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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 p:ogram, is Nashville, Davidson County, 
Tennessee. In Site II, Savannah, Chatham County, Georgia, 

Preface 

x 

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 fmdings 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 

INTRODUCTION 

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 deftned 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 maltreatment of children is not 
susceptible to ready solutions nor is the problem solvable by 
and through the efforts of anyone profession. 

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

How can all the nation's children in need of protection 
be identifted? How can the needs of abused and neglected 
children and their families best be met? Should more children 
and families be identifted and reported, haw, 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-
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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 a..'1d Treatment Act": 

. . . [P] rovide that upon receipt of a report of 
known or suspected instances of child abuse or neg­
lect a~ investigation shall be initiated promptly to 
substantiate the accuracy of the report and, upon 
a ftnding of abuse or neglect, immediate steps shall 
be taken to protect the health 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; 

... [DJ emonstrate that there are in effecL .. 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 ... 1 

The proposed regulations for the Act suggest multidis­
ciplined multi-service resourced channels to deal with the 
problems of child abuse a!ld neglect" ... in order to protect 
the child and help strengthen the family, help the parents in 
their child rearing responsiibilities, and if necessary) remove 
the child from a dangerous situation ... "2 

Protective service int()rvention, therefore, necessarily 
becomes, philosophically at least, a complex process initiated 
offtcially by the "mandated" public agency which involves 
the utilization of appropriate available community resources 
toward the dual goal of protecting children and rehabilitating 
families. 

IPublic Law 93-247. 93rdCongress, 5.1191 (January 31, 1974). 

2Department 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)(li). 



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 coo:dinated efforts. Beyond this, the appropri­
ateness and therefore the effectiveness of given services is 
often seriously quesfoned. 

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 in1pact of those 
services. These two conditions often prompt agencies to seek 
additk"lal 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: (1) 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.4 Another service delivery 
problem involves decisions pivotal to referrals. When should 
referrals be made and to what community resources? 

Reference to actual cases from our Regional study of 
child abuse and neglect supports the presumption that deci· 
sion-makers in the protective service s),stem (including colla­
teral systems such as courts, law enforcement, etc.) are faced 
with dilemmas in the service delivery process.5 

SFor a discussion of consequences of fragmented services, see 

Marvin Rosenberg and Ralph Brady, Systems Serving People:A Break­
through ill Service Delivery (Cleveland, Ohio: Case Western Reserve 

University, School of Applied Social Sciences, 1974), pp. 1-3. 

4Robert 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.42-49. 
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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. Grandmothl'r 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--abuso ruled out. 

Consequence--within two weeks child DOA at 
hospital. 

An eleven month old male child found to have 
suspicious bruises by hc,pital physician. Child 
withdrew from human contact and cried when 
held. Also 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 
parents admitted that the child had been 
punished for stealing supplies from the home 
to sell at sch·)o1. 

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 pUnishmeni, 

5The results of the study have been reported in Clara L. John­

son, Child Abuse ill the Southeast: Analysis of 1172 Reported Cases 
(Fall, 1974). Research monograph, Regional Institute of Social Wel­

fare Research, University of Georgia. 
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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 lutacks, it appears 
that, as a fIrst order of business, communities need to deter­
mine where they are with respect to the problem and to the 
nature and outcome 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 "expose" were or had previous­
ly been under "protective supervision" of or otherwise 
kncwn 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 n. idivism is 
becoming a major concern. 

Hopefully, t1ndings 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 Fl'21l1ework 

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.6 
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Succinctly, a system is composed of a series of interre­
lated parts whose activities are coordinated according to a 
aet of predefmed 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 environment. 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 examinint; in­
put, operations or conversion processes, i.e., 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 defmed 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 detennine 
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 
can be viewed as a process which transforms input elements 
into (hopefully) deSirable products. Systems operations or 

6 For 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), Marcu, 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. Outputs 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 previ(,lsly specified objectives 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."s 

In our research we have, through design, attempte~ to 
determine and assess these relationships and the relation­
ship of the identified systems to other systems as a means 
of gaining illsight 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.9 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, i.e., 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. 

8Ibid., p. 12. 
9Johnson, Two Community Protective Service Systems. 
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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 Fall 
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 N study 
of child abuse and neglect, the results of which have been 
analyzed, reported, and distributed nationally in two re­
search monogmphs.1 

0 

General Objectives 

The following objectives guided the research process: 

1. Te 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 detennine 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 fmdings. 

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 
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lOClara L. Johnson, Child Abuse: State Legislation and Pro- • 

grams in the Southetlst (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. 
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impact of a program or a system's functioning. Given con­
straints imposed by limited man power, the nature of 
the system, time and funding available for research efforts, 
many evaluation research efforts are limited in focus to one 
or possibly two of the major elements of a system; namely, 
inputs, operations, outputs, and/or outcomes. The present 
research was based on data relevant to all of the compo· 
nents. 

The exploratory-descriptive design was selected due to 
the nature of the research, i.e., identification of the issues 
and constraints affecting service to consumers. The major 
emphasis in the exploratory study is on the discove'.i of 
ideas and insights. This means that the research design must 
he flexible enough to allow for the consideration of various 
aspects of the phenomenon under study. Descriptive infor­
mation does not involve any explicit statements of causal 
relationships. 

Data Sources and Research Procedures 

Data for this study were collected in Nashville, Davidson 
County, Tennessee and Savannah, Chatham County, r.eorgia. 
In the Nashville site an emergency 24-hour reporting system 
with a unique protective service program (CES-·Comprehen­
sive Emergency Services) had been in effect since 1971. As 
a basis for planning for the program which was funded as a 
demonstration project by the Office of Child Development, 
D.H.E.W., the Urban Institute of Washington, D.C. conduct­
ed a study of neglected and dependent children in Metro­
politan Nashville in 1970-71. In Savannah, Chatham Coun­
ty, Georgia, the protective service system was a more tradi­
tional one with no internal proviSion for 24-hour emergency 
reporting within the public welfare system. 

This research project was conceptualized in two levels. 
The primary goal of Level I was the delineation of the sys­
tems' mechanisms for the identification and the handling of 
child abuse and neglect cases, i.e., program structure and or­
ganization. The major goal of Level II was to determine and 
evaluate the nature and effectiveness of the systems' inter­
vention. 

Level I data which served as the data source for the 
analysis of systems operations or process issues were obtained 
from several sources in each site. 1n Nashville, these kinds 
of data were obtained from interviews with CES personnel, 
direct on-site observation, and two major reports: (1) one 
representing fmdings from an evaluation study of protective 
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services in Nashville,11 and (2) an in-house survey of medi­
cal facilities. l 2 

In Savannah interviews with instruments of a structured 
and'emi-st.uctured format were cO:J.ducted with administra­
tive and service workers in the protective service unit of 
DHR,13 with similar level personnel in the police depart­
ment, in four hospitals and the public health department, 
and with court workers. Additionally, on-site observations 
of the system's operations were utilized. 

Thus, the data for the operations or process component 
of the two systems were not from entirely comparable 
sources. Obviously) having embarked on a research effort of 
a project for which evaluative research had been conducted 
as in the case of Nashville's CES project and a system on 
which similar research had not been carried out, we could 
not utilize the same type of procedures as if we had conduct­
ed our research activities in two sites with similar programs 
and at similar stages of program development. Actually, one 
of the values in the study, we feel, is in the comparisons we 
were able to make of two very dissimilar systems for the de­
livery of protective services to abused and neglected children. 
Beyond this, we do not feel that the efficacy of the fmdings 
is violated by this approach for two major reasons: (1) the 
exploratory-descriptive design allows flexibility in the data 
collection process, and (2) the systems flow charts, con­
structed as a result of the data collected and the on-site ob­
servations, were reviewed for accuracy by project personnel 
with systems' representatives in each sjt~. Additionally; a 
draft copy of the monograph reporting systems operation 
was shared with representatives in each site for comments 
and/or corrections prior to the fma! printing. 

Level II data, which served as the data base for issues 
relevant to systems input, output, and outcome--the major 
focus of the present monograph--were obtained in each site 
through structured interviews with protective service staff 

11 Marvin R. Burt and Louis H. Blair, Options for Improving 
the Care of Neglected and Dependent Children, Nashville-Davidson 
County, Tennessee. (Washingtun, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1971). 

12 Survey of Twelve Hospitals, Nashville-Davidson County, 

Tennessee. Report prepared by Donna J. Drinnon, Region V, Ten­

nessee Department of Public Health (October, 1973}. IM survey 

was conducted in October-November, 1972. 
13DHR refers to the Department of Human Resources which is 

Georgia's department of public welfare services. Throughout the re­

mainder of this report we will refer to the Department of DHR. 



and a structured schedule to wrJch case data were transferred 
from agency records by our research project staff. 

Prior to transferring l.evel II case data to optical scan 
sheets from which IBM computer cards were punched, each 
schedule was edited by project personnel. As a result of our 
editorial work, a total of 119 additional cases were deemed 
unusable for one or more of the following reasons: (1)nature 
of cases was not included in our working defmition of child 
abuse and neglect, (2) cases became first known to the man­
dated protective ser\iice agency during our data collection 
phase, and (3) reported incidents prior to the most current 
occurred in areas other than the study sites. 

Level II data relevant to the evaluation of the effective­
ness of intervention were computer processed but manually 
analyzed. Succinctly, individual case data rather than aggre­
gated data were analyzed to determine systems outcome. 

The total caseload for this study was analyzed by decks 
of cas~;f'data from each protective service system. Deck 1 reo 
fers to serial abuse cases for which there was a deck 3--1 prior 
incident--and perhaps a deck 4, an even earlier incident. Deck 
2 refer:, to cases on which only one incident had been inves­
tigated. 

Evaluation of Systems Operations-Level I 

With respect to the goal of determining and assessing the 
mechanisms for the identification and the handling of child 
abuse and neglect cases in the two study sites, criteria pre· 
sumed to be basic to tlle realization of a protective service 
system's delivery functions or activities were conceptualized. 
These activities, and evaluation criteria, which were basic to 
l.evel I of the research project and reported on in detail in 
the first volume of this study, are outlined below.14 

Functions/Activities.--A system's functions or activiti<lS 
are, in effect, the components through which the system 
operates. The major functions of a protective service system, 
as we view them are; 

1. Coordination and Cooperation with the Envir­
onment.-The pmtection of. children is a com­
munity affair, orie in which many systems may 

14 J olmson, Two Community Protective Service Systems. Func­

tions, criteria for evaluating systems operations, and contributory 
factors are discussed in Chapter 3. 
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and must become involved if the protective 
service program is to be a success. Viewing the 
protection of children in this manner, it logical­
ly becomes an expected function of the sys­
tem, mandated to protect abused and neglected 
children, to initiate and/or maintain a well co­
ordinated and cooperative relationship with its 
environment. 

2. Intake.-Entrance into the protective service 
system occurs througll intake. The intake 
function involves the screening of cases to 
deter.mine the nature of the action to be 
taken. 

3. Screening.-Whiie screening can rnd is general­
ly considered an aspect of the intake process, 
we have chosen to treat screening as a separate 
function or activity as each system handled the 
process in distinctly different ways. 

4. Investigation.--The inwstigation, throUgll which 
the validity of complaints is detennined, has 
probably always been a major activity of pro­
tective service systems. However, in view of 
the mand~te in Public Law 93-247, requiring 
that the State provides for an investigation of 
every reported known or suspected instance 
of abuse or neglect, we can assume that the in­
vestigatory function will become increasingly 
more important as a protective service system 
activity. 

5. Case Assignment.--Case assignment as a func­
tion may be related both to investigation and 
to case handling. In relation to the investiga­
tory function, the assignment of cases appears 
to be based on assumptions regarding the na­
ture of the incident and the severity of the in­
juries or the neglectful conditions. The assign­
ment of cases for "management" purposes 
seems to be based on the above assumptions 
as well as structural and organizational aspects 
ofthe system. 

6. Case Handling.-Responsibility for planning 
and coordination, referrals and/or court peti­
tions, and on-going delivery of services to chil­
dren and their families, i.e., follow-up, are ele­
ments of the case handling function. 
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7. Record Keeping.--Record keeping is the pro­
cess of maintaining data which can be utilized 
for the general purposes of accountability, 
showing effectiveness of services, and for 
internal decision-making functions. 

Evaluation Criteria.--The following set of criteria was 
used in evaluating how the systems operated in terms of the 
functions. This list of criteria was in no way considered inclu­
sive, nor did every criterion relate to the evaluation of every 
function. 

1. Expediency as a Criterion.-This criterion re­
fers to the immediacy with which the man­
dated protective service system responds to 
reports of abuse or neglect. The measure of 
expediency was determined by a considera­
tion of t.'1e time which expired between the 
time the report was received and the time of 
official action, i.e., investigation. Th~ data for 
these calculations were oeiained frvm C:i~v 
records. Beyond this, a determination of 
expediency waS based on the existence of 
intra and interagency linkages and coordina­
tion in the response process. 

2. Compliance as a Criterion.-There are two as­
pects of this criterion. First, incidence coverage 
is defined as the extent to which cases identi­
fied by collateral systems are reported to the 
mandated protective service system. Secondly, 
investigatory coverage refers to the extent to 
which the recipient of reports investigates rele­
vant cases. To determine incidence coverage, 
we considered the question of who may and 
who does report to the mandated protective 
service system. Similarly, respondents in the 
collateral systems were asked if, when, to 
whom, and under what circumstances they re­
ported identified cases of abuse and neglect. 
To determine investigatory coverage, the re­
sponses to the question, "Are all cases investi­
gated?", were considered. The question was 
asked in relation to neglect and abuse com­
plaints. 

3. Efficiency as a Criterbn.--Efficiency, generally 
meaning productivity of action with minimum 
waste, was based on the extent of coordinated 
and cooperative efforts in internal operations 
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and in relation to the parent agency and to the 
external environment. To determine the na­
ture of such relationships, interviewees in the 
protective service system and in the collateral 
systems were asked to describe procedures of 
operating from the point of identification. 
Further, the respondents were asked if the 
outlinE\d procedures were Uniform/routine. In 
addition, a comparison of system's personnel 
performing functions was considered. 

4. Operational Definition of Abuse and Neglect 
as a Criterion.-An operational defmition of 
what constitutes abuse or neglect was consider­
ed to exist if the following conditions were 
present~ (1) written policy describing condi­
tions and priorities set for re&ponding to re­
ports, and (2) case handling predicated on a 
distinction between emergency intervention 
and 10ng-terl11 services. Beyond tius, gross in­
c{\nsistencies among respondents to the ques­
tion, "If cases are confirmed as a result of in­
vestigation, what actions are then taken by 
your agency?", suggested a lack of defmitional 
clarity. Interviewees were asked to consider a 
list of abusive and neglectful situations having 
serious and non-serious consequences for chil­
dren. 

Evaluation of Effectiveness-Level n 

The following set of criteria was utilized to evaluate the 
systems' intervention, i.e., services rendered. 

1. Recidivism as a Criterion.-·The extent to 
which children did not return to the system as 
measured by the absence of subsequent 
reports was considered an indication of the 
effectiveness of intervention. We acknowledge 
the fact that the inability to control for such 
relevant variables as family mobility, failures 
in the reporting system, and the occurrence of 
injuries not detected by potential reporters, 
lessens the validity of recidivism as a criterion. 

2. Length of time Between Reported Incidents 
as a Criterion.·-Longer periods of time between 
incidents was considered a measure of effec­
tiveness. Here, t00, the factors that tend to 



lessen the validity of recidivism as a criterion 
warrant that inferences be made with caution. 

3. Severity of Subsequent Harm as a Criterion.­
This criterion was predicated on the assump­
tion that if services were effective, subsequent 
reported incidents would involve harm less 
serious in nature than prior incidents. 

4. Rehabilitation of Perpetrator as a Criterion.­
To the ext' at that reported incidents did not 
involve the same perpetrator(s) and/or the 
same type(s) of harm to the children, we in· 
ferred that services were effective. 

5. Disposition of Agency as a Criterion.-In utiliz­
ing agency disposition as a criterion, the as· 
sumption was made that subsequent disposi­
tions would either remain the same or be less 
severe than earlier dispositions, e.g., services in 
the home over against removal. 

The above criteria have allowed us to make inferences 
about ~he services rendered by both systems under study. 
However, the limitations of the criteria as measures ofeffec· 
tiveness are both realized and acknowledged. It is understood 
that the best measures of effectiveness would be those which 
indicate some direct impact on the lives of the children and 
their families, e.g., growth and development factors, family 
rehabilitation, etc., over time (longitudinal design). A less 
accepted though more direct study deSign, would involve 
post·measures of subjects whu have been abused and those 
identified as abusers. For the scope of this study, neither 
avenue was open. Thus, while the present study (Level II 
data) has the advantage of a time·series look at case data in 
terms of reported incidents, a major weakness with respect 
to the evaluation of effectiveness has been the lack of mea· 
S\.li'es of personal growth and development and family reha· 
bilitation. 

Case Selection 

As indicated earlier, data for Level II of the study were 
generated from two major sources--the staff of the protective 
service system (CPS Unit) and case- records. 

One problem we have learned to expect in conducting 
research in Which our samples are to be drawn from agency 
records is that of determining the size of the population from 
which samples must be drawn. The major reason for this 
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problem, we have found, is that most agencies by their own 
admission cannot supply precise figures due, in part, to flaws 
in record keeping operations. With this limitlltion in mind-· 
that of working with rough estimates·-our procedure for the 
selection of cases is ouilined below. 

In both sites the narrative accounts of reported inci· 
dents of abuse and neglect were maintained in family 
folders; that is, the unit fer record keeping was the family. 
For our research purposes, we studied records of all families 
in the child protective service caseload which were reported 
between August, 1971 and April, 1974 for abuse and 
neglect according to our predetermined defmitions.1s The 
selection of cases was based on the nature of the complaint 
(defmition) and a determination of one child per family. 

Cases were considered for this study if they involved: 
(1) abandonment, (2) physical harm which was not acci· 
dental or otherwise ruled out by the worker/agency, (3) 
neglect either from deliberate acts designed to result in 
neglect, e.g., withholding of food, placing children out·of· 
doors in inclement weather as a form of punishment, etc. or 
acts designed for an unrelated purpose which result in 
neglect, e.g., leave child unattended while out on "the 
town," (4) neglect resulting primarily from parental inade­
quacies in child rearing practices, home management, etc., 
(5) sexual abuse, and (6) emotional abuse which was 
determined on a case·by-case basis from the narrative case 
account. 

In terms of case selection, we excluded all cases which 
resulted from one or more of the following: (1) accidental 
injuries, (2) neglect due to family illness/hospitalization, 
(3) family crisis which could have negative consequences for 
familial stability, e.g., death, and (4) personal report involv­
ing voluntary placement of children in the absence of abuse 
and neglect. The logic for the exclusion of the above types 
of cases is two-fold: (1) such cases wele not handled by 
Savannah's Protective Service Unit (PSU), and (2) while the 
welfare of children and their families are at stake in such 
caser.. the decisions made and the treatment reqUired are 
basically different from that involved in cases generally de­
fmed as abuse and negiect. 

lSThe Nashville system which waS designed as a crisis interl'~n­
tion system was responsive to situations other than those involving 

abuse and neglect. According to the then Director of the CES project, 
approximately sixty percent of the cases they handled were abuse 
and neglect. 
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As indicated earlier, one abused and/or neglected child 
per family was selected for inclusion in the study. If there 
was more than one abused and/or neglected child in the 
family> a schedule was completed for the child representing 
repeated abuse. If more than one child represented repeltted 
abuse, the child reported most often was used. If none of 
the children represented rep~ats, a schedule was completed 
on the youngest chUd. If all of the children had been 
reported more than onl~e but for the same number of times, 
a schedule was completed on tile oldest child who was yet 
under the care of th;~ parent or guardian. 

Thus, our sample of cases represents the total popula­
tion of families in each site that was reported during the 
period of study for abuse and neglect according to our defi­
nition. It is to be emphasized, however, that the number of 
cases included in our study does not represent incidence 
kinds of data. 

Major Considerations 

This research project had as its overall goal the evalua­
tion of two communities' mechanisms for and effectiveness 
of the delivery of protective services from a systems per­
spective. Various manl!gement considerations during the life 
of the study necessitated reporting the fmdings in two 
monographs. Level I results which summarized systems 
operations or processes were reported in the earlier refer­
enced monograph entitled, Two Community Protective Ser­
vice Systems: Comparative Evaluation of Systems Opera­
tions. 

This report summarizes all the system's components, 
input-process-output, together in a holistic picture. And to 
the extent the data allow, an evaluation of the services ren­
dered by each system has been made. 

A second consideration must be :Jtrongly emphasized, 
namely, that our research effort in Nashville, Davidson 
County, Tennessee did not represent an evaluation of CES 
as a conceptual framework for the delivery of protective 
services.16 In terms of the objectives guiding CES as a 

demonstration project, evaluation studies by Marvin Burt 
and Ralph Balyeat have indicated program success. 1 7 The 
present study has been an attempt to analyze the operating 
CES program from a broader context of protective service 
delivery in Nashville from the perspective of the systems 
model. The CES system is being compared to the formal 
system of protective service delivery in Savannah, Chatham 
County, Georgia. Thus, the objectives guiding this study 
have been imposed upon the systems analyzed rather than 
reflecting the explicit objectives of either system. There~ 
fore, our findings should not be construed as an indictment 
of either system or the recommendation of one over the 
other. 

A third consideration which is an extension of the lat­
ter and is presented simply as a word of caution involves 
the very nature of evaluative research. While evaluative re­
search may provide a wealth of feedback information which 
can be utilized in decision making, program evaluation can 
be considered a dangerous thing even when conducted com­
pletely without intended bias. In view of negative evalua­
tion, a program might be discarded in favor of one which, 
even in the absence of evaluation, appears to be more 
promising. By the same token, a positive evaluation might 
result in the acceptance, adoption, and diffusion of the 
program aspects by staff and agencies similar in function. 
According to Suchman, evaluative research is necessarily 
judgmental-.its major funution b\~ing that of determining 
the value of goal.oriented activities, i.e., whether objectives 
are being attained by certain activities.11l Therefore, we 
urge first that readers be mindful of the fact thilt results of 
an evaluative study relate to specific objectives and the 
measurement of certain activities designed to attain the 
objectives. Second, the objectives which guided the present 
study and our evaluation processes do not necessarily 
reflect the explicit objectives of either system we analyzed. 

Additional issues for the reader's consideration will be 
discussed at relevant points in the report. 

17Marvin R. Burt and Ralph Balyeat, "A New System for Im­

proving the Care of Neglected and Abused Children," Child Welfare, 
Volume LIIl, Number 3 (March,1974). 

16When the grant funds for CES as a demonstration project 18Edward A. Suchman, "Action for What? A Critique of Eva!-
ended, a national grilUt was obtained for the purpose of disseminating uative Research" in Richard O'Toole (ed.), The Organization, Man-
infonnation on the CES system and the development of training pack- agement, and Tactics of Social Research (Cambridge, Mass.: Schenk-

ages for communities desiring to set up similar programs. man, 1972), pp. 97-130. 
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Limitations of the Study 

One of the major limitations of the study rests in our 
inability to analyze and discuss the reported incidence of 
child abuse and neglect in the two systems studied. One of 
the reasons for this limitation results from our case selec­
tion procedure; namely, one child from each family. More 
importantly, the systems differed in the scope of problems 
included in their child protective service caseload. A third 
and equally important reason for this limitation was that 
the procedures for case documentations within both 
systems failed to account for the "true" incidence of 
reported abuse and neglect. 

A second limitation, which is a corollary of the latter 
and of our analytical design, i.e., the analysis of serial abuse 
and isolated incident cases separately, is the relatively small 
number of cases in both systems' caseloads. This limitation 
was more acutely felt in our individual case analyses from 
which we inferred effectiveness of intervention. We shall 
discuss this limitation in more detail in Chapter 5 in which 
fmdings relevant to intervention are presented and discus­
sed. 

A third limitation involves the subjective nature of the 
data regarding family circumstances. Institute personnel in­
terpreted the narrative accounts of the workers' assessment 
of the families in our sample. Percentages representing pre­
sence or absence of particular family characteristics, how­
ever, represent a conservative picture due to the fact that if 
certainty of presence or absence could not be established, 
we considered the status of tht:. circumstance to be un­
known. This limitation will be discussed further in Chapter 
5. 

Finally, not having access to specifics on the availabili­
ty of community and agency funds as resource inputs 
severely limited Le insights we might have gained regarding 
constraints encountered in the systems in processing clients. 

Summary of Level I Findings 

The efforts in Level I of the research project were di­
rected toward a comparative evaluation of the two protec­
tive service delivery systems in terms of the criteria outlined 
earlier in this report. 

Efforts were made to identify salient similarities and 
differences, and to pinpoint factors which impeded or en­
hanced the systems in their operations process. 
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We found that both systems were impeded in their in­
ternal operations as a result of the state of their relationship 
with collateral commvnity systems. Operations were influ­
enced negatively on two levels, one resulting from limited 
input from these collateral systems and the other from the 
ways these systems handled abuse and neglect cases. 

In relation to both the CES (Nashville) and the PSU 
(Savannah) systems, we found that collateral systems, espe­
cially hospitals, provided limited input. Input via lawen­
forcement and court systems in Nashville was provided on It 
more uniform basis than in Savannah. While limited input 
from collateral systems is a major concern from the stand­
point of the failure to provide services to children and 
families in need, from a system's standpoint, the inappro­
priate handling of cases by other systems poses more prob­
lems for the delivery of services by the protective service 
system; i.e., impedes the orderly sequencing of services, 
making their detivel}' difficult or impossible. 

At the time of the study, collateral systems in both 
communities fell short in their responsibility of channeling 
abused and neglected children into the protective service 
system. At the same time, mechanisms for receiving chil­
dren in the two protective service system'> differed material­
ly. The 24-hour intake provision in the CBS system was a 
major plus, while the lack of intake beyond DHR's work 
hours or a coordinated procedure with intake in the law 
enforcement or Juvenile Court system was a defmite 
impediment to PSU's operations. Given this lack in the PSU 
system, a sudden increase in input from collateral systems 
in Savannah would probably be less than desirable from an 
operational standpoint. 

Related to intake capabilities are the procedures for in­
vestigating complaints. In the CES system both aspects 
were intricatp',y tied to Juvenile Court operations. Conjoint 
coordinated approaches to investigation in emergency or 
crisis situations allowed for the on-site presence of social 
service assessment and court authority. Seemingly, too, 
coordinated intake and investigatory procedures contrib­
uted to the expadiency with which investigations were 
initiated and to the total coverage of case reports. Report­
edly, all complaints were investigated that could not be 
referred to other community resources or otherwise deflect­
ed from CES. 

This latter point is made primarily with the fact in 
mind that the number of intake personnel in the CES 
project was at the time of the study the same as the number 
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of personnel in the PSU. Further, it bears noting that intake 
workers in CES Were responsible for an average caseload of 
approximately forty cases in which children were at differ­
ent stages in the protective service process . 

On the other hand, PSU workers were not responsible 
for an active long-tenn :.,aseload. Thus, in tenns of the dif­
ferences in county size (Davidson County, Tennessee--ap­
proximately 500,000 and Chatham County, Georgia-less 
than 200,000) and given a comparable number of key case­
work personnel, systems efforts at coordination in David­
son County, Tennessee must be responsible in part for the 
differences in expediency and coverage capabilities. 

A major advantage the CES system had over the PSU in 
Savannah was the component services which could be 
brought to bear upon emergency situations without the vicis­
situdes of bureaucratic red tape. Some of the similar kinds 
of services, e.g., homemakers, were available in other service 
components of the Georgia Department of Human Resources 
(DHR), but such services were not available to the PSU 
without formal requests, eligibiUty detennination, and other 
procedural processing. Thus, their utility for "crisis" inter­
vention was virtually nil. 

One of the major features of an emergency or crisis in­
tervention system (such as the CES) is immediacy in response 
to complaints via investigations and ameliorative services and 

11 

the successful movement of cases to other community re. 
sources or on-going units in the larger system. The operations 
of CES became increasingly difficult, i.e., intake workers' 
caseloads became increasingly larger, due, in part, to prob. 
lems encountered in case transferrals. These difficulties wer0 
related both to intake workel1l' failure (within CES) to opera­
tionally defme crisis and to the less than desirltble relation­
ship between CES and its parent social service agency. The 
ease with which caseS were transferred between PSU in Sann­
nah and other service components of DHR was a decided 
plus over CES operations. 

In both systems, the record keeping approach had neg­
ative effects upon their operations. In Nashville, the major 
data recording log reflected an inflated picture of child 
abuse, but at the same time serial abuse was captured. In 
Savannah, the major data recording log reflected a deflated 
picture without capturing serial abuse cases. Both systems 
recorded only "cold" facts on case handling; "hot" facts 
were imbedded within the mire of process recordings and 
other infonnation within the workers' folders on the 
families. 

In recognizing the preceding factors, it can again be 
stated that each system had particular strengths in opem­
tions, but neither system had all of the strengths that might 
be desirable in the delivery of services to children entering 
the protective service system. 
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Chapter 2 

SYSTEMS CLffiNT INPUT: WHO ARE THE CHILDREN 
ENTERING THE SYSTEM? 

Who are our nation's abured, neglected, and otherwise 
maltreated children? It is a commonly held assumption that 
the phenomenon of child abul>d and neglect crosses racial and 
socioeconomic lines and reveals little sex or age discrimina­
tion. Those who enteo: the protective service system, how­
ever, generally represent a disproportionate perc()nt of th\~ 
poor, nonwhites, the young, and a slightly higher perc~fl.t 
males. 

This section of the chapter is devoted to the two sys­
tems' client input, with discussions of the major characteris­
tics of the abused and neglected children who entered the 
systems, the nature and severity of the harm they suffered, 
and the familial circumstances under which they lived. Of 
particular interest to the following discussions are the in­
sights gained from the analysis of the data by the nature of 
the case--serial abuse cases and cases on which only one inci­
deat had been reported.1 

Chlldren and Families Served in the CES System 
Nashville, Davidson County, Tennessee 

Age, Sex and Race 

Of the 234 cases in the total caseloau, 54.8 percent of 
the children were less than six years of age; 26.9 percent 
were ten years and older. Of the children under six years of 
age, 35.1 percent were under three with 16.7 percent being 
less than one. 

The fmdings indicate that tlte age distributton of report­
ed maltreated children is highly represented by thb young 
child. Perhaps, a more Significant ftnding is the difference 
noted between the two categories of caser.--serial abuse and 
isolated incident cases--with respect to the age distribution. 

1 The total caseload was separated ii,~o two decks of case data 

for analytical pUrPoses. Deck 1 represented serial abuse cases and 

Deck 2 was cases of children on whom only nne known report had 

been made. Cases in Deck 1 also served as the data base for the eval­

uation of effectiveness of intervention which is discussed in Chapter 

5. 
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While the distribution of the total caseload, without conl'id· 
eration of the nature of the case, differed mhtimally from 
that which is generally discovered, a close observation of the 
data in Table 2·1 indicates that there is a great deal of dis· 
parity between the overall distribution and that of the sepa· 
rate types of cases. 

The apparent which surfaces is the tendency for children 
among serial abuse cases to be older than those on whom 
one known report had been made. Among sedal abuse cases, 
47.2 percent were less than six years of age, with only 5.7 
percent being under one, 23.6 percent undertlte age of three 
and in the three to less than six age category. Among isolated 
incident cases, over sixty percent of the children were less 
than six years old, with a high of 25.8 percent under one 
year of age, 44.5 percent under the age of three, and 16.4 
percent in the three to less than six age rrutge, 

An unexpected observation was the rmding that there 
was a relatively high percent of children age ten and above 
among the isolated incident cases (23.4) as well as among 
the serial abuse cases (31.1). 

The differences in tlte age distribution by the nature of 
the case will take on more meaning in a subsequent section 
when the severity of harm is discussed. 

Of the cases for which sex was known (N=229), there 
were slightly more females in the total caseload than were 
males, 51.1 and 48.9 percent, respectively. For 2.1 percent 
of tlte cases sex was unknown. In observing tlte sex of cItil­
dren by fhe nature of the case, however, it is noted in Table 
2·2 that the percentage distribution is reversed for ilie decks 
of cases··a slightly higher percent of males were among the 
serial abuse cases. 

There were 220 cases for which race was known; of 
these, 76.4 percent were white and 23.6 percent were black. 
'The race of children by the nature of the case,however,pre. 
sented a sligr.J:ly different distribution, with a higher percent 
of all black children being among the sertal abuse cases and 
a higher percent of all white children among the isolated in· 
cident cases. 



TABLE 2-1 

Age of Children by Nature of Case 

Age of Children 
Nirt.urI!"' 

of tlni1ar 1 to < 2 to < 3to< 6 to < 8 to < 10 to < 12 to < 14 tc < 16 to < 
c:a- 1 YOIIII:r 2 Yeara 3 Yearu 6 Year. 8 Years 10 Years 12 'y~ra 14 Yean! 16 Y,","I:. 18 Ye&%1l '1I:Ita1 

:II , N , 11 , N , III % :II 11 N % N , 1!1 " N , 
Ser.l.a.1 
AbuIIe 6 5.7 II 0.5 U 9.4 25 23.6 12 11.3 II 10.4 12 11.3 5 4.7 13 12.3 3 2.8 106 
CABes (15.4) (47.4) (41.7) (54.3) (57.1) (50.0) (54.5) (55.6) (72.2) (21.4) (45.3) 

III01ated 
lnc.idl!lllt 33 25.8 10 7.6 1<1 10.9 II 16.4 9 7.0 II 8.6 1.0 7.8 -4 ,3.1 5 3.9 11 11.6 12l! 
CaseD (B4.6) (52.6) (58.3) (45.7) (42.lI) (50.0) (45.5) (44.4) (27.8) (78.6) (54.7) 

~ 

N " , 39 16.7 19 B.l 201 ID.3 46 1!1.7 21 9.0 22 9.4 22 9.4 9 3.B 111 7.7 14 6.0 234 

Cmaulatiw .. 24.8 35.1 54.8 63.B 73.2 112.6 a6.4 94.1 IDO.D 

Column percentages are presented in parentheses; other percentages are ba,sed on row totals. 

*Throughout the report serial abuse refers to cases analyzed as Deck 1 and isolated incident to those analyzed as Deck 2 . 
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TABLE 2-2 

Sex and Race of Children by Nature of Case 

Sex 

Nature 
of Male Female 

Case N % N % 

Serial 
Abuse 53 51.0 51 49.0 
Cases (47.3) (43.6) 

Isolated 
Incident 59 47.2 66 52.8 
Cases (52.7) (56.4) 

Total 112 48.9 117 51.1 

Age and Race by Nature of Case 

Hayjng determined the age and race distributions of the 
children reported, we decided to note the age of these chil­
dren by race. We determined earlier that; (1) 35.1 percent 
of the total caseload were less than three years of age with 
16.7 percent being less than one year old; (2) a much higher 
percent of children on WhQl,l one report had been made 
were less than three (44.5) as compared to those among 
serial abuse cases (23.6); (3) a higher percent of all black 
children (53.8) were among serial abuse cases than were the 
percent of all white children (44.0). 

The age distribution by race for the total caseload was 
similar for both white and black children, with 55.3 percent 
of the white and 53.8 percent of the black being less than 
six years of age. A discrepancy in the age distribution by 
race existed in the two oldest age categories. A higher per­
cent (21.2) of the black children than the percent of the 
white children (10.7) were ten to less than fourteen. The reo 
verse was true for those fourteen and 01der-16.1 percent of 
the white and 5.8 percent of the black children. 

The analysis of age and race data by the nature of the 
case revealed further irregularities. While we noted earlier 
that a higher percent of all black children were among serial 
abuse cases than were the percent of all white children, we 
found a higher percent of the black children among isolated 
incident caseS under the age of three (58.3 percent) than 
the percent of white children (41.5 percent). On the other 
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Race 

Total 'White Black Total 
N % N % 

104 74 72.5 28 27.5 102 
(44.0) (53.8) 

125 94 79.7 24 20.3 118 
(56.0) (46.2) 

229 168 76.4 52 23.6 220 

hand, among the serial abuse cases there was a higher per· 
cent of white children under age 3 (28.4 percerlt) than the 
percent of black children (14.3 percent). Of the white chil­
dren among serial abuse cases, 21.6 percent were three to 
less than six years old; this compare~ to 28.6 percent of the 
black children. This situation was reversed among isolated 
incident cases where only 8.3 percent of the black and 18.1 
percent of the white were three to less than six. A higher 
percent of the black children among serial abuse and isolated 
incident cases were in the age category of ten to less than 
fourteen. On the other hand, a higher percent of the white 
children in both categories of cases were age fourteen and 
above. 

These data which are pre$ented in Table 2·3 reveal that 
there was a tendency for black children among isolated inci­
dent cases to be younger than white children; white children 
among serial abuse cases tended to be younger than black 
children. Further, a higher percent of white children than 
black children were found among both types of cases in 
the age category of fourteen and above. 

Which category(s) of these children were more likely to 
be victims of repeated reports of maltreatm"nt? A look at 
the percent of children among serial abuse cases as opposed 
to the percent among isolated incident cases provided some 
insight. In Table 24, it can be noted that at every age level, 
with the exception of the less than three, the percent of all 
black children among serial abuse cases was higher than the 
percent of all whiie children. 
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Race 
Serial 
Abuse 
Cases 

White 

Black 

Total 

Isolated 
Incident 
Cases 

White 

Black 

Total 

Total 
Case10ad 

White 

Black 

Total 

• 

N 

21 

4 

25 

N 

39 

14 

53 

N 

60 

18 

78 

< 3 
% 

28.4 
(B4.0) 
14.3 

(16.0) 
24.5 

.. 

% 

4.1.5 
(73.6) 
58.3 

(26.4) 
44.9 

% 

35.7 
(76.9) 
34.6 

(23.1) 
35.1 

• • 

TABLE 2·3 

Age and Race of Children by Nature of Case 

Age Level 

3 < 6 6 < 10 
N % N % 

16 21.6 16 21.6 
(66.6) (69.6) 

8 28.6 7 25.0 
(33.3) (30.4) 

24 23.5 23 22.5 

N % N % 

17 18.1 14 14.9 
(89.5) (B2.4) 

2 B.3 3 12.5 
(10.5) (17.6) 

19 16.1 17 14.4 

N % N % 

33 19.6 30 17.9 
(76.7) (75. 0) 

10 19.2 10 19.2 
(23.3) (25.01 

43 19.5 40 lti.2 

-

• • 

-
10 < 14 14 < 1B Total 
N % N % 

9 12.2 12 16.2 74 
(56.3) (B5.7) 72.5 

7 25.0 2 7.1 28 
(43.B) (14.3) 27.5 

16 15.7 14 13.7 102 

N % N % 

9 9.6 15 16.0 94 
(69.2) (93.B) 79.7 

4 16.7 1 4.2 24 
(30.8) ( 6.3) 20.3 

13 11. 0 16 13.6 118 

N % N % Total 

18 10.7 27 16.1 168 
(62.1) (90.0) 

11 21.2 3 5.8 52 
(37. 9) (10.0) 

29 13.2 30 13.6 220 
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TABLE 24 

Percent of Children Among ;:,erial Abuse Cases by Age and Race'" 

Age of Children 

Race <3 3<6 6<10 10<14 14<18 Total 
Years Years Years Years Years 

N % N % N % N % N % 

White 21 35.0 16 48.5 16 53.3 9 50.0 12 44.4 74 

Black 4 22.2 8 80.0 7 70.0 7 63.6 2 66.6 28 

Total 25 35.5 24 19.5 23 18.2 16 13.2 14 13.6 102 
I 

*Numbers for age levels ~e Deck 1 data found in Table 2-3. Percentages are based on the number of Deck 1 children in each age category as a 
percepi of the total number of children in each age category. 

For all white children under the age of three, 21 or 
35.0 percent (N=60) were among the serial abuse cases; this 
compared to 4 or 22.2 percent (N=18) of the black chil­
dren. For all white children, age three but less than six, 
48.5 percent were among the serial abuse cases-80.0 
percent of the black children. Sixteen or S3.3 percent of all 
white children and seven or 70.0 percent of all black 
children in the six to less than ten age range represented 
multiple report cases. Of the white children, age ten to less 
than fourteen, 50.0 percent were among the serial abuse 
cases; this compared to 63.6 percent of the black children. 
Similarly, for the children age fourteen but leJs than 
eighteen, 44.4 percent of the white and 66.6 percent of the 
black were among the serial abuse cases, 

Sex and Race by Nature of Case 

From Table 2-5, we note that there is minimal differ­
ence between serial abuse and isolated incident cases with 
respect to the distribution of the sexes for white children. 
This does not hold true for the black children. It becomes 
readily apparent that black males were more likely than any 
other category of children to have been victims of repeated 
reports of maltreatment. Of a total of 83 white males in the 
total caseload, 37 or 44.6 percent repwdented serial abuse 
cases. This compares to 43.4 percent oft'b.e 83 white females. 
Black females were represented by a similar percentage 
among serial abuse cases (42.9 percent). On the other hand, 
of 24 black males, 16 or 66.7 percent were among serial 
abuse cases. 

TABLE 2·5 

Sex and Race of Children by Nature of Case 

Sex of Children 

Serial Abuse* Isolated Incident Total Caseload 

Race Male Female Male Female Male Female; 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

White 37 50.7 36 49.3 46 49.5 47 50.5 83 50.0 83 50.0 
(69.8) (75.0) (85.2) (74.6) (77.6) (74.8) 

Black 16 57.1 12 42.9 8 33.3 16 66.7 24 46.2 28 53.8 
(30.2) (25.0) (14.8) (25.4) (22.4) (25.2) 

Total 53 52.5 48 47.5 54 46.2 63 53.8 107 49.1 111 50.9 

*Statistical tests were just below the .05 level of significance for the association between race and sex for serial abuse cases. 
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Age, Sex, Race, and Nature of Case 

There appeared to be a pattern between age and sex for 
white children in the total caseload. A higher percent of the 
white males (44.6 percent) were under the age of three; this 
compares to .l5.3 percent females. On the other hand, a 
higher percent of the femates were reported in the age 
category of fourteen and above--21.7 percent female to 
10.8 percent male. In considering the data by the nature of 
the case, we found the major deviation from the pattern to 
exist among serial abuse cases where the difference between 
males and females reported in the age fourteen and above 
category was less pronounced. There were 6 or 16.2 percent 
of the males and 6 or 16.7 percent of the females. 

The N's on which percentages for Jlack children were 
based are small; however, the general pattern was found to 
hold in the total caseload--39.1 p~ " .. ent males to 28.6 per­
cent females under three years of age and 4.3 percent male 
to 7.1 percent female a.,: fourteen and above. A noted 
deviation was the relatively high percent of the females 
under one year of age among both isolated incident cases 
and the total caseload. See Table 2-6. 

Types of Abuse Reported 

Physical abuse which was determined not to be related 
to disciplinary measures atld neglect resulting from parental 
inadequacies were, by far, the most frequently reported 
types of abuse for both the children who had been previ­
ously reported and those involved in single incidents. The 
tllird most frequent form was abandonment. 

When we noted the types of abuse by race and the na­
ture of the case, variations were found in the distribution. 
Among serial abuse cases, neglect due to parental inadequa­
cies and phYSical abuse unrell!ted to disciplinary action re­
mained the most prevalent form of abusive treatment for 
white children. On the other hand, abandonment, physical 
abuse of a non-disciplinary nature, and neglectful conditions 
resulting from tlle absence ofparent(s) were equally reported 
for black children. 

Among isolated incident cases, the forms of abuse re­
mained unchanged for white children, howev,zr, physical 
abuse was tlle most prevalent. Among blacks, physical abuse 
for which the motive could not be determined and the cate­
gory including other unspecified types emerged as the most 
frequent forms of libuse. See Table 2-7. 
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Seriousness of Hattn Suffered 

ApprOximately one-third of the total caseload involved 
serious consequences to the child. However, a higller percent 
of children among the isolated incident cases were seriously 
harmed (36.7 percent) than were those among serial abuse 
cases (29.2 percent). Of the serious cases in the total case­
load, over sixty percent were among the isolated incident 
cases. 

Similarly, a higller percent of the children anlOng the 
isolated incident cases were known to have been hospitalized. 
These data arc reported in Table 2 .. 8. 

In regard to seriousness of harm by race and nature of 
the case, a higller percent of cases involving se'rious conse­
quences for both black ril1',d white children were among the 
isolated incident cases. Sligllt1y less than thirty percent for 
both races were serious in the serial abuse and more than 
thirty-five percent serious among the isolated incident cases. 

