
PROGRESS 

3.0 Introduction 

In follow-up interviews, project participants were asked about the progress that 
the family had realized since the conference. Their responses to the questions were 
often thoughtful and thought provoking as they spoke about the changes the family had 
experienced, the extent to which the conference plan was enacted, and the overall 
impact of the conference. Although the plans developed at the conferences were not 
usually carried out in their entirety, the majority of interviewees felt that the family had 
benefited from the conference. This positive perception is particlJlarly striking given, as 
described in Chapter 1, the difficult economic context and reductions in social 
programming transpiring during this period. Evident in the quotes from these interviews, 
their answers were made with honesty and care, and the participants frequently 
expressed appreciation to the interviewers for being offered the opportunity to reflect 
back over the course of events. 

3.1 Interviews 

The Progress Reports were administered only to Project families in order to 
ascertain developments since the conference. The researchers were instructed to select 
three or four key family group participants and to interview them six months and one 
year after the conference. In general, the researchers were able to interview a number 
of representatives from each Project family but were not able in most cases to complete 
two interviews at the specified time intervals. The timing of the Progress Report 
interviews impeded synchronizing their analysis with those for the Case Events on 
abuse (described in chapter 4). Nevertheless, the departure from the original schedule 
lengthened the time period covered by the follow-up study and, as discussed below, 
yielded interesting insights into the changes that occur over time to families participating 
in conferencing. 

3.1.1 Number of Interviews 

As shown in Table 3.1, 158 Progress Report interviews were conducted with 115 " 
of these being first-time or only interviews, another 40 being second-time interviews, and 
the remaining three being third interviews (all associated with one reconvened 
conference). Most of the 115 respondents had taken part in a conference, and they 
represented somewhat under one-quarter of the participants at the family group 
conferences which totalled 472. The Port au Port site had the greatest number of 
Progress Report interviews, 61 in all; St. John's had 51 interviews; and Nain had 46. The 
Port au Port also had the greatest number of second-time interviews, with 21 of its 37 
respondents being interviewed twice. S1. John's had 15 of its 36 interviewees completing 
second Progress Reports. Nain had only four second-time interviews; thus, only a 
handful of its 42 participants were interviewed twice. 
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Table 3.1 
Number of First and Second Progress Reports by Site eN = 158) 

INTERVIEW NAIN PORT AU ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
PORT 

First 42 37 36 115 

Second 4 21 15 40 

Total 46 58 51 155 
Note. Three interviewees had a third Progress Report in addition to the 1 st and 2nd ones; 
they were all from one reconvened conference. 

As discussed in chapter 2, the capacity of researchers to carry out follow-up 
interviews varied for different reasons including changes in personnel (especially in 
Nain). in research participants' lives (e.g., moving out of province), and in their 
willingness to be interviewed. The reflective notes of the researchers indicate some 
reasons in regards to the Progress Reports: 

An abusive father: 'The] explained he was just tired of all the questions and 
wanted to be left alone. 11 

A referred young person: 'Tshe] refused any more interviews and she even 
stopped her counselling at [name of agency]. Right off the top this worried me but 
I also realized it was another stage she was at. She did talk with me briefly during 
the home visit and expressed she is doing quite fine and she also appeared 
happy. She also explained she feels she has done more than enough and just 
wants to leave it all in the past." 

In another case, a mother had welcomed the researcher for the first Progress Report 
interview and enjoyed the process. At the time of the second Progress Report, the 
mother had withdrawn from nearly all contacts and this time some gentle persuasion 
needed to be applied: 

I had a bit of difficulty geffing [the mother] to continue with the research 
but after a number of phone calls and visits she understood that it was all 
related to the uconference" only. She felt vel)' threatened that we were 
creating or bringing out new issues. Also she wanted to leave the past 
behind her and [did] not want to talk about it. 

3.1.2 Participating Families 

Most of the families were represented in the first round of interviews while 
somewhat under half were represented in the second round. The majority of the attrition 
was in one project site, Nain. As seen in Table 3.2, representatives for 28 of the 32 
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project families completed first-time reports but the number dropped to 14 in the second 
round. All but one of the Port au Port families who took part in first-time interviews also 
participated in second interviews; St. John's had a drop of three families; and Nain lost 
eight families. 

Table 3.2 
Number of Families for Whom First and Second Progress Reports Completed by 
Site 

INTERVIEW NAIN PORT AU ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
PORT 

n= 11 n=9 n= 12 N=32 

First 10 7 11 28 

Second 2 6 8 14 

Table 3.3 shows that on average three to four people from a conference 
participated in the first round of interviews with numbers of interviewees running from 
zero to nine. In the second round, the average number of participants from a conference 
fell to one, with the drop greatest in Nain. The average number of participants in the first 
and second set of interviews remained highest on the Port au Port Peninsula. 

Table 3.3 
A N b fFo t dS verage um ero Irs an eco,n dP rogress R rt I t epo n ervlews P F 0' b SOt er amuy,y I e 

SITE #OF MINIMUM TO MAXIMUM # OF INTERVIEWS PER FAMILY 
INTERVIEWS # OF IN"rERVIEWS 

PER FAMILY M Mdn Mode 

Nain 

First 42 0-6 3.82 4 4-5 

Second 4 0-3 0.36 0 0 

Port au Port 

First 37 0-9 4.11 5 5 

Second 21 0-5 1.66 1 0 

St. John's 

First 36 0-6 3 3 3 

Second 15 0-4 1.25 1 o or2 

Total 

First 115 0-9 3.59 4 5 

Second 40 0-5 1.06 0 0 
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3.1.3 Timing of Interviews 

The Progress Report interviews took place on average about 14 months after the 
conference, with a low of four months and a high of 31 months. Contrary to the original 
plan, less than half of the first interviews were held at or around the six-month period 
and less than half of second interviews took place around the one-year anniversary of 
the conference. Table 3.4 shows that 52 (45.2%) of the 115 first interviews were carried 
out between four to eight months after the family group conference. The St. John's site 
kept the closest to the original schedule with the large majority (83.3%) of its 36 first
time interviews held during the four to eight month interval after the conference. In Nain 
only two interviews were conducted during this time period and in both cases at eight 
months after the conference. As noted earlier, the greater length from the conference 
permitted studying the outcomes over a more protracted period. 

Table 3.4 
Number of Months Since the Conference for Completion of First Progress 
R rt b S't epo s ,y Ie 

MONTHS NAIN PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 

n=42 n=37 n=36 N= 115 

f (0/0) 

4 .. 8 2 (4.8) 20 (54.1) 30 (83.3) 52 (45.2) 

9 .. 16 20 (47.6) 11 (29.7) 3 (8.3) 34 (29.6) 

17 -27 20 (47.6) 6 (16.2) 3 (8.3) 29 (25.2) 

M (SO) 

All 18.29 (5.13) 10.70 (5.88) 8.36 (4.06) 12.74 (6.65) 

Note. Rounding may vary total of percentages slightly above or below 100%. 

For the 40 cases with two interviews, the timing of the interviews kept closer to 
the originally planned schedule. As seen in Table 3.5, on average the first interview was 
held eight months after the conference (M = 7.90), especially in St. John's and on the 
Port au Port Peninsula. The second interview was held on average 17 months after the 
conference (M = 17.10). The average for the second-time interviews on the Port au Port 
Peninsula is somewhat inflated by four interviews conducted 31 months after the first 
conference. In all instances, these cases came from one family where Progress Report 
interviews were carried out 19 months after their second conference. 
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Table 3.5 
Number of Months Since the Conference for Completion of Matched First and 
S d P R I . b P' S' econ rogress eport nterv.ews ,y rOJect Ite 

INTERVIEW NAIN PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 

n=4 n=21 n= 15 H=40 

M(SO) 

First-Time 10.00 (2.83) 8.14 (2.61) 7.00 (0.76) 7.90 (2.26) 

Second-Time 17.25 (2.50) 18.24 (7.56) 15.47 (1.92) 17.10 (5.73) 

3.1.4 Length of Interviews 

The Progress Report interviews varied greatly in length. The st. John's 
interviewees had the greatest differences with one interview as short as five minutes and 
another lasting over four hours. S1. John's interviews on average tended to be the 
longest of the three project sites. As seen in Table 3.6, the mean length of first-time or 
only interviews in S1. John's was 46 minutes while those for Nain and the Port au Port 
were around 25 minutes. Because of the skewing of the data toward extreme scores, 
medians were checked and a similar pattern was found: 30 minutes for st. John's and 
20 minutes for Nain and the Port au Port. Likewise during the second round of 
interviews, the S1. John's ones tended to be the longest with a mean of 46 minutes and 
this time the Nain interviews were clearly the shortest with a mean of 20 minutes. Nain 
was the only site in which translators were required for some interviews. The length of 
the six interviews (M = 22.50,.s.o = 10.84) with a translator present is similar to those 
for the other Nain interviews (M = 23.98, .s.o = 16.08) 

Table 3.6 
Average Length in Minutes of First and Second Progress Report Interviews by Site 
H=155 

NAIN 

First or Only 24.14 (16.05) 

Second 20.00 
aTwo data are missing. 
bEight data are missing. 

