
SOCIAL SUPPORTS 

5.0 Introduction 

The prior chapter examined the extent and nature of the abuse in the families 
and the development of their children and young people. This chapter focuses on the 
well-being of adults and young people as measured through their perceived level of 
social supports. Completing a social network assessment instrument, key project 
participants identified the important people in their lives and the extent to which they 
provided various forms of support. Since perceptions of social support are shaped by 
culture and setting, the project findings at each site are compared with those of other 
local families. In this manner, a profile is developed of patterns of social interaction, and 
the fit between those of the project participants and other community members are 
compared. To assess the impact of the conferences, the changes in social networks 
and supports that transpired after the conference are examined for the project 
participants and compared with those from other community families. 

As discussed previously, the three project sites offer extensive contrasts in 
culture and setting. Although having undergone centuries of assimilation, Nain remains 
a Inuit community with strong traditions of independence, cooperation, and sharing, all 
values important for survival in this northern settlement (Pauktuutit, n.d.). The Port au 
Port Peninsula is part of a region of the province acclaimed for its progressive 
community mindedness, emerging out of the extensive female-centred networks 
(George, 1997). St. John's is the most urbanized of the three sites, but many residents 
retain strong ties to family and church and to the smaller outport from which they 
resettled. These differences need to be taken into account in order to interpret the 
quantitative findings presented below on social networks and supports. 

5.1 Data Collection 

5.1.1 Research Instrument 

An adaptation of the "Social Network Map" developed by Elizabeth Tracy and 
James Whittaker (1990) was used to assess the social network and social supports of 
family group participants as they perceived them. They were first asked to complete a 
pie-shaped map with sections for important people or groups in each of their life areas: 
household, other family, work/school, clubs/organizations/church (and in Nain, Elders), 
friends, neighbours, and formal services (see in Volume II, "Map - People and Groups 
in Your Life"). In each instance, respondents identified persons from among either their 
relatives and friends or representatives of various institutions (e.g., their child protection 
worker, a nun, or a librarian). After identifying these important components of their 
social network, participants then were asked to complete on a grid a social support 
assessment. For each person identified on the map, the interviewees were asked first 
to give demographic information (e.g., their age, ethnicity/race) and then to rate the 
extent to which these members of their social network provided or did not provide 
different forms of support (e.g., emotional support) and to characterize the nature of 



their relationship (e.g., longevity). The data from the grids were used in the analysis of 
both social networks and social supports. 

As discussed in the implementation report (Pennell & Burford, 1995), the Social 
Network Map was not simply a research instrument but also a useful device for 
planning the conference. The map was a means of pulling together the invitation list for 
the conferences and for assessing the likely dynamics that would be played out at the 
conference. Frequently, female interviewees expected that their lists would be short 
and as in the case of one woman, were "a little surprised ... at the number of people 
in her life" and in another case the family member "gasped" at the request to document 
fifteen important contacts but "when she finished, she had 30 people in her map." In 
working with father, a coordinator found quite a different response: "The father [was] 
very macho. His grid and map ... most people take 45 minutes [to] one hour to do. His 
took 20 minutes. And you had to struggle to get enough people to put on it." 

ReHecting on preparations with a woman who required a support person at the 
conference, the coordinator regretted not having completed the map: 

I called [the woman} again two days later. She was feeling OK and still 
planned to attend [the conference}. I asked about [her intended support 
person} and she responded that she had contacted [the person} but she 
would not be able to attend. I was a tad bit worried at this point and 
asked her if there was anyone else who could possibly come with her. 
She said a definite, "No, I don't trust anyone and I have no friends here." 
It was at this point I began to realize I should have done the Social 
Network Research with her but I was out of time. 

In another family, the coordinator likewise realized that the Social Network Map would 
have been of assistance: 

This couple have no friends and no close family. They have totally 
isolated themselves from the rest of the world. They need to be 
connected to someone or some organization. I should have done the 
Social Network with these two as well but again I was out of time. 

Unlike their experience with the Looking After Children Assessment instrument, 
the Nain project staff reported that the Social Network Map was transportable across 
cultures. Somewhat surprised at one Inuktitut-speaking couple's ability to complete the 
map and grid, a Nain coordinator recounted, 

I had [the bilingual research assistant} explain the consent forms as we 
went through them. Before we went through the map and grid and 
support people, I asked that we do one at a time and if the other would 
mind waiting in the hall. I offered coffee and began work with [the wife}, 
who was very good and understood the meanings very well, because of 
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her [physical] condition . .. from beatings that she had received in the 
past, I just assumed that we would have a great deal of difficulty in 
making her understand. After [the husband] went through the same 
forms, I went over a family tree with them so that I could get a better 
understanding of who their family members were. 

5.1.2 Sample Selection 

Because Social Network Maps were filled out by individuals about their own 
networks, grid data were only collected on adults and young people. As reviewed in the 
prior chapter, information on infants and younger children, as well as young people, 
was collected through the Looking After Children (LAC) instrument. Social Network 
Maps were completed for project, community, and CPS group members. Sample 
selection for the project families during the pre-test period reflected the needs of 
conference planning. During the post-test phase, Social Network Maps were largely 
administered with families who were also completing the LAC. Although the 
researchers were instructed to follow up where possible with all individuals who 
completed the pre-test grid, those research participants who were accessible and 
agreed to complete the post-LACs were also those in most instances who completed 
the grid. This response pattern was helpfLiI in that the project group then followed the 
sampling schema for the comparison groups. In the two comparison groups, the Social 
Network Maps were used with adults and/or young people in families selected for the 
LAC. As earlier noted, the comparison groups for the LAC and the Social Network 
Maps were not randomly selected but instead were referred to the project by schools 
and other local programs in the case of the community group and by Child Welfare in 
the case of the CPS group. A criterion for selection of the two comparison group 
members was that their immediate family was not the focus of a family group 
conference. In addition, the community group was not to include families who were 
involved directly with children's protective services, and conversely the CPS group were 
selected because they were directly involved with these services. 

5.1.3 Administration of Instrument 

The Social Network Map was usually completed in respondents' home with one 
person at a time. On occasion they were filled out at the project office. The project 
coordinators administered the Social Network Map with project participants prior to the 
conferences. The locally hired researchers administered the instrument with project 
participants after the conference and with comparison group members. Thus, the 
context in which the pre-test project group completed the maps differed from that for 
the post-test project group and for the two comparison groups. Because in the majority 
of instances the project participants were already familiar with the local researcher 
from her observation of the family group conferences and identified her closely with the 
project, the impact of the change from the coordinator to researcher completing the grid 
was probably lessened. 
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5.2 Completion of Grids 

A total of 198 grids were sent to the university: 102 for project group, 73 for 
community group, and 23 for CPS group. Below are provided first the completion rates 
for project participants during the pre-test and post-test phases, and these are then 
compared with rates for the two comparison groups. In addition, the family roles and 
demographic characteristics of each group are described. 

5.2.1 Project Group 

5.2.1.1 Number of Grids 

The grid was completed with 82 project participants on 102 occasions: 79 during 
the pre-test phase, 20 during the post-test phase, and another three as additional 
follow-ups with two individuals who had participated in a reconvened conference. Thus, 
participation in the Social Network Maps was higher during the pre-test phase than 
post-test phase; and the 79 pre-test grids included almost one-sixth of the 472 family 
group conference participants. Table 5.1 shows that Nain had the largest number of 
grids completed in the pre phase but the fewest in the post phase, and St. John's had 
the greatest number of grids completed in the post phase. Most but not all of the post
test grids had a matching pre-test grid: matched pairs for each site was one for Nain, 
six for the Port au Port, and 10 for St. John's for a total of 17. 

The overlap between families with post-grid and post-LACs was extensive. 
Among the 17 individuals with matched pre- and post-grids, 14 were in families where 
an LAC was completed on a child. In the three cases where the matched grid 
respondent was a young person, all had LACs completed with respect to themselves. 
For the three post-grid respondents who did not '1:111 out a pre-grid, two were young 
people with whom an LAC was administered and the third was a young person with 
whom only the grid was completed. 

Table 5.1 
Number of Project Group Grids Completed During Pre- and Post-Test Phases by 
Site (N = 99) 

PHASE NAIN PORT AU ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
PORT 

Pre-Test 42 11 26 79 

Post-Test 2 7 11 20 

Matched Pairs 1 6 10 17 
Nom. Three follow-up grids were in addition to the post-test ones. 
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Most families had at least one grid completed during the pre-test but the 
proportions drop by the post-test, especially in Nain. As seen in Table 5.2, during the 
pre-test, grids were completed in all Nain and St John's families and all but two families 
on the Port au Port. These last two families would be characterized as serious child 
welfare referrals in that in the year preceding the conference both had substantiated 
reports of child abuse or neglect and a higher than average number of Child Protection 
Events (CPE, for further information see chapter 4); in the year after the conference, 
one of these families had a sUbstantiated report of child abuse or neglect and the other 
did not, and both had a sizable drop in their number of CPE but still remained more 
than twice the average for all cases. Nevertheless, their removal from the averages for 
substantiated reports and total CPE only slightly lowered the averages. 

During the post-test, slightly over half offamilies on the Port au Port (5 out of 9) 
and in st. John's (7 out of 12) had at least one grid completed but in Nain this had 
dropped to two of the 11 families. Matched pairs for the pre-test and post-test phases 
encompass slightly over half of the families on the Port au Port and in st. John's but 
only one family in Nain. In terms of CPE, these 13 families participating in the post-grids 
appear to be fairly representative of all of the 32 project families. They were somewhat 
above the average of the 32 project families in regards to substantiated reports of child 
abuse or neglect during the pre-test (X = .69, so. = .48 versus X = .50, so. = .51) and 
post-test (X = .38, so. = .51 versus X = .25, so. = .44) and slightly above the average 
in regards to total CPE, during the pre-test (X = 8.31, so. = 4.40 versus X = 7.28, so. 
= 5.40) and post-test (X = 3.77, so. = 5.21 versus X = 3.66, so. = 4.51). Since the 
matched grid respondents mainly came from st. John's and the Port au Port, their CPE 
were compared with those from just those two project sites. On substantiated reports 
of abuse or neglect, the matched grid families were slightly lower than all st. John's and 
Port au Port families; and on total CPE, they were slightly higher. 

These 13 families include all but one of the families participating in the second 
progress report. Not surprisingly then, in terms of their perceptions about the family 
group conferences, the mothers in these 13 families could be viewed as being fairly 
comparable with or only slightly more negative than all of the respondents giving 
second progress reports: on completion of plans, 11 said that the plans were 
"somewhat" carried out and two said that they were "completely" carried out (compare 
with Table 3.19), and on the impact of the conference, two said that their family was 
"worse off," four said their family was left the "same," six said their family was "better 
off," and one responded "don't know" (compare with Table 3.25). 
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Table 5.2 
Number of Project Families for Whom Grids Completed During Pre- and Post-Test 
Ph b S·t ases 'Y Ie 

PHASE NAIN PORT AU ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
PORT 

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

Pre-Test 11 7 12 30 

Post-Test 2 5 7 14 

Matched Pairs 1 5 7 13 

The number of participants per family group conference varied. Table 5.3 shows 
that on average during the pre-test two to three people were interviewed per family and 
the range was from zero to eight interviewees. By the post-test, the average number 
of grid participants per family group conference had dropped from two to three people 
to zero to one persons. The greatest drop was in Nain which moved from an average 
of three to four persons per family during the pre-test and with two exceptions, 0 in the 
post-test. The other two sites also evinced a fall off but usually at least one person from 
a family group was interviewed. For the 13 family group conferences represented in 

the 17 matched pairs, nine families had one interviewee, and four families had two 
interviewees. Since the findings might be skewed by having uneven numbers of 
respondents for the families, analyses reported below were checked first with all 17 
matched pairs and then just with the 13 mothers, each coming from a different one of 
the 13 participating families. In each instance, the removal of the non-mother 
respondents did not alter the overall pattern of findings. 
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Table 5.3 
Average Number of Grids Completed per Project Family During Pre-Test (Ii = 79) and Post-Test 
Ii = 20) by Site 

SITE MINIMUM TO MAXIMUM #OF # OF INTERVIEWS PER FAMILY 
INTERVIEWS PER FAMILY 

M Mdn Mode 

Nain 

First 1 - 8 3.82 3 3 

Second 0-1 0.18 0 0 

Port au Port 

First 0-3 1.22 1 1 

Second 0-2 0.78 1 0 

St. John's 

First 1 - 5 2.17 2 1 or 2 

Second 0-3 0.92 1 0 

Total 

First 0-8 2.63 2 1 

Second 0-3 0.63 0 0 

In order to use the grid data for planning the conference (e.g., who to invite), the 
pre-test interviews were usually completed in advance of the conference. There were 
nine exceptions with these being completed between one to six months after the 
conference. The matched pairs include three individuals on whom the pre-test grid was 
completed after the conference (1, 2 and 5 months). It is unlikely that completing the 
grid after the conference affected the first two individuals, both adults, but such an 
affect is more likely in the third instance concerning a young person, within whom the 
grid was completed five months after the conference. The post-interviews were 
completed on average 18.40 months (SQ = 4.87) after the conference, ranging from 12 
to 25 months. As would be expected given the extensive overlaps, when only the 
matched pairs are included, the average is nearly the same at 18.06 months (SQ = 
4.56), with the same range in months. Since the differences in length oftime from the 
conference could affect the findings, these were checked. No significant correlations 
were found between months since the conference and social network size, level of 
social support, or other important dimensions of the relationships, or between months 
since the conference and the amount of changes in these areas after the conference. 

5.2.1.2 Composition 

The grids were filled out by a total of 82 individuals: 43 in Nain, 12 on the Port 
au Port, and 27 in St. John's. At each site, one individual took part only in the post-test; 
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thus, the figure for all respondents is three greater than the pre-test response rate of 
79. At all three sites, the grid respondents tended to be adult and female. As to be 
expected, the sites diverged markedly on ethnicity/race. As seen in Table 5.4, 66 of the 
79 pre-test respondents were 18 years or above in age and the remaining 13 were 
between the ages of 13 and 17 years. Thus, over four-fifths were adults and under one
fifth were adolescents. Nain had the lowest proportion of responses by youth (3:39), 
and st. John's had the highest proportion of responses by youth (8:18). All of the youth 
respondents were referred persons (10) or siblings (3) of referred persons, and, 
therefore, all of them came from the families referred to the project. These 13 young 
people represented over one-third of the 32 young people (ages 12 through 17) in the 
project families. Adults, who completed the grid, ranged in age from young adults to 
senior citizens. 

The majority of respondents were female at each site, but the gender skewing 
was most pronounced on the Port au Port, where all respondents were female, and 
least pronounced in Nain, where 45 percent (19) were male. In terms of ethnicity/race, 
identified Nain respondents were all classified as of Inuit or mixed heritage while in St. 
John's on the Port au Port most were designated as Anglophone. It should be noted 
that in this study the term "Anglophone" is used to refer to white people whose mother 
tongue is English, "Francophone" refers to white people whose mother tongue is 
French, "lnuitJaborigina/lmetis" refers to people of indigenous descent, and "other" 
refers to people who do not fit the above categories. The profiles on 
race/ethnicityl/anguage for Nain and St. John's are congruent with the make-up of the 
population in their areas; the near absence of Francophobe on the Port au Port, 
however, is not congruent, given the presence of Francophone communities on the 
peninsula. 
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Table 5.4 
Gender and 

TOTAL 

18 Years and Above 

# 39 9 18 66 (83.5%) 

Mean 34.33 36.67 34.33 34.65 

so. 12.58 5.92 9.6 11.03 

Range 48 18 33 48 

Min -Max 18 - 66 27 -45 19 - 52 18 - 66 

Under 18 Years 

# 3 2 8 13 (16.5%) 

Mean 16.33 14 14.63 14.92 

so. 1.15 0 1.19 1.32 

Range 2 0 3 4 

Min -Max 15 - 17 14 13 -16 13 - 17 

Anglophone 0 8 24 32 (40.5%) 

Francophone 0 1 0 1 ( 1.3%) 

Inuit/Aboriginal/Metis 42 2 0 

Other 0 0 2 2 
.Mate. Because of ng, percentage can vary slightly around 100%. 

