not trained applied before training was 
mandatory. 18 additional untrained Big Sisters applied under 
the ESAA grant. 

**2 of those who were not trained ~~~h1red under the 
ESM grant. ,.~':t" .''''". t ~ , .~ .... , ..... , 

10-15-80 
10-14-81 

41 (87%) 

6*** (13%) 
47 (100%) 

***4 of those not trained had their 'training formally waived by the program. 
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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 interv.~s or through 
'.~~ " 
;{ .~. 

Big Sister Time Sheets. * All participants with active nfatc!1es 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. 
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Table 10 

Average Frequency of Contact with 85 Active 
Matches Over A 12 Week Period 

Staff/Participant 
Personal 

Big/Little Sister 
. Personal & Telephone 

Big/little Sister 

Average frequency per week .111 .35 .79 

. 
• y 

2 out of 5 weeks 1 out of 3 weeks 4 out of 5 weeks 

*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 

. contact between staff and participants had been rratched for less than 4 
weeks. 3 of the rema inlng 5 had been ma~~'1t~;~~ .. for over one year. 
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grant. Actual face-to-face contact 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 training or rap sessions 

'W<9r'e to be held during the thi rd 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~luation. These 
~. . 

::'ol~ :. 

rap sessions had an average attendance of 14 Bt9 Si~ters, (Mater"ials 

handed out in these and the training sessions appear in the App\endix.) 

Objective 2 was, thus, exceeded as a result of conducting twice as 

many 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 fi rst or even the second rematch for the other. As ex-

" pected, the matches made during the first grant year lastE!d longer 
';' -

than those made during subsequent years because more time had elapsed 

o .' , 
" 

"" 

, . 
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Table 11 

Schedule for Big Sister Rap Sessions 

Date Attendance 

9-8-80" 16 

10-13-80 21 

11-10-80 14 

12-8-80 8 

1-12-81 12 

2-9-81 15 

6 

4-13-81 9 

5-11-81 15 

6-8-81 16 

7-13-81 10 

6-10-81 11 

9-14-81 22 

10-12.-81 25 

T.otal 200 
Average Attend~nce 14.3 

······c, ._ ....... - ._-......,..-- • 
.". ,.j lb" 

.- . 

Topfc 

Like everyone el!Se. chi Idren have needs, and to 
get their needs met they act or behave. 

Children don't misbehave; they simply behave to 
get their needs met. 

Parents can't be accepting of all behavior of 
their children. 

Parents don't have to be consistent with 
children. 

Parents don't have to put UR a "United Front." 
6 ..... ,1' 

'~N • "'~ 
When infants behave unacceptably, there is a good 

.,;..' . '." . reason, but you have t(i.try.-... to guess wliat it is. 

When i you can't accept one behavior, substitute 
another you can. 

Let kids know how you feel, even if you can't use word!· " 

It's often more efficient to change the child's en­
vironment than to change the child. 

To change unac;ceptable behavior of your chi Id, 
talk about yourself not the child. 

Parents who use PQwer inevitably run out of it 
when kids" get aider. 

Children learn to cope with parej")tal power with 
undesirable and unhealthy behaviors. 

() 

' .. " ~ 

Discipl ine may compel or coerce, but it seldom 
i nfl uences . . ., 

If parents are either dictators or doormats somepne 
is going to lose. 
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. Table 12 

Big Sisters Match Length in Oays** 

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 389.60 47 176.68 22 138. 15 13 
Match to 10-1 4-81 750.71 14 346.38 13 142.51 33 

Total Match 472 .48 61 239.71 35 141.28 46 

Termination to Rematch* 147.50 10 44.13 8 36.25 4 

Rematch to Termination 414.11 9 112.00 5 110.00 1 
Rematch to 10-14-81 153.00 1 172.25 4 103.25 4 

Total Rematch 388.00 10 138.78 9 104.60 5 

Total Match & Rematch 460.58 71 219.07 44 137.69 51 
\~ . \:~ ' . ', .. 

*Includes first and second rematche~, ... ~. 
, ~.: ,~.'>.t, 

**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 Oays** 

10-15-:.78 to 10-15-79 to 
10-14-79 10-14-80 

. ...--
X N X 

Match to Termination 384.53 43 212.56 

Match to 10-14-81 1,018.67 6 481. 29 

Total Match 462.18 49 287.80 

'Term'lnation to Rematch* 120.00 19 ' 37.80 

Re!llatch to T erml nation 313.70 10 282.00 

Rematch to 10-14-81 441. 10 10 226.67 

Total Rematch 377.40 20 248.80 

Total Match & Rematch 429.12 69 
'~J":'~i •. 

281.30 

*Includes first and second rematc::~~~ ~:"...,t 

**Match lengths coulct not be calculated if one of the 
relevant dates was missing. 
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10-15-80 to 
10-14-81 

X N 

137.39 23 
162.05 42 
153.32 65 

33.00 4 

18 
7 

25 

5 , 

2 54.50 2 

3 79.00 2 

5 66.75 4 

30 148.30 69 
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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 

,,' 
Table 14 lists reasons for the termination o~.,~atc1ies according 

::,:" 
~ ~~ 

to the periods in which the Little Sister appl ied. Major differences in 

the third year were the decreasing number of matches terminated 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 

suggest 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 

Reasons Involving Little Sister 

Little Sister Not Interested 
little Sister Ran Away 
Little Sister Not in Schoo I 
Little Sister Moved 
Little Sister Reached 16 

Reasons Involving Big Sister 

Big Sister Not Interested 

Big Sister Job/School Interes~s 
Big Sister Change in Situation 
Big Sister Moved 
Big Sister III 

Reasons Involving Guardian 

Guardian Not Interested/Uncoo~erative 

Reasons Involving Severai Participants 

I ncompaU ble 
Big Sister & Little Sister Moved 
Big Sister & Guardian Not Interested 
Can't Contact Either 

'Unknown 
Total 

....' 

.... , .... .,. 

, . 

? '. 

1\1)-15-78 to 
10-14 -79 

8 
2 
1 

10 
2 

8 
2 
4 
1 
2 

,,* ,,' , , f! '4, , 
':"1 ': 

0 
0 
1 
1 

12 
54 

/. 

10-15-79 to 
10-14-80 

7 
0 
0 
1 
0 

3 
o 
1 
3 
o 

2 

1 
1 
0 
0 
1 

20 

10-15-80 to 
10-14-81 

3 
1 
0 

13 
0 

2 
1 
1 
o 
o 

o 

2 
o 
o 
o 
2 

25 
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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 attendance 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 ob~!3in~ from the ,... ,,' 

Ju~enile Division of the New Orleans Police Depar~en~' All recorded 

information, however, did not apply specifically to arrests. For example, 

23 of the Little Sisters had some record of contact with the pol ice depart-

ment, but in 10 of these cases the only role of the Little Sister was as a 

victim in a neglect or battery case. All of these cases were referred to 

the welfare 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 
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Runaway 
~ ·Shopl ifting 
f Runaway and Shoplifting 

Immoral Conduct 

.-

Burglary, Theft, Shoplifting 
Criminal Damage 

Table 15 

Criminal Justice Contacts* 

Before Match During Match Between Matches After Match 

5 1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

' ..... -
8 (73%) 2 (18%) 1 (9%) 0 (16%) 

*2 of those with criminal offenses were also victims. 

o 
f" Y. 

, . 
I 

Total 

6 

1 
1 
1 
1 

10 (100%) 

! I 
1/ 
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I 
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repeated this contact with the police department. In fact, the rate of 

criminal activity was reduced 100%, thus exceeding the requirements 

for the attainment of this objective. Of the three participants arrested 

"during match il or "between matches," none had any record of arrest 

before match. 

2. Objective 4-School Grades 

Objective 4 stated that academic performance as measured by 

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 Id p.rogressed in 
.' .,.,~ 
,r. ': 

school from primary to middle to the higher grades],r 'd?tflnged schools, - .,~ 

grading systems were incompatible. Obtaining grades from periods 

clearly before and after match was also difficult. For example, if a 

chi Id was matched in mid-semester, that semester's grades were invalid 

as either a before or after meClsurement. In additim,t with so many 

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

semester was often unavai lable because at that time the chi Id was living 

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

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 

Table 16 

School Grade Comparison fiJr Little Sisters 
Matched During the Third Year 

Little Sisters Matched 
Over One Year 

39 

11 

Little Sisters Matched 
6 Months to One Year 

37 

14 

Little Sisters Matched 
Less Than 6 Months 

43 

Number with Improved Grades 5 (45%) 5 (36%) 
, 

:~ Mean Change* 
:1 

! Median Change*' 

Number with One Grade or 
Incompatible Systems 

Number with No Recorded 
Grades 

+105% 

o 

20 

8 

+11% 

-6% 

14 
, . 