3.1.5 Roles of Interviewees 

Most of the interviewees were either family members or relatives, and this pattern 
held across the three project sites. Table 3.7 shows that the 49 immediate family 
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members (Le, the mother, father, referred person, and siblings) made up somewhat 
under half of the 115 interviewees (42.6%) and their 48 step or blood relatives brought 
the percentage up to 84.3. The largest group interviewed were the 43 "other family," that 
is aunts, uncles grandparents, and other blood kin of the person or persons for whom 
the conference was held. Of anyone family role. though, mothers were the most 
commonly interviewed. The interviewees included nine support persons, of whom one 
was a sibling, three were "other family," four were friends, and one was a professional. 

Table 3.7 
Roles of Progress Report Interviewees In Relationship to the Referred Person by 
Site 

ROLE TO NAIN PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
REFERRED 
PERSON n=42 n=37 n=36 N= 115 

Mother 7 (16.7%) 6 (16.2%) 11 (30.6%) 24 (20.9%) 

Father 3 ( 7.1%) 2 (5.4%) 1 (2.B%) 6 ( 5.2%) 

Referred 2 ( 4.B%) 4 (10.8%) 1 (2.B%) 7 ( 6.1%) 
Person 

Sibling 11(26.2%) 2 (5.4%) 1 (2.B%) 14 (12.2%) 

Step Family 1 (2.4%) 3(B.1%) 1 (2.B%) 5 (4.3%) 

Other Family 17 (40.5%) 9 (24.3%) 15 (41.7%) 41 (35.7%) 

Foster Family 0(00.0%) 3(B.1%) 1 (2.B%) 4 (3.5%) 

Friend 1 ( 2.4%) 3( 8.1%) 3 (B.3%) 7 (6.1%) 

Professional 0(00.0%) 5 (13.5%) 2 (5.6%) 7 (6.1%) 
Nata. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 

As true of the larger group, those interviewees, for whom a first and second 
Progress Report were completed, largely consisted of immediate and extended family. 
As shown in Table 3.B, 14 mothers and 14 "other family" were interviewed. Port all Port 
was the only site at which the referred young persons were interviewed. 
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Table 3.8 
Roles of Matched Progress Report Interviewees In Relationship to the Referred 
P b S't erson 'Y I e 

ROLE TO NAIN PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
REFERRED 
PERSON n=4 n=21 n= 15 N=40 

Mother 2 6 6 14 

Father 0 0 0 0 

Referred Person 0 3 0 3 

Sibling 1 2 0 3 

Step Family 0 0 0 0 

Other Family 1 7 6 14 

Foster Family 0 0 1 1 

Friend 0 2 2 4 

Professional 0 1 0 1 
N.ote. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 

3.1.6 Interviewees' Experiences of Abuse 

The interviewees were also classified by their involvement in the maltreatment 
for which the conference was held (note that the term "abuse" below is shorthand to 
encompass both giving or receiving adult abuse or child abuse/neglect). Table 3.9 
shows that close to three-quarters (83) of the interviewees were reported not to be 
directly involved in the abuse while the remainder were identified as the recipients of the 
abuse (14), the perpetrators of the abuse (9), or both recipient and perpetrator (7). 
These last were six mothers and one referred young woman. Those who were abused 
included six mothers, six referred young persons (four females and two males), two 
sisters, and one grandmother. Since almost all referrals came from Child Protection 
Services, it is not surprising that most of the interviewees who were seen as abusing 
were identified as a parent: four of the six fathers interviewed and nine of the 24 
mothers. Table 3.8 does not reflect the full extent of the abused and abusing extended 
family members because only the two cases where the "other family" had a direct 
impact on the current referral were counted. 
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Table 3.9 
Number of Abused or Abusing Progress Report Interviewees by Role in Family (N 
= 115) 

ROLE TO ABUSED ABUSER ABUSER OTHER TOTAla 

REFERRED & 
PERSON ABUSED 

Mother 6 3 6 9 24 

Father 0 4 0 2 6 

Referred 5 0 1 1 7 
Person 

Sibling 2 0 0 10 12 

Step Family 0 0 0 5 5 

Other Family 1 2 0 38 41 

Foster Family 0 0 0 4 4 

Friend 0 0 0 7 7 

Professional 0 0 0 7 7 

TOTAL 14 9 7 83 113 
(12.4%) (8.0%) (6.2%) (73.4%) (100%1 

t«lle.. Because of rounding, the percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aData on abuse are missing for two interviewees. 

As shown in Table 3.10, similarly to the larger sample for those interviewees with 
matched Progress Reports, the majority (29) were neither the recipients nor the 
perpetrators of the abuse, but a substantial subset (11) were survivors (4). perpetrators 
(4), or both (3). As shown in Table 3.10, with one exception the identified abusers, who 
took part in two interviews, were mothers (half of whom were also abused); the other 
was a grandfather. The abuse survivors included three referred young people (all 
female) and four of the mothers. 
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Table 3.10 
Number of Abused or Abusing Matched Progress Report Interviewees by Role in 
Family eN = 40) 

ROLE TO ABUSED ABUSER ABUSER & OTHER TOTAL 
REFERRED ABUSED 
PERSON 

Mother 1 3 3 7 14 

Father 0 0 0 0 0 

Referred 3 0 0 0 3 
Person 

Sibling 0 0 0 3 3 

Step Family 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Family 0 1 0 13 14 

Foster Family 0 0 0 1 1 

Friend 0 0 0 4 4 

Professional 0 0 0 1 1 

TOTAL 4 4 3 29 40 
Nota. Because of rounding, the percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 

3.1.7 Representativeness of Sample 

As noted earlier, the 115 interviewees represented somewhat under one-quarter 
of the family group conference participants. Out of these 115 interviewees, 105 had 
taken part in the conference under review in the Progress Report. The other 10 
interviewees included the following: three siblings of the referred child/young person 
(from Nain), four extended family members (from Nain), and three professionals (two 
from the Port au Port and one from St. John's), who all were assigned to the case after 
the conference. 

The question is whether the 115 interviewees can be considered to be a fair 
representation of the conference attenders since they were not randomly sampled but 
instead purposively sampled by the researchers. The instructions to the researchers 
stated: 

The researcher contacts the chief family representative (e.g., caregiver of 
the children, adult survivor) for permission to conduct the follow-up 
interviews with her/himself and around two other individuals. These other 
individuals could include a young person who was victimized, the offender, 
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the primary monitor of the FGC plan, or whoever is likely to be 
knowledgeable about the impact of the conference and how the family is 
doing at this point in time. 

Thus, emphasis was given primarily to capturing rich information and secondarily to 
incorporating a range of views. 

The 115 interviewees can be said to be relatively representative of the 
conference attendees in that they included: 

• the majority of participating families with the spread of missing families fairly 
evenly distributed across sites 

Progress Reports covered 28 out of the 32 project families, with 10 out of 11 in 
Nain, seven out of nine on the Port au Port, and 11 out of 12 in 51. John's. 

• roughly one-fifth to one-quarter of the conference participants at each project site 

The percentages of Progress Report respondents to local site conference 
attendees are 26% in Nain (42:159), 28% on the Port au Port (37:130), and 20% 
in 51. John's (36:183). When only the 105 respondents who attended the 
conferences in question are considered, the percentages are 22% (35:159) in 
Nain, 27% (35:130) on the Port au Port, and 19% (35:183) in 5t. John's. 

• ·far more family group members than professionals 

The conference attendees included, out of the 472 participants, 384 family and 
other non-professionals (81 %) and 88 individuals present in a professional 
capacity (19%). The Progress Report interviewees included, out of the 115 
respondents, 108 family and non-professionals (93.9%) and seven professionals 
(6.1 %). The percentage of professionals is lower for the Progress Reports but 
this is offset by their involvement in the Community Consultations, which included 
focus groups or interviews with child welfare workers, counsellors, police officers, 
and parole officers (see Chapter 2). Material from these Community 
Consultations are woven into this chapter and later chapters. 