5.2.1.3 Roles 

As seen in Table 5.5, all persons who completed the grids were immediate or 
extended family with the exception of two foster parents and one friend. When the 
findings are combined for the three sites, grids were completed over one-third of the 
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time by mothers (30), over a sixth of the time by other family (14), and each over one
eighth of the time by fathers (11), referred persons (10). and siblings (11). Thus, the 
grids were completed from a relatively diverse range of family group perspectives. The 
lower numbers of referred persons and siblings than parents is a function of the Social 
Network Map not being used with infants and younger children. Each of the three sites 
included representatives from different family groupings; however, they varied in terms 
of which family grouping most commonly completed the grids. In St. John's and on the 
Port au Port, mothers were definitely in the lead while in Nain other family came first, 
followed by mothers. The individuals who took part only in the post-test were as follows: 
one sibling in Nain, one referred person on the Port au Port, and one referred person 
in St. John's. It should be noted that all of the 12 referred persons were between the 
ages of 12 and 17. 

Table 5.5 
Frequency 0 fF '1 R oles of Pre-Test Project Grid Respondents to Referred Person by Site amlly 

ROLE TO NAIN PORT AU PORT ST.JOHN'S TOTAL 
REFERRED n=42 n= 11 n=26 N= 79 
PERSON 

Mother 10 6 12 28 (35.4%) 

Father 5 0 5 10 (12.7%) 

Referred Person 3 2 5 10 (12.7%) 

Sibling 7 0 3 10 (12.7%) 

Other Family 16 1 1 18 (22.8%) 

Foster Family 0 2 0 2 ( 2.5%) 

Friend 1 0 0 1 ( 1.3%) 

.Note. Because of rounding. the percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 

Roughly half the individuals who completed the pre-test grids were directly 
involved in the abuse. As seen in Table 5.6. 38 ofthe respondents included 16 abused 
persons, 14 abusive persons, and eight who were both abused and abusive. The 
remaining 41 were not directly involved in the abuse for this referral (although they may 
be involved in abuse). When involvement in abuse is examined by family role, the main 
recipients of the abuse were the mothers (13) and referred young people (6); the main 
perpetrators of the abuse were fathers (9 out of 10) and mothers (13 out of 28). The 24 
abused were all female with the exception of one referred young man and one father 
who was both abused and abusive. 
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Table 5.6 
Frequency of Family Roles of Pre-Test Project Grid Respondents to Referred Person by 
Abuse Role 

ROLE TO ABUSED ABUSER ABUSER & OTHER TOTAL 
REFERRED ABUSED 
PERSON 

Mother 7 3 6 12 28 

Father 0 8 1 1 10 

Referred 6 0 1 3 10 
Person 

Sibling 2 1 0 7 10 

Step Family 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Family 1 2 0 15 18 

Foster Family 0 0 0 2 2 

Friend 0 0 0 1 1 

Professional 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 16 14 8 41 79 

As previously noted, 17 respondents completed the grid during the pre- and 
post-test phases. Unlike the profile for the pre-test respondents, the matched grid 
respondents were all immediate family. As discussed earlier, this sample reflects that 
the most post-grids were completed in conjunction with the LAC's: usually with the 
mother, the researcher completed the LAC's on the children in the immediate family 
and then also filled out the Social Network Map with adults and young people in the 
same family. As seen in Table 5.6, the large majority of the 17 persons were mothers 
(13), with only two referred persons, one father, and one sibling completing the grid on 
the two occasions. The referred persons and the sibling were all female adolescents. 
Thus, with the exception of the one father (who was the chief child caregiver in his 
household), all of the group with matched grids were female. The respondents included 
13 Anglophones, one Francophone, and 3 aboriginalllnuiVmetis. Thus, on demographic 
composition (ethnicity. gender, and age) the project matched sample parallelled that 
for the total pre-test sample, excluding Nain. The 13 mothers were from separate family 
units and the other four respondents were each from a family household in which one 
of these mothers resided. The majority (10) ofthis group was either abused (3), abusive 
(2), or both abused and abusive (5). Thus, their proportion of individuals directly 
involved in the abuse (10 out of 17) was almost equal to that for the entire pre-test 
group in the immediate family (35 out of 58). 
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Table 5.7 
Frequency of Family Roles of Project Matched Grid Respondents to Referred Person by 
Abuse Role 

ROLE TO ABUSED ABUSER ABUSER OTHER TOTAL 
REFERRED & 
PERSON ABUSED 

Mother 2 1 4 6 13 

Father 0 1 0 0 1 

Referred Person 1 0 1 0 2 

Sibling 0 0 0 1 1 

TOTAL 3 2 5 7 17 

5.2.2 Comparison Groups 

Grids were completed with representatives from two comparison groups: a 
community group and children's protective services (CPS) group. The community group 
was composed of members offamilies who were involved in neither the Family Group 
Decision Making Project nor CPS. The CPS group consisted of members of families 
who were involved with CPS but were not involved in the Project. Grids were classified 
as pre-tests if they were completed during the time period of family group conferencing 
(Le., January 1994 through March 1995) and post-tests if they were completed after the 
end of conferencing. 

5.2.2.1 Community Group 

As shown in Table 5.8 a total of 73 grids were completed: 54 pre-tests and 19 
post-tests with 15 matched sets of grids. Nain had only pre-test data; thus, only St. 
John's and the Port au Port provide comparisons between the two test phases. 

Table 5.8 
Number of Community Group Grids Completed During Pre- and Post-Test Phases by 
Site (N = 73) 

PHASE NAIN PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 

Pre-Test 13 17 24 54 

Post-Test 0 8 11 19 

Matched Pairs 0 8 7 15 

Grids were completed on 17 Port au Port and 21 St. John's families, of which 
four took part only in the post-test. During the pre-test, on the Port au Port there was 
one respondent per family, and in St. John's 11 had one respondent while five families 
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had two respondents each and one family had three respondents. The number of pre
test respondents per family, thus, parallels those for the Port au Port project families 
for whom one grid was usually completed and those for the St. John's project families 
for whom one or two grids was typical. For the 15 matched pairs, the eight Port au Port 
respondents were from different families, and the seven St. John's respondents came 
from separate families with the exception of two siblings. In Nain, the researchers did 
not usually identify the grids by family; such distinctions would have been difficult to 
make given the extensive intermarriage and informal adoptions between households 
and the encompassing cultural definitions of family. 

In all 58 individuals completed the grids, 54 in the pre-test and 19 in the post
test. As previously discussed, adults or young people were selected to complete the 
grids but not children, and individuals were selected to complete the Social Network 
Map in the community group because they were in the immediate families or household 
of the children for whom the LAC's were filled out. Not surprisingly then, Table 5.9 
shows that the majority of grid respondents were mothers (31), and with the exception 
of one father and one friend, the remaining 21 consisted of young people in the 
families. The term "young people" used in the table below is somewhat of a misnomer 
in Nain since two individuals were living at home with parents but were above 18 years 
in age. 

Table 5.9 
Frequency of Family Roles of Pre-Test Community Grid Respondents by Site 

ROLE TO NAIN PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 
REFERRED 
PERSON n= 13 n= 17 n=24 N=58 

Mother 8 12 11 31 (57.4%) 

Father 0 1 0 1 (1.9%) 

Young Person 5 4 12 21 (38.9%) 

Friend 0 0 1 1 ( 1.9%) 

The same pattern in family roles is apparent among the 15 matched grid 
respondents. The matched grid respondents included nine mothers, five young people, 
and one father; of which eight were on the Port au Port and seven in St. John's. The 
matched post-grids were completed on average 15 months after the demarcation date 
between the pre- and post-test period of March 31, 1995 (M = 14.86, so. = 3.61, 
minimum = 11, maximum = 24, one datum missing). No significant correlations were 
found between length of time from this date and responses on social network size, 
social support, or other key relationship dimensions as well as changes in them from 
the pre-period to post-period. 
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The demographic profiles for the community and project groups are mostly 
parallel but diverge in a few areas. A comparison of Tables 5.10 (on the community 
group) and 5.7 (on the project group) shows that the Nain community group had a 
higher proportion of young people and females than the Nain project group but the 
same all Inuit/mixed racial composition for both groups. On the Port au Port, 
composition factors were relatively comparable for both groups. In St. John's, the main 
difference was that the community group had a greater proportion of young people than 
the project group. 

Table 5.10 
Gender and 

18 Years and Above 

# 

Mean 

SO 

Range 

Min -Max 

Under 18 Years 

# 

Mean 

SO 

Range 

Min -Max 

Anglophone 

Francophone 

Inuit/Aboriginal/Metis 

Other 

9 

34.6 

5.64 

14 

26 -40 

4 

14 

1.41 

2 

13 - 15 

0 

0 

13 

0 

.t::lo1e. Because of rounding, percentage 

14 

32.91 

7.98 

30 

18 -48 

3 

14 

1.41 

2 

13 -15 

13 

2 

2 

0 
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12 35 (64.8%) 

33.82 33.59 

6.88 6.93 

26 30 

19 -45 18 -48 

12 19 (35.2%) 

14.17 14.13 

1.53 1.41 

5 5 

12 -17 12 - 17 

23 36 (66.7%) 

0 2( 3.7%) 

0 15 (27.8%) 

1 1 
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aData are missing for 11 respondents: six in Nain (4 mothers and 2 young people), four on the Port au 
Port (one mother, one father, one young person), and one in St. John's (1 mother). The mothers and 
fathers were classified as 18+ years, and the young people were classified as under 18 years. 
bData are missing for two respondents (1 Port au Port and 1 St. John's). 

The community respondents who completed both a pre- and post-test grid had 
a similar make-LIp to the project respondents with matched grids (see Table 5.11). Not 
surprisingly given that both groups were largely composed of mothers from St. John's 
and the Port au Port, respondents were mainly adult, female, and Anglophone. 

Table 5.11 
Comparison of Age, Gender. and Ethnicity/Race of Matched Grid Project and Community 
Resnnr't'lo,ntc: 

COMPOSITION 

Anglophone 13 13 

Francophone 1 1 

Inuit/Aboriginal/Metis 3 1 

Other o o 
N.oie. Because of ng. percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%.2 
aData are missing for two community respondents. Since these were one mother and one 
father, they were classified as 18 or above in years. 

5.2.2.2 CPS Group 

In all, 23 grids were completed for the CPS comparison group, and 20 of these 
were from the Port au Port Peninsula. In Nain, the overlap among families in a 
community with densely entwined networks prohibited securing a CPS group distinct 
from the project group, and here only one referral was made. Although CPS workers 
in St. John's had a far larger pool from which to draw and despite the repeated urging 
of their supervisors, only two referrals were made. Thus, only the Port au Port grids 
were used in the analysis. 
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At Port au Port site, the Department of Social Services (DOSS)'s child welfare 
workers made referrals of 13 CPS families for whom at least one social network map 
was completed. Since there were only five matched grids between the pre- and post
test phases only the pre-test data are used in the analysis. There were 10 pre-test 
respondents on the Port au Port, and these all came from different families with the 
exception of a pair of one mother and child. Although the numbers are small, the CPS 
data provide some comparison between seven project families and nine other families 
involved with Children's Protection Services on the Port au Port Peninsula. As Table 
5.12 shows, the family roles of the two groups are largely comparable, with a 
preponderance of mothers as respondents. 

Table 5.12 
Port au Port: Comparison of Family Roles of Project and CPS Pre-Test Grid 
R d t espon en s 

ROLE TO REFERRED PERSON PRO .. IECT CPS 

n= 11 n = 10 

Mother 6 6 

Father 1 1 

Young Person 2 3 

Foster Family 1 a 

5.2.3 Summary 

The data for the pre-test project group are relatively robust: they include 79 
respondents, a number nearly equal to one-sixth of the 472 family group conference 
respondents and demonstrates the extent to which the coordinators used this 
instrument as a planning device with conference participants from a wide range of 
roles. This information can be used to provide a profile of the social networks of key 
conference participants at each project site prior to conferencing and can shed some 
light on implementation issues. Although not randomly selected and limited in numbers 
at each site, the 54 pre-test community group and 10 pre-test CPS Port au Port group 
members can offer some comparisons between project families and others in their 
region. Making comparisons about social network structure and social SllPPOrtS is 
enhanced by the similarities in demographic profiles between the project group and 
comparison group or groups at each site. 

The numbers for the matched pre- and post-test grids of the project and 
community groups are limited and, thus, conclusions on the impact of the family group 
conferences need to be made with caution. Because of the low response rate of 
indigenous people, these findings should be considered only in light of people of 
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European descent. Given their low numbers and non-random selection, the comparison 
groups indicate some potentially fruitful areas for further exploration and are useful in 
regards to checking for the effects of a second administration of the grid. Nevertheless, 
as relayed below, the findings point to some interesting changes in network structures 
and social supports that may be helpful in understanding the dynamics and impact of 
family group conferencing. 

5.3 Structure of Social Networks 

The grids provide information on the structure of the respondents' social 
networks, that is their size and composition. Size refers to the number of members 
identified by respondents as "important" to them. Aspects of composition that were 
studied were the following: total number of people included in each network domain 
(area of life) and the age, sex, and ethnicity/race of idenUfied network members. The 
pre- and post-test findings provide information on changes in the project respondents' 
social networks before and after the family group conference. The social networks of 
the community and CPS group respondents provide a comparison with those of the 
project participants. 

5.3.1 Size of Social Network 

During the interview, respondents were asked to identify on the sectioned circle 
"not everyone you know but just those that are important to you. This includes people 
and groups who made you feel good, who made you feel bad, and who just played a 
part in your life." They also were encouraged to "think about people and groups from 
many different parts of your life. These may be family and relatives, friends, neighbours, 
people you know from work/school, and professionals." Participants were asked to 
select 15 most important persons from their pie to be placed on the grid but were not 
compelled either to fill in 15 persons or to keep from going above 15. As a result, the 
grids varied widely in terms of the numbers included. For grids with under 15 identified 
members, it can be fairly reliably assumed that respondents were unable (or unwilling) 
to identify 15 persons who were important in their lives. For those who gave 15 or more 
important members of their social network, it is difficult to tell if they could have 
continued to add in more or felt constrained to limit the size of their social network. 
Thus, pre- and post-test comparisons need to be approached with caution as to 
whether they are a function of actual size or an artifact of the questionnaire design. 

5.3.1.1 Project Group 

The size of the identified social networks for project respondents varied greatly. 
As shown in Table 5.13, during the pre-test phase the social networks ranged in size 
from a low of one to a high of 34, with an average size of 13.39 (median = 13) and 
standard deviation of 5.61. When size is compared for the three sites, the Port au Port 
had on average the largest networks and Nain had the smallest. Wide variations in size 
within a site are evident, with the greatest in Nain (range = 33) and the smallest in st. 
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John's (range = 15). In all, the 79 project respondents identified 1058 social network 
members. The size of the social networks did not substantially vary by the respondents' 
role in the abuse but did by family role. Within the immediate family, networks for 
parents were somewhat larger than those for children (Eta of .391). In St. John's and 
the Port au Port, mothers and then fathers had the largest networks; while in Nain, 
fathers had the largest networks and were followed by mothers. 

Table 5.13 
S' f S . I N tw k f P . t G 'd R Izeo oCla e or so rOJec n espon en s urmg e re- es »y Ie d t d . th P T t b S't 

NAIN PORT AU PORT ST. JOHN'S TOTAL 

42 grids 11 grids 26 grids 79 grids 

Mean 11.95 17.36 14.04 13.39 

Standard Dev. 5.67 6.14 3.38 5.37 

Median 11.5 15 13.5 13 

Range 33 19 15 33 

Min - Max 1 -34 11 -30 8 - 23 1 - 34 

Sum 502 191 365 1058 

As seen in Table 5.14 in the "All Respondents" columns, compared with the pre
test, the social networks during the post-test phase were smaller on average by close 
to two persons and had less spread with a smaller range on average of 19 persons. 
Since network size could be affected by question design, the networks of 15 and 
under were examined. During the pre-test 74.7 percent (59 out of 79) of the responses 
were in this category, and during the post-test the percentage was slightly higher at 
80.0 percent (16 out of 20). A somewhat more pronounced decrease in network size 
can be found for the 17 respondents with matched pre- and post-test responses. During 
the pre-test, they had networks ranging in size from 12 to 23, with an average of 15.82; 
during the post-test, their networks shrank by nearly four people on average with a 
range from 6 to 18 and a mean of 12.29. Test period according to the Eta measure of 
association explained about 21 percent (Eta of.461 squared) of the variability in 
network size. For the 17 matched grids with 15 or less members, the pre-test had 10 
respondents and the post-test had 13 respondents. Since the 17 respondents included 
four family overlaps (Le., a mother with a father or young person from the same family), 
network changes for only the 13 mothers each from different families were examined. 
An even greater decrease was found with a drop on average of 4 1/3 persons (average 
change of -4.38; Eta of .537). Although it is possible that respondents reported fewer 
networks during the post-phase because they were not preparing for a conference, 
their interest in discussing their current situation would indicate otherwise. Thus, with 
some confidence, one can say that the number of important members of the 
respondents' social networks decreased somewhat after the conference. 
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Table 5.14 
Ch . S' f S . I N tw k f P . t R ange In Izeo oCla e or so rOJec d tsf esp~:m en rom P T re- to Post- est 

ALL RESPONDENTS MATCHED 

PRE POST CHANGE PRE POST CHANGE 
79 grids 20 grids 17 grids 17 grids 

Mean 13.39 11.65 -1.74 15.82 12.29 -3.53 

Standard Dev. 5.37 3.94 -1.43 3.26 3.72 0.46 

Median 13 11 -2 15 11 -4 

Range 33 14 -19 11 12 -1 

Min -Max 1 - 34 4 -18 - 12 - 23 6 - 18 -
Sum 1058 233 - 269 209 -60 

On first blush. such a finding would seem to run counter to assumptions that the 
family group conference would bring together people and should increase the size of 
the participants' social network. Later in this chapter the nature of the resulting 
relationships is examined, and size viewed in this context. One can say at this point, 
though. that changes in the size of networks reflects a complex interplay of factors 
within the families. An example is provided by one coordinator: 

5.3.1.2 

When we did the map and grid with the mother and the survivor, the 
survivor's map and grid were non-existent. The mother's was huge. When 
[the researcher] went back and did the year follow-up, the survivor's grid 
grew massively, and the mother's shrank. Because the number of people 
supporting the mom and her decision to reunite with the sex offender was 
drastically decreased since the conference because they were given 
details . .. instead of leaving it up to their imagination as to what exactly 
this fellow did. When you give them the accurate factual information 
instead of rumour and what the people involved chose to let out so that 
they can influence the whole picture, it changes the way they see the 
victim and the way they see the offender. 

