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The general purpose of this study was to evaluate two
community protective service systems in terms of the mech-
anisms for the identification and the handling of child abuse
and neglect cases and the eff:ctiveness of the intervention.

Data were collected in two sites. Site I, which has an
emergency reporting system and a comprehensive 24-hour
protective service program, is Nashville, Davidson County,
Tennessee. In Site I, Savannah, Chatham County, Georgia,

Preface

the protective service system is a more traditional one with
no internal provision for 24-hour intake within the public
welfare system.

This monograph reports the findings relevant to the na-
ture and effectiveness of the systems’ service intervention.
An earlier monograph focused on their structure and case
handling processes.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTICN

Background Statement

Children have been victims of maltreatment, physical
and otherwise, from the beginning of time. It has only been
within recent years, however, that society has defined child
abuse and neglect as a social problem, one demanding solu-
tion in the interest of children, their families, and society in
general. But the problem of malireatment of children is not
susceptible to ready solutions nor is the problem solvable by
and through the efforts of any one profession,

There is one certain fact-the number of reported cases
of child abuse and neglect is steadily increasing, This pheno-
menal increase in reported cases in recent years, coupled
with the realization that reported cases do not reflect the
actual incidence of malireatment to children have caused in-
creased national concern.

How can all the nation’s children in need of protection
be identified? How can the needs of abused and neglected
children and their families best be met? Should more children
and families be identified and reported, how, in the face of
the diminishing service dollar, can the community honor its
responsibility to provide services? These are but a few of the
pressing questions plaguing the providers of protective ser-
vices in communities throughout the country.

Of equal importance are questions which, if answered,
could provide an informational base from which to work in
seeking answers to the preceding questions. How are protec-
tive service systems presently operating? Is the responsibility
for protective services viewed as a function of the “man-
dated” public agency or as a coordinated community-wide
responsibility? What is the nature, quality, and outcome of
the services being provided to those children and families
who have already entered the protective services system?

In the not too distant past, the delivery of child protec-
tive services appeared to have been a relatively simple pro-
cess-investigating, rescuing children, and prosecuting or
otherwise punishing parents. There were fewer complexities
then than now with regard to appropriateness of service plan
decisions, legal issues, societal consequences and the like.

More recently, the general goal of protective services has
changed from that of rescuing and prosecuting to that of
casework and other ameliorative services. In the broadest
sense, treatment in protective services is for the primary pur-

pose of protecting children and modifying the behavior of
the abusing or neglecting parent.

This philosophical stance has been included in the
“Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act’’:

. . . [P}rovide that upon receipt of a report of
known or suspected instances of child abuse or neg-
lect an investigation shall be initiated promptly to
substantiate the accuracy of the report and, upon
a finding of abuse or neglect, immediate steps shall
be taken to protect the heaith and welfare of the
abused or neglected child, as well as that of any
other child under the same care who may be in
danger of abuse or neglect;

. . . [D]emonstrate that there are in effect..such
administrative procedures, such personnel trained
in child abuse and neglect prevention and treatment,
such training procedures, such institutional and
other facilities (public and private), and such related
multidisciplinary programs and services as may be
necessary or appropriate to assure that the State
will deal effectively with child abuse and neglect
cases. . .!

The proposed regulations for the Act suggest multidis-
ciplined multi-service resourced channels to deal with the
problems of child abuse and neglect «. . . in order to protect
the child and help strengthen the family, help the parents in
their child rearing responsibilities, and if necessary, remove
the child from a dangerous situation . . ,”?

Protective service intervention, therefore, necessarily
becomes, philosophically at least, a complex process initiated
officially by the “mandated” public agency which involves
the utilization of appropriate available community resources
toward the dual goal of protecting children and rehabilitating
families.

!Public Law 93-247, 93rd Congress, 5.1191 (January 31, 1974).
2De.pmtmfmt of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Child
Development. Proposed Rules for the Child Abuse Prevention and
Treatment Program, Federal Register, Vol. 39, No. 168 (August 28,

- 1974), section 1340, 3-3(3)(ii).




Germane to the goal of protection and rehabilitation is
a responsive and coordinated protective service system net-
work which has the capability of delivering services appro-
priate to the needs of the abused and neglected children and
their families.

Far too often, however, social service systems are not
reflective of coodinated efforts. Beyond this, the appropri-
ateness and therefore the effectiveness of given services is
often seriously questioned.