• individuals directly involved in the abuse and not directly involved 

The conference attendees and the Progress Report interviewees both included 
people who had been abused, abusive, or both. The percentage though for the 
Progress Reports, however, is decidedly greater. Among the 465 conference 
attendees for whom information was available, 67 individuals (14%) were 
considered to be directly involved in the abuse; among the 113 Progress Report 
interviewees whose role in the abuse was identified, 30 individuals (27%) were 
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seen as directly involved in the abuse. Although this makes the Progress Report 
sample less representative, we also believe that it enriches the findings. 

3.1.8 Interview Experience 

When asked "what was this interview like for you?," respondents generally 
responded, "Fine" or "good." At times, they elaborated further, and not surprisingly 
many of the issues which they raised parallelled those recorded in the Reflective Notes 
prepared by the interviewers after completing the Progress Reports. 

Some interviewees expressed appreciation for having the opportunity to talk 
about their situation: 

A Nain respondent: Itlliked the interview because I got to say how I felt 
and I had a lot to say but never got [my] real feelings to come out 
[before]. 11 

A Port au Port respondent: "Comfortable, easy to answer questions. Nice 
to have someone unbiased to listen to me." 

A St. John's respondent: "Great. It was really helpful to talk to you about 
everything. 11 

A youthful Nain researcher noted that some participants were "uncomfortable if the 
interviewer was younger than them and that she learned to ask the families who they 
wanted to have as their interviewer. Elucidating the process further, she pointed out, "I 
learned from them how they could trust me" and "I asked more than the questions [on 
the forms]." Another Nain researcher commented that in general the families preferred 
completing the Progressive Reports to the Looking After Children form. The latter, they 
found "too long" and the "questions too hard" but the Progressive Reports were "easier" 
because "a lot of things turned out happy [after the conference] so they felt OK with the 
questions. " 

For a handful of research participants, talking about the conference and its 
aftermath evoked painful memories: 

A Port au Port teenager: "Sort of hard because I am trying to put all this 
in the past. 11 

A Nain young person: "Uncomfortable, talking about the past puts me 
down. I want to forget about the problems." 

The interviewers were sensitive to the impact of these discussions on the 
research participants and sought a balance between giving them an opportunity to 
express themselves and not pushing them to say more than they felt comfortable doing. 
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A prime example is recorded in the Reflective Notes of a Nain interviewer on her 
meeting with a young person: "[she] came into the office to complete the Progress 
Report. She was very eager to do the Progress Report, and to say how she wanted to 
talk out her feelings about the family but not all of her feelings." After discussing with 
the young person her difficult family circumstances of poverty, alcoholism, and the death 
of a family member, the interviewer then wrote, "It seems like she didn't want to say 
anymore because it was hard to do but she got to say what she wanted to say." 
Discussing such painful matters was particularly difficult when Inuk were speaking in a 
second language. After talking with one mother who seemed "confused," the Nain 
interviewer decided that "it would be better to speak to her with an interpreter." 

Other research participants viewed the interview as part of the action plan and 
saw the interview as a way of monitoring whether or not the plan was being carried out 
or as a means of moving the plan ahead: 

A Port au Port interviewee: "Good to have someone checking on things. JI 

A Sf. John's respondent: "I'm glad that you came to see me. I think it's 
time that something was done about this. JI 

In other instances, the interview served as a reminder of unfinished work: 

A Nain respondent: 'Made me remember some things I had forgotten 
about that we decided at the conference. Would like to have another 
meeting with family to talk about what needs to be done now. Would like 
support from family members. 11 

Others emphasized that the interview as a means of recording their views and 
supporting the continuation of this approach: 

A Nain interviewee: "Communication is needed between families and I 
hope this program will be ongoing. I want you to tell the administrators of 
this program that I think the program should continue, because it is very 
helpful for families such as mine. 11 

A Nain researcher observed that some of the project participants "talked a long time 
[because] they wanted to say that they or their relations had changed after the 
conference" and they were "glad that the project cared and helped." 

Arriving at the participants' doorsteps and learning that they desperately required 
further assistance pushed the interviewers beyond the role of recorder to intervener. As 
discussed in Chapter 2, the project had adopted the stance of action research and, thus, 
researchers were instructed to follow up with Social Services as necessary. An example 
is recorded by a Nain interviewer in her Reflective Notes: "[rhe mother] told me that she 
was caring for her brother's children, as he was out of town with his wife ... and her 
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brother did not leave any money or food for them .... There was now 14 people living 
in [the mother's] home. [The mother] asked if I would go with her to Social Services and 
speak on her behalf. She was afraid they would not give her any money for food." In 
this instance, the interviewer accompanied the mother, who was successful in gaining 
additional assistance and appreciative of part that the interviewer played: "rrhe mother] 
was very happy and thanked me for helping her." 

3.2 Changes in the Families 

We began by looking at changes that have taken place in the referred families 
since the conference. These changes provided the context in which to examine specific 
events in relation to the conference. Most of the interviewees replied that changes had 
taken place in the family. As shown in Table 3.11, in reply to the question, "Have there 
been any changes in the family since the family group conference," 98 (85.2%) of the 
115 interviewees responded "yes" while only nine (7.8%) replied, "no." This 
preponderance of affirmative answers applied to all three sites, with the Port au Port 
reporting the highest percentage of change (94.6%) and St. John's reporting the lowest 
percentage of change (77.8%). 

Table 3.11 
Number of First Interviews Indicating Changes Occurring in the Referred Family 
Since the Conference b Site 

HAVE THERE NAIN PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
BEEN ANY 
CHANGES? n=42 n=37 n=36 N= 115 

Yes 35 (83.3%) 35 (94.6%) 28 (77. 

No 3( 7.1%) 0(0.0%) 

Don't Know 4 9.5% 2 5.6% 
.Nate. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 

As seen in Table 3.12, the 40 people interviewed a second time predominately 
reported change but, contrary to what would be expected, to somewhat lesser extent 
than in their first interviews (35 versus 32). 
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Table 3.12 
Comparison of Number of the Matched Progress Report Interviews Indicating 
Changes Occurring in the Referred Family Since the Conference (N = 40) 

HAVE THERE BEEN FIRST IN"rERVIEWS SECOND INTERVIEWSa 

ANY CHANGES? 

Yes 35 32 

No 4 7 

Don't Know 1 0 
.Note. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOne datum is missing for St. John's. 

The types of changes reported varied widely. Those that appeared to be related 
directly to the project are discussed in Section 3.4 on the impact of the conferences. 
Those that appeared to be events arising (somewhat) independently in the families' lives 
included: 

• the death of a father 

• the birth of a child 

• a sibling going away to college 

• a family moving out of province in search of employment 

• a father securing paid employment and the family moving off of social assistance 

• a mother finding a new common-law partner 

These various and major life happenings are a reminder that the project can only 
be viewed as one possible influence over the families with attention needing to be paid 
to other personal changes and to wider changes in the socio-economic environment. As 
discussed in Chapter 1, during this time period the families in Nain were experiencing 
an increase in the availability of employment because of mining developments while 
those on the Port au Port Peninsula and in St. John's were facing the reverse with a 
resulting out migration from home communities for work and education. 

3.3 Conference Plans 

In the Progress Report interviews, the next set of questions concerned the 
conference plans in order to determine the extent to which they were completed. 
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3.3.1 Plan Formulated 

To help them think back to the conference and to check their recollections, the 
interviewees were asked, "At the family group conference, did your family come up with 
a plan?" Out of the total of 158 interviews, only one respondent, a child protection 
worker assigned after the conference to the case, replied, "Don't know." All of the rest 
remembered correctly whether or not a plan was formulated. In 153 instances, the 
interviewee was discussing a conference from which a plan emerged; and in five cases 
all from the same Nain conference, no plan was generated. 

3.3.2 Copy of Plan 

Then they were asked, "Did you get a written copy of the plan?" The responses 
revealed a striking difference between Nain and the other two sites. According to most 
Nain interviewees, they had not received a copy of the plan while the reverse was 
reported by most Port au Port and St. John's interviewees. Table 3.13 shows that only 
nine (24.3%) of the 42 Nain interviewees, who were at the conferences where plans 
were formed, agreed that they had received a copy. In St. John's, 34 (94.4%) of the 36 
interviewees said that they received a copy, and on the Port au Port Peninsula, a 
somewhat lower proportion of interviewees, 32 (86.5%) out of 37, responded likewise. 
The pattern reflects the rates of literacy and use of the English language in the three 
sites. 

Table 3.13 
Number of First Progress Report Interviewees Who Reported Receiving a Copy of the Plan 
b S't ,y Ie 

DID YOU GET A NAIN3 PORT AU PORT ST.JOHN'S TOTAL 
WRITTEN COpy 
OF THE PLAN? n=42 n=37 n=36 N=115 

Yes 9 (24.3%) 32 (86.5%) 34 (94.4%) 75 (68. 