Comparison Groups 

The comparison groups provide a means of assessing whether or not the size 
of the social networks for the project family members were similar to those for others 
in their region. Below comparisons are made between the size of the social networks 
of project and community group respondents for each project site and then for the Port 
au Port Peninsula site comparisons are made between the project and CPS group 
respondents. 
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5.3.1.2.1 Community Group 

When the size of the social networks are compared for project and community 
group families, Nain project families had decidedly smaller networks than community 
families, Port au Port project families evinced to a lesser extent this pattern, and the 
reverse was true for St. John's project families. As seen in Table 5.15, the mean size 
of social networks for Nain project families was nearly six less in membership than 
those for community families. Table 5.16 shows that the difference for Port au Port was 
on average approximately 2 % less persons, and Table 5.17 shows that in St. John's 
the project families had on average 2 % more persons in their networks than the 
community group. Since role could have affected the findings, the size of the networks 
for the mothers alone were examined, and the same patterns remained. On average, 
in Nain the 10 project mothers had 4 % fewer network members than the eight 
community members; on the Port au Port the six project mothers had 4 1/3 less 
network members than the 12 community mothers; and in St. John's the 12 project 
mothers had three fewer network members than the 11 community mothers. 

Table 5.15 
Nain: Difference in Average Size of Social Networks of Project and Community 
G R d t D . th P T t Ph roup espon en s urmg e re- es ase 

PRO .. IECT COMMUNITY DIFFERENCE 
42 grids 13 grids 

Mean 11.95 18.54 6.59 

Standard Dev. 5.67 8.6 2.93 

Median 11.5 21 9.5 

Range 33 27 -6 

Min - Max 1 -34 7-34a -
Sum 502 241 -

aOne respondent (without a matched gnd) had a gnd with 45 identified members. 
Analysis was completed on members one through 34, the maximum size for all other 
grids. 
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Table 5.16 
Port au Port: Difference in Average Size of Social Networks of Project and Community 

roup espon en s urmg e re- es G R d t D • th P T t Ph ase 

PRO .. IECT COMMUNITY DIFFERENCE 
11 grids 17 grids 

Mean 17.36 19.82 2.46 

Standard Dev. 6.14 4.16 -1.98 

Median 15 20 5 

Range 19 14 -5 

Min - Max 11 -30 35789 -
Sum 191 337 -

Table 5.17 
St. John's: Difference in Average Size of Social Networks of Project and 
C 't G R d t D . th P T t Ph ommunny roup espon en s urang e re- es ase 

PROJECT COMMUNITY DIFFERENCE 
26 grids 24 grids 

Mean 14.04 11.71 -2.33 

Standard Dev. 3.38 1.57 -1.81 

Median 13.5 12 -1.5 

Range 15 6 -9 

Min - Max 8 - 23 35718 -
Sum 365 281 -

Gender, age, and family role analyses were applied to the social network sizes 
of the project and community groups. In both groups during the pre-test phase, females 
were found to have on average slightly larger networks than males, but these 
differences were not substantial (around 2 % to 3 persons). When the social networks 
for those under 18 years and those 18 years and above were compared, the project 
respondents showed no difference in size with both at around 13 members on average 
(project M = 13.3, community M = 13.4). The community respondents showed a slight 
difference: the under 18's were around 14 members on average (M = 13.7) and the 18 
years and older were 17 members (M = 17.1), but the Eta was only .263. Turning to 
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family role, as discussed previously, project parents had somewhat larger networks 
than their offspring, but within the community group little variance was in evidence. 

In order to examine change over time, the mean size of the pre- and post-test 
social networks are compared for the matched community group and project group 
grids. Interestingly, the social networks of the matched community group grids 
remained relatively constant in size unlike the matched project group grids which 
shrank. While the community grids varied more than the project grids in size, on 
average the size of the networks for the community group respondents over time 
remained static while those for the project group respondents fell by 3 % persons (see 
Table 5.18). Using Eta as·the measure of association shows that for the project group 
the testing period explains over 21 percent (Eta of .461 squared, for community Eta of 
.011) ofthe variability in the networks' size. Since role might have affected the changes, 
the social networks of the nine community group mothers with matched grids were 
examined. Again little change was in evidence with the average mean increasing by 
about one social network member over time. 

Table 5.18 
Change in Size of Social Networks of Matched Project and Community Group Grids from 
Pre- to Post-Test 

PROJECT COMMUNITY 
17 respondents 15 respondents 

PRE POST CHANGE PRE POST CHANGE 

Mean 15.82 12.29 -3.53 17 17.13 0.13 

Standard Dev. 3.26 3.72 0.46 5.5 6.96 1.46 

Median 15 11 -4 17 14 -3 

Range 12 18 6 16 20 4 

Min· Max 12 -23 6 -18 - 10 - 26 8-28 -
Sum 269 209 -60 255 257 2 

5.3.1.2.2 CPS Group 

As previously reported, on the Port au Port Peninsula the project group 
respondents had smaller grids than their community group counterparts during the pre
test, that is prior to the family group conference intervention. In order to assess whether 
or not smaller grids appeared to be characteristic of CPS family members in general 
in this region, the grids for the Port au Port project and CPS groups are compared. 
Given that the sample sizes are quite small (11 and 10 respectively) and variable 
especially for the project group, the comparisons need to be viewed with caution. Table 
5.19 shows that the project and CPS group grids were relatively similar in size. 
Referring back to Table 5.16, on average the Port au Port community group grids (M 
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= 19.82) are larger than the CPS group grids (M = 18.20) by about 1 % persons and 
larger than the project group grids (M = 17.36) by about 2 % persons. Thus, during the 
pre-test, the grids for family members involved with children's protection services in this 
rural region appeared to be slightly smaller than those for families who were not. 

Table 5.19 
Port au Port: Comparison of Size of Social Networks of Project and CPS Group 
R d t D . th P T t Ph espon en s unng e re- es ase 

PROJECT CPS DIFFERENCE 
11 grids 10 grids 

Mean 17.36 18.2 0.84 

Standard Dev. 6.14 3.85 -2.29 

Median 15 16.5 1.5 

Range 19 11 -8 

Min - Max 11 - 30 14 - 25 -

Sum 191 182 -

5.3.2 Distribution of Social Network Domains 

In transposing the identified important people from the pie to the grid, the 
researcher was instructed to ask, "Now, I'd like to learn more about the people and 
groups in your life. I'll write down on the Grid their relationship to you (e.g., daughter, 
teacher, social assistance worker) and put a code number for the area of life (e.g., for 
daughter, put one for household)." Using Tracy and Whittaker's (1990) categories, the 
grid included eight selections for area of life: household, other family, work/school, 
organizations (e.g., clubs, church, elders), other friends, neighbours, professionals, and 
other. The data were analysed by combining and then averaging responses for all 
members of each interviewee's social network. By taking average percentages for each 
category, the distribution of the respondents' social domains could be examined (e.g., 
what mean percentage of important people were in the household versus friendship 
network). 

5.3.2.1 Comparison of Social Domain Distributions 

Given the cultural and demographic diversity of the three project sites, the 
distribution of the different social domains were examined separately for each site. In 
order to assess their distribution vis a vis that of others in their locale, the findings for 
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the project group are compared with those of the community group and, in the case of 
the Port au Port Peninsula, the CPS group as well. 

As seen in Table 5.20, the social domain distributions of the Nain project group 
and community group during the pre-test are roughly comparable in that the largest 
domains for both groups are other family, household, and friends. For both groups, the 
smallest domains in order of size are professionals, neighbours, organizations, and 
work/school. In the domain of friendship, the two groups diverge to some extent in that 
the community group has approximately twice the average percentage of the project 
groLIP; in this instance, social domain is moderately associated with group (Eta of .377), 
and squaring the Eta shows that group explains somewhat more than 14 percent of the 
variance. None of the other relationships yield an Eta of at least .30, to explain nine 
percent of the variance. 

Table 5.20 
Nain: Mean Percentage of Social Network Members in Each Social Domain 
During the Pre-Test for 42 Project and 13 Communitv Respondents 

SOCIAL DOMAIN PRO .. IECT COMMUNITY 
502 networks· 241 networks 

Household 30.27 21.03 

Other Family 43.82 41.95 

Work/School 2 0 

Organizations 2.5 2.5 

Other Friends'" 11.69 22.47 

Neighbours 3.4 2.9 

Professionals 5.9 9.7 

Other 0.34 0 
N.a1e.. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOatum is missing for one network member out of 528 total. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least 9 percent of the variability on the 
social domain. 

On the Port au Port Peninsula, the social domain distribution is fairly similar for 
the project, community, and CPS groups. Table 5.21 shows that the largest mean 
percentages are in the domains of other family, friends, and household and the 
smallest mean percentages are in the domains of neighbours, professionals, 
organizations, and work/school. Measuring the level of association yields three domains 
with moderate relationships with the group. On work/school there is an Eta of .419 for 
the project and community groups and an Eta of .344 for the project and CPS groups, 
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with the group explaining respectively over 17 percent and nearly 12 percent of the 
variance. In addition, for the Project and CPS groups, there is on hOlJsehold an Eta of 
.335 groups, with the group explaining over 11 percent of the variability, and on other 
family an Eta of .308, thus explaining over nine percent of the variability. Thus, prior to 
the family group conference. the Port au Port project group is substantially lower than 
the community and CPS groups in regards to involvement with work/school and lower 
than the CPS group in regards to involvement with household members and higher 
than the CPS in regards to involvement with other family. 

Table 5.21 
Port au Port: Mean Percentage of Social Network Members in Social Domain During the 
Pre-Test for 11 Project, 17 Community, and 10 CPS Respondents 

SOCIAL DOMAI N PROJECT COMMUNITY CPS 
191 networks 337 networks 182 networks 

Household* 16.26 19.62 22.62 

Other Family* 37.15 33.82 28.01 

WorklSchool** 1.5 6.5 5.2 

Organizations 6.2 5.1 5.8 

Other Friends 24.12 22.72 21.52 

Neighbours 7.5 6.4 9.7 

Professionals 7.2 5.5 7.1 

Other 0 0.37 0 
blata. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary Slightly around 100%. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least 9% of the variability on the social domain. 

As true of the other two sites, the St. John's distributions for project and 
community groups converge with the largest percentages in the social domains of 
extended family, friendship, and household and the smallest percentages in the social 
domains of neighbours, professionals, work/school, and organizations (see Table 5.22). 
The mean percentage differences, though, between the project and community group 
are more pronounced at this site with the project group leaning more toward relatives 
(Eta of .355) and professionals (Eta of .427) and the community group tilted more 
toward household (Eta of .355) and friends (Eta of .336). 
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Table 5.22 
St. John's: Mean Percentage of Social Network Members in Social Domain 
D . th P T t f 26 p. d 24 C . R d urmg e re- es or rOJect an ommumty espon ents 

SOCIAL DOMAIN PROJECT COMMUNITY 
365 networks 281 networksa 

Household* 18.46 27.09 

Other Family* 45.2 33.99 

Work/School 2.4 0 

Organizations 1.6 0.38 

Other Friends* 23.78 33.96 

Neighbours 2.7 4.2 

Professionals* 4.5 0 

Other 1.4 0.38 
Note. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aDatum is missing for one social network member. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least 9% of the variability on the social 
domain. 

Comparing social domains for females and males, family contacts were more 
pronounced for project males than females; the same pattern did not emerge among 
community respondents. A combined count of household and other family social 
network members found that on average project males cited these persons 76.8 
percent of the time while project females cited them only 63.41 percent of the time; the 
Eta for gender and family domain was .342. Among community respondents, on 
average males cited family contacts 60.8 percent of the time and similarly females cited 
them 58.94 percent of the time. 

Again age made some difference for project but not community respondents 
during the pre-test period. For project young people, family contacts made up 59.7 
percent on average of their important contacts while for project adults, these contacts 
made up 69.5 percent on average; the association though was slight with an Eta of only 
.212. For community respondents the percentages for youth and adults were 
respectively 59.2 percent and 59.1 percent on average. Thus, before the conference, 
project adults more than any of the other groups appeared to be aligned with family. 

In summary, during the pre-test phase, the project group generally had a similar 
social domain distribution to the community group at all three sites and to the CPS 
group at the Port au Port site. For all groups at all sites, the largest percentages of 
involvements were in the areas of household, extended family, and friendship and the 
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smallest percentages were in the areas ofworklschool, organizations, neighbours, and 
professionals. Nevertheless, there are some variations within sites: in Nain, the 
community group was more involved with friends than the project group; on the Port au 
Port, the community and CPS group were more tied in with worklschool than project 
families, the CPS group was more extensively involved with household members than 
the project group, and the project families were more linked with relatives than the CPS 
group; and in St. John's, the project group was connected more with professionals and 
the community group was connected more with household members and friends. When 
all sites are combined, it was found that project adults and males were the most 
strongly based in family contacts. 

5.3.2.2 Change in Social Domain Distributions 

The question for the outcome study was whether or not the project group 
distributions changed from the pre-test to the post-test phases. I n order to assess these 
changes, the matched grids for the project respondents were compared. Since changes 
might be the result of overall trends or an artifact of re-testing rather than the project 
intervention, the matched grids for the community respondents were checked as well 
for changes in the distribution. 

As seen in Table 5.23, the mean percentages for the project matched grids 
evinced a fall in involvement with extended family (-7.91) and a rise in involvement with 
professionals (6.16, Eta of .307). When the analysis was completed just with the 13 
mothers with matched grids the same patterns were found. The increased involvement 
with professionals was in line with the conference plans, which included in most cases 
counselling/therapy and in the majority of cases in-home supports such as parent 
training and education. In addition to the plans, the progress reports provide some 
information on why these changes were occurring. Some of the reductions in 
involvement with extended family had to do with current conflicts. One mother, whose 
grids showed an increase in household contact and a decrease in extended family, 
spoke of how her relationship with a son living at home had become "better and closer" 
but that she had become estranged from a grown daughter "due to a fight with her 
boyfriend" and as a result she and her son no longer had "contact with . . . the 
granddaughter and he [her son] misses her." Another mother with a similar grid 
pattern noted that she and her adolescent daughter were getting along "much better," 
after her return from relatives but that she was not speaking with these relatives any 
more because she felt that they had only taken in her daughter as a "money issue from 
the beginning." In other cases, the person had developed further her/his support 
networks. A young person with an extensive history of abuse showed on her grids 
some decrease in family contact and an increase in professional contact. She 
described becoming even closer with some relatives, not seeing others, and wishing 
she could stay away yet from others whom she did not like; in addition, she spoke of 
seeing her counsellor and tutor on a regular basis [both were components of her plan]. 
She concluded, "I have supports that I can go to at any time." 
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Table 5.23 
Mean Percentage of Social Network Members in Each Social Domain for the 17 
P' f M t h d P . t G 'd airs 0 ace rOJec n s 

SOCIAL DOMAIN PRE POST CHANGE 
269 networks 209 networks8 

Household 16.27 16.95 0.68 

Other Family 47.58 39.67 -7.91 

Work/School 0.26 2.7 2.44 

Organizations 1.6 0.9 -0.7 

Other Friends 23.11 22.37 -0.74 

Neighbours 4.1 4.2 0.1 

Professionals* 5.9 12.06 6.16 

Other 1.2 1.1 -0.1 
Nom. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing for seven social network members. All of the missing data are from 
three St. John's grids, each from different conferences. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on the 
social domain. 