Seriousness of harm by age and race is presented in 
Table 2-9. Of the total caseload, 56 or 37.3 percent of the 
white c!1ildren suffered serious harm, with 51.8 percent of 
all serious cases being less than three years of age, 73.2 per­
cent under the age of six, and 16.1 percent ten years and 
over. There were differences in the age distribution of seri­
ous cases by the two categories of cases--serial abuse and iso­
lated incident cases. 

While a higher percent of isolated incident cases were 
serious than were serial abuse cases, a higller percent of those 
among serial abuse were less than six (77.3 percent) as com­
pared to those who had been reported only once (70.5 per­
cent). On the other hand, the older children who were vic­
tims of repeated abusive treatment were less likely than 
those among isolated cases to have been seriously harmed. 
Only 9.1 percent of the serial abuse cases as compared to a 
higll of 20.6 percent of the isolated i."1cident cases in which 
the children were age ten and above were seriously harmed. 

Similarly, of the total number of black children for 
whom all relevant variables were known, 17 or 36.2 percent 
were seriously harmed, with 47.1 percent of all serious cases 
being less than three years of age, 64.7 percent under the 
age of six, and 17.6 percent ten years and above. 

The age distribution of serious cases involving black chil­
dren by the nature of the case differed somewhat from that 
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TABLE 2-6 

Age, Race a."ld Sex of Children by Nature of Case 

Rc.ce and Sex of Children 

White Black 

Age Total Caseload Serial Abuse Isolated Incideltt Total Caseload Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

N S\ N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % --
< 1 year 17 70.8 7 29.2 4 80.0 1 20.0 13 68.4 6 31.6 3 30.0 7 70.0 0 -- 0 -- 3 30.0 7 70.0 

(20.5) ( 8.4) (10.8) ( 2.8) (28.2) (12.8) (13.0) (25.0) (37.5) (43.8) 

1 < 2 7 50.0 7 50.0 2 28.6 5 71.4 5 71.4 2 28.6 5 100.0 0 -- 2 100.0 0 -- 3 -- 0 --
( 8.4) ( 8.4) ( 5.4) (13.9) (10.9) ( 4.2) (21. 7) (13.31 (37.5) 

2 < 3 13 65.0 7 35.0 5 62.5 3 37.5 8 66.7 4 33.3 1 50.0 1 50.0 1 100.0 0 -- 0 -- I --
(15.7) ( 8.41 (13.5) ( 8.3) (17.3) ( 8.5) ( 4.3) { 3.G} ( 6.7) ( fi.2) 

3 < 6 16 48.5 17 51.5 9 56.2 7 43.8 7 41.2 10 58.8 6 60.0 4 40.0 5 62.5 3 37.5 1 50.0 1 50.0 
(19.3) (20.5) (24.3) (19.4) (15.2) (21.2) (26.1) (14.2) (33.3) (25.0) (12.5) ( 6.2) 

6 < 8 5 35.7 9 64.3 2 25.0 6 75.0 3 50.0 3 50.0 1 20.0 4 SO.O 1 25.0 3 75.0 0 -- 1 100.0 
( 6.0) (10.8) ( 5.4) (16.7) ( 6.5) ( 6.3) ( 4.3) (14.21 ( 6.7) (25.01 ( 6.2) 

8 < 10 5 31.2 11 68.S 4 50.0 4 50.0 1 12.5 7 87.5 3 60.0 2 40.0 3 100.0 0 -- 0 -- 2 100.0 
( 6.0) (13.2) (10.8) (11.1) ( 2.1) (14.9) (13.0) ( 7.1) (20.0) (12.5) 

10 < 12 8 57.1 6 42.9 4 50.0 4 50.0 4 66.7 2 33.3 1 16.7 5 83.3 1 33.3 2 66.7 0 
_ .. 3 100.0 

( 9.6) ( 7.2) (lO.S) (11.1) ( 8.7) ( 4.2) ( 4.3) (17.9) ( 6.7) (16.71 (18.8) 

12 <14 3 75.0 1 25.0 1 100.0 0 -- 2 66.7 1 33.3 2 40.0 3 60.0 1 25.0 3 75.0 1 ),00.0 0 --
{ 3.6} ( 1.21 ( 2.7) ( 4.3) ( 2.1) ( 8.7) (10.7) ( 6.7) (25.0) (12.5) 

14 < 16 6 40.0 9 60.0 5 50.0 5 50.0 1 20.0 4 80.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 1 50. O. 0 -- 0 --
( 7.2) (10.8) (13.5) (13.9) ( 2.1) ( 8.5) ( 4.3) ( 3.6) ( 6.7) ( 8.31 

16 < 18 3 25.0 9 75.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 2 20.0 8 80.0 0 -- I 100.0 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- I .~\)O .0 
{ 3. 6} (10.81 ( 2.7) ( 2.8) ( 4.3) (17.0) ( 3.6) ( 6. 2) .-

Total 83 83 37 36 46 47 23 28 15 12 8 16 
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TABLE 2-7 

Types of Abuse by Nature of Case 

Physical physical 
Types of Abuse 

" Phys~cal 
Abuse/ Abuse Un- Neglect Neglect Neglect Abuse 

Abandon- Discipline related to Emotional Child home/ Parent- Parental Sexual Motive Un-
Race ment Related Discipline Abuse Parent Absent Child Home Inadeguacies Abuse determined 

Serial 
Abuse N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

White 11 11.1 8 8.0 17 17.2 9 9.0 7 7.0 12 12.1 20 20.2 4 4.0 5 5.0 

Black 7 17.9 4 10.3 7 17.9 2 5.1 7 17.9 5 12.8 .; 10.2 1 2.6 1 2.6 

Isolated 
Incident N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

White 19 15.8 14 11. 7 24 20.0 11 9.2 11 9.2 4 3.3 18 15.0 5 4.2 6 5.0 

Black 4 11.8 2 5.9 2 5.9 2 5.9 1 2.9 4 11.8 6 17.6 1 2.9 6 17.6 

Total 
Case10ad N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

White 30 13.7 22 10.0 41 18.7 ?O 9.1 18 8.2 16 7.3 38 17.4 9 4.1 11 5.0 

Black 11 15.0 6 8 -,2 9 12.3 4 5.5 8 11. 0 9 12.3 10 13.7 2 2.7 7 9.6 

Percentages are based on number of children. Per.centages do not add up 'co 100 since over 30 percent pf the children 
sustained more than one form of maltreatment. 

• • • • • • • • • -------

Other 

N % 

6 6.0 

1 2.6 

N % 

8 6.7 

6 17.6 

N % 

14 6.4 

7 9.6 

• 
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TABLE 2-8 

Seriousness of Hann by Nature of Case 

Seriousness Physician Seen? Hospitalized? -
Nature Not 
of Case Serious Serious Unknown Total Yes No Unknown Total Yes No Unknown Total 
(Deck No.) N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N. % N % 

Deck 1 
(Serial 63 59.4 31 29.2 12 11.3 106 43 40.6 47 44.3 16 15.1 106 16 15.1 63 59.4 27 25.5 106 
Abuse) (47.4) (39.7) (52.2) (45.3) (45.3) (45.2) (45.7) (36.4) (46.7) (49.1) 

Deck 2 
(Isolated 70 54.7 47* 36.7 11 8.6 128 52 40.6 57 44.5 19 14.8 128 28 21.9 72 56.3 28 21.9 128 
Incident) (52.6) (60.3) (47.8) (54.7) (54.7) (54.8) (54.3) (63.6) (53.4) (50.9) 

Total 133 56.8 78 33.3 23 9.8 234 95 40.6 104 44.4 35 15.0 234 44 18 .8 135 57.7 55 23.5 234 

*Includes one (1) fatal case. 



TABLE 2-9 

Seriousness of Harm by Age, Race, and Nature of Case 
. 

Seriousness - White Children 

Deck 1 (Serial Abuse) Deck 2 (Isolated Incident) Total Case:!.oad 
Not Not Not 

Age Serious Serious Total Serious Serious Total Serious Serious Total 

< 3 10 47.6 11 52.4 21 17 48.6 18 51.4 35 27 48.2 29 51.8 56 
(23.8) (50.0) (32.7) (52.9) (28.7) (51. 8) 

3 < 6 8 57.1 6 42.9 14 10 62.5 6 37.5 16 18 60.0 12 40.0 30 
(19.0) (27.3) (19.2) (17.6) (19.1) (21.4) 

6 < 10 9 75.0 3 25.0 12 10 76.9 3 23.1 13 19 76.0 6 24.0 25 
(21. 4) (13.6) (19.2) ( 8.8) (20.2) (10.7) 

10 < 14 7 100.0 0 -- 7 6 75.0 2 25.0 8 13 86.7 2 13.3 15 
(16.7) (11. 5) ( 5.9) (13.8) ( 3.6) 

14 < 18 B 80.0 2 20.0 10 9 64.3 5 35.7 14 17 70.8 7 29.2 24 
(19.0) ( 9.1) (17.3) (14.7) (18.1) (12.5) 

Total 42 65.6 22 34.4 64 52 60.5 34 39.5 86 94 62.7 56 37.3 150 

Seriousness - Black Children 

< 3 2 50.0 2 50.0 4 6 50.0 6 50.0 12 8 50.0 8 50.0 16 
(11.1) (25.0) (50.0) (66.7) (26.7) (47.J.) 

3 < 6 5 71.4 2 28.6 7 1 50.0 1 50.0 2 6 66.7 3 33.3 9 
(27.8) (25.0) ( 8.3) (11.1) (20.0) (17.6) 

6 < 10 5 71.4 2 28.6 7 1 50.0 1 50.0 2 6 66.7 3 33.3 9 
(27.8) (25.0) ( 8.3) (11.1) (20.0) (17.6) 

10 < 14 4 66.7 2 33.3 6 3 75.0 1 25.0 4 7 70.0 3 30.0 10 
(22.2) (25.0) (25.0) (11.1) (23.3) (17.6) 

14 < 18 2 100.0 0 --. 2 1 100.0 0 -- I 3 100.0 0 -- 3 
(11.1) ( 8.3) (10.0) -. 

Total 18 69.2 8 30.8 26 12 57.1 9 42.9 21 30 63.8 17 3b.2 47 

Table does not include unknowns. 
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of the white children.We noted earlier that black children 
were more likely than were white children to have been vic­
tims of repeated abusive treatment. Yet, the seriousness of 
harm to black children was less pronounced among serial 
abuse cases (30.8 percent) than among isolated incident cases 
(42.9 percent). In regard to the age distribution, over sixty 
percent of the black children among isolated incident cases 
who were seriously harm'ld were under the age of three. This 
compares to slightly more than fifty percent of the white 
children. 

We might be reminded here of the general age distribu­
tion for the races by the nature of the case. More whites than 
blacks among serial abuse cases were under the age of three; 
28.4 and 14.3 percent, respectively. A higher percent of the 
black children among isolated incident cases were less than 
three (58.3 percent); this compares to 41.5 percent of the 
white children. 

Again, it is apparent from the above fmdings, as in other 
studies, that the young are more likely to suffer serious con­
sequences from abusive treatment. 

Regarding seriousness of harm by race and sex, a slightly 
hig!"\er percent of the cases involving white females were seri­
ous than the percent of those involving white males among 
both types of cases. For black children, the opposite was 
found in both types of case&. For the total number of cases 
of black children, 40.9 percent of the males and 32.0 per­
cent of tlle females were seriously harmed. This compares 
to 35.1 percent of the white males and 37.8 percent of the 
white females. The seriousness of harmed suffered was more 
pronounced for all the children among isolated incident 
cases, with well over fifty percent of the black males in such 
cases being seriously affected. Thus, black males were the 
most likely group of children to be both victims of repeated 
abusive treatment and to be seriously harmed. See Table 2-
10 for these fmdings. 

Prior Reported Abuse of Children 

Of a total of 234 cases, 106 or 45.3 percent represented 
cases on which at least one incident prior to the most cur­
rent had been reported to the CBS system; 128 or 54.7 per­
cent were isolated--single reported incident-cases. 

Of the serial abuse cases (N=106), 67 or 63.2 percent 
had only one known recorded prior report, 26 or 24.5 per­
cent had two prior reports; 10 or 9.4 percent had three; and 
3 or 2.8 percent had four or more. 
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According to the data presented in Table 2-11, males 
were reported more often than were females, with 79.2 per­
cent of the males and 96.1 percent of the females having 
been reported two Oi: fewer times previously. At the other 
extreme, approxinlately twenty percent of the males and 
less than four percent of the females had been reported at 
least three times previous to the most current report. 

We determined earlier that black children were more 
likely than were white children to have been victims of prior 
abuse. According to Table 2-12, a slightly higller percent of 
black children had been reported three or more times~·14,3 
of the black and 12.3 percent of the white. 

Without controlling for race which undoubtedly has 
aome effect on the results, we noted a peculiar fmding with 
respect to age and prior reports. The oldest children were 
m0re likely than were the youngest to have only one prior 
reported incident-n.O percent of the less than three as 
compared to 87.5 percent of me fourteen and older. The 
middle age categories--six to less than ten with slightly more 
than sixty percent and ten to less than fourteen with slightly 
less than fifty percent--were more likely than the oilier age 
categories to have two or more prior reports. Beyond the 
effect race could have on iliese fmdings, perhaps our selec­
tion of case procedure compounded the results. See Table 
2 .. 13 for the detailed distribution. 

Prior Placement of Children 

Sixteen children or approxinlately fifteen percent of ilie 
children who had been victims of repeated reports of abuse 
(N=106 serial abuse cases) had at least one known prior offi­
cial placement. 

Of the children that had prior placements, 10 or 62.5 
percent were male. This represents 18.9 percent ofilie males 
among serial abusJ cases. By comparison, 11.8 percent of 
the females among serial abuse cases had a prior placement 
history. 

Regarding race, a higher percent of the white children 
(68.8 percent) were among the sixteen known to have a 
placement history. However, the percent of black children 
wIth a placement history (5 or 17.9 percent) was greater 
than the percent of white children (11 or 14.9 percent). 

On matters of age and prior placement for the serial 
abuse cases, children in the middle age categories--six to less 
than ten with 5 or 31.3 percent and ten to less than fourteen 
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TABLE 2-10 

Seriousness of Harm by Race, Sex, and Nature of Case 

Seriousness Deck 1 (Serial Abuse) 
of Harm Male Female 

N % N % 

Not Serious 21 50.0 21 50.0 
(67.7) (65.6) 

Serious 10 47.6 11 52.4 
(32.3) (34.4) 

Total 3 49.2 32 50.8 

Not Serious 10 55.6 8 4.~. 4 
(66.7) (72.'ij 

Serious 5 62.5 3 37.5 
(33.3) (28.3) 

Total 15 57.7 11 42.3 

Unknowns not included in table. 
*Includes one (1) fatal case • 

• • • 

Total 

42 
(66.7) 

21 
(33.3) 

63 

18 
(69.2) 

8 
(30.8) 
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Sex of White Children 

Deck 2 (Isolated Incident) 
Male Female Total 

N % N % 

2:7 51.9 25 48.1 52 
(62.8) (59.5) (61. 2) 

16 48.5 17* 51.5 33 
(37.2) (40.5) (38.8) 

43 50.6 42 49.4 85 

Sex of Black Children 

3 25.0 9 75.0 12 
(42.9) (64.3) (57.1) 

4 44.4 5 55.6 9 
(57.1) (35.7) (42.9) 

7 33.3 14 66.7 21 

• • • 

, 
Total £ 

Male Female Total 
N % N % 

48 51.1 46 48.9 94 
(64 .9) (62.2) (63.5) 

26 48.1 28 51.9 54 
(35.1) (37.8) (36.5) 

74 50.0 74 50.0 148 

13 43.3 17 56.7 30 
(59.1) (68.0) (63.8) 

9 52.9 8 47.1 17 
(40.9) (32.0) (36.2) 

22 46.8 25 53.2 47 

• • • 





• TABLE 2-11 

Sex and Prior Reported Incidents 

Number of Prior Incidents -

• Sex 1 2 3 4 or More Total 
N % N % N % N % 

Male 30 56.6 12 22.6 8. 15.1 3 5.7 53 
(46.2) (46.2) (80.0) (100.0) 

Female 35 68.6 14 27.5 2 3.9 0 .. - ... 51 
(53.8) (53.8) (20.0) 

Total 65 62.5 26 25.0 10 9.6 3 2.9 104 • -
TABLE 2-12 

Race md Prior Reported Incidents 

• Number of Prior Reported Incidents 

Race 1 2 3 4 or More Total 
N % N % N % N % 

White 47 63.5 18 24.3 7 9.5 2 2.7 74 
(74.6) (69.2) (70.0) (66.7) 

Black 16 57.1 8 28.6 3 10.7 1 3.6 28 ~. 
(25.4) (30.8) (30.0) (33.3) 

Total 63 61.8 26 25.5 10 9.9 3 3.0 102 I 

I TABLE 2-13 

• Age and Prior Reported Incidents 

Number ofPriol' Reported Incidents 

Age 1 2 3 4 or More Total 
N % N % N % N % 

• <3 18 72.0 5 20.0 2 8.0 0 _ .. _- 25 
(26.9) (19.2) (20.0) 

3 < 6 17 68.0 5 20.0 2 8.0 1 4.0 25 
(25.4) (19.2) (20.G) (33.3) 

6 < 10 9 39.1 10 43.5 4 17.4 0 --- 23 
(13.4) (38.5) (40.0) 

10< 14 9 52.9 5 29.4 2 11.8 1 5.9 17 • 
(13.4) (19.2) (20.0) (33.3) 

14< 18 14 87.5 1 6.3 0 ...... - I 6.3 16 
(20.9) ( 3.8) (33.3) 

Total 67 63.2 26 24.5 10 9.4 3 2.8 106 
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With 4 or 25.0 percent of the total placements-as with the 
number of prior reports, were more likely than those in the 
ether age groupings to have a prior placement. F or the above 
spe~\fied groupings, the cases with prior placements repre­
sent 21.7 percent of the 23 children age six to less than ten 
and 23.5 percent of the 17 children age ten to less than four­
teen. Surprisingly, only 2 or ] 1.5 percent of the children age 
fourteen and above had a prior placement. 

Relationship of the Main Perpetrators 

Mothers or mother substitUtes were identified as the 
main perpetrator in well over sixty percent of the cases, With 
fathers or father substitutes being the main perpetrator in 
less than thirty percent. These fmdings are at variance With 
those from both the Regional and National studies where a 
10v,Ter percent female to a higher percent male were so iden­
tified. 

Perhaps, the above unexpected fmding can be explainec, 
in part, by one or all of the following: 

1) Our data collection process involved an in depth 
study of the workers' narrative accounts of in­
cidents and familial circumstances in general 
from which Wtl were perhaps better able to 
capture infonnation which is usually not re­
ported on specified fonns; 

2) As co-perpetrators in the present study, 
fathers or father substitutes accounted for 
over fifty percent as compared to less than 
twenty-five percent mother or mother sub­
stitutes; and 

3) There may well be some association between 
the identity of the perpetrator and the type of 
abusive treatment involved. 

Pursuing the latter line of thinking, we noted the serial 
abuse c'ases on which we performed individual case rather 
than aggxcgated data analyses for purposes of detennining 
effectiveness of intervention (see Chapter 5). We found that 
in cases in which physical abuse either as a single fonn of 
abuse or in conjunction with other fonns of abuse was pre­
sent, fathers or father substitutes were the main perpetrator 
in over forty percent of the cases. On the other hand, 
mothers or mother substitutes were generally the named 
perpetrator when abandonment and fonus of neglect were 
the case. 

26 

The fmdings regarding relationship of the perpetrators 
perSisted when we held race constant. According to Table 
2-14, black mothers or mother substitutes accounted for 
over seventy percent of the perpetrators in relation to black 
children in the total caseload. This compares to less than 
sixty-five percent of the white. Black fathers or father sub­
stitutes were identified in less than twenty percent of the 
cases involving black children, while white fathers or father 
substitutes were identified in slightly over thirty percent. 

According to Table 2-15, white mothers or mother sub­
stitutes were more likely than were black mothers or mother 
substitutes to mete out serious harm to their children. Of the 
total number of cases in which white mothers or mother 
substitutes were involved, over thirty percent resulted in 
serious hann to the children. This compares to slightly more 
than twenty percent for the black mothers or mother substi­
tutes. The difference, however, took on more meaning when 
we noted seriousness by the nature of the case. Among iso­
lated incident cases, the differences were less pronounced; 
harm was serious in 32.2 percent of the cases in which white 
mothers were the perpetrator with seriousness being un­
known for 8.5 percent, and in 27.8 percent of the cases in 
which black mothers were the perpetrator with seriousness 
unknown for 16.6 percent. 

Thirty percent of the cases for white mothers and 15.0 
percent for black mothers were serious in the serial abuse 
caseload. Perhaps these differences can be explained, in part, 
by the types of abusive trea tment which were most prevalent 
for the races among the two categories of cases. According 
to data presented in Table 2-7, the types of abusive treat­
ment associated with white children remained virtualy un­
changed by the nature of the case. On the other hand, 
among serial abuse cases for black mothers two major forms 
of abusive behavior which need not necessarily result in 
immediate measurable hann--abandonment and neglect With 
the child being home and parent being absent--were present 
in over thirty-five percent of the cases. Thus, we might have 
at least a partial explanation for the low percentage of seri­
ous cases for black children among serial abuse cases. 

White fathers or father substitutes were more likely than 
were white mothers to be involved in cases which resulted 
in serious harm. Of the total number of cases in which white 
fathers or father substitutes were the perpetrator, more than 
thirty-five percent were serious as compared to 31.2 percent 
for white mothers. While there was little difference noted 
for the percent of serious cases for white mothers or mother 
substitutes, white fathers identified as the perpetrator in 
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TABLE 2-14 

ReJatiomhlip of the Main Perpetrator by Race and Nature of Case 

~:other; perJ?etrato~~ Serial Abuse 
........ 

Cases -Father 
Race of Mother Father Other No 
Perpetrator Substitute Substitute Relative Relationship Total 

N % N % N % N % 

White 50 67.6 22 29.7 2 2.7 0 .. - 74 
(71. 4) (81.5) (66.7) 

Black 20 71.4 5 17.9 1 3.6 2 7.1 28 
(28.6) (lS.51 (33.3) (100.0) 

Total 70 68.6 27 26.5 3 2.9 2 2.0 102 

Perpetrator •• Isolated Incident Cases 

White 59 62.8 29 30.9 
(76.6) (B5.3) 

Black 18 75.0 5 20.8 
(23.4) (14.7) 

Total 77 65.3 34 28.8 

Perl2etrl!l.tor -

White 109 64.9 51 30.4 
(74.1) (83.6) 

Black 38 73.1 10 19.2 
(25.9) (16.4} 

Total 147 66.8 61 27.7 

isolated incident cases were responsible for a substantially 
higher percent of serious abuse cases (41.4 percent) than 
were those in serial abuse cases (27.3 percent). 

While the N was small for black fathers or father sub­
stitutes, we noted that percentage-wise they were respon­
sible for the highest percent of serious abuse cases among 
both types of cases. 

Family Circumstances 

Complete and detailed infonnation on the characteris­
tics and circumstances of families of abused and neglected 
children would yield an invaluable data base for those inter-
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2 2.1 4 4.2 94 
(66.7) (100.0) 

1 4.2 0 -- 24 
(33.3) -

3 2.5 4 3.4 118 

Total Caseload 

4 2.4 4 2.4 168 
(66.7) {66.7) 

2 3.8 2 3.8 52 
(33.3} (33.3) -

6 2.7 6 2.7 220 

ested in and working with such children and their families. 
Such objective and detailed information, however, is usually 
unavailable on large numbers of families. Overall, the present 
study was no exception in this regard. However, the infor­
mation obtained on families of children who had been 
known to the protective service agency over time was mote 
complete and detailed than that of families who had come 
to the attention of the agency as a result of a single report. 

Inasmuch as a great deal of narrative data, pertinent 
forms, and miscellaneous materials were available in the 
majority of serial abuse cases and often times little such data, 
beyond the "cold" facts incorporated on the required report­
ing form, existed for isolated incident cases, a discussion of 
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00 
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Relationship 
of 

Perpetrator 

Mother/Mother 
Substitute 

Father/Father 
Substitute 

Other 
Relative 

No 
Relationship 
Total 

Mother/Mother 
Substitute 

Father/Father 
Substitute 

Other 
Relative 

No 
Relationship 

Total 

• 

Ser~al Abuse 
Not 

Serious Serious 
N % N % 

21 54.0 15 30.0 
(64.3) (68.2) 

14 63.6 6 27.3 
(33.3) (27.3) 

1 50.0 1 50.0 
( 2.4) ( 4.5) 

0 -- 0 --
42 56.7 22 29.7 

16 80.0 3 15.0 
(84.2) (37.5) 

3 50.0 3 50.0 
(15.8) (37.5) 

0 -- 1 100.0 
(12.5) 

0 -- 1 50.0 
(12.5) 

19 65.5 8 27.5 

• • 

TABLE 2-15 

Seriousness of Hann by Relationship of Perpetrator, Race, 
and Nature of Case 

Ser~ousness of Harm - White cFi:l..Ioren 
Cases Isolated Inc~dent Cases 

Not 
Unknown Serious Serious Unknown 

N % N % N % N % 

8 16.0 35 59.3 19 32.2 5 8.5 
(80.0) (68.6) (57.6) (62.5) 

2 9.1 14 413.3 12 41.4 3 10.3 
(20.0) (27.4) (36.4) (37.5) 

0 -- 1 50.0 1 50,0 0 --
( 2.0) ( 3.0) 

0 -- 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 --
( 2.0) ( 3.0) 

10 13.5 51 55.4 33 35.9 8 8.7 

Ser~ousness of Harm - Black Ch~ldren 

1 5.0 10 55.6 5 27.8 3 16.6 
(50.0) (83.3) (62.5) (100.0) 

0 -- 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 --
(16.7) (25.0) 

0 -- 0 -- 1 100.0 0 --
(12.5) 

1 50.0 0 -- 0 -- 0 --
(50.0) 

22 6.8 12 52.2 8 34.8 3 13.0 

• • • • 

Total Case load 
Not 

Serious Serious Unknown 
N % N % N % 

62 56.9 34 31.2 13 11. 9 
(66.7) (61. 8) (72.2) 

28 54.9 18 35.3 5 9.8 
(30.1) (32.7) (27.8) 

2 50.0 2 50.0 0 --
( 2.2) ( 3.6) 

1 50.0 1 50.0 0 --
( 1. 0) ( 1. 8) 

93 56.0 55 33.1 18 10.8 

26 68.4 8 21.1 4 10.5 
(83.9) (50.0) (80.0) 

5 50.0 5 50.0 0 --
(16.1) (31.3) 

0 -- 2 100.0 0 --
(12.5) 

0 -- 1 50.0 1 50.0 
~ ( 6.2) (20.0) 

31 59.6 16 30.8 5 ~.6 

• •• • 
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only the circumstances irnown to be present, therefore, 
might distort or prejudice the picture of families who had 
been known to the protective service agency through several 
reported incidents. As a means of halancing such an occur­
rence, perhaps a discussion of the circumstances, in terms 
of their known absence as well, might provide a more valid 
indication of familial circumstances and conditions under 
which the children lived. 

The complete percentage dlstribution of the circum­
stances and/or conditions by the nature of the case is pre­
flented in Table 2·16. This section will be limited to a brief 
discussion of selected circumstances. See Table 2-17 for the 
percentage distribution of the circumstances by race. 

We found that the known family circumstances and/or 
living conditions of the children and their families who had 
previously been reported (serial abuse cases) differed some­
what in several important aspects from that of children who 
had not been reported prior to the current reported situa­
tion (isolated incident cases). While this is true, the reader is 
cautioned in interpreting the fmdings due to the limitation 
in the data particularly in relatinq to isolated incident cases. 

Farents Evidence Intelle(~tual Inadequacies.--It has been 
recognized that some child abusers are mentally retarded 
wlllle a large proportion are pathetically uninformed and/or 
unlearned. In view of the fact that the presence or absence 
of the familia:. ' ,:mdition, which includes both general types 
of intellectual inadequacies, was based on tho subjective eval­
uation of workers and on project staff's assessment of the 
total family case record, caution should be taken in interpret­
ing these fmrlings. 

There was little difference between the percent of par­
ents among serial abuse cases (26.7 percent) and those 
among isolated incident cases (24.2 percent) whC' were "de­
termined" to have noticeable problems in intellectual func­
tioning. Such problems were known to be absent in a higher 
percent of serial abuse cases (34.3 percent) Llan in the iso­
lated incident case!; (27.3 percent). 

In well over fifty percent of the cases, there was limited 
data on parental problems in intellectual capacities. From 
what is known, however, there appeared to be little differ­
ence between the parents in the two categories of cases. This 
fmding generally persisted when we noted the presence or 
absence by race. 

Mother Shows Evidence of Sexual Promiscuity and/or 
Drug orAlcoholAbuse .--Possibly due to workers' keen aware-

29 

ness of such problems and/.'r a predIsposition to label, know­
ledge of the presence or absence of this circumstance was 
known for both types of cases in approximately seventy per­
cent of the cases·-in 78.3 percent of the serial abuse and in 
68.8 percent of the isolated incident cases. Mothers or mother 
substitutes among serial abuse cases were more likely than 
were mothers amonf isolated incident cases to evidence these 
kinds of problems. The problems of sexual promiscuity, 
drug and/or alcohol abuse were present for 61.3 pe~cent and 
absent for only 17.0 percent of the mothers of children 
who were victims of repeated abuse. By comparison, such 
problems were present for 39.1 percent and absent for 29.7 
percent of mothers among isolated incident cases. 

Based on the percentages present and absent in relation 
to unknowns by race, black mothers among serial abuse 
cases (92.9 percent) were more likely than any other group 
of mothers to evidence thes~ kinds of problems. 

Parents Evidence Emotional/Psychological Problems.­
Data were unknown for both types of cases in well over sixty 
percent of the cases. From the data which were known, 
however, it appears that in general these families were beset 
with emotional/psychological problems. Such problems were 
identified for 67.0 percent of the parents among serial abuse 
cases and known to be absent in only 7.5 l)ercent. Of the 
parents among isolated incident cases, 59.4 percent evi­
denced problems of an emotional/psychological nature, 
with only 7.8 percent known to be free of such problems. 

In regard to race, there were 110 marked differences; 
however, there was a tendency for the occurrence to be 
more likely among white parents whose children had been 
previously reported (68.9 percent). A high percent of the 
black parents among isolated incident cases (62.5 percent) 
also evidenced such problems. 

History or Evidence of Prior PhYSical Abuse to Child.­
For serial abuse cases, the informatIOn was known in well 
over ninety percent of the cases with the condition being 
present in 80.2 percent and known to be absent in 15.1 per­
cent. While isolated incident cases had not been previously 
reported, evidence existed in 36.5 percent which pointed to 
prior abuse to the child. There was a tendency, however, for 
such problems not to exist among these families; in over 
forty percent of the isolated incident cases no evidence was 
present. 

There was little difference when race was held constant. 
Such evidence, however, was mQst likely to exist for whites 
among serial abuse cases. 



Parents Experiencing Marital Problems.--Infonnation of 
this nature was known in over seventy percent of both cate­
gories of cases. From the known infonnation, a relatively 
high percent of parents of children among both types of 
cases were experiencing marital problems. Over forty per­
cent of the parents among serial abuse cases and over thirty 
percent of the parents amon~ isolated incident cases wen; 
detennined to have marital problems. Such problems were 
known to be absent in 32.1 percent and 37.8 percent of the 
serial abuse and isolated incident cases, respectively. Black 
families were less likely to be plagued by marital problems. 

Parents Experiencing Temporary Financial Problems.-­
Parents of children who were victims of repeated reports of 
abuse appeared to be more likely than parents of children 
who had not been previously reported to be experiencing 
temporary fmancial problems. This circumstance was known 
to be present for over fifty percent of the fonner and less 
than thirty percent of the latter. Similarly, the cirourntance 
was absent in only 12.3 percent of the serial abuse cases as 
compared to 24.2 percent of the isolated incident cases. 

There was negligible difference between the races in re­
gard tc this circumstance. Both white and black families 
among serial abuse cases were more likely than those among 
isolated incident cases to be plagued by temporary fmancial 
problems. 

Family of Low Subsistence and General Living Level.-­
The data suggest that, by and large, parents of children who 
were victims of repeated abuse lived at a low socio-economic 
level. This information was known in slightly less than eighty 
percent of the serial abuse caseS with the condition known 
to be present in 77.4 percent and absent in 11.3 percent. 
By comparison, 47.7 percent of the parents of children 
among the isolated incident cases were known to subsist at 
a low economic level; this living condition was determined 
to be absent in 25.0 percent of these cases. 

Blacks were more likely than whites to live at alow sub­
sistence and general living level. Of the black families of chil­
dren among serial abuse cases, 89.3 percent as compared to 
74.3 percent of the white, were known to live at a low eco­
nomic level. The living circumstance was absent among serial 
abuse cases for zero percent and 11.3 percent of black and 
white families respectively. Among isolated incident cases 
75.0 percent of the black and 41.5 percent of the white lived 
at a low subsistence level. Only 8.3 percent of the black as 
compared to 28.7 percent of the white were known to live 
reasonably free of economic pressures. Both black and white 
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families of children among serial abuse cases were more like­
ly than those of children who were involved in an isolated 
incident to live at a low subsistence level. 

Neglect is Cltronic.--Neglect as a chronic condition was 
more likely to characterize children among serial abuse cases 
than those among isolated incident cases. Among serial abuse 
cases, the condition was present in 62.9 percent of the cases 
and absent in only 15.1 percent. This compares to 28.9 per­
cent present and 36.2 percent absent among isolated inci­
dent cases. 

Child Evidences Intellectual Inadequacies.--From the 
known data, children who were victims of repeated abuse 
were more likely than those involved in a single reported in­
cident to have known problems in intellectual functioning. 
Such problems were evident in 18.9 percent of the fonner 
and 10.2 percent of the latter. By the same token, a lower 
percent of the children who had been repeatedly abused 
were known not to evidence intellectual inadequacies. Devi­
ations of this nature were absent for 40.6 percent of the 
serial abuse cases compared to 52.3 percent of the isolated 
incident cases. 

Child Evidences Emotional/Psychological Problems.-­
Here again, children among serial abuse cases were more 
likely than those among isolated incident cases to possess 
emotional/psychological problems. Among serial abuse cases, 
such problems were present for 35.8 percent and absent for 
19.8 percent. This compares to 21.9 percent present and 
39.8 percent absent among isolated incident cases. 

Too Many Children in Family for Income and/or Dwell­
ing.--It was noted earlier that families of children among 
serial abuse cases were more likely to live at a low economic 
level. Related to this fmding is the fmding which indicates 
that such families were also more likely to be comprised of 
large numbers of children. The condi!;ion of too many chil­
dren was present in 45.3 percent and absent in 31.1 percent 
of such families. By comparison, only 18.0 percent of the 
families amo~g isolated incident cases were so characterized, 
with 54.7 percent known not to have exceSSively large fami­
lies. 

In regard to this family characteristic by race, black 
families were more likely than white families to have too 
many children. The pattern between categories of cases, 
however, did not persist. Among serial abuse cases, 35.1 per­
cent of the white and 71.4 percent of the black had too 
many children. This condition was known to be absent in 
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TABLE 2·16 

Familial Circumstances by Nature of Case 

• Serial Isolated 
Circumstances Abuse Cases Incident Cases 

Present Absent Present Absent 

..... I>.?lJ::~nts Evidence Intel-

• lectua.].. _Inadequac ie s 28 26.7 36 34.3 31 24.2 35 27.3 
Mother Sho, .... d---Evidence of 

Sexual promiscuity 
and/or Drug or Alco-
hol Abuse 65 61.3 18 17 .. 0 50 39.1 38 29.7 

Parents Evidence Emotional/ 

• Psychological Problems 71 67.0 8 7.5 76 59.4 10 7.8 
Father Shows Evidence of 

Sexual Promiscuity and/ 
or Drug or Alcohol Abuse 41 38.7 17 16.0 26 20.3 32 25.0 

Parents Evidence Physical 
Problems/Illness 23 21. 7 40 37.7 22 17.2 48 37.5 

• History or Evidence of 
Prior Physical Abuse 
to Child 85 80.2 16 15.1 44 36.5 51 40.5 

Parents Experiencing 
Marital Problems 47 44.3 34 32.1 43 34.6 48 37.8 

Parents Experiencing 

• Temporary Financial 
Problems 56 57.8 13 12.3 37 28.9 31 24.2 

Family of Low Subsistence 
and General Living Level 82 77.4 12 11.3 61 47.7 32 25.0 

Neglect is Ch~onic 65 62.9 16 15.1 36 28.9 46 36.2 
Mother Evidences Little 

• Love for Child 34 34.6 33 31.7 25 20.5 55 43.3 
Father Evidences Little 

Love for Child 21 19.8 28 26.4 20 15.6 49 38.3 
Child Evidences Intel-

lectual Inadequacies 20 18.9 43 40.6 13 10.2 67 52.3 
Child Evidences Emotional/ 

• Psychological Problems 38 35.8 21 19.8 28 21.9 51 39.8 
Child Evidences Behavioral 

Atypicalities 16 15.1 42 39.6 19 14.8 57 44.5 
Child Evidences Physical 

Defects and/or Illnesses 18 18.1 48 45.7 20 16.5 63 49.6 
Parent Single Living with 

• Man 13 12.3 85 80.2 15 11.7 96 75.0 
Parent Single Living with 

Woman 0 98 92.5 0 108 84.4 
Too Many Children in 

Family for Income 
and/or Dwelling 48 45.3 33 31.1 23 18.0 70 54.7 

• Parent-Child Conflicts 19 17.9 46 43.4 17 13.3 75 58.6 
Other Circumstances 47 44.3 1 0.9 27 21.1 1 0.8 
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TABLE 2·17 

Race and Familial Circumstances by Nature of Case 

Circumstances Serial Abuse Cases Isolated Incident Cases 
white Black white Black 

Present Absent Present Absent Present Absent Present Absent 

Parents evidence 
intellectual 
inadequacies 21 28.4 24 32.4 6 22.2 11 40.7 21 22.3 27 28.7 7 29.2 7 29.2 

Mother shows evi-
dence of sexual 
promiscuity and/ 
or drug or alco-
hol abuse 38 51.4 15 20.3 26 92.9 1 3.6 36 38.3 30 31. 9 11 45.8 4 16.7 

Parents evidence 
emotional/psycho-
logical problems 51 68.9 5 6.8 16 57.1 3 10.7 56 59.6 8 8.5 15 62.5 1 4.2 

Father shows evi-
dence of sexual 
promiscuity and/ 
or drug or alco-
hol abuse 34 45.9 11 14.9 5 17.9 4 14.3 22 23.4 27 28.7 4 16.7 1 4.2 

w Parents evidence tv 
physical prob-
lems/illness 15 20.3 26 35.1 8 28.6 12 42.9 17 18.1 37 39.4 3 12.5 9 37.5 

History or evidence 
of prior physical 
abuse to child 60 81.1 10 13.5 21 75.0 6 21.4 37 39.8 38 40.9 9 37.5 8 33.3 

Parents experienc-
ing marital prob-
lems 38 51.4 19 25.7 6 21.4 15 53.6 38 40.9 32 34.4 5 20.8 10 41. 7 

Parents experienc-
ing temporary 
financial prob-
lems 39 52.7 11 14.9 16 57.1 2 7.1 28 29.8 23 24.5 6 25.0 5 20.8 

Family of low sub-
sistence and 
general living 
level 55 74.3 12 16.2 25 89.3 0 39 41.5 27 28.7 18 75.0 2 8.3 

Parent single liv-
ing wi th man 6 8.1 64 86.5 7 25.0 17 

Too many children 
60.7 9 9.6 76 80.9 4 16.7 15 62.5 

in family for 
income and/or 
dwelling 26 35.1 30 40.5 20 71. 4 2 7.1 18 19.1 54 57.4 4 16.7 11 45.8 

• • • • ' . • • • • • • 
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40.5 percent of the white families and in only 7.1 percent 
of the black. For the isolated incident cases, 19.1 percent 
of the white and 16.7 percent of the black had too many 
children. In 57.4 percent of the whit.e and 45.8 percent of 
the black this condition was known to be absent. 

Types of Abuse and Family Circumstances 

The two most prevalent family circumstances present 
were parents evidencing emotional/psychological problems 
and the family being at a low subsistence level. It was re­
ported earlier that the most frequently reported types of 
abuse in both types of cases were physical abuse unrelated 
to disciplinary measures, neglect due to parental inadequa­
cies, and abandonment. Without controlling for race and the 
nature of the case, we undertook elementary analyses of 
types of abuse in relation to family circumstances. 

One notes in Table 2-18 a distinct clustering pattern of 
circumstances in terms of the form of abuse. Where abandon­
ment was the abusive problem, the low level of living, the 
sexual, drug, and/or alcohol consumptive behavior of the 
female parent/substitute, and parental emotional/psycholog­
ical problems were, in that order, the most common familial 
circumstances. These same circumstances, the rank ordering 
different however, were the most frequently observed in 
cases involving physical abuse which was unrelated to disci· 
pline. Regarding physical abuse which was related to disci­
plinary measures, history of abuse to the child and parental 
emotional/psychological problems were the two most com­
mon circumstances, with low living level and child's atypical 
behavior both being the third. 

We observed that the ordering of circumstances differed 
for neglect cases. The emotional/psychological problems of 
parents was only ranked high among such cases in which the 
neglect was determined to result from parental inadequacies. 
Among the cases involving neglect due to parent's absence, 
low level of living, sexual-alcohol-drug behavior of the fe­
male parent, and chronic neglect were the most frequently 
observed circumstances. In neglect cases in which both child 
~md parent were home, low living level and mother's behav­
ior were the first and second most common condition. Par­
ent's emotional/psychological problems, temporary fmancial 
problems, and history of abuse to child were all third in 
order of frequency. For the cases involving emotional abuse, 
the most common family circumstance was parent's emo­
tional/psychological problems, with history of abuse being 
the second. Mother's behavior and marital problems were 
both ranked third in frequency. 
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Seriousness of Hann and Famf:!.' Circwllstances 

Among both the serial abuse and the isolated incident 
cases, child related problems or conditions were among the 
most likely circumstance to be present in cases in which the 
harm was serious. Among both types of cases, harm was of 
a serious nature in over sixty percent of the cases in which 
the child had physical problems. In well over forty percent 
of the cases in which parent(s) evidenced intellectUal prob· 
lems, the harm suffered by the child was serious. 

In the isolated incident caseload, the child's problems 
in intellectual functioning and the mother living with a man 
were also prevalent circumstance among serious cases. 

While low level of living was a circumstance present for 
a significant number of families in both types of cases, the 
family fmancial situation was not over-represented by seri­
ous cases. See Table 2-19 for the complete distribution_ 

Children and Families Served in the PSU 
Savannah, Chatham County, Georgia 

Age, Sex and Race 

There were 259 cases in the PSU caseload. Of these, 
51.3 percent of the children were less than six years of age, 
32.8 percent less than three, and 18.5 percent Itlss than one. 
At the other end of the age distribution, 27.7 percent of the 
children were ten years and older, with 12.3 percent being 
fourteen and above. The complete age distribution is pre­
sented in Table 2-20. 

Noted also in Table 2-20 are the differences in the age 
distribution by the nature of the case. In general, children 
in the serial abuse caseload were older than those in the iso­
lated incident caseload. Among the serial abuse cases, 42.2 
percent were less than six years old; 25.0 percent were in the 
three to less than six age range; 17.2 percent were less than 
three; and only 4.7 percent were under the age of one. 
Among isolated incident cases, 54.4 percent were less than 
age six, with 38.0 percent being under the age of three and 
a high of 23.1 percent under one; 16.4 percent were in the 
three to less than six age c.ategory. 