There are many negative consequences of fragmented
services to the consumers and to the agencies and/or other
components responsible for service delivery. It stands to rea-
son, that if the recipients of a system’s services are not re-
ceiving services appropriate to their needs, then the system
fails in its avowed mission. Beyond this failure--caused in
part by fragmented services, agencies fail themselves, for
much the same reason. Uncoordinated or fragmented sys-
tems do not readily lend themselves to documentation of
services rendered and determination of the impact of those
services. These two conditions often prompt agencies to seek
additicnal needed funds.3

What services are delivered depends, in part, on available
alternatives. In the main, however, two basic groups of ser-
vices are normally available to protective service units: () ser-
vices to children requiring placement outside the home, and
(2) services to children and their families in their own home.
What appears to be lacking, however, are criteria for making
judgments concerning the appropriateness of given services
and actions and at what point.* Another service delivery
problem involves decisions pivotal to referrals. When should
referrals be made and to what community resources?

Reference fo actual cases froni our Regional study of
child abuse and neglect supports the presumption that deci-
sion-makers in the protective service system (including colla-
teral systems such 2s courts, law enforcement, etc.) are faced
with dilemmas in the service delivery process.’

3For a discussion of consequences of fragmented services, see
Marvin Rosenberg and Ralph Brady, Systems Serving People : A Break-
through in Service Delivery (Cleveland, Ohio: Case Western Reserve
University, School of Applied Social Sciences, 1974), pp. 1-3.

“Robert M. Mulford, “The Role and Function of Protective
Services,” A National Symposium on Child Abuse (Denver, Colora-
do: The American Humane Association, Children’s Division, 1972),
pp. 4249,

Three such examples are cited below:

- Nine month old child taken to hospital with
head, eye, and leg injuries. X-rays indicated no
broken bones. Grandmother said she heard
child’s father beating child. Parents told differ-
ent story regarding origin of injuries.

Agency’s disposition--confirmed abuse.’
Court’s disposition--abuse ruled out.

Consequence--within two weeks child DOA at
hospital.

- An eleven month old male child found to have
suspicious bruises by hcspital physician. Child
withdrew from human contact and cried when
held. Alsc diagnosed as “failure to thrive.” A
sister, three years older was developing normal-
ly.

Agency’s disposition and recommendation--
confirmed abuse and placement.

Court’s disposition--abuse ruled out and return
child to parents’ custody.

Consequence-child later died under unusual
circumstances.

- A twelve year old female was reported to pro-
tective services with bruises and welts. Both
patents admitted that the child had been
punished for stealing supplies from the home
to sell at school.

Agency’s disposition--remain in home with ser-
vices.

Consequence--child reported in same year with
bruises, welts, internal injuries, and malnutri-
tion which were diagnosed as serious with
probable permanent damage. As punishment,

5The results of the study have been reported in Clara L. John-
son, Child Abuse in the Southeast: Analysis of 1172 Reported Cases
(Fall, 1974). Research monograph, Regional Institute of Social Wel-
fare Research, University of Georgia.




the parents had severly beaten the child and
withheld food for several days to get the
“hardness” out of her,

Indeed, there are many problems involved in the deliv-
ery of protective services, especially in relation to decisions
on legal issues, treatment modalities, modes of intervention
on behalf of children, e.g., placement, and appropriateness
of services. While the delivery of services cannot be problem
free, criticisms concerning quality and effectiveness of ser-
vices are beginning to mount.

As a means of anticipating frontal atacks, it appears
that, as a first order of business, communities need to detez-
mine where they are with respect to the problem and to the
nature and cutcome of services rendered.

The present study addressed such issues in two counties,
one each in two Southeastern States. The county or commu-
nity is a crucial target for analysis in view of present social
awareness of and concern about the fate of children.

With increasing frequency, the front pages of newspapers
are covering details of serious abuse and/or neglect of chil-
dren who, at the time of the “exposé” were or had previous-
ly been under “protective supervision” of or otherwise
known to the mandated protective service agency or other
community systems. Thus, in addition to standing concerns
about the nature, the effects, the rising reported incidence,
and causes of abuse and neglect, the issue of r. {divism is
becoming a major concern.

Hopefully, tindings from this study--given its primary
focus being on mechanisms for and the effectiveness of so-
cial intervention in child abuse and neglect cases-will give
administrators some of the kinds of information needed to
make modifications, if indicated, in their system’s operations
and to seek improvements in their agency environments.

Recap of Conceptual Framework

The systems model served as a conceptual framework
for this research project. The use of the systems model, which
can be viewed as an analytical tool for investigating the func-
tions of interrelated parts which are crucial to the phenom-
enon being studied, was considered an appropriate frame-
work for examining a community’s approach to the delivery
of protective services.®

Succinctly, a system is composed of a series of interre-
lated parts whose activities are coordinated according to a
set of predefined rules and procedures. At the same time,
an identified system includes subsystems and is part of a
suprasystem.