The matched grids for community group did not evince the same changes as 
those for the project group. Table 5.24 show some rise in work/school involvements 
(5.70) and a decline in friendships (-4.11) while the project families, as noted above, 
rose in involvement with professionals (6.16). During the pre-test period the project 
group had slightly greater contact with professionals than the community group but by 
the post-test, their rate of involvement with professionals was nearly three greater than 
that of the cornmunity group. I n other words, the conferences appear to have generated 
a sizable divergence. Although both groups declined in their contact with extended 
family, this trend was more pronounced for the project group (-7.91 versus -3.57). 
When the changes in social networks are compared for just the 13 project and nine 
community group mothers, the same divergences as in the larger groups appear. 
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Table 5.24 
Mean Percentage of Social Network Members in Each Social Domain for 15 Pairs 
of Matched Community Grids 

SOCIAL DOMAIN PRE POST CHANGE 
255 networks 257 networksa 

Household 17.71 17.9 0.19 

Other Family 39.5 35.93 -3.57 

Work/School 4.1 9.8 5.70 

Organizations 4 5 1.00 

Other Friends 26.79 22.68 -4.11 

Neighbours 4.7 4.4 -0.30 

Professionals 3.1 4.4 1.30 

Other 0 0 0.00 
Nota. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aDatum is missing for one social network member. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on the 
social domain. 

It should be pointed out that compared with the community families, the project 
families had more room for a drop since they started at a higher level of involvement 
with relatives than the community families (47.58 versus 39.50). The higher level of 
extended family involvement for project respondents characterized also the pre-grid 
levels for the entire groups of respondents at the St. John's and Port au Port sites (see 
Tables 5.21 and 5.22). As seen in Table 5.25, the extended family connections for the 
project respondents were larger at the outset than that for the community respondents 
(average percentage difference of 8.08, eta of .250), but by the post-test, the gap had 
narrowed (average percentage difference of 3.74, Eta of .124). 
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Table 5.25 
Mean Percentages of Social Network Members in the Other Family Domain for 17 
P . t d 15 C ·t p. f M t h d G . d b T t P . d rOJec an ommunny airs 0 ace rl s ,y es erlo 

TEST PERIOD PROJECT COMMUNITY DIFFERENCE 
478 networksa 512 networksb 

Pre 47.58 39.5 8.08 

Post 39.67 35.93 3.74 

Change -7.91 -3.57 -
*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least nine percent of the variability on 
other family domain. 
aData are missing for seven post-social network members. 
bDatum is missing for one social network member. 

Thus, the project group after the family group conference increased involvement 
with professionals and decreased involvement with extended family. It is unlikely that 
these changes can be explained by the effects of re-testing or by regional 
developments (though this latter is more debatable given the small sample size) since 
the community group did not evince the same pattern except for a slight decline in the 
importance of extended family. Interestingly, the conferences appear to have pushed 
the project participants to converge with the level of other family involvement of the 
community respondents. The reduction in kinship connections would appear on first 
reflection to be counterintuitive: would not a family group conference promote more 
family ties? This 'finding should be considered in the context of the violence occurring 
within the families. Later in this chapter, the reduction in extended family ties is 
examined in terms of the levels of social support before and after the conferences and 
related to specific family examples. 

5.3.3 Composition of Social Networks 

In completing the grid for each network member, respondents were asked to 
provide the member'S age, gender, and ethnicity. At times the demographic data are 
incomplete in this section since such inquiries might be seen as impolite or intrusive or 
the respondent might simply not have known. Tables 5.26 through 5.28 portray the 
make-up of the project and community groups respectively at the Nain, Port au Port, 
and St. John's sites during the pre-test phase. In addition, the Port au Port Table 5.26 
shows the composition of the CPS group networks. 

Looking across the three tables, the three sites, whether project or comparison 
group, had fairly similar patterns in regards to age and gender but not ethnicity. The 
ages of the social network members in all sites ranged from infancy through to old age, 
demonstrating that the important people in the respondents' lives cut across all 
generations. The large majority of important contacts were adults rather than young 
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people or children. The three sites were relatively comparable on gender with a split of 
about 55 percent female to 45 percent male. The one exception was the Port au Port 
project group where the percentage of females was even greater, with 69 percent 
female to 31 percent male. As would be expected, the most notable difference is 
ethnicity/race with the Nain project site having by far the largest proportion of people 
of indigenous ancestry, and the other two sites having primarily Anglophones. Not 
surprisingly given that the Port au Port is the only officially bilingual part of the province, 
some network members were identified as Francophone in the project, community, and 
CPS groups. Interestingly, all three Port au Port groups also had people of Micmac 
descent, and the percentage for the project respondents was more than double that for 
the CPS group (13% versus 6%) and more than triple that for the community group 
(13% versus 4%). 
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Table 5.26 
Nain: Age, Gender, and Ethnicity/Race of Social Networks Members During the 
Pre-Test for 42 and 13 Comm ndents 

COMPOSITION PROJECT 
502 networks 

COMMUNITY 
241 networks 

18 Years & Above # (%) I 382 (81.1 %) 179 (75.2%) 
~----------------+-----------------~J 

Under 18 Years # (%) 89 (18.9%) 59 (24.8%) 

Range 80 86 

Min - Max 0 - 80 0 - 86 

Anglophone 5.9 9.3 

Francophone o o 
Inuit/Aboriginal/Metis 94.15 90.7 

Other o o 
~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing on age for 31 project and 3 community social network members. 
bData are missing on gender for 4 project social network members. 
CData are missing on ethnicity/race for 2 project social network members. 
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Table 5.27 
Port au Port: Age, Gender, and Ethnicity/Race of Social Networks Members for 
Durin the Pre-Test for 11 Pro 17 Commu and 10 CPS Res ents 

COMPOSITION PROJECT COMMUNITY CPS 
191 networks 337 networks 182 networks 

18 Years & Over # 157 (83.5%) 262 (78.0%) 144 (79.1%) 
(%) 

Under 18 Years # (%) 31 (16.5%) 74 (22.0%) 38 (20.9%) 

Range 80 81 76 

Minimum - Maximum 2 - 82 0-81 0-76 

Anglophone 77.84 83.25 86 

Francophone 8.7 10.85 7.4 

Inuit/Aboriginal/Metis 13 4 5.8 

Other 0.51 1.9 0.62 
.Nota. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOata are missing on age for 3 project and 1 community social network members. 
bOata are missing on ethnicity/race for 1 community social network members. 
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Table 5.28 
St. John's: Age, Gender, and Ethnicity/Race of Social Networks Members During the 
Pre-Test for 26 and 24 Com dents 

COMPOSITION 

18 Year & Over # (%) 

Under 18 Years # (%) 

Range 

Minimum - Maximum 

Anglophone 

Francophone 

Inuit/Aboriginal/Metis 

Other 

PROJECT 
365 networks 

261 (78.1%) 

73 (21.9%) 

82 

1 - 83 

91.29 

o 

3.8 

4.9 

COMMUNITY 
281 networks 

==::;:==::;:~~31 

189 (68.0%) 

89 (32.0%) 

84 

1 - 85 

94.35 

o 

0.38 

5.3 

~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing on age for 31 project and 3 community social network members. 
bData are missing on gender for 5 project and 63 community social network members. 
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The respondents with matched grids from both the project and community 
groups were usually adults, more often female than male, and in line with nearly all 
matched-grid respondents coming from S1. John's or the Port au Port, typically 
Anglophone. Their characteristics also were comparable to those for the total pre-test 
S1. John's and Port au Port project and community groups. As Tables 5.29 and 5.30 
show, the demographic characteristics of the social network members remained 
relatively constant from the pre-test to the post-test. 

Table 5.29 
Age, Gender, and EthnicitylRace of Social Network Members for 17 Pairs of Matched 
... rt\IA.~r Grids 

COMPOSITION PRE 
269 networks 

18 Years & Over # (%) 208 (82.9%) 

Under 18 Years # (%) 43 (17.13%) 

Range 82 

Minimum a Maximum 1- 83 

Anglophone 222 (82.5%) 

Francophone 11(4.1%) 

InuitlAboriginallMetis 35 (13.0%) 

POST 
209 networks 

151 (79.5%) 

39 (20.5%) 

83 

1 - 84 

116 (77.9%) 

4 (2.7%) 

23 (15.4%) 

Other 1 .4% 6 0% 
.Note. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
8Data are missing on age for 18 pre (16 from 4 St. John's respondents) and 19 post (14 from 
3 St. John's respondent) social network members. 
bData are missing on gender for 12 post (from 2 St. John's respondent) social network 
members. 
CData are missing on ethnicity/race for 60 post (all from 6 St. John's respondents) social 
network members. 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report. Volume I Page 203 



Table 5.30 
Age, Gender, and Ethnicity/Race of Social Network Members for 15 Pairs of Matched 

Grids 

18 Years & Over # (%) 198 (78.3%) 184 (77.0%) 

Under 18 Years # (%) 55 (21.7%) 55 (23.0%) 

Range 81 79 

Minimum - Maximum 0-81 1 - 80 

Anglophone 230(90.6%) 211(90.9%) 

Francophone 17(6.7%) 20(8.6%) 

InuitlAboriginaVMetis 6(2.3%) 1 (0.4%) 

Other 1 .0% 
~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing on age for two pre and 36 post (33 from six St. John's respondents) social 
network members. 
bData are missing on gender for 11 post (all from five St. John's respondents) social network 
members. 
CData are missing on ethnicityirace for one pre and 25 post (24 from four St. John's 
respondents) social network members. 

5.4 Social Supports 

From the perspective of the outcome study, the most important findings related 
to changes in social supports before and after the conference. For comparative 
purposes, mean percentages rather than frequencies were employed since as 
discussed earlier, these would not be affected by differences in the number of persons 
in the respondents' social networks. This meant comparing the mean percentages of 
pre-test and post-test responses for each of the areas rated on the grid. For instance, 
respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they could rely on each member 
of their identified social network for emotional support. For all persons interviewed, their 
responses of "hardly ever," "sometimes," and "almost always" were separately 
averaged for the individuals in their social network, and then the mean percentages 
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were taken to compare ratings at the two study phases. Thus, when examining the 
percentages, the reader should bear in mind that they are based on averages of 
responses for all of the individuals identified within an interviewee's social network, 
which during the pre-test phase ran from one to 34 people and in the post-test phase 
ran from four to 28 network members. 

For each identified member of their social network, ratings were collected on 
eight areas. The first three were forms of social support: concrete, emotional, and 
information/advice. The other five were concerned with different aspects of the 
relationship: criticalness, direction of help, closeness, frequency of contact, and length 
of the relationship. The latter five areas provide a useful context for interpreting the 
levels of perceived social support in the lives of the family group participants. For each 
area evaluated on the grid, the pre-test responses of project participants are compared 
with those from the community group and, in the case of the Port au Port, with the CPS 
group as well. To measure change, the pre- and post-test results are compared for the 
matched pairs of project and community grids. 

5.4.1 Concrete Support 

Reviewing their list of people from the map, respondents were asked, "Who or 
what group would be available to help you out in real concrete ways - for example, 
would give you a ride if you needed one, or would pitch in to help you with a big chore, 
or would look after your belongings for awhile if you were away?" Then they were 
instructed to rate each member of their identified social network as to whether he or she 
provided concrete support "hardly ever," "sometimes," or "almost always." 

Table 5.31 profiles the distribution of concrete support for the project and 
comparison group or groups at the three sites. Whatever group they belonged to, St. 
John's and Port au Port respondents were most likely to characterize the important 
people in their lives as "almost always" giving concrete assistance. In Nain, the same 
was true of community respondents but not project respondents who most frequently 
rated the concrete support as occurring on a "sometimes" basis. Nevertheless, the 
distribution of concrete support was generally comparable for project and comparison 
group or groups within a site. St. John's was an exception: here the percentage of 
"hardly ever" responses for project participants was moderately greater than those for 
community group (Eta of .332) while conversely their "sometimes" responses were 
moderately lower (Eta of .479) than those for the community group. 
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Table 5.31 
Mean Percentages of Concrete Support from Social Network Members During Pre-Test for Project, 
CPS, and Community Groups by Site N = 143) 

SITE RESPONSE PROJECT COMMUNITY 

n=42 n = 13 
Nain 502 networksa 241 networks 

Hardly Ever 26.27 28.42 

Sometimes 40.18 33.46 

Almost Always 33.54 38.12 

n = 11 n= 17 
Port au Port 191 networks 337 networksb 

Hardly Ever 20.09 16.25 

Sometimes 22.57 25.49 

Almost Always 57.35 58.26 

n=26 n= 24 
St. John's 365 networksd 281 networks 

Hardly Ever* 23.98 12.38 

Sometimes* 21.93 41.03 

Almost Always 54.09 46.58 

Note. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOata are missing for 2 project social network members. 
bOata are missing for 3 community social network members. 
COata are missing for 3 CPS social network members 
dOata are missing for 3 project social network members. 

CPS 

-
-

-

n = 10 
182 networksC 

23.25 

28.44 

48.31 

-
-
-

*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least 9% of the variability on concrete support. 

The matched grids for the project group evince an overall rise in concrete 
support after the conference. As seen in Table 5.32, by the post-test project 
participants saw themselves as receiving concrete support at least sometimes or 
almost always from over 80 percent of their social network members while in the pre
test the figure was just below 70 percent. This change can be primarily attributed to 
project participants assessing the important people in their lives as being less likely to 
"hardly ever" be supportive and more likely to "sometimes" be supportive (Eta of .414). 
A case in point is a young mother who had one child in family care and an infant at 
home. She moved from a pre-test grid which showed that 67 percent of her important 
contacts were "hardly ever" concretely supportive to a post-test grid which showed a 
drop to 0 percent in this category. The majority of her post-test contacts were placed 
in the "sometimes" category. For instance, her aunt was re-classified from "hardly ever" 
to "sometimes" concretely supportive. During the Progress Report interview, the young 
mother complained about the unevenness of support: "[my aunt] hasn't been 
babysitting for me since Christmas." The aunt for her part, according to the 
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researcher's reflective notes, was complaining that her niece had "not kept up with the 
housecleaning, household safety, or the counselling." Nevertheless, help was being 
extended according to the young mother's own mother. This maternal grandmother in 
her Progress Report interview noted that as agreed to in the conference plan, the .. 
family members all try to help [her daughter]. We clean for her and babysit for her." 

A quite different change occurred among the community respondents with 
matched grids. Table 5.33 shows that for the community group the "sometimes" 
category grew from the pre- to the post-test period (Eta of .437), but for the community 
group this increase was mainly the result of a decline in "almost always" (Eta of .320) 
supportive network members. When only the grids for the 13 project and nine 
community group mothers are examined, these divergent patterns are even more 
pronounced. 

Table 5.32 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Concrete Support from Social Network Members 
f 17 P' f M t h d P . t G 'd or airs 0 ace rOJec n s 

CONCRETE PRE POST CHANGE 
SUPPORT 269 networksa 209 networksb 

Hardly Ever 30.12 19.82 

Sometimes· 22.15 35.77 

Almost Always 47.73 44.41 
~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOata are missing for 2 social network members. 
bOatum is missing for 1 social network member. 

-10.3 

13.62 

-3.32 

*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on concrete 
support. 

Table 5.33 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Concrete Support from Social Network Members 
for 15 P' f M h d C 't G'd airs 0 atc e ommumty rJ s 

CONCRETE PRE POST CHANGE 
SUPPORT 255 networksa 257 networksb 

Hardly Ever 21.53 21.15 

Sometimes· 26.85 45.43 

Almost Always· 51.62 33.42 
~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary Slightly around 100%. 
aOatum is missing for 1 social network member. 
bOatum is missing for 1 social network member. 

-0.38 

18.58 

-18.2 

·Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on concrete 
support. 
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5.4.2 Emotional Support 

After rating social network members on the extent to which they provided 
concrete support, the respondents were asked, "Who or what group would be available 
to give you emotional support - for example, to comfort you if your were upset, to be 
right there with you in a stressful situation, to listen to you talk about your feelings?" 
They were then asked to rate each identified person as to whether they provided 
emotional support "hardly ever," "sometimes," or "almost always." 