Children age ten and above accounted for 32.8 percent 
of those among serial abuse cases and for 26.2 percent of 
those on whom only one report had been made. 
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TABLE 2-18 

R1mk Ordered Family Circumstances by Type of Abuse 

TYEe Abuse 

Abandonment 

Abuse-discipline related 

Abuse-unrelated to 
discipline 

Emotional abuse 

Neglect-parent(s) absent 

Neglect-parent/child home 

Neglect-parental inadequacies 

Sexual abuse 

Abuse-motive undetermined 

• • • 

Order of 
Circumstance 

8, 3, 2 

5, 2, 8-12 

2, 3-5, 8 

2, 5, 3-6 

8, 3, 9 

8, 3, 2-7-5 

2, 8, 3-5 

2-11, 6, 4 

8, 2-5, 9 

• • 

Circumstance 

1. Parental intellectual problems 

2. Parental emotional/psychological 
problems 

3. Mother(s) behavior-sexual, drug, 
alcohol 

4. Father(s) behavior-sexual, drug, 
alcohol 

5. History of abuse to child 

6. Marital problems 

7. Temporary financial problems 

8. Low living level 

9. Chronic neglect 

10. Child's intellectual proble!ms 

11. Child's emotional/psychological 
problems 

12. Child's atypical behaviors 

• • • • • 
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TABLE 2·19 

Seriousness of Hann and Family Circumstances 
by Nai;ure of Case 

• Number and Percent Serious 

Serial Isolated Total 
Famil~ Circumstance Abuse Incident Case load 

• Parents -i..ntellectual problems 11 45.8 18 62.1 29 54.1 

Parents emotional/psycholo-
gical problems 23 36.5 36 52.2 ' 59 44.7 

Mothers-sexual, drug, alcohol 16 28.6 17 38.6 33 33.3 

• Fathers-sexual, drug, alcohol 10 27.8 9 39.1 19 32.2 

Parents physical problems 4 22.2 36 52.4 15 38.5 

History of abuse 28 36.8 18 40.9 46 38.3 

• ~1ari tal problems 13 30.2 14 35.0 27 32.5 

Temporary financial problems 12 25.5 9 28.1 21 26.6 

I 
Low subsistence level 20 27.8 28 50.9 48 37.8 '. 

I 

Chronic neglect 18 30.0 19 55.9 37 39.4 

Mother-little love for child 11 32.2 12 48.0 23 39.0 

Father-little love for child 4 21.1 9 50.0 13 35.1 

• Child intellectual problems 5 29.4 8 72.7 13 46.4 

Child emotional/psychological 
problems 7 21. 9 11 40.7 18 30.5 

• Child atypical behavior 4 30.8 8 44.4 12 38.7 

Child physical problems 10 62.5 13 65.0 23 63.9 

Parent single living with man 2 16.7 9 69.2 11 44.0 

• Parent single living with woman 0 0 0 

Too many children 13 33.8 9 45.0 22 34.4 

*Percentages are based on total serious and not serious cases. 
Cases involving unknown degree of severity are not included. 
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TABLE 2-20 

Age of Children by Natu..re of Case 

llndsr 1 to < 2 to < 3 to < 
1 Year 2 Years 3 'Years 6 Y~arll 
!I , !I , iii , N , 

3 4.7 3 4.7 5 7.8 16 25.0 
( 6.3) (13.0) (35.7) (33.3) 

t5 23.1 20 10.3 9 4.6 32 16.4 
(93.7) (B7.01 (64.3) (66.7) 

4B 111.5 23 B.9 14 5.4 4B 18.5 

27.4 32.8 51.3 

Cc1U111l percenta~s are pruanted in pa.ranthe ... , 
other pa~. are bued on rO'lll totals. 

"'rhroughout the r.port: _rial IIJ:)Ulle refers to c.... ana1ped 
.. Deck 1 and iBOl.t:ed incident to thoIoe analysed as Deck :Z. 

• • • 

Age of Children 

6 to < B to < 10 to < 
B Years 10 YelU"s 12 Years 
N , N % N , 

7 10.9 9 14.1 8 12.5 
(24.1) (36.0) (3B.1) 

22 11.3 16 8.2 13 6.7 
(75.9) (64.0) (61.9) 

29 11.2 25 9.7 21 8.1 

62.5 72.2 BO.3 

• • 

12 to< 14 to < 16 to < 
14 Years 16 'Yeara 18 Yura '!'ou1 
N , N , N , 

5 7.8 7 10.9 1 1.6 64 
(26.3) (33.3) ( 9.0) ( 24.7) 

14 7.2 14 7.2 10 5.1 195 
(73.7) (56.7) (91.0) ( 75.3) 

19 7.3 21 8.1 11 4.2 259 

87.6 '5.7 100.0 

• • • • 
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Of the cases for which sex was known (N=255), 51.0 
percent were females and 49.0 percent were males. It is 
noted in TaJjle 2-21, however, that females were more likely 
to be among serial abuse cases--29.2 percent of the females 
and 20.8 percent of the males. 

The race of children was known in 249 cases. Of these, 
64.7 percent were white and 3.5.3 percent were black. By the 
nature of the case, a slightly higher percent of the black chil­
dren (27.3 percent) were among the serial abuse cases. This 
compares to 24.2 percent of the white children. See Table 
2-21. 

Age and Race by Nature of Case 

Data on the total caseload revealed that: 

1) slightly over fifty percent of the children were 
less than six years old, with 32.8 percent being 
less than three and 18.5 percent less than one; 

2) a much higher percent of children on whom 
one report had been made were less than three 
years old as compared to those among serial 
abuse cases; and 

3) a slightly higher percent of the black children 
were among serial abuse cases than the percent 

of the white children. 

Noting the age distribution by race for the total caseload, 
we found the tendency for white children to be younger. 
According to ilie data in Table 2-22, a higher percent of the 
white children were less than six years old (55.9 percent) 

",with 36.6 percent being less than three. This compares to 
44.3 and 25.0 percent of the black children for the respec­
tive age categories. Conversely, 32.9 percent of the black 
children as compared to 24.8 percent of the white children 
were age ten and above. 

iUIlong isolated incident cases, 60.7 percent of the 
white children were less than age. six with 41.8 percent being 
less than three. This compares to 43.8 and 29.7 percent of 
the black children in these young age categories. For the 
older children, 22.9 percent of the white and 32.8 percent 
of the black children among isolated incident cases were ten 
years of age and above. 

The age distribution for the races differed less among 
serial abuse cases-41.0 percent of the white children 
were less than six with 20.5 percent being less than 
three as compared to 45.8 and 12.5 percent of the 
black children. The difference was even less 
pronounced for the older age categories; 30.8 percent 
of the white and 33.3 percent of the black childten among 
serial abuse cases were age ten and above. 

TABLE 2·21 

Sex and Rllce of Children by Nature of Case 

Sex Race 

Nature 
of Male Female White Black 

Case N % N % Total N % N % Total 
~ 

Serial 
Abuse 26 40.6 38 59.4 64 39 61.9 24 38.1 63 
Cases (20.8) (29.2) (24.2) (27.3) 

Isolated 
Incident 99 51.8 92 48.2 191 122 65.6 64 34.4 186 
Cases (79.2) (70.8) (75.8) (72.7) 

Total 125 49.0 130 51.0 255 161 64.7 88 35.3 249 
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TABLE 2-22 

Age and Race of Children by Nature of c~ 

Age Level 

3 < 6 6 < 10 
N % N % 

8 20.5 11 28.2 
(50.0) (68.8) 

8 33.3 5 20.8 
(50.0) (31.2) 

16 25.4 16 25.4 

N % N % . 
23 18.9 20 16.4 

(71.9) (57.1) 

9 14.1 15 23.4 
(28.1) (42.9) 

32 17.2 35 18.8 

N % N % 

31 19.3 31 19.3 
(64.6) (60.8) 

17 19.3 20 22.7 
(35.4) (39.2) 

48 19.3 51 20.5 

• • • 

10 < 14 14 < 18 Total 
N % N % 

8 20.5 4 10.3 39 
(61.5) (57.1) 61. 9 

5 20.8 3 12.5 24 
(38.5) (42.9) 38.1 

13 20.6 7 11.1 63 

N % N % Total 

16 13.1 12 9.8 122 
(61. 5) (52.2) 65.6 

10 15.6 11 17.2 64 
(38.5) (47.8) 34.4 

?_6_ 14.0 23 12.4 186 

N % N % Total 
-

24 14.9 16 9.9 161 
(61. 5) (53.3) 64.7 

15 17.0 14 15.9 88 
(38.5) (46.7) 35.3 
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By age and race, which children were the most likely to 
be reported for repeated maltreatment? According to Table 
2-23, black children age three but less than six were more 
likely than white children in this age range to have been vic­
tims of repeated reports of maltreatment. For all black chil­
dren in this age category, 47.1 percent were among the 
serial abuse cases; this compares to 8 or 25.8 percent of the 
white children. On the other hand, white children in the six 
to less than ten age range were more likely to be among 
serial abuse cases-35.5 percent of the white and 25.0 
percent of the black in this age group. 

Sex and Race by Nature of Case 

While there was a negligible percentage difference in the 
sex distribution of the total caseload, we noted that females 
were more likely to be among serial abuse cases than were 
males. A different pattern emerged when we analyzed the 
sex and race of the children by the nature of the case. Of a 
total of 81 white females in the total case10ad, 26 or 32.1 
percent represented serial abuse cases. This compares to 
16.5 percent of the 79 white males. The percent of black 
females among serial abuse cases was 24.4 as compared to 
31.0 percent of the black males. Thus, it appears that white 
females and black males were more likely than were white 
males and black females to be in the serial abuse caseload. 
See Table 2-24 for these fmdings. 

Age, Sex, and Race by Na~ of Case 

According to Table 2-25, a slightly higher percent of the 
white males in the total caseload were under the age of three 
(36.8 percent) than the percent of white females (31.6 pet­
cent). On the other hand, a higher percent of the white 1'0 
males were in the older age groupings than the percent of the 
white males--l?? percent females to 2.6 percent males were 
age fourteen and above. Noting the data by the nature of the 
case, however, we found some variation from this pattern. 
Among serial abuse cases, 23.1 percent of the females as 
compared to 15.4 percent of the males were less than three 
years of age, while none of the white males and 15.3 percent 
of the white females were fourteen and above. Among iso­
lated incident cases, a higher percent of the males were less 
than tluee years old-41.2 percent males to 35.9 percent of 
the females. Again, a higher percent of the females were age 
fourteen and above--lg.8 percent to 3.2 percent male. 

The pattern observed for white children was not present 
for the black children in the total ca:"e1oad; 27.9 percent of 
the females as compared to 16.7 percent of the males were 
less than tluee years of age. Further, there was little differ­
ence in the total caseload between the percent males and fe­
males reported in the age category of fourteen and above--
14.3 and 18.6 percent, respectively. There was a tendency 
for black females to be younger than the males in both types 

TABLE 2-23 

Percent of Children Among Serial Abuse Cases by Age and Race'" 

Age of Children 

<3 3<6 6<10 
Race Years Years Years 

N % N % N % 

White 8 13.6 8 25.8 11 35.5 

Black 4 13.6 8 4?1 5 25,0 -
Total 11 13.6 16 33.3 16 31.4 

*The numbers for age levels are Deck 1 (serial abuse caseload) data found in Table 2-22. 
Percentages are based on the number of Deck 1 children in each age category as a percent 
of the total number of children in each age category. 
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10<14 14< 18 
Years Years 

N % N % 

8 33.3 4 25.0 

5 33.3 3 21.4 

13 33.3 1 23.3 

Total 

39 

24 

63 



TABLE 2-24 

Sex and Race of Children by Nature of Case 

Sex of Children 

Serial Abuse Isolated Incident Total Caseload 

Race Male Female Male Female Male Female 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

White 13 33.3 26 66.7 66 54.5 55 45.5 79 49.4 81 50.6 
(50.0) (70.3) (69.5) (61.8) (65.3) (64.3) 

Black 13 54.2 11 45.8 29 
(50.0) (29.7) 

Total 26 41.3 37 58.7 95 

of cases. Among serial abuse cases, only 7.7 percent of the 
black males as compared to 18.2 percent of the females were 
less than three years of age. Unexpectedly, 15.4 percent of 
the m~es as compared to 9.1 percent of the females were 
age fourteen and above. Similarly, 20.7 percent of the males 
and 31.3 percent of the females on whom only one report 
had been made (isolated incident cases) were less than three 
years old. At the upper end of the age distribution for isolated 
incident cases, 21.9 percent of the black females and 13.8 
percent of the males were fourteen and above. Due to the 
small numbers on which the percentages for black children 
are based, these findings should be interpreted with caution. 

Types of Abuse Reported 

Neglect due to parental inadequacies was by far the 
most prevalent type of abuse for both the children who had 
been previously reported and those on whom only one re­
port was made. Among serial abuse cases, physical abuse de­
termined not to be related to disciplinary action and emo­
tional abuse were the second and third most frequently re­
ported types. For the children among isolated incident (;ases, 
abandonment rather than emotional abuse surfaced as the 
third type. 

When we noted the types of abuse by race and the nature 
of tlle case, variations were observed in the ordering. Neglect 
resulting from parental inadequacies remained the most pre­
valent form of abusive treatment for both black and white 
children among both types of cases. For white children 

46.0 
(30.5) 

51.6 

40 

34 54.0 42 48.3 45 51.7 
(38.2) (34.7) (35.7) 

89 48.4 121 49.0 126 51.0 

among serial abuse cases, physical abuse unrelated to disci­
pline and emotional abuse remained the most frequently re­
ported forms ofmaltreatment. For black children, the three 
most prevalent forms were all the variations of neglectful 
conditions; namely, due to parental inadequacies, willful neg­
lect with parent and child being home, and neglect of child 
resulting from parental absence. 

Among isolated incident cases the distribution was the 
same for white and bl ack children. Abandonment and physi­
cal abuse determined to be unrelated to disciplinary measures 
were the second and third most frequently reported types 
of abuse. See Table 2-26 for the complete distribution. 

Seriousness of Hann Suffered 

Maltreatment resulted in serious harm, including one 
fatality, to approximately one-fourth of the children in the 
total caseload. A slightly higher percent of the children 
·among serial abuse cases were seriously harmed (28.1 per­
cent) than were those among isolated incident cases (24.1 
percent). 

Similarly, a slightly higher percent of the children 
among the serial abuse cases were known to have been seen 
by a physician and to have been hospitalized. These data are 
reported in Table 2-27. 

In regard to seriousness of harm by race we found no 
differences in the total caseload between the percent of 
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TABLE 2-25 

Age, Ra~, and Sex of Children by Nature of Case 
.. 

Race ana Sex of Children 

White Black 

Age Total Case10ad Serial Abuse Isolated Incident Total Case load Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

< 1 year 13 54.2 11 45.8 0 -- 2 100.0 13 59.1 9 40.9 5 41.7 7 58.3 1 100.0 0 -- 4 36.4 7 63.6 
(17.1) (13.9) ( 7.7) :20.5) (17.0) (11.9) (16.3) ( 7.7) (13.8) (21.9) 

1 < 2 9 45.0 11 55.0 0 -- 2 100.0 9 50.0 9 50.0 2 66.7 1 33.3 0 -- 1 100.0 2 100.0 0 --
(11. 8) (13.9) ( 7.7) (14.3) (I7.0) ( 4.8) ( 2.3) ( 9.11 ( 6.9) 

2 < 3 6 66.7 3 33.3 2 50.0 2 50.0 4 80.0 1 20.0 0 -- 4 100.0 0 -- 1 100.0 0 -- 3 100.0 
( 7.9) ( 3.8) (15.4) ( 7.7) ( 6.3) ( 1. 9) ( 9.3) ( 9.11 ( 9.4) 

3 < 6 21- 67.7 1.0 32.3 4 50.0 4 50.0 17 73.9 6 26.1 11 64.7 6 35.3 5 62.5 3 37.5 6 66.7 3 33.3 
(27.6) (12.7) (30.8) (15.4) (27.0) (11.3) (26.2) (14.0) (38.5) (27.3) (20.7) ( 9.4) 

6 < 8 11 61.1 7 38.9 2 40.0 3 60.0 9 69.2 4 30.8 6 66.7 3 33.3 1 50.0 1 50.0 5 71.4 2 28.6 
(14.5) ( 8.91 (15.4) (11.5) (14.3) ( 7.5) (14.3) ( 7.0) ( 7.7) ( 9.1) (17.2) ( 6.2) 

8 < 10 4 30.8 9 69.2 2 33.3 4 66.7 2 28.6 5 71.4 7 63.6 4 36.4 2 66.7 1 33.3 5 62.5 3 37.5 
( 5.3) (11. 41 (15.41 [:.::;.41 ( 3.2) ( 9.4) (16.7) ( 9.3) (15.4) C 9.11 (17.21 ( 9.4) 

10 < 12 7 53.8 6 46.2 3 42.9 4 57.1 4 66.7 2 33.3 2 28.6 5 71.4 1 100.0 0 -- I 16.7 5 83.3 
( 9.2) ( 7.6) (23.11 (15.41 ( 6.3) ( 3.8) ( 4. 8) (11. 6) ( 7.7) ( 3.4) (15.6) 

12 < 14 3 27.3 8 72.7 0 -- 1 100.0 3 30.0 7 70.0 3 37.5 5 62.5 1 25.0 3 75.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 
( 3.9) (lO .1) ( 3.8) ( 4.81 (13.2) ( 7.1) (11.6) ( 7.7) (27.3) ( 6.9) ( 6.2) 

14 < 16 1 11.1 8 88.9 0 -- 3 100.0 1 16.7 5 83.3 6 46.2 7 53.8 2 66.7 1 33.3 4 40.0 6 60.0 
( 1. 3) (10.1) (11.5) ( 1. 6) ( 9.4) (14.3) (16.3) (15.41 ( 9.1) (13.8) (18.8) . 

16 < 18 1 14.3 6 85.7 0 -- I 100.0 1 16.7 5 83.3 0 -- 1 100.0 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- I 100.0 
( 1.3) ( 7.6) ( 3.8) ( 1.6) ( 9.4) ( 2.3) ( 3.11 

Total 76 49.0 79 51.0 13 33.3 26 66.7 63 54.3 53 45.7 42 49.4 43 50.6 13 54.2 11 45.S' 29 47.5 32 52.5 

\ 
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TABLE 2-26 

Types of Abuse by Nature of Case 

Types of Abuse 
Phys~cal Phys~cal 
Abuse/ Abuse Un- Neglect Neglect Neglect 

Abandon- Disripline related to Emotional Child home/ Parent- Parental Sexual 
Race ment Related Discipline Abuse Parent Absent Child Home Inadequacies Abuse 
Ser~al 
Abuse N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

White 3 5.8 2 3.8 11 21.2 8 15.4 3 5.8 4 7.7 17 32.7 1 1.9 

Black 3 8.6 1 2.9 2 rs.7 4 11.4 5 14.3 6 17.1 9 25.7 0 ---
Isolatea 
Incident N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

White 18 12.0 16 10.7 18 12.0 12 8.0 8 5.4 6 4.0 46 30.9 9 6.0 

Black 10 13.3 3 4.0 8 10.7 5 6.6 2 2.7 4 5.3 31 41.3 3 4.0 
TotaJ. 
Caseload N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

White 21 10.4 18 9.0 29 14.4 20 10.0 11 5.5 10 5.0 63 31.3 10 5.0 

Black 13 11.8 4 3.6 10 9.0 9 8.2 7 6.4 10 9.0 40 36.4 3 2.7 

Percentages are based on number of children. Percentages do not add up to 100 since some children 
sustained more than one form of maltreatment. 

. ------~.-------.--------.--------.----- • • • 

Phys~ca~ 

Abuse 
Motive Un-
determined Other 

N % N % 

-l 1.9 2 3.B 

3 8.6 2 5.7 

N % N % 
-. 

3 2.0 13 8.7 

2 2.7 7 9.3 

N % N % 

4 2 .; 15 7.5 

5 4.5 9 8.2 

• • 
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TABLE 2-27 

Seriousness of Hann by Nature of cP..se 

Seriot1sness Phvsician Seen? HosEita1ized? 

Nature Not 
of Case Serious Serious Unknown Total Yes No Unknown Total Yes No Unknown Total 
(Deck No.) N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Deck 1 
(Serial 41 64.1 18 28.1 5 7.8 64 115 23.4 34 53.1 15 23.4 64 7 10.9 41 64.1 16 25.0 64 
Abuse) (23. 2) (27.7) (29.4) 24.7 (28.8) (20.5) (37.5) (29.2) (22.0) (33. 3) 

Deck 2 
(Isolated 136 69.7 47* 24.1 12 6.2 195 37 19.1 132 68.0 25 12.9 194 17 8.8 145 74.7 32 16.5 194 
Incident) (76. 8) (72.3) (70.6) 72.3 (71. 2) (79.5) (62.5) (70.8) (78.0) (66.7) 

Total 177 68.3 65 25.1 17 6.6 259 52 20.2 166 64.3 40 15.5 258 24 9.3 186 72.1 48 18.6 258 

*Includes one (I) fatal case. 



white and black children who were seriously harmed. In 
considering t~e nature of the case, however, we observed 
that while: a higher percent of both white and black children 
were seriously hanned in the serial abuse caseload than in 
the caseload of isolated incir10nt cases, the difference be· 
tween the two levels of severity among the two types of 
cases was more pronounced frr the white children. Among 
serial abuse cases. 32.4 percent of the white children were 
seriously hanned; this compares to 25.4 percent among iso· 
lated incident cases. On the other hand, 28.6 percent of the 
black children among serial abuse cases and 26.7 percent 
among the isolated incident cases were seriously harmed. 

Seriousness of harm by age and race of childr~n is pre· 
sented in Table 2·28. Of the total caseload, 41 or 27.2 per· 
cent of the white children suffered serious hann, with 48.8 
percent of the seriously harmed being less than six years of 
age and 24.4 percent less than three. There were 36.6 per· 
cent of the seriously harmed white children who were ten 
years and older. 

While a higher percent of serial abuse cases involving 
white children were seriolls in nature, a higher percent of the 
seri')usl} harmed among isolated incident cases were less 
than six years of age (55.1 percl::'nt) as compared to those 
among the serial abuse cases (33.3 percent). For die older 
children, those who were reported for repeated abusive treat· 
ment were more likely than those among isolated incident 
cases to have been seriously harmed. Only 34.4 percent of 
the serious isolated incident cases as compared to 41.7 per­
cent of the serious serial abuse cases involved children who 
were ten years and older. 

Of the black children in the total caseload, 27.2 percent 
were seriously harmed, including one fatality, with 59.1 per· 
cent being less than age six and 31.8 percent being less than 
three. Slightly Il1sB than thirty percent (27.2) of the black 
children who were seriously harmed were ten years and old­
er. 

ThIIS, it appears that in noting the total caselo"d with· 
out consideration of the nature of the case, a higher percent 
of the black children who were seriously harmed were in the 
youngest age categories while a higher percent of the white 
children were in tlle older age categories. 

The age distribution of serious cases involving black chil· 
dren by tlle nature of the case differed from that involving 
white children. While there was little difference in the per­
cent of black and white children amon.g serial abuse cases 
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under the age of six, black children of this age range were 
more likely to be seriously harmed·-4 or 25.0 percent of the 
16 white children under six a<; compared to 5 or 55.6 per­
cent of the 9 black children were seriously harmed. Succinct· 
ly, 33.3 percent of the white children and 83.3 percent of 
the black children in the serial abuse case!oad, who were 
seriously hanned, were less than six years of age. In regard 
to older children among serial abuse cases, none of the black 
children age ten and above as compared to 41.7 percent of 
the white were seriously harmed. 

Among isolated incident cases, a higher percent of the 
white children were less than six years old, 60.5 percent to 
43.3 percent of the black children. Of the 69 white children 
under age six among isolated incident cases, 16 or 23.2 per· 
cent were seriously harmed. This compares to 8 or 30.8 per· 
cent of the 26 black children under six. On the other hand, 
white children age ten and above were more likely to be seri­
ously harmed. Ten or 40.0 percent of these older white chil· 
dren were seriously harmed in comparison to 6 or 30,0 peT. 
cent of the older black children. 

Synthesizing these fIndings regarding seriousness of 
harm by age, race, and nature of the case: 

1) in general, white children were more likely to 
be less than six years old; 

2) a higher percent of all white children were seri­
ously harmed; 

3) black children who were seriously harmed were 
more likely to be less than age six while a higher 
percent of the whlte children were ten years 
and above. 

Regarding seriouspess of hann by race and sex, there 
was no difference between the percent of white males and 
females who were seriously hanned in the total caseload. 
When conSidering the types of cases, however, we found that 
males among serial abuse cases were more likely (46.2 per· 
cent) than were females (25.0 percent) to be seriously 
harmed. On the other hand, the situation was reversed for 
the isolated incident cases··28.3 percent fem3les and 23.3 
percent males were seriously harmed. 

For black children in the total caseload, 31.7 percent 
of the females and 20.5 percent of the males were seriously 
harmed. Among serial abuse cases, however, wi.e reverse was 
observed··36.4 percent ofilie males and 20.0 percent of the 
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TABLE 2·28 

Seriousness of Hann by Age, Race, and Nature of Case 

Ser~ousness - Wh~te cn£laren 
Deck 1 (Ser~al Abuse) Deck 2 (Isolated Inc~dent) Total Caseload 

w,_ 

Not Not Not 
Age Serious Serious Total Serious Serious Total Serious S("_:::~ous Total 

< 3 7 87.5 1 12.5 8 37 80.4 9 19.6 46 44 81.5 10 18.5 54 
(28.0) ( 8.3) (43.5) (31. 0) (40.0) (24.4) 

3 < 6 5 62.5 3 37.5 8 16 69.6 7 30.4 23 21 67.7 10 32.3 31 
(20.0) (25.0) (18.8) (24.1) (19.1) (24.4) 

6 < 10 6 66.7 3 33.3 9 17 85.0 3 15.0 20 23 79.3 6 20.7 29 
(24.0) (25.0) (20.0) (10.3) (20.9 ) (14.6) 

10 < 14 6 75.0 2 25.0 8 .i.0 66.7 5 33.3 15 16 69.6 7 30.4 23 
(24.0) (16.7) (11.8) (17 .2) (14.5) (17.1) 

14 < 18 1 25.0 3 75.0 4 5 50.0 5 50.0 10 6 42.9 8 57.1 14 
( 4.0) (25.01 ( 5.9) (17.2) ( 5.5) (19.5) 

Tota~ 25 67.6 12 32.4 37 85 74.6 29 25.4 .U.4 1110 77-_,8 41 27.2 151' 
,'-SerJ.ousness - Black Ch~lcren 

f--' -
< 3 1 33.3 2 66.7 3 12 70.6 5 29.4 17 13 65.0 7 35.0 20 

( 6.7) (33.3) (27.3) (31. 3) (22.0) (31.8) 

3 < 6 3 50.0 3 50.0 6 6 66.7 3 33.3 9 9 60.0 6 40.0 15 
(20.0) (50.0) (13.6) (18.8) (15.3) (27.3) 

6 < 10 4 80.0 1 20.0 5 12 85.7 2 14.3 14 16 84.2 3 15.8 19 
(26.7) {16.7t (27.3) (12.51 (27.1 ) (13.6) 

10 < 14 4 100.0 0 -- 4 6 66.7 3 33.3 9 10 76.9 3 23.1. .~ 

.1.-

(26.7) (13.6) (18.8) (16.,.91 (l3.6) 

14 < 18 3 100.0 0 -- 3 8 72.7 3 27.3 11 11 78.6 3 21.4 11 
(20.0) (l8.2) (18.8) (18.61 (13.6) 

TotaI I I~ 'JI.iI 6 '28.6 21 44 73.-3 16 26.7 tlO 5 !:I TI...t:I ~41 ;1."/.2 SI 

Table does not include unknowns. 



females were seriously harmed. On the other hand, 35.5 per· 
cent of the females and 14.3 percent of the males among the 
isolated incident cases were seriously harmed. 

The above fmdings are noted in Table 2-29. Some in· 
triguing aspects can be pointed out: 

1) white males represented slightly more than 
one·third of the serial abuse cases for all white 
children but were involved in 50.0 percent of 
the serious cases; 

2) white males among the isolated incident cases 
accounted for over fifty percent of the cases 
but slightly less than fifty percent of those de· 
termined to be serious in nature; 

3) black males represented 52.4 percent of the 
serial abuse cases for all black children and 
were involved in two·thirds of the serious ones; 

4) black males, among the isolated incident cases 
accounted fn 47.5 percent of the caseload but 
only 26.7 percent of the serious cases; 

5) in the total caseload, black females were most 
likely to be seriously harmed, while black 
males were least likely. 

Prior Reported Abuse of Children 

Of a total of 259 cases, 64 or 24.7 percent represented 
cases on which at least one incident prior to the most cur­
rent had been reported to the Savannah Protective Service 
Unit (pSU); 195 or 75.3 percent were isolated··single report· 
ed··incident cases.* 

According to Table 2-30,44 or 68.8 percent of the serial 
abuse cases had only one known prior report; 11 or 17.1 
percent had two prior reports; 6 or 9.4 percent had three; 
and 3 or 4.7 percent had four or more. 

While females were more likely to be victims of repeated 
reports; i.e., females represented approximately three-fifths 

*Perhaps it would be more accurate to refer to the prior inves­
tigation of reported abuse rather than prior reported abuse. As re­
ported in our earlier work, personnel in the PSU indicated that some 
reported cases were simply not investigated. 
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of the serial abuse cases, males were more likely to be report­
ed more often. Slightly less than three·fourths (74.4 per· 
cent) of the females to 61.5 percent of the males had only 
one prior report. Approximately twenty percent of the 
males and ten percent of the females had been reported 
three or more times prior to the most current reported 
incident. 

It was determined earlier that a slightly higher percent 
of the black children were among serial abuse cases than the 
percent of white children. Accordingly to Table 2.31, how· 
ever, a slightly higher percent of the black children had only 
one prior report·-70.8 percent in camp arison to 67.5 percent 
of the white children. Similarly, a higher percent of the 
white children had three or more prior report~d incidents. 

Concerning age, we noted that the children within the 
age category of ten to less than fourteen were reported more 
often than were the children in any other age grouping, with 
those six to less than ten being next. Slightly over fifty per· 
cent of both groups of children had two or more prior reo 
ports in comparison to twenty-five percent or less for the 
other age categories. See Table 2-32 for the complete distri· 
bution. 

Prior Placement of Children 

Eighteen or 28.1 perce:' ~ vf the 64 children in the serial 
abuse caseload had at least one knovm prior placement. Fif· 
teen or 83.3 percent of these eighteen children had only one 
prior placement. One child had been placed out of the home 
four times. 

Of the children having been in placement, ten or 55.6 
percent were female. Of all the females (N=38) among the 
serial abuse cases, those having previously been in placement 
(N=1O) represent 26.3 percent. By comparison, 8 or 30.8 
percent of the males had been in placement (N=26). 

With respect to race, 12 or 66.7 percent of the known 
prior placements were of white children. Similarly, a higher 
percent of the white children in the serial abuse caseload had 
a placement history (30.0 percent based on an N of 40) as 
compared to tlle percent of the black children (25.0 percent 
based on an N of 24). 

Regarding age and prior placement of children among 
serial abuse cases, the children age ten to less than fourteen 
accounted for 7 or 38.9 percent of those with a placement 
history, and those six to less than ten accounted for 4 or 
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TABLE 2-29 

Seriousness of Harm by Race, Sex, and Nature of Case 

Sex of White Children 
Deck 1 (Ser~al Abuse) Deck 2 lIsoLated Inc~dent} Total Caseload 

Seriousness Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Tota] . 
N % N % N % N % N % N % --

Not Serious 7 28.0 18 72.0 25 46 54.8 38 45.2 84 53 48.6 5'6 51.4 J.09 
(53.8) (75.0) (76.7) (71.7) (72.6) (72.7) 

S.arious 6 50.0 6 50.0 J.2 14 48.3 15 51.7 29 20 48.8 21 51.2 41 
(46.2) (25.0) (23.3) (28.3) (27.4) (27.3) 

'fota1 13 35.1 24 64.9 37 60 53.1 53 46.9 113 73 48.7 77 51.3 150 

Sex of Black Children 

Not Serious 7 46.7 8 53.3 15 24 54.5 20 45.5 44 31 52.5 28 47.5 59 
(63.6) (80.0) (85.7) (64.5) (79.5) (68.3) 

Serious 4 66.7 2 33.3 6 4 26.7 11 73.3 15 8 38.1 13 61.9 21 
(36.4) pO.O) (14.3) (35. 5) (20.5) (3l.7) 

Total 11 52.4 10 47.6 21 II 28 47.5 31 52.5 59 39 48.8 41 51.2 80 



• 
TABLE 2-30 

Sex and Prior Reported Incidents 

Number of Prior Reported Incidents • 
1 2 3 4 or More 

Sex N % N % N % N % Total 

Male 16 61.5 5 19.2 4 15.4 1 3.8 26 
(36.4) (45.5) (66.7) (33.3) 40.6 

• Female 28 73.7 6 15.8 2 5.2 2 5.2 38 
(63.6) (54.5) (33.3) (66.7) 59.4 

Total 44 68.8 11 17.2 6 9.4 3 4.7 64 

• TABLE 2·31 

Race and Prior Reported Incidents 

Number of Prior Reported Incidents 

1 2 3 4 or More • 
Race N % N % N % N % Total 

White 27 67.5 7 17.5 3 7.5 3 7.5 40 
(61.4) (63.6) (50.0) (100.0) 62.5 

Black 17 70.8 4 16.7 3 12.5 0 "' .. _ .. 24 • (38.6) (36.4) (50.0) 37.5 

Total 44 68.8 1l 17.2 6 9.4 3 4.7 64 

TABLE 2·32 • 
Age and Prior Reported Incidents 

---
Number of Prior Reported Incidents 

1 2 3 4 or More 
Age N % N % N %~ N % Total • 
<3 9 81.8 2 18.2 0 .......... 0 .. ........ 11 

(20.5) (18.2) 17.2 
3<6 13 81.2 2 12.5 1 6.3 0 .. - ...... 16 

(29.5) (18.2) (16.7) 25.0 

6< 10 9 56.3 4 25.0 2 12.5 1 6.2 16 • 
(20.5) (36.4) (33.3) (33.3) 25.0 

10< 14 7 53.8 3 23.1 1 7.7 2 15.4 13 
(15.9) (27.2) (16.7) (66.7) 20.3 

14< 18 6 75.0 0 _ ...... 2 25.0 0 ..-...... 8 
(13.6) (33.3) 12.5 • Total 44 68.8 11 17.2 6 9.4 3 4.7 64 
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22.2 percent. These same aged children were more likely to 
have prior reports. For all the children age ten to less than 
fourteen among the serial abuse cases (N=13) the 7 with a 
placement history represent 53.8 percent. The children age 
six to less than ten with a placement history represent 25.0 
percent of all the children in that age category among the 
serial abuse cases. Over thirty-five percent of the eight chil­
dren age fourteen and above ha~ a placement history. 

Relationship of the Main Perpetrator 

Mothers or mother substitutes were the main perpetra­
tor in well over seventy percent of the case~. Fathers or father 
substitutes were the main perpetrator in slightly more than 
twenty percent of the cases. As co-perpetrator, fathers or 
father substitutes accounted for over sixty percent in com­
parison to less than twenty-five percent motllers or mother 
substitutes. 

According to Table 2-33, black mothers or mother sub­
stitutes were more likely than were white mothers or mother 
substitutes to be identified as the main perpetrator. In the 
total caseload, black mothers or mother substitutes were the 
main perpetrator in 84.1 percent of the cases, while white 
mothers LJr mother substitutes were the main perpetrator in 
68.9 percent. Black fathers or father substitutes were the 
main perpetrator in 10.2 percent of the cases as compared 
to 26.7 percent for white fathers or father substitutes. 

White fathers or father substitutes were more likely than 
black fathers Or father substitutes and black or white mothers 
or mother substitutes to be the main perpetrator in cases in­
volving serious harm to children. Of the cases in which white 
fathers or father subst;tutes were involved (N=43), 20 or 
46.5 percent were serious in nature. This compares to 22.2 
percent (N=9) for black fathers or father substitutes, and 
18.0 and 24.3 percent for white and black mother substi­
tutes, respectively. See Table 2-34 for the complete distri­
bution by race and nature of the case. 

Family Circumstances 

This section will be devoted to a brief discussion \)f se­
lected circumstances with special emphasis given to differ­
ences noted in the familial circumstances and/or living con­
ditions of the children and their families who had previously 
been reported and those who had not been reported prior 
to the current incident. Where relevant, reference is made 
ito racial differences. The complete percentage distribution 
of circumstances is presented in Tables 2-35 and 2-36. 
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Parents Evidence Intelle(:ttd Inade'luacies.-There were 
limited data on parental problem;) in intellectual functioning. 
Such data were unknown in nearly forty percent of the serial 
abuse cases and in slightly less than sixty percent of the iso­
lated incident cases, Of the known data, slightly less than 
thirty percent (29.7) of the parents of children who had 
been reported on prior incidents and 16.5 percent of the 
parents of children on whom only the current report existed 
evidenced problems in intellectual functioning. Such prob­
lems were determined to be absent in 35.9 percent of the 
serial abuse cases and i}1 25.0 percent of the isolated incident 
cases. 

A higher percent of the white and black parents among 
the serial abuse cases were determined. to have problems in 
intellectual functioning--25.6 percent white and 37.5 per­
cent black--than the percent of those among isolated inci­
dent cases-~12.3 percent white and 25.0 percent black. 

Mother Shows Evidence of Sexual Promiscuity and/or 
Drng or Alcohol Abuse.--Mothers of children who were vic­
tims of repeated reported abuse were more likely than 
mothers of children on whom only one report was made to 
exhibit these kinds of behaviors or problems. From the 
bown data, such probltlms in mother/mother SUbstitute 
behavior were present in 58.7 percent and absent in 19.0 
percent among serial abuse cases. Among isolated incident 
cases, problems of this nature were present in 37.9 percent 
of the cases and absent in 24.1 percent. 

Black mothers among serial abuse cases were the most 
likely group to exhibit such behaviors; i.e., determined to 
be present in 82.6 percent in comparison to 46.2 percent of 
the white mothers among serial abuse cases. There was no 
difference between the percent of black mothers (37.5) and 
that of white mothers (37.7 percent) who were characterized 
by such problems a.>tlong isolated incident cases. 

Parents Evidence Emotional/Psychological Problems.-­
These data were known in 87.5 percent of the serial abuse 
cases and in 73.3 percent of the isolated incident cases. A 
high percent of the parents for both types of cases were de­
termined to have emotional/psychological problems--present 
in 73.4 percent of the serial abuse cases and in 59.5 percent 
of the isolated incident cases. White parents among serial 
abuse cases were the most likely group to have emotional/ 
psychological problems--the characteristic was present jnjust 
under eighty percent in comparison to 62.S percent of the 
black parents and 60.7 percent white and 57.8 percent black 
parents among isolated incident cases. 

---- --- -- -------------_ .... 
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TABLE 2·33 

Relationship of the Main Perpetrator by Race and Nature of Case 

I Perpetrator - Serial Abuse Cases • 
Mother/ Father( 

Race of Mother Father Other No 
Perpetrator Substitute substitute Relative Relationship Total 

N % N % N % N % 

White 28 71.8 8 20.5 2 5.1 1 2.6 39 • 
(57.1 ) (80.0) (66.7) (100.0) 

Black 21 87.5 2 8.3 1 4.2 a -- 24 
(42.9) (20.0) - (33.3) 

Total 49 77.8 10 15.9 3 4.8 1 1.6 63 • 
-

Perpetrator - Isolated Incident Cases 

White 83 68.0 35 28.7 a -- 4 3.3 122 
(61. 0) (83.3) (80.0) • 

Black 53 82.8 7 10.9 3 4.7 1 1.6 64 
(39.0) (16.4) (100.0) (20.0) 

Total 136 73.1 42 22.6 3 1.6 5 2.7 186 • 
Perpetrator - Total Case load -, 

White III 68.9 43 26.7 2 1.2 5 3.1 161 
(60.0) (82.7) (33.3) (83.3) 

Black 74 84.1 9 10.2 4 4.5 1 1.1 88 • 
(40.0) (17.3) (66.7) (16.7) 

Total 185 74.3 52 20.9 6 2.4 6 2.4 249 

• 
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TABLE 2·34 

Seriousness of Hann by Relationship of htpetrnto;;" Ra~. and Nature of Case 
; 

.... l~· 

Serlou~ness of Harm - WElte Cfifrdren 
~ .. 

Relationship Ser~al. Abuse Cas(;Is - Iso~atea: incldent Cases Total CaseJ.oad 
of Not Not Not 

Perpetrator Serious Serious Unknown Serious Seriolls Unknown Serious Serious Unknown 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Mother/Mother 2J. 75.0 5 17.9 2 7.1 61 73.5 15 18.1 7 8.4 82 73.9 20 18.0 9 B.1 
Substitute (84.0) (41.7) (100.0) (7l.ln (51.7) (87.5) (74.5) (48.8) (90.0) 

Father/Father 2 25.0 6 75.0 0 -- 20 57.l. 14 40.0 1 2.9 22 51.2 20 46.5 1 2.3 
Substitute ( 8.0) (5C.0) (23.5) (48.3) (12 • .5 ) t20.0) (48.8) (10.0) 

Other 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 --
Relative ( 4.0) ( 8.3) ( 0.9) ( 2.4) 

No 1 100.0 0 -- 0 -- 4 100.0 0 -- 0 -- 5 100.0 0 -- 0 --
Relationship ( 4.0) ( 4.1) ( 4.5) 
Total ;.:!:> b4.J. ~:l ,jU.H 2 ~ • .l. . !!~ 69.6 29_ 28.S It i).i) III 0 ,~~'-!' 41 25.5 10 6.2 

Ser10usness OI Harm - BJ.aCK Cn1J.ttren 

Mother/Mother 13 61.9 5 23.8 3 14.3 38 71.7 13* 24.5 2 3.8 51 68.9 1.8 24.3 5 6.8 
Substitute (86.7) (83.3) (10v.0) (86.4) (81.3) (50.0) (86.4) (81.0) (71.4) 

Father/Father 1 50.0 1 50.0 a -- 5 71.4 1 14.3 1 14.3 6 66.7 2 22.2 l. ll.1 
Substitute ( 6.7) (16.7) (11.4) { 6.2} (25. 0) (10.2) ( 9.1) (14. J) 

Other 1 100.0 0 -- 0 -- I 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 2 50.0 1 2S.0 1 25.0 
Relative ( 6.7) ( 2.2) ( 6.2) (25.0) ( 3.4) ( 4.5) (14.3) 

No 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- I UO.O 0 -- 0 -- I 100.0 0 --
Relationship ( 6.2) ( 4.5) 
Total. J.!:> b .... !:> b :l!:>.0 ,j .1.2.5 44 68.8 1.6 25.0 4 ~.~ 59 E·O 2:o! :l5.0 7 H.D 

*Inc1udes one (1) fatal case. 
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TABLE 2-35 

f'amilial Circwnstances by Nature of Case • 
Serial Isolated 

Circumstances Abuse Cases Incident Cases 

Present Absent Present Absent • 
Parents evidence intel-

lectual inadequacies 19 29.7 23 35.9 32 1605 50 25.6 
Mother shows evidence of 

sexual promiscuity and/ 
or drug or alcohol abuse 37 58.7 12 19.0 74 37.9 47 24.1 • Parents evidence emotional/ 
psychological problems 47 73.4 9 14.1 116 59.5 27 13.8 

Father shows evidence of 
sexual promiscuity andl 
or drug or alcohol abuse 15 23.4 12 18.8 50 25.6 30 15.4 

Parents evidence physical • problems/illness 21 33.3 19 30.2 32 16.5 57 29.4 
History or evidence of 

prior physical abuse 
to child 47 74.6 14 22.2 42 21.8 70 36.3 

Parents experiencing 
marital problems 22 45.3 22 34.4 80 41.0 40 20.5 • Parents experiencing 
temporary financial 
problems 32 50.0 12 18.8 91 46.7 43 22.1 

Family of low subsistence 
and general living level 46 71.9 9 14.1 93 47.7 46 23.6 

Neglect is chronic 40 62.5 11 17.2 47 24.1 80 41.0 .1 
Mother evidences little 

love for child 10 15.6 31 48.4 33 16.9 89 45.6 
Father evidences little 

love for child 7 10.9 15 23.4 20 10.3 60 30.9 
Child evidences intellec- I 

I tual inadequacies 18 28.1 26 40.6 20 10.3 77 39.5 .: 
Child evidences emotional/ i 

psychological problems 22 34.4 20 31.3 55 28.2 57 29.2 
Child evidences behav-

ioral atypicalities 23 35.9 19 29.7 46 23.6 66 33.8 
Child evidences physical 

defects and/or illness 16 25.0 28 43.8 26 13.3 81 41.5 • P~,rent single living 
with man 7 10.9 53 82.8 10 5.1 159 81.5 

Parent single living 
with woman 2 3.1 55 85.9 1 0.5 170 87.2 

Too many children in 
family for income • and/or dwelling 19 29.7 19 29.7 33 17.0 86 44.3 

Parent~child conflict 16 25.0 36 56.3 31 15.9 142 72.8 
Other circumstance 4 6.3 0 27 13.8 0 
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Race and. Familial Circumstances by Nature of Ca 

Circumstances Serial Abuse Cases Isolated Incident Cases 
WhIte Black White Brick 

Present Absent Present Absent Present Absent Present Absent 

Parents evidence 
intellectual 
inadequacies 10 25.6 11 28.2 9 37.5 11 45.8 15 12.3 36 29.5 16 25.0 12 18.8 

Mother shows evi-
dence of sexual 
promiscuity and/ 
or drug or alco-
hol abuse 18 46.2 10 25.6 19 82.6 2 8.7 46 37.7 35 28.7 24 37.5 12 18.8 

Parents evidence 
emotional/psycho-
logical problems 31 79.5 3 7.7 15 62.5 6 5.9 74 60.7 20 16.4 37 57.8 6 9.4 

Father shows evi-
dence of sexual 
promiscuity and/ 
or drug or alco-

Vo hoI abuse 12 30.8 9 23.1 3 12.5 3 12.5 39 32.0 23 18,,9 10 15.6 7 5.1 w 
Parents evidence 

physical prob-
lems/illness 14 36.8 9 23.7 7 29.2 10 41.7 21 17.2 43 35.2 9 14.3 13 20.6 

History or evidence 
of prior physical 
abuse to child 32 84.2 5 .13.2 14 58.3 9 37.5 27 22.3 43 35.5 14 22.2 26 41.3 

Parents experienc-
ing marital prob-
lems 21 53.8 10 25.6 8 33.3 12 50.0 62 50.8 21 17.2 .16 25.0 18 28.1 

Parents experienc-
ing temporary 
financial prob-

25.6 lems 18 46.2 10 14 58.3 1 4.2 54 44.3 31 25.4 35 54.7 11 17.2 
. Faroi.+.y of low sub-

sistence and .. 
general living 
level 26 66.7 6 15.4 20 83.3 2 8.3 48 39.3 36 29.5 40 62.5 8 12.5 

Parent single liv-
ing with man 2 5 •. 1 36 92.3 5 20.8 16 66.7 5 4.1 109 89.3 3 t,.7 44 68.8 

Too many children 
in family for 
income and/or 
dwelling 9 23.1 12 30.8 10 41. 7 . 6 25.0 16 13.1 60 49.2 14 22.2 24 38.1 



History or E)'idence of Prior Physical Abuse to Child.­
Evidence of this nature was known in 96.8 percent of the 
serial abuse cases, 'Nith the circumstance being present in 
74.6 percent. Among isolated incident cases, the data were 
known in 58.1 percent of the cases and known to be a cir­
cumstance in 21.8 percent. This condition or circumstance 
was most likely to exist amo" g white serial atruse cases-pre­
sent in 84.2 percent in comparison to 58.3 percent of the 
black families. This circumstance was known to be present 
in less than 25.0 percent black and white families among the 
isolated incident casE'". 