9 ,:~~ ,;' '" , 
:';-'.: •• .:::-: t 

13 

30 

*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. 

, .. ' .. 

" 
,~ . 

" 

, . ~ 
/ 

Total 

119 

25 

10 (40%) 

+52% 

o 

47 

47 
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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 is questionable whether this analysis represents a true 

picture of the program l 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,ou~y, many of the 
,~ 

problems that applied to school grades, except for t;tle i9t0mpatibil ity of 

systems, also applied to the measurement of this objective. Table 17 

reports the findings of the analysis of absenteeism. In the case of 43% 

of those matched 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 
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Total Matched during Third 
Year 

Number with Two Pl~rlods 
for Comparison 

Number with Decreased 
Absenteeism 

Me~n Change 
Median Change 

Number with Only One' 
Period 

Number with No Recorded 
Absenteeism 

ij , 

, . 

....... _~_~ __ ~., ..... ~ .... "' .... " ....... _~ __ ""' __ '" ... ....,.,..~~ __ '"_.,...""~~~.:c~.i'.~~~.::::::::::::::::...:::.::::= -1 

TabJj~'17 

School Attendance Comparison for Little Sisters 
Matched During Third Year 

litHe Sisters Matched 
Over One Year 

, , 

39 

14 

6 (43%) 
-3.6 days 
-0.5 days 

17 

8 

;' 

", 

Little Sisters Matched 
6 Months 'to One Year 

37 

14 

4 (29%) 
+0.7 days 
+1.0 days 
.~ ;)J:(,l<~ " -,., ' 

, "1"; -,\" i "~' .. 5·~· .. .,.·t" 

8 

I ' 
/ 

Little Sisters Matched 
Less than 6 Months 

43 

o 

13 

30 

c 

i 

! 

Total 

119 

28 

10 (36%) 
-1. 5 days 
+1. 0 days 

45 

46 

" 

, 

\ 

, 
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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. Objec:tive 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 the 19;':Cases in which 
.~ ,:' 
0';.," '.' 

two scores were present, mean increases were . 5~ it ~ouJd seem that 

the test would more likely detect meaningful changes in self esteem if 

it wera 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. 
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Total Matched During Third 

Table 18 

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

. Little Sisters Matched Little Sisters Matched little Sisters Matched 
Over One Year 6 Month~ to One Year Less Than 6 Months 

Year 39 37 43 

Number with Two Scores 
for Comparison 

,j Number with Improved 
~ 

" Scores 
Mean Change 
M~dian Change 

Average at First 
Administration 

Number with One Score 
Number with No .Scores 

. - , 

3 

1 (33%) 
.• 33' . 

o 

4.3 
17 
19 

..... 

/ 

12 

5 (42%) 
.. 58 
+1.0 

3 

2 (67%) 
fl67 

. +1.0 

4.0 
27 
13 

Total 

119 

18 

8 (44%) 
.. 56 
+1.0 

4.1 
58 
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 ESM 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. .. 
" <:'I' 

:~ 

*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. 

-41-

!~ 
t 

~ 



/. ,', 

() 
,f) 

a 

;..0 
,. 

"'; fJ 

l 

'-ri~ ... ;:...'V~-::::t~::::"~:;:;:'-::;:;:;;:;:::::~_~=~.t::...~~~""~~\'~"~'.""'it .... -...-....... ~ ......... ">I,I_:' ___ ' __ , 

., " I " I 

1000 Hot-lARD AVENUE I SUITE 1200 
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Table 19 
" Grant Title: Big Sister'!s of Greater New Orleans, Inc. 

G
.... J. ·~,:"", ... 'l'or .78-J9-9 :1-0189; t9--:J9-J. 3-0213, 7~-J9'-J. 3-0255; .... an \.0 .l.'J """'.:JoJ.... • . , 

period Coverec.' :10/15/78 - Hi/14/81 
J==c=r i m;:r:"::r:" ·i;i~JG;II1""DG.sa..... • ua:::a:;::::::cMl~.:::::X::Z::: ___ l: 

Item 

dd •• ,,- .0:"1_' • 
, 

, . "" ............... 

. . ~ 

".-_.f.; n: 

-'~~-ll 
I' II 
, ~ 

, I 
.',".. 
) . 

LEAA CASH ONLY 

. 
I , 

.fl 
. ; 

~l' : ,) 
'r" . 

. ' J l\ote I 'Total grant funds includes both LEAA cas~:~~d matching funds prl'vided by Big Sister's inc. 
n Expenditu~e~ includ~ e~cumhrances. 

.. , , 

ij ",:] II This report i.s oased on unaudited fiscal reports r...repared by Big Sister's Inc. 
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VII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

After three years of federal funding, Sig Sisters of Greater New 

Orleans has moved towards one implied goal of all OJJDP programs, 

independent operations. It is now operating under the sole control of 

a Soard 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 difficulties 

caused by a reduced program staff. 

All of the process objectives stated in the thi rd yeiir grant were 
- .:§:- "" 

• ...... 'I ... • 

met. The goal required 50 active matches at the en<f.of ffle ~ear. In fact, 

69 Sig 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 matched, exceeding this objective 

by 62%. A final process objective called for:- six rap s,essions, emphasizing 

the principles of Parent Effectiveness Training, to be held. During the 

year, twelve such rap sessions were held, with an average attendance of 

14 Big Si5ter volunteers a~ ~~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 befor'e match were rearrested after match, resulting in a 100% 

'reduction in cr'iminal justice contacts. 

In order to measure the,";attainment of Objectives 4 and 5, however, two 
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school report car'ds were required, one from the full semester before the 

match and a second from the full semester after the match; yet, two 

comparable report cards we:"e available for only about one-third of the 

participants. If this third could be considered a random sample, 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 st)ow~p .improvement. 

- ' , 
,.:~: .. ..,.,~ 

Objective 5, on the other hand, which called for a r~uCtion in absenteeism 
:!'" .~ -

-
among 25% of the Little Sist~rs, could be s~i~ to have been, 'met because 

" . 

36% of those withiavai lab Ie data showed a reduction. 

Objective 6 called for an improvement in; Rosenberg Self Esteem 

Scale scores in 25% of thf! Little Sisters. However, two self esteem 

scores were available for only about one-sixth of the Little Sisters. 

If this number could be called a sample, the objective could be said 

to be met incthat 44% showed improvement . 

~ 
Insummary, assuming that those with the required before.·and 

after measurement instruments constitute cf random sample of all matched. 

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

grades~o Crir!1inal justice contact. ar~dabsenteeism w~I"e reduce~ and 

, ';,self esteem scores were improved. 

. 
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Based on these findjngs, the following recommendations are offered: 

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 famil iar 

with the test and to allow enough time for self esteem 

to change, lopger interval between testing should be 

initiated. Based on preliminary findings offered in this 

report, twelve month interva'is might best detect significant 

changes. To identify a trl'~er picture ofth4! program's 

-
impact, the scales should be given i~' a,~~uch 

.~~ " 
wider group of participants before ang aftv match. - ~, -

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 determine 

, to what extent improvements were made. Two so lutions 

, are offered. First, if before and after grades were obtained 

on more participants, those with comparable 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 comparability of grading systems, the Little Sisters} 
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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. 

Two developments make'checking police records of Big 

Sister volunteers an especially 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 increasiQgly interested 

in protecting the confidentiality of certain ~ds of justice 
. ~~~~ ! ~.": ~ 

contact. Caught between these opposi~ in~r~sts, the 

program is vulnerable. To protect its interests, it must 

be more sophisticated about obtaining police information. 

Potential volunteers should furnish identification and be 

. '. 
requested to sign a consent form for the arrest record 

search. Routine procedures should be begun with the 
. /; 

New Orl~ansP~lice Departrnent to' protect both parties. 