As seen in Table 5.34, there were modest variations in terms of the pattern of 
pre-test responses across the groups. The project respondents in Nain and the Port au 
Port most frequently referred to the important people in their lives as "almost always" 
providing emotional support. In St. John's, the project respondents were more negative 
in their assessments, with their most frequent response split between "almost always" 
and "hardly ever." The Port au Port CPS and community respondents, as true of the 
project group in their area, saw their important contacts as giving emotional support 
most often on an "almost always" basis. This was not the case for the community 
groups at the other two sites. In St. John's the largest number of community ratings 
were "sometimes"; and in Nain the community ratings were divided relatively evenly 
across the three choices. None of the associations of group and emotional support 
were strong enough to achieve an Eta of .30. 
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Table 5.34 
Mean Percentages of Emotional Support from Social Network Members during Pre-Test for 
Project, CPS, and Community Groups by Site (N = 143) 

SITE RESPONSE PROJECT COMMUNITY CPS 

n=42 n= 13 
Nain 502 networksa 241 networks 

Hardly Ever 23.72 33.22 -

Sometimes 27.14 34.36 -

Almost Always 49.15 32.42 -

n = 11 n= 17 n= 10 
Port au Port 191 networksb 337 networksC 182 networksd 

Hardly Ever 27.88 20.15 22.94 

Sometimes 30.09 31.47 27.51 

Almost Always 42.04 48.38 49.55 

n=26 n=24 
St. John's 365 networks8 281 networks 

Hardly Ever 35.33 24.27 

Sometimes 28.13 40.93 

Almost Always 36.54 34.8 

~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least 9% of the variability on emotional support. 
aData are missing for 2 project social network members. 
bOata are missing for 2 project social network members. 
COata are missing for 3 community social network members. 
dOata are missing for 3 CPS social network members. 
eOata are missing for 3 project social network members. 

Between completing the pre- and the post-grid, both the project and community 
groups became more positive about their assessments of their emotional support. For 
the project group, Table 5.35 shows a decline in the "hardly ever" responses (Eta of 
.343) and an increase in the "sometimes" answers; likewise for the community group, 
Table 5.36 shows a fall in the "hardly ever" mean percentage and a rise in the 
"sometimes" mean percentage (Eta of .332). When findings are examined for just the 
13 project group mothers and nine community group mothers, similar patterns are 
found. 

To continue the example of the young project mother who had one child placed 
in family care and an infant at home, from her pre- to her post-grid, she had a decline 
in "hardly ever" emotionally supportive and a rise in the "sometimes" and "almost 
always" categories. In her progress report, she noted, "My daughter came back home, 
and that has worked out really well. I am also now eight months pregnant. I am much 
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closer to my mother now, and she helps me out a lot. ... She babysits regularly and 
helps me clean up .... [We are better off because] Mom and I are closer. When we first 
had the family group conference, Mom and I weren't even talking." This grandmother 
had been classified as "almost always" concretely supportive during the pre-test and 
remained in this classification for the post-test. The relationship, however, had become 
emotionally more supportive as shown by the progression from a pre-grid rating of 
"hardly ever" to a post-grid rating of "sometimes." The "sometimes" pointed to both the 
greater closeness (movement from a pre-conference "sometimes" close to post
conference "almost always" close) and the continuing tensions between mother and 
daughter. After interviewing the matemal grandmother, the researcher in her Reflective 
Notes, described the nature of their relationship: 

[The grandmother] talked very openly about the conflict between herself 
and her daughter. She ~ a rock for her daughter, and provides 
assistance with babysitting and housecleaning. In fact, she is the only 
person on whom [the mother] can rely right now. Ironically, she is often 
her biggest adversary - feuding with her about child care, house 
cleaning, and a multitude of other issues. 

Table 5,35 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Emotional Support from Social Network 
M b f 17 P' f M t h d P , t G 'd em ers or airs 0 ace rOJec n s 
EMOTIONAL PRE POST CHANGE 
SUPPORT 269 networks8 209 networksb 

Hardly Ever* 39.92 25.55 -14.37 

Sometimes 28.63 38.11 9.48 

Almost Always 31.45 36.34 4.89 
.Note. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aData is missing for 4 social network members (from 1 Port au Port respondent). 
bDatum is missing for 1 St. John's social network member. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on 
emotional support. 
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Table 5.36 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Emotional Support from Social Network 
M b f 15 P' f M t h d C "t G 'd em ers or airs 0 ace ommunny rl s 

EMOTIONAL PRE POST CHANGE 
SUPPORT 255 networksa 257 networksb 

Hardly Ever 29.98 20.83 -9.15 

Sometimes· 35.05 47.68 12.63 

Almost Always 34.97 31.49 -3.48 

N.a:te. Because of roundIng, percentage totals can vary slIghtly around 100%. 
aDaturTI is missing for one Port au Port social network member. 
bDatum is missing for one St. John's social network member. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on 
emotional support. 

5.4.3 Information/Advice 

The third form of social support considered was information and advice. The grid 
respondents were asked, 'Who or what group do you rely on for advice - for example, 
who would give you information on how to do something, help you make a big decision, 
or teach you how to do something?" Then they were asked to state whether the extent 
of information/advice support was provided by each identified social network member 
"hardly ever," "sometimes," or "almost always." 

Approximately two-thirds of the time respondents in the pre-test said that they 
received information/advice at least "sometimes." As seen in Table 5.37, this pattern 
occurred across sites without the respondents' group making a difference. Thus, at the 
time of the pre-test, levels of informational/advice support were relatively comparable 
in all groups. 
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Table 5.37 
Mean Percentages of Information/Advice During Pre-Test for Project, CPS, and Community 
Groups by Site eN = 143) 

SITE RESPONSE PROJECT COMMUNITY 

n=42 n= 13 
Nain 502 networksa 241 networks 

Hardly Ever 29.78 23.22 

Sometimes 26.43 36.9 

Almost 43.79 39.88 
Always 

n = 11 n= 17 
Port au Port 191 networksb 337 networksC 

Hardly Ever 38.55 27.57 

Sometimes 27.49 26.17 

Almost 33.96 46.26 
Always 

n=26 n=24 
St. John's 365 networks8 281 networks 

Hardly Ever 32.24 23.25 

Sometimes 33.54 40.61 

Almost 34.33 36.14 
Always 

~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
80ata are missing for 2 project social network members. 
bOata are missing for 3 project social network members. 
COata are missing for 3 community social network members. 
dOata are missing for 3 CPS social network members. 
eOata are missing for 3 project social network members. 

CPS 

-
-
-

n= 10 
182 networksd 

25.72 

33.51 

40.76 

-
-
-

*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least 9% of the variability on information/ advice support. 

From the pre- to the post-test period, the 17 project respondents with matched 
grids evinced a substantial elevation in their receipt of information/advice support. Table 
5.38 shows that the "hardly ever" ratings decreased markedly (Eta of .495) with all of 
the movement upwards primarily into the "sometimes" category (Eta of .541) and to a 
lesser extent into the "almost always" category. The young mother who has been 
serving as an example on social support progressed from a pre-conference grid 67 
percent of "hardly ever" providing information or advice to 0 percent thirteen months 
later in her post-conference grid. Her mother whom she had categorized as "hardly 
ever" informationally supportive leapt to "almost always" in the follow-up interview, now 
that they were talking with each other. 
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The same pattern did not occur among the 15 community respondents with 
matched grids. In their case, the "sometimes" ratings increased to a considerable extent 
(Eta of .516) but the movement was equally upward and downward with approximately. 
10 percent points contributed from the "hardly ever" and "almost always" (Eta of .328) 
categories. When only the changes in the mothers' responses are compared for the 
project and community groups, the same developments but in a more pronounced 
manner are seen. 

Table 5.38 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Information/Advice Support from Social Network 
M b f 17 P' f M t h d P . t G 'd em ers or airs 0 ace rOJec n s 

INFORMATION/ PRE POST CHANGE 
ADVICE 269 networksa 209 networksb 

Hardly Ever* 41.58 23.23 -18.35 

Sometimes* 25.01 39.84 14.83 

Almost Always 33.42 36.93 3.51 
bI.ote.. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOata are missing for four social network members. 
bOatum is missing for one social network member. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least nine percent of the variability on 
information/ advice support. 

Table 5.39 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Information/Advice Support from Social Network 
M b f 15 M t h d C 't G'd em ers or ace ommumty n s 

INFORMATION/ PRE POST CHANGE 
ADVICE 255 networksa 257 networksb 

Hardly Ever 31.73 21.5 

Sometimes* 35.54 56.11 

Almost Always* 32.73 22.4 
bI.ote.. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOatum is missing for one social network member. 
bOatum is missing for one social network member. 

-10.23 

20.57 

-10.33 

*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least nine percent of the variability on 
information! advice support. 

5.4.4 Three Types of Social Support 

5.4.4.1 Comparison of Levels 

To compare levels of concrete, emotional, and information/advice support, the 
"sometimes" and "almost always" scores were combined to create one mean 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report. Volume I Page 213 



percentage. This combined score was best at capturing change over time for the 
project group since much of the flow in social support between the pre- and post-test 
periods was from the "hardly ever" into the "sometimes" category and to a lesser extent 
into the "almost always" category. This combined measure captures less of the change 
in the community group since its 1~ows in social support tended to be more variable (the 
concrete support changes were nearly entirely from "almost always" into "sometimes"; 
for emotional and informational support changes were from both "hardly ever" and 
"almost always" into "sometimes"). Table 5.40 compares the levels of perceived 
concrete, emotional, and information/advice supports for the matched project and 
community grids; and Table 5.41 shows the changes in levels from the pre- to the post
test for the two groups. 

In the pre-test phase, both project and community respondents had higher levels 
of concrete support than emotional or information/advice support (see Table 5.41); the 
levels though for the community group were higher than those for the project group on 
all three types of support. By the follow-up interview, the gap between project and 
community group respondents had substantially narrowed. As seen in Table 5.40, the 
association of group and levels of perceived social support were somewhat stronger 
in the pre-test than the post-test period (note that the same correlations would apply 
if "hardly ever" mean percentages had been used); and the percentages of "Change" 
in Table 5.41 show that after the conference, the project group had more sizable gains 
in social support than the community grOIJP. By the post-test, the community group had 
almost no variation in the levels of concrete, emotional, and information/advice support; 
the project group had less variation than previously but emotional support showed 
some lag. The young mother cited earlier is just such an example. As previously noted, 
by the post-grid she reported that her own mother was now "almost always" supportive 
in both providing concrete service and information and advice, but that she could count 
on her mother for emotional support only "sometimes." Despite the lag on emotional 
support, the child welfare files reflected greater optimism about the family situation: a 
report of SUbstantiated abuse was made in the year before the conference and none 
were made in the year after; in addition, the total CPE had dropped from a pre
conference total of 10 to a post-conference total of O. In summing up developments 
since the conference in the Progress Report, the young mother herself concluded that 
although the plans had only been "somewhat" carried out, her family was "better off" 
because of the conference. 
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Table 5.40 
Comparison of Levels of Concrete, Emotional, and Information/Advice Support from Social 
Network Members by Group for 17 Project and 15 Community Matched Grids 

SUPPORT - SOMETIMES & ALMOST ALWAYS ETA 

TEST PERIOD CONCRETE EMOTIONAL INFO/ADVICE 

Pre (524 networksa
) .217 .220 .292 

Post (466 networksb
) .034 .136 .062 

"Eta of at least .30, Indicates group explams at least 9% of the variability on social support. 
aOata are missing for social network members for 3 concrete support, 5 emotional support, and 5 
information/advice responses. 
bOata are missing for social network members for 2 concrete support, 2 emotional support, and 2 
information/advice responses. 

Table 5.41 
Changes in Levels of Concrete, Emotional, and Information/Advice Support from Social Network 
Members f P' d C . dG or 17 rOject an 15 ommumty Matche rids 

SUPPORT - SOMETIMES & ALMOST ALWAYS 
GROUP TEST PERIOD M% 

CONCRETE EMOTIONAL INFO/ADVICE 

Project Pre (269 69.88 60.08 58.42 
networksa) 

Post (209 80.18 74.45 76.77 
networksb

) 

Change +10.30 +14.37 +18.34 

Eta .278 *.343 *.495 

Com- Pre (255 78.47 70.02 69.87 
munity networksC

) 

Post (257 78.85 79.17 78.91 
networksd

) 

Change +0.38 +9.15 +9.04 

Eta .009 .226 .222 
. . 

"Eta of at least .30, Indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on social support . 
aOata are missing for social network members for 2 concrete support, 4 emotional support, and 4 
information/advice responses. 
bOata are miSSing for 1 social network member each for concrete support, emotional support, and 
information/advice responses. 
COata are missing for 1 social network member each for concrete support, emotional support, and 
information/advice responses. 
dOata are miSSing for 1 social network member each for concrete support, emotional support, and 
information/advice responses. 
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Since the number of months from the pre to the post grids for project and 
community post grids varied, the relationship of time and perceived social SIJpport was 
checked; only non-significant Pearson correlations were found. Analyses of gender, 
age, and family role as well yielded no substantial differences in regards to each form 
of social support. In summary, before the conference, the project group had less social 
support than the community group, and during the follow-up period, the project and 
community group had become more balanced across types of social support and more 
but not entirely convergent with each other. 

5.4.4.2 Social Network Size and Levels of Social Support 

Change in size of social network was also checked against changes in the levels 
of social support since it was surmised that in situations of family violence, family 
members would appear to have a greater need to separate from certain ties, those that 
drain rather than sustain. The analysis yielded some interesting findings. Forthe project 
families, a reduction in network size went hand in hand with an increase in social 
support; the community families varied from this pattern to some extent. Change in size 
was measured as the pre-test number of social network members minus the post-test 
number of social network members, and, thus, a positive difference meant a decrease 
in size. Change in social support was measured by the pre-test mean percentage of the 
combined "sometimes" and "almost always" minus their post-test mean percentage, 
and here a negative difference meant an increase in social support. For the 17 project 
respondents with matched grids, at the .05 level (2-tailed), change in network size 
correlated inversely with supportive concretely (r = -.584, P = .014), emotionally (r =
.654, P = .004), and informationally (r = -.666, P = .003). For the 15 community 
respondents with matched grids, change in network size correlated negatively and 
significantly at the .05 level (2-tailed) with concrete support (r;:: -.634 , P ;:: .011), nearly 
significantly at the .05 level with informational support (r = -.499, p = .058). but 
negligibly with emotional support (r ;:: -.115, p = .683). When these analyses were 
checked for just the mothers in both groups, the same pattems remained in a 
somewhat more pronounced manner. Thus, in both groups, removal of social network 
members seems to increase levels of concrete and informational support, but for the 
project group only, this removal heightens emotional support. 

Because the matched project grids showed a decrease in involvement with 
extended family, change in these relationships was checked to see if it correlated with 
changes in social support or network size. With one exception, only weak, non
significant correlations were found for all associations. The exception was a significant 
correlation for the project group only between a decrease in emotional support 
(combined "sometimes" and "almost always") and a decrease in involvement with 
extended family. When only mothers were included in the analysis, the same pattern 
remained. Thus, the lag in emotional growth might be accounted for in the change in 
social domain since overall project respondents had a decrease in extended family 
involvements after the conference. A closer look at some network changes, however, 
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revealed their complexity and the difficulty with trying to reduce the variability to a few 
factors, especially when cases are limited in numbers. 

The changes in one mother's network exemplified the variant reasons for 
shrinkage from 18 to 10 important contacts and the concomitant rise in support of an 
informational or advisory nature by 27 percent (concrete and emotional support 
remained nearly static). Some of the decrease may have been that she was not as 
worried about some relationships as before the conference and, therefore, did not think 
to include them on the map. For instance, during the pre-test, she characterized her 
relationship with each of her three children about whom she was distraught, but later 
her anxieties abated and she left her children out of the post-grid. Prior to the 
conference, she rated her adolescent daughter "hardly ever" supportive on all three 
forms of social support, not a surprising profile given that as the project coordinator 
recorded in her Reflective Notes, "the 14 year old had left home and refused to return 
- ever." ''The referral," the Reflective Notes further explained, "was initiated by Child 
Protection as a result of problems between the ... daughter and her parents that 
included constant arguing and incidents of violence between mom and daughter and 
three incidents of Dad hitting daughter. Also of concern was the impact that this discord 
was having on the younger children." The ratings for the two younger children were not 
surprising given their young ages: the mother rated them as "sometimes" (the 7 year 
old daughter) or "hardly ever" (the three year old son) on concrete support, "almost 
always" on emotional support, and "hardly ever" on information/advice support. Despite 
these positive or appropriate ratings for the younger children, the mother was quite 
concerned about her parenting of them and confided to the project coordinator that "she 
has been screarning and shouting over small things and the [children] are beginning 
to shy away from her." 