Parents Experiencing Marital Problems.--Information 
regarding marital relations was known in 79.7 percent of the 
serial abuse cases and in 61.5 percent of the isolated incident 
cases. From the known information, it appears that marital 
problems plagued a high percent of parents among both 
types of cases·-the condition was determined to be present 
in over forty percent of both types. In regard to race, white 
parents among both types of cases were more likely to have 
marital problems. 

Parents Experiencing Temporary Financial Problems.­
A high t'srcent of parents among both types of cases were 
known to be experiencing temporary financial problems. 
This type of information was known for 68.8 percent of the 
serial abuse caDes; 50.0 percent of the families were deter­
mined to have temporary financial problems. Among isolated 
incident cases, such problems were present in 46.'7 percent 
of the families and known to be absent in 22.1 percent. 
Black parents among both types of cases were more likdy 
to have temporary fmancial problems. 

Family of Low Subsistence and General Living Level.-­
Over seventy percent of the families among the serial abuse 
cases were known to subsist at a low living level. In only 14.1 
percent of these families was this circumstance found not 
to exist. By comparison, less than fifty percent of the fami­
lies among the isolated incident cases were known to subsist 
at a low level of liVing. In 23.6 percent of the cases, the 
families were determined to subsist at an adequate level of 
living. Blacks in general and blacks among serial abuse cases, 
in particular, were the most likely to be at a low subsistence 
and general living level. 

Neglect Is Chronic .-Neglect as a chronic condition was 
more likely to characterize families in the serial abuse case­
load. Among serial abuse t::ases, the circumstance was present 
in 62.5 percent of the cases and absent in only 17.2 percent. 
1'his compares to 24.1 percent present and 41.0 percent ab­
sent among isolated incident cases. 
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Child Evidences Intellectual Inadequacies .·-By and large, 
the children were not determined to have problems in intel­
lectual functioning. Such problems were known to be evi· 
dent in 28.1 percent of the children among serial abuse cases: 
over forty percent were known not to have such problems. 
The condition was present in 10.3 percent of the isolated 
incident cases and absent in 30.9 percent. From the known 
data, however, it appears that children who were victims of 
repeated reported abuse were more likely to have problems 
in intellectual functioning. 

Child Evidences Emotional/Psychological Problems.-­
Evidence indicated that approximately one-third of the chil­
dren revealed emotional/psychological problems. Among 
serial abuse cases, 34.4 percent of the children were deter­
mined to have such problems; less than one-third were 
known to be relatively free of problems of this nature. For 
the children among the isolated incident cases, the condition 
was determined to be present in 28.2 percent of the cases 
and absent in 29.2 percent. 

Too Many Children in Family for Income and/or Dwel­
ling.-·Full information on family composition in relation to 
income and dwelling was known for 59.4 percent of the serial 
abuse cases; 29.7 percent of these families were characterized 
as having too many children for their living circumstances. 
The circumstance was known to be present for 17.0 percent 
of the isolated incident cases, and absent for 44.3 percent. 
Black families were more likely to be characterized by too 
'11any children. 

Types of Abuse and Family Circwnstances 

Parents evidence emotional/psychological problems and 
family at a low subsistence level, were the most common of 
the familial circumstances. We noted earlier that the most 
prevalent types of abuse were neglect due to parental inade· 
quacies, physical abuse unrelated to discipline, emotional 
abuse, and abandonment. Without consideration of race and 
the nature of the case, we attempted an elementary analysis 
of types of abuse in relation to family circumstances. 

According to Table 2-37, there appears to he a distinct 
pattern to the clustering of circumstances. The emotional! 
psychological "state" of the parent(s); the sexual, drug, and! 
or alcohol consumptive behavior of Li.e female parent!sub. 
stitute, and family low level of living were the most common 
circumstances in abandonment cases and in those involving 
physical abuse determined not to be related to disciplinary 
measures. On the other hand, in cases of physical abuse 
where discipline was a motive, history of abuse to the child 
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Type Abuse 

Abandonment 

Abuse-discipline related 

Abuse-unrelated to 
discipline 

Emotional abuse 

Neglect-parent(s) absent 

Neglect-parent/child home 

• 

TABLE 2-37 

Rank Ordered Family Circumstances by Type of Abuse 

Order of 
Circumstance 

2-3-8, 7 

2, 5-6, 12 

2, 3, 8 

2, 9, 3 

8, 3, 9 

3, 9, 2-7-8 

Circumstance 

1. Parental intellectual problems 

2. Parental emotional/psychological 
problems 

3. Mother(s) behavior-sexual, drug, 
alcohol 

4. Father(s) behavior-sexual, drug, 
alcohol 

5. History of abuse to child 

6. Marital problems 

Neglect-parental inadequacies 2, 8, 7 7. Temporary financial problems 

Sexual abuse 2-4, 6, 5 

Abuse-moti ve undetermined . 1-2-5-10 

8. Low living level 

9. Chronic neglect 

10. Child's intellectual problems 

11. Child's emotional/psychological 
problems 

12. Child's atypical behaviors 
I', 
If 



and marital problems both surfaced as the second most com­
mon familial circumstance. Behavioral atypicalities of the 
child was the third most prevalent circumstance in discipline 
related abuse cases. 

An entirely different ordering of circumstances was 
found in neglect cases. With i.I1e exception of neglect result­
ing from parental inadequacies, the emotional/psychological 
circumstance was not ranked high. For the cases involving 
neglect of children due to parental absence, low level ofliv­
ing, sexual-alcohol benavior of the female parent, and chronic 
neglect were the most prevalent conditions. In neglect cases 
in which both child and parent were home, mother':; behavior 
and chronic neglect were t11.e most prevalent circumstances; 
parent's emotional/psychological state, temporary fmancial 
problems, and low level of living were all third in order of 
frequency. 

Seriousness of Hann and Family Circwnstances 

Specific family circumstances stood out in families of 
reported cases involving serious harm to children. Among 
serial abuse cases, circumstances descriptive of the adult 
male appear most likely to be present in cases having serious 
consequences for children. Harm was of a serious nature in 
over sixty percent of the cases in which the circwnstances 
of father's sexual, drug and/or alcoholic behavior, father 
exhibited little love for child, and the mother was living with 
a man were present. 

Among isolated incident cases, parents problems in inM­
lectual functioning and physical, problems of the child were 
tlle most prevalent circumstance among cases having serious 
harm for children. 

Surprisingly, the family financial situation was not over­
represented in serious abuse cases. See Table 2-38 for a dis­
tribution of seriousness and family circumstances. 

Comparative Summary of Client Input 

1. Characteristics of tlle Children: 

Age, Sex, Race 

The age range of children who entered both the CBS and 
the PSU systems closely approximated the age distribu­
tion discovered in our Regional study and in the National 
Brandeis study.2 In each of the earlier studies, as in the 
present, more than fifty percent of the cJilldren were 

L_. ________ _ 
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less than six years of age, with approximately one-third 
being less than three. 

Clearly, the data suggest that, with some degree of con· 
sistency, the age distribution of reported maltreated 
children is highly represented by the young child. Per­
haps, a more important fmding from the present study 
is the difference between the serial abuse and the i.solated 
incident cases with respect to the age distribl,ltion. The 
expected which surfaced was the tendency for children . 
among serial abuse cases in each system to be older than 
those on whom one known report was made. While this 
was true, the presence of the older child was evident in 
the isolated incident caseload as well. Among such cases 
in the CBS system, 23.4 percent were of children age ten 
and above with 12.5 percent being fourteen and above. 
Of the children in the PSU isolated incident caseload, 
26.2 percent were ten and above; 12.3 percent were four­
teen and older. These percentages compare to approxi­
mately one-third of the children among serial abuse 
cases in both systems being age ten and above. 

Regarding sex, the distribution for both systems differ­
ed somewhat from tllat found in both the Regional and 
National studies in which slightly more males than fe­
males were reported. 

In the present study, a slightly higller percent offemales 
were among both systems' caseload. Of more impor­
tance, however, is the question of which sex was more 
likely to be victims of repeated maltreatment--among 
serial abuse .cases. In the CBS caseload, a sUghtly higher 
percent of the males (47.3 percent) than the percent of 
females (43.6 percent) were among t.he serial abuse 
cases. This pattern was not observed in the PSU caseload 
in which females were more likely to be victinls of mul­
tiple reports. Of all the females, 29.2 percent were 
among the serial abuse cases; this compared to 20.8 per­
cent of the males. One explanation of the higher per­
cent of females among the serial abuse cases might lie 

2Clara L, Johnson, Child Abuse in the Southeast: Analysis of 

1172 Cases (Fall, 1974). Res(;arch Monograph, Regional Institute 

of Social Welfare Research, University of Georgia, pp. 17-19. David G. 

Gil, Nationwide Survey ofLega/ly Reported Physical Abuse of Chi I· 

dren. No. 15, papers in Social Welfare, Brandeis University, Waltham, 

Mass.: 1968, p. 9. It may be important to note that the age distribu­

tions are comparab!e even though all three studies dermed abuse dif­

ferently. 
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TABLE 2·38 

Serlousness of Hann and Family Circumstances 
by Nature of Case 

• Number and Percent Serious 

Serial Isolated Total 
Fami1:l Circumstance Abuse Inc'id'ent ' C'a's'e'lo'ad 

• Parents intellectual problems 6 35.3 13 43.3 19 40.4 

Parents emotional/psycholo-
gical problems 16 38.1 37 33.9 53 35.1 

Mothers·-sexua1, drug, alcohol 13 • 38.2 17 25.4 30 29.7 

Fathers··sexua1, drug, alcohol 8 61.5 14 29.8 22 36.7 

Parents physical problems 6 30.0 9 28.1 15 28.8 I 
I History of abuse 17 39.5 12 29.3 29 34.9 I. 
I Marital problems 7 25.9 21 27.3 28 26.9 

I Temporary financial problems 8 27 n 6 25 28.4 33 28.2 

• Low sUbsistence level 14 33.3 24 27.3 38 29.2 

Chronic neglect 16 43.2 16 37.2 32 40.0 

Mother-little love for child 3 33.3 10 33.0 13 33.3 

• Father-little love for child 3 60.0 6 31.6 9 37.5 

Child intellectual problems 5 31.3 7 36.8 12 34.3 

Child emotional/psychological 
problems 11 55.0 19 37.3 30 42.3 

• Child atypical behavior 10 47.6 14 33.3 24 38.1 

Child physical problems 5 33.3 10 40.0 15 37.5 

Parent single living with man 5 71.4 2 22.2 7 43.8 

• Parent single li'vin9 with ",toman 1 50.0 0 1 33.3 

Too many children 4 22.2 8 25.8 12 24.5 
I; 

*Percentages are based on total serious and not serious cases. 

• Cases involving unknown degree of severity are not included. 
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in the fact that all cases reported to the PSU were not 
investigated. Perhaps, a sex bias was operating in the 
dispositional process leading to the decision to Of not 
to investigate. 

In terms of the race of children, the composition in the 
CBS total caseload was 73.4 percent white, 22.7 percent 
black, and 3.9 percent unknown. These fmdings varied 
minimally from our regional data-73.l percent white, 
24.5 percent black, 0.9 percent other, and 1.5 percent 
unknown. On thf' other hand, Savannah's FSU racial 
composition--62.1 percent white, 34.0 percent black, 
and 3.9 percent unknown, closely correspond to Gil's 
findings of the total national cohort--65.0 percent white, 
30.0 percent non-white, and 5.0 percent unknown. 

The race of children by the nature of the case,however, 
presented a different distribution. There was a tendency 
for a higher pe;:cent of all black children than the per­
cent of all white children to be among serial abuse cases. 
This rmding was observed in boLi. systems' data with the 
differences being more pronounced among CBS cases. 
Well over fifty percent of all black children in the CBS 
casetoad were among the serial abuse cases; this com­
pared to 44.0 percent of all white children. 

Age and Race 

There were distinct differences between the systems 
with respect to age and race. In the CBS caseload, there 
was a tendency for black children among isolated inci­
dent cases to be younger than white children; white 
children among serial abuse cases tended to be younger 
than black children. In both. tYPl'S of cases, a higher per­
cent of black children were between the age of ten and 
fourteen; a higher percent of white children were four­
teen and above. 

In the PSU caseload, whit~ children among both types 
of cases tended to be younger. There was no notable 
difference between the percent white and black who 
were age ten to less than fourteen. There was, however, 
a higher percent of biack children who were fourteen 
and above. 

By age and race, which children were most likely to be 
reported for repeated maltreatment? In the CBS case­
load, the percent of all black children among the serial 
abuse cases was significantly higher than the percent of 
all white children at every age level, with the exception 
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of the less than age three. This pattern was not found 
among PSU cases. In only one age category--three to less 
than six--were black children found more likely to be 
in the serial abuse caseload. One must question whether 
this fmding represents the "real" order of things or a 
bias in the dispositional process leading to decisions re­
garding the need for investigation. 

Sex and Race 

In the CBS caseload, there were minimal differences be­
tween serial abuse and isolated incident cases witll re­
spect to the distribution of the sexes for white children. 
Slightly more than forty percent of all white males and 
females were among the serial abuse cases. A similar per­
centage of the black females were among serial abuse 
cases. On the other hand, approximately two-thirds of 
the black males were among serial abuse cases. Black 
males, therefore, were more likely than any other group 
of children to be involved in repeated reports of mal­
treatment. 

Among the PSU cases, slightly over fifteen percent of 
all white males and approximately one-fourth of all 
black females were among serial abuse cases. On the 
other hand, slightly less than one-third of the white fe­
males and of the black males were among serial abuse 
cases. Thus, white females and black males were more 
likely to be involved in more than one reported incident. 

Age and Sex and Race 

Both white and black males in the CBS caseJoad tended 
to be younger than the females anlong both types of 
cases. There was a higher percent of white females than 
wr-Jite males among isolated incident cases who were age 
fourteen and above. There was no difference between 
the percent of white males and white females among 
serial abuse cases in the fourteen and above age category. 
Black females, however, tended to be older than black 
males in both types of cases. 

There were some basic differences noted in the above 
pattern among PSU cases. In the serial abuse caseload, 
there was a higher percent of white females than white 
males who were less than three years old. On the other 
hand, a higher percent of the white males were less than 
three among isolated incident cases. For both types of 
cases, white females were more likely than white males 
to be fourteen and above. For the black children, females 
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among both types of cases were more likely than tl,.e 
males to be less than age three. Among serial abuse cases, 
a highe,~ percent of the black males were fOllrteen and 
above; the opposite was found among isolated incident 
cases. 

2. Harm Suffered by the Children: 

Types of Abuse 

Physical abuse which was determined to be unrelated 
to disciplinary measures and neglect resulting from par­
ental inadequacies were, by far, the most frequently re­
ported types of abuse for both the children who had 
been previously reported to the CBS· system and those 
involved in single incidents. The third most frequent 
form was abandonment. 

There were variations found in the distribution Wh.l"l 

we noted the types of abuse by race and the nature of 
the case. The major differences, however, were between 
tile races. PhYSical abuse was the most prevalent form 
for whites and blacks among isolated incident C!lOOS. 
Neglect due to parental inadequacies was the most pre­
valent form in white cases and abandonment in black 
cases among the serial abuse cases. 

Of the cases reported to the PSU, neglect due to parental 
inadequacies was by far the most prevalent type of abuse 
for both white and black children among both types of 
cases. For white children among serial abuse cases, phy­
sical abuse and emotional abuse were the second and 
third most frequently reported types. For black chil­
dren, phYSical abuse and neglect-child/parent home were 
the second and third. Among isolated incident cases the 
distribution was the same for white and black children. 
Physical abuse and abandonmefit were the second and 
third most frequently reported types of abuse. 

A higher percent of the ~ases pf white children than 
black children in both systems involved some form of 
physical abuse. Physical abuse was a more prevalent form 
among serial abuse cases i~1 tile PSU caseload and among 
isolated incident cases in the CBS caseload. 

Seriousness of Hann 

ApprOximately one-third of the cases from the CBS sys­
tem were serious in nature. A higher percent of serious 
cas~ were in the isolated.'pcident caseload (36.7 per-
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cent) than in the serial abube caseload (29.2 percent). 

By comparison, approximately one-fourth of the cases 
from the PSU system involved serious harm. Serial abuse 
cases included a higher percent of serious cases (28.1 
percent) than did the isolated incident cases (24.1 per­
cent). 

Race and Seriousness of Hann 

In the CBS caseload, a higher percent of both the white 
and the black children among the i~olated incident cases 
ware seriously harmed. For white children in both the 
serial abuse and the isolated incident cases, over seventy 
percent of the serious cases involved children under six 
years of age. Less than ten percent uf the serious cases 
in the serial abuse caseload involved children ren and 
above; this compared to slightly more than twenty per­
cent in the isolated incident cases. 

Only fifty percent of the black children among the seri.a1 
abuse cases in the CBS cas~load were less than age six; 
one-third were age ten and above. By comparison, well 
over seventy percent of the black children among the 
isolated incident cases who were seriously harmed were 
less than six. Slightly more than ten percent were ten 
and above. 

A hlgher percent of both white and black children 
among the serial abuse cases were seriously hanned. 
With the e:'fGeption for the black children in the PSU 
seria!abu~ ,.aseload, PSl1 serious cases were not over­
represented by the very young child. Among, ithe serial 
abuse cases, one-third of the white children who were 
seriously harmed were less thlUl six )I!~@rs old; slightly 
less than one-third were age ten and \)ver. By compari­
son, over eighty percent of the black children among the 
serial abuse cases, who were seriously harmed, were less 
than s~; none were age ten and above. 

In the isolated incident caseload, over fifty percent of 
. both the white and black children, who were serinusly 
harmed, were less than six years old; over one-third were 
age ten and abQva. 

Race" Sex, and Seriousness of Hann 

Among both types of cases in the CBS caseloadi . .a slight­
ly higher percent of the white females than the percent 
of white males were seriously harmed. In the serial abuse 
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caseload, 32.3 percent of the males and 34.4 percent of 
the females were so harmed. This compares to 37.2 of 
the males and 40.5 percent of the females in the isolated 
incident caseload. 

The opposite was found for black children in the CBS 
caseload. Among the serial abuse cases, one-third of the 
males and 28.3 percent of the females were seriously 
harmed. In the isolated incident caseload, a high of 57.1 
percent of the black males and 35.7 percent of the fe­
males were so harmed. 

Thus, blackm:l1es were more likely than any other elill­
dren in CBS cases to be both victims of repeated abuse 
and to be seriously hanned. 

In the PSU caseload, a higher percent of both. white and 
black males than the percent of females were seriously 
harmed am(lng the serial abuse cases. For the whlte chil­
dren, among the serial abuse cases, 46.2 percent of the 
cases involving males and 25.0 percent of those involv­
ing females were serious. For the black children, 36.4 
percent of the males and 20.0 percent of the females 
were seriously harmed. 

On the other hand, a higher percent of both white and 
black females than the percent of males were seriously 
hanned among the PSU isolated incident cases. For the 
white children, 28.3 percent of the females and 23.3 
percent of the males were seriously harmed. For the 
black children, 35.5 percent of the females and only 
14.3 percent of the males were seriously h!\rmed. 

Thus, while black females were less likely than were 
white females and black males to be involved in multi­
ple reports, they were the group most likely to be 
seriously harmed when considering the total caseload. 
Black males were the least likely to be seriously harm­
ed. 

3. Involvement in Prior Incidents: 

Prior Reported Incidents 

We noted earlier that a slightly higher percent of males 
were among CBS serial abuse caseload than the percent 
of females. Beyond the fact of being more likely 
involved in more th,a,l a single incident, males were also 
reported more often. Only 3.9 percent of the females, 
as compared to 20.8 percent of the males were involved 
in two or more prior reported incidents. 
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In addition to being a more likely victim of prior 
reported incidents, black children in the CBS serial 
abuse caseload were also found to be more likely 
inv'Jlved in two or more prior reports. 

In the PSU caseload, females were more likely to be in 
the serial abuse caseload while males among. the serial 
abuse cases were reported more often. Approximately 
ten percent of the females and twenty percent of the 
males had been investigated following two or more prior 
reports. 

While black children in the PSU caseload were more like­
ly to be among the serial abuse cases, white children 
were more likely to be involved in two or more prior 
investigated incidents. 

Prior Reported Incidents and Age 

A general pattern surfaced in both systems with respect 
to the number of prior repor~s and age--the two young­
est age groupings, i.e., less than three and three to less 
than six, and the oldest category of children age fourteen 
and over-were the least likely to be involved in more 
thm one prior reported incident. In. the CBS serial abuse 
caseload, well over eighty percent of the fourteen and 
above, slightly more than seventy percent of the less 
than age three, and nearly seventy percent of the three 
to less than six were involved in only one prior report. 
In the PSU caseload, slighty over eighty percent of the 
two youngest groups of children and three-fourths of 
the oldest were involved in one prior report. 

Contrary to a preconceived notion that the oldest chilo 
dren in the serial abuse caseloads would also be the 
most often reported, we found that the middle age 
groupings of children in both the CBS and the PSU 
caseloads were the most often reported. 

In the CBS serial abuse caseload, only 39.1 percent of 
the six to less than ten year old children and 52.9 per­
cent of the ten to less than fourteen were involved in 
only one prior incident. Similarly for the PSU serial 
abuse cases, 43.7 percent of the former age group and 
46.2 percent of the latter were involved in one prior in­
cident. 

Prior Placement History 

A higher percent of the PSU serial abuse cases involved 
children who had, at some previous time, been in 
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placement-28.1 percent in comparison to only 15.1 
percent of the CES serial abuse cases. 

A higher percent of males were among the children in 
the CBS cases who had been in placement. Of thle males 
among the serial abuse cases, those with a placement . 
history represented close to twenty percent. TIAis com­
pares to 11.8 percent of thJ females in the serIal abuse 
caseload. 

In the PSU caseload, slightly more females had been in 
placement. However, maleJ were more likely to have a 
prior placement. Of the 26 males in the serial abuse case­
load, 8 or 30.8 percent had been plooed. This compares 
to 10 or 26.3 percent of the 38 females. 

In both the CES and the PSU prior placement caseload, 
approxllllately two-thirds of the children were white. 
In the CES caseload, how~ver, the pelCent of all black 
children with a placement history (5 or 17.9 percent) 
was higher than the percent of alJ white children (11 or 
14.9 percent). The opposite was found in the PSU case­
load where 30.0 percent of all whites and 25.0 percent 
of all blacks had a known prior placement(s), 

Regarding age and placement history, in both systems 
the middle age categories--six to less than ten and ten 
to less than fourteen-as with the number of prior re­
ports, were also more represented among those with a 
prior placement. By noting the number of children in 
each age group with a placement history in relation to 
the total number of children among the serial abuse 
cases in each age group, we determined that the two 
middle age groups were the most likely to enter place­
ment in both systems, with the exception of the high 
percent of the fourteen and older children in the PSU. 

4. Perpetrators of Harm: 

• Identity of Perpetrator 

• 

• 

• 

In both systems, the child's mother or mother substitute 
was the perpetrator in an overwhelming majority of the 
cases. Among the CES cases, white mothers/subs'l~tutes 
were indicated in 64.9 percent of the c~e~ and black 
mothers in 73.1 percent. This compares to 68,9 percent 
white mothers/substitutes and 84.1 percent ofilie black 
in the PSU caseload. 

. , 
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SerioUSDe&'I of Hann and Pe~)etrator 

Among the CES cases, fathers/father substitutes of both 
races were responsible for the highest percentage of 
cases involving serious harm. Black mothers were the 
least likely to be responsil>le for serious harm. , , 

\ 

Among the PSU cases, white fathers/substitutes were 
involved in the highest perCent of cases in which serious 
harm was perpetrated. Black mothers/substitutes were 
responsible in a higher perctlnt of such Cllses than were 
black fathers/substitutes. White mothers were the least 
likely to be involved in serious cases. 

5. Family Circumstances Present: 

Prevalence of Circumstances 

In both systems' total caseload, parent(s) evidences 
emotional/psychological problems and low level ofliv­
ing Were the most prevalimt circumstances. In the CES 
caseload, history of abuse was the third ranked circum­
stance. The third in the PSU caseload was temporary 
fmancial problems. Mother's sexual, drug and/or alcohol 
consumptive behavior was the fourth most prevalent 
circumstance in both systems' cases. 

The major 4ifference in the ordering of circumstances 
by observed frequency existed between the types of 
cases-serial abuse and isolated incident--rather than be­
tween systems. Among serial abuse cases in both sys­
tems, history of abuse was the most prevalent circum­
circumstance; low level of living was second among the 
CES cases and third in the PSU caseload;parent(s)emo­
tional/psychological problems in the PSU caseload was 
second and in the CES was third; the fourth ranked cir­
cumstance in both systems' caseload was chronic neg­
lect. 

Among both systems' isolated incident cases, parent(s) 
emotional/psychological problems and low living level 
were the first and second most freqllentIy ranked cir­
cumstances. Mother's sexual, drug and/or alcohol con­
sumptive behavior and history of abuse were the third 
and fourth most prevalent circumstances among the CES 
cases. Among the PSU cases, temporary fmancial prob­
lems and marital problems were so ranked. 

\ 



Prevalence of Cir(!wnstanc-'~ and Race 

We noted in the preceding section that there were mini­
mal differences between the systems in terms of the or­
dering of circumstances by observed frequency; the 
major difference existed between the types of cases. In 
relation to prevalence of circumstances by the race of 
the family, we found that differences existed between 
the races as well as between the types of cases, i.e., in a 
general sense, white families in one system's caseload 
were more like V',hite families in the other system's than 
like black families in the same system and vice versa. 
Further, in terms of the ranked ordering of circum­
stances, white families in one system's serial abuse case­
load were more like white families in the other system's 
serial abuse caseload than they were like white families 
in the same system's isolated incident caseload. This 
held true for black families. 

In both systems' total caseload, parent(s) emotional/ 
psychological problems was the most frequently ob­
served circumstance among white families; the most fre­
quently observed among black families was low level of 
liv'..ng. Mother's sexual, drug and/or alcohol consumptive 
behavior became one of the most prevalent circumstance 
among black families in both systems' caseload, white 
marital problems surface as a prevalent circumstance 
among white families. 

Family Circumstances and Types of Abuse 

Without consideration of race and the nature of the case, 
we performed elementary analyses of types of abuse by 
family circumstances. 

Given some minor deviations, a distinct pattern to the 
clustering of circumstance was observed in both sys­
tems' caseload. In general, we observed that: 

1) in cases of abandonment and those in which 
physical abuse was not related to disciplinary 
measures, the emotiorml/psychological prob-
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lems of the parent(s), the mother's sexual, drug 
and/or alcohol consumptive behavior, and the 
low level of living were the most common cir­
cumstances; 

2) in cases of ph i'si cal abuse where diSCipline was 
being exercised, history of abuse and child's 
atypical behaviors emerged as frequently ob­
served circumstances; 

3) in both systems, parent(s) emotional/psycho­
logical problems was not a frequently observed 
circumstance in cases involving neglect due to 
the absence of parents-in the same order fo! 
both ~ystems' cases, low level of living, moth­
er's behavior, and chronic neglect were para­
mount; 

4) in general, with the exception ofneglect result­
ing from parental inadequacies, the emotional/ 
psychological circumstances was not ranked 
high. 

Family Circumstances and Seriousness of Hann 

Specific family circumstances stood out in families of 
reported cases involving serious hann to children. While 
there were observed differences between the systems' 
caseloads, as well as differences between the types of 
cases, we found that, in general, circumstances relative 
to the child's emotional, behavioral, and/or physical 
problems appeared most likely to be present in cases 
having serious consequences for children. Harm was also 
of a serious nature when parents evidenced intellec­
tual problems and when the mother lived with a man. 

Among the circumstances which were not present in a 
high percent of serious cases were the family's fmancial 
conditions, the mother's sexual and/or drug/alcohol 
consumptive behavior, parents' physical problems, mari­
tal problems, and too many children. 
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Chapter 3 

SYSTEMS RESOURCE INPUT: STAFF AND SERVICES 

From recent research on abused and neglected children, 
we have come to realize iliat child abuse and negl6ct are 
symptomatic of family problems. While not all, many of 
these children come from families in which acute and com­
plex problems exist. In order that children and families can 
be successfully treated toward the end of preventing further 
abuse and neglect and preserving family life where possible, 
the child protective service program must have adequate 
staff to meet the demands and the needs of all cases reported. 

The adequacy of staff must be viewed in terms of case· 
load levels and workers' preparation and training. The gener­
ally accepted "standard" of caseload level is no more than 
twenty-five families per protective service worker. I Too 
often, however, the worker-family ratio does not approxi­
mate the standard. 

Beyond these considerations, staff must be well prepared 
and trf.ined to work with abused and neglected children and 
their families. What preparation is required, however, has 
not been clearly identified. In relation to the degree of pre­
paration, some make a case for while others argue against the 
utilization of workers with bachelor degrees at the direct 
service leve1.2 Most such arguments are based on a presump­
tion of preparation in the field of ~:,cial work or closely reo 
lated areas. Experience indicates, however, that arguments 
regarding extent and content of workers' preparation are of 
little consequence in most states. What matters is their realis­
tic situation; the overwhelming majority of child protective 
service caseworkers holel only the bachelor's degree.3 The 

IThe Child Welfare League of America and the American 

Humane Association propose the 1:25 worker-family ratio, with a 
1:20 ratio considered more optimal. 

2 For a pro·argument see: John A. Brown and Robert Daniels, 

"Some Observations on Abusive Parents," Child Wei/are, XLVII 
(February, 1968), pp. 89-94. See: Andrew Billingsley, The Social 

Worker in a Child Protective Agency (New York: National Associa­

tion' of Social Workers, 1.964), mimeographed for an arguement 

against. Also see: Robert R. Carkhuff, "Differential Functioning of 

Lay and Professional Helpers," Joumal o/counseling Psychology. 

15 (March, 1968); and Wallace J. Gingerich, Ronald A Feldma.'1, 

and John S. Wodarski, "Accuracy in Assessment:' Does Training 

Help?" Social Work, Vol. 21,No. 1 (January, 1976), pp. 40-48. 

, 
(/ 

63 

area of undergraduate preparation is often in an unrelated 
field. 

Preparation in the field of social work includes socializa­
tion to a set of values, the acquisition of a body of theoreti· 
cal and applied knowledge, and practical experience in per­
forming the functions of a profeSSional social worker. 

In view of the fact that many workers in child protec­
tive services come from diverse and unrelated backgrounds, 
and the body of knowledge is ever growing, on-going train­
ing becomes an essential part of the total program. 

Beyond adequate staff, an array of services must be 
readily available. In the main, two basic groups of services 
are normally available: 

1. services to children requiring placement out­
side the home, and 

2. services to children and families in their own 
home. 

For botl1 groups of services, the child protective service 
worker must have access to other social work resources in 
the community. 

Adequate staff and the availability of sef\'ices, in large 
measure, are dependent upo.n adequate appropriated 
funds.4 However, the appropriated service dollar seems to 

3For a discussion of child protective service Btllif in the states 
in Region N see: Clara L. Johnson, Child Abuse: State Legislation 

and Programs in the Southeast. Research Monograph (August, 1973), 

Regional Institute of Social Welfare Research, University of Georgia, 
Chapter 4. 

4 As indicated earlier, one of the mlijor limitations of this study 

is the lack of data regarding thll availability of funds. With this limi­
tation in mind, a general statement must suffice. The CES was a fed­
erally funded demonstration project which was monitored by the 

U.S. Department of HEW, OCD. The administering organization was 

the public stat~ agency. The PSU was a unit of the pepartment of 

Family and Children's St'MCCS supported by state, county, and state 

administered federal funds. 



be diminishing in spite of the child protective services need 
for more specialized and adequately trained staff, smaller 
worker caseloads, a diversity of services to children and their 
families, and alternatives for children requiring out-of-home 
placement. 

This chapter deals in detail with the direct service case­
work staff of both systems. As specific services will be noted 
in Chapter 4, which deals with agency activities, related dis­
cussion in this chapter will outline the general categories of 
available services. 

No attempt was made to assess worker's perception of 
the adequacy/inadequacy of quality and content of services. 
In an earlier Regional study, we found that state peISonnel 
evaluated services designed to help remedy abusive family 
situations; namely, casework, foster care, institutional care, 
and day care as most inadequate in quality and content. The 
more specialized service, e.g., medical, legal, psychiatric, etc., 
were considered adequate in quality and content but more 
inaccessible than the former types ofseIVices.5 

. 

Staff md Services in the CES System 
Nashville, Davidson County, Tennessee 

Service Providers in the CES System 

Staff Composition.--The staff of the Comprehensive 
Emergency Services Project (CBS) was specialized in that 
workers were specifically identified as protective seIVice 
workers. Toward the end of the project's funding as a feder­
ally funded demonstration project, CES was comprised of 
the following staff: 

Director of the Project 
Five Emergency Service Intake Workers (case­
workers) 
One Supervisor of the Emergency Service Unit 
(at tir:ies this supervisory function was the re­
"ponsibility of the Project Director) 
Ten Emergency Homemakers (at an earlier 
stage of the project, there were four) 
One Supervisor of Emergency Homemakers 
Two Welfare Workers II (responsible for re­
cruitment and supervision of emergency homes 
in the foster homes component of the pro-

SOma L. Johnson, Child Abuse,' State Legislation arid Pro­
grams in the Southeast, pp. 51-52. 
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gram--previously there were three such work­
ers). 

Much of the direct service was performed by the Emer­
gency Services Intake Workers who were responsible for in­
take, initial case handling in most cases, and outreach and 
follow-up in a large proportion of cases. Each worker carried 
an active caseload of apprOximately forty families and was 
responsible with the supervisor for coordinating and obtain­
ing services of the appropriate project service components, 
other community resources, and/or intra-agency case trans­
ferral.6 

The CES caseworkers represented a relatively young 
staff. Four workers were less than thirty years of age; one 
was above fifty. 

In regard to sex, there were three male and two female 
caseworkers. Three of the workers were married; only one. 
was a parent. 

At the time of the study, all of the caseworkers in the 
CES project were white. On the other hand, the homemakers 
were black. 

Education and Training ofCES Caseworkers.--While the 
"professional" level service staff was designated as special­
ized, the evidence indicates that in terms of the extent and 
content of education, the level of experience and training, 
specialization in terms of protective services, per se, could 
be questioned. 

All of the five Emergency Service Intake Workers held 
the bachelor's degree, with one worker taking courses lead­
ing to the masters. Table 3-1 following shows the educational, 
work, and training backg!i::'unds of the CBS casework staff. 
In regard to education, none of these direct service workers 
held the degree in social work/social welfare. 

If we assume that a "professional" social work back­
ground is not essential to the delivery of protective services, 
we would have to further assume that, if a special set of 
values, skills, and knowledge are required, the acquisition of' 
t.ltese would have to be obtained through other channels. 
To determine the extent to which the acquisition of protec­
tive service working values, skills, and knowledge had been 

6 For a discussion of CES procedural operations, see Chapter 4 

in OaraL. Johnson, Two Community Protective SelVice Systems. 
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TABLE3-! 

Education and Training of CES Casework Staff 

Work Experience Professional Growth Experiences -- Profess~onal In-House Related 
College Social Protective Workshops Meetings/ Staff Work 
Major** Welfare Services In:st'i tutes conferences Traininq" EXlJe"rience"s"* 

Unrelated 5 <: 7 years 1 <: 3 years 2 1 on-going yes 
irregular 

Unrelated 1 < 3 years 1. <: 3 years 0 1 sporadic yes 

Unrelated 3 <: 5 years 3 <: 5 years 3 3 sporadic yes 

Related 6 mos. <: 1 year <: 6 mos. 1 0 on-going yes 
irregular 

Unrelated 1 <: 3 years 1 <: 3 years 1 2 sporadic no 

*Examples presented to workers were camp counselor, scout leader, volunteer family worker. 
**The relatedness of college majors was determined from .:r-al:ings ofa panel of judges com­

prised of persons in social work and in the area of the specific major. 
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possible, we asked each caseworker to indicate the years of 
work experience in the broad area of social welfare and in 
the specialized area of protective services. Three of the work­
ers had been in the area of social welfare for less than three 
years; four workers had been in protective services for less 
than three years. 

In tenns of recent trainir.g and educational experiences, 
we asked the workers to indicate thll number of workshops/ 
institutes and professional meetings attended, and the extent 
of in-house staff training. There appeared to be limited in­
volvement in these lJIlds of activities. Four workers had at­
tended at least one workshop/institute, with two having at­
tended only one. Three of these workers had also attended 
at least one professional meeting/conference. 

In-house staff training was characterized as being 
sporadic by three of the caseworkers and as on-going but ir­
regular by two. None of the caseworkers viewed staff train­
ing as an on-going and regular process. 

Another possible channel, through which one might 
conceivably gain insight into and some of the values and 
skills for the delivery of protective services, would be through 
related work experiences. Each worker was asked to indicate 
the number and type of work related experiences in which 
they had been and/or were presently involved. While not be­
ing specific regarding number and type, four workers indi­
cated they had had such related experiences. 

In view of the caseworkers' college degrees being primar­
ily in areas totally unrelated to social work or indirectly re­
lated at best, their limited involvement in professional growth 
experiences, and the irregularity in staff training, one could 
easily conclude that much of the expertise the CES staff 
possessed was derived through personal development, e.g., 
aggressive reading in the area, and the passage of "in-unit" 
knowledge. One has to question,however, in-unit knowledge 
when one considers that tluee of the caseworkers, two hav­
ing unrelated educational backgrounds, were undoubtedly 
introduced to the fields of social welfare and protective ser­
vices during the life of the project. 

Services in the CES System 

The CES system represents a unique way of coordinat­
ing services designed to maintain children in their own home 
or to ensure quick return should placement be necessary. 
The service components were intricately tied to the emer­
gency unit which allowed for immediate resl'onse to situa-
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tions and the offeri."lg of ameliorative services without the 
disadvantages of bureaucratic red tape. 

In addition to the existing services, the CES program in 
Nashville was comprised of four basic service components; 
namely, twenty-four hour emergency intake, emergency 
caretaker services, emergency homemaker services, and 
emergency foster home services. 7 For ease in. presentation 
and for the purpose of demonstrating how these coordinated 
services were a part of a more comprehensive service picture, 
these service components will be discussed as elements of the 
basic groups of services. 

Intake-Referral Services.--While intake is a function/ 
activity of a system's operation, it is at the same time a ser­
vice. Entry into the system, initial actions to be taken, coun­
seling, and referral to other appropriate community resources 
are the major services subsumed under intake. 

The intake-referral service of a protective servic!e. unit 
should be accessible for intake on a twenty-four hour basis 
and should involve cooperative and coordinated linkages 
''.lith the parent agency and with other service agencies in the 
community. The emergency intake component of the CES 
project, which was an expansion of the existing eight hour­
five day week protective service intake process, was accessible' 
on a twenty-four hour basis. 

DUring work h~urs, complaints were taken by the emer­
gency service intake worker. The intake worker had the re­
sponsibility of detennining the action to be taken. Some 
cases were referred to other community resources. In non­
serious cases which were appropriate to the services of CES, 
social services were offered. The emergency service intake 
worker conducted the intake and investigative processes in 
such cases, but reportedly were not generally responsible for 
the on-going handling of such cases. Each case defmed. as 
serious or an emergency was assigned by the intake worker 
and the supervisor for immediate investigation and assess­
ment. 

'For a full description of these components and operating cost 

information, see National Center for Comprehensive Emergency Ser­

vices to Ch:'{h'en, Comprehensive Emergency Services: Community 
Guide (Nasi,ville, Tennessee: Nashville Urban Observatory, 1974), 

pp. 47-52. Also see Chapters 12 and 16 for a description of compo­

nents added to the initial program, Emergency Shelter for Families 

and Adolescents, respectively. For an evaluation ofCES operations, 

see Clara L. Johnson, Two Community Protective Service Systems, 
pp.20-24. 
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Mter work hours, the DPW emergency intake answering 
service received complaints. Upon preliminary screening, 
some callers were referred to other community resources; 
emergency or crisis situations were referred to the emergency 
intake worker "on call." The intake worke.t' determined, from 
available information, the nature of the situation. Non-seri­
ous/non-emergency sUuations were either referred to appro­
priate agencies or to outreach and follow-up. Situations "de­
fmed" as emergency in nature were assigned for immediate 
field investigation. 

In-Home Services ... In child abuse and neglect cases in 
the CES system, the decision to allow children to remain in 
the home with services WUS made in the following major types 
of situations: 

1. in-home awaiting court hearing; 

2. in-home pending resolution of an immediate 
crisis, e.g., absence ofparent; and 

3. in-home with !iervices as the agency's long-term 
disposition. 

Unique to th6 CES system was the availability of services 
designed to maintain the child in the home under the first 
and second general types of situations. A discussion of 
these' service components follows. 

Emergency homemaker selvices were available on a 
twenty-four hour basis. While the emergency homemaker 
services were designed for the purpose of maintaining chil­
dren in their own home until the resolution of a crisis, home­
makers were utilized in any of the situations in which the 
decision was made to allow children to rem am in the home 
with services. 

The services provided by homemakers were numerous 
and varied according to the demands of the specific situation. 
Reportedly, one of the most beneficial services performed by 
the homemakers was that of observing the child and family. 
Such observations were considered invaluable to the intake 
worker and the supervisor in their assessment of family 
problems. In abuse cases, in particular, homemakers func­
tioned pretty much as a lay therapist. 

In some situations of the second type--in-home pending 
resolution of an immediate crisis--homem'lkers stayed in the 
ho.ne on a twenty-four hour basis. In such irlstances, home­
makers rendered services to the family until an absent parent 
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returned, other arrangemenb were made, and/or parent(s) 
was able to carry out routine parental responsibilities. 