If possible, references from other citieS in which the 

volunteer has lived should be obtained, and on-going 

matches should be carefully 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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APPENDIX A 

TRAINING PACKET 
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BIG SISTERS OF GREATER NEW ORLEANS, INC. , 

Welcome 

7100 St. Charles Aven~e 
866-5427 

TRAINING SESSION 

Introductions 

Growing" up female' in the 1980's 

Do's and Don'ts 

Training Packet 

Ideas for Activities 

Role Play 

Ask a Big Sister 

Discussion 

Evaluation 
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"THE STORY OF'! BIG SISTERS" 

1903 Irving Westheimer founds Big Brothers in Cincinnati. 

, 1908· B~g Sister~ begins in New York City. 

19~7 First joint annual conference of Big Brothers and 
Big Sisters in Grand Rapids, Michigan. 

1930' s Many agencies collapse'd1lring the depression. 

1946 Thirteen Big Brother.agencies establish a national 
federation to be headquartered in Philadelphia. 

1950 A Big Brothers group opens in Ne", Orle,ans but c'loses 
after a few years. 

1970 Five Big Sister agencies establish a national federati9n 

1981, 

in Washing,!:on, D. C • ~-. . 
'. ; "="~. 

• "',l 

Big Brothers 'again 'opens in New. ()rli~s·. ,. 
" . '. ~ :~'. 

Big Sister~ of Great~r New Orle,ar,Ls is j.ncorporated 
at .St.'Mark's Community Center. 

•• i' 

The national Big Brothers'and Big Sisters org~lizations, 
merg~ under the name, Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America. 

Big Brothers/Big Sisters 'of ~erica celebrates its 
Diamond Jubilee with Irving'::We:stheimer in 'attendance, 
the first major natOional moven.tent to chave its founder 

".' present after 75 years. . ''''\ 
~ , , 

Big Sisters., establishes itself as an in'dep~de,nt agency 
and moves to 7100 St. Char~es!, Big Sisters rece:ives 
generous contributions from t;he Episcopal, Church and 
other donors. 

Big Sisters applies. for United Way'fulldinq to replace 
the federal grants under which it had operated. 

II 

n" 
·0 • 

.. . 

°-49-

PORTRAIT OF A MATCH 

LITTLE SI~l'l'ER 

oJ, 
Referral 

~ 
Applical:ion 

J, 
Parent interview 

J. 
Child inl:erview 

~ . 
School and health records 

J, 
Staffing 

J, 
Referral~Decision 

J, . 
Ac'Ceptance 

BIG SISTER I 
~ 

Phone Call 
.J, 

Orientar:ion 
.J, 

References 
~ 

Police check 
.J, 

I>' Interviews 

'" Staffing 
--.J, 
.~ 

. .. ·De~sion~Referral 
" '.' I .-;. .",. 

~ ACQ~ptanc:e 
~.-

Training 

I~ ,MAT~CH I~ 
,]; i '/ 

Introtetion . ~r---'-' ------_ 

." -~. - . -_ . ." ... 
. tveekly J.0utingSc __ _ I. _ S .. ~ .A F F 

Semi-annual Evaluation 

Ita p SeSSions 
Rap S~ss1.ons 

. Counsel~ing 
Counselling 

Support 
~~pport 

... , ...... . 
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Facts about Bi~ Sisters 

decades ot nrevent;,ve help to 
Seven successful in troubied homes. 
children growing up 'Brother/Little 

. nationally (Eif.! 
130, 000 curre~~ Int' atc/tl~~tle 'Sister). 
Brother, Dig ~1S er 

enciS nationally. 
360 nluS affiliated ag to su~_nort 

~ . tion~lly ~~. 
i ' the sverage cost na~ 00 t enter a 

C3~J1 a~nua.~;~ar:d with a minimum ~;m" .. l;nd $~O,OOO 
a. ma.tc~, c . veni1e justice sys , 
child 1n the J~ tain him/her there. 

" annually to ma. n itinO' lists, for a 
. ld n are'on wa t:. 1 

100 000 thousand.chi re . with an additiona on: 
3i'g' Brother or B1g Si~t~~, be in need of the seX'V1ce. 
Qillio~ more estimate 

, .' ' ne out of ,every .fo~t· live 
Of all LOU1S1a.na. women o~b.er 19 years or:;iYP,!lllger. 
b1' rths occurred to a m. " -,;~, , !,' T) ish 

t d in ?tJefl~erGon .. :~r 
under age 16 were e.rreS e ' '-

71 eirls ft during 1977 for the . 
numbered 611 in 

• 
. male shopliftIng arrests 

Juven11e.fe " h during 197C. 

• 

* 

Orleans Parl.S " ' iris under 18 
ts f or nrostitution for g 

i 41 arres ~~ 
t;fl,t aD ~ 1'!41~(It since 1~·67 .. 
increasea. ,fi •. ':'IJ as a 

~h' h is widely accepted 
!3i~ Sisters is a. pro~I~b:""'j~venile deliquent. 
diversion for the wo . . . : 

ew Orleans serves the entire 
Bi" Sisters of Greater N ,.' Jeffer.son , St. Eernard, 

U itft area" Crleans, metropol · .... n d ~t'TI!'..mma.ny parishes. 
Plaquemines, an w ..' !I 

, ~ 

o 
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BIG SISTERS OF GREATER NEW ORLEANS, INC. 

7100 St. Charles Avenue 
866-5427 

~O'S AND DON'TS FOR BIG SISTERS 

see your Little Sister weekly about 3 to 4 hours. 
phone your counselor weekly for the first three months, 
monthly thereafter. ," . ' 
attend at least 4 out of the 8 monthly Big Sister Rap' 
Sessions per year. . 
'take your· Little Sister to at leas~ 3 of the' group acti vi ties 
annually sponsored by the Big Sister program. 
check your ·plans ahead of time 'with the parent or guardian 
of'your Little Sister. 
limi t your weekly outings to 3 0,;: 4 hours during the first 
three moni:brs of the matc.h. ::. 
NOT partic:ilpate in dangerous or questio:nable. activites. 
get: the' wri \;ten, permission of your coun:Beloli-~. and the parent' 
guardian before invi ti:t:'1Q.your Li ttle Sis.~r,;1:or. an overnight 
visit. ;:. .~ 
qet the written permission of your couns'elor and parenti 
g~ardian before inviting your Little Sister flor an out-of­
town trip. 
expect your Little Sister, with the advice of your counselor, 
to 'share the expenses of your weekly outings. 
plan acti vi ties which are free or inexpemsi ve • 
limit gifts and treats to Christmas or birthdays, and then 
only in mode.rati~n. . . '. 
NOT become involved"with.other members of the Littl~ Sister's 
family. If there is a prob~,em refer it to your counselor •. 
be prompt and cooperative in 'planning the semi-annual ~va~u-
atio~ of the match with your. counselor.. . 
feel free to call your counselor about any concerns you may 
have. . 
NO'!' for9'4i#t to send in a time sheet at. the end ofc, each month. 
avoid sugary foods. as much as possible. Sugar is often 
thought to affect problem behavior in a negative. way" 
learn to .anjoy fruits, nuts, and other natural foods. 
NOT discuss your own problems with Y0!lr Little Sister. Your C , 
worries may not a'ppear,) to affect her, but many times th~.y do. 
ask to have your plans for w_ekend outings approved at least 
by Thursday bytbe ,~ardian if your Little Sister lives in 
a home. ' 
NO'!' be late or inconsistent with, visits arid phone calls. 
Teach your Little $ister to .. trust yo.u •. 
NOT ,,"'isit your Little Sister's dormitory or become involved 
with the other girs if she lives in a home. 
tell others about Big Sisters and what it accomplishes. 
encourage your fri~Dds to investigate. becoming Big Sisters. 
have a happ~ volunteer experience. 
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BIG SISTERS Pp~TICIPATION AGRE~mNT 

liOTE~ Please Read Over This £.taterial Carefully Before Signing~ 

I" -----------------------------, if accepted by Big 

Ssters of Greater Ne't-I Orleans to participate in the Big Sisters 

Program 1 as a Big Sister, will abide by the guidelines set forth 

herein. 

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

a week. . ~:;,' 
• -.. ~.: 1"'=':" 

2. I ~'lill see my Little Sister at least once ~!- W~ek_ f.or a mini-

mum of one year. 