The mother's ratings of her adolescent daughter reflected the turbulent history 
and current turmoil within the family prior to the conference, as described by the project 
coordinator in her Reflective Notes: 

[The mother] became a single parent [as an adolescent], and she and her 
child [now the teen-age daughter] lived with her parents until . ... she 
married the child's father and they moved out on their own with their 
child. Parental roles were extremely confused in this family, and this 
[child] who had up until now been parented by her grandparents had to 
figure out relationships with her new family. Mom identified how she still 
has nightmares about the day she first told her parents she was 
pregnant. 

At the conference, the researcher recorded that the participants came to the 
following decisions on the placement of the daughter: she would first "stay with her 
paternal grandparents" and then "could visit [her maternal uncle and aunt] in Ontario 
... for the summer and if she likes it there, will be allowed to go to School there." The 
daughter stayed with the grandparents who requested her departure and then she went 
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on to live with uncle and aunt, but this placement likewise was short lived. The mother's 
closest friend in a Progress Report interview criticized the relatives because they 
"accepted a family responsibility, and as soon as [the daughter] tested them, they threw 
her out." Although the relationship with relatives was strained, 

with respect to [the daughter], [the mother's friend] believes things are 
improving. There is no physical violence at all. [The friend] thinks that [the 
daughter's] behaviour is not all that much different than a normal teen. 
She annoys her [siblings] at times, disrespects her mother at times - but 
these are all normal teen behaviours, the frequency of these behaviours 
is considerably less than before. [The friend] seems to think that [the 
mother] tends to over-react a bit, [the daughter] is 'Just being a teen': As 
of yet, there are no further plans to remove [the daughter] from the home; 
'1the mother] will have to make do and get by, work through it. She 
doesn't want to put her daughter on the street. 

Given the greater peace at home, the mother may not have thought to include 
her children on the grid. For instance, the LAC revealed a happier relationship after 
than before the conference with the youngest child: in the mother's estimation, the 
boy's contact with members of his birth family progressed from "some contacts 
unhelpful" to "most contacts helpful" to the relationship. His Total Well Being Score 
moved from 29 to 22 in the year after the conference, the latter score being below the 
mean for the community comparison group (see chapter 4). 

Other omissions, however, from the mother's post-test grid were probably more 
deliberate exclusions. For example, in the pre-conference grid the paternal grandfather 
was rated as "almost always" concretely supportive but "hardly ever" emotionally or 
information ally supportive; and the maternal uncle and aunt [who later hosted the 
daughter] were rated as "almost always" supportive, with one exception for the aunt 
who was rated "sometimes" supportive in providing information and advice. On the 
post-grid, all of these three prior irnportant contacts were removed. As the researcher 
recorded in the Progress Report interview with the mother eight months after the 
conference, "[the mother] has stopped communicating with her in-laws all together, 
primarily due to the fact that they kicked [the daughter] out of their home just after the 
FGC last year. More recently, [the mother] has stopped talking to her brother and sister
in-law in Ontario since they forced [the daughter] to return home .... Concluding her 
Reflective Notes on the follow-up interview, the researcher wrote, 

[the mother] also said that she is starting to realize that things aren't as 
bad as she thought they were, that every family has problems and they 
get through them as best they can. She feels now that the best thing to 
do is "to deal with things as they come up ... we just muddle through". 
As well, [the mother] doesn't let her family (specifically her mother) get to 
her any more. Things appear to be looking up for [the mother] particularly 
in her attitude and confidence. 
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The child welfare offrce seemed to agree with the mother, her friend, and the 
researcher that progress was being made. The CPS files showed before the 
conference substantiated abuse or neglect and afterwards none; at the same time, the 
total CPS events had fallen from seven to zero. 

Moreover the daughter in her own self-characterization on the LAC progressed 
from a total score of 42 a month after the conference to 36 du ring the follow-up 12 
months later. Positive changes were reflected in different sections of the LAC. On 
educational attainments, although this young woman did not believe her achievements 
matched her ability, progress was noted in the acquisition of skills and interests, high 
improvement was noted in the range of activities in which she was participating, both 
in and out of school, and the amount of attention being given to planning her education 
and work experience had improved but still had room for further improvement. The 
daughter's self-rating on emotional and behavioural problems had moved from 
"problems exist (needing remedial action)" to a rating of "minor problems" and quite 
notably, when asked about her attachment to at least one caregiver, she rated herself 
before the conference as having "some attachment" and a year after the conference 
as "definitely attached." The conference plan had given this young person the 
opportunity to meet her wish to be away from her parents, to test living with others, and 
then to return home with a lessening of the familial conflicts. 

5.4.4.3 Social Support and Abuse 

The earlier example of the young mother and to a lesser extent the above 
example of the adolescent girl are both families in which an increase in social support 
went with a decrease in indicators of abuse from the CPS files. Social supports through 
decreasing isolation might also be viewed as a means toward achieving a reduction in 
abuse. People are less likely to be victimized if they are not isolated and can turn to 
others for help and guidance (Mitchell & Hodson, 1986); and people are less likely to 
victimize if they feel less of a need to control and possess an intimate (Johnson, 1996). 
Presumably, then, a decrease in Child Protection Events (CPE) should correspond with 
an increase in social support. 

Establishing relationships between these indicators of abuse and social support, 
though, is not straightforward for four main reasons. First, the Social Network Map was 
not constructed to measure abuse. Cautioning against its possible misuse, one of its 
authors commented that the Social Network Map is not a risk assessment for abuse 
and should not be used in isolation as a basis for intervention (E. Tracy, personal 
communication, January 27,1994). Second, the times at which the measures were 
taken differed both for the pre and post-test periods and the periods of time covered 
differed. For the pre-test, the CPE encompassed the entire year before the conference 
while the Social Network Map was completed on how the respondent felt on one day, 
usually just before the conference. For the post-test, the CPE encompassed the twelve 
months after the conference while the post-grids were completed on one day, usually 
well after this 12-month period. Only two of the post-grids for project respondents with 
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matched grids were administered 12 months after the conference; the other 15 ranged 
from 13 to 25 months after the conference (X == 18.06 months, SD. ::: 4.56). As evident 
from the Progress Reports (see chapter 3), the project family situations were often in 
rapid flux and a few months could mean that major changes had occurred in the 
members' lives, some of which presumably were recorded as events in the CPS files. 
Third, the CPE were completed from files focussed on child protection, not domestic 
violence. Although in Newfoundland and Labrador witnessing spousal abuse is 
considered to be a risk factor for children, the mandate of the workers is to protect 
children, not their parents. Fourth, many of the CPE refer to developments with the 
children, rather than specifically with the mothers. Signs that children are not being 
abused or neglected does not necessarily translate into mothers feeling socially 
supported. A prime example is that the child protection services' files did not indicate 
that children were being abused or neglected while in foster care; at the same time, 
having a child or children in care did not mean that a mother felt supported. 

The findings for the 13 project mothers with matched grids appeared initially to 
run completely counter to the presumption that a rise in social support goes with a 
decline in abuse. In their cases, total CPE correlated positively but not significantly at 
the .1 level (2-tailed) with a combined "sometimes" or "almost always" supportive 
concretely (r = .348, P = .244), emotionally (r::: .449, p::: .124), and informationally (r 
= .200, P ::: .512). Since many items applied to children rather than mothers, a mother
related total CPE was created with the last 17 items of the CPE. The mother-related 
total CPE correlated positively and significantly at the .1 level (2-tailed) on the 
combined "sometimes" and "almost always" supportive concretely (r::: .502, p = .081) 
and informationally (r = .479, p ::: .098) but not significantly on supportive emotionally 
(r ::: .325, p ::: .278). Exploring these data further, it was found that one mother was 
contributing disproportionately to the mother-related total CPE: she contributed 11 out 
of the 23 positive scores, and no other mother contributed more than four positive 
scores. Once she was removed from the analysis, the associations weakened, 
disappeared, or reversed. Now concrete support had no or little association with total 
CPE (r = .069, P ::: .831) and mother-related total CPE (r == .239, P ::: .454), emotional 
support had a moderately positive but non-significant association with total CPE (r ::: 
.400, p ::: .198) and a weak, positive association with mother-related total CPE (r::: .242, 
p == .448), and information/advice support related negatively but non-significantly with 
total CPE (r ::: -.406, p ::: .190) and mother-related total CPE (r ::: -.200, p == .533). Thus, 
all one can conclude is that the data do not establish any clear relationship between 
indicators of abuse and social support. 

What was occurring with the mother who was dropped from the analysis? 
Before the conference, her family had substantiated reporting of abuse or neglect and 
an exceptionally high total CPE of 18 and in the year after the conference had no 
substantiated abuse and dropped down to only two total CPE. The two post-CPE 
indicators were a report of abuse/neglect to child welfare and an emergency visit to the 
home. On the post-grid completed 18 months after the conference (i.e., 6 months after 
the one-year time period of the CPE), the mother had plummeted in her sense of 
feeling "almost always" supported whether concretely (change of 43%), emotionally 
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(change of 53%), or informationally (change of 29%). In a Progress Report interview 
18 months after the conference, the researcher learned that the mother had been in 
another abusive relationship in the one-year period after the conference covered by the 
child welfare file analysis; however, none of the CPE items that would indicate 
domestic violence were ticked, nor was this relationship noted in Police Events. 

On the LACs for her young children, from the first completion three months after 
the conference to their second completion 18 months after the conference, in her 
estimation her elder child had improved in key areas. The match between the child's 
educational attainments and his/her ability went from "performance somewhat below 
potential" to "performance matches potentiaL" She also evaluated two Identity items 
as having improved. She felt the child's "knowledge of his/her family of origin" and 
"recognition and relating to his/her racial/ethnic background' had improved from middle 
ratings to the highest in each item ("knows family" and ''fully'' recognizes background'). 
Of interest, however, is that her rating of the item ''The child has had long-term 
continuity of care" moved from her saying 18 months earlier that the child had "Iong
term continuity" to a latter rating of "some disruption (one change of caregiver/address 
in the last 12 months)." At the same time she felt the child's communication skills had 
improved from "easily" communicates with others to ''very easily" communicates with 
others. In the Ref/ective Notes, the researcher recorded how the mother declined in her 
sense of social support while at the same time the children were cared for either by her 
mother (their grand mother) or herself. 

[The mother] seemed somewhat confused and disoriented but she went 
on to tell me that her and her boyfriend had just split up. She went on and 
on about the relationship and it appeared to me it was the same scenario 
as the last one [i.e., an abusive relationship leading to depression). She 
was also recently discharged from hospital with the same conditions. Her 
mother had taken the children in her care once more during [the 
mother's] stay in the hospital. 

She expressed it was all the outcome of a "bad relationship" therefore it had 
nothing to do with the children. She expressed also that life with the children is quite 
fine and she only wants what is best for them. She was quite upset but has come to 
accept the fact that her family does not give her the support she needs. They are not 
on bad terms but they only return [the mother's] calls. The family does not visit or even 
offer to babysit for her. They only return her calls when she gets desperate enough to 
call. They told her the reasons were that they have no transportation to and from her 
house. 

As far as interviews with other family members, they all appear to think 
that [the mother] and children all doing quite fine. . . . It seems the 
friendship with her support person . .. is somewhat on the outs but [the 
support person] explains that she is burnt out from everyone's problems . 
. . . I feel [the mother] is still struggling to find peace within herself. It 
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seems she has been dependent (emotionally) on the men who enter her 
life and when they break up she has to start over again. I do not know if 
she feels she needs a man all the time for herself or if she does for her 
children to have a father figure. I would go with the second one only 
because she tries so hard to give her children a perfect life and part of 
that would be for them to have a "Dad". 

She again got through another controlling relationship and appeared to 
learn it is the same with each one. She even expressed it may be 
something she allows to happen to do with the location in which she 
resides (i.e., No family close by and no friends). 

Overall, I feel she is doing quite well and showed some incentive to get 
on with her life. She refuses any counselling/group therapy at this time 
but she had her own reasons. She feels the conference itself has helped 
her a great deal in regards to finding out who she is and trouble she has 
are not all her fault. She expresses nobody can change the fact that her 
family does not support her because that is the way it has always been. 

5.4.5 Criticalness 

After assessing their levels of social supports, the grid respondents were asked 
to depict their important relationships along five dimensions. The first of these was the 
degree of criticalness, which might be viewed as the opposite of emotional support. The 
interviewer explained, "When I say 'critical,' I mean critical of you in a way that makes 
you feel bad or inadequate,"and then asked the respondent to code their contact 
according to whether they were "hardly ever critical of you, sometimes critical of you, 
... [or] almost always critical of you." 

The preponderance of replies was "hardly ever," implying that the respondents 
did not feel harshly criticized by the majority of their important contacts. Table 5.42 
shows that this pattern held true across sites and for groups within sites. In Nain the 
mean percentages for project and community groups were relatively even for each level 
of criticalness. At the other two sites some divergences were evident. 

On the Port au Port Peninsula, the project group experienced substantially more 
criticism than either the community or the CPS groups. The CPS group had the least 
criticism of the three groups, and the community group was close behind the CPS 
group. Compared with the CPS group, the project group was tilted away from "hardly 
ever" (Eta of .492) and towards "sometimes" (Eta of .427), and "almost always" (Eta of 
.454) levels of criticism; compared with the community group, the project group had a 
markedly lower mean percentage of "hardly ever" critical (Eta of .408) and a higher 
mean percentage of "sometimes" critical (Eta of .400). 
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In St. John's, the project group experienced more criticism than the community 
group, with the former reporting three times as many "almost always" critical 
relationships (Eta of A03). Looking across the three sites, the St. John's project group 
had the highest rate of perceived criticism of any of the groups. Whereas all other 
groups had under one-third of the responses in the "sometimes" and "almost always" 
categories, the St. John's project group had over two-fifths in these categories. 
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Table 5.42 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Criticalness for Project, Community, and CPS Pre-Test Grids 
b S' )y Ite 

SITE RESPONSE PROJECT COMMUNITY 

n=42 n= 13 
Nain 502 networksa 241 networks 

Hardly Ever 70.08 73.44 

Sometimes 21.01 18.68 

Almost Always 8.9 7.9 

n= 11 n= 17 
Port au Port 191 networksb 337 networksC 

Hardly Ever** 67.92 84.49 

Sometimes** 26.36 12.59 

Almost 5.7 2.9 
Always* 

n=26 n=24 
St. John's 365 networks8 281 networks 

Hardly Ever 57.84 66.79 

Sometimes 30.15 29.29 

Almost 12.01 3.9 
Always* 

N.o1e. Because of roundmg, percentage totals may vary slightly around 100%. 
aOata are missing for 2 project social network members. 
bOata are missing for 2 project social network members. 
COata are missing for 3 community social network members. 
dOata are missing for 3 CPS social network members. 
eOata are missing for 3 project social network members. 

CPS 

-
-

-
n= 10 

182 networksd 

87.65 

11.73 

0.62 

-

-
-

*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least 9% of the variability on criticalness. 

When the pre-test findings were further examined, gender and age did not 
appear to affect levels of criticalness for project or community respondents. Project but 
not community responses were substantially affected by role in the immediate family. 
Young people (siblings and referred) saw themselves as receiving lower amounts of 
criticism than their parents did (Eta of .439 on "hardly ever" responses). Since these 
families were referred to the project because of child protection issues, this finding is 
not surprising. Because criticalness and emotional support appear to tap into roughly 
the two different faces of the same dimension of relationship, the association between 
them was examined. An inverse correlation was assumed between "almost always" 
critical and "almost always" emotionally supportive. At the .05 level, this was borne out 
for both the project group (one-tailed r = -.235, P = .018) and community group (one
tailed r = -.258, P = .030). Since other forms of support were also likely to correlate 
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negatively with criticalness, these relationships were examined. For the project group, 
the correlation between "almost always" critical and "almost always" concretely 
supportive were nearly significant at the .05 level (one-tailed r = -.184, P = .052), but an 
association between criticalness and information support was not found. For the 
community group, as expected, "almost always" critical correlated negatively with 
"almost always" concretely supportive (one-tailed r = -.276, p = .022) but, as not 
expected, positively with "almost always" informationally supportive (one-tailed r =.232, 
p = .046). Providing guidance may convey both helpful assistance and a critical 
message that one is inadequate. 