Emergency caretaker services were also available on a 
twenty-four hour basis. Caretakers provided temporary care, 
usually for only a few hours until a homemaker was assigned 
primarily in situations of the second type. The tasks they 
perfonned were essentially the same as the homemaker 
usually being assigned at nights anq on weekends. According 
to CES personnel, this service was never fully developed; 
homemakers eventually took over caretakers' roles as func­
tions began to overlap. 

Casework selVices were provided by the emergency in­
take workers under the supervision of the supelVisor of the 
intake workers. Beyond intake and investigative functions, 
the caseworker was responsible for assessing the chUd's and 
family's needs, developing a goal-oriented treatment plan, 
and obtaining and coordinating services and activities. 

Paramount to casework services is the availability of 
such professional selVices as medical and psychological and! 
or psychiatlic. 

There was a major limitation to the utilization of psy­
chological selVices. While the reporting law stipulated that 
all abused children were to receive psychiatric evaluations, 
there was no mechanism in the law to deal with payment 
for such selVices to pexsnn.s who were not active AFDC 
cases. Beyond these limitations, mental health facilities 
were generally reluctant to accept CES referees especially in 
relation to physical or sexual abuse. It was felt, according 
to CES personnel, that they were being requested to 
evaluate a situation in which what was revealed could be 
used to detelmine whether or not a child would be removed 
from the home. Beyond reluctance to accept referees, the 
time involved in getting eventual requested evaluations was 
often 1engthy. 

In addition to the service components of the CES pro­
ject, such basic services as day care were available for eligible 
families through the parent agency, 

OUt-oJ-Home Services.--Out-of-home services offered 
directly by the CES program were emergency foster home 
services. These services wete designed to minimize the emo­
tional shock of the removal of children from their own 
hom~s by providing them with a home environment as an 
alternative to the routine housing of all children temporarily 
in an institutional placement prior to court hearings. 



Emergency foster homes differ from regu.lar foster 
homes in that they receive children at any hour and usually 
without preparation such as preplacement visits. Children are 
usually placed for shorter periods of time. 

Regular out·of·home services such as regular foster care, 
group care, institutional care, etc., were prOvided through 
the services of the parent ager cy. 

Staff and Services in the PSU 
Savannah, Chatham County, Georgia 

Service Providers in the PSU System 

Staff Composition.··The Protective Service Unit (PSU) 
was one unit of the parent social service agency. The PSU, 
which was operationally and structurally tied to the parent 
system, was designed as a separate unit to provide crisis inter· 
vention and short·term services. 

At the time of the study, the PSU was comprised of six. 
workers, one being the supervisor of the Unit. Beyond intake 
and handling the identified emergency or resolving the im· 
mediate crisis, PSU caseworkers were not responsible for 
case handling. Beyond intake and investigation responsibili· 
ties, PSU caseworkers consulted with and advised workers 
assigned to cases requiring court action.s 

In regard to age, the PSU caseworkers were all less than 
thirty·five, three being less than age thirty. 

Three of the workers were male, two female. All of the 
workers were married and living with their spouse. Two work· 
ers had no children. Four of the caseworkers were white, one 
black. 

Education and Training of PSU Caseworkers.··The staff 
of the PSU was considered specialized in that such staff were 
desl6flated for handling abuse and neglect cases. In terms of 
assumed required value orientation, skills, and knowledge, 
how specialized were the protective service caseworkers? 

We were successful in obtaining interviews from four of 
the Unit's six workers, including the Supervisor, and one 
general caseworker who also carriell protective service cases. 
All of the interviewees held the bachelors degree. According 

SPor a discussion of PSU procedural opetations, see Chapter 5 

in Clara L. Johnson, 1\vo Communz'ty Protective Service Systems. 
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to Table 3-2, only one worker in the Unit majored in an area 
considered to be totally unrelated to the field of social work. 

From the self·report of the workers, there appeared to 
be a goodly anlOunt of staff involvement in activities pre· 
sumed to provide professional growth. Four workers had at· 
tended at least two workshops/institutos and at least two 
professional meetings or conferences. 

In·house staff training was described as sporadic by 
three workers and as on·going but irregular by two. Staff 
trairJng was not viewed as an on·going process. 

As to prior participation and/or present involvement in 
work re!ated activities, only one of the workers, the unit's 
supervisor, indicated such involvement. Thus, work related 
experiences as a channel through which incidental learnings 
of possible value to protective service work were not com· 
mon among the PSU caseworkers. 

In terms of work experience in the general area of social 
welfare, three of the caseworkers had less than three years, 
with one of these being in protective services for less than six. 
months and one for less than one year. While two of the 
wOlkers, one being the supervisor of the Unit, had at least 
three years of work experience in social welfare, they had 
less than three years of experience in protective service work. 

Services in the PSU System 

One of the major limitations of the protective service 
unit of DHR was the lack of coordination and available emer· 
gency services which could be brought to bear without the 
disadvantages of bureaucratic red tape. 

Intake·Referral Services.··The Protective Service Unit 
(pSU) of DHR provided for intake during the work day 
{8:00 a.m. through 5:00 p.m.) five days a week. Complaints 
were handled by law enforcers after DHR's work day and 
on weekends. 

It was at the point of intake that major decisions regard. 
ing initial case handling were made. The PSU intake worker 
had the major responsibility for determining the channel 
cases took, i.e., outside referral, other unit witI-tin the agency, 
PSU investigation and intervention, or no action. 

There was a decided lack of coordi.nation between PSU 
and the law enforcement and the Juvenile Court system in 
the intake-referral processes. 
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TABLE 3-2 

Education and Training of PSU Casework Staff 

..::,. ...... ~ 

Work Experience Professional Growth Experiences 
Professional In-House Related 

College Social Protective Workshops! Meetings! Staff Work 
Major Welfare Services Institutes Conferences Training Experience 

Related 1 < 3 years 6 mos. < 1 year 1 2 sporadic no 

Mildly 
Related 3 < 5 years 1 < 3 years 2 2 sporadic no 

Related 7 < 10 years 1 < 3 years * 6 on-going yes 
irregular 

Unrelated 1 < 3 years 1 < 3 years 4 5 on-going no 
irregular 

Mildly 
Related 1 < 3 years < 6 mos. 6 2 sporadic nOI 

"", 

*Numerous was indicated rather than a specific number by this respondent. 

il 
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In-Home Services.-One of the major differences be­
tween CES and PSU existed in the availability of services 
which could be br\)ught to bear in crisis situations; namely, 
in-home awaiting court healing and in-home pending resolu­
tion of an immediate crisis. 

Protective Service Unit workers were limited in the alter­
natives they could call upon without bureaucratic red tape. 
For example, in situations .... ltich could be considered danger­
ous to children but which could be resolved without remov­
al if an outside force could be placed in the home to aid in 
the stabilizing process, PSU workers only had the option of 
removing or" allowing the children to remain in the situation. 
There were DHR homemakers, however, but they were not 
available to PSU workers on a "moment's notice." Requests 
had to lJ;i~ made; eligibility had to be shown; and so on,more 
red tape. In fact, homemakers were not available to protec­
tive service workers at all unless clients were AFDC recipi­
ents. 

PSU workers were responsible for intake and handling 
the identified emergency or resolving the immediate crisis; 
they were not responsible for case handling. Thus, beyond 
intake, the investigative process, initial assessment, and sta­
bilizing processes there were virtually no in-home services 
tied to or rendered by the PSU. 

Casework services, including professional referrals, were 
available as an in-home service in situations in which the 
agency's "long-term" dispcsition was to allow the child to 
remain in the home with services. Such services were provided 
primarily by caseworkers in some other unit of DHR. 

Out-ol-Home Services .--Beyond"the regular out-of-home 
services provided through the service channels of the parent 
agency, there were no out·of-home services available to case­
workers in the PSU system. 

Comparative Summary of Resource Input 

1. Adequacy of Staff: 

Protective Service Staff C&reload 

Each emergency service intake worker in the CES system 
carried an active caseload of app:-oximately forty fami­
lies and was responsible, with the supervisor, for obtain­
ing and coordinating services of the appropriate project 
service components, other community resources, and/or 
intra-agency case transferral. These protective service 
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workers were not only responsible for resolving crises, 
they were responsible for long-term case handling which 
involved cases falling at different points in the protec­
tion process; namely, children not placed, those placed, 
and those in the court process. Thus, their function was 
intake, field assessment, and case handling. 

By contrast, the protective service workers in the Savan­
nah's Protective Service Unit (PSU) were not generally 
responsible for case handling beyond intake and han­
dling the identified emergency or resolving the immedi­
late crisis. In addition to these responsibilities, PSU case­
workers consulted with and advised workers assigned 
to cases requiring court action. * 

stafr Preparation and Training 

The adequacy of staff in terms of preparation and train­
ing was noted from the extent and content of education 
and the level of experience and training. In the CES sys­
tem, all of the five caseworkers held the bachelor's de­
gree, with one worker taking courses leading to the 
masters. None of the workers, however, held the degree 
in social work/social welfare, In fact, four of the work­
ers' college major was in a totally unrelated area. By com­
parison, while none of the PSU workers held the bache­
lor's degree in social work/social welfare, only one work­
er's major was in an unrelated area. 

In both systems, the workers tended to have one to less 
than three years of work experience in protective ser­
vices and in the broader area of social welfare. 

In terms of recent training and educational experiences, 
i.e., workshops/institutes, professional meetings, there 
was limited involvement ofCES workers in these kinds 
of activities. On the other hand, there was a goodly 
amount ofPSU staff involvement in such activities. 

Both systems' staff generally characterized their in­
house training as either sporadic or as on-going but 

*In terms of functions and responsibilities, therefore, we have 
dealt with different kinds of staff-in the CES system, the protective 

service workers were the intake, crisis intervener, and follow-up or 
long-term caseworker. On the other hand, the two former functions 

were performed by the PSU caseworkers, while long-term case han­
dling was the responsibility of generalists in another unit of the par­

ent agency. 
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irregular. None of the workers viewed staff training as 
an on· going and regular process. 

2. Available Services: 

Intake-Referral Services 

The intake-referral senice of the CBS system, which 
was coordinated with that of the juvenile court, was ac­
cessible on a twenty-four hour basis. The PSU in Savan­
nah provided for intake during the work day (8:00 a.m. 
tJuough 5:00 p.m.) five days a week. Complaints were 
handled by law enforcers after the agency's work day 
and on weekends. There was a decided lack of coordina­
tion between PSU, the law enforcement, and the juvenile 
court systems in the intake-referral processes. 

In-Home Services 

Unique to the CBS system was the availability of ser­
vices designed to maintain the child in his own home 
while awaiting the court hearing and during the resolu­
tion of an immediate crisis, e.g., absence of a parent(s). 
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These major service components--emergency home­
maker services and emergency caretaker services-were 
available on a twenty-four hour basis. These kinds of 
services were not available in the PSU. 

Both systems provided casework services and an array 
of rehabilitative services for both children and their 
families. In the CBS system, casework services were pro­
vided by the unit's protective service workers. In the 
PSU system, these services were provided primarily by 
general caseworkers in some other unit of the parent 
agency. 

Out-of-Home Services 

Both systems offered regular out-of-home services such 
as regular foster care, group care, institutional care, 
etc., through service channels of the parent agency. Be­
yond these traditional kinds of services) the CBS pro­
gram offered emergency foster home services. This ser­
vice, available on a twenty-four hour basis, was a struc­
tural component of the CBS system and therefore readi­
ly available for the caseworkers' use. 
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Chapter 4 

SYSTEMS OUTPUT: DISPOSITIONS 
MADE AND SERVICES RENDERED 

System output refers to the activities of and the services 
rendered by the system in processing the clients. The provi­
sion of services is undoubtedly influenced by their availabil­
ity and by the decisions made regarding the actions in report­
ed cases. This chapter is devoted to the decisions made by 
the protective service systems and the services rendered in 
actual cases. 

Dispositions and Services in the CBS System 

Case Dispositions 

The two most frequent case dispositions were: (1) to 
allow the child to remain in the home with services and (2) 
to petition for the temporary removal of the child. Emer­
gency removal of the child was the third most frequent 
disposition. 

There were some slight differences in agency disposition 
by the nature of the case. The disposition to allow children 
to remain in the home with services was more likely made 
in serial abuse cases-in 44.3 percent in comparison to 36.7 
percent of the isolated incident cases. On the other hand, 
petition for temporary removal of the child and emergency 
removal were slightly more frequent dispositions for children 
among isolated incident cases. 

The complete distribution of agency dispositions by the 
nature of the case is presented in Table 4-1. 

Age and Selected Dispositions 

Differences in selected dispositions by the age of chil­
dren are noted in Table 4-2. 

Among isolated incident cases, the decision to allow 
children to remain in the home with services was least likely 
made in caseS involving children age ten to less than fourteen 
(13.3 percent). On the other hand, the disposition to peti­
tion for temporary removal was most likely made in their 
behalf (66.7 percent). Also, 20.0 percent of these children 
were removed from their homes on an emergency basis. There 
was little difference between the percent of the three young­
est groups of children who were removed on an emergency 
basis-23.1, 28.6, and 25.0 percent, respectively and who had 
petitions for temporary removal fIled on them-33.8, 28.6, 
and 30.0 percent. In only 5.6 percent of the cases of children 
age fourteen to less than eighteen was the disposition of 
emergency removal made; however, the disposition to peti­
tion for temporary removal was made in 50.0 percent of 
these cases. 

Sex and Selected Dispositions 

The disposition to allow the child to remain in the home 
with services was more likely made in cases involving females. 
While a higher percent of all females were removed on an 
emergency basis, the decision to petition for temporary re· 
moval was made in a higher percent of the cases involving 
males. 

Regarding agency decision by the nature of the case, 
there were some differences from the distribution noted in 
the total caseload. Among serial abuse cases, 45.3 percent 
of the females and 37.3 percent of the males were allowed 
to remain in the home with services. Over twenty percent 
of the females and slightly over ten percent of the males 
were removed on an emergency basis. The dispOSition to 
petition for temporary removal was made in 26.4 percent 
of the cases in which females were involved and in 44.0 per­
cent of those involving males. 

The pattern for isoleted incident cases remained the 
same~ however, the differences were less pronounced. Over 
thirty percent of the males (31.7 percent) and females (36.0 
percent) remained in the home with services. Approximately 
twenty percent of males and females were removed on an 
emergency basis. The decision to petition for temporary re-

Among serial abuse cases, children in the youngest (less 
than three years of age) and the oldest (fourteen to less than 
eighteen) age groupings were least likely allowed to remain 
in the home with services--less than thirty-five percent of the 
children in these age groupings as compared to forty-five 
percent or more of the children in the other age categories. 
Similarly, the youngest children (29.0 percent) and the old­
est children (18.8 percent) were the most likely remov~d on 
an emergency basis and to have petitions for temporary re­
moval fIled on their behalf. 

moval was made for 41.7 percent of the male!s1i1l.d lfor 36.0 
percent of the females. These data are reported in TliQl~J.3~- "'\\ 

\\ 
\\ 
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TABLE 4-1 • 
Agency Disposition by the Nature of the Case 

Case Nature of Case 
Disposition Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 

Percent Percent 
of Percent of Percent • Cases* of Dis- Cases* of Dia-

Na. (N=106) position No. (N=128) position trota1 

Child remain 0 7 5.5 4.1 7 
in home with- 3.0 
out services . • Chil\' remain 47 44.3 34.1 47 36.7 27.8 94 
in home with 40.2 
services 

Emergency 20 18.9 14.5 30 23.4 17.7 SO 
removal of 21.4 • child 

Emergency 10 9.4 7.2 9 7.0 5.3 19 
removal of 8.1 
other 
children • Peti tion for . 40 37.7 29.0 53 41.4 31. 4 93 
temporary 39.7 
removal of 
child 

Petition for 10 9.4 7.2 11 B.6 6.5 21 • temporary 9.0 
removal bf 
other children 

Pet.ition for 4 3.8 2.9 2 1.6 1.2 6 
permanent 2.6 
removal of ,. 
child 

Petition for 0 1 0.8 0.6 1 
permanent 0.4 
removal of 
other children • Informal 7 6.6 5.1 9 7.0 5.3 16 
placement 6.B 
wit,h other 
relatives 

*Percentages a,dd up to an excess of 100 since more than one.dis- • position was made in some cases. 
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TABLE 4-2 

Age and Selected Agency Dispositions by Nature of Case 

Aqencv Dispositions 

Total Case10ad Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 

Age Child Child Child 
Remain Petition Remain Petition Remain petition 

Home With Emergency Temporary Informal Home With Emergency Temporary Informal Home With Emergency T,emporary Informal 
Services Removal Removal Placement Services Removal Removal Placement Services Removal Removal Placement 

< 3 33 34.4 24 25.0 34 35.4 5 5.2 10 32.3 9 29.0 12 38.7 0 -- 23 35.4 15 23.1 22 33.8 5 7.7 
(35.1) (48.01 (36.6) (31. 3) (21. 3) (45.0) (30.0) (48.9) (50.0) (41.5t (55.5) 

3< 6 19 40.4 9 19.1 12 25,5 7 14.9 13 50.0 3 11.;' 6 23.1 4 15.4 6 28.6 6 28.6 6 28.6 3 14.2 
(20.2) (18.0) (12.9 ) (43.8) (27.7) (15.0) (15.0) (57.1) (12.8) (20.0) (11.3) (33.3) 

6<10 20 45.5 8 18.2 15 34.0 1 2.3 11 45.8 3 12.5 9 37.5 1 4.2 9 45.0 5 25.0 6 30.0 0 --
e21.3} (16.0) (16.1) ( 6.3) (23.4) (15.01 (22.5) (14.3) (19.1) 0.6.61 (27.3) 

10<14 10 31.3 5 15.6 16 50.0 1 3.1 8 47.0 2 11.8 6 35.3 1 5.9 2 13.3 3 20.0 10 66.7 0 --
(10.6 ) (10.0l (17.2) ( 6.3) (17.0) (10.0) (15.0) (14.3) ( 4.3) (10.0) (18.9) 

14<18 12 35.3 4 11.8 16 47.0 2 5.9 5 31.2 3 18.8 7 43.8 1 6.2 7 38.9 1 5.6 9 50.0 1 5.6 
(12.8 ) ( 8.0) (17.21 (12.5 ) (10.6) (15.0) (17 .5) (14.3) (14.9) ( 3. 3) (17.0) el1.1} 

94 37.2 50 19.8 93 36,8 16 6.3 47 41.2 20 17.5 40 35.1 7 6.1 47 33.8 30 21.6 53 38.1 9 6.5 

\ 



TABLE 4-3 

Sex and Selected Agency Dil'pcsitions by Nature of Case 

Aqencv Dispositionl; 

Total Case load Serial .lI.huse Isolated Inciden~ 

Sex Child Child Child 
Remain Petition Remain Petition Remain Petition 

Home With Emergency Temporary Informal Home With Emergency Temporary Informal Home With Emergency Temporary Informal 
. Services Removal Removal Placement Services Removal Removal Placement Services Removal Removal Placement 

Male 41 34.4 20 16.8 51 42.9 7 5.9 22 37.3 7 11.9 26 44.0 4 6.8 19 31.7 13 21.7 25 41.7 3 5.0 
(44.6) (4.1.7) (55.4) (46.7) (47.8) (36.8) (65.0) (57.1) (41.3) (44.8) (48.1) (37.5) 

Female 51 39.8 28 21.9 41 32.0 8 6.3 24 45.3 12 22.6 14 26.4 3 5.7 27 36.0 16 21.3 27 36.0 5 6.7 
(55.4) (58.3) (44.6) (53.3) (52.2) (63.2) (35.0) (42.9) (58.7) (55.2) (51.9) (62.5) 

Total 92 37.2 48 19.4 92 37.2 15 6.2 46 41.0 19 17.0 40 35.7 7 6.3 46 34.1 29 21.5 52 38.5 8 5.9 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
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Race and Selected Dispositions 

In the total caseload, black children (42.6 percent) were 
more likely than white children (34.8 percent) allov.ed to 
remain in the home with services. There was little difference 
between the percent of white and black children who were 
removed on an emergency basis and who had petitions for 
temporary removal fIled for t~em. 

Agency disposition by race, however, presented a differ­
ent picture when the nature of the case was considered. More 
"lenient" disposition!> were rendered for black children than 
white children among the serial abuse cases. The reverse was 
observed among the isolated incident cases. 

Just under sixty percent of the black children among 
serial abuse cases were allowed to remain in the home with 
services. This compares to only 33.7 percent of the white 
children. A high IDf 21.7 percent of the white children and a 
low of 7.4 percent of the black children were removed on 
an emergency basis. Similarly, the disposition of petitioning 
for temporary removal was made in 39.8 percent of. t.he 
cases of white children and in 25.9 percent of those of black 
children. 

Among isolated incident cases, approximately thirty-five 
percent of the white children as compared to approximately 
twenty-five p'ercent of the black children remained in the 
home with services. Emergency removal was effected in 29.6 
percent of the cases involving black children in comparison 
to 19.8 percent of those involving white children. The deci­
sion to petition for temporary removal was made in regard 
to 44.4 percent of the black children and 36.6 percent of the 
white children. See Table 4-4 for these data. 

Previous Placement and Dispositions 

The issues relevant to the following discussion are appli­
cable to serial abuse cases only since there were no recorded 
prior incidents or agency actions in isolated incident cases. 

Of considerable interest in noting agency disposition for 
those children who had and those who had not been previ­
ously placed for abuse and/or neglect is the apparent lack 
of difference in the percent of the children allowed to re­
main in the home with services. One-third of the children 
who had been previously placed and 34.2 percent of those 
having no placement history remained in the home. 

Of equal interest was the decision on emergency remov-
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al. Only 5.6 percent of those children who had been previ­
ously placed in comparison to 15.8 percent of those who 
had never been removed from the home were removed on 
an emergency basis. 

There was little difference between the percent of the 
previously placed and the never placed for whom the deci­
sion was made to petition for temporary removal. Expected­
ly, however, a petition for permanent removal was fIled on 
a higher percent of the previously placed children (11.1 per­
cent); this compares to only 1.7 percent of those having no 
placement history. 

Of further interest was the tendency for CES personnel 
not to allow children in serial abuse cases to remain in the 
home without services. These fmdings are presented in Table 
4-5. 

Family Circumstances and Selected Dispositions 

Each family was characterized by more than one circum­
stance; however, Table 4-6 is a presentation based on an anal­
ysis by single circumstances. 

Among serial abuse cases, the highest percent of children 
were returned home when the female parent lived with a 
man, there were too many children, and the child evidenced 
physical problems. Children in families in which these cir­
cumstances were present were quite unlikely to be removed 
on an emergency basis and to have petitions fIled on their 
behalf. Children were least likely returned to the home when 
the parent(s) evidenced emotional/psychological problems, 
and one or both parents evidenced little love for the child. 

Among the isolated incident cases, we detennined a dif­
ferent distribution. In cases in which the female parent lived 
with a man, there were too many children, and the mother 
evidenced little love for the child, a small percent of the chil­
dren were returned to the home. The highest percent were 
returned when· parents evidenced intellectual problems or 
physical problems and the child evidenced physical prob­
lems. 

Seriousness of Harm and Dispositions 

If severity of hann serves as a gUide to agency disposi· 
tions, there appeared to be some problems in the decision­
making process. There was nlinimal difference between the 
percent of the children not seriously harmed and the percent 
of the seriously harmed who were allowed to remain in the 



TABLE 44 

Race and Selected Agency Dispositions by Nature of Case 

Agency Disposition 

Total Caseload Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 

Race Child Child Child 
Remain Petition Remain Petition Remc:dn Petition 

Home with Emergency Temporary Informal Home with Emergency Temporary Informal Home with Emergency Temporary Informal 
" . Services Removal Removal Placement Services Removal Removal Placement Services Removal Removal Placement 

White 64 34.8 38 20.7 70 38.0 12 6.5 28 33.7 18 21.7 33 39.8 4 4.8 36 35.6 20 19.8 37 36.6 8 7.9 
(73.6) (79.2) (78.7) (85.7) (63.6) (90.0) (82.5) (66.7) (83.7) (71.4) (75.5) (100.0) 

Black 23 42.6 10 18.5 19 35.2 2 3.7 16 59.3 2 7.4 7 25.9 2 7.4 7 25.9 8 29.6 12 44.4 0 --
(26.4) (20.8) (21.3) (14.31 (36.41 (10.0) (17.5) (33.3) (16.3) (28.6) (24.5) 

Total 87 36.6 48 20.1 89 37.4 14 5.9 44 40.0 20 18.2 40 36.4 6 5.5 43 33.6 28 21.9 49 38.3 8 6.2 

• • • • • • • • ~ •. • .,".J • 
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• TABLE 4·5 

Previous Placement and Agency Dispositions 

Agency Decision Previously Placed~ Total 

Yes No 
No. % No. % 

In home without services 0 -- 0 -- 0 

• In home with services 6 12.8 41 87.2 47 
(33.3 ) (34.2) 

Emergency Removal of Child 1 5.0 19 95.0 20 
( 5.6) (15.8) 

• Emergency removal of other 
children 0 -- 10 100.0 10 

( 8.3) 

Petition for temporary 

• removal of child 6 15.0 34 85.0 40 
(33.3) (28.3) 

Petition for temporary 
removal of children 1 10.0 9 90.0 10 

( 5. 6) ( 7.5) 

• Petition for permanent 
removal of chi;t.d 2 50.0 2 50.0 4 

(11.1). ( 1. 7) 

-
Petition for permanent 

removal of other children 0 -- 0 -- 0 

Informal placement 2 28.6 5 71.4 7 
(11.1 ) ( 4.21 

Total 18 120 138 

• 

• 
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TABLE 4-6 

• Agency's Selected Dispositions by Circumstances 
Present and the Nature of the Case 

Circumstances Percent of Selected Dispositions 
When Circumstance Was Present • In Home With Emergency Petition 

Services Removal.- Tempor.~ 

Ser2.al Isolated Serial Isolated Serial Isolated 

Parent(s) evidence 37.8 27.7 13.5 21.3 27. O. 34.0 
inte!lectua~ p~oblems • 

Mother--sexual, drug, 37.9 19.7 13.8 19.7 25.3 39.4 
alcohol 

Parent(s) evidence 25.0 20.2 17.7 20.2 33.3 40.4 
emotional/psycholog-
ical problems • 

Father--sexual, drug, 30.5 15.6 16.9 17.8 27.1 31.1 
alcohol 

Parent(s) evidence 32.1 25.7 10.7 17.1 35.7 28.6 
physical problems/ 
illness • 

History of abuse to 34.9 20.0 14.7 lS.5 29.4 33.8 
child 

Parent(s) experiencing 28.1 19.0 15.6 15.9 32.8 34.9 
marital pro~lems 

Temporary financial ·33.8 16.4 9.9 23.6 31.0 30.9 .' problems 

Low subsistence level 36.7 21.6 14.7 19.3 25.7 35.2 

Chronic neglect 32.2 20.8 13.3 17.0 30.0 39.6 

Mother--little love 24.4 S.8 l7.S ll.S 33.3 55.9 • for child 

Father--little love 22.6 lS.5 25.8 14. S 29.0 44.4 
for child 

Child evidences 30.0 33.3 20.0 13.3 23.3 46.7 
intellectual problems • 

Child evidences 27.1 25.0 16.7 17.5 31.3 42.5 
emotional/psychological 
problems 

Child exhib;. ts 31.6 14.3 15.8 21.4 36.S 50.0 
atypical behaviors • 

Child evidences 40.0 25.8 12.0 25.S 32.0 32.3 
physical problems 

P;rent single living 53.3 12.5 6.7 29.2 20.0 37.5 
with man 

Too many children 42.4 10.9 10.6 21. 7 19.7 28.3 • 
80 .' 
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home with services, who were removed on an emergency 
basis, and for which the disposition to petition for tempo­
rary removal was made. 

Among f:1erial abuse cases, 34.6 percent of the children 
who were not seriously harmed and 31.1 percent of the 
seriously hamled remained in the home with services. In 
approximately flfteen percent of both types of cases, emer­
gency removal was effected. The decision to petition for 
temporary removal was made in 26.9 percent of the cases 
of children who were not seriously harmed and in 31.1 
percent of those involving serious harm. A petition for per­
manent removal was ftled for 5.1 percent of the non-serious 
cases. 

More distinctions between the two groups of children 
appeared in the dispr~itions in regard to seriousness of harm 
among isolated incident cases. In slightly more than thirty 
percent of the non-serious cases and slightly less than twenty­
five percent of the serious cases, the decision to allow the 
children to remain in the home with services was made. 
Similarly, in less than fifteen percent of the non-serious 
cases and just under twenty-five percent of the serious cases, 
emerg€'ncy removal was effected, The decision to petition 
for temporary removal was made in 28.1 percent ofthe non­
serious cases and in 34.8 percent of the serious cases. 

The complete distribution of agency dispositions by seri­
ousness of harm and the nature of the case appears in Table 
4-7. 

Petitions Filed and Foster Home Placement 

A petition for removal was ftled in slightly more than 
fifty percent of the serial abuse and the isolated incident 
cases. The case was heard and a decision rendered in more 
than ninety percent of both types of cases. 

Noting the total caseload in Table 4-8, petitions were 
most likely ftled on the two oldest groups of children; how­
ever, there were some major differences to this general fmd­
ing when we considered the nature of the case. Among serial 
abuse cases a petition was ftled in a higher percent of cases 
involving children under the age of three than any other age 
group. Well over sixty percent of these children had a peti­
tion ftled on their behalf. A petition was ftled for 60.0 per­
cent of the children age fourteen to less than eighteen and 
for 56.5 percent of those age six to less than ten. A peti­
tion was ftled in only a third of the cases involving children 
between age three and six. 
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Children between ten and fourteen were the most likely 
group among isolated incident cases to have a petition ft1.ed 
on their behalf. A petition was ftled in over ninety percent 
of the cases involving this age group. This compares to 56.2 
percent of the cases involving children fourteen and over and 
less than fifty percent involving children in the other age 
categories. 

While a petition for removal was ftled on a higher per­
cent of the oldest children in the total caseload, they were 
the least likely to go into foster care. Of a total of 21 chil­
dren between ten and fourteen on whom a petition was 
ftled only 6 or 28.6 percent went into foster care; 4 or 22.2 
percent of the fourteen and over were plac6d in foster 
homes. Children under three years of age (53.7 percent) 
and those between the age of six and ten (60.0 percent) 
were the most likely groups placed in foster homes. Basical­
ly, this pattern persisted when the nature of the case was 
considered. See Table 4-8 for data relevant to the above 
discussion. 

With regard to race, a petition for removal was ftled on 
a higher percent of the white children among serial abuse 
cases thar.l the percent of the black children. According to 
Table 4-9, 61.9 percent of the white children and 35.7 per­
cent of the black had petitions ftled on their behalf. The re­
verse was found in the isolated incident caseload; a petition 
was ftled on 49.4 percent of the white and 66.7 percent of 
the black. 

Unexpectedly, a slightly higher percent of the black chil­
dren on whom petitions were ftled were placed in foster care. 
Among serial abuse cases, 47.7 percent of the white children 
and 50.0 percent of the black were placed in foster homes. 
In the isolated illcident caseload, 36.4 percent of the white 
and 43.8 percent of the black were placed ill foster homes. 
Analyzing the data from a different perspective, 28.4 per­
cent of all t.~e white children in the serial abuse caseload and 
17.9 percent of all the black children were placed ill foster 
care. The reverse was observed for the isolated incident case­
load; 17.2 percent of the white and 29.2 percent of the black 
were placed ill foster care. 

Regardillg sex and the ftlillg of petitions for removal, 
there was little difference between the percent of males 
(52.8 percent) and the percent of females (53.1 percent) 
among serial abuse cases on whom a petition was ftled. A 
petition was fIled on a slightly higher percent of the males 
among isolated illcident cases than the percent of females--
55.4 and 50.0, respectively. 
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Serial Abuse 
Agency Not 
Decisions Serious Serious 

N % N % 

In home without 0 -- 0 --
services 

In home with 27 57.4 14 29.8 
services (34.6) (31.1) 

Emergency removal 12 60.0 7 35.0 
of child (15.4) (15.6) 

Emergency removal 5 50.0 4 40.0 
of other children ( 6.4) ( 8.9) 

Petition for tem- 21 52.5 14 35.0 
porary removal (26.9) (31.1) 
of child 

Petition for tem- 4 40.0 5 50.0 
porary removal ( 5.1) (11.1) 
other children 

Petition for per- 4 100.0 0 --
manent removal ( 5.1) 
of child 

Petition for per- 0 -- 0 --
manent removal 
of other children 

Informal placement 5 71.4 1 14.3 
t 6.4) ( 2.21 

Total 78 45 

• • • 

TABLE 4-7 

Seriousness of Hann and Agency Dispositions 

Cases Isplated Incident Cases 
Not 

Unknm·m Serious Serious Unknown 
N % N % N % N % 

0 -- 5 71.4 1 14.3 1 14.3 
( 5.6) ( 1. 5) ( 7.1) 

6 12.8 27 57.4 16 34.0 4 8.5 
(40.0) (30.3) (24.2) (28.61 

1 5.0 12 40.0 16 53.3 2 6.7 
( 6.7) (13.5) (24.2) (14.3) 

1 10.0 5 55.6 4 44.4 0 --
( 6.7) ( 5.61 ( 6.1) 

5 12.5 25 47.2 23 43.4 5 9.4 
(33.31 (28.1) (34.8) (35.7) 

1 10.0 7 63.6 3 27.3 1 9.1 
( 6.71 ( 7.9) ( 4.5) ( 7.11 

0 -- I 50.0 0 -- 1 50.0 
( loll t 7.11 

0 -- I 100.0 0 -- 0 --
( 1.11 

1 14.3 6 66.7 3 33.3 0 --
( 6. 7) ( 6.71 C 4.5) 

15 89 66 14 

• . " • • 

Total Case10ad 
Not' 

Serious: Serious Unknown 
N "% N % N % 

5 71.4 1 14.3 1 14.3 
( 3.0) ( 0.9) ( 3.4) 

54 57.4 30 31.9 10 10.6 
(32.3) (27.0) (34.5) 

24 48.0 23 46.0 3 6.0 
(14.4) (20.7) (10.3) 

10 52.6 8 42.1 1 5.3 
( 6.0) ( 7.2) ( 3.4) 

46 49.5 37 39.8 10 10.8 
(27.51 (33.31 (34.5) 

11 52.3 8 38.1 2 9.5 
( 6.6) ( 7.2} ( 6.9) 

5 83.3 0 -- 1 16.7 
( 3.0) ( 3.4) 

I 100.0 0 -- 0 --
( 0.6l 

.. . 

II 68.8 4 25.0 1 6.3 
( 6.61 ( 3.61 ( 3.4) 

167 III 29 

• • • 
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TABLE 4-8 

Petitions Filed and Foster Home Placement by Age and Nature of the Case 

Age Petition Filed? Foster Home P1acement* 

Serial Abuse Isolated Incident Total Caseload Serial Isolated Total 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Abuse Incident Case10ad 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 
" 

< 3 16 66.7 8 33.3 25 47.1 28 52.9 41 53.2 36 46.8 9 36.4 13 23.2 22 27.0 
(56.2) (S2.0) (53. 7) 

3< 6 8 33.3 16 66.7 10 47.6 11 52.4 18 40.0 27 60.0 4 16.0 3 14.3 7 lS.2 
(SO.O) (30.0) (38.9) 

6<10 13 S6.5 10 43.5 7 36.9 12 63.1 20 47.6 22 52.4 8 34.8 4 20.0 12 28.6 
(61.5) (57.1) (60.0) 

10<14 8 47.1 9 52.9 13 92.9 1 7.1 21 66.7 10 32.3 3 17.6 3 21.4 6 19.4 
(37.5) (23.1) (28.6) 

14<18 9 60.0 '" 40.0 9 56.2 7 43.8 18 58.1 13 41.9 2 12.5 2 12.5 4 12.5 u 

(22.2) (22.2) (22.2) -. ., 

Total 54 52.4 49 4~.6 64 52.0 59 48.0 118 52.2 108 47.8 26 25 Sl 

*Percentages within brackets are based on the number of children in placement as a percent of children on 
whom petitions were fi1~d. Other percentages are based on the number of children in foster home placement 
as a percent of the total number of children in each age category. 
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TADLE4·9 

Petitions Filed and Foster Home Placement by Race and Nature of the Case 

-
Race Petition Filed? Foster Home Placement* 

Serial Abuse Isolated Incident Total Caseload Serial Isolated Total 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Abuse Incident Caseload 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % . N' % N % 

White 44 61.9 27 3B.1 44 49.4 45 50.6 BB 55.0 72 45.0 21 28.4 16 17.2 37 22.2 
(47.7) (36.4) (42.0) 

Black 10 35.7 18 64.3 16 66.7 8 33.3 26 50.0 26 50.0 5 17.9 7 29.2 12 23.1 
(50.0) (43.13) (46.1) 

Total 54 54.5 45 45.5 60 53.1 53 46.9 114 53.8 98 46.2 26 23 49 

*Percentages within brackets are based on the number of children in placement as a percetlt of children 
on whom petitions were filed. Other percentages are based on the number of children in 
foster home placement as a percent of the total number of children of each race. 
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While petitions were flled on a higher percent of the 
males, a slightly higher percent of the females were placed 
in foster care. In considering the data by the nature of the 
case, however, we found that males among serial abuse cases 
were more likely than females to be placed in fmiter homes. 
On the other hand, females among the isolated incident 
cases were more likely to be placed in foster homes. See 
Table 4-10 for these data.. 

Dispositions in Cases Entering the Court* 

We noted in the previous discussions that 51 of the chil­
dren in the total caseload were placed in foster homes. The 
data in Table 4-11 reveal that foster home placements repre­
sented slightly less than fifty porcent of the dispositions 
made. There were some differences when the nature of the 
case was considered. Children among serial abuse cases (48.1 
percent) were more likely than children among isolatedinci­
dent cases (39.7 percent) to be placed in foster homes. 

The evidence sUf;gests that the court was more willing 
to give situations a "second chance" in isolated incident 
cases than in serial abuse cases. Only 16.7 percent of the 
children among serial abuse cases were returned to one or 
both parents. This compares to 23.7 percent of the children 
in the isolated incident caseload. 

Previous Placement and Selected Court Dispositions 

Whether or not a child had been previously placed 
seemed to have influenced the court's decision in the current 
. incident of the serial abuse cases. None of the children who 
had a placement history was returned to one or both parents 
in comparison to approximately twenty percent of those 
Who had not been previously placed. 

The agency was more likely to place children with a 
placement history with other relatives and in a voluntary 
care institution than those who had not been previously 
placed. 

Seniousness of Hann and Selected Court Dispositions 

Among isolated incident cases a higher percent of the 

*In both systems, the court made the disposition to return or 
not to return children to their own homes. Some few court decrees 
included protective surpervision, continuation, and/or general ser­
vices. Beyond this, the protective service agency was responsible for 
placement upon receiving custody of cases . 
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seriously harmed children were placed with a parent (33.0 
percent) than the ptlrcent of those seriously harmed in the 
serial abuse caseload (13.4 percent). The same pattern held 
for the cases involving non-serious harm; 28.6 percent of 
the children among tile isolated incident cases as compared 
to 17.9 percent of those among the serial abuse cases were 
placed with a parent. 

Viewing disposition from the perspective of out-of-the­
family, including placement with a relative other than the 
parent(s), we found differences between the categories of 
seriousness of harm in only the isolated incident cases. 
Among isolated incident cases, only 39.3 percent of the chil­
dren who were not seriously harmed in comparison to 64.0 
percent of the seriously harmed were placed out-of-the-fam­
ily. While a higher percent of the children in the serial abuse 
caseload were placed out-of-the-family, there appeared to 
be little distinction when seriousness of harm was considered. 
Slightly over seventy percent of the children who w~re not 
seriously harmed and 67.7 percent of the seriously harmed 
were placed out-of-the-family. Thus, it appears that the deci­
sion in these kinds of placements was influenced more by 
the fact that the children had been previously harmed than 
by the severity of harm suffered. These data are presented 
in Table 4-12. 

Family Circumstances and Selected Court Dispositions 

What are the circumstances present in families where 
childrert are returned by the court to their own home? With­
out controlling for race, we attempted very elementary anal­
yses of court's decisions in relation to family circumstances . 

We found that children were more likely returned to the 
home in cases where child related personal circumstances! 
conditions were present. For the total caseload and the iso­
lated incident cases, the highest percentage of children re­
turned to the parent(s) were those in which the child evi­
denced intellectual problems, the child exhibited atypical 
behaviors, and the parents were experiencing marital prob­
lems, in that order. This pattern, however, was not observed 
for the serial abuse caseload. A higher percent of the children 
were returned in cases in which the circumstances offather's 
sexual, drug, and/or alcoholic behavior, history of abuse, and 
child evidenced intellectual problems were present. 

When we noted the cases in which children were least 
likely placed with the parent(s), we found that parental prob­
lems/behaviors were more apparent circumstances. Children 
were least likely to be returned to families in which the par­
ents evidenced physical problems/illnesses, where there was 
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TABLE 4-10 

Petitions Filed and Foster Home Placement by Sex and Nature of the Case 

Sex Petition Filed? Foster Hom~ P1acernent* 

Serial Abuse Isolated Incident Total Case10ad Serial Isolated 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Abuse Incident 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N 

Male 28 52.8 25 47.2 31 55.4 25 44.6 59 54.1 50 45.9 15 28.3 10 
(53.6) 

Female 26 53.1 23 46.9 32 50.0 32 50.0 58 51.3 55 48.7 11 21.6 15 
(42.3) 

Total 54 52.9 48 47.1 63 52.5 57 47.5 117 52.7 105 47.3 26 25 

*percentages within brackets are based on the number of children in placement as a percent 
of children on whom petitions were filed. Other percentages are based on the number of 
children in foster horne placement as a percent of the total number of each sex. 
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% 

17.2 
(32.3) 

22.7 
(46.9) 

• 

Total 
Case10ad 
N % 

25 22.9 
(42.4) 

26 23.0 
(44.8) 
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Dispositions No. 
-, 

Placed with 
both parents 4 

Placed with 
mother 3 

Placed with 
father 2 

Placed with 
other rela·~ 
tive 7 

Foster home 26 

Vt-'untary 
ca7ce in-
stitution 7 

state long 
term care 
institution 1 

Continuation 4 

**Protective 
supervision 2 

General 
services 4 

No services 0 

TABLE 4-11 

Disposition in Cases Entering the Court 
by the Nature of the Case 

~ 

Ser~al Abuse 

Percent of Percent of 
Children Dispositions No. 

,(N=54) * 

7.4 6.7 2 

5.6 5.0 11 

3.7 3.3 2 

13.0 11.7 12 

48.1 43.3 25 

13.0 11.7 7 

1.9 1.7 2 

7.4 6.7 0 

3.7 3.3 13 
.' 

7.4 6.7 2 

-- -- 1 

. ~ .. -

I'soTate'd'In'c'i'den t 

Percent of Percent of 
Children Dispositions 

, , (N .... ·""'31* . ' , , -'0'" 

3.1 2.6 

17.5 14.3 

3.1 2.6 

19.0 15.6 

39.7 32.5 

1101 9.1 

3.1 2.6 

-- --

20.6 16.9 

3.1 2.6 

1.6 1.2 

*Percentages add up to an excess of 100 since more than one disposition 
• was made in some cases. 

**This is probably a conservative representation of this court ordered 
disposition inasmuch as the order was not explicitly stated in the 
court decree in many cases. 
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Court 
Decisions 

Returned to 
both parents 

Placed with 
mother 

Placed with 
father:; 

Placed with 
other re1at:ives 

Foster home 

Voluntary care 
institutions 

Total 

• • 

TABLE 4-12 

Disposition in Cases Entering the Court by Seriousness of Hann 

Total Case10ad Serial Abuse 
Not Not 

Serious serious Unknown Serious Serious Unknown 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

5 83.7 1 16.3 0 -- 3 75.0 1 25.0 0 --
( 8.9) ( 2.5) (10.7) ( 6.7) 

6 42.9 7 50.0 1 7.1 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 
(10.7) (17.5) ( 8.3) ( 3.6) ( 6.7) (16.7) 

2 50.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 1 50.0 0 -- I 50.0 
( 3.6) ( 2.5) ( 8.3) ( 3.6) (16.7) 

12 63.2 5 26.3 2 10.5 3 42.9 3 42.9 1 14.3 
(21. 4) (12.5) (16.7) (10.7) (20.0) (16.7) 

22 43.1 21 41.2 8 15.7 14 53.8 9 34.6 3 ll.5 
(39.3) (53.5) (66.7) (50.0) (60.0) (50.0) 

9 64.3 5 35.7 0 -- 6 85.7 1 14.3 0 --
(16.1) (12.5) (21.4) ( 6.7) 

56 40 12 28 15 6 

• • • • • 

Isolated Incident 
Not 

Serious Serious Unknown 
N % N % N % 

2 100.0 0 -- 0 --
( 7.1) 

5 45.5 6 54.5 0 --
(17.9) (29.0) 

1 50.0 1 50.0 0 --
( 3.6) ( 4.0) 

9 75.0 2 16.7 1 8.3 
(32.1) ( 8.0) (16.7) 

8 32.0 12 48.0 5 20.0 
(28.61 (48.0) (83.3) 

3 42.9 4 57.1 0 --
(10.7) (16.0) 

28 25 6 

• • • 





• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

chronic neglect, and the father exhibited little love for the 
child. See Table 4-13 for the slight differences in t..~e pattern 
by the types of cases. 