3. I will participate in Igroup recreatio~;al activities as much 

as pO~!iible .. ' 

4. I will. participate in lBig Sisters Rap Sessions ,"_ 

5. I will not· spend money i~ excessive amouht on ~~e activities 

~lhich I will invol va my L'i ttle Si:iter and not buy expensive . 

6. 

7. 

gifts. 

I will work toward the goals mut:aally established for my 
if 

~ssiqnment . wi th my Li ttle Siste1~.· 
i' 
I 

I \,lill attend the scheduled ev";lu~tion sessions. 

I understand that any violaticl1:l of t11is agreement may result 

in my termination from the PrograJ~. 

SIG~iED DATE 
--------------~'I~ --

. ' ! 

, . 

-.1. 

.. ~" .. 

. . c LISTENING SkILLS ( 
This list of 1 is~ening skills Tilihg:t ,be helpful in. talking with 
adolescents and In telephone conversations. 

, . 
D~t~rmine the client's point of view • 

1. Listen att~ntively--show interest~ 

2. Be non-judgmental and objective. A~cept the cLient as 
he or she is. . 

3. Be aware of the emotion'behing the words--give elient 
feedback to·che~k out the emotions you feel behind his 
or her words. . 

4. 

5. 

. 6. 

'7. 

8. 

Be you:s·elf •. "Phoniness", is easilY' detected and not 
apprecl. ated. Share your feelings; never lie.' 

Break down the problem into compOT:, :'':s.-

Discus~ a~ternatives to problems. 
. . 

Know your Owt; limitS--if you cannot handle a' situation, 
refer the. cll.ent to a counselor. :". ' 
.. ..' ~~l 

Reme~ber th~t the' client feels he':t~r"~he is in a CI'isis-~. 
what she, is talking about is impoftarit ~6· her •. 

Varoius Techniques: 

, . 

.1. Use of silence--wait for a person to continue. This 
allows' him or her to think over wha t he or she has 
just said. 

2.0pen-e~ded que~~ions~~the~e typ~s of questions encourage 
the cll.ent to. dl.sCUSS and explal..n HI)IT.,t he or she means, 
rather than gl.ve short one-sehtenc~ answers. ,(e.g •. 
"Coul~ Y9 u explain a little bit mOTe what you felt ~t 
,the tl.merrt), "" .L 

. . ': i 
3 .. Par~phra$in.g-';'Restate WJifit the cljC'·,t. has just said. 

Tl~~s helps to clarify. the' content .1::.'1' both you and' the 
clIent .• I (e.g •. , "So you are saying that you ~.id not 
take part .in the incidento") . , .' , I ,.' . 

4 •. Reflection of feelings--Feedback to I:he client the" emo:" 
tions you per;eive he is' experiencjllJ~ to make sure you 
are hearing·hl.m or her correctly. Then ask if it 15 
corre~t. ·(e.g., "You seem to be fC""ling"ve·ry lonely. 

s. 
Is ,that rig,hlt?") :"1::.;'~ ....... :: .' . 
Focusing--Keep the client on.the feeling level. Do not 
allow story-telling. · .. (e.g., "We serm to be going 

I 
~. 
i­
I: , . 

.' 

. aroWld in circles. ·I.:wonder about those feelings"of 
failure you mention~d ;'earlier. ") 

'" ;. \l'\r~'~ I~:,~ . " .. ' '\ 
.' ~' .• ' t' .' I ..... ', ~ 

. . .. i ,I·· ',.~ , I 
' • ", ",1 :I~':,V! . . • jl ... 

~ •• : I' J~ ,q<, .. /~ ., •• 

: 'r;h;f.I;f:;jt,~SLf~ [. \ 
I ~. ,·t HI't~.I~' . I ,.I!. ~' ." I 
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6. Trust your feelings-'-Express what yOll. feel and' clarify 
th'at it is your feelings. DO NOT-he judgemental. 

7. Notice voice tonations for emotion~. 

8. DO NOT give advice or opinions--A ct1ent may manipu'late 
you into taking responsibiltiy off him. DO NOT make 
decisions for the client. 

There is no,specific way to listen effectively. Whatever 

way is'the mt?st comfortable to you is 'the bc~t way. Use your own 

style; be creative and do not o~ afraid to 1"~:lleriment. The 

skills we have discussed are 'just that--ski],ls~' They,a:e to be . 
incorporate,d into your style; riot to determine y,our style. 

The best listener is one who can use these sk.i.,-~1.s in a, very 
.. ., .~~~ 
.~.;. ',' 

~ , ,:.1;' 
'natural, creatiye man~er. 
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Characteristics of 
the 'response 

I, 

EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF HELPER RESPONSES 

-reflects feelings -gets off, topic -gives alternatives -focuses on own -belittle he' 
accurately -takes away from without understand- experiences actions or II 

I -clarifies confused feelings ing the problem Qr -cuts the person feelings ~ 
feelings -focuses on the helpee off. H 

". 11 
-focuses on the facts ~ 
helpee H 

:::-~-::-~~--:-.---t----:-:-'--:-----t---::~:""-----:---I-~t:"'-----:------l-~:-.:-----:----::--".--I---~ __ !l 
Your feelIngs wh~n -struggling to -relieves anxiety -relieves anxiety -self-centered -superior 
you engage ih understand . -unhelpful -motherly -powerfu~ 
this b~havior . ,-other-oriented - ._-- -grand inquisator .-dishonest -guilty 

• ,Ii' 

. 
. " 

\ 

.. ,; 

'0 . " 

-"with" the other' -\1oyeuris tic -hurt if advice' 

\ , 

perso~ is rejected 

.. 

.. 
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. FREE AND INEXPENSIVE ACTIVITIES 

1. Check the Kid's St.uff column in the S'lnday papE~r. 

2. Check the Lagniappe sectio~ of th'e FridelY pa]?er. 
". 

3. Check the Children's Calendar on the first day of the 
month in the paper. 

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

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

6. Check out some library books on activities and tourist 
attractions, in and around New Orleans. 

7 • Learn a new hobby or sport toge.ther or share one you (:;)r 
she already knows. . ' c • 

8. Vis~t places in ~~w'Or~eans that are n~~ tQ\You or her­
i.e., the lakefront, the Superdome, th~~~7~~ch Quarter, 
the airport, your school, your work loc~t~9~.-

9. Check weekly papers.and magazines for ideas, i.e. Figar~. 

10. Learn a new skill together, bak~ng, sewing etc~ '. 

~ .: 11. Learn to talk and learn to be quiet together. 

12. Learn to enjoy simple things ",,changes in the seasons, 
squirrles in the park, identifying the national flags 
of boats passing on the river. . 

13. Visit the zoo at ~udubon Park or the Louisiana Nature 
Center. 

14. Make a game out of learning to read and. spell, add and 
suljtract, by matching street signs,· reading recipes, 
c9'unting change, buying groceries. 

15.' Learn to relax and smile! 
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'r3ilt:!:ENG SESSION -.. -.--~--

1. , :·)0 y-:\: f€~:_ f.l:.i·.··· ~1~SS:.::r.t ;'.,~:.s 
. _. ') 

:it~l3a':'lJ.n9'~::1.1 ••• .tf r..o: pJ.~~5': 

. . ;.:-!:p.:.a::-.n .. 

., )::, .. ,) YOlo: fe:el t!le mi;l.t~?!:'i~ 1 f,~a~ well pre:9are.d? If :le· r pler.'';:; "". 

.3lfpl.ain. 

.~, . ·;;':;.e.:': addi tio:lal topics co you feel should be co".,ered a·1:. 

,c~m~ept cf the :?~oqJ:"c.\n\ te·for~ training? 

Add!,ti"l1.al com..~r.f:s; 

-----~, ..... -------
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APPENDIX B 

RAP SESSION MATERIALS 
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'" .' ME S,I;.sSIO~.S . 
COA~WJICAT1NG WITH YOUNG CHILDREN 

ModeL 4ppltOp1ri..a.te· beh.a.vioir.. (tJhai; ~·au. 'dq,~ :·'c.h1.ldJr.en·"do:· How you. Jte4~nd, tItey Jtupond .. 
.:. Te.U. them wha;t.'.6 .unpoJr:tani; to ~au.. " Fa.iltnU4'· and. "tIrJ.J..4t" aILe. key woJtd4 .. 