From the pre- to the post-test period, the matched project grids showed an 
overall decline in criticism from social network members while the matched community 
grids did not. As seen in Table 5.43, the project respondents less frequently classified 
their social network members as "almost always" critical and more frequently classified 
them as "sometimes" critical. Table 5.44 shows that the community respondents 
perceived some decrease in their contacts being "almost always" critical (Eta of .321) 
but also indicated that their contacts were less frequently "hardly ever" critical. 
Examining only mothers' responses, similar patterns were found across the project and 
community groups. For both groups during the pre- and the post-test period, only weak, 
non-Significant correlations were found between "hardly ever" critical and "almost 
always" supportive concretely, emotionally, or in terms of information/advice. 

Table 5,43 
Ch . M anges In ean P t ereen ages 0 n lea ness or airs 0 a e e rOJee n s fC"f I f 17 P' f M t h d P , t G 'd 

CRITICAL PRE POST CHANGE 
269 networksa 209 networksb 

Hardly Ever 61.51 62.3 

Sometimes 25.36 30.05 

Almost Always 13.13 7.6 
~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing for 4 social network members. 
bDatum is missing for 1 social network member. 

0.79 

4.69 

-5.53 

*Eta of at least .30, indicates testing period explains at least 9% of the variability on criticalness. 
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Table 5.44 
Changes in Mean Percentages of Criticalness from Social Network Members for 15 Pairs 
0 f M t h d C 't G' d ace ommum y rI s 

CRITICAL PRE8 POSTb CHANGE 
n=255 n=257 

Hardly Ever 80.86 70.28 -10.58 

Sometimes 16.34 29.16 12.82 

Almost Always* 2.8 0.56 -2.24 

b/..Qte. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOatum is missing for one social network member. 
bOatum is missing for one social network member. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates testing period explains at least nine percent of the variability on 
criticalness. 

The most striking difference between the two groups' responses was that the 
project group commenced with more critical relationships than the community group 
and over time approached the levels for the community group. Table 5.45 shows that 
the association between group and response was consistently stronger during the pre
than the post-test period. After the conference, though, project group continued to have 
a substantially higher level of "almost always" critical than the community group. With 
a post-mean percentage of 7.60, the project group experienced over 13 times more 
"almost always" criticalness than the community group with a post-mean percentage 
of just 0.56. Unlike with forms of social support, change in size of social networks did 
not correlate with "almost always" critical, for the project or the community group. 

Table 5.45 
Changes in Levels of Criticalness from Social Network Members by Group for 17 Project 
an d 15 C ·t M t h d G . d D • th PdP t T t ommumty ace rI s unng e re- an os - es 

ETA 
TEST PERIOD 

PRE POST 
524 networks8 466 networksb 

Hardly Ever *.456 .131 

Sometimes .254 .017 

Almost Always *.543 *.338 
.. 

*Eta of at least .30, Indicates group explains at least nine percent of the variability on social 
support. 
aOata are missing for five social network members. 
bOata are missing for two social network members. 

What made for some decline in criticism but also its continuation? In some 
cases frequent contact made for frictions, which were exacerbated by the network 
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member's stage of life, and separations helped to alleviate this. In other instances, 
changes in the overall network produced alienations. One has only to think of the 
remarks of an uncle reflecting on the benefits for his younger nephew of the departure 
of an older brother [moving this brother out of the province for employment was part of 
the plan] and the resulting reduction in conflict between his sister (Le., the mother) and 
younger son, whom she had abused. Looking at their relationship eight months after 
the conference, the uncle concluded, "[my sister] and [my nephew] appear to get along 
much better now that is only the two of them [at home]." In a later interview, he added, 
"Because the [older brother] moved away ... [my nephew] now does not have an elder 
sibling fighting and bullying him." Completing the grid 15 months after the conference, 
the mother, who had the older son out of the house and was seeing him on a few times 
a year basis, changed her rating of him from a pre-conference "almost always" critical 
to a "hardly ever" critical. For a time, the relationship between the mother and younger 
son had gone well but according to the mother, became more conflictual recently as he 
moved further into adolescence. At the time of the conference, the mother rated her 
relationship with this younger son as "hardly ever" critical but by the 15-month follow-up 
interview she changed her rating to "sometimes" critical. According to a sister who had 
just returned to living in the household, her "mom and brother .... both are too 
stubborn to change. It has gotten better but they still scream and yell at one another 
ratherthan sit and talk." According to the mother, the mother-daughter relationship had 
slipped as well. When she was seeing her daughter on a weekly basis, she rated the 
daughter as "hardly ever" critical, but on the daughter's return and their now being in 
daily contact she altered the classification to "sometimes" critical. Meanwhile she had 
become estranged from her brother (Le., her children's uncle). Before the conference 
(which her brother had attended), she said that she saw him on a "weekly" basis and 
that he was "almost always" critical of her. By the time she completed the grid again 15 
months after the conference, she had dropped him from her important contacts. In an 
interview at this time with the brother, the interviewer recorded, "[my sister] and myself 
do not associate with one another since November .... [My sister] does not come here 
and she is not welcome. We do wish to see [her youngest son] but he does not visit. 
Our mother deceased in November." Given the on-going tensions, not surprisingly, this 
family had SUbstantiated abuse in the year prior to the conference and in the year after 
the conference. The total CPE also remained relatively high with the prior year having 
10 CPE and the following year a drop only to seven CPE. 

Although tensions continued in the household, according to the LAC, the youth 
saw himself making some gains and also reassessed his progress in more realistic 
terms. In his own estimation, his weight had gone from a serious problem to "within 
normal limits" but at the same time he was now saying he takes "some" risks with his 
health whereas before he was not admitting to any. Interestingly, he dropped his self
assessment of the extent to which he is acquiring special skills and interests from 
"some" to ''few,'' a more realistic self-appraisal privately expressed by the researcher. 
He also said he was getting more help in planning his education and work experience 
from teachers and/or carer(s) having rated that as "little or no planning" previously and 
"some planning but not enough" in the final assessment. He changed his assessment 
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of his own behaviour from "acceptable to both" peers and adults in the first instance to 
"acceptable to peers only" and at the same time changed his rating on the item "'the 
young person is free of serious emotional and behavioural problems" from "serious 
problems exist (needing remedial action)" to one of "minor problems." This boy felt he 
was doing his part and had changed his view about the source of the problems. 

5.4.6 Direction of Help 

Social support is not only something that the grid respondents received but also 
something that they provided to others. In the interview, they were asked to "think about 
the direction of help" and then to divide their important contacts into those "where help 
goes both ways (you help them just as much as they help you), those where it's mostly 
you helping them, and those where it's mostly them helping you." 

Most respondents, whatever their location or group, saw the help as mutual 
rather than unidirectional. Table 5.46 shows that "goes both ways" was the most 
common reply. The second most frequent response varied by site. In Nain, the 
respondents saw themselves as giving more often than receiving support; on the Port 
au Port this pattern held for the comparison groups but not the project group; and in St. 
John's the respondents were more often the recipients than the donors of help. Within 
each site, some differences between the project and comparison groups emerge. In all 
three sites, the project group's self-ratings of "them to you" are higher than those for the 
community group (Nain Eta of .300, Port au Port Eta of .424). and the Port au Port 
project group and CPS groups' differences were also moderately strong (Eta of .339). 
It is likely that these self-ratings are affected by culture and setting. The Inuit emphasis 
on independence and sharing (Pauktuutit, n.d.) may account for their higher mean 
percentages of mutual help and lower mean percentages of unilateral help to rather 
than from them. 
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Table 5.46 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Direction of Help during Pre-Test for Project, CPS, and 
Community Groups by Site (N = 143) 

SITE RESPONSE PROJECT COMMUNITY 

I 
n=42 n= 13 

Nain 502 networks' 241 networks 

i Goes Both Ways 71.08 80.26 

i You to Them 16.35 16.77 

Them to You* 12.57 3 

n= 11 n=17 
Port au Port 191 networksb 337 networksC 

Goes Both Ways 62.35 71.63 

You to Them 12.11 16.39 

Them to You" 25.54 11.98 

n=26 n=24 
St. John's 365 networks8 281 networks' 

I Goes Both Ways 59.67 69.72 

You to Them 9.5 9.9 

Them to You 30.86 20.34 
l'II.ote. Because of rounding, percentage totals may vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing for 4 project social network members. 
bData are missing for 13 project social network members. 
CData are missing for 5 community social network members. 
dData are missing for 6 CPS social network members. 
eData are missing for 30 project social network members. 
fData are missing for 4 community social network members. 

CPS 

-

-

-
n= 10 

182 networksd 

68.13 

18.72 

13.15 

-
-
-

*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least 9% of the variability on direction of help. 

Besides culture, gender and age also had an impact on the direction of help. 
Community females perceived their networks as having larger measures of mutual aid 
than community males did (Eta of .377), but the reverse pattern occurred among the 
project group. Again showing a reversal for the two groups, the project females saw 
themselves as receiving more help from others than the project males while the 
community males perceived the help going to them more often than did the community 
females (Eta of .350). Since the Nain site contributed disproportionately to the project 
pre-test group, these findings were checked to see if they held when only Port au Port 
and St. John's were included. The same patterns remained. 

As to be expected, the young people reported receiving more help from others 
than did the adults. This held true for both the project group (Eta of .302) and 
community (Eta of .628) group, whether or not Nain was included in the analysis. In 
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addition, the community adults saw the help as mutual more often than the community 
young people (Eta of .402); and the same held for the project respondents but to a 
lesser extent. 

The pre-test responses of the matched pairs run parallel to those for all of the 
Port au Port and St. John's respondents. First, as shown in Tables 5.47 and 5.48, 
during the pre-test both project and community members most commonly perceived the 
help as mutual. Secondly, before the conference the project members saw the help as 
coming more often to them rather than from them, and the reverse was (to a smaller 
degree) true for the community members. Table 5.49 shows that when the 'them to 
you" pre-test mean percentage of the community group is subtracted from that of the 
project group, there is a substantial difference of 13.72 (Eta of .347). 

From the pre- to the post-test period, the project and community respondents 
with matched grids altered to some extent their directions of help. The project grids 
included more help from "you to them" and less help from "them to you" while the 
community grids showed an advance in help that "goes both ways" and, like the project 
grids, a moving back in help from "them to you." As seen in Table 5.49, though, the 
project group continued to lag behind the community group in its lower level of mutual 
help and its higher level of them-to-you help. 

What explains this lag? One answer is that the shifts in the social domains of 
the project group differed from those for the community. As discussed earlier, from the 
pre- to the post-test, the project group increased their involvement with professionals 
and decreased their involvement with extended family (see Table 5.23) while the 
community group showed less change (see Table 5.24). When the correlations 
between change in direction of help and change in social domains are examined, the 
community group did not yield significant associations while the project group did. For 
the project group, at the 0.05 level (1-tailed), an increase in professional involvement 
went along with a decrease in mutual help (r = -.536, P = .013) and an increase in them
to-you help (r = .453, P = .034); and a decrease in involvement with extended family 
went along with an increase in you-to-them help (r = .479, P = .026). These findings 
make sense. Presumably help from a professional to a client would be uni-directional, 
and presumably help from extended family could take the form of them-to-you help, and 
with their departure, would leave the respondent with more you-to-them helping. 
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Table 5.47 
Changes in Mean Percentages of Direction of Help With Social Network Members for 17 
p. f M t h d G G ·d airs 0 ace roup n s 

DIRECTION OF HELP PRE POST CHANGE 
269 networksa 209 networksll 

Goes Both Ways 58.49 61.39 2.9 

You to Them 11.83 18.39 6.56 

Them to You 29.68 20.22 -9.46 
~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100 percent. 
aOata are missing for 30 social network members. 
bOata are missing for eight social network members. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least nine percent of the variability on 
direction of help. 

Table 5.48 
Changes in Mean Percentages of Direction of Help from Social Network Members for 15 
Pairs of Matched Communit} ~rids 

DIRECTION OF HELP PRE POST 
255 networksa 257 networksb 

Goes Both Ways 66.74 74.93 

You to Them 17.29 15.22 

Them to You 15.96 9.8 
~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOata are missing for 5 social network members. 
bOatum is missing for 1 social network member. 

CHANGE 

8.19 

-2.07 

-6.16 

*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on direction of 
help. 
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Table 5.49 
Differences in Mean Percentages of Direction of Help from Social Network Members for 
17 Pairs of Matched Project and 15 Pairs of Matched Community Grids by Test Period 
N= 64) 

DIRECTION OF HELP DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PRO .. IECT & COMMUNITY 
MEAN PERCENTAGES (Eta) 

PRE POST 
524 networksa 466 networksb 

Goes Both Ways -8.25 (Eta of .186) -13.54 (Eta of .256) 

You to Them -5.46 (Eta of .272) 3.17 (Eta of .085) 

Them to You 13.72 (Eta of .347)* 10.42 (Eta of .262) 

.r:-J.o:te. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100 percent. 
aData are missing for 35 social network members. 
bData are missing for nine social network members. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least nine percent of the variability on direction 
of help_ 

During the pre-test, some interesting associations were found between direction 
of help and types of social support. For the project group (N = 79), help "goes both 
ways" was positively correlated with "almost always" supportive in regards to emotions 
(r = .234, P = .038) and information/advice (r = .222, P = .049) and "them-to-you" help 
negatively correlated with "almost always" emotionally supportive (r = -.256, P = .023). 
The smaller matched-grids project sample (especially when only mothers were 
included) during the pre-test did not attain significance on the correlations but also 
showed that social support rose with goes-both-ways help and fell with them-to-you 
help_ The community group (N = 54) during the pre-test had one significant correlation: 
this was between "goes both ways" help and "almost always" concretely supportive (r 
= .283, P = .036). These correlations indicate that mutual help and social support go 
hand in hand and that receiving help without giving in tum countervails a sense of being 
emotionally supported. Given the "client" status of the project group, these findings on 
direction of help may help to explain their lower level of perceived emotional support 
in the pre-test phase than that ofthe community group (see Table 5.34 for Port au Port 
and St. John's) as well as in the post-test phase (see Table 5.41). 

After the conference, the mothers among the matched-grid respondents showed 
that as mutual help grew so did a sense of social support. As seen in Table 5.50, the 
correlations for the project and community group were all positive, but at the .05 level 
for the project only the correlation between change in goes-both-ways help and 
change in informational support approached significance (r = .461, p = .056) and for the 
community group the correlation between change in goes-both-ways help and change 
in emotional support was significant (r = .853, P = .002). In addition, after the 
conference, the mothers among the matched-grid respondents showed that as them-to
you help declined, social support climbed. All of these correlations were negative and 
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either significant or approaching significance, except for the project mothers on 
emotional support. In regards to changes in you-to-them help and social support, the 
project mothers showed little association while the community mothers had a negative 
and significant correlation on emotional support only. These changes overtime suggest 
that bi-directional help bolsters a sense of being supported and that uni-directional help, 
especially from others to oneself, erodes this sense. 

Table 5.50 
Correlations of the Mothers' Changes in Social Support and Changes in Direction of 
Help from Social Network Members for 13 Pairs of Matched Project Grids and 9 Pairs of 
Matched Co Grids 

CHANGES IN DIRECTION 
OF HELP 

CHANGES IN ALMOST ALWAYS & SOMETIMES 

Goes Both Ways 0.323 

You to Them 0.044 

Them to You -.501* 

Goes Both Ways 0.509 

You to Them -0.225 

Them to You -.611 * 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

5.4.7 Closeness 

0.26 0.461 

-0.026 -0.184 

-0.347 -.491 * 

.853** 0.413 

-.670* -0.155 

-.828** -0.513 

The next dimension on which the social networks were classified was the extent 
of closeness. The researchers clarified, "Closeness means how you feel about each 
other, not whether they live nearby you." The respondents were then asked to divide 
their important contacts into "those you are not very close to, those you are sort of close 
to, and those you are very close to." 

The most common classification was "very close," followed by "sort of close." 
Table 5.51 shows that this pattern occurred across sites and in all but one group during 
the pre-test. The one exception was the project group on the Port au Port Peninsula 
where "very close" and "sort of close" were almost even with each other. The Port au 
Port project group had a moderately lower mean percentage than its corresponding 
community group (Eta of .358). 
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The gender and age of the pre-test respondents, whether in the project or 
community group, only slightly related to the closeness of the relationship. Not 
surprisingly, closeness was associated with social support. For the project group, "very 
close" correlated positively with two forms of social support: "almost always" 
emotionally supportive (r = .528, p- = .000) and inforrnationally supportive (r = .258, p
= .011). For the community group. "very close" corresponded with the three forms of 
social support: "almost always" concretely supportive (r = .370, p- = .003), emotionally 
supportive (r = .355, p- = .004), and informationally supportive (r = .449, p- = .000). 