Thinking back on the seriousness of hann by the pre­
sence of circumstances, the above pattern to the court's dis­
positions causes some basis for concern. We have just noted 
that a higher percent of childrl'n were returned to the home 
when child-related circumstances were present. These were 
among the very types of circumstances in which a high per­
cent of the cases were of a serious nature. Conversely, while 
the court retuIT1Jd a sr,mlI percentage of the children to their 
homes where chronic neglect and parents evidenced physical 
problems were present circumstances, there was a tendency 
for a relatively small percent of the children to be seriously 
hanned when these circumstances were present. This was 
particularly of note for the serial abuse cases. 

Beyond the fIndings represented by the above discus­
sion, we attempt to make no conclusive statements. It would 
appear, however, that more research and extensive analyses 
need to address these, as well as other circumstances, toward 
the goal of identifying relevant criteria for judges in the ad­
judicatory and dispositional processes in child abuse and 
neglect cases.* 

Services Rendered 

Beyond the investigation and "on the spot" counseling 
which generally consisted of admonitions, no services were 
provided to over ten percent of the children and parents in 
the serial abuse caseload and to over fIfteen percent of those 
among the isolated incident cases. 

An array of services was provided to children and their 
families who entered the CES system and became a part of 
their on-going caseload. These services which are presented 
in Table 4-14 will be discussed in groups--those rendered to 
a few children and families, those rendered to approximately 
the same percentag~ of children and families in both types 
of cases, and those more likely rendered in one or the other 
type caseload. 

*These observations have simply been made and pmsented. 

We are not postulating that anyone circumstance is a b'~tter cri­
terion. One major factor necessitates this position: the percentages 
are based on single circumstances, while several were present in each 
case. Beyond this, other factors, e.g., judges orientation, presence/ 
absence of legal representatives, obviously were in operation. 
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Limited Services RendererJ.--Of current interest in the 
child abuse lL."'ld neglect area is the issue oflegal representa­
tion for every chUd who goes before the court in an abuse 
and/or neglect case. These specifIc kinds of services were 
rendered to a very small percent of the children. We noted 
earlier that a petition for removal was flIed and the case 
heard by the court in approximately one half of the total 
caseload. However, none of the children among serial abuse 
cases and only 1.6 percent of those among isolated incident 
cases were represented by a legal authority. On the other 
hand, 3.8 and 3.9 percent of the parents of children in the 
two types of cases were referred for legal services. 

Children who are abused and/or neglected often have 
limited access to the cultural and social outlets germane to 
normal childhood growth and development. By the same 
token, many experts characterize parents of these children 
as being virtually social isolates. This being an accepted 
"fact," it is surprising that services directed toward the cul­
tural and/or recreational needs were not provided to any 
children or parents among the serial abuse cases; in only 0.8 
percent of the isohted incident cases were such services of­
fered to the :.>bused or neglected children. 

While homemakers were assigned in a relatively high 
percent of both types of cases, we were not able to fmdsup· 
porting evidence which suggested that tutorial services and 
instruction ill food preparation were services rendered in 
many cases. This would suggest that while homemakers pro­
vided nonnal household chores, they may not have been in­
strumental ill transmitting the "how-to-skills" to the parents. 
Again, we must emphasize the major limitation in interpret­
ing these data-while project personnel thoroughly assessed 
the recorded case data, we could not assess data, e.g., home­
maker's and/or caseworkers' behaviors which were not apart 
of the record. 

An accepted given is that abuse and neglect are symp­
toms of other problems. One such problematic area could 
well be that of the whole family interactional pattern, i.e., 
parent-parent-child. Yet, counseling around such areas were 
minimal services rendered. 

Services Rendered in Similar Percent of Cases in Both 
Caseloads .--CES personnel availed themselves of community 
resources through referrals. ApprOximately twenty percent 
of the children among both types of cases were referred for 
psychological and/or psychiatric services. Just under thirty 
percent of the parents of these children were also referred 
for these kinds of services. Slightly less than one-third of 



Circumstances 

TABLE 4-13 

Court's Return of Children to the Home by Circumstances 
Present and the Nature of the Case 

Percent of 
Children Re­
turned when 
Circumstance 

No. of Cases 
in which Cir­
cumstances was 
Present .. was Present· 

Serial Abuse 

Father's sexual, alcohol, 
drug problems 

History of abuse 
Child evidences intellec­

tual problems 
Parents evidence physical 

problem/illness 
Chronic neglect 
Mother's sexual, alcohol, 

drug problems 

Isolated Incident 

Child evidences intellec­
tual problems 

Child exhibits behavioral 
atypicalities 

Parents experiencing marital 
problems 

Chronic neglect 
Family at a low subsistence 

level 
Father shows little love 

for child 

Total Caseload 

Child evidences intellectual 
problems 

Child exhibits behavioral 
atypicalities 

Parents experiencing marital 
problems 

Parents evidence physical 
problems/illness 

Chronic neglect 
Father shows little love 

for child 

90 

18 
39 

10 

9 
29 

28 

7 

14 

25 
23 

33 

14 

22.3 
20.5 

20.0 

0.0 
6.8 

7.2 

28.6 

28.5 

28.0 
4.3 

6.0 

7.1 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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TABLE 4-14 

Services Rendered by Nature of the Case 

Services Rendered Serial Isolated 
Abuse Incident 

N: ':.:~';::::: N ::.;% 

No services to child 11 
No servl ces to parent ls} 14 
Referral mental services--child 22 
Referral physical services--child 35 
Referral legal services--child 0 
Referral mental services--parent(s) 30 
Referral physical services--parent(sl 21 
Referral legal services--parent(sl 4 
Collection/repair material goods 13 
Transportation professional services 10 
Cultural-recreational opportunities--

child 0 
Cultural-recreational opportunities--

parent(s} 0 
Tutoring/teacher aide/educational 

opportunities 0 
Instruction in food preparation 2 
Transportation personal needs 9 
Child care or da¥ care~ 17 
Supervision of children 5 
Counseling-child development needs, 

problems 57 
Counseling-child discipline 23 
Counseling-marital problems 14 
Counseling-budgeting 7 
Counseling-parent/child interaction 11 
Counseling-family planning 12 
Counseling-home management 18 
Counseling-parent/parent/child 

interaction 3 
Counseling-parent development 14 
Counseling-parent view of the world 8 
Counseling-parent role 7 
Counseling with child 3 
Counseling-no special focus determined 10 
Homemaker services 19 
Public financial assistance 32 
Food preparation 2 
General cleaning 4 
Home visitation-protective supervision 70 

10.4 
13.2 
20.8 
33.0 

28.3 
19.8 
3.8 

12.3 
9.4 

1.9 
8.5 

16.0 
4.7 

53.8 
21.7 
13.2 
6.6 

10.4 
11.3 
17.0 

2.8 
13.2 

7.5 
6.6 
2.8 
9.4 

17.9 
30.2 
1.9 
3.8 

66.0 

22 
25 
24 
37 

2 
35 
15 

5 
6 
6 

1 

o 

2 
7 
9 

22 
2 

63 
28 
19 
15 
19 
15 
17 

8 
12 
14 
12 
14 

8 
15 
29 

4 
6 

83 

17.3 
19.7 
18.9 
29.1 
1.6 

27.6 
11.8 

3.9 
4.7 
4.7 

0.8 

1.6 
5.5 
7.0 

17.2 
1.6 

49.2 
22.0 
15.0 
11. 7 
14.8 
11. 7 
13.8 

6.3 
9.4 

10.9 
9.4 

10.9 
6.3 

11.7 
22.7 
3.1 
4.7 

64.8 

Percentages are based on the total number of cases in the caseloads. 
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the children among the serial abuse cases and a little less than 
thirty percent of those among the isolated incident cases 
were referred for physical problems, probably related to the 
reported incident. 

It has been recognized that the availability of child or 
day care may be a preventive factor to the recurrence of 
abuse and/or neglect. Such Jervices were provided in 16.0 
percent of the serial abuse cases and in 17.2 percent of the 
isolated incident cases. 

Recalling first t~le types of abuse and secondly family 
circumstances present in the reported families, it appears 
that the focus of social work counseling had minimal rele­
vance in certain areas. Neglect due to parental inadequacies 
was one of the most frequent observed types of abuse. 
Many of these families were characterized by too many 
children, chronic neglect, marital problems, and fmancial 
hardships. Yet, social work counseling which would appear 
to be relevant to such familial circumstances was rendered 
in a relatively small percentage of the cases. Counseling on 
marital problems was a service rendered in 13.2 percent of 
the serial abuse cases and in 15.0 percent of the isolated 
incident cases. Parent-child interaction was the focus of 
counseling in 10.4 percent of the serial abuse cases and in 
14.8 percent of dIe isolated incident case. Home manage­
ment problems was the basis for social work counseling in 
17.0 and 13.8 percent of the serial abuse and the isolated 
incident cases, respectively. Family planning counseling was 
an evident service rendered in only 11.3 percent of the 
serial abuse cases and in 11.7 percent of the is01ated inci­
de'lt cases. 

Caseworkers counseled with a high percent of the par­
ents among both types of cases on the area of child develop­
ment, needs, and problems. Such services were rendered in 
over fifty percent of the serial abuse cases and in just under 
fifty percent of the siolated incident cases. 

Services More Likely in a Particular Type of Caseload.-­
It appears that services of a tangible nature were more likely 
rendered to families in the serial abuse caseload. Referral of 
parents for physical services was made in 19.8 percent of the 
serial abuse cases and in 11.8 percent of the isolated incident 
cases. 

Previous data presented indicate that families among the 
serial abuse cases were more likely characterized by fmancial 
problems. The nature of services rendered appears to sup-

92 

port these fmdings. The collection and/or repair of material 
goods was accomplished for 12.3 percent of these families 
and for only 4.7 percent of the families among the isolated 
incident cases. Public fmancial assistance was provided to 
30.2 percent and 22.7 percent of the families in the two 
types of cases, respectively. Beyond this, homemakers were 
provided to a higher percent of families among the serial 
abuse caseload. 

An important part of the total protective service pro­
cess would appear to be that of providing appropriate 
counseling to the child. Such services were provided to 10.9 
percent of the children among the isolated incident cases in 
coml. \lison to only 2.8 percent in the serial abuse caseload. 

While a higher percent of the families among the serial 
abuse cases were known to be experiencing temporary fman­
cial problems as well as being at a general low subsistence 
level, counseling around budgetary matters was more often 
offered in families among the isolated incident cases--in 6.6 
and 11.7 percent, respectively. 

Dispositions and Services in the PSU System 

Case Dispositions 

The disposition m~ 1e most frequently by caseworkers 
in the PSU system was that of allowing the child to remain 
in the home with services. The second and third most fre­
quent dispositions were to file a petition for temporary re­
moval of the child and to file a petition for both the child 
and other children in the family. Emergency removal was 
effected in a small percentage of the cases. 

There were some differences in agency dispOSitions by 
the nature of the case. A slightly higher percent of the chil­
dren in the isolated incident caseload (63.1 percent) were 
allowed to remain in the home with services. This compares 
to 59.4 percent in the serial abuse caseload. Similarly, a high­
er percent of the isolated incident cases were allowed to re­
main in the home without services. The disposition to peti­
tion for the temporary removal of the child was made in a 
higher percent of the serial abuse cases. A higher percent of 
the children in the serial abuse caseload were removed on 
an emergency basis. Children among the isolated incident 
cases were more likely informal!y placed with other relatives. 

The complete distribution of agency dispositions is pre­
sented in Table 4-15. 
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Age and Selected Dispositions 

Among serial abuse cases, children in the oldest age 
categories were less likely to remain home with services than 
were younger children-approximately forty percent of the 
fourteen and older and 46.7 percent of those between the 
age of ten and fourteen. This compares to a high of 81.8 
percent of the children under age truee, 50.0 percent of the 
three to less than six, and 71.4 percent of the children be­
tween age six and ten. Similarly, there was a tendency for 
emergency removal and petitions for temporary removal to 
be effected in a higher percent of cases involving the two 
oldest groups of children. 

The pattern of agency dispositions differed only slight­
ly for the isolated incident cases. The two oldest groups of 
children remained the ones least likely allowed to remain in 
homt) with services and more likely to have petitions filed 
for temporary removal in their behalf. Slightly more than 
fifty percent of the children between age ten and fourteen 
and 60.9 percent of those fourteen and above were allowed 
to remain in the home with services. By comparison, the 
agency's similar disposition affected '12.7 percent of the 
under three, 66.7 percent of the three to less than six, and 
80.0 percent of the six to less than ten. There was minimal 
difference in the percentage ofthe youngest (10.6 percent) 
and the two oldest groups of children (10.3 and 13.0 per­
cent) who were removed on an emergency basis. The chil­
dren between three and six years of age (3.7 percent) were 
the least likely removed on an emergency basis. The disposi­
tion to petition for temporary removal was made for 31.0 
pe.rcent of the children age ten to less than fourteen, 26.1 
percent of the fourteen and above, and 22.2 percent of 
those between three and six. On the other hand, this 
disposition was made in less than fifteen percent of the 
cases involving children under age three (13.6 percent) and 
those age six to less than ten (11.4 percent). See Table 4-16 
for the distribution of selected dispOSitions by the age of 
children. 

Sex and Selected Dispositions 

According to the data in Table 4-17, there was minimal 
difference between the sexes in regard to agency dispositions 
in the total caseload. Major differences were revealed when 
the nature of the case was considered. 

Among serial abuse cases, the decision to allow the 
child to remain in the home with services was more likely 
made in cases involving females; 66.7 percent females to 
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46.7 percent males. ApprOximately twenty percent of the 
males as compared to 5.6 percent of the females were 
removed from the home on an emergency basis. A petition 
for temporary removal was the disposition in 33.3 percent 
of the cases involving males and 25.0 percent of those 
involving females. 

While the differences were not pronounced, the pattern 
was reverse for the isolated incident caseload. A slightly 
higher percent of the males (69.7 percent) were allowed to 
remain in the home with services. This compares to 65.9 
percent of the females. The disposition of emergency 
removal was made in 6.7 percent of the cases involving 
males as compared to 11.4 percent of those in which 
females were involved. The decision to file a petition for 
temporary removal was made in approximately twenty 
percent of the cases involving both males and females. 

Race and Selected Dispositions 

A disposition which allowed children to r~main in the 
home with services was more likely made in cases involving 
white children. Black children were more likely removed on 
an emergency basis and to have a petition for temporary re­
moval fIled on their behalf. 

In the serial abuse caseload, there was a slight differ­
ence in the percent of the white cl-.Jldren (61.1 percent) and 
the percent of the black children (57.1 percent) who re­
mained in the home with servicei'The decision to petition 
for temporary removal\~as made in 30.6 percent of the 
cases of white children and in 25.0 percent of those of 
black children. The major difference between the races in 
regard to agency disposition was centered on emergency 
removal. Less than six percent of the white children as 
compared to 17.9 percent of the black were removed on an 
emergency basis. 

In some respects, the differences in the dispositions 
were more pronounced between the races in the isolated in­
cident caseload. Approximately sixty percent of tht\ black 
children in comparison to well over seventy percent of the 
white were allowed to remain in the home with semces. 
The decidon on emergency removal was made in 7.8 
percent of the cases involving white children and in 10.3 
percent of those involving black children. The decision to 
petition for temporary removal was made in 14.6 pe:rcent 
of the cases in which white children were involved and in 
26.5 percent of those involving black children. See Table 
4-18. 
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TABLE 4-16 

Age and Selected Agency Dispositions by the Nature of Case 

.~ Agency Dispositions 

Age Total Caseload Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 

Child Child Child 
Remain Petition Remain Petition Remain Petition 

Home with Emergency Temporary Informal Home With Emergency Temporary Informal Home With Emergency Temporary Informal 
, Services Removal Removal Placement Services I',emoval Removal Placement Sel.'vices Removal Removal Placement 

~ 

< 3 57 77.0 8 10.4 10 13.0 2 2.6 9 81.8 1 9.1 i 9.1 0 -- 48 72.7 7 10.6 9 13.6 2 3.0 
(35.4) (33.3) (18.9) (25.0) (23.7) (12.5) ( 5.3) (39.0) (43.8) (26.5) (28.6) 

3< 6 26 60.5 3 7.0 12 27.9 2 4.7 8 50.0 2 12.5 6 37.5 0 -- 18 66.7 1 3.7 6 22.2 2 7.4 
(16.1) (12.5) (22.6) (25.0) (21.1) (25.0) (31.6) (14.6) ( 6.3) (17.6) (28.6) 

6<10 38 77.6 3 6.1 7 14.3 1 2.0 10 71.4 1 7.1 3 21.4 0 -- 28 80.0 2 5.7 4 11.4 1 2.9 
(23.6) (12.5) (13.2) (12.5) (26.3) (12.5) (15.8) (22.8) (12.5) (11.8) (14.3) 

10<14 22 50.0 5 11.4 14 31.8 3 6.8 7 46.7 2 13.3 5 33.3 1 6.7 15 51.7 3 10.3 9 31.0 2 6.9 
(13.7) (20.8) (26.4) (37.5) (18.4) (25.0) (26.3) (100.0) (12.2.) (18.8) (26.5) (28.6) 

14<18 18 54.4 5 15.2 10 30.3 0 -- 4 40.0 2 20.0 4 40.0 0 -- 14 60.9 3 13.0 6 26.1 0 --
(11.2) (20.8) (:1.3.9) (10.5) (25.0) (21.1) (11.4) (18.8) (17.6) 

161 65.4 24 9.8 53 21.5 8 3.3 38 57.6 8 12.1 19 28.8 1 1.5 123 68.3 16 8.9 34 18.9 7 3.9 
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TABLE 4-17 

Sex and Selected Agency Dispositions by Nature of Case 

Aqency Dispositions 
S~x -

Total Caseload 'Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 

Child Child Child 
Remain Petition Remain Petition Remain Petition 

Home with Emergency Temporary Informal Home Wit.h Emergency Temporary Informal flome with Emergency Temporary Informal 
., Services Removal Removal Placement Services Removal Removal Placement Services Removal Removal Placement 

Male 76 63.9 12 10.1 27 22.7 4 3.4 14 46.7 6 20.0 10 33.3 0 -- 62 69.7 6 6.7 17 19.1 4 4.5 
(48.1) (50.0) (50.9) (50.0) (36.8) (75.0) (52.6) (51. 7) (37.5) (50.0) (57.1) 

Female 82 66.1 12 9.7 26 21.0 4 3.2 24 66.7 2 5.6 9 25.0 1 2.8 58 65.9 10 11.4 17 19.3 3 3.4 
(51.9) (50.0) (49.1) (50.0) (63.2) (25.0) (47.4) (100.0) (48.3) (62.5) (50.0) (42.9) 

Total 158 65.0 24 9.9 53 21.8 8 3.3 38 57.6 8 12.1 19 28.8 1 1.5 120 67.8 16 9.0 34 19.2 7 4.0 
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TABLE 4-18 

Race and Selected Agency Dispositions by Nature of Case 

Agency Disposition 

Race Total Caseload Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 

Child Child Child 
Remain Petition Remain petition Remain Petition 

Home with Emergency Temporary Informal Home with Emergency Temporary Informal Home with Emergency Temporary Informal 
Services Removal Removal Placement Services Removal Removal Placement Services Removal Removal Placement 

White 98 70.5 10 7.2 26 18.7 5 3.6 22 61.1 2 5.6 11 30.6 1 2.8 76 73.8 8 7.8 15 14.6 4 3.9 
(63.2) (45.5) (51.0) (71.4) (57.9) (28.6) (61.1) (100.0) (65.0) (53.3) (45.5) (66.7) 

Black 57 59.4 12 12.5 25 26.0 2 2.1 16 57.1 5 17.9 7 25.0 0 -- 41 60.3 7 10.3 18 26.5 2. 2.9 
(46.8) (54.5) (49.0) (28.6) (42.1) (71.4) (38.9) (35.0) (46.7) (54.5) (33.3) 

Total 155 66.0 22 9.4 51 21. 7 7 3.0 38 59.4 7 10.9 18 28.1 1 1.6 117 68.4 15 8.B 33 19.3 6 3.5 
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Previous Placement and Dispositions 

Previous placement of the child seemed to have influ­
enced the agency's disposition following the most currently 
reported incident. Only 23.3 percent of the children with a 
placement history in comparison to 55.6 percent of tllOse 
who had not been previously placed were allowed to remain 
in the home with services. Emergency removal of tlle child 
was the disposition made in 13.3 percent of the cases involv­
ing previous placement of the child; this compares to only 
7.4 percent of thos~ without a placement history. 

The disposition to petition for temporary removal was 
made in 26.7 percent of the cases of previously placed and 
in 20.4 percent of those in which the children had not been 
previously placed. Of interest, however, was the agency's 
tendency toward the filing of a petition on siblings of the 
reported child among the cases of children involved in previ­
ous placements. The disposition to flle a petition on behalf 
of the child and other children in the family was made in 
20.0 percent of the previous ~lacement history cases. This 
compares to this disposition being made in only 7.4 percent 
of the cases in which prior placement was not a factor. 

See Table 4-19 for the complete distribution of agency 
dispositions in relation to placement history. 

Family Circumstances and Selected Dispositions 

In serial abuse cases involving children with child-related 
personal problems and the deviant behavior of the father, 
the disposition to allow the child to remain in the home was 
least likely made. The highest percent of children were al­
lowed to remain in the home when there were too many 
children and the family's fmancial circumstances were low. 

This pattern did not hold in the isolated incident case­
load. A high percent of children with child-related personal 
problems and of parents who evidenced intellectual prob­
lems remained in the home. The lowest percent of children 
remained home where one or both of the parent's love for 
the child was in question. These fmdings appear in Table 4-
20. 

Seriousness of Hann and Dispositions 

According to the fmdings presented in Table 4·21, seri­
ousness of harm suffered by the children appeared to have 
been a criterion the PSU caseworkers employed in making 
case dispositions. 
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Among the serial abuse cases, 53.1 percent of the cases 
involving non-serious harm to the children and only 25.8 
percent of those involving serious harm were allowed to reo 
main in the home with services. A disposition for emergency 
removal of the child was made on 12.9 percent oft.lte cases 
in which children were seriously harmed. This compares to 
only 6.1 percent of the cases in which the harm was deter­
mined not to be serious. 

We noted earlier that the decision to petition for tem­
porary removal was made in just under thirty percent of the 
serial abuse cases. However, when noting this disposition by 
seriousness of .harm, we found this disposition to apply to 
less than twenty percent of the non-serious cases in compar­
ison to approximately one-third of the serious cases. Similar­
ly, out-of-the-home placement dispositions for other children 
in the family were more likely made in cases involving seri-
ous harm to the reported child. . 

The pattern noted in the serial abuse caseload was also 
observed in the isolated incident caseload with the distinc­
tions between dispositions made in cases by seriousness be­
ing more pronounced. 

F.etitions Filed and Foster Home Placement 

A petition for removal of the child was flledin one-third 
of the serial abuse cases and approximately twenty percent 
of the isolated incident cases. The case was heard and a 
court decision rendered in just under one hundred percent 
of th~ cases on which a petition was flled. 

Noting the data in Table 4-22, petitions were more like­
ly ftled on children in the two oldest age categories. This 
pattern was found to maintain when the nature of the case 
was considered. 

Among the serial abuse cases, a petition was flled in 
50.0 percent of the cases involving children fourteen and 
older and in 41.7 percent of those in which the children 
were between the age of ten and fourteen. A petition was 
fIled on 40.0 percent of the children age three to less than 
six. The youngest children were the least likely to have a 
petition flled in their behalf (22.2 percent). A petition was 
ftled in slightly more than one-fourth of the cases involving 
children between six and ten years of age. 

Well over thirty-five percent of the children in the two 
oldest age groupings in the isolated incident caseload had 
petitions flled on them. A petition was ftled on the behalf 
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• TABLE 4-19 

Previous Placement and Agency Dispositions 

• Agency Decision previously- Placed? 

Yes No 
No., %' , , ' , , , No.: ' ,% Tob!:1 

In home without services 0 -- 2 100.0 2 
( 3.7) 

In home with services 7 18.9 30 81.1 37 
(23.31 (55.6) 

Emergency removal of child 4 50.0 4 50.0 8 

• (13.3) ( 7.4) 

Emergency removal of other 
children 3 75.0 1 25.0 4 

(10.01 ( 1. 9) 

Petition for temporary 
removal of child 8 42.1 11 57.9 19 • 

(26.7) (20.41 

Petition for temporary 
removal of children 6 60.0 4 4.0 10 

• (20.,0 ) ( 7.4) 

Petition for permanent 
removal of child 2 66.7 1 33.3 3 

( 6.7) ( 1. 9) 

• Petition for permanent 
removal of other children 0 -- 0 -- 0 

Informal placement 0 -- I 100.0 1 
(1.91 

• Total 30 54 84 -
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TABLE 4-20 • 
Agency's Selected Dispositions by CirCUlllstanceS 

Present and the Nature of the Case 

Percent of Selected Dispositions • Circumstances When Circumstance Was Present 

In Home With Emergency Petition 
Services Removal Temporar~ 

Serial Isolated Serial Isolated Serial Isolated 

Parent(s] evidence 34.5 57.5 13.8 7.5 20.7 15.0 • intellectual problems 

Mother--sexua1, drug, 40.7 40.6 11.1 11.5 24.1 22.9 
alcohol 

Parent(s) evidence 37.9 44.5 10.6 8.9 25.8 18.5 • emotional/psycholog-
ical problems 

Father--sexual, drug, 20.8 40.3 12.5 9.0 37.5 19.4 
alcohol 

Parent(s) evidence 40.0 58.3 6.7 8.3 26.7 13.9 • physical prob1ems/ 
illness 

History of abuse to 40.0 36.1 9.4 11.5 23.4 21.3 
child 

Parent(s) experiencing 43.6 49.5 
marital pro~lems 

7.7 6.9 20.5 15.8 • 
Temporary financial 55.3 52.3 5.3 7.2 23.7 18.0 
problems 

Low subsistence level 47.5 50.4 9.8 8.8 21.3 15.9 • Chronic neglect 31.1 29.9 13,1 16.4 27.9 23.9 

Mother--little love 46.2 25.5 15.4 17.0 15.4 29.8 
for child 

Father--litt1e love 30.0 32.2 20.3 8.0 20.3 36.0 
for child • 

Child evidences 31. 0 56.5 17.2 4.3 20.7 26.1 
intellectual problems 

Child evidences 22.9 47.1 14.2 8.8 31.4 27.9 
emotional problems • Child exhibits 25.7 48.2 17.1 8.9 28.6 28.6 
atypical behaviors 

Child evidences 39.1 57.1 8.7 3.6 17.4 21.4 . 
physical problems 

Parent single livi~g 30.8 54.5 15.4 9.1 23.1 27.3 • with man 

Too many children 68.2 43.5 4.5 6.5 18.2 21.7 
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Agency 
Decisions 

In home without 
services 

In home with 
services 

Emergency removal 
of child 

Emergency removal 
of other children 

Petition for tem-
porary removal 
of child 

Petition for tem-
porary removal of 
ot.:her children 

Petition for per-
manent removal of 
child 

Petition for per-
maneIlt removal of 
other children 

Informal placement 

Total 

• 

serial Abuse 
Not 

Serious Serious 
N % N % 

2 100.0 0 --
( 4.1) 

26 68.4 8 21.1 
(53.1) (25.8) 

3 .37,.5 4 50.0 
( 6.1) (12.9) 

2 50.0 2 50.0 
( 4.1) ( 6.5) 

9 47.4 10 52.6 
(18.4) (32.3) 

3 30.0 7 70.0 
( 6.1) (22.6) 

:3 100.0 0 --
( 6.1) 

l) -- 0 --

l. 100.0 0 --
( 2.0) 

49 31 

• • • • • • • 

TABLE 4-21 

Seriousness of Harm and Agency Dispositions 

Cases Isolated Incident Cases Total Case10ad 
Not' Not 

Unknown Serious Serious Unknown Serious Serious Unknown 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 'N % 

0 -- 19 82.6 4 17.4 0 -- 21 84.0 4 16.0 0 --
(12.6) ( 6.3) (10.5) ( 4.2) 

4 10.5 94 76.4 18 14.6 11 8.9 1120 74.5 26 16.1 15 9.3 
(80.0) (62.3) (28.1) (78.6) (60.0) (27.1) (83.3) 

1 12.5 6 37.5 9 56.3 1 6.3 9 37.5 13 54.2 2 8.3 
(20.0) ( 4.0) (14.1) ( 7.1) ( 4.5) (l3.5) (11.1) 

0 -- 3 42.9 4 57.1 0 -- 5 45.5 6 54.5 0 --
( 2.0) ( 6.3) ( 2.5) ( 6.3) 

0 -- 18 52.9 15 44.1 1 2.9 27 50 .. 9 25 47.2 1 1.9 
(11. 9) (23.4) ( 7.1) (13.5) (26.0) ( 5.6) 

0 -- 8 50.0 7 43.7 1 6.3 11 42.3 15 57.7 0 --
( 5.3) (10.9) ( 7.1) ( 5.5) (15.6) 

0 -- 0 -- 2 100.0 0 -- J 60.0 2 40.0 0 --
( 3.U ( 1.5) ( 2.1) 

0 -- 0 -- I 100.0 0 -- 0 -- I 100.0 0 
_ .. 

( 1.6) ( 1.0) 
.. ' 

0 -- 3 42.9 4 57.1 0 -- 4 50.0 4 :';0.0 0 --
( 2.01 ( 6.3) ( 2.0) ( 4.21 

5 1151 64 .14 ....... 2.00, . ... 96 . , . .. ~.8 . . , 
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of 21.9 percent of the children age three to less than six 
and on well under twenty percent of the youngest children 
(15.5 percent) and those between six and ten (10.8 per­
cent). 

The general pattern observed for the filing of petitions 
by the age of the child appem to persist in the placing of 
children in foster homes. In the total caseload, there was a 
tendency for the oldest children on whom petitions were 
med to be placed in foster care. Of a total of eight children 
between six and ter. years of age on whom a petition was 
flIed, six or 75.0 percent were placed in foster homes; 66.7 
percent of those between ten and fourteen and 75.0 percent 
of the fourteen and older were so placed. These percentages 
compare to slightly more than fifty percent of the two 
youngest age g~oupings. 

When the general pattern was maintained, there were 
some minimal differences found when we considered the 
nature of the case. Among the serial abuse cases, children 
between the age of six and ten and three and six on whom a 
petition was fIled were the most likely to be placed in 
foster care. All of the children in the former age grouping 
and OvJr eighty percent of those in the latter were placed in 
foster care. Sixty percent of the children ten to less than 
fourteen on whom a petition was filed and 75.0 percent of 
the fourteen and over were placed in foster homes. The 
youngest children in the serial abuse caseload were least 
likely to have petitions med in their behalf and to go into 
foster care. 

Basically, the pattern of fmdings was observed for the 
isolated incident cases. The children in the two oldest age 
brackets on whom a petition was med were the most likely 
to go into foster care. Children age three to less than six 
were the least likely to be so placed. See Table 4·22 for the 
complete distribution. 

Regarding race, a petition was known to be med on a 
higher percent of the black children in the total caseload. 
According to Table 4-23, 2l/~ percent of the white children 
and 30.6 percent of the black children had petitions med 
on their behalf. 

There were differences to the above findings when the 
nature of the case was considered. A petition was med on a 
higher percent of the white children (37.1 percent) than the 
percent of the black children (30.4 percent) in the serial 
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abuse caseload. The reverse was found in the isolated. inci­
dent caseload; a high of 30.6 percent of the black children 
were known to have petitions med on them. This compares 
to a low of 16.8 percent of the white children. 

Children in the serial abuse caseload on whom a 
petition was med were more likely to go into foster home 
placement than were those in the isolated incident case­
load-over seventy percent of the former and over fifty 
percent of the latter. 

The placing of children in foster care by race generally 
followed the pattern observed in the filing of petitions. 
White children in the serial abuse caseload on whom peti­
tions were med were more likely to be placed in foster 
homes (76.9 percent) than were the black children (71.4 
percent). Slightly more of the black children in the isolated 
incident caseload on whom a petition was med was placed 
in foster care--57.9 percent to 55.0 percent of the whii;e 
children. 

Noting the data from the standpoint of the number of 
children in placement as a percent of the children in the 
total caseload, we found that a higher percent of all white 
children among the serial abuse cases went into foster care. 
Slightly more than twenty-five percent of the white and 
20.8 percent of the black children were placed in foster 
home settings. The reverse was found in the isolated inci­
dent caseload; only 9.0 percent of all the white children in 
comparison to 17.2 percent of all the black children were 
so placed. 

In regard to sex and the filing of petitions for removal, 
there was a slightly highei percent of the males (: 7.5 per­
cent) than the percent of the females (34.3 percent) in the 
serial abuse caseload on whom a petition was med. 

The reverse was found in the isolated incident caseload; 
a petition was med on 23.3 percent of the females and on 
18.8 percent of the males. 

Regarding foster home placement, females were more 
likely in both caseloads to be placed in foster care. Among 
the serial abuse cases, 83.3 percent of the females and 66.7 
percent of the males on whom a petition was med were 
placed in foster homes. In the isolated incident caseload, 
71.4 percent of the females and only 44.4 percent of the 
males weJ:e placed in foster care. These data are presented 
in Table 4-24. 
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TABLE 4-22 

Petitions Filed and Foster Home Placement by Age and Nature of the Case ._ .. 
Age 

~-----
Petition Filed? Foster Home Placement* -

, Serial ;J:ms~ Isolated Incident Total Case load Serial Isolated Total 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Abuse Incident Case load 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N i N . Pc; N % -.'. - -

< 3 2 22.2 7 7'7.8 11 15.5 60 84.5 13 16.3 67 83.7 1 9.1 6 8.1 7 8.2 
(50.0) (54.5) (53.8) 

3< 6 6 40.0 9 60.0 7 21.9 25 78.1 13 27.7 34 72.3 5 31.3 2 6.3 7 14.6 
(83.3) (28.6) (53.8) 

6<10 4 26.7 11 73.3 4 10.8 33 89.2 8 15.4 44 84.6 4 25.0 2 5.3 6 11.1 
(100.0) (50.0) (75.0) 

10<14 5 41.7 7 58.3 10 33.5 16 61.5 15 39.5 23 60.5 3 23.1 7 25.9 10 25.0 
(60.0) (70.0) (66.7) 

14<18 4 50.0 4 50.0 8 37.3 16 66.G 12 37.5 20 62.5 3 37.5 6 25.0 9 28.1 
(75.0) (75.0) (75.0) 

Total 21 35.6 38 64.4 40 21.1 150 78.9 61 24.5 188 75.5 16 23 39 

*perccntages within brackets are based on the number of children in placement as a percent of children on 
whom petitions were filed. Other porcentages are based on the number of children in foster home placement 
as a percent of the total number of children in each age category. 

.. 
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TABLE 4-23 

Petitions Filed and Foster Home Placement by Race and Nature of the Case 

Race Petition Filed? Foster Home Placement* 

Serial Abu s I;! Isolated Incident Total Caseload Serial Isolated Total 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Abuse Incident Caseload 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

White 13 37.1 22 62.9 20 16.8 99 83.2 33 21.4 121 78.6 10 25.6 11 9.0 21 13.0 
(76.9) (55.0 ) (63.6) 

Black 7 30.4 16 69.6 19 30.6 43 69.4 26 30.6 59 69.4 5 2(1.8 11 17.2 16 18.2 
(71.4) (57.9) (61. 5) 

Total 20 34.5 38 65.5 39 21.5 142 78.5 59 24.7 180 75.3 15 22 37 

*Percentages within brackets are based on the number of children in placement -as a. .• per.cent of children 
on whom petitions were filed. Other percentages are based on the number of children in 
foster home placement as a percent of the to.tal number of children of each race. 
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TABLE 4-24 

Petitions Filed and Foster Home Placement by Sex and Nature of the Case 

Sex Petition Filed? Foster Home Placement* 

Serial Abuse Isolated Incident Total Caseload Serial Isolated 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Abuse Incident 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N -
Male 9 37.5 15 62.5 18 18.8 78 81. 2 27 22.5 93 .77.5 6 23.1 8 

(66.7) 

Female 12 34.3 23 65.7 21 23.3 69 76.7 33 26.4 92 73.6 10 26.3 1..5 
(83.3) 

Total 21 35.6 38 64.4 39 21.0 147 79.-0 60 24.5 185 75.5 16 23 

*Percentages within brackets are based on the number of children in placement as a percent 
of children on whom petitions 'Ware filed. Other percentages are based on the number of 
children in foster home placement as a percent of the total number of each sex. 

.. 

% 

8.1 
(44.4) 

16.3 
(71. 4) 

Total 
Caseload 
N· % 

14 .11.2 
(51. 9) 

25 19.2 
(75.8} 

39 



Dispositions in Cases Entering the Court* 

Table 4-25 reveals that foster home placements account­
ed for approximately seventy percent of the dispositions 
rendered in serial abuse cases, and for approximately flfty 
percent in isolated incident cases entering the court. 

In addition to the fact that children among the isolated 
incident caseload were less likely to be placed in foster care, 
it appears that the court was more likely to return these 
children to a paren" or some other relative. Of the 21 chil­
dren in the serial abuse caseload, only one or 4.8 percent 
was placed with parents and two or 9.5 percent with other 
relatives. Among isolated incident cases, five or 12.8 percent 
were placed with a parent and six or 15.4 percent with other 
relatives. 

Previous Placement and Selected Court Dispositions 

Of the 21 children in the serial abusl~ caseload who went 
before the court, ten of these had a prior placement. It ap­
pears that whether or not children had a placement history 
served as a guide in the court's dispositions. None of the 
children with a placement history was returned to a parent 
or placed with other relatives. Three or 27.3 percent of tho3e 
who had not been previously placed were returned to par­
ents or placed with other relatives. The remaining 72.7 per­
cent were placed in foster care. Eighty percent of the ptevi­
ously placed children were placed in foster homes and 20.0 
percent in a voluntary care institution. Succinctly, none of 
the previously placed children were returned to the family 
setting. 

Seriousness of Harm and Selected Court Dispositions 

Seriousness of harm as a factor considered by the court 
in making its dispositions appeared to have had little rele­
vance. Among the serial abuse cases, the fact of having been 
previously reported appeared to be a more determining fac­
tor in the court's decision-making processes. None of the 
children who were not seriously harmed was returned to 
parents and only one or 8.3 percent was placed with other 
relatives. One each (11.1 percent) of the seriously harmed 
was placed with parents and with other relatives. 

*We are reminded that the court determined whether or not 
children were returned to the home. The protective service agency 

In the isolated incident caseload, one or 5.6 percent of 
the children who were not seriously harmed was returned 
to a parent and four or 22.2 percent were placed with an­
other relative. For the seriously harmed, four or 17.4 per­
cent were returned to a parent and five or 21.7 percent with 
other relatives. 

In terms of out-of-the-family placements, including 
placement with other relatives, seriousness of harmed did 
not appear to enter in the dispositional judgments. Among 
the serial abuse cases, 91.6 percent of the children who were 
not seriously harmed and 77.8 percent of the seriously 
harmed were placed out-of-the-farnily environment. The pat­
tern prevailed in the isolated incident caseload; 72.3 percent 
of the not seriously harmed and 60.8 percent of the seriously 
harmed were so placed. These fmdings are presented in Table 
4-26. 

Family t:ircumst:Jnces and Selected Court Dispositions 

Are courts more likely to return children to the home 
when specific familial circumstances are present or absent? 
Without controlling for such relevant factors as race and age 
of child, we attempted elementary analyses of court deci­
s\ons by family circumstances. 

Tn the total caseload, we found that the highest percent­
ages of the children were returned to one or both parents 
when parent and/or family related circumstances were pre­
sent. 

The highest percentage of children returned were those 
who lived in large-families; the female parent exhibited sex­
ual, alcohol, and/or drug problems; and the female parent 
was single and living with a man. This pattern generally held 
for the isolated incident cases. 

For both the iGolated incident cases and the total case­
load, children were least likely returned to the home when 
child related circumstances were present. Among the isolated 
incident cases, the lowest percentage of children were placed 
with the parent(s) when the child evidenced emotional/psy­
chological problems; the father exhibited sexual, alcohol, 
and/or drug problems; and the child exhibited behavioral 
atypicalities. Children in the total caseload were least likely 
returned when the two above child-related problems and 
chronic neglect were present. 

was responsible for placement following tile court process when In relation to the seriousness of harm by the presence 
the custody was remanded to the agency_ of specific familial circumstances, were court decisions 
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• TABLE 4·25 

Disposition in Cases Entering the Court 
by the Nature of the Case 

Serial Abuse Isolated Inc~dent • Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Dispositions No. Children Dispositions No. Children Dispositions 
(N::;54) * (N-63)* 

• Placed with 
both parents 1 4.8 4.5 0 

Placed with 
mother 0 3 7.7 6.7 

• Placed with 
father a 2 5.1 4.4 

Placed with 
other rela-
tive 2 9.5 9.1 6 15.4 13.3 

• Foster home 16 76.2 72.7 23 59.0 51.1 

Voluntary 
care in-
stitution 2 9.5 9.1 5 12.8 11.1 

• State long 
term care 
institution 0 2 5.1 4.4 

Continuation 0 
·:K. 

2 5.1 4.4 

• **Protective 
supervision 0 2 5.1 4.4 

General 
services 1 4.8 4.5 0 

• No services 0 0 

*percentages add up to an excess of 100 since more than one disposition 
was made in some cases. :,. **This is probably a conservative representation of this court ordered 
disposition inasmuch as the order was not explicitly stated in the 

I court decree in many cases. 
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Court Decisions 

Returned to 
both parents 

Placed with 
mother 

Placed with 
father 

Placed with 
other relatives 

Foster home 

Voluntary care 
institutions 

Total 

• 

TABLE 4-26 

Disposition in Cases Entering the Court by Seriousness of Harm 

Total Caseload Serial Abuse 
Not Not 

Serious Serious Unknown Serious Serious Unknown 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

0 -- I 100.0 0 -- 0 -- I 100.0 0 -.-
( 3. 4) (11.1) 

1 33.3 2 66.7 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 0 --
( 3.3) ( 6.9) 

0 -- 2 100.0 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 0 . 
{ 6.9} 

5 62.5 3 37.5 0 -- I 50.0 1 50.0 0 --
(16.7) (10.3) ( 8.3) (11. I} 

20 51.3 19 48.7 0 -- 10 62.5 6 37.5 0 _.-
(66.7) (65.5) (81.3) (66.7) 

4 57.1 2 28.6 1 14.3 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 --
(13.3) ( 6.9) {100.0} ( 8.3) (11.1) 

30 29 1 12 9 0 

• • • • • • 

Isolated Incident 
Not 

Serious Serious Unknown 
N % N % ... N· : % . 
n -- 0 -- 0 --
I 33.3 2 66.7 0 --

( 5. 6) ( 8. 7) 

0 -- 2 100.0 0 --
( 8.7) 

4 44.4 5 55.6 0 --
(22.2 ) (21.71 

10 43.8 13 56.2 0 --
(55.6) (56.5) 

3 60.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 
(16.7) ( 4.3) (100.0) 

18 23 1 

. ' • • 
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appropriately made? It appears that, with a few exceptions, 
the courts disposition to return children to the home was 
not too incongruent with the seriousness of harm by the 
presence of specific circumstances. In general, courts were 
least likely to return children to the family when child re­
lated problems were present. Where such problems were pre­
sent, we noted earlier that a high percent of the children 
were seriously harmed. Conversely, where the parent and/or 
family related problems such as mother's sexual, alcohol, 
and/or drug behavior ar~d too many children in the family 
were present, a lower percent of the children were seriously 
harmed. 