Ohoeltve. yOUlt c.kU.dIr.en. Take. cu.u' 6Jtom theJ.lt. beh4v.i.cJt.~ A4h.,. ~'(tJhai; de.tiet.opnent. ne.ed4· . 
aILe. bUng exp1l.e.64ed?" LUten. and ob.6e1tve .to .6e.e. i6 the be.havi.alt e.xp1l.e.6.6U a. 

, de.epelt pltobl.em. Some.timu the. beha.v..i.olt .tei.Ls u.s tha.t moJte. ,: 1 Jtet..ati.on6hi.p .time. 
.i6 needed. '. ' . 

• I 
' . . ' , 

WoJtlz. w.U:h yoWL c.kU..dIr.en'.6 development. Ea.4h1.ntLLv-i.dcuzi. ha.6 a. ·pa.ttVUt and a. Jthythm. 
peJrm.i;t them ;to BJtOW a.t thWr. lULte., ' , 

Ac.c.ept c.h.UdJLen'.6 6eeUng.6~' Ac;tLveiy ~t~:·~··th~/.~"~ iJOUlt:'~~' oe~.6:"·Send 
. c.ongJtu.ent "1" mU4age.6. . . . ::' . :;;'-:' .. : " - , .. 

'. . :' . ~"" ... 
Undelt.6-ta.nd and then veJtba.U.ze oee,Ung.6~ Glve them' n·eW".language.. .Het.p them to kelp 

, them6ei...,eA ~ Le;t them "awn" theilr. pItObtem6. .,:'.... • 

PJtOv.i.de .6uc.c.e.6.6. Give Jtec.ogn.f.t..4Jn and .6e.nd P0.6w.ve. "I" mu.6a.gu to Jteln6Q/tc.e 
ac.c.eptabl.e beha.vioJt. . ", . ..' ~. '. .... 

Give. them ~on.tlr.at OIL c.haic.u. ~ may be. ne.c.e.6.6aJty Goli a c.hil.d!..6.6a.6ety. AU.ow 
60IL c.ho..i.c.u anty when you. ..i.n.te.nd to teave. .th~ c.ho..i.c.e. w.it.h . ..tlt~ . , . 

;. ., 

PJtav.i.de. .6a.6e. ou.tee:t.6 60IL angJty ~ee.Ung.&. Ge.neJta.te ac.c.epta.bl.e. ky4'~ veJ1t ang~/to 

Rec:LiJr.ec:t e.neJtgiu. 'Van't .6u.6te. PJtob£.em .6olve whe.neveIL pO.6.6ibte, hetp.iJtg to .ident1.6y 
new and pO.6.6.i.(Jte .6o.lu.:ti.on.6 ;t.o peJt4ona! and Jtei..a.t.ion.6hi.p c.onGf..l.c.t.6~ Re.rUJr.e.et..in. 
way.6 .tha;t, Me Jtd.a:ted to thUl!. own mo.ti.vu Olt .inteltU'u. 

, se.t dealt, honu.t .6a.6e4 lWlu. Invoive. th~ ..in. JW.l.e mt1ki.ng and. pou.c.y 4et:ti.ng. : 

lUve c.kUdJr.e.n exptana,t,u,n.6 and Jtea.6On.6. An.6welt the1Jt "why" QUe6.tion.6 honu.tt.y. They 
. don't undeJt.6.tand i.Jt:tu.,i;ti.vety yOUlt Jr.ea.60n.6 00iC. lUdu OIf..tiJn.i.:t4. Av,o.4.d. autJwJti..talL.l.an. 

e.cLi.c;tA • . . 
Altbi.:tlt.a.te 4al..u.:tion.6. TheJte may be. no way to get ·c.omp.Ua.nc.e by tog.i.c. oJt·twleJt.6.ta.ncLiJo.g 

be.ct1U4e '06 age. You. ma.y have a. time. b.ind.. Ac.tive li..4ten. to new ,'It 6eeUng.6 then 
.6vzd yOUJr. ":1" mU.6age.. La.teIL expUin. why you. U.6ed pOWelL, apol.ogae; a.c.,tLve. l.Uten 
hwr.:t 6eeUng.6, o6oelt t:o make up 60IL U .i.n (1 c.ompe.n6a.:toJty need mee.ti.ng, J.n,U;i.,aJ:.e. 
planning .. :to avo.id .6J.milJzJt. b.i.nd4 hi. .the. 6u.twr.e.. , . , ' 

. ' 

Conr.unic.a.te. in many way4. Tou.ehlng .tigh:tly, kneeLing, ho.f.c!..i.rtg c.a.lmly, .6.tJr.oiWtg, oaelal. 
exp1tU.6..i.on.6, e.ye c.ontac.t, .6m.Uu, liw.ghbtg, 6Mwn.6 a/te aU. 60Jtm6 00 c.ol7l~x.uticaWn. 

Avoi.d. ,denying plLi.vUegu and. iAo.f.IJ;tl.ng'. U.6e onty a,.& a. .la.4t Jte.6oJt.t~ Tltut :tec.luu.qu.u, , 
, ~ on c.ophtg me.c.ht:tniAm.6. . '.' 

PJtaC.t.lc.e. pa.tien.c.e. Give. the. c.hU.dIr.e.n .time. LoweJt yaUlt. own Line, mocLi.6!{ 4$ei.6" AUow 
".time. GaIL yOUlt. pelL60nat new to be. met. .~ 

Ma.k.e. good U.6e..o6 the 'n.o-pItObtem' .time.Whe.n YOWL need4 and. thO.6e. 0& yOUILc.h.U.dJten a/te. me.t 
. ..i..6 .tIte: beAt; time. t.o, te.ac.h., moJUtU7.e, adv..i..6e., a.ntLl.yze.,. ~luvte.. They' h.e. mOJte.· Jt~eptl.ve. 

.,_. :to yoUlt w.i.6dom, fznowt.edge., and. e.xpelLie.nc.u. '\ ' 

Choo4e the.1Li.ght .time. The e.6oe.etLvene&.6 0&'(1 .6CLggu.ti.on may depend ~el.Jj Oil U4 
.tim.ing. 
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, AcrIVE LISTENING STARTERS 

. ", tiva listentps response to help you 
Here are a,varietyof ways, to, s~rt a: ~~in d feeling.wo~d should be changed 

sound less stilted and repetitive, ~"e un er e . 
to fit the message you get_ 

I seet you mean that you hoped ~he would •• , 

'nlat sounds like you're t';Xcited about:. '.' 

I guess you want/wish/feel". 

You feel upset about •••. 

You're feeling unfaired against, •• 

You mean you're afraid of ••• 

You sound li~ you feel anxious about •• , 

" .; 

, ' 

. ~. You look worried abou~8" . -. . ,~ . 

Do you mean you're disappoint~ t~t •• , ' 
. .};. 

. 
I'm not sure I understand. 

You .hate that. ,-
You're confused,. 

You're really cleae about that. Your mother.,. 

You hate it when I refuse 'to give you an ~nswer. - , . 
You feel lone1X right nOW because ••• 

You wish Tommy would •••. -- . 

You're upset with MOmmy because ••• 

You're irritated with me because ••• 

d (Act~ve 1isteft)~ Is that it? I think I unders tan • ... 

. 1 get. the idea;. you want to ••• 

. Ii 11 bet that"s £.;ustrating,. , 
Are you saying you're so frustrated you ••• ? 
. 
You seem disturbed about •• ~ 

Seems you're !!!.!!. that ••• 

I hear y~u saying you'r~ unhappy with •• ~ 

Th~t'a embarrassing for you to.,. 

'nla't seems 2;nfair to you that •• • 

..... :~~ ='"' .• ..-

" 

I ' " ...... 
" 

r 
\. ( 

"FEELING" WORD LIST. INTRODUctION 

Objective, . 
TO LEARN SOME NEW FEELL.'iG WORQS. 