No 26 (70.8%) 5 (13.5%) 1 (2.8%) 32 (29.1%) 

Don't Know 2 (5.4%) o (OO.O%) 1 (2.8%) 3 (2.7%) 
bI.o.te. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aFar five Nain interviewees, this question was inapplicable because they attended the conference 
where no plan was developed. 

Being given a copy of the plan did not ensure that participants retained a copy. 
When asked "Do you have a copy of the plan now?," only slightly over half replied, 
"Yes." Comparing the data in Tables 3.13 and 3.14 shows that 11 individuals who had 
been given a copy no longer had it. This loss was particularly evident in Nain and to a 
lesser extent on the Port au Port Peninsula. 
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Table 3.14 
Number of First Progress Report Interviewees Who Had a Copy of the Plan Now 
b S' ,y Ite 

DO YOU NAINa PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
HAVE A 
COPY OF THE n=42 n=37 n=36 (N = 115 
PLAN NOW? 

Yes 2 (5.4%) 29 (78.4%) 33 (91.7%) 64 (55.7%) 

No 32 (86.5%) 4 (10.8%) 1 (2.8%) 37 (32.2%) 

Don't Know 3(8.1%) 4 (10.8%) 2 (5.6%) 9 (7.8%) 
bl.ate. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
3For five Nain interviewees, this question was inapplicable because they attended the 
conference where no plan was developed. 

3.3.3 Changes to Plan 

In some families, conference plans were later revised. Changes to the original 
plan were reported at 14 first interviews (see Table 3.15) and later by different 
respondents at eight second interviews (see Table 3.16). 

Table 3.15 
Number of Respondents at the First Progress Report Interview With a Changed 
PI b S't an .Y Ie 

WAS THE PLAN NAINa PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
CHANGED 
AFTER THE 
CONFERENCE? n=42 n=37 n=36 N= 115 

Yes 6 (16.2%) 1 (2.7%) 7 (19.4%) 14 (12.2%) 

No 23 (62.2%) 36(97.3%) 27 (75.0%) 86 (74.8%) 

Don't Know 8 (21.6%) 0(00.0%) 2 (5.6%) 10 (8.7%) 
bI.o.te. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
3For five Nain interviewees, this question was inapplicable because they attended the 
conference where no plan was developed. 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report, Volume I 54 



Table 3.16 
Number of Res ondents at Second Interview With a Chan ed Plan 

• • -o-.nNGED AFTER THE N=40 

Yes 8 (20.0%) 

No 28 (70.0%) 

Don't Know 

t:J..ote. Responses were not applicable or missing in three cases. 

In some instances, the revisions were formally reached at either a review meeting 
or a reconvened conference. For instance, a St. John's family at their review meeting 
agreed that the "phone calls from [the father] would have to be more closely monitored"; 
and on the Port au Port Peninsula, a review meeting led to moving to a contingency plan 
of action included in the original plan on where an abused child should reside. Others 
of the reported changes were of an informal nature. For example, in Nain, respondents 
for one conference spoke about how the plan of action "only got better after the 
conference" and how family members "got closer and talked to each other more; and in 
St. John's an interviewee observed that they "made changes over time" and "just stuck 
to the parts of the plan that worked out welL" 

3.3.4 Completion of Plans 

After determining if the respondent remembered that a plan was made and 
copied to participants, the interviewer asked a series of questions about the enactment 
of the plan. When asked, "Was the plan carried out completely, somewhat, or not at 
all?," for the most part participants felt that the plan had been implemented at least to 
some extent. Table 3.17 shows that 94 (85.4%) of the 115 respondents stated that the 
plan had been completely or somewhat carried out. The Port au Port interviewees were 
the most likely to say that the plan had been entirely completed while the Nain 
interviewees were most likely to say that it was completed in part. When the data are 
examined by family group, the responses tend to be consistent with each other: the 
interviewees gave the same answer or answers that were not widely divergent (Le., 
"completely and somewhat" or "somewhat and not at all"). In no one family group did the 
answers include "completely" and "not at aiL" 
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Table 3.17 
Number of Replies Indicating Extent to Which the Plan Was Carried Out at First 
P R rt It' b S't rogress epo n ervlews .Y Ie 

WAS THE NAINa PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
PLAN 
CARRIED n=42 n=37 n=36 N= 115 
OUT? 

Completely i 3(8.1%) 13 (35.1%) 7 (19.4%) 23 (20.9) 

Somewhat 29 (78.4%) 20 (54.1%) 22 (61.1%) 71 (64.5) 

Not At All 2 (5.4%) 3 (9.7%) 4 (11.1%) 9 (8.2 

Don't Know 3(8.1%) 1 (2.7%) 3 (8.3%) 7 ( 6.4) 
.Nota. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aFor five Nain interviewees, this question was inapplicable because they attended the 
conference where no plan was developed. 

3.3.4.1 Completion Rate and Time Since Conference 

In order to check whether the completion rates of plans were affected by the 
length of time from the conference, the data were organized into three time intervals 
after the conference: four to eight months, nine to 16 months, and 17 to 27 months. As 
shown in Table 3.18, although the completion of plans in their entirety rose slightly over 
the three periods, in general, though, the length of time did not relate significantly to 
completion rates. 
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Table 3.18 
Number of First Progress Report Responses Indicating Extent to Which the Plan 
Was Carried Out by Months Since the Conference (N = 115) 

WAS THE PLAN 4-8 9-16 17-27 TOTAL 
CARRIED OUT? MONTHS MONTHSa MONTHS 

Completely 9 6 8 23 

Somewhat 37 16 18 71 

Not At All 4 4 1 9 

Total 50 26 27 103 
Note. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
Note. Data were missing in 12 instances. 
aFor five Nain interviewees, this question was inapplicable because they attended the 
conference where no plan was developed. 
Kendall's tau-b = .096, p = .271. 

Another way of looking at the relationship between time and completion rates was 
to compare the responses of those 40 individuals who had first and second interviews 
(Le., with matched Progress Reports). Table 3.19 shows that in the latter interview most 
(26) saw no change, four saw greater completion, and a notable nine saw less 
completion of the plans. The last group of nine were from five conferences: three on the 
Port au Port and two in St. John's. Two of these respondents were from the same 
reconvened conference where a new plan was formed and to which the response of 
"somewhat" refers. In the other seven cases, though, the original plan remained 
unchanged. 

Table 3.19 
Comparison of 40 Matched Progress Reports Indicating Extent to Which the Plan 
Was Carried Out 

WAS THE PLAN SECOND INTERVIEW 

CARRIED OUT? II Not At All Somewhat 

Fa Not At All 0 2 
I 

Somewhat 1 24 R 
S Completely 0 8 
T 

Total 1 34 
aOne "don't know" response for first-time interviews. 
Kendall's tau-b .196, p = .212. 
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3.3.5 Follow Through By Participants 

Whether or not the plan was completed depended upon the various social agency 
workers and family members carrying out the specified steps. When asked "Did 
everyone do what they agreed to do? ," interviewees were relatively evenly split in their 
views. Table 3.20 shows that 44 (43.1 %) replied affirmatively and 48 (47.1 %) disagreed. 
In 8t. John's, interviewees gave the most "no's," and in Nain, they gave the most "yes's." 

Table 3.20 
Number of First Progress Report Responses on Designated Persons Carrying out 
Th . P rt' th PI b S't elr a In e an,y I e 

DID EVERY· NAINa PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
ONE DO WHAT 
THEY AGREED n=42 n=37 n=36 N= 115 
TO DO? 

Yes 16 (45.7%) 16 (43.2%) 14 (38.9%) 46 (42.6%) 

No 14 (40.0%) 18(48.6%) 20 (55.6%) 52 (48.1%) 

Don't Know 5 (14.3%) 3 (8.1%) 2 (5.6%) 10 ( 9.3%) 

bklle. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aFor five Nain interviewees, this question was inapplicable because they attended the 
conference where no plan was developed. For two others, data were missing. 

3.3.5.1 Follow Through and Time Since Conference 

As shown in Table 3.21, with a greater time period since the conference, 
respondents were only slightly more likely to say that individuals carried out their part 
in the plan. 
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Table 3.21 
Number of First Progress Report Responses on Designated Persons Carryi.,g Out Their 
P rt' th PI b M th S' th C ~ a m e an ty on s mce e on erence 

DID EVERY-ONE DO WHAT 4-8 9-16 17-27 TOTAL 
THEY AGREED TO Do?a MONTHS MONTHS MONTHS 

n=52 n=34 n=29 N= 115 

Yes 20 12 14 46 

No 28 14 10 52 

Total 48 26 24 98 
Note. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aFor five Nain interviewees, this question was inapplicable because they attended the 
conference where no plan was developed. For two others, data were missing. Kendall's Tau-b 
= -.120, P = .205 

For the 40 respondents with two interviews, their first and second responses 
were compared. As seen in Table 3.22, by the second interview, respondents were 
more critical about designated persons fulfilling their part in the plans: although three 
changed their answer from "no" to "yes," another nine changed their answers from "yes" 
to "no." 