See Table 4-27 for selected circumstances by the per­
cent of children returned to the parent(s). Also see Table 2-
38 for seriousness of hann and family circumstnaces. 

Services Rendered 

No services, beyond those implied in the investigatory 
process, were rendered to 6.3 percent of the children and 
14.1 percent of the parents in the serial abuse caseload, and 
to 17.9 percent of the children and 24.1 percent of the par­
ents in the isolated incident caseload. 

Specific services rendered to children and their families 
are presented in Table 4-28. Observing the percentage distri­
bution of the services, one notes that some services were uti­
lized to a limited degree; some were rendered to a similar 
percent in both types of cases; and some were more likely 
rendered in one type than in the other. The following discus­
sion is based on this observation. 

Limited Services Rendered.--The child's rights to legal 
representation during abuse and neglect judicial proceedings 
has become a major concern in recent years. Such services, 
however, were virtually absent to the children who entered 
Savannah's PSU. We noted in an earlier section that in ~i'­
prOximately one-third of the serial abuse cases and in twenty 
percent of the isolated incident cases, a petition for removal 
was filed and the case was heard by the court. Yet, referral 
for legal counsel was a service rendered for only 1.6 percent 
of the serial abuse caseload and for 3.1 percent of the iso­
lated incident caseload. On the other hand, legal services 
were availed to 7.8 percent of the parents among the serial 
abuse cases and to only 1.0 percent among the isolated inci­
dent cases. 

Social isolation is one of the major characteristics attri­
buted to abusing and/or neglecting parents. Given this fact, 
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it would seem that one of the major services caseworkers 
can offer parents of abused and neglected children is the 
opportunity for cultural and recreational outlets. There was 
no evidence, however, that any parents among either type 
of cases were rendered such services. 

Some of the services which could be considered basic 
to the self-improvement of parents were not rendered in 
many cases. Tutorial Qr teacher aide services were rendered 
to 1.6 percent and 2.6 percent of·the parents among the 
serial abuse and the isolated incident cases, respectively. In­
struction in food preparation was provided in 4.7 percent 
of the serial abuse cases and in only 0.5 percent of the iso­
lated incident cases. 

While casework counseling was provided to many par­
ents and focusing on a variety of issues, counseling with the 
child was a service rendered in a small percent of the cases--
6.3 percent of the children in the serial abuse caseload and 
4.1 percent of the children in the isolated incident caseload. 
Given the fact that apprOximately one-fourth of the children 
were age ten and older, it would appear that counseling with 
the child would be a most likely service provided. 

The services of homemakers were provided in a relative­
ly small percent of the cases. A surprising observation, how­
ever, was the fact that such services were as likely rendered 
to families in the isolated incident caseload (8.2 percent) as 
they were to families in the serial abuse caseload (7.8 per­
cent). 

Services Rendered in Similar Percent of Cases in Both 
Caseloads.--A high percent of children among both types of 
cases were referred for mental services--25.0 percent of those 
among the serial abuse cases and 22.1 percent of those 
among the isolated incident cases. 

Casework counseling aJound must problematic areas 
was similarly rendered to parents among both types of 
cases. Counseling regarding disciplinary matters was pro­
vided to 15.6 percent of the parents in the serial abuse 
caseload and to 16.9 percent of those in the isolated 
incident caseload. Counseling on marital problems was 
provided to 12.5 percent and 16.4 percent of the parents 
among the serial abuse and the isolated incident cases, 
respectively. Parent-child interaction as the focus of coun­
seling was a service render~d to approximately twelve 
percent of the parents among both types of cases. Family 
planning counseling was rendered to J4.1 percent of the 
parents in the serial abuse caseload and to 10.3 percent of 
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TABLE 4-27 

Court's Return of Children to the Borne by Circumstances 
Present and the Nature of the Case 

Court's Return of Children to the Home by Circumstances 
Present and the Nature of the Case 

CircUIn3tances* 

Isolated Incident 

Child evidences physical 
problems 

Parent single living with 
man 

Too many children in the 
family 

Child evidences emotionall 
psychological problems 

Father's sexual, alcohol, 
drug problems 

Child exhibits behavioral 
atypica1ities 

Total Case10ad 

Too many children in the 
family 

Mother's sexual, ,alcohol, 
drug problems 

Parent single living with 
man 

Child evidences emotiona11 
psychological problems 

Child exhibits behavioral 
atypicalities 

Chronic neglect 

No. of Cases 
in which Cir­
cumstances was 
Present 

7 

3 

10 

20 

16 

16 

13 

35 

6 

.31 

28 
33 

*Data on circumstances and the return of children 
abuse case10ad have been omitted due to the fact 
chLLdren in the case10ad were returned to one or 
parents. 
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Percent of 
Children Re­
turned when 
Circumstance 
was Present 

42.9 

33.3 

30.0 

5.0 

6.3 

6.3 

22.1 

17.1 

16.7 

3.2 

3.6 
6.1 

in the serial 
that very few 
both of the 
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TABLE 4·28 

Services Rendered by Nature of the Case 

Services Rendered 
Serl.al 
Abuse 

N % 

No services to child 4 
No services to parent(s) 9 
Referral mental services--child 16 
Referral physical services--child 18 
Referral legal services--child 1 
Referral mental services--parent(s} 22 
Referral physical services--parent(s) 12 
Referral legal services--parent(s) 5 
Collection/repair material goods 4 
Transportation professional services 9 
Cultural-recreational opportunities--

child 9 
Cultural-rec:r:eational opportunities--

parent(s) 0 
Tutoring/teacher aide/educational 

opportunities 1 
Instruction in food preparation ~ 
Transportation personal needs 6 
Child care or day, care- 15 
Supervision of children 1 
Counseling-child development needs, 

problems 33 
Counseling-child discipline 10 
Counseling-marital problems 8 
Counseling-budgeting 9 
Counseling-parent/child interaction 8 
Counseling-family planning 9 
Counseling-home management 10 
Counseling-parent/parent/child 

interaction 3 
Counseling-parent development 4 
Counseling-parent view of the world 3 
Counseling-parent role 2 
Counseling with child 4 
Counseling-no special focus determined 7 
Homemaker services 5 
Public financial assistance 21 
Food preparation 0 
General cleaning 1 
Home visitation-protective supervision 54 

6.3 
14.1 
25.0 
28.1 
1.6 

34.9 
18.8 
7.8 
6.3 

14.1 

14.1 

1.6 
4.7 
9.4 

23.4 
1.6 

51.6 
15.6 
12.5 
14.1 
12.5 
14.1 
15.6 

4.7 
6.3 
4.7 
3.1 
6.3 

10.9 
7.8 

42.2 

1.6 
84.4 

Iso ated 
Incident 
N % 

35 
47 
43 
39 

6 
38 
22 

2 
4 

18 

9 

o 

5 
1 

10 
28 

3 

79 
33 
32 
19 
25 
20 
26 

7 
10 
11 

5 
8 

32 
16 
80 

1 
4 

148 

17~9 
24.1 
22.1 
20.0 
3.1 

19.6 
11.3 
1.0 
2.1 
9.2 

4.6 

2.6 
0.5 
5.1 

14.4 
1.5 

40.5 
16.9 
16.4 

9 .. 7 
12.8 
10.3 
13.3 

3.6 
5.1 
5.6 
2.6 
4.1 

16.4 
8.2 

41.0 
0.5 
2.1 

75.9 

Percentages are based on the total number of cases in the caseloads. 
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those in the isolated incident cases. Counseling around home 
management problems was provided to 15.6 percent and 
13.3 percent of the parents in the serial abuse and the iso· 
lated incident cases, respectively. 

Public assistance was provided in slightly more than for· 
ty percent of both caseloads. 

Services More Likely in a Particular Type of Caseload .•• 
PSU personnel availed themselves of the community's pro· 
fessional services for the parents of abused and/or neglected 
children. Referral for mental services was provided for ap· 
proximately one·third of the parents among the serial abuse 
cases; this compares to slightly less than one·fIfth of the 
parents among the isolated incident cases. Referral of 
parents for physical services was made in 18.8 percent of 
the serial abuse cases and in 11.3 percent of the isolated 
incident cases. We noted earlier that while referral of 
parents for legal services was a limited service, the service 
was more likely provided in the serial abuse caseload. 

Cultural and/or recreational opportunities were pro· 
vided for 14.1 percent of the children in the serial abuse 
caselos.:i and for only 4.6 percent of those. in the isolated 
incident caseload. 

Child or day care s<:lrvices were more likely provided to 
families among the serial abuse cases (23.4 percent) than to 
those among the isolated incident cases (14.4 percent). 
Similarly, counseling on the development, needs, and 
problems of children was provided to a higher percent of 
the parents among the serial abuse cases··51.6 percent in 
comparison to 40.5 percent among the isolated incident 
cases. 

Caseworkers visited homes as an element of protective 
supervision in 84.4 percent of the serial abuse cases and in 
75.9 percent of the isolated incident cases. 

While approximately seventy percent of tlle families in 
the serial abuse caseload as compared to slightly less than 
fifty percent in the isolated incident caseload were deter· 
mined to exist at a low subsistence and general living level, 
approximately fifty percent of the parents in both case· 
loads were experiencing temporary fmancial hardships. 
Casework counseling, however, did not appear to address 
the families' neads. Counseling centered on budgetary 
matters was a service rendered in 14.1 percent of the serial 
abuse cases and in less than ten percent (9.7) of the isolated 
incident cases. 
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Comparative Summary of Systems Output 

1. Characteristics of the Children and Agency Dispositic.ns 

Case Dispositions by the Nature of the Case 

In both systems' caseload, the two mmt frequent case 
dispositions were to allow the child to remain in the 
home with services and to petition for the temporary 
removal of the child. Emergency removal was effected 
in slightly less than twenty percent of CES serial abuse 
cases and slightly over twenty percent of the isolated 
incident cases. This compared to approximately twelve 
percent of the serial abuse and less than ten percent of 
the isolated incident cases in the PSU caseload. 

In the CES caseload, children dtIlong serial abuse cases 
were more likely than those among isolated incident 
cases to be allowed to remain in the home with services. 
Petition for temporary removal of the child and emer· 
gency removal were slightly more frequent dispositions 
for children among isolated incident cases. The opposite 
was observed in the PSU caseload where a higher per· 
centage of the more severe dispositions was made in 
serial abuse cases. 

Age and Selected Dispositions 

Among CES serial abuse cases, children less than age 
three and those fourteen and above were the least likely 
allowed to remain in the home with services, and the 
most likely removed on an emergency basis and to have 
petitions for temporary removal med on their behalf. 
In the PSU serial abuse caseload, the two oldest age 
groups of children··ten to less than fourteen and four· 
teen and older··were similarly affected by agency dis· 
positions. 

The pattern observed in the serial abuse cases perSisted 
for the PSU isolated incident cases. However, among 
isolated incident cases in the CES caseload, children age 
ten to less than fourteen were the least likely to remain 
in the home with services and the most likely to have a 
petition for temporary removal med in their behalf. 

Sex and Selected Dispositions 

Among both systems' serial abuse cases, females were 
more likely to remain in the home with services; males 
were more likely to have a petition med on their behalf. 
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A higher percent of the females among CES serial abuse 
cases were removed on an emergency basis. The oppo­
site was observed in the PSU serial abuse caseload. 

The pattern for CBS isolated incident cases was the 
same as that found in the serial abuse caseload. Among 
PSU isolated incident cases, the pattern was just the re­
verse of that found in the serial abuse caseload. 

Race and Selected Dispositions 

Among CES serial abuse cases, a higher percent of the 
more "lenient" dispositions were rendered in cases in­
volving black children, i.e., allowed to remain ill the 
home with services, less likely removed on an emer­
gency basis and to have a petition filed on their behalf. 
The opposite was observed among the isolated mcident 
cases. 

In the PSU serial abuse and isolated incident caseloads, 
a higher percent of the white children were allowed to 
remain in the home with services, while a higher percent 
of the black children were removed on an emergency 
basj~. A petition for temporary removal was filed on a 
slightly higher percent of the white children in the serial 
abuse caseload and on a higher percent of the black chil­
dren in the isolated incident caseload. 

2. Previous Placement and Dispositions 

In noting agency's dispositions in serial abuse cases, a 
previous placement appeared to have been a factor con­
sidered by PSU caseworkers in the deciSion-making pro­
cess. Children with a placement history were less likely 
allowed to remain in the home with services and more 
likely to be removed on an emergency basis and to have 
a petition filed on their behalf. 

On the other hand, there was no difference between the 
percent of the children with and without a placement 
history in the CES caseload who were allowed to remain 
in the I:Jme with services. The children who welt: not 
previously in placement were approximately three times 
as likely to be removed on an emergency basis. However, 
a petition for temporary removal was ftled on a higher 
percent of the children with a placement history. 

3. Seriousness of Harm and Dispositions 

Seriousness of harm appeared to serve as a guide in the 
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decision-making process in the case dispositions made 
by PSU caseworkers. In the serial abuse caseload, twice 
as many of the children (over fIfty percent) who were 
not seriously harmed than those who were seriously 
harmed remained in the home with services. Over twelve 
percent of the seriously harmed, in comparison to ap­
proximately six percent of those who were not serious­
ly harmed, were removed on an emergency basis. A peti­
tion for temporary removal was filed on the behalf of 
approx£maiely one-third of the children who were seri­
ously harmed and on less than twenty percent of those 
who were not seriously harmed. While the percentages 
differed, the above pattern was observed in the isolated 
incident caseload. !n general, a higher percent of severe 
dispositions was made in serial abuse cases. 

Among CBS serial abuse cases, there were minimal dif­
ferences made between dispositions in cases involving 
serious and non-serious harm. Just over thirty percent 
of the children in both categories of severity were al­
lowed to remain in the home with services; approxi­
mately fIfteen percent were removed on an emergency 
basis; a petition for removal was flled in approximately 
one-fourth of the non-serious cases and slightly less than 
one-third of the serious cases. 

While there were minimal differences in the dispositions 
made in non-serious cases in both the CES serial abuse 
and the isolated incident cases, isolated incident cases 
involving serious harm were less likely returned home, 
more likely removed on an emergency basis and to have 
a petition filed on the behalf of the children. 

4. Petitions Filed and Foster Home Placement 

A petition for removal was flIed in slightly more than 
fifty percent of CES serial abuse and isolated incident 
cases. This compares to a petition being flIed in slightly 
more than one-third of PSU serial ~buse cases and just 
over twenty percent of t11e isolated incident cases. 

Foster home placement represented 43.3 percent ofthe 
dispositions (Nashville, CES) affecting 48.1 percent of 
the children in the serial abuse caseload, and 32.S per­
cent of the dispositions affecting 39.7 percent of the 
children in the isolated incident caseload. 

In the Savannah PSU caseload, foster home placement 
represented 72.1 percent of the dispositions affecting 
76,2 percent of the children in the serial abuse caseload, 



and 51.1 percent of the dispositions affecting 59.0 per­
cent of the children in the isolated incident caseload. 

Thus, while children in the CBS caseload were more like­
ly to have petitions filed on their behalf, they were con­
siderably less likely than those in the PSU caseload to 
be placed in foster care" 

Age and Petitions Filed 

Among CBS serhi abuse cases, children less than three 
years old and thOse fourteen and older were the most 
likely to have a petition flled on their behalf. Among 
the isolated incident cases, the two oldest groups of elill­
dren-ten to less than fourteen and fourteen and older­
were the most likely affected; over ninety percent of the 
former and well over fifty percent of the latter. 

In the PSU serial abuse and isolated incident caseloads, 
a petition was flled most often on children in the two 
oldest age groups. Those least likely to be affected by a 
petition were less than three among the serial abuse 
cases and those between six and ten among the isolated 
incident cases. 

Age and Foster Home Placement 

A higher percent of children between the age of six and 
ten in CBS serial abuse and isolated incident cases were 
placed in foster care. The two oldest groups of children 
among both types of cases were the least likely placed 
in foster home settings. Among CBS serial abuse cases, 
a petition was filed on just under fifty percent of the 
children age ten to less than fourteen and on 60.0 per­
cent of those fourteen and above, with 37.5 percent of 
the former and only 22.2 percent of the latter being 
placed in foster care. Similar observations were made in 
isolated incident cases. A high of 92.9 percent of the 
children, age ten to less than fourteen, had a petition 
flled on their behalf; only 23.1 percent were placed in 
foster care. A petition was filed on 56.2 percent of the 
fourteen and older children with 22.2 percent being 
placed in a fosl:er home. 

Among PSU serial abuse cases, all of the children age 
six to less than ten, on whom a petition was flled, were 
placed in foster care. Over eighty percent of the three 
to less than six and three-fourths of the fourteen and 
older were so placed. Among the isolated incident 
cases, seventy percent of the t€'n to less than fourteen 

114 

and three-fourths of file fourteen and older were 
placed in foster homes. Children between the age of 
three and six (28.6 percent) were the least likely to be 
so placed. 

Race and Petitions Filed 

White children in CBS serial abuse caseload (61.9 per­
cent) were IMre likely than black children (35.7 per­
cent) to have a petition flled on their behalf. On the 
other hand, black children among the isolated incident 
cases (66.7 percent) were more likely than white chil­
dren (49.2 percent) to be affected by a petition. 

The above pattern was also observed in the PSU cases. 
In the serial abuse caseload, a petition was flled on 37.1 
percent of the white children and on 30.4 percent of the 
black. Among the isolated cases, a petition was flled on 
16.8 percent of the white children a1!ld on 30.6 percent 
of the black children. 

Race and Foster Home Placement 

Slightly more of the black children in the CBS serial 
abuse and isolated incident caseloads, on whom a peti­
tion was flled, were placed in foster care. Fifty percent 
of the black children and 47.7 percent of the white 
among the serial abuse cases were placed in foster 
homes. Among the isolated incident cases, 43.8 percent 
of the black children and 36.4 percent of the white were 
so placed. 

A higher percent (76.9) of the white children than the 
percent of black children (71.4) in the PSU serial abuse 
caseload, on whom a petition was flled, was placed in 
foster care. The opposite was observed in the iso! . ~ed 
incident caseload--55.0 percent white and 57.9 percent 
black were placed in foster homes. 

Sex and Petitions Filed 

A slightly higher percent of the females (53.1) in the 
CBS serial abuse caseload than the percent of males 
(52.8) had a petition fIled on them. The reverse was 
found among the isolated incident cases where 55.4 per­
cent males and 50.0 percent females were affected by a 
petition. 

In the PSU serial abuse caseload, a petition was flled on 
37.5 percent of the males and 34.3 percent of the 
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females. Among the isolated incident I;ases, a petition 
was filed on a higher percent of th" females-23.3 to 
18.8 percent of t.~e males. 

Sex and Foster Home Placement 

While a petition was filed on a slightly higher percent 
of the females in the CES serial abuse caseload, a higher 
percent ofthe males on whom a petition was flled (53.6) 
were placed in foster care. This compares to only 42.3 
percent of the f~males. The opposite was observed in 
the isolated incident caseload; only 32.3 percent of the 
males as comrared to 46.9 percent of the females were 
so placed. 

A considerably higher percent of females in both types 
of the PSU cases were placed in foster care. Among the 
serial abuse cases, 83.3 percent females and 66.7 per­
cent males on whom petitions were f:t1ed were placed in 
foster homes. In the isolated incident caseload, 71.4 
percent females and 44.4 percent males were so placed. 

5. Dispositions in Cases Enteri!1e th'! Court 

Court Dispositions by the Nature of the Case 

We noted earlier that foster care placement represented 
slightly more than forty percent of the dispositions in 
CES serial abuse caseload and just under one-third of 
the dispositions in the isolated incident caseload. By 
comparison, foster care placement represented more 
than Reventy percent of the dispositions in PSU serial 
abuse caseload and slightly more than fifty percent in 
the isolated incident caseload. 

Children in the CES caseload were more likely returned 
to one or both parents which represented 15.0 percent 
of the court's dispositions in serial abuse cases and af­
fecting 16.7 percent of the children. By comparison, 
only 4.8 percent of the children in the PSU serial abuse 
caseload were returned to one or both parents. This re­
presented 4.5 percent of the court's dispositions. 

Among isolated incident cases, 23.7 percent of the chil­
dren (19.5 percent of court's dispositions) ;n the CES 
caseload and 12.8 percent of those (11.1 percent of 
court's dispositions) in the PSU were returned to one 
or both parents. 
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Previous Placement and Selected Court Dispositions 

In both systems, it appeared that whether or not chil­
dren had a placement history served as a gUide in the 
court's dispositions. In neither system's serial abuse case­
load were children with a placement history returned 
to one or both of the parents. This compares to over 
twenty percent so placed who had not been previously 
placed. 

Children with a placement history were more likely 
placed with other relatives and in a voluntary care insti­
tution than were those who had not been in placement. 

Seriousness of P.arm and Selected Court Dispositions 

In the CES caseload, there was little difference between 
the percent of children who were and were not seriously 
harmed in both types of cases who were returned to one 
or both parents. Children in the isolated incident cases 
were more likely returned to their parents. 

Seriousness of harm as a factor considered by the court 
in making its dispositions appeared to have little rele­
vance among PSU cases. The fact of having been previ­
ously reported appeared to be a more determining fac­
tor in the decision-making process; only one of 21 chil­
dren in the serial abuse caseload was placed with a par­
ent. A higher percent of the seriously harmed, among 
isolated incident cases, were returned to one or both 
parents. 

Family Grcumstances and Selected Court Dispositions 

The highest percent of cases in the CES isolated inci­
dent caseload, in which children were returned to a par­
ent(s), were those in which the child Gvidenced mtellec­
tual problems or exhibited atypical behaviors, and par­
ents were experiencing marital problems. Children in the 
isolated incident caseload were least likely returned to 
a parent when chronic neglect, low living level, and 
father evidenced little love for the child were circum­
stances. 

Among CES serial abuse cases, the highest percent of 
cases in which children were returned to a parent(s) 
were those in which the male parent was promi~cuous 
and/or had alcohol and/or drug problems; thel\. was a 



history of abuse, and child evidenced intellectual prob­
lems. They were least likely returned when parents evi­
denced intellectual t:roblems. They were least likely re­
turned when parent!) evidenced physical problems, neg­
lect was chronic, and the female parent was promiscuous 
and/or had alcohol and/or drug problems. 

In the PSU isolated incident caseload, the highest per­
cent of cases in which children were returned to a par­
ent were those in which the child evidenced physical 
problems, the fr'male parent was single but living with a 
man, and there were too many children in the family. 
Children were least likely returned when they evidenced 
emotional problems, the mali; parent was promiscuous 
and/or had alcohol and/or drug problems, and the child 
exhibited atypical behaviors. 

6. Actual Services Rendered to Children and Their 
Families 

We were unable to determine a family-oriented design 
to the pattern of services based on the circumstances 
present.* A sizable percentage of families in both sys­
tems' caseload received some basic services; namely, 
counseling on the needs and problems of children; pro­
tective supervision, public ·fmancial assistance, and re­
ferral for mental and health services. Some services were 
notably absent-referral for legal services, cultural/recre­
ational opportunities for child and/or parents, casework 
counseling with the child, "how·to-skills" oriented ser­
vices, and counseling centered on family interactions. 

Several points are noted which indicate the absence of 
a family oriented design to service delivery: 
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a. We noted that marital problems plagued ap­
proximately forty percent of the families in 
both systems' caseload. Evidence indicated that 
marital counseling was a service present in 
around fifteen percent of the cases. 

b. Approximately one-fourth of the children w~!e 
age ten and above; however, neither system 
provided counseling to the child in as much as 
ten percent of the cases. 

c. In both systems' caseload, neglect due to par­
ental inadequacies was one of the most fre­
quent observed types of abuse. Many of these 
families were characterized by too many chil­
dren, chronic neglect, and family hardships. 
Yet social work counseling around such basic 
areas as home management, family planning, 
and budgeting was in small supply. 

*We recognize that many intangible services such as problem­
related counseling could have been rendered and not documented in 
the case workers' narrative accounts of r.:ase handling, such services 
therefore would be present for the family but absent for research 
purposes. Thus, our observation would be a disservice to the service 
provider. However, if we are indeed mindful of such factors as the 
need for accountability, the need to measure progress in a specific 
problem area, and the high turnover rate of workers assigned to 
case .. ;, it appears essential that such intangible services, if not now 
documented, should be. 
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Chapter 5 

EFFECTNENESS OF SYSTEMS' iNTERVENTION 

Introduction 

Evaluation research involves the collection of data for 
the explicit purpose of making some determination regard­
ing the outcome or effectiveness of a program or a system's 
functioning. While program evaluation is a valuable deci: 
Sian-making tool, it can be considered a dangerous thing. 
The fate of a program is often dependent upon its own 
evaluation. In view of negative eValuation, the program 
might be junked. By the same token, positive evaluation 
might lead to a proliferation of similar programs and/or 
additional funding for program operations. Needless to say 
that many good programs have been junked and many bad 
programs have been given new life through the powers 
inherent in evaluations. 

Part of the problem leading to the above situation, un­
doubtedly lies in the misuse of evaluations. Consumers of 
evaluation research often disregard the interconnectedness 
between the objectives of the program, the objectives of the 
research, and the conduct of the research. Succinctly, con­
sumerS often tag on to a particular fmding, without an under­
standing of tlle total enterprise. Beyond this, researchers 
themselves often go beyond the limits of their rmdings in 
assessing the outcome or impact of the progranls they eval­
uate. 

To minimize the misuse of this evaluatiol! research, we 
have emphasized at various points the limitations in the 
study and major considerations of which the consumers 
must be aware in order to make an objective determination 
of the values of the research fmdings for their own pur­
poses. Beyond tllis, while evaluation research is in the end 
judgmental, the researcher has been ever conscious about 
the problem and has made every attempt to make inter­
pretations and recommendations within the confmes of the 
fmdings. 

Individual Case Analysis: The Method 

The total caseload for this study was analyzed by decks 
of case data from each protective service system. Deck 1 
throughout this report refers to serial abuse cases. In such 
cases there is a deck 3--a prior incident-and in some cases a 
deck 4, an even earlier incident. Deck 4 refers to cases on 
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which only one incident was investigated by the system. 
Succinctly, decks 1 and 2 represent a system's total caseload, 
with decks 3 and 4 representing prior incidents of Deck 1. 

It is of importance at this point to restate the procedures 
and defmitions used in selecting cases for the study. By so 
doil ~g, the reader may better understand the limitations as 
well as the values in the subsequent fmdings based on smaIl 
numbers of cases. 

The selection of cases was based on the nature of the 
complaint (defmition) and a determination of one child pel' 
fanlily. 

Cases were considered for this study if they involved: 

1. abandonment, 

2. physical harm which was not accidental or 
otherwise ruled out by the worker/agency, 

3. neglect either from deliberate acts designed to 
result in neglect, e.g., withholding of food, 
placing children out-of-doors in inc1imate wea­
ther as a form of punishment, etc. or acts de­
signed for an unrelated purpose which result 
in neglect, e.g., leave child unattended while 
out on "ilie town," 

4. neglect ,resultin& primarily from parental inade­
quacies in child rearing practices, home man­
agement, etc., 

5. sexual abuse, and 

6. emotional abuse which was determined on a 
case-by-case basis from the narrative case ac­
count. 

In terms of case selection, we ~xc1uded all cases which 
resulted from one or more of the following: 

1. accidental injuries, 

2. neglect due to family illness/hospitalization, 



3. family crisis \1 ,11 could have negative conse­
quences for i..milial stability, e.g., death, un­
employment, and . 

4. personal report involving voluntary placement 
of children in the absence of abuse and neg­
lect. 

The logic for the exclusion of the above types of cases 
is iwo-fo1d: 

1. such cases were not handled by Savannah's PSU 
system, and 

2. while the welfare of children and their fami­
lies are at stake in such cases, the decisions 
made and the treatment required are basically 
different from that involved in cases gtmeraliy 
defmed as abuse and neglect. 

As indicated earlier, one child per family was selected 
for inclusion in the study. If there were mom than one 
child in the family, a schedule was completed for the child 
represellting repeated abuse. If more than one child repre­
sented repeated abuse, the child reported most often was 
used. If none of the children represented repeats, a schedule 
was completed on the youngest child. If all of the children 
had been reported more than once but for the same number 
of times, a schedule was completed on the oldest child who 
was yet under the care of the parent or guardian. 

For the individual case analyses; which involved (l time­
sf',ries look at case data in terms of reported incidents, only 
the serial abuse cases were utilized. For the detailed case 
analyses on effectiveness of intervention, which necessarily 
involve analysis of case "happenings" within the study time 
frame, the serial abuse (deck 1) caseload in both systems 
was decreased Significantly due to the deletion of all cases 
in which all incidents prior to the most current were report­
ed prior to August, 1971.* 

Thus, while the numbers of cases for the individual 
case analyses are small, they represent the total population 

"'The CES system began operations in August, 1971. Thus for 

both systems we have taken this date as the time frame lfor evaluat­
ing effectiveness. In other words, the effectiveness of a system should, 

not be evaluated on the basis of intervention which occ~trred pdor 
to its own inception. 
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of abuse and negl~ct cases-by our opE~raffonal definitions 
and procedures for case selet;tion-which were, first known 
to and ,handled by ellch system after August, 1971. 

Had we taken each child in each family the number of 
cases for analysis would have increased significantly; how­
ever, there is little indication tP,at the fmdings would have 
been drastically different. Some data suggest that often one 
child may be selected in a family for maltreatment. We have 
allowed for this possibility in our caseseledion procedures. 
Therefore, we would suggest that the efficacy of the fmdings 
based on our small samples is not violated. 

The caseload for both systems was ,analyzed by the 
type of serial abuse, case; namely, two-report or incident 
cases-the current and one prior incident, and three-report 
or incident cases-the current and two prior mcidents. * 

In order to identify each case on the computer print­
out, relevant identifying and background variables of data 
pertinent to the evaluation criteria were computer pro­
cessed. From the printout, the computations and analyses 
on effectiveness were a manual operation such that our 
fmdings are specific to individual children rather than being 
aggregations of the data. For example, instead of making 
statements on effectiveness by indicating that fewer chil­
dren in the case10ad were seriously harmed in the current 
incident than in the prior incident, we are able to say that 
fewer of the same children were so harmed and/or that a 
given number and percent of the same children were 
seriously hanned in both or all three incidents. 

Considerations: Evaluation Criteria 

Considerations to be noted below relate to the evalua­
tion criteria and are basic to the int\~rpretations amd utiliza­
tion of the fmdings. 

Recidivism as a Criterion.--In an ensuing section of this 
chapter it will be noted that the overall recidivism rate in the 
CES system was significantly higher than tllat in the Savan­
nah's PSU system. It is our intent herein to point out that 
these differences undoubtedly can be explained, in part, by 
the difference in level of community awareness and child 

* A small percent of the cases in both systems had mo.re than 
two prior reports. However, due to the small numbers we did not 
computer process them. 
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abuse and neglect activities, and by the differences in the 
systems' case handling procedures.! 

Length of Time Between Incidents as a Criterion .·-In re­
ference to the period-one year-cases wer~ considered which 
were reported within the same year or within a year's time. 
This avenue was taken due to the absence of the month of 
the report in some cases. This was particularly true of Sa van­
nah's data. Beyond this, with the exception of the year of 
the incident, the time element on a large number of records 
in Savannah's case dat!\ was not present. 

Of importance in the interpretation and utilization of 
fmdings in terms of this crit6r(on is an understanding of the 
two systems' procedures for and the comprehensiveness of 
coverage in investigating complaints. 2 Beyond the limitations 
previously attributed to the time factor as a criterion, one 
must be cognizant of the fact that reportedly all complaints 
directed to the CES intake were investigated. On the other 
hand, this was not the case in Savannah's intake unit. Thus, 
in Savannah's caseload, two incident/report and three inci· 
dent/report refer to the number of times cases were investi­
gated rather than reported. 

Seriousness of Subsequent Harm as a Criterion.·-The 
major limitation to the utilization of this variable was the 
fact that only two levels of severity were considered; name­
ly, not serious and serious. Beyond this, the N's on which 
the fmdings are based are considerably smaller than that 
utilized for the other criteria. This is true because of our 
considering the extent of harm to be unknown in any case 
in which we questioned the status of the child's condition. 
While seriousness can be considered a rather subjective cri­
terion, the fmdings represent a most conservative picture in 
that we evaluated harm in the above manner. 

Rehabilitation of Perpetrator as a Criterion.-Inferences 
about effectiveness are made both from the involvement of 
the perpetrators and from the types of harm sustained by 
the children. 

In determining whether or not the type of abuse re­
mained the same over time, we only included cases having 

1 For differences in level of community awareness, see Johnson, 
Two Community Protective Service Systems, pp. 3840. In the same 
reference, see pp. 4243 for differences in case handling procedures. 
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the identical number and type(s) of abuse for all incidents. 
This represents a conservative number in both systems since 
a large percent of the cases involved the same tyP\~ abuse 
with one or the other incident involving one or more 
additional types. 

Agency Disposition as a Criterion.-Since subjective 
judgments are involved in the determination of the severity 
of agency dispositions-agency actions, consequences to the 
child, effect on the family, etc.-the following were the 
guides which were applied in classifying severity of disposi· 
tion: 

1. Emergency removal and petition for tempo· 
rary removal were considered approximately 
equally severe, except when one or the other 
involved the harmed child and other children. 

2. A combination, e.g., emergency removal and 
petition for temporary removal, was consid· 
ered more severe than either as a single con· 
sequence. 

3. Both remain in home with and without ser­
vices were considered non-severe agency 
dispositions. However, when they appeared in 
the same individual case, remain·in-the-home 
with services was considered more severe than 
remain-in-the-home without services. 

4. Informal placement with relatives was consid· 
ered a non-severe disposition. However, infor­
mal placement for a former incident followed 
by remain-in-the-home with or without ser­
vices was considered a case in which the 
current disposition was less severe than the 
earlier. By the same logic, informal placement 
in the current incident, preceded by emer­
gency removal and/or petition for removal, 
was considered a less severe disposition. * 

2Ibid., pp. 4142. 
*We recognize that the term "severity of disposition" carries 

a ring of punishment about it. This is not the writer's intent, nor 
that of most workers. Nevertheless, for want of a better term to 
relate the direction dispositions took over time, the "severity" 
concept has been employed. 



EffectiVf~ness of Intervention 
in the CES System 

Recidivism ru~ Ii Criterion 

Recidivisim was noted on two levels; namely, in the 
total caseload IUld in the careload for which individual case 
analyses were performed to determine effectiveness of inter­
vention. 

Of a total of 132 cases in the total caseload, 104 or 
44.8 percent repIl~sented cases on which at least one report 
prior to the mO:3t (mrrent had been made-serial abuse cases. 

Thus, 128 or 55.2 percent represented isolated incident 
cases. In short, Ithis means that just under one-half of all the 
crJIdren in the sample re-entc;ed the system after the initial 
report. 

Of the seri~~ abuse cases (N=104), 66 or 63.5 percent 
were cases on wlhlch only one prior report was made; 38 or 
36.5 percent represented cases on which two or more inci­
dents, excluding the most current, had been investigated. 

For detailed analyses of effectiveness, which necessar­
ily involve analysis of case "happenings" within the time 
frame of the program being evaluated, the caseload was 
decreased significantly due to the large number of cases in 
which reports prior to the most current within the series of 
incidents occurred prior to August, 1971-the initiation of 
CES. 

Of the 104 cases in the serial abuse caseload, only 66, 
which served as the population for further analysis of effec­
tiveness, fell within the study period. Of these, 42 or 63.6 
percent involved only one prior report; 24 or 36.4 percent 
involved two or monl prior reports. 

Thus, it appears that there was a high recidivism rate for 
both levels in the CES system. * Of the children who entered 
the protective service system since the inception of CES 
through the first quarter of 1974, slightly more than one­
third of them were involved in three or more incidents dur­
ing that period. 

*Th~1'e are many factors which undoubtedly contributed to 

tlus occurrence, among which were probably the levp.l of awareness 
due in part to the existence of the program, 24-hour intake, and 
coordinated efforts between collateral systems. 
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Length of :rime Between Incidents as a Criterion 

Forty~two or 63.6 percent of the 66 cases reported 
within the study period were reported twice within the same 
year or within a year's time. Of the 66 cases, 20 or 30.3 per­
cent were reported twice within six months. 

Two-Report Cases 

Noting the length of time between incidents for cases 
on which o~y one prior report had been made (N"=42), we 
found that 27 or 64.3 percent were reported twice within a 
year's time. In 12 or 28.6 percent of the cases, both reported 
incid3nts occurred in less than six months. 

It appears from the above data that not only did chil­
dren return to the CES system at a high rate, but their return 
in a high percent of the cases was often in a very short period 
of time. Noting this occurrence, we analyzed the criterion 
as it applied only to cases first reported after December 31, 
1972.* Thirty-six cases were in this time period; 22 or 61.1 
percent represented cases on which only one prior r~pi)rt 
was made and 14 or 38.9 percent were cases on which two 
or more prior reports were investigated. 

Of the 22 cases with only one prior reported incident;, 
19 or 86.4 percent represented cases in which there was less 
than one year between the two reports. In 8 or 36.4 percent, 
six months or less was the length of time between the re­
ports. 

By noting only cases first reported after Decemb(~r 31, 
1972, it appears that, by the length of time between inci­
dents as a criterion, intervention was even less effective than 
was noted for the total caseload in tile study period. Over 
eighty percent of the same children on whom two reports 
were made entered the CES system a second time within 
the same year or within a year's time. 

Characteristics of Children in Two-Report Cases Who 
Re-entered the System Within a Year's Time.I-In the two­
incident/report cases, 6 or 22.2 percent of the children were 

*To make inferences about effectiveness balred on all cases re­

sponded to from the beginning of the CES projrect might present a 

biased picture. By noting time as a criterion fr'ilm cases later in the 
study period, we would assume that program operations and proce­

dures for case handling would be "ironed" out. In addition, gains in 
expertise would be expected over time. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

black; 20 or 74.1 percent were white; and the race of 1 or 
3.7 percent was unknown. 

A relatively large percent of these childr~n tended to 
be young. Nineteen or 70.3 percent were less than six years 
of age, with 44.4 percent of these being one but less than 
three. Only 2 or 7.4 percent were between the age of six and 
ten. Six or 22.2 percent were age ten and above, with 4 or 
14.8 percent of these being between fourteen and sixteen. 

In tenns of types of abuse these children suffered, 14 
or 51.9 percent of the 27 cases involved physical abuse in 
one or both incidents. In 8 or 29.6 percent of the cases, the 
child suffered from physical abuse in both incidents. One 
child was sexually abused twice within a period of one year. 

How did these children differ from 1he children who 
did not re-enter the system within a year's time? Five or 33.3 
percent of the 15 children involved in two incidents who 
did not re-enter the system within a year's time, were black; 
10 or 66.7 percent were white. Age-wise, these children 
tended to be older. Nine or 60.0 percent were less than age 
six; 3 or 20.0 percent were between the age of six and ten; 
and 3 or 20.0 percent were ten and older. 

Three-Report Cases 

There were 24 cases on which two or more prior reports 
were made. In 16 or 66.7 percent of these cases, less than 
one year elapsed between each incident. In 8 or 33.3 percent 
less than a period of six months expired between incidents. 
In nine or 37.5 percent of the 24 cases, all three reports were 
investigated within a period of less than one year. All three 
reports were made within six months in 3 or 12.5 percent 
of the cases. 

In the three-report cases (N=14) first reported after De­
cember 31, 1972, there was one year or less between each 
incident in 12 or 85.7 percent of the cases. Seven or 50.0 
percent represented cases in which there were six months or 
less between. each incident. In 2 or 14.3 percent of the cases, 
all three incidents occuned within a period of six months. 

Characteristics of Children in Three-Report Cases Who 
Re-entered the Systltm Within a Year's 7Yme.-Among the 
three-report cases for which there was a year or less between 
incidents, 14 or 87.5 percent were white and 2 or 12.5 per­
cent were black. Reg~rding age, only 9 or 56.3 percent were 
less than six, and 1 ox 6.3 percent were ten years or above. 
The age of one child Wl.lS unknown. 

121 

Of the children who wel~ involved in three incidents 
with more than a year between the incidents, 3 or 37.5 per­
cent were black and 5 or 62.S percent were white. These 
children tended to be older than those who re-entered the 
system within a year's time. Only 3 or 37.5 percent were less 
than six years of age; 1 or 12.5 percent was age six but less 
than ten; and 4 or 50.0 percent were ten years lUld above. 

Seriousness of Harm as a Criterion 

Two-Report Cases 

Seriousness of hann for both incidents, in cases on 
which there were two reports, was known in thirty of the 
42 cases. In 15 or 50.0 percent of these cases, neither report­
ed incident involved serious harm to the child. In one case 
(3.3 percent) the child was more seriously hanned in the 
earlier of the two incidents. Eight or 26.7 percent of the chil­
dren were more seriously harmed in the current of the two 
incidents; and 6 or 20.0 percent were seriously hanned in 
both incidents. 

If we can assume that not being seriously hanned in 
either incident and being less seriously harmed in the current 
incident are indications of effectiveness of intervention, we 
can assume that ineffectiveness C~1j1 be inferred from situa­
tions in which the current of two incidents involved more 
serious hann to the child and from situations in which seri­
ous harm was incurred in both reported incidents. If these 
are logical assumptions, we note that for 53.3 percent of the 
children intervention was effective; for 46.7 percent inter­
vention was ineffective. 

We noted seriousness of hann suffered by the children 
who re-entered the system in less than a period of one year. 
Of the thirty two-report cases for which seriousness ofhann 
was known in each incident,S or 16.7 percent were reported 
twice within the same year or within a year's time and were 
more seriously hanned in the current pf the two reported 
incidents. Four or 13.3 percent of the children were reported 
twice within the year's time period and were seriously harm­
ed li1 both incidents. Thus, for 30.0 percent of the children 
on whom two reported incidents occurred within a period 
of one year, intervention was ineffective as inferred from 
seriousness of subsequent hann as a criterion. More impor­
tantly, in 2 or 6.7 percent of the cases both incidents were 
reported within a six month period Witll the hann being 
more serious in the current incident. In 3 or 10.0 percent of 
the cases both incidents were reported twice in a six month 
:?eriod with harm being serious in both incidents. Thus, we 

I 
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fmd that for 5 or 16.7 percent of the children who entered 
the system twice in a six month period, intervention was 
not effective. 

As indicated earlier, we felt a need to apply the evalua­
tion criteria to case happenings at a later time in the CBS 
project, i.e., as of December 31, 1972. There were fifteen 
two-report cases in this time period for which seriousness of 
harm was known for both incidents. In eight or 53.3 percent 
of these cases, neither reported incident involved serious 
harm to the child; -:lere were no cases in which harm WtlS 

more serious in the earlier of the two incidents. Three or 
20.0 percent of these children were more seriously harmed 
in the more current of the two incidents, and 4 or 26.7 per­
cent were seriously harmed in both reported incidents. Again, 
we fmd that for 53.3 percent of the children intervention 
was effective; and for 46.7 percent interv;lntion was ineffec­
tive. 

More startling perhaps, was the observation that 3 or 
20.0 percent of the chJldren, for whom only six months or 
less expired between the two reports, were either seriously 
harmed in the more current of the two incidents or in both 
incider.ts. 

Characteristics of Children in Two-Report Cases by 
Seriousness of Ilann.--There was a general pattern observed 
for those children not seriously harmed in the current inci­
dent, and those seriously harmed in both incidents. Among 
the cases in which neither incident involved serious harm, 
only 3 or 20.0 percent involved black children; 12 or 80.0 
percent involved white children. In regard to age, 11 or 73.3 
percent were less than six years old. Only 1 or 6.7 percent 
was between the age of six and ten, and 3 or 20.0 percent 
were ten or above with all three being between age fourteen 
and sixteen. 

Among the cases in which serious harm was perpetrated 
in both incidents, there were 3 or 33.3 percent black chil­
dren and 4 or 66.7 percent white children. A much higher 
percent of these children were in the youngest age categories. 
Five or 83.4 percent were less than six years of age; only 1 
or 16.6 percent was ten years or above. 

An observation on the type of abuse suffered by the 
children is also noteworthy. Among the cases in which 
neither incident involved serious harm, in only 20.0 percent 
of the cases was physical abuse perpetrated in one of the in­
cidents, The occurrence of physical abuse in both incidents 
was noted in a similar percentage of the cases. There was a 
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percentage increase in physical abuse among the cases in 
which harm was more seriolls in the current incident-37.5 
percent physical abuse ill one incident and 25.0 percent in 
both incidents. The same general pattern held in the cases 
in which harm was serious in both incidents--33.3 percent 
physical abuse in one incident and 33.3 percent in bothinci­
dents. Thus, it appears that cases involving serious harm to 
the child were more likely those in which physical harm was 
inflicted. 