• 

• Elation 

PERCEPTIBLE relieved 
refreshed 
glad 
pleased 
amused 
playful . 
cheerful 
op1:imistic 
giddy 
gay 
festive 
calm 
composed 
comfortable 
cool 
secure . relaxed 
confidenC 

delighted 
jovial 

.merry 
bubbly 
tickled 
glowing 

. festive 
friskY' 
spry 
happy 
proud 

, joyous 
excited 
high 
turned-on 
gre$t 

INTENSE alive 
blissful 
sparkling 
overjoyed 
vivacious 
radiant 
wonderful 
enthralled 
exhilarated 

Denression 

fla1: 
bored 
discontented 
resigned 
apathetic: 
numb 
blah 
melancholy 
blue 
roCten 
gloomy. 
ignored 
distressed 
low 
sad 
unhappy 

' . drained 

disappointed 
shot-down 
slighted 
bewildered 
disheartened 
hurt 

. abused 
lost 
regre1:ful 
ashamed 
burdened 
down 
forlorn 
hopeless 
lifeless 
dead' 

miserable 
downcast 

, crushed 
helpless 
humiliated 
depressed 
Withdrawn 
worchless 
abandoned 

An2er 

peeved 
bugged 
annoyed 
ruffled 
nettled 
harrasS':ld 
irritated 
put-upon 
abused 
resentful 
spiteful 
mean 
irked 

." 

fed-up 
fuming 
burned-up 
furious 
incensed 
infuriated 
destructive 
hatred 
explosive 

I 

Fear' ! 
shy ! 
startled i 

uneasy 
tense 
anxious 
nervous • 
worried I 

concerned 1 

timid 
apprehens ~. 
up-tight: i 

: . 
... .. .. ... '-. 

cowed 
dread 
panicky i 

'terrif ied : 
terror I 

stricker) 
horrified I 
pet:rified I 

.. ----~ '"""!"'!"".~ ~~-~---------~-------'---.---" 
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OTIIER OllN,S PROBLEM (t) 

I 
)~----­I' 

I 

NO PROEILEH AREA ' (2) 

j • 
.l _______ .:..-___ ~ 

.. 
1 am PROBLEH (3) 

I 
----------~------------~ ~n·LlcT-OF-
NF.EDS (4) 

VALUES 
COLLISION (5) , 

/ 
. .-= __ 1 

When Other Owns Problem, Active Liltentng tl the 
5k1l1 to use. 

." 

ACCEPTABLE 

BEIIAVJOR 

UNACCEPTABLE 

BEHAVIOR 

--~~ ~~. 'I 
. i. 

In the No-Problem Area, theTe 11 no problem in tbe 
r'!:otionshlp -- however, Roadblocks should be avoide,J. 
Three kindQ of time .re avaUabh here: 

Q 

I:' i (a) Diffused Time 
(b) Optimum Time 
(e) In~lvldusl T!~a 

, " I ,. h When t 0\In ProblllJll, 1 can do one of three things: 
("" - i 1 
--I ~J 

;<1 
J 1 
• I. 
I I' 

I f 
;j 
1, I 

\\ 

Ca) 
(b) 
ee) 

tlodlfy Environment 
Modify Myself 
HodUy ilahaviot' q.( the Other 'Person by .using 
en I-Hessage 

Cont inu"ed: 

(3) An I-Heslaee hal three part.~ 

<a> A non-bl~meful de8crtptlon 01 the behavior 
that h caulin& you a problem 

(b) Your feeling. (now) . 
«(".) The tangible and concrete effect on YOIl 

now or in the future. 

Remernber: After you nnd an I-Meuaae, .hift 
gears and Active Llaten. 

, r') 
(4)' When you own tbe problem andLhe other perlon'. 

need h a ~'''''eat a8 yours, you have, Conflict-of- ' 
Needs. The skill to 'use here h lIethod III --
the No-Lose way to 80lve problems. The 'Metho~ III 
problem-solving process bas six ate~a: 

" 

(a) Define' th~ problem 
(b) Generate SOlutiORS (do 'not evaluate at thh 

, ' step) 
(c) ~valuate the 8olutions 
.A "Choose a solution or a combimitlon ot' 

.olutions', ' 
(e) Implement ·the'solution 
(f) Evaluate outcome,at a future date 

"{S) Wheal a Values Collision occurs, ve r,ecolllllend 
'~1,~i?,~,:. the following: 

(a) Hodel the desired behu'IIlor , 
'~, :', '#:-~b) Find a consu,1 tant 'the other perlon ,:,U 1 buy 

. (this consultant may be you -- Remember: 
don't bug --: aay it ~I) 

- (c) Hodify yourRelf (if,that's pOI.ible and' 
. deaiTable for you to do) 

(d) Pray 

What should you do if you blow the whole .hemt 

Answer: Start over again and let your kid, know 
you blew itl 

..... 
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When Ih~ve a problem' and'want 
1. 
2. 

My chilq to change " : ,',' 
Our relationship to surVive 

, " 

3- My child's self-esteem to develop 

I send "I messages" including 

. ~.::", . 

1. Non~blameful description of his behavior 
2. My feelings 
3 •. Tangible effec~s on me 

But I mus t b'e ready to lis ten ' 
/' 

/ 
,Concept of normal emotional temperature/ ,',,' 

High 

Medium 

I 
I 
I 

./ 

his 

Norma4 ____ ~ ______________ ~ ______ __ 

I-M A-L 

"I messages" work unless 
1. Lousy "I-messages" Fix it 

, " 

':!: 
I-~ 

2. He has strong needs tOQ 
3. He doesn't buy ta~gible effects 

Prob~em-solve~ ~ethod III 
Values Collisi~n Skills 

, Common errors in "I-messages" 
1. Disguised "you message" -' usually thru use of "fe~l ::'::':':' !'think" - "I feel 

you're rude" 
2. Undershooting - not sending feelings full strangth '. 
3. Wanting to teach, punish or get revenge inste<?c of ge'':l!ing my here and now 

needs met 
4. Being incongruent-out Clf touch with myself 
5. Forgetting to shift ga'ars and A-L the other's response 
6. Using "I messages" over and over on predictably repeati.ng behaviolrs! 
7. Going in with pre-conceived solutions 

Ben'efits of using "I messages'" 

1. I model openness and honestyrmy child will find·it ~a~e and desirable to be 
open and honest with me ' 

,2. Responsibility for behavior is left with him. I d~n'~ 9revent bis being 
responsible by taking· the responsibi.lity away frcm h!.:: . 

3. I get my needs met, his self-esteem stays high, our ":''''~.Qtionship grows, 
becoming warmer and closer 

4. He learns the effects of his behavior on othe~s. He' ~~ a chance to initiate 
behavior out of consideration for o~hers and~hus lea',-:-':lS c.~nsideratiness by 
responding to the clearly stated needs of others 

5. I am helped with my own' strong feelings by finding an,' clearly sending t;lem, 
which brings cathar,sis for me without the dangers of ve-:lting my ang~,. ' 
evaluative "you messages" on him . 

,6. I get into closer touch with my feelings' and :leeds ~·~:.ch helps me to minister 
to myself more effectively. (I A-L' myself i'1 ot"c.e~ '" d'~ve,\of my I-H) 

~_"..,'; ,,,,:,,,,,,,,,,,A~_~.~,~ 

I 
!~ I 

i·\ 
t' r' 

I 



,(:·':;t:. ':: :","" ':;'s'::: : .' ':c ., !'.': ... ;. . ,,,,,", "~" ... 
: ......... :. ;:.,~:';:"'~ t ••••.• ,"'f::'~ .. '.' .... ..~ .; ...... ' .. . 

,: (' -.': METHODS. I, II, AND III.'. : ::~~'.' :!, .• 

..... .' "I .. 

.. 
" " . . .': :;);;::}:~~.;:<;j:ti;i;:~~;~;::·~?j ·~':.::::~f~~:.:;;;~,i:'\}'};,':·:;':':·'~ . ; ... ~; '.~ . <::;::'<~~; .... ~'.: .';;:::;:" C· ;. -,-' A. :'Wh~t kind' ·of cr.ildre~~::~~'~:~;·&O~ "Method,:1 ~"(audiori~an) home~? ~<.~.: .. i \:::~. 

. 1 ,They are aggressive, domineering. imd bossy. ' .. , '., ! ." \ : " . : ..... ' .. :,.,,''.. ,'. : ..... 