Table 3.22 
Number of Replies at First and Second Interviews on Designated Persons 
Carrying Out Their Part in the Plan N= 40) 

DID EVERY -ONE DO WHAT SECOND INTERVIEWa 

THEY AGREED TO DO? 
Yes No 

Fb Yes 7 9 
I 
R 

I~ No 3 13 

aFor second interviews, five "don't know" responses. 
bFor first interviews, two "don't know" and one not applicable responses. 
McNemar Test, p. = .146. 

3.3.5.2 Patterns in Follow Through 

In order to explore further their answers, the respondents who responded "yes" 
were asked, 'Who did what?" and those who responded "no" were asked, 'Who did not 
do what they said they would?" The interviewees with a-ffirmative responses might 
simply reply "everyone" or the "whole family from the conference" and those with 
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negative responses might state "All of them." Others elaborated further as in the case 
of a teen-ager who observed, "Me and Mom are seeing a counsellor on a regular basis. 
I have a regular tutor. I have supports I can go to at any time." A youth reported, "[My 
mother] is still on a waiting list for counselling. I do not want counselling but services 
are there at school if I need them," and added, "Big Brothers ran out of funding and 
therefore I am not involved with that." 

Many gave mixed replies pointing out areas which were carried out and which 
were not. A case in point is a st. John's mother, who noted that, on one hand, "[Her 
mother] has helped a lot. She babysits regularly and helps me clean up," and, on the 
other hand, "[Her step-father] hasn't been babysitting for me since Christmas. [A child 
care worker] hasn't been in contact with me at all. [The biological father of her child] 
hasn't done everything he promised." 

Assistance might be in concrete forms as with one Port au Port family 
group:"Everyone helped with babysitting. All gathered stuff for [the mother's] 
household, helped move, helped with travel arrangements." Other support was a 
combination of professional services and material aid as reported by a Nain 
respondent: "Borrowing the ski-doo. Paid the light bill. Marriage counselling." 

Although initially in some families no progress was evident, over time positive 
change took place. For instance, a Nain mother in the first interview conveyed that she 
and her husband had "wanted to go to rehab[ilitation] as a couple and they [the 
treatment centre] did not take couples. The rest of the plan was forgotten about after 
the conference." A half a year later, however, the situation had greatly changed and this 
mother now reported, "All family members helping care for the children. Got the electric 
range paid by DOSS, and the hydro bill paid. Family made sure the plan has been 
followed." 

Their answers point to the importance of both family members and social 
agencies fulfilling their parts. A st. John's mother relayed, " Mom helps me a lot by 
babysitting. My Child Protection worker has given us a lot of help too." She, however, 
also noted, "[My aunt] was supposed to monitor the plan, babysit, and spend time with 
me. She didn't do any of it." In the case of a Nain family, a young member of the family 
observed both family and Social Services failing to carry out their parts, "Myself and my 
mother didn't make sure the plan was followed. DOSS was slow in giving consent for 
us to get counselling." 

At times plans could not be completed for practical reasons. For example, a Port 
au Port mother explained, "I attended counselling but had to stop because of my injury 
[broken leg]. I cannot get up the stairs." In another Port au Port family, the difficulty, as 
pointed out by different relatives, was transportation between their small communities 
along the peninsula: "[she] lives kind of far from me and it is hard to babysit or visit due 
to no transportation" and "she needs support that she is not getting, she is not out to 
our area much - no transportation." 
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Families were often quite honest about why they had not done their part. A St. 
John's relative admitted, "Well, I didn't do what I said I would. I was supposed to do 
follow-up and monitoring. But I don't think I want to be involved in their problems any 
more." In this case, the respondent felt that the family had fallen down as well: ''They 
didn't try hard enough to make it work. They found it too hard to live their lives by a 
plan. It looked really good on paper, but it just didn't work out." Another example is a 
Port au Port brother who explained, "[My sister] and myself did not follow through with 
the plan because of the Mr. [their sister] was living with. We did not see eye to eye, also 
we felt the need was not there." Yet others thought the time had come to stop: a St. 
John's relative noted, "We all did what we said we'd do in the plan. Now I stopped 
checking in on them a few months ago because everything was going along fine. You 
don't want to be all over them all the time you know." 

3.3.5.2.1 Need for Consistent Monitoring 

Many interviewees stressed that the problem was lack of adequate monitoring. 
A St. John's mother pointed out, " Nobody kept in contact or monitored. I had to initiate 
most communication." Re'Hecting back, a relative from a different St. John's family 
noted, "Nobody on [father's] side did anything. Monthly reviews never happened 
because [father's] mother went away and she was the one who was supposed to have 
arranged things." Given the absence of written plans in many Nain families, not 
surprisingly a father reported, "Everybody [did not carry out the plan], because there 
was no plan given to them. All family should have been reminded so they can carry out 
their responsibility. The plan should have been followed up with more paper work." He 
concluded that the plan "probably would have worked if we had selected a team leader. 
Someone to make sure the plan as it was made was followed up." These responses 
contrast sharply with those of a family where monitoring was properly carried out. 
According to a friend, a St. John's family had "more people looking out for them now. 
Also [they were] aware that more people are watching them so they try to keep to the 
plan." 

Reflecting on the lack of follow through, a Nain interviewer pointed to both the 
difficult circumstances of the family members and to the formulation of the plans 
themselves: "I feel that [the mother] is not getting any family support because most of 
her family members have problems of their own. The plan should have been more 
detailed and given the individual members of the family the responsibility of making 
sure the plan was carried out." Taking a more critical view of the family mernbers, a St. 
John's child protection services (CPS) worker, according to the interviewer's Reflective 
Notes, saw the family members as falling down on their commitment: "My interview 
with the [CPS worker] ... was quite informative. According to her, ... the family 
members were clearly losing interest. In particular, the monitors did not want to monitor. 
The [CPS worker] pointed out that it's quite difficult to monitor an entire family and the 
family members probably saw it as too much work." Thinking through the reasons why 
family group participants would have difficulty monitoring, another St. John's CPS 
worker stressed the necessity of the family monitors having someone outside the family 
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to monitor their work. As documented in the interviewer's Re'Hective Notes, "[The CPS 
worker] suggested that the plan cannot effectively work if the monitors themselves do 
not have monitors to ensure that they are doing their work. He likened the role of the 
monitor to a volunteer worker who really has no incentive, and should therefore be 
supervised by another monitor of sorts (e.g., someone from DOSS or CPS)" but then 
cautioned that "govemment agencies just don't have the manpower for such 
supervision. " 

3.3.5.2.2 Lack of Follow Up by Social Services 

A major obstacle for a number of families was the lack of follow-up by DOSS. As 
discussed previously in the implementation report, plans in Nain fell through because 
of the slowness of the local district manager in making approvals. Chapter 1 of the 
outcome report documents that on the Port au Port Peninsula and in St. John's, rapid 
change-over in workers led to plans being ignored or to closure of cases before the 
completion of the plans. These obstacles to carrying out plans are elaborated further 
in the final chapter. The impact on families, however, was painful. As one Port au Port 
Peninsula single mother expressed, "I did not get help from Social Services when I 
needed ... I went through a hard time and nobody came around when I needed them. 
The home support worker or the child protection [worker] did not come around when 
I needed them." Speaking of a different family, a Port au Port Peninsula child 
protection worker observed that the ''file was closed ... before [I] came. The reason 
being the child was not receptive to any of the family group conference plans." In this 
instance, the worker was receptive to re-opening the case in order "to look at assisting 
with tutor costs for the son." In St. John's, a mother commented, 'Well, I'd like to have 
more contact with the workers and be more informed about how [my daughter placed 
with an aunt and uncle] is and how she is doing. I don't like being called after 
something is done and over with. I'd like to see more cooperation between the worker, 
[the aunt], [the uncle], and us." 

3.3.5.2.3 Need for Reconvened Conferences or Review Meetings 

A recurring theme was the importance of follow-up meetings - whether family 
group conferences arranged by a project coordinator or review meetings arranged by 
the protective services worker (see Chapter 1). Reconvening conferences were 
generally viewed in a positive manner as in the case of a Port au Port family 
anticipating their second conference: "Looking forward to Saturday ... the date of 
reconvening of the conference." Likewise a St. John's family welcomed consistent 
review meetings to keep the family group working together on issues: "I feel everything 
is going okay right now. I'd like to take [the child] out of daycare and get a tutor for him 
instead. I think that would help him a lot more. I am going to bring this up at the next 
review meeting." Referring to a different St. John's family, the interviewer recorded in 
her Reflective Notes, "Another bright point in this interview was that there have been 
review meetings. There was one in September and there will be another in January. In 
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attendance were [the mother], [the foster mother], and the children's doctors and 
counsellors." 