The systems concept invclves both an internal and exter-
nal environment. The interaction of the system’s components
control and alter the internal enwvironment. The external
environment, which is not a part of and is, therefore, beyond
the direct control of the system, consists of forces which act
on and influence the system’s functioning.

The system, then, can be viewed in a dynamic sense as
a network of channels within specified or predetermined
boundaries through which products, services, resources, and
information flow within the system and between the system
and its environment.

The analysis of a service system involves examining in-
put, operations or conversion processes,ie., the coordinated
actions and activities of the various parts which control and
are controlled by the environment, and system output.

Inputs are generally viewed as resources and client input.
Resource input, namely, staff, funds, and available services
are active inputs which are used by the system to process
clients, Client inputs are used by the system or acted upon
in order for the system to realize its major goals.

Input also includes feedback or information flow, Feed-
back can be defined as “. . . a signal from the operating sys-
tem about its functioning and relationship with its environ-
ment.”” Such input, if used, allows the system to determine
and correct malfunctions in its own operations and to seek
changes in the environment,

Given inputs, i.e., resources, clientele, as well as restric-
tions, e.g., in the form of limitations of public opinion, atti-
tudes, and administrative constraints, a social service system.
cant be viewed as a process which transforms input elements
into (hopefully) desirable products. Systems operations or

SFor a more detailed discussion of the conceptual framework
see Chapter 2 in Clara L. Johnson, Two Community Protective Ser-
vice Systems: Comparative Evaluation of Systems Operations. (Re-
search monograph: Regional Institute of Social Welfare Research,
University of Georgia), March, 1976.

7Rosenberg and Brody, p. 13.




the conversion process refers to the total process of assess-
ing and serving clients; this includes negotiations with
internal and external environments toward the end of goal
realization.

System outputs refer to activities of and services ren-
dered by the system. Qutputs are distinguishable from out-
comes which refer to the impact of the services on the pro-
cessed clients who have passed through the system, i.e., as
they relate to previcisly specified cbjectives and reflect
changes in the problem or client need status. While output
information allows a system to view and assess its activities
in terms of its objectives, it is outcome information which
allows the system to evaluate the effectiveness of the activi-
ties and services.

The relationship of the elements in a social systems
analysis is described by Rosenberg and Brody who indicate
that a . . . system takes in inputs across this boundary (in-
put process). engages in a conversion process by transform-
ing these inputs and then exports the products of the sys-
tem as outputs across the boundary.”®

In our research we have, through design, attempted to
determine and assess these relationships and the relation-
ship of the identified systems to other systems as a means
of paining iusight into the community network for the
delivery of protective services.

While the larger study provided data germane to the
major elements of the systems model, this report is primar-
ily addressed to input, output, and outcome with discus-
sions of operations data where indicated. In an earlier
monograph, which was devoted to an analysis of systems
operations, we reported findings from which insights were
gained on mechanisms for handling protective service cases
in the two study sites.” The primary goal of the research
efforts, on which the monograph was based, was to deter-
mine, describe, and evaluate the internal functioning of the
protective service units and their relationship to the parent
agency, ie., the public welfare agency. Beyond these
considerations, the report deals with the relationship
between the protective service system and major collateral
systems to gain insights into the community network for
the protection of abused and neglected children.

81bid., p. 12.
%y ohnson, Two Community Protective Service Systems.

In regard to our utilization of the systems model as a
conceptual framework for the total study, we have con-
sciously tried not to become bogged down in a play of strict
technical jargon. Rather, our approach has been simply to
utilize the tool as a framework for data collection and anal-
ysis and a comprehensible format for presenting the results.
We did not propose to add nor detract from the develop-
ment of systems analysis as a methodological procedure.

Methodology of the Study

This research project was officially launched in the Fail
of 1973 with data collection beginning in the Spring of 1974.
The concerns which gave impetus to the project emanated
from some of the issues emerging out of our Region IV study
of child abuse and neglect, the results of which have been
analyzed, reported, and distributed nationally in two re-
search monographs.'®

General Objectives
The following objectives guided the research process:

1. Tc determine, at the local level, the organiza-
tion and structure of protective service deliv-
ery systems.

2. To determine and assess the nature and con-
tent of services delivered.

3. To determine the effectiveness of the protec-
tive service delivery systems.

4. To develop models for training and service de-
livery systems based on insights gained from
the findings.

Research Design

This project was developed as evaluation research utiliz-
ing an exploratory-descriptive design.Evaluation research in-
volves the collection of data for the purpose of assessing the

19¢iara L. Johnson, Child Abuse: State Legislation and Pro-
grams in the Southecst (August, 1973) and Child Abuse in the
Southeast: Analysis of 1172 Cases (Fall, 1974). Research Mono-
graphs, Regional Institute of Social Welfare Research, University
of Georgia.