'. i. They may b~ ~ed. with rc:sent~e~c! anger~ ~d 'hostil~ty<.\~.: '.'i::::?- .'-.,,:::.:: 
3. They lack crc:ativi~' (bec:lusc c:rc:atMty does not, flourISh ~ an envu::on· . 

ment of fc:r and ·autnoritarian control).·. ". " ,:.' "" i ::\ 

4. They' are fc::u'ful of. ttying something new.' ' .. ".' ,:~., ,:' ....::: :., . 
5. They often withdraw either .psychologi~ly Or'. phYSIcally. .,:' . ,; .. :,: . '. 

. ' ... ,-.: , .. ::, ", B. .,: And whac kin~' 'of '~ii~en:"dc~~: 'fro~' ~~~h~d ~;":(p~SSiver ~~~~;' ' .. \:::.- .... 
• -. • • • • '. • • '" - I ., 1 • ..' • "'1 ." •• ' • : , ,... ..,' i. .'Thev· are 'more cr~ati~etbuc, lackhig ·in····.amoition :and' direction."":::::- ~I';<\> ." 

, , 

::' ... -". 2.' Children are most' likely to·. be sel£is~,: inconsiderate, 'unmanageable, u?-
, ... " coria-oIled, uncooperative, &ee-loaders •. ;·I:f~:::(:: . "";" :: :";'" . .' . 

• 

,.3. They fed unliked or .'unloved. '.. :.,._ ... ;:.~.:.,:.~'( "'::: ""':" '. :;'. ". ':';", " .... , 
'. 4~ These children ha.ve. ~fficulr.yWith their"peers -:vhen ~ey try. to get ~elr 

way . With ,them; in the same way as theY.,do With· .~helr parents •.. ' ;. 
5. These .children, from Method II homcs', 'wdl have difficulty whc~ they enter 

school which is a .Method I. ~riented insticution. ..' 
" . 
'. '. . . 

c. . Benefits of Method Ill. . .,' .., ; .. ~:: ,1~ , I 
. '. 

, . 1.' No resentment', upwards or downwards. .' . .~:- .... : .,... .. 
2., There is a higher motivation for the' oth~r' pe~0rt~to J~ out a solution 

that he has participated in' making;.· ., , .. " ... ' . -: "".: 
'. 3. Two heads are better than one when' tacklmg any problem. 
4. Gives the otherpc:rson a chance to experience: a collaborative, 'c~oper-

ative, pem'oc:ratic method of. resolving c~m£licts. , . 
5.: You will not have' to sell or persuade: the other person to buy' Y~u~ solution. 

. 6. . Method III generates warm, friendly, loving feelings. 
~ '. 7. . When you 'lSe Memo,.! Ill, you are telling the other person that yo~ ~~re, 

about him - his needs and feelings are impo11=ant. . .... . . 
8 •. You are saying you care about yourself-your needs and fcelm,gs ar,~ l~pOrt~nt. 
9.. And, most 'imPOrtant, you are saying people can . ~ave arcl.:ltlOnshlp m ~hlc:h 

'. they coll~oora~e and ~egotiatc, 'chat co~flicts are noc bad. ·that tlley are In-

': 'evitable; and when they are resolved With Method Ill, they. can ac:tu:illy 
bring people dose~ to~ther. . 

. , 

WA 't~S OF COPING Wlni AtrrHORitY: . ..... , 

Resist:mce~ . ~fi~c~: rebdlio~: nepti~~' 
. Resentment,: meer. hostilin· . 

A,.,"!!Tession, stri1cinl: b.-:ck. hyperactivity 

••• ·':""·I.~ .~ 

.. ' 

J .,t ....... 

. R;;~aliation, cutting doWn to size 
Lyin~. covering up. h::ding feelings .' 

. n 
' .. li '. 

J' 

~;l 
I ;). 

ftj! 
.~ Ci" 

Bl:uning others~, tattling. chc:uing . 
Domin:lting, bossing, bullying 

Forming :illianccs, organizing. g3nging up .. 

.1 

U· 
~.I! . rj \...,;: 
n . 

Competitiveness, hating to lose~ needing to win I 
·Submi~ting. fe:uing. being obedicnt~ being co~pli:mc 

- Scd~cing. :lPPlle kipolishing •. ~ceki~g approval. c:ourtingh,favor . • . ..' ' 
'Conlorming. :lC 'ng crC:ltlVtty. learing to try samet In!,; new 

..... ____ ._. __ '_W_i'hd~~,Rg~ ~~.tr __ e_an ...... 'n_g_ • .,,-regre~i~~~e5~Pi~~!. fan,~t1S_' _i%U1_' _g_ .. __ .... .;~_""""'_""".h""".~~ __ ,,~r I ; ~ • 
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resentment 
. . flow 

: ..... :' ..... 

"Otber : ... ,,,'.... " ..... J . ' Other . . . 

. . '. .... . ..;" ":"~; i:. ,,'., ........... :.'. L;: ;:, -. ':' .... '.. ;;,. ..'.:. ' ." 
. . .. .!~. '. ' 
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Power-Authority-Possession of' Rewards' and Punishers 
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Pare~ts have lit de power left when children get co be :ldolc:sce~ts. 
. " 

.' 
.,' .. 

. .' 
'.:~ .. '. . "~ .. ' ............ ~ 

The more' control~ the less influence. ·The more influence, the more sc:lf.contr?I... .' 
. . .' ~ .' ! I .. , 
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. ", ... 

, I. Fast solunon . : ......... ,.:.~ .. , ..... !'. ::.,.I\.!".-:\: .... ~. 1 .... : p~cnt.(ecJs rC$entmcnt.. .. ::. !.;!": .. ' ". j. • .. • 

. ,G', .2. Decision Rlus sell ;. . : ·· ... :·:<;~:,::';·:·r;·;/: :';':':(~~:: .::::~:.< 2. ::"Must accept or v~tc)'Solua'on :: .. : .. ' '., .. . .: 

.' 3. If sell unsuccessful, usc P'C?we~or ~ef~(":?~'i~';;; 3~' ;:,<;hild fe~ parc:nt'~ disapproval .. ' ... "; .... '.' 
, \ 

• ,0. 

I . . 

,: , 

" " 

" 
'! 

,". ~ r • 

4. Doesn't foster acceptancc of soluaon :i' ;:.':': .. : ' 4. ":"Safc:-~eps parent aw,ay frem cOhflIct':: . 
S. ~oduccs rC$cntmcnt, resistance· . .' ':' .. ~~ .\.:'. s. . Child feds parent doc:sn 't ~';'. . . ' .. 
6. Fosters dcpendence, submissiveness .L·:. ,,<.~.'.. 6. ..Child looses respect ,;' ;'~'" :.::," ;;::: f' . ' .. ,. 

. . 

METHOD III is really our by-now-familiar l~essages .~~::.t\~ti~e Uatening " . "'-:~,.: . , : ~!. 

" 
' . 

. '.' ' .. :. :·(':.:::::.:'·\r~ :·~:·:~r:;~-»::·~·::; '::.i . .:,:;!~~;~.~~:':'::~·:':"'·· ~ \<' :;:::.~)::\>".; .. ~'>:'::"~ ,.:.'. .... I" 
-. ,.. ·.,.t' . .:. ~ .. _ ' •. f'.;-: "~~ 

. (-messages . .~, ~.:.~.~.. : 8' :" '., ' .. ;., 

.,:. 

1. 
2. 
3. I 

4 •. 
5.' 
6. 
.7. 
8. 
9. 

... ' . " ...... ) Oth~r .~ ::' .. :.' ;'.~:, :.: : .. ; .... ~ .. 
.A-~~---: ---";'.-. ..;.. " ". 

Other's'inputs '.' : ):~ . '.: ," .. '.:. . '. " 

~: . 

iv 
. ":' ~ . .0; • • ~" .. 

Ustening 

• t ,0, 
'. ~.: • 4 • • • 

... ':- c· " .. 
'0' ,. 

" ; ""'.:: :', 

" .. .' ~ . .. .. ',,.. 
, . 

" .~ ,::~. , .'.. ! .... .. 

.. 
• ,.0 .' 

.' -' '..!~" • 

, '"' 
o ... ' .~ ... : 

," .. ' .. ..: ~ '::.. ,0 
. ,,~, '" 

• I '0' • . : .. 
r :: ~ 1': • . 