Where plans were not being carried out, family group participants often wished 
that another conference or review meeting would be scheduled. A St. John's 
grandmother commented, 'Well, I think I'd like to get in touch with [my daughter's] child 
protection services worker to see if we can have a meeting. I think that the problems 
in the family and things that are going wrong now have to be talked about." Likewise, 
a Port au Port mother complained, "[My] family is doing the same now because no one 
is there for me. I have nobody to turn to for support except a friend. I would like to get 
extended family together for a review of the plans and find out why they do not support 
me." 

The desire for further conferences was especially true for Nain participants as 
evident in the following quotes from different families: "I would encourage and push for 
another conference"; "More conferences should be held with other family members . 
. . . The conference helped the family a lof'; "it would be good to have a conference so 
[the mother] could realize this [is a] serious matter. I believe that [name of relative] 
would help a lot if he was here during the conference"; "Nothing will ever change unless 
they [the family] get very good help and counselling. The family needs another 
conference." A Nain interviewer agreed with these sentiments. She wrote: "[The 
mother] would like to have another family meeting and I think maybe this time the family 
could come up with a more feasible plan .... Knowing [the mother] personally all of my 
life, J know she cares genuinely for her children, but I feel that she needs to be taught 
parenting skills, budgeting, etc. 

A contrary view on the benefits of bringing family back together comes from the 
Reflective Notes on an interview with a St. John's CPS worker, who saw the family as 
"losing interest" and avoiding further review meetings: "According to [the CPS worker], 
there were a couple of review meetings after the initial family group conference [with 
15 family group participants] .... There was a review meeting where only 10 people 
showed up. Another review meeting was set for [date], but the response rate was so 
poor it was put off until [a month later]. At this point [the mother] decided that she no 
longer wanted to have meetings." While attendance dropped from the time of the 
conference to the first review meeting, the continued involvement of two~thirds of the 
participants at the review meeting would appear to demonstrate interest rather than 
disinterest. One is left wondering what interpretation of the attrition rate was given to 
the family and how this affected further participation. As discussed in Chapter 2, the 
extensive turn~over in CPS workers particularly in St. John's often meant that new 
workers were uncertain about how to work with project families. Such turn-over in CPS 
workers certainly affected reconvening of the families on the Port au Port Peninsula. 
In her Reflective Notes on one family, a Port au Port interviewer recorded, "Upon 
speaking with the CP worker in this case, she also felt a reconvening was appropriate, 
but unfortunately she left the CP unit, and this was not completed." 
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3.4 Impact of Conference 

The most critical question for the outcome study was the effect of the conference 
on the family. Thus, particular attention has been devoted to responses for the 
question, "Overall, would you say that the conference made the family better off, left 
them just the same, or made them worse off?" Table 3.23 shows that two-thirds (76) 
saw progress while one-quarter (22) saw the family as staying the same and seven saw 
a worsening of the family situation. Those with a favourable impression of family group 
conferencing cut across the three project sites with the Nain interviewees being the 
most positive. In terms of the 28 families taking part in the Progress Reports, all but 
one of the families had at least one interviewee saying that the family benefited from 
the conference; 15 families had at least one interviewee saying that the conference had 
a negligible impact, and five families had at least one interviewee saying that the 
conference had a detrimental impact. 

Table 3.23 
N b f F' t P um ero Irs rogress epo esponses on mpac 0 e on erence)y I. e R rtR t fth C f b S't 

OVERALL, WOULD YOU NAINI PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S 
SAY THAT THE 
CONFERENCE MADE n=42 n=37 n=36a 

THE FAMILY? 

Worse 0(00.0%) 5 (13.5%) 2 (5.7%) 

Same 10 (23.8%) 5 (13.5%) 7 (20.0%) 

Better 29 (69.0%) 25 (67.6%) 22 (62.9%) 

Don't Know 3 (7.1%) 2 (5.4%) 4 {11.4%} 
blote. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOne datum is missing for 81. John's. 

3.4.1 Impact Over Time 

TOTAL 

N= 115 

7(6.1%) 

22 (19.3%) 

76 (66.7%) 

9 (7.9%) 

From the responses to the first or sole interviews, time since the conference did 
not appear to affect the outcomes of the conference. As seen in Table 3.24, the 
proportion of "better" responses stayed around seven out 10 for all three time intervals. 
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Table 3.24 
Number of First Progress Report Responses on Impact of Conference by Months 
Since the Conference 

OVERALL, WOULD YOU 4-8 9-16 17-27 TOTAL 
SAY THAT THE MONTHS MONTHS MONTHSa 

CONFERENCE MADE 
THE FAMILY? 

0= 52 0=34 0=29 N= 115 

Worse 5 0 2 7 

Same 9 8 5 22 

Better 36 20 20 76 

Total 50 28 27 105 
bI.o.te.. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOne datum is missing. 
Kendall's tau-b = .025, P = .789 

Second interviews provide a somewhat different picture from the results of the 
first or only interviews. As shown in Table 3.25,25 responses remained the same as 
in the first interview, three progressed, and a notable nine slipped back. In the cases 
where the rating regressed over time, the interviewees came from eight different 
families; thus, only two were from the same family. Among this group of nine, the 
interviewee in five cases was not supported by other respondents from his/her family 
group; in one family group, two respondents said that the family's situation moved from 
"better off' to "same" and the other two respondents characterized the family situation 
as continuing to be "better off'; and the remaining two respondents were the sole 
interviewee for their family group conference. 

Table 3.25 
Number of Replies at Matched Progress Report Inte.rviews on Impact Of Conference eN = 40) 

OVERALL, WOULD YOU SECOND INTERVIEW 
SAY THAT THE 
CONFERENCE MADE THE .. , 
FAMILY: 

....... 
F Worse 2 
I 
R Same 0 

S 
Better 2 T 

Total 4 
aThree "don't know" responses for second Interviews. 
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test, Z = -.890, P = .059. 

-
0 

5 

7 

12 
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3.4.2 Perceptions by Family Role 

When the responses on overall impact are examined by family role, family and 
extended family had more variable answers than non-family. As seen in Table 3.26, 
foster family, friends, and, with one exception, professionals all rated the family as 
better off. The responses for family vary from worse to better off. Nevertheless, 
individuals in anyone family category give more favourable than negative ratings. It 
should be pointed out that among the referred persons, only one individual saw the 
situation as worse off while four saw their families as better off and one said their farnily 
was the same because of the conference. 

Table 3.26 
Perceptions of Overa.1I Impact by Roles of Progress Report Interviewees to the 
Referred Person (N = 115) 

ROLE TO REFERRED WORSE SAME BETTER TOTAL 
PERSON 

Mother 2 4 18 24 

Father 1 0 5 6 

Referred Person 1 0 4 5 

Sibling 0 4 8 12 

Step Family 0 0 5 5 

Other Family 2 13 23 38 

Foster Family 0 0 3 3 

Friend 0 0 7 7 

Professional 1 0 3 4 

Total 7 22 76 105 
.Nota. Nine responses of "don't know" and one missing datum on overall impact. 

3.4.3 Perception by Experience of Abuse 

Both individuals who were abused or who committed abuse usually saw their 
family as better off because of the conference. Table 3.27 show that a rating of "better 
off" was given by 11 abused persons, nine abusive persons, and five abuser/abused 
persons for a total 25, while these same groups of people gave only two ratings of 
''worse off' and two of "same." Thus, "better off' responses were given by this group 
over 85% of the time. Individuals who were not directly involved in the abuse were 
slightly less positive: they saw the referred family as progressing in two-thirds (50) of 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report, Volume I 66 



the cases, holding constant in over one-quarter (20), or regressing in one-fifteenth (5) 
of the instances. 

Table 3.27 
Perceptions of Overall Impact by Experiences of Abuse of Progress Report 
Interviewees H = 115 

EXPERIEN BETTER TOTAL 

Abused 1 1 8 10 

Abuser 0 1 16 17 

Abuser & 1 0 1 2 
Abused 

Other 5 20 49 74 

Total 7 22 74 103 
N.ote.. Nine responses of "don't know" and one missing datum on overall impact. 
aOata on abuse are missing for two interviewees. 