Table 5.51 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Closeness During Pre-Test for Project, Community, 
and CPS Groups by Site (N = 143) 

SITE RESPONSE PROJECT COMMUNITY CPS 

n=42 n= 13 
Nain 502 241 

networks8 networksb 

Not Very Close 14.36 16.9 -
Sort of Close 28.68 36.11 -
Very Close 56.96 46.99 -

n= 11 n= 17 n = 10 
Port au Port 191 337 182 networkse 

networksC networksd 

Not Very Close 17.25 11.36 

Sort of Close 40.95 33.66 

Very Close* 41.79 54.98 

n=26 n=24 
St. John's 365 281 networks 

networks' 

Not Very Close 15.82 9.8 

Sort of Close 38.18 39.39 

Very Close 46 50.8 
NQ.te. Because of rounding, percentage totals may vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing for 2 project social network members. 
bDatum is missing for 1 community social network members. 
CData are missing for 2 project social network members. 
dData are missing for 3 community social network members. 
eData are missing for 3 CPS social network members. 
fData are missing for 3 project social network melTlbers. 

16.32 

32.81 

50.87 

-

-

-

"'Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least 9% of the variability on closeness. 
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During the pre-test, the matched project grids follow a similar pattern to the Port 
au Port project grids, with little in the way of percentage points between the "sort of 
close" and "very close." As true of the larger group of community grids, the matched 
community grids show that networks were most typically classified as "very close" and 
secondarily as "sort of close." 

An analysis of the matched grids shows that after the conference the project 
participants became slightly closer to their important contacts while this progression 
was not evident among the community respondents. As seen in Table 5.52, the project 
group increased their "very close" scores primarily through a reduction in their "sort of 
close" average. Table 5.53 shows that the community group increased their "sort of 
close" average mainly at the expense of the "very close" contacts. None of these 
changes, however, are substantial from the pre to the post period. In addition, the 
differences between the project and community groups at each test period are limited 
(see Table 5.54). It should be fu rther noted that the length of time between the pre-test 
and post-test did not appear to affect the post-test measures. The association between 
change in social support and change in closeness was examined. As would be 
expected, the project group had positive correlations between "sometimes" or "almost 
always" close and the three types of social support but at the .05 (one-tailed) only 
significantly for concretely supportive (r:; .520, p = .0 16) and informationally supportive 
(r:; .614, p = .004). The community group, which experienced less change, had no or 
minimal correlations between closeness and social support. 

Table 5.52 
Changes in Mean Percentages of Closeness with Social Network Members for 17 Pairs 
of Matched Project Grids (N = 34) 

CLOSENESS PRE POST CHANGE 
269 networks3 209 networksb 

Not Very Close 18.18 19.46 

Sort of Close 41.79 33.96 

Very Close 40.02 46.58 

~. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing for 4 social network members. 
bDatum is missing for 1 social network members. 

1.28 

-7.83 

6.56 

*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on closeness. 
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Table 5.53 
Changes in Mean Percentages of Closeness with Social Network Members for 15 Pairs 
of Matched Community Grids (N = 30) 

CLOSENESS PRE POST 
255 networks3 257 networksb 

Not Very Close 14.17 12.45 

Sort of Close 37.62 42.73 

Very Close 4B.21 44.B3 
Note. Because of rounding. percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOatum is missing for 1 social network member. 
bOata are missing for 3 social network members. 

CHANGE 

-1.72 

5.11 

-3.38 

*Eta of at least .30. indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on closeness. 

Table 5.54 
Differences in Mean Percentages of Closeness with Social Network Members for 17 Pairs 
of Matched Project and 15 Pairs of Matched Communiw Grids by Test Period (N = 64) 

CLOSENESS DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PROJECT & COMMUNITY MEAN 
PERCENTAGES (Eta) 

PRE POST 
524 networks3 466 networksb 

Not Very Close -4.01 (Eta of.147) -7.01 (Eta of .256) 

Sort of Close -4.17 (Eta of .147) B.77 (Eta of .238) 

Very Close B.19 (Eta of .245) -1.75 (Eta of .043) 
Note. Because of rounding. percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOata are missing for 5 social network members. 
bOata are missing for 4 social network members. 
*Eta of at least .30. indicates group explains at least 9% of the variability on closeness. 

5.4.8 Frequency of Contact 

Then the grid respondents were asked about "how often" they had contact with 
their identified network and were instructed to divide these relationships into "people 
with whom you have contact just a few times a year or less, monthly, weekly and daily." 
They were further advised, "If you have contact with someone twice or more than twice 
a week. count that as daily." 

Grid respondents typically said that they saw their important contacts on a daily 
or weekly basis. As seen in Table 5.55, a" groups at all sites saw their social network 
members most commonly on a daily basis. Not surprisingly given the small size of Nain 
and its lack of road access to other communities, Nain respondents whether they were 
from the project or community group said that in two-thirds of the cases, they were in 

Family Group Decision Making, Outcome Report. Volume I Page 236 



daily contact with important network members. Levels of daily contact were lower in the 
urban centre of St. John's and in the series of small communities spread out along the 
Port au Port Peninsula. The second most common form of contact was on a weekly 
basis. The two departures from this pattern were the project groups in St. John's and 
on the Port au Port Peninsula where "a few times a year or less" and "weekly" 
contended for the second most common response. Compared with its community 
group, the St. John's project group had a greater proportion of "a few times a year or 
less" (Eta of .352) and lesser proportion of "daily" contacts. The same pattern but to an 
even more pronounced extent was found with the Port au Port project group vis a vis 
its commllnity group (Eta of .395 for "few times a year or less," Eta of .312 for "daily") 
and CPS grollP (Eta of .524 for ''few times a year or less," Eta of 472 for "daily"). Thus, 
it appears that the St. John's and Port au Port project groups were more cut off than 
their comparison groups or the Nain project group from their important contacts. 
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Table 5.55 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Frequency of Contact during Pre-Test for 
Project, Community, and CPS Groups by Site (N = 143) 

SITE RESPONSE PROJECT COMMUNITY CPS 

Nain n=42 n= 13 
502 networksa 241 networksb 

Few Times 7.2 9.1 -
Year or 
Less 

Monthly 5 8.6 -

Weekly 22.33 14.96 -

Daily 65.46 67.38 -

n = 11 n= 17 n= 10 
Port au Port 191 networks 337 networksC 182 

networksd 

Few Times 24.62 10.05 4.6 
Year or 
Less** 

Monthly 11.88 13.53 11.67 

Weekly 27.29 27.27 26.91 

Daily** 36.22 49.15 56.78 

n=26 n=24 
St. John's 365 networkse 281 networks' 

Few Times 26.29 12.33 -
Year or 
Less* 

Monthly 15.35 14.12 -
Weekly 22.96 27.34 -

Daily 35.41 46.21 -
.No.te.. Because of rounding, percentage totals may vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing for 3 project social network members. 
bData are missing for 2 community social network members. 
CData are missing for 3 community social network members. 
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dOata are missing for 3 CPS social network members. 
eOata are missing for 4 project social network members. 
fOatum is missing for 1 community social network members. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least nine percent of the variability on 
frequency of contact. 

A further examination of the pre-test data found that the gender and age of the 
respondents corresponded with the intensity of the contact. For the project and 
community groups, males more often than females had daily contact with the important 
people in their networks (Eta of .396 for project group, Eta of .347 for community 
group). As one would expect, the young people in the community group had more daily 
contact with their social network members than the adults (Eta of .489). The reverse, 
however, was the case for the project group where the young people had slightly less 
daily involvement with their important contacts than the older people. The lower contact 
by project young people may well have been a function of placements and other 
separations from family. 

When the relationship between frequency of contact and social support during 
the pre-test period were examined, differences between the project and community 
groups were found. For the project respondents, daily contact correlated positively with 
"almost always" supportive in regards to information/advice (r:;; .245, p = .015) and did 
not correlate significantly with concrete or emotional support while for the community 
respondents, daily contact correlated negatively with "almost always" concretely 
supportive (r = .383, P = .002) and did not correlate significantly with the other two 
forms of support. (Removal of the Nain respondents did not alter the overall pattern.) 
It would appear that the community respondents relied less on their daily contacts for 
support. 

Overtime, little change in frequency of contact is in evidence. As seen in Table 
5.56, the 17 pairs of matched project grids had minimal change between the pre- and 
post-test periods. Table 5.57 shows that the 15 matched community group had a 
moderate reduction in daily contact (Eta of .426) and some elevation in weekly contact. 
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Table 5.56 
Change in Mean Percentages of Frequency of Contact with Social Network 

em ers or airs 0 ace rOJect roup n s M b f 17 P' f M t h d P" G G 'd 

HOW OFTEN SEE PRE POST CHANGE 
269 networksa 209 networksb 

Few Times a Year 19.94 15.41 -4.53 
or Less 

Monthly 15.7 16.41 0.71 

Weekly 31.74 30.3 -1.44 

Daily 32.62 37.88 5.26 
N.ate. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOata are missing for 3 social network members. 
bOatum is missing for 1 social network member. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on 
frequency of contact. 

Table 5.57 
Change in Mean Percentages of Frequency of Contact with Social Network 
M b f 15 P' f M t h de 't G G "d em ers or airs 0 ace ornmunuy roup n s 

HOW OFTEN SEE PRE POST CHANGE 
255 networks" 257 networks 

Few Times a Year 16.01 14.38 -1.63 
or Less 

Monthly 15.99 20.39 4.4 

Weekly 25.57 36.37 10.8 

Daily* 42.44 28.85 -13.59 
N.ate. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aOatum is missing for 1 social network member. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on 
frequency of contact. 

5.4.9 Length of Relationship 

The last question on the grid concerned the length of the relationship with the 
social network members. The respondents were asked to specify "how long you've 
known the people and groups in your life" according to three period: "less than a year," 
"from 1-5 years," and "over five years." 
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Important relationships were typically long-term involvements. Table 5.58 shows 
that project and comparison group respondents at all three sites usually said that they 
had known their important contacts for "more than five years." The second most 
common selection was "from 1-5 years" with "less than one year" being relatively rare. 
Nain had the highest mean percentages for "more than five years." The mean 
percentage distributions for the project and community groups were fairly parallel at all 
three sites. The Port au Port CPS group diverged from its local project group in that it 
had a higher proportion of uless than one year" relationships (Eta of .358) and a lower 
proportion of "more than five years" relationships (Eta of .391 ). 
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Table 5.58 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Length of Relationship During Pre-Test for 
Project, Community, and CPS Groups by Site (N = 143) 

SITE RESPONSE PROJECT COMMUNITY I CPS 

n=42 n= 13 
Nain 502 networksa 241 networksb 

Less Than 1 2.6 3.3 -
Year 

From 1-5 7.3 12.02 -
Years 

More Than 5 90.05 84.71 -
Years 

n = 11 n= 17 n= 10 
Port au Port 191 networks 337 networksC 182 

networksd 

Less Than 1* 3.6 7.7 19.19 
Year 

From 1-5 22.21 18.49 26.61 
Years 

More Than 5* 74.21 73.77 54.2 
Years 

n=26 n=24 
St. John's 365 networkse 281 networks 

Less Than 1 7.2 2.7 -
Year 

From 1-5 21.71 17.94 -
Years 

More Than 5 71.09 79.35 -
Years 

Nme.. Because of rounding, percentage totals may vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing for 4 project social network members. 
bDatum is missing for 1 community social network member. 
CData are missing for 3 community social network members. 
dData are missing for 3 CPS social network members. 
eData are missing for 3 project social network members. 
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*Eta of at least .30, indicates group explains at least 9% of the variability on length of 
relationship. 

During the pre-test period, longevity of contact was not associated with forms of 
social support, with one exception. The community group showed an inverse correlation 
of "more than five years" relationship and "almost always" supportive in providing 
information/advice (r = -.227, P. = .050). The respondents' gender related only weakly 
to the pre-test length of relationship while their age related moderately strongly with 
length of relationship for the project but not the community group. Project respondents 
under 18 years of age had more short-term relationships with important contacts: 42.70 
percent of these relationships were categorized as five years or less while respondents 
18 years or older had only 13.61 percent (see Table 5.59). Measurement of association 
found that the difference between the two project age groups was moderately strong 
for all three categories of length: Eta of .362 for "less than one year," Eta of .509 for 
"from 1-5 years," and Eta of .582 for "more than five years." It would be problematic 
to explain these differences simply on the basis of age since the same pattern was not 
found within the community group. It is more likely that the differences stem from the 
impermanence of relationships for young people involved with child protective services. 

Table 5.59 
Comparison of Mean Percentages of Length of Relationship during Pre-Test for 
Project nd Community Groups by Age (N = 133) 

GROLIP RESPONSE UNDER18 18 YEARS DIFFERENCE 
YEARS AND ABOVE 

Project Less Than 1* 10.88 2.95 7.93 
Year 

From 1-5* 31.82 10.66 21.16 
Years 

More Than 57.3 86.39 -29.09 
5* Years 

Community Less Than 1 4.52 4.38 0.14 
Year 

From 1-5 10.84 19.86 -9.02 
Years 

More Than 5 84.64 75.76 8.88 
Years 

bJ..ote.. Because of rounding, percentage totals may vary slightly around 100%. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates age explains at least 9% of the variability on length of 
relationship. 
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After the conference, project respondents had fewer long-term relationships 
while community respondents showed little change. As seen in Table 5.60, the project 
respondents with matched grids decreased substantially their relationships of "more 
than five years" relationships (Eta of .351) and increased their relationships of shorter 
longevity. Table 5.61 shows that the community respondents with matched grids had 
no substantial changes in length of relationships. When the matched grids for just the 
mothers were examined, the same patterns were found. In fact, the changes for the 
project mothers were somewhat more pronounced (Eta of .313 for "less than one year" 
and Eta of .438 for "more than five years"). Greater involvement with short-term 
contacts fits with the project respondents' greater involvement with professionals after 
the conference and decreased involvement with extended family (see Table 5.23). 

Table 5.60 
Changes in Mean Percentages of Length of Relationship for 17 Pairs of Matched 
P . tG"d rOJec n s 

HOW LONG PRE POST CHANGE 
KNOWN 269 networksa 209 networksb 

Less than 1 Year 4.8 8.5 3.7 

From 1-5 Years 15.57 23.63 8.06 

More than 5 79.67 67.88 -11.79 
Years* 

Note. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aData are missing for 2 social network members. 
bDatum is missing for 1 social network member. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on length 
of relationship. 
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Table 5,61 
Changes in Mean Percentages of Length of Relationship for 15 Pairs of Matched 
C 't G 'd ommunlty n s 

HOW LONG PRE POST CHANGE 
KNOWN 255 networks3 257 networksb 

Less than 1 Year 4.4 4.9 2.3 

From 1-5 Years 14.13 17.72 3.59 

More than 5 Years 81.49 77.33 -4.16 
I::J.ate. Because of rounding, percentage totals can vary slightly around 100%. 
aDatum is missing for 1 social network member. 
bDatum is missing for 1 social network member. 
*Eta of at least .30, indicates test period explains at least 9% of the variability on length 
of relationship. 

5.4.10 Summary of Outcomes 

The Farnily Group Decision Making Project set two primary outcome objectives: 
these were to reduce the incidence of family violence in the referred families and to 
enhance the well-being of child and adult family members. These two objectives were 
presumed to be congruent with each other but not identical and were measured 
through different instruments. As discussed in the prior chapter, achievement of the first 
objective was evaluated through Case Events and the attainment of the second 
objective for children and young people was evaluated through the Looking After 
Chitdren Assessment Records. This chapter addressed the impact of conferencing on 
the well-being of adult and adolescent family members. To assess change in their well
being, social network mapping was employed to determine from the participants' 
perspectives whom they considered to be their important contacts and how they 
assessed their relationships with these important contacts. They rated the levels of 
social support provided by their important contacts and classified the nature of their 
relationships in regards to its nature, intensity, and duration. Achievement of the goal 
of advancing their well-being was to be indicated by an increase in their sense of their 
feeling supported concretely, emotionally, and informationally. 

We reiterate in this summary the cautionary but positive note stated earlier in this 
chapter. The capacity of the study to determine the impact of the conference on project 
participants' networks and social supports is constrained by sampling. The sizes of the 
matched pre- and post-test project and comparison group samples are small, the 
samples were not randomly selected, and the participation of the Nain families in the 
post-grids is very low. These findings should not be viewed as encompassing social 
network outcomes in the Inuit site, and they should not be used by themselves to tease 
apart the effects of the conferences from the multitude of other events in the 
participants' lives and the changes in their communities. Having acknowledged these 
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