1, • ~.:, •• 

.' "" 

:: ,:,:.,'.>:; .. ::<.:. ' .. 
I it;~.:·, .~ 

.; "; '., "":' . ; 

': ... ' .. .', 
InCludc·all peoplc involvc'd .,' " ". • .:; . ~.;.:. c" 

EXplain thc new m~thod '. ', .... : :.. ' " . .! ':' , 

Allow plenty of timc ..' " . . .,. 
Stress childrcn help find solutions .. :' .' '. ". ", 
Select dme~eeable .to all ... ,-~ : .. '~ : : ... :/;> ;': .: .... ,: .. ~;~~<:.: ... 
Bring pencil. pap~r. Of' tape rec~~ . '. { . .': . ~ ". :'~.' 
Statc probJem as I-message . ~;". . . . . ., ... "~.:.:..: 
Un demand solution must bc acccptablc.to all ,':;-. .:. 
On 'guard! No. manipulation, no prc.conccived solutions! 
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MEniOD IlI.PROBLEM SOLVING. , ~ . . " 

'. 

S~.the Sr~~ : . 
1.. Ocfme: the: problem 
2. Generate solutions. . '. 

3. Evaluate solutions " .. . 
4. C%10ose.a solution . ';:' , 

, 5. Implement the soluri~n 
, 6. Ev:uu:&te the solution at a latcr dace 

, . 

.. 
" . 
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APPENDIX C 

ROSENBERG SELF ESTEEM SCALE 
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ROSENBERG 

SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 
(!1U111bera 1n parentheses refer to high sul£-esteem responses) 

1. Strongly 
agree 

2. Agree 3. Disagre~ 4. Strongly 
disagree 

1. I feel that I'~ a person of worth. at least on an equal 
basia with others. (1,2) 

2. I feel that I lla\.'1l a number of good qualities. (1,2) 

3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. (3,4) 

4. I am able to do things as well as most other peoplQ. (1.2) 

5. 1 f.eel I do not have much to be proud of. (3.4) 

6. I take a positive attitude toward ~/self. (1,2) 

7. On the whole. I ~ satisfied with myself. (l p4l ,,'" 
~ 

_..r-
8. X wish I could have more respect for myself. ..;{3 4) '. - '.:~ 
9 I certainly feel useless at time.. (3,4) 

10. At times I th1n~ I am no good at all. (3,4) 

For Guttman scaling ~o or three correct out of the first three 
ite.u are scored as one item; two cor;rect of 4 and 5 as one item. 
and cwo correct of 9 and 10 liS one item. 

Sclf-EsIL.ocm Scale (Rullel1b~ 1965). Right~ resen-ed by Prilll"ctun University Pre!.'I. 
Reprinted here with I'ennil.sion. 
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Vadabla 

DeQcrip~1on ' 

Sampla 

!l£liabllicy / 
l!omogcnaity 

Validity 
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\:, 

SELP'-ESTEE:li SCALE (Rosenberg 1965) 

Thi. scale lD84Sure. th4! self acceptance aspect of self-esteelll. 
originally developed £1)1' use with high school students. 

The at!3le consists of I:en items answered 011 a four point scale 
f1:o::- strongly agree to strongly disagree, although they are 3cored 
(~nly as agreemeut or disagreement. Since all th!! items revolve 
arouad l:1.king and/or approving of the self. the scale prcbllbl',! tnea­
sures the self-acceptanc~ aspect. of self-esteem more than' it does 
other fQu:tors. 

'!he SCllle was di!s1gned ~pecifically with brevity and ease of admin­
istration in mind. It was des1gned to be unidimsional which ia 
~oth m strength and a limitation. Actual development of the items 
and s'c'lle is not discussed exc~pt that it was meant to be a Gutt-
lll4ll $lcale. I'ersum:lhly this meana a larger pool of itp.mll Wll9 reduced 
by selecting itellls (;md groups of itellL'I) which differed substant.1.o111y 
in the numbers of people answering each way. Rosenberg (1965) 
reports on several other potentially iatereacing scales: self­
stabUity. faith in people, and sensitivity to criticism. 

A total of 5,024 hieh ~chool juniors nnd seniors f~om 10 ~andomly 
.elel:tad New Yc:k achoola make up the main sample repor~ by Roaen-

~ -t: 1 
berg. The 81:41a h .. b.en used in a wide variety of·.~·lea since 

:'","'0 

then. .irJ.' ~.' 
':If' ';:Y 

A Guttman scale reproducibility coefficient of .92 was obtalned. 
, (See co~.maents below.) 

Silber aad Tlppatt (1965) found II te.t-~etes~ correlation over two 
we.ka of • as elt-211). 

CQnver~nt: Silber and Tippett (1965) found that the scale corre­
lated from .56 to .83 with several similar measures and clinical 
a.'ssessment tN-44). The present author has found the scale scored 
for G~ttman scalability correlated .59 with Coopersmith's Self­
esteem Invento~ and scored as ten items, .60. Lorraine Broll 
(personal c.01I:DIunic:at1cn) reports the following correlations: with 
the CPt self-acceptance scal~ .27 (N-643). and with a one item es­
teem scale .45 (N-643) and .66 (N-IOl). 

Disc1:iminant: Correlations with me •• ures of self-stability were 
substantial (.21 to .53) but it i. suggested (in the aelf-consist­
ency section) that some covariance would be expected. Correla-
tions with (1) stabllity of ratings of others, llnd (2) stability of 
perceptual perfo~ce we~e close to zero (Tippett and Silber. 1965). 

.... J\ 

Prcdict~we: Rcaenberl (1965) presenta considerable daca about the 
construct validity of botb this measure and ael[-e:iteem in general. 
He r:lacea positive self~e.teem to many social and interpersonal 
consequeuces such aa les8 shynesa GlDd depre .. s10n, more assertiveness, 
and more extra-curricular activities. (Many, out fortunately not all. 
of the dependent measures were' also aell-reports.) 
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Locaticn Rosenberg. ~. Societv and tn. Adolescent Self-Im&ge. Princeton, 
N.w Jersey: Princeton University Pres., 1965. The scala also 
appeared earlier (Rosenberg. 1962. 1963). 

" 

Adllliniatration nle fom is self-adldniscering and would take at Clost five cain~tes. 

Rasults iUtd Positive' points: The scale 1:1 brief and thorOugh in ... udng thb 
COUlllenca se1f-acceptoSllce factor of sel£_steem. It has high reliability for 

sucn a short scale and can be UIIed without the grouping of itel!'.S 
necessary for the Guttman format. 

~3tive points: Not much recent work has been done with the scale 
~ld there is no central repository for information for pote~tial 
users. The Guttman format for scales has been strongly criticized 
by Nunnally, (196;, p. 01-66) ..,ho argues th~t the sCiall Rumer of 
items and forcad rectangular didtribution of items in Guttman ' 
scalas are artific!.l and likely to produce only groS8. ordinal 
distinctions amonr. people. Certainly. no,,. empirical advanto'1ge of 
using a G~ttman scale to measure self-esteem remains to be demon­
stratud. 

Suggestions: !bis scale is a model short aeasu~e aimed at one as­
pect of self-esteem, making it ~imilar to a.subi¥cale from a lonser 
form. In lieu of further empirical work, tllose,'w1shing a briaf 
seale applicabla to various "ses could U:.l",~ sC'~~e like this one 
or ttae appropriate sub-scale of a longer f~.,:;, 

-
Rafarcnces Nunnally, J. Psychometric theon. New York: McGraw-HU1, 1967. 

Rosenberg. M. SelE-estcem mnd concern with public affairs. Pub11~ 
Opinion Quarterly, 1962. ~, 201-2l1,(a). 

Rosenberg, M. Tha dissonant religious context and cmotional distur·D 

bances. Ameri,:an Journal of Sociology, 1962. ~, l-lO.(b). 

,Rosenberg. M. Parental interest and children' a self-conceptions. 
Sociometry, 1963. ~. 35-49. 

Rosenberg. M. Society and the eAoleacent self-image. Princeton. 
N.J.: lr1nl:eton University Press. 1965. 

S11ber. E. and Tippett. Jean. Self-esteem: Clinical asses~ent 
and l118uurement validAtion. Psychological Reports. 1965 • .!!. 
1011-1011. 

Tippett. Jam and S1.lher~ s. Self-image .tabUity: The problem of 
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