3.4.4 Perception by Completion Rates of Plans 

Carrying out a plan "completely" usually went hand in hand with seeing the 
family as "better off' because of the conference. Among the 22 respondents who said 
that the plan was entirely completed, 20 said that the family was "better off." An 
incomplete plan, however, did not mean that they didn't see any improvement. Among 
those with answers, the 70 people who rated the family as "better off' because of the 
conference more often said the plan was only "somewhat" carried out than that it was 
"completely" carried out (46 versus 20). Although numbers are small, dissatisfaction 
appears to be greatest where plans were "not at all" implemented: among these eight 
respondents, half said that the family was "better off" (4) and the other half said they 
were "worse off' (2) or left the "same" (2). 

Table 3.28 
Perceptions of Overall Impact by Completion Rates of Plans as Given in First Progress Reports 
H= 115) 

CONFERENCE WAS THE PLAN CARRIED OUT? 
MADE THE FAMILY? ",... .... I 

~I"\. ''''-'J\'UlI.T COMPLETELY TOTAL 

Worse 2 4 1 7 

Same 2 18 1 21 

Better 4 46 20 70 

Total 8 68 22 98 

N.am. Data are missing for 17 cases. 
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3.4.5 What Made Things Worse 

Although the large majority of the participants saw the family as "better off' 
because of the conference, it is instructive to examine the reasons provided in the 
seven first/sole interviews and four second-time interviews for rating the family as 
"worse off." Two main themes emerge from their responses. The first one concerns 
separation from or placement of children. An example is an abusive and abused mother 
who was mourning the loss of her children: "The conference made me worse off 
because of the fact I am afraid of being left alone. I would really love to be alone with 
my children." Similarly, an aunt in another family reflected that her relatives were worse 
off "in the sense that [the niece] is now going away to live with her sister. Her mother 
might not even see her again." In yet another case, a mother was uncertain whether 
the family was the same or worse off; she thought her former husband "only attended 
the conference to have [their child] returned to him and taken away from the foster 
mother," and she was wondering if the father "still does not keep parental 
responsibilities as he is always complaining about the child's behaviour." Her 
suspicions were raised because during visits at her home, she found that the child's 
"behaviour when he visits me is fine. He behaves proper and helps around the house, 
shares, etcetera." 

The second theme has to do with the lack of carry through on the plans. Such 
inattention was met in one Sf. John's family with outrage: "I knew they wouldn't carry 
out all those promises they made. Now I'm just so fed up with them all for letting [my 
daughter] down, that I don't even want to talk to them anymore. Before we would talk 
to each other and now we aren't even on speaking terms." As previously noted, Nain 
participants particularly thought that one conference was only a beginning point for 
addressing their issues and that further conferences were required. A case in point is 
a daughter who in her first interview saw the family making some progress but in the 
second interview was feeling far more pessimistiC. Nine months after the conference, 
she reported that her family was "better, because there is no drinking. Same, because 
we still have to bum [begging for money and food] and need help with budgeting." In 
the second interview seven months later, however, she now saw her family as "worse. 
Since the first conference we had, later after that it got worse because there wasn't any 
more family conferences after the first one." Continuing, she explained, "[I] need[ed] 
another family conference again - so I could speak out again." 

3.4.6 Enhancing Family Unity 

Although the above examples point to a worsening of family relationships, in 
general the most outstanding impact of the conferences was their capacity to re-knit 
ties among the participants and create an enhanced sense of being family. This 
outcome was identified irrespective of the interviewees' home community or their role 
at the conference. One Nain relative Simply stated, "The family is better now. The family 
is closer." A St. John's mother commented, "Mom and I are closer. When we first had 
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the family group conference, Mom and I weren't even talking. [My child] is closer to her 
aunts and uncles." And a Port au Port interviewer in her Re"Hective Notes recorded, "All 
members of this family have grown much closer since all of this coming out in the open . 
. . . I am very proud of every member of the immediate family for standing by each other 
through 'all' of this." 

Many of the interviewees elaborated on the reasons for the greater sense of 
family togetherness. Four reasons particularly stand out from their comments: the 
conferences helped them to learn to talk openly, motivated them to change, 
encouraged them to provide more supports to each other, and secured more resources 
which improved family relationships. 

3.4.6.1 Learning to Talk Openly 

A recurring theme was the importance of talking more openly with each other, 
heightening a sense of closeness and mutual understanding. Coming right to the heart 
of this matter a Port au Port grandmother said of her relationship with her daughter, 
"The family are all much closer now. [My daughter] knows that everyone is here for 
support in any way she needs. She is also very open now and talks about everything 
- no more secrets." Likewise, a Nain relative thought that the "family grew closer 
together since the conference" and spoke of the importance of their "starting to 
communicate more, " "coming out with [their] problems more," and "trying to help each 
other more." 

Being able to communicate directly led in some cases to a reduction in tensions 
and hostilities. A case in point is one family where a Nain daughter noted, "After they 
had a meeting, Daddy was talking to [her boyfriend], so he [the father] wasn't angry at 
him any more. There was a change." Likewise in a Port au Port family, an uncle 
commented that the conference "got a lot of tensions out. Revealed a lot of past issues. 
[The family] leamed how to deal with anger in a better way." For a St. John's couple, 
the wife reported that the conference helped "some" in that "our [the couple's] 
relationship had gotten better. We spend more time together now and we don't fight as 
much as we use to." Continuing, however, she noted that the conference had not had 
the same beneficial impact on the couple's relationship with their extended family: ''we 
don't get much more help/involvement from family members than we use to." In other 
words, a sense of family unity for some meant more than talk; it also required a 
concrete display of support. 

At times, interviewees saw the need for even greater directness in 
communication especially with fathers. Although a Nain relative saw benefits from the 
conference, this individual also commented, "I'd like to see the family confront the father 
in constructive criticism and let them say what they have always wanted to." In a 
similar vein, a Port au Port mother replied that she was uncertain as to whether or not 
the conference overall helped the family. Explaining, she noted, "It is hard to measure 
because the girls still did not challenge their father at the conference. They did not 
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speak. It [the conference] made me better off in help with paying bills, etcetera. I still 
do not get any emotional support from my children or support person." One Nain 
grandfather, however, identified that the conference provided exactly the challenge that 
he needed to become more aware of his family's needs: "[the conference] made me 
realize that just getting together and talking can help. Younger people can tell elders 
to straighten up - this is what happened to me." 

Unleaming old patterns and learning how to talk with each other was a gradual 
process, particularly for families in Nain. For example, in one Nain family, a daughter 
observed that "nobody got closer after the conference but it started changing 
afterwards." In another Nain family, a grandmother perceptively commented, "The first 
conference was like stiff, not trusting each other, it helped in opening doors to each 
other and made us do better as a family." 

3.4.6.2 Motivating Change 

The conference and the plan was seen by a number of interviewees as 
motivating the family to change their behaviours. An example comes from a Nain 
relative who noted that the family were now "wanting to put more into their change of 
living .... [The conference] made them realize where they are at." Similarly, a Port au 
Port brother observed that his sister and children were better off because "through the 
conference things were planned and outlined, which gave [my sister] something to look 
forward to and work towards." A friend of a St. John's family commented that they were 
better off because the conference "put it to them that they could lose the children if not 
following the plans. They don't want to lose the children at aiL" 

3.4.6.3 Providing Support to Each Other 

Providing help with household tasks or babysitting, dropping by for a cup of tea, 
or calling regularly all helped to foster a sense of family cohesion. Commenting on the 
changes in the family, a st. John's grandfather observed that his former wife and their 
daughter "are closer now. [The ex-wife] helps [the daughter] with her babysitting and 
housework. [The grandchild] visits us every week and also visits her great
grandmother." Likewise a Nain relative observed that "everybody got closer to one 
another than before. The family are helping [the mother] with food, clothes, and 
babysitting for her, plus she helps when they need her." When plans were not carried 
out, however, painful feelings were elicited. A St. John's interviewee bemoaned, "No 
one did anything. It hurts, everyone was going to do something and nobody did. They 
could at least pop in." 

3.4.6.4 Benefiting from More Resources 

An infusion of additional resources helped families come closer together. For 
instance, a St. John's mother whose children were in care commented that the "funding 
for [visits with] the kids is great. I can take them out now and have some fun with them. 
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Agreeing the foster mother observed, "the extra funding for [the mom] to spend time 
doing fun things ... with [the two children] was really helpful. The kids really look 
forward to seeing her now." The return of the young person home in another St. 
John's family became problematic because of the reduction in resources: as her 
mother explained, when "[my daughter] left her aunt and uncle's ... and came home 
to live with [me], she wanted to do all of the things she had been doing before, but Child 
Protection Services cut all of the money so [we] couldn't, [we] were back to square 
one." For a Port au Port Peninsula family whose plan was not being consistently 
carried out by the Department of Social Services, the mother attributed the recent 
decline in her relationship with her adolescent son to their having "no resources or help 
with any of our current problems." Agreeing with his mother, the son noted that for a 
period after the conference the family was better off "because we received financial 
help with things needed." 

In Nain where housing was scarce, additional or new accommodations 
particularly served to improve family relationships. As agreed to in the plan, an older 
daughter and her children moved into their own apartment, and the result, according 
to her mother, was that her two daughters "don't fight (argue) any more." In another 
Nain family, a daughter reported that "it's better now since they [her parents] got a new 
house. There's more space because everyone's not together like before." At times 
negative family dynamics got in the way of family members making necessary 
separations. Reflecting on the inability of one young mother to move into her own 
home, a relative commented, "[The young mother] isn't really trying to get her own 
place. She's afraid to break away from her parents because her father makes her feel 
that she can't live on her own." 

3.4.7 Enhancing Care for Children and Young People 

Given that most of the families were referred by Child Protection workers, it is 
noteworthy that a recurring theme across the interviews was a sense that caring for and 
about children and young people had improved. Quotes from young people who were 
survivors of abuse are particularly striking: a youth relayed, "Myself and my mom get 
along much better since the conference" and similarly a young woman affirmed, "I get 
treated better and I feel more content. Everyone is happy all the time." Another 
example comes from a single mother with a history of depression. She rated the 
conference as making her family better off and noted both an improvement in her own 
self-esteem and her care of her children: "I am closer with my children now and 
appreciate being their mom more now than before the conference .... I feel more 
secure and more confident with myself." Agreeing with her daughter, the grandmother 
added that conference "gave [my daughter] a new and more positive outlook. She 
appreciates her children much more and offers the most positive parenting she can." 

A number of interviewees reported that the children were now receiving better 
care. For instance, a Nain grandmother commented that although the marital conflict 
persisted because her daughter "wanted power over [the husband] and would not give 
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up until she got her way," she still felt that as parents, her daughter and her husband 
were "taking much better care of their children." After what appeared to be a close 
examination of her young son's current care by her former husband and his new wife, 
a Port au Port Peninsula mother concluded that the conference had been to her son's 
benefit: "They [the father and step-mother] know if any time [my son] is neglected .. 
. he [the father] will no longer have custody. Also the step-mom knows not to hit him . 
. . . The child is doing O.K. [My] contact on the phone [with my son] appears positive 
and [he] seems quite happy. Reports from the school are good. He also told me that 
[his] father and step-mom are treating him good." Reflecting on changes in herself, a 
St. John's a mother who had been abusive declared, "[I] wouldn't have made it through 
the past six months without the conference. [It] provided good insight into parenting 
skills. [It] brought everything out into the open." 

The better care for the children and teen-agers helped them to make strides in 
their own behaviours. For instance, in one Nain family, the mother observed that her 
abusive husband was now treating their daughters better and they, in tum, had "started 
attending school more." Speaking as friend of the family, a Port au Port Peninsula 
interviewee relayed that six months after the conference a number of positive changes 
had taken place: "[The mother] is very good to her children. The children are more 
relaxed and disciplined." Progress, however, could not be taken for granted. Evaluating 
her daughter's current behaviours, a St. John's mother concluded, "She's just 
completely out of control. She tears the house to pieces. Verbally abusive and violent." 
Another family initially progressed and then had a set back as the son entered a new 
stage of adolescence. In this instance, nearly a year and a half after the conference, 
a mother observed, "Changes in [my son] was for the better following the conference. 
We got along much better and he was excellent up until three weeks ago. His 
behaviour is getting bad now. He is getting very verbal and angry. I know he is hanging 
around with the wrong group and I believe this is the problem." 

3.4.8 Reducing Problem Drinking 

The consumption of alcohol significantly affected the overall impact of the 
conference. A Nain daughter characterized the conference as leaving the family the 
"same" as before; she observed that the "family is closer together but the parents still 
drink a lot, if not more." A number of other Nain families, however, reported that the 
conference promoted abstinence. For example, one relative commented that the family 
was "better" because they had "stopped alcohol" and had become "closer as a family." 
In a different Nain family, the father commented that the conference "has made a big 
difference to me for the better. I don't drink any more and my family doesn't - we 
realize that drinking was our main problem." And in yet another Nain family, the mother 
rated the conference as making the family "better" because it "made us realize we had 
a drinking problem and marriage problems and made us want to get help." In this case, 
the parents decided to take part in the Land Based Treatment Program for alcoholism 
offered by the LlHC. 
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Although more openly discussed by the families in Nain. drinking was an issue 
for families in the other two sites. For example, a St. John's father did not attend AA as 
planned but continued to reside outside the family home. In this instance, both his wife 
and daughter agreed that ''things are better. rrhe father] and [daughter] don't fight any 
more. rrhe father] isn't violent towards any of us and he doesn't show up here drunk." 

3.4.9 Decreasing Family Violence 

A comparison of the quantitative findings on family violence one year before and 
one year after the conference is provided in the next chapter. In this chapter, some 
themes on the violence are teased out of the progress reports. 

As evident in the above quotation from the St. John's family, survivors of the 
violence saw their conference as helping to prevent further outbreaks of violence by the 
father against his children and wife. Backing up their statements, a relative relayed, 
"Things seem a little better because there hasn't been any violence or fighting that I 
know of." Similar effects were reported by survivors in a number of families during the 
follow-up interviews. For instance, one year after the conference, a young person on 
the Port au Port Peninsula commented that even though "me and mom are not very 
close," "no abuse is happening now" and "mom is very protective of me now." Fifteen 
months after her conference, a St. John's mother who had suffered severe violence at 
the hands of her partner assessed him as "after smartening up. He wants to go back 
to school. His temper is a lot better. He's calmer." And over a year after her 
conference a Nain young person whose father had abused his wife and children noted 
that "it's better now that [my father] treats [my mother] better than before." Commenting 
on her own actions, she pointed out that she "treats [her sister] good" but thinks that "it 
would be better if [she and her sister could] get more help ... with anger management. 
... She would like to get closer to [her sister]." 

Besides survivors, others reported decreases in the violence. In some cases, 
weighing the validity of the assertions becomes especially problematic. An example is 
an abusive St. John's couple who claimed a year and a half later that "nothing like that 
(the violence, abuse, neglect) happens now." In another instance, a relative raised 
questions about the legitimacy of charges against the father: "[he's] back in jail for child 
abuse. I feel that he was wrongly accused of child abuse. [His wife] would tell him to hit 
the children. Then when he did, she pressed charges against him." 

In some families, interviewees were not reporting physical or sexual abuse but 
acknowledged verbal abuse and conflicts. As the friend of one St. John's family 
observed in the first interview eight months after the conference, "No violence but still 
a lot of stress"; and six months later in the second interview, this same friend 
commented, "No abuse anymore. Still a lot of screaming and yelling." Seventeen 
months after a Port au Port Peninsula conference, the mother pointed out that the 
conference plan arranging visitation between her former husband and their daughter 
aggravated tensions between the mother and daughter. "[My daughter's] behaviour has 
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changed since six months ago. I think her behaviour is the outcome of visits with her 
father. He speaks very aggressive to her and when she comes home that is the way 
she speaks to me. It seems she is always angry. I try to explain to her I am not the one 
to be angry at. I also tell her to be more open with her dad - jf she disagrees with his 
rules. At other times I have to ignore her." 

Other families recognized that the abuse had not ceased, but they felt that they 
could address it better as a family. A prime example is a Nain family, where the 
grandfather reported two years after the conference that "[his daughter's] relationship 
with [her boyfriend] is much better and I feel that I am not in the position to oppose the 
relationship like I use to. [The boyfriend] is changed a lot for the better. ... rrhe 
boyfriend] is helping [my daughter] financially. I am now leaning towards accepting my 
daughter being involved with [him] .... A few weeks ago, [the boyfriend] had been 
drinking and locked [my daughter] out of her apartment. [My daughter] told me because 
now we have a more open relationship." 

3.5 Steps for Enhancing Conference Outcomes 

The Progress Report interviews offer a number of means for enhancing the 
outcomes of the family group conferences. Steps that stand out are as follows: 

• Ensuring that participants have written copies of the conference plan and 
making other copies available as needed; ... 

• Including in the plans clear mechanisms for monitoring and evaluating their 
enactment; 

• Putting in place systems for monitoring the monitors so that they would have 
support as necessary; 

• Orienting new workers to the model, the specific family plan, and the family; 

• Holding reconvened conferences or review meetings as needed to address 
weaknesses in the plan or changed circumstances; and 

• Making sure that families have the necessary resources and supports for 
carrying out the plans. 
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