Three-Report Cases 

Seriousness of harm for all incidents, in cases on which 
there were three reports, was known in twenty cases. In 10 
or 50.0 percent of these cases, harm to the child was not 
serious in either of the three incidents; one case or 5.0 per­
cent involved more serious harm in the earliest reported in­
cident; 2 or 10.0 percent were more seriously harmed in the 
two earlier incidents. 

Noting seriousness of harm from another perspective, 
we observed that 2 or 10.0 percent of the children were 
more seriously harmed in the current of the three incidents; 
5 or 25.0 percent were seriously harmed in the two most 
cutrent incidents; and 1 or 5.0 percent was seriously harmed 
in all three incidents. 

Of the twenty three-report cases for which seriousness 
of harm was known for each incident,S or 25.0 percent of 
them were reported a second time in less than one year and 
were more seriously harmed in one or both of the most cur­
rent incidents. Four or 20.0 percent of these cases involved 
all three incidents reported within a year's time; and in 2 or 
10 () percent all three incidents were reported within a per­
iod of six months. 

Applying the cri~erion to cases first reported after De­
cember 31, 1972, we found that there were eleven three­
report cases in this time period for wIDch seriousness of 
harm was known for all three incidents. Of these 6 or 54.6 
percent lnvolved harm which was determined to be not seri­
ous in either of the three incidents. There were no cases in 
which harm was more serious in the earliest incident; in one 
case (9.1 percent) the harm perpetrated on the child was 
more serious in the two earlier incidents. 

From the perspective of ineffectiveness, we found that 
one child (9.1 percent of the cases) was more seriously 
harmed in the current incident; 2 or 18.1 percent were more 
seriously harmed in the two most current incidents; and 1 
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or 9.1 percent was seriously harmed in all three repolted in­
cidents. Three or 27.3 percent of these children were report­
ed three times within a period of one year. 

Characteristics of Children in Three-Report Cases by 
Seriousness of Harm.--Among the cases in which none of 
the three incidents involved serious hann, there were 2 or 
20.0 percent black children a:ld 8 or 80.0 percent white 
children. In tenns of age, only 1 or 10.0 percent was less 
than six. Five or 50.0 percent of these children were age six 
but less than ten, and 40.0 percent were ten or above. Phy­
sical abuse was observed in one of the three incidents in 
4 or 40 percent of these cases. In none of the cases was 
physical abuse present in two or all three of the incidents. 

Among the cases in which harm was more serious in 
one or both of the current incidents, 2 or 28.6 percent 
involved black children and 5 or 71.4 percent involved 
white children. These children tended to be younger than 
those who were not seriously hanned in either incident. 
Five or 71.5 percent were less than six years of age. One or 
14.3 percent was age six but less than twelve. 

A higher percent of these cases also involved physical 
abuse. In four cases (57.1 percent) physical abuse was ob­
served in one of the three incidents. In 2 or 28.6 percent of 
these cases, physical abuse was present in two of the inci­
dents; and in 1 or 14.3 percent, physical abuse was present 
in all three incidents. 

Rehabilitation of Perpetrator as a Criterion 

Two-Report Cases 

The perpetrator was known in both incidents in 41 of 
the 42 cases on which two incidents had been investigated. 
In 35 or 85.4 percent of these cases, the perpetrator was the 
same in both incidents. 

Beyond noting the perpetrator in the reported incidents, 
we looked at the type of abuse and/or neglect to which the 
child was exposed. Given the limitations discussed in an ear­
lier section of this chapter, we found that in 20 or 47.6 per­
cent of the 41 cases the type abuse and/or neglect remained 
the same in both incidents. In 19 or 46.3 percent of the cases 
the perpetrator and the type abuse were the same in both 
incidents. 
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Of the 35 perpetrators reNaming the same for both in­
cidents, 27 or 77.1 were mothers or other mother substi­
tutes. Eight or 22.9 percent were fathers or other father 
substitutes. For all incidents in which fathers or father 
substUutes were involved, physical abuse was the fonn or 
one of the fonns of maltreatment in approximateiy seventy 
percent of the reports. This compares to approximately 
twenty percent for mothers or mother substitutes. 

Of the cases fIrst reported ufter December 31, 1972, th~ 
perpetartor was known for both incidents in 22 cases. The 
perpetrator wa:s the same in 19 or 86.4 percent, with 13 or 
68.4 percent being mothers or mother substitutes and 31.6 
percent being fathers or father substitutes. 

The type abuse remained the same in both incidents in 
11 or 50.0 percent of the cases. 

Three-Report Cases 

The perpetraiur and type abuse were known in all of the 
23 three-report cases. In 1 or 4.3 percent of the cases, the 
perpetrator was the same in the two most current incidents. 
In 15 or 65.2 percent of these cases, the perpetrator was the 
same in each of the three incidents. In 14 or 93.3 percent 
of the 15 cases in which the perpetrator remained the same 
in all three incid0nts, the mother or stepmother was indi­
cated. 

The type abuse was the same in all three incidents in 3 
or 13.0 percent of the cases. III 5 or 21.3 percent of the 
cases, the type abuse was the same in the two most current 
incidents. Again, as in two-report cases, neglect and abuse 
unrelated to discipline were most likely to be the type of 
abuse to be the same in the two current or all three incidents. 

111e perpetrator and the type abuse were the same in 
the two most current incidents in 7 or 30.4 percent of the 
cases. In 4 or 17.4 percent of the cases, the perpetrator and 
the abuse were the same in all three incidents. 

For the fourteen three-report cases fIrst reported after 
December 31, 1972, in which the perpetrator was known 
in all incidents, the perpetrator was the same in 10 or 71.4 
percent with the mother or mother substitute being indi­
cated in every case. The type abuse was the same for each 
incident in 3 or 21.4 percent of the cases. 



Disposit;,on of the Agency as a Criterion 

Two-Report Cases 

The disposition of the agency for both incidents was 
kcown in 41 of the 42 two-report cases. In 20 or 48.8 per­
cent of these cases, the disposition in the more current of 
two incidents was more sewre than that made in the earlier 
report. In 3 or 7.3 percent of the cases, the disposition was 
severe in both incidents. From these combined data, we in­
fer that intervention was ineffective in 56.1 percent of the 
cuses. 

Noting effectiveness, we found that in 15 or 36.6 per­
cant of the cases, dispositions of a non-severe nature, e.g., 
remain in the home with services, remained unchanged for 
both incidents. For 3 or 7.3 percent of the cases, the dispo­
sition in the current of the two incidents was less severe than 
that made in the earlier incident. 

We noted agency's disposition toward petitioning for re­
moval in two-report cases. Whether ornot a petition was fIled 
was known in forty cases. In 3 or 7.5 percent of the cases, a 
petition was fIled in the earlier incideni but not in the cur­
rent. A petition was fIled in neither incident in 19 or 47.5 
percent 0: the cases. From these data, we infer that interven­
tion was effective. 

Of more significa!).c~, however, was the high percent of 
cases in which a petition was fIled in the current incident 
but not in the earlier one. ~1tis occurrence was noted in 13 
or 32.5 percent of the cases (N=40). Similarly, a petition 
was fIled in both incidents in 5 or 12.5 percent of the cases. 
More importantly, in 5 or 27.8 percent of the cases (N=18) 
on which a petition was fIled in both incidents or in t.1.e 
most current of the two, the case was a re-entry into the sys­
tem in less than six months. 

. 
Given the tendency for CES personnel to move toward 

more severe dispositions through time, we decided to note 
this tendency in relation to race, seriousness of harm, and 
age. Noting the trend in disposition by race, we found that 
a more severe disposition was made in the current incident 
in 17 C', 58.6 percent and severe in both incidents in 2 or 
6.5 percent of the 29 cases invohing white children for 
whom the disposition was known for both incidents. This 
compares to a more severe disposition in the current 
incIdent ir( 2 or 18.2 percent of the 11 cases involving black 
children; and in no case was the disposition severe for both 
incidents. 
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Truly, if severe dispositions; e.g., emergency removal, 
petitioning, etc., are designed to inlmediately protect chil­
dren in need, we can see that such protection was more im­
minent for white children. * 

Thus, we asked the question of how the above fmdings 
stack up with seriousness of harm in mind. Of the 11 black 
children, 6 or 54.5 percent were determined to be seriously 
harmed in one incident (N=4) or in both (N=2). On the 
other hand, only 9 or 31.0 percent of the 29 white children 
(5 in one incident and 4 in both) were seriously harmed. Of 
the 6 black children who were serIously harmed, the agency 
made a more severe disposition in the current of the two in­
cidents for 2 or 33.3 percent. Of the 9 cases in which white 
children were seriously hanned, a more severe disposition 
was made in 6 or 66.7 percent. 

As to age, a more severe disposition in the current inci­
dent was made for the two black children less than age three. 
In one case, the child had been seriously harmed in the fIrst 
incident but allowed to remain in the home with services. 
The second case involved serious physical harm in both inci­
dents which occurred within a period of six months. Follow­
ing the fIrst incident, the child was allowed to remain in the 
home wiia services. 

. For white children, a more severe disposition was made 
in the current incident in 7 or 24.1 percent of the cases in­
volving children under three years of age. In only one of these 
cases (14.3 percent) was the harm serious in both incidents. 
Harm was not serious in either incident in 2 or 28.6 percent 
of the cases. A more severe disposition was made in the cur­
rent incident irl 4 or 13.7 percent of the cases involving chil­
dren between the age of six and ten and in 5 or 17.2 percent 
involving children fourteen and above. In the main the older 
children were determined not to be seriously harmed in either 
ofthe incidents. 

We applied the criterion of agency disposition to two­
report cases fIrst reported after December 31,1.972. 'There 
were 22 cases in this time period for which the agency's dis­
position was known in both incidents. In 11 or 50.0 percent 
of these cases, a disposition of a non-severe nature remained 
unchanged for both incidents. In none of the cases was the 

*We did not note these tendencies in regard to the actual act of 

petitioning since the petitioning process was not a function CES as­

sumed primarily for itself. We will speak to this matte! in more de­

tail in Chapter 6 in which we note the petitioner. 
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disposition in the current incident of a less severe nature 
than that made in the earlier incident. Thus, by this criterion 
applied to cases first reported approximately one year after 
the inception ofCES, effectiveness of intervention was noted 
in 50.0 percent of the cases. 

By the sanie lOgic, ineffectiveness was observed in 50.0 
percent of the cases. In 10 or 45.5 percent of the cases in 
this time period, the agency's disposition in the current inci­
dent was more severe than that made in the earlier incident. 
Tht> disposition was severe in one case or 4.5 percent for 
both incidents. 

From the standpoint of the decision to petition for re­
moval, however, CES realized a higher degree of success in 
cases first entering the system after December 31, 1972. A 
petition was fIled in neither incident for 12 or 57.1 percent 
of the cases and in the earlier but not the current in one case 
or 4.8 percent. Thus, by these indicators, effectiveness was 
realized in 61.9 percent of tlte cases. Perhaps, the agency has 
begun to come to grips with more effective means other than 
petitioning. 

A petition was fIled in t..'1e current but not in the earlier 
incident it} 6 or 28.6 percent of the cases, and in both inci­
dents in 2 or 9.5 percent. Thus, ineffectiveness ofinterven­
tion, as inferred from the act of petitioning for removal, was 
observed for 38.1 percent of the cases. 

Three-Report Cases 

In the three-report cas~s, the disposition was known in 
all three incidents in 23 cases. In only 5 or 21.7 percent of 
the~ cases did a disposition of a non-severe nature remain 
unchanged for all three incidents. In 2 or 8.6 percent of the 
cases, the disposition in the current incident was less severe 
than that made in the earliest incidents. Thus, effectiveness 
by this criterion in the three incident cases was observed in 
slightly less than one-third of the cases. 

In 9 or 39.1 percent of the cases, the disposition in the 
current incident was more severe tllan in either of the prior 
incidents. In 1 case or 4.3 percent the disposition was severe 
in all three incidents, and in 4 or 17.4 percent of the cases 
the disposition was more severe in the two most current in­
cidents. 

In terms of the agency's tendency to move to petition­
ing for removal as the cases progressed in number of inci­
dents, intervention by this criterion was also ineffective. In 
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9 or 39.1 percent of ilie cases, a petition was fIled in the 
current but neither of the two earlier incidents. In 3 or 13.0 
percent of the cases, a petition was med in the two most 
current incidents, and i. .. 1. Qne case or 4.3 percent a petition 
was ftled in all three incidents. More importantly, of the 12 
cases on which a petition was ftled in the most current or 
the two most current incidents, 3 or 25.0 percent were caseS 
with less than six months between all three reports. 

In regard to effectiveness by the criterion of petitl:on­
ing, a petition was not med in either of the incidents in 5 
or 21.7 percent of the cases. In 2 or 8.7 percent, a petition 
was ftled in only the earliest incident. 

In submitting the criterion of agency disposition to cases 
which were ftrst reported after December 31, 1972, we found 
that there were fourteen cases wpich were in this time period 
and for which the disposition was known in all three report­
ed incidents. For the three-report cases in this time frame, 
CBS was less effective as measured by this criterion than 
they were with two-report cases entering the system in this 
time period. In 15 or 4~.8 percent ofthe cases, the disposition 
in the current incident was more severe than that made in 
either of the earlier incidents. In 2 or 14.3 percent, the dis­
position was more severe in the two most current incidents, 
and in 1 case or 7.1 percent the disposition was severo in all 
three incidents. 

On the effectiveness side, in only 3 or 21.4 percent of 
the cases the disposition of a non-severe nature remained un­
changed. In 1 case or 7.1 percent, the disposition in the cur­
rent incident was less severe than the earliest and in a simUar 
percent of the cases, the disposition in the current incident 
was less severe than in the two earlier ones. 

In regard to petitions for removal in cases in this time 
period, i.e., approximately one year after the beginning 
date for the CBS project, in 6 or 42.8 percent a petition 
was fIled in the most current incident but not in either of 
the two earlier ones. In 1 case or 7.1 percent, a petition was 
med in the two most current incidents, and in a similar 
percentage of the cases, a petition for removal was med in 
all three incidents. Thus, by this criterion, the system was 
ineffective in its intervention in well over ftfty percent of 
the cases. 

Noting effectiveness by this criterion, a petition was 
not fIled in either incident in 3 or 21.4 percent of the cases. 
In 1 case or 7.1 percent, a petition was med in the earliest 
but not in the two most current incidents. 



Effectiveness of Intervention 
in the PSU System 

Recidivism as [I Criterion 

Of a total of 258 cases, 63 or 24.4 percent were cases 
on which at least one report prior to the most current had 
been made--serial abuse cases. Of the 63 serial abuse cases, 
45 or 71.4 percent were cases on which only one prior re­
port was made; 18 or 28.6 percent represented cases on 
which two m: more incidents prior to the most current had 
been investigated. 

Approximately one haif of the serial abuse cases were 
deleted for the detailed individual case analyses due to the 
fact that reported incidents prior to the most current occur­
red prior to the study period-the beginnL-lg of t.~e CBS pro­
ject. 

Of the 31 serial abuse cases falling within the study 
period, 24 or 77.4 percent represented cases on which only 
one prior report had been investigated; 7 or 22.6 percent in­
volved cases on which two or more prior reports were inves­
tigated. 

Thus, in terms of recidivism in relation to the total PSU 
caseload slightly less than one-fourth (24.4 percent) of the 
cases involved re-entries. Noting recidivism among the 31 
cases on which reports were first made after the period for 
which a detennination of effectiveness is being made--Au­
gust, 1971-we found that slightly lecs than twenty-five per­
cent (22.6) of the cases had three or more reported incidents; 
77.4 percent were involved in only one incident prior to the 
most current. * 

Length of Time Between Incidents as a Criterion 

Of the 31 cases reported within the study periGd, 17 or 
54.8 percent were reported hvice within the same year or 
within a year's time. Four or 12.9 percent were reported 
twice within a period of six months. 

*Undoubtedly, part of the explanation for the low recidivism 
rate lies in the systems operations. Active cases, previously referred 

cases, or those not of an emergenoy nature were deflected from the 
PSU for the investigatory process and accordingly were not recorded 
in the PSU flle. Beyond this, the record keeping further hampered the 
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Two-Report Cases 

Twenty-four of the 31 cases were those on which only 
one prior report had been made and documented. Of these,. 
12 or 50.0 percent were cases on which the two inciden~s 
were investigated within a period of six months. 

Characteristics of Children in Two-Report Cases Who 
Re-entered the System Within a Year's Time.-Of the twelve 
children in the two-report cases who re-entered the system 
within Ii year's time, 4 or 33.3 percent were black and 8 or 
66.7 percent were white. 

In regard to age, 8 or 66.6 percent were less than six 
years of age. One child or 8.3 percent was between the age 
of six and eight and between ten and twelve. The age of two 
children (16.7 percent) was unknown. 

In what ways did these children differ from those who 
did not re-enter the system within a year's time? Of a total 
of twelve such children, 7 or 58.3 percent were black and 5 
or 41.7 percent were white. The children who did not re­
enter the system within a year's time tended to be older than 
those who did. Only 6 or 50.0 were less than age six. One 
child or 1.0.0 percent was age six but less than ten. Forty 
percent of these children were ten years or older. 

Three-Report Cases 

There were only 7 cases in the PSU caseload for the study 
period on which two or more incidents prior to the most 
current were made. In 5 or 71.4 percent of these cases there 
was less than one year between each incident. In 1 or 14.3 
percent, all 3 reports were made within a period of six 
months. 

Characteristics of Children in Three-Report Cases Who 
Re-entered the System Withi;; a Year's Time.-Five of the 
seven three-report cases represented children who were re­
ported with less than one year between each incident. Of 
these five, 2 or 40.0 percent were black and 3 or 60.0 

identification of the "true" picture of serial abuse. Generally, only 

one child abuse form would be included in the family folder even if 
a study of the folder revealed that several complaints had been in­
vestigated. See Johnson, Two Community Protective Service Systems, 
pp. 28-29 and 36-37. 
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• percent were white. Only one child (20.0 percent) was less 
than one year old and two (40.0 percent) were age six but 
less than ten. Two children or 40.0 percent were ten years 
of age or above.· 

• Seriousness of Hann as a Criterion 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
I 
I •• 

• 

• 

Two-Report Cases 

Seriousness of harm was known for both incidents in 21 
of the 24 cases on which only one prior report was investi­
gated. In 11 or 52.4 percent of these cases, the child was not 
harmed seriously in either of the two incidents. In 2 or 9.5 
percent of the cases the child was more seriously harmed in 
the earlier incident. By utilizing seriousness of subsequent 
harm as a criterion, intervention was effective for over sixty 
percent of the cases. 

Noting the criterion in relation to ineffectiveness of in­
tervention, we determined that just under forty percent of 
the cases were so c1as~ified. In 4 or 19.0 percent of the cases, 
the harm perpetrated was more serious in the current of the 
two incidents. In a sllnilar percentage, the harm was serious 
in both incidents. 

We noted the seriousness of harm suffered by the chil­
dren who re-entered the system in a period ofless than one 
year. Of the 21 two-report cases for which seriousness of 
harm was determined in both incidents, 3 or 14.3 percent 
of the children were reported twice within the same year or 
within a year's time and were more seriously harmed in the 
current of the two incidents. Two or 9.5 percent were seri­
ously harmed in both incidents. Thus, it appears that for 
23.8 percent of the children who were involved in two inci­
dents in a period of one year int.ervention, as inferred from 
the criterion of subsequent harm, was ineffective. Further, 
it was observed that. in 2 or 9.5 percent of the cases, harm 
was serious in both incidents which were reported within a 
six month period. 

Characteristics of Children in Two-Report Cases by 

*We have not analyzed cases in the PSU serial abuse caseload 

which were first reported after December 31,1972. There were too 
few cases to make any meaningful analyses. As discussed earlier, the 
presumed partial explanation for t..'i:s ll~s in thl~ lack of efforts toward 
increased awareness and the system's intake procedure. A high per­

cent of the total caseload were reported after the above time, but as 
isolated incident cases. 
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Seriousness of Harm.--Among the two-report cases, there 
were eleven cases in which the harm was not serious in either 
of the incidents. Of these 5 or 45.5 percent were black and 
6 or 54.5 percent were white. Regarding age, 6 or 54.S per­
cent were less than six and 5 or 4S.5 were age ten and above. 

Since there were only four children who were seriously 
harmed in the current of the two incidents and four who 
were seriously harmed in both, the discussion on character­
istics refer to the combined group.· Among these children, 
fifty percent were black and fifty percent were white. Five 
or 62.5 percent were less than six years of age. Two or 25.0 
percent were six but less than ten, and 1 or 12.5 percent was 
ten or over. Thus, it appears that a slightly higher percent 
of the black children were involved in incidents which had 
serious consequences. The children who were seriously 
harmed in one or both incidents tended to be younger than 
those who were not seriously harmed in either incident. 

As with the seriousness of harm, there was also a pattern 
in the type of abuse for these groups of children. Physical 
abuse was more likely to be present in incidents involving 
serious harm than in those in which the hann was not serious. 
Among the eleven cases in which neither incident involved 
serious hann, in 4 or 36.3 percent of the cases one of the 
incidents involved physical abuse. None of the cases involved 
physical abuse in both incidents. On the other hand, in 2 or 
50.0 percent of the cases in which the harm was more serious 
in the current incident physical abuse was perpetrated in 
both incidents; in one case physical abuse was noted in one 
of L ~ incidents. Among the four cases in which serious harm 
occurred in both incidents, 75.0 percent were cases in which 
physical abuse was indicaterl in both incidents. 

Three-Report Cases 

In the seven cases in which there were three reports, 
seriousness of harm for all incidents was known. The data 
on these cases indicate a relatively high degree of success in 
intervention. In 3 or 42.9 percent of the cases, harm was 
not serious in either incident. In 2 or 28.6 percent, harm 
was more serious in the two earliest of the three incidents. 

*There were two black and two white children among both 
groups of children, i.e., those seriously harmed in the current inci­
dent and those seriously harmed in both. Two children in the former 
group were less than six years of age and six to less than ten. In the 

latter group, three of the four were under six and one was ten or 
above. 



'Therefore, for 71.5 percent of the cases intervention, as in­
ferred from this criterion, was effective in three-report cases. 

Noting ineffectiveness of intervention, we found that 
harm was serious in all three incidents in only one case (14.3 
percent) and in the same yercentage, haml was serious in the 
two ~urrent incidents. 

In regard to seriousness of harm and recidivism, there 
was only one case in which there was a year or less betw(,';;n 
incidents and the Ilarm suffered by the child was sedous in 
the two current incidents. 

Characteristics of Children in Three-Report Cases by 
Seriousness of Harm.--Two of the children who were not 
seriously harmed in either incident were black; one was 
white. All three children were eight years of age and older. 
In 0111y one case was physical abuse observed. 'There was 
one case each involved in incidents in which serious harm 
was observed in the two current incidents and in all three. 
Both children were white, with the one involved in the two 
incidents being ten years of age and the other being age 
four. In each case physical abuse was noted in each report­
ed inddent. 

Rehabilitation of Perpetrator as a Criterion 

Two-Report Cases 

The perpetrator in both incidents was known in all of 
the 24 two-report cases. In 21 or 87.5 percent the perpetra­
tor was the same in both incidents. Thus, by this criterion 
Savannah's PSU realized little success in case intervention. 

Noting the typ~ abuse perpetrated, it was detemlined 
that the type abuse remained the same in both incidents in 
14 or 58.3 percent of the cases. 'The perpetrator and type 
abuse remained unchanged in 13 or 54.2 percent oftho cases. 

Eighteen or 85.7 percent of the cases in which the per­
petrator was the same in both incidents involved the natural 
mother. In only three or 13.3 percent was the natural 
father the perpetrator. For all incidents in which fathers or 
father substitutes were involved, physical abuse was the 
form or one of the forms of abuse in well over seventy 
percent of the reports. By comparison, there were less than 
one-fourth of such incidents for mothers or mother substi­
tutes. 

The types abuse which were most likely to be the same 

128 

in both incidents were neglect in six or 42.9 percent of the 
14 cases, abuse unrelated to discipline in 4 or 28.6 percent, 
and abandonment in 3 or 21.4 percent. 

Three-Report Cases . 

'The perpetrator and type abuse were known for all 
three incidents in all seven of the three-report cases. In one 
or 14.3 percent of the cases the perpetrator was the same in 
the two most current incidents, and in four or 57.1 percent 
the perpetrator was the same in all three incidents. 'The 
type abuse was the same for the two most current incidents 
in one case (14.3 percent). In two or 28.6 percent of the 
cases, the type abuse was the same in all three incidents. 
'The perpetrator and the type abuse were the same in all 
three incidents in two or 28.6 per'cent of the cases. 

Disposition of the Agency as a Criterion 

Two-Report Cases 

'The disposition for both incidents was known in all of 
the 24 two-report cases. In seven or 29.2 percent of the 
cases, the disposition in the current incident was more 
severe than that made in the earlier incident. 'There were no 
cases in which the disposition was severe in both incidents. 
'The degree of ineffectiveness is detemlined from these data. 

On the other hand, in 12 or 50.0 percent of the cases, 
dispositions of a non-severe nature remained unchanged in 
both incidents. In five or 20.8 percent, the disposition in 
the current incident was less severe than that made in the 
earlier incident. 'These data would suggest that in terms of 
agency disposition as a criterion, the PSU system realized a 
high degree of success. 

Beyond the natult; of ag~!1cy dispositions, we noted 
the disposition to petition for removiil in two-report cases. 
Whether or not a petition was fIled. was known in 23 cases. 
In 16 or 69.6 percent of the cases, a petition was not fIled 
in either incident. In one case (4.3 percent) a petition was 
fIled in the earlier but not in the current incident. 

In five or 21.7 percent of the cases, a petition was fIled 
in the current but not in the earlier incident. In one or 4.3 
percent a petition was fIled in both incidents. More impor­
tantly, in two or 33.3 percent of the above six cases on 
which a petition was fIled in one or both of the incidents, 
the case was in.vestigated both times within a period of six 
months or less. 
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There was not an overall tendency for PSU personnel 
to move toward more severe dispositions as cases progressed 
in number of reports. We noted that in seven or 29.2 percent 
of the cases the dispo!.ition was more severe than that made 
in the earlier incident. Were there factors common in such 
cases when this trend was observed? There were three black 
children and four white affected by this type dispositional 
process. In one case involving black children, both incidents 
involved serious harm; in another, serious harm was incurred 
in the second incident; and in the third both incidents which 
occurred within six months, involved harm which was not 
serious. For ;vhite children, a similar pattern existed; more 
severe dispositions in the current incident seemed to be 
made in cases having serious consequences for children in 
one or both incidents and/or both incidents occurred within 
a period of one year. 

Similarly, there was a tendency for more severe disposi­
tions in the earlier of the two incidents to have been made 
in cases involving seriQus hann. For these cases, harm was 
not serious and dispositions were less severe :in the current 
incident. Of the 12 cases involving dispositions of a non­
severe nature in both incidentG (7 cases of black childrea and 
5 of white) approximately two-thirds involved harm of a 
non-serious nature in both incidents. 

Three-Report Cases 

Agency disposition in the seven of the three-report cases 
was knOVlll for all three incidents. In only one case (14.3 
percent) did a disposition of a non-severe nature remain un­
changed for the three incidents. There were no cases in 
which the current disposition was less severe than that made 
in the two earlier incidents. Effectiveness of intervention by 
agency disposition in the three-report cases, therefore, was 
noted for less than fifteen percent of the cases. 

In terms of tihe ineffectiveness ofintervention by this 
criterion, there w~re three or 42.9 percent of the cases :in 
which the dispositioa in the current incident was more severe 
than that made in either of the prior inciden'ts. In one case 
or 14.3 percent the disposition was severe in all three inci­
dents. In a similar percent of the cases, the disposition in the 
two most current incidents was more severe than that made 
in the earliest. 

Regarding the agency's disposition to petitiori for 
removal in three-report cases, we found that of the six cases 
for which these data were known for the three incidents, 
only one or 16.7 percent did not involve a petition 'in either 
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incident. There were no cases In which a petition was fIled 
in the earliest incident but not in the one or. two most 
current ones. On the other hand, there were two or 33.3 
percey.t of the cases in Which a petition was fIled in the 
current incident but not in the two earliest ones. 

Comparatm Summary of the Effectiveness 
of Inte"ention 

Criteria and Findings 

• Recidivism as a Criterion 
.' 

The extent to w~,ich children did not return to the 
system as measn' ~d by the absence of subsequent 
reports was consIdered an indication of effectiveness of 
intervention.* 

The observed recidivism rate in Nashville's (CBS) total 
caseload was approximately twice that found in Savan­
nah's (pSU) caseload. In the CBS caseload, 44.8 percent 
of the total caseload represented cases on which one or 
more prior reports had been made and investigated. By 
comparison, only 24.4 percent ofthePSU caselOlid were 
saria1 abuse cases. 

Noting recidivism among the serial abuse cases, we 
found that a higher percent (36.5) of the CBS cases re­
presented those on which two or more incidents (ex­
cluding the most current) had been investigated. This 
compares to 28.6 percent of the PSU cases. These data 
are presented It} Table 5-1. 

For detailed case analyses on effectiveness of interven­
tion, the caseload in both systems was decreased signi­
ficantly due to the number of cases in which reported 
incidents--prior to the most current within the series of 
incidents--occurred prior to August, 1971, the inception 
of the CBS project. Thus, all two-and three-report cases, 
in which incidents prior to the current one were report­
ed prior to that time, were totally deleted from detailed 
analyses of effectiveness. 

Thus, it appears from the data in Table 5-2 that the re­
cidivism rate in the CBS system for cases first reported 

*P1ease review the major considerations presented in a previous 

section of this chapter for the interpretation and utilization of these 

and following data. 



TABLE 5-1 

Recidivism Rate 

Recidivism in the II Recidivism in 
Total Caseload Serial Abuse Cases. 

--------------------------------------~r_---~~~~~~-----------
Protective 
Service 
System 

Deck 1 Deck 2 Deck 3 Deck 4 
(Serial (Isolated (Two (Three 
Abuse) Incident) Total 'Reports) Reports) 

____________ ,_r-___ N ______ ~% ________ N ______ ~%~o __________ ~.~N-------~%~o------~N~--~%~o_ 

Nashville (CES) 104 44.8 

Savannah (PSU) 63 24.4 

"'Decks 3 and 4 represent prior incidents of Deck 1, thus 

percentages are based on the number of cases in Deck 1. 

128 55.2 

195 75.6 

232 66 63.5 38 36.5 

258 45 71.4 18 28.6 

TABLE 5·2 

Recidivism Rate in Cases First Reported 
after August, 1971 * 

Protective Deck 3 
Service (Two Reports) 
System %of 

N Deck 1 

Nashville (CBS) 42 63.6 

Savannah (PSU) 24 77.4 

"'Applies only to serial abuse cases utilize4 in individual 

case analyses of effectiveness of intervention, 

after August, 1971 was higher than that for the PSU. 
Of the serial abuse cases within this period, 34.8 per­
cent in the CBS caseload and 22.6 percent in the PSU 
represented cases on which more tha~ one prior inci­
dent had been reported. 

• Length of Time Between Incidents as a Criterion 

Longer periods of time between the re-entry of children 
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Deck 4 Deck 1 
(Three Reports) (Total Serial Abuse Cases 

N 

22 

7 

%of in Study Period) 
Deck 1 

34.8 66 

22.6 31 

into the system was considered a measure of effective­
ness. 

According to Tabl':l 5-3, 27 or 64.3 petcent of Hle 42 
two-report cases in tht; CBS caseload represented the 
same children who were reported twice within the same 
year or within a year's time. Of the 27, 12 or 28.6 per­
cent (N=42) were reported twice within a six month 
period. Twelve or 50.0 percent of the same children in 
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TABLE 5-3 

Length of Time Between Incidents 
.. ~ 

Cases with a 
year or less 

between 
reports 

N % 

Deck 3 (2 Rep~tts) 
Nashville (CBS) 

(N=42) 27 

Savannah (pSU) 
(N=24) 12 

Deck 4 (3 Reports) 
Nashville (N=24) 16 

Savannah (N=7) 5 

·Cases also included in those with six months or 

less uetween reports. 

64.3 

50.0 

66.7 

71.4 

the PSU caseload were reported twice in the same year. 
In three or 12.5 percent of the cases, the child was re­
ported twice within six months. 

These data tend to indicate that while neither system 
realized a high degree of success by the criterion oftime 
between incidents, children returned to the CES system 
more quickly than did those in the PSU. 

Noting three-report cases, we observed less differences 
between the systems with respect to the percentage of 
the same children who returned to the system in the 
specmed time periods. In the CBS caseload, there were 
16 or 66.7 percent of the cases in which a year or less 
elapsed between each of the three incidents. This com­
pares to fIve or 71.4 percent in the PSU caseh?d. Eight 
or 33.3 percent involved cases in which only six 
months expired between each incident investigated by 
CES caseworkers. By comparison, one or 14.3 percent 
of such cases was investigated by PSU caseworkers. 
More ir.1portantIy, three or 12.5 percent of ilie same 
children among the CES cases and one or 14.3 percent 
among the PSU cases were involved in all three incidents 

I 
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Cases with six Cases in which all 
months or less reports were made 

between in six months 
reports or less· 

N % N % 

12 28.6 O· -

3 12.5 0 -

8 33.3 3 12.5 

1 14.3 1 14.3 

within a six month period. 

In order to allow for problematic areas in case handling 
which undoubtedly were experienced dUring the early 
stages of the CBS project, we analyzed the data in rela­
tion to cases fIrst reported after December 31, 1972. 
Thus, by this date, the project had been in operation for 
well over a year's time. 

By noting only cases ftrst reported to the CBS system 
after this time period, we found that by the length of 
time between incidents as a criterion intervention was 
even less effective. Well over eighty percent of the same 
children were reported twice within the same year or 
within a year's time. Six months or less elapsed between 
the two reports for 36.4 percent of the children. Ayear 
or less expired between each of three reports for 85.7 
percent of the children who were involved in three or 
more incidents. Seven or 50.0 percent of the three inci­
dent cases involved six months or less between each in­
cident. Two children or 14.3 percent were involved in 
all three incidents in six months or less. See Table 54 
for these data. 



TABLE 54 

Length of Time Between Incidents in Cases First Reported to 
the CES System after December 31,1972 

Cases with a 
year or less 

between 
reports 

N % 

2 Report Cases 
(N=22) 19 86.4 

3 Report Cases 
(N=14) 12 85.7 

• Seriousness of Subsequent Harm as a Criterion 

This criterion is predicated on the assumption that sub­
sequent reported incidents would involve harm les3 seri­
ous ill nature than prior incidents if intervention were 
effective. 

Utilizing seriousness of subsequent haml as an indicator 
of effectiveness of intervention, we found fuat for a siz­
able number of the children intervention into fueir lives 
was not effective. According to Table 5-5, 8 or 26.7 
percent of the children among the two-report cases in 
the CES caseload and four or 19.0 percent in the PSU 
were more seriously harmed in the current of two inci­
dents. Six or 20.0 percent among the CBS cases and 
four or 19.0 percent among the PSU cases were serious­
ly harmed in bofu incidents. Thu,s, while neither system 
realized a great deal of success in regard to this criter­
ion, a higher percent of the children re-entering the CBS 
system ware more seriously harmed in the current in­
cident. 

Noting Table 5-5 further there is a most important 
methodological issue which surfaces. These aggregated 
data tend to suggest an entirely different picture of in­
effectiveness. Taking the data for the CES system for 
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Cases with six Cases in which all 
months or reports were made 

less between in six months 
reports or less 

N % N % 

8 36.4 0 --

7 50.0 2 14.3 

example we fmd that when the data are aggregated, the 
system's intervention was most ineffective given that 
76.6 percent of the children were not seriously hanned 
in the earlier incident and only 53.3 percent were not 
seriously hanned in the current. The individual case 
analyses to which we referred earlier suggest less diver­
gence between effectiveness and ineffectiveness. Suc­
cinctly, for 14 or 46.7 percent of the cl-Jldren, subse­
quent harm was serious, i.e., serious in the current of 
two incidents or in both. . 

We noted ineffectiveness in terms of seriousness of 
harm suffered by the children who were reported twice 
in less than one year. In the Nashville CES system, five 
or 16.7 percent of the children and two or 9.5 percent 
of those in the Savannah's PSU were seriously harmed 
in the current of the two incidents and were reported 
twice L'1 less than one year; two or 6.7 percent of those 
.in the CBS were reported twice in less than six months, 
Four or 13.3 percent of the children in the CBS system 
and two or 9.s percent in the PSU were seriously 
harmed in both incidents which were reported twice in 
less than one year. Of these, three of 10.'..1 of the CBS 
and two or 9.5 percent in the PSU were reported twice 
in less than six months. See Table 5-6 for these data. 
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TABLE 5·5 

Seriousness of Subsequent Hann in Two Reported Incident Cases 

Individul Case Analyses 
Not seriously More seriously More seriously 
harmed-Either harmed-Earlier harmed-Current 
Incident Incident Incident (In-
(Effectiveness) (Effectiveness) effectiveness) 
N % N % N % 

15 50.0 1 3.3 8 26.7 

11 52.4 2 9.S 4 19~0 

Aggregated Data Analyses 
Earlier Incident Current 

Not Serious Serious Not Serious 
N % N % N % 

23 76.7 7 23.3 16 53.3 

15 71. 4 6 28.6 13 61.9 

'e • • 

. 

Seriously 
harmed-Both 
Incidents (In-
effectiveness) 

N % 

6 20.0 

4 19.0 

Incident 
Serious 

N % 

. 14 46.7 

8 38.1 



TABLE S-6 

Seriousness of Subsequent Harm and Recidivism 
in Two Reported Incident Cases 

Serious Hann in Current Serious Harm in Both 
Incident Cases Reported Incidents Cases Reported 

Twice in: Twice in: 

<6mos. < 1 year <6mos. < 1 year 
N % N % N % N % -

Nashville (N=30) 2 6.7 5 16.7 3 10.0 4 13.3 

Savannah (N=21) 0 -- 2 

In relation to cases for which there were three reports, 
both systems appeared to realize a higher degree of suc­
cess in intervention. In regard to the criterion, eight or 
40.0 percent of the twenty such cases in the CES system 
and only two or 28.6 percent in the PSU were either 
seriously harmed in all three incidents or more seriously 
ha-med in one or both of the most current ones. These 
data, as well as data relevant to aggregated case analyses 
are presented in. Table 5-7. 

Noting effectiveness of intervention by the seriousness 
of subsequent harm criterion .in cases first reported to 
the CES system after December 31, 1972, we found 
little difference than in the measured effectiveness for 
cases reported from the beginning of CES as an operat­
ing system. See Table 5-8. 

• Rehabilitation of Perpetrator as a Criterion 

To the extent that reported incidents did not involve 
the same perpetrator(s) and/or the same type abuse, we 
inferred that services were effective. 

The data presented in Table 5-9 strongly suggest that, 
in regard to rehabilitation of perpetrator as the criterion, 
neither system intervened effectively. The perpetrator 
in two-report cases was the same in both incidents in 
35 or 85.4 percent of the CES cases and in 21 or 87.5 
percent of the PSU caseload. 

Regarding the type abuse perpetrated on the children, 
the same type was involved in both incidents in 20 or 
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9.5 2 9.5 2 9.5 

47.6 percent of the CES cases and in 14 or 58.3 percent 
of the PSU cases. The perpetrator lind type abuse were 
the same in 19 or 46.3 and 13 or 54.2 percent of the 
CES and PSU cases, respectively. 

It appears from the data in Table S-10 that there was a 
smaller percent of cases in which the perpetrator, the 
type abuse, and/or both the perpetrator and type abuse 
remained the same in all incidents among the three-re­
port cases. While this tendency was noted for both the 
CES and the PSU caseloads, it remained that a higher 
percent of cases in the PSU caseload involved the same 
type abuse and the same pelpetrator. 

• Disposition of Agency as a Criterion 

This criterion is based on the assumption that disposi­
tions in subsequent incidents would be less severe in 
nature than prior dispositions or rePlainnon-severe over 
time. 

According to the data presented in Tables 5-11 and 5·12 
intervention by the PSU system in two-report cases was 
more effective than intervention by the CES system in 
similar types of cases. In Table 5·11, it can be seen that 
in 56.1 percent ofCES cases, the disposition was severe 
in both incidents or in the current of the two incidents. 
This compares to only 29.2 percent ofPSU cases. Simi­
larly, in the same table it can be noted that dispositions 
in the current incident tended to move toward being 
less severe than that in the prior incident for the PSU 
cases--in three or 7.3 percent and in five or 20.8 percent 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



'> ' 



• • • • • • o • • • • 

TABLE 5-7 

Seriousness of Subsequent Harm in Three Reported Incident Cases 

Individul Case Analyses 
Mar\) Serious Not Serious More Serious More Serious Serious More Ser~ous 

Either Inci- Earliest Inci- Two Earliest All Three Inci- Most Current Two Most Current 
dent dent Incidents dents Incident Incidents 
(Effectiveness) (Effectiveness) (Effectiveness) Ineffectiveness) (Ineffectiveness) (Ineffectiveness) 
N % N % N % N % N , N % 

Nal3hville (CES) 
N=20 10 50.0 1 5.0 2 10.0 1 5.0 2 10.0 5 25.0 

Savannah (PSO) 
N=7 3 42.9 0 2 28.6 1 14.3 a 1 14.3 

..-
w 
VI 

Earll-est Inc1dent 
Aggregated Data Analyses 

Second Incident current IncIdent 
Not serious Serious Not serious Serious Hot Serious serious 

N % N % N % N , N , N , 
Nashville (CES) 

N=20 16 80.0 4 20.0 13 65.0 7 35.0 13 65.0 7 35.0 

Savannah (PSO) 
Nz:7 4 57.1 3 42.9 3 "~.9 .. 57.1 5, 71.4 2 28.6 



.... 
W 
0'\ 

• 

2 Report Cases 
(N=15) 

3 Report C'.ases 
(N=U) 

• 

Not Serious 
Either Inci­
dent 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

8 53.3 

6 54.6 

• • 

More Serious 
Ear1iest l:nci­
dent 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

o 

o 

• 

TABLE 5-8 

Seriousn~;ss of Subsequent Harm in Cases First Reported 
to the CES System after December 31, 1972 

More Serious 
Two Ear1ier 
Incidents 
(Effectiveness) 
N , 

o 

1 9.1 

• 

More Se·rious 
Current Incident 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

3 20.0 

1 9.1 

• • 

Serious 
Al1 Incidents 
(Ineffec·tiveness) 
N , 

4 26.'7 

1 9.1 

• 

More serious 
Two Current Incidents 
(Ineffectiveness) 

. N % 

o 

2 18.1 

• • 





• TABLE 5·9 

Perpetrator and Type Ahuse in Two Reported Incident Cases 

• Type Abuse Perpetrator and 
Perpetrator Same Same Both Type Abuse Same 

Both Incidents Incidents Both Incidents 
N % N % N % 

Nashville (CES) 
(N=41) 35 85.4 20 47.6 19 46.3 • Savannah (pSU) 
(N=24) 21 87.5 14 58.3 13 54.2 

• 
TABLE 5-10 

Perpetrator and Type Abuse in Three Reported Incident Cases 

• Same all Three Same Two Most 
Incidents Current Incidents 

N % N % 

Perpetrator 

• Nashville (N=23) 15 65.2 1 4.3 
Savannah (N=7) 4 57.1 1 14.3 

Type Abuse 

Nashville 3 13.0 5 21.3 I. Savannah 2 28.6 1 14.3 

Perpetrator and Type Abuse 

Nashville I 3 13.0 0 
Savannah 2 28.6 0 

• 

• 
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ofthe CBS and the PSU caseloads the disposition in the 
current incident was less severe than that made in the 
earlier of the two incidents. 

The agen",if)s disposition toward petitioning for removal 
is presented in Table 5-12. It can be seen that both sys­
tems moved in the direction of petitioning in the cur­
rent incident. However, the tendency was less marked 
iIi the PSU system. Of significance is the high percent 
of CBS cases (32.5) in which a petition was flled in the 
current but not the prior incident. By comparison, 21.7 
percent of PSU cases were so classified. 

Aggregated data analyses of dispositions and petitions 
for removal are also included in tabular form in the ap­
propriate tables. 

The agencies' dispositions in three-report cases are pre­
sented in Table 5-13. By these data it appears that nei­
ther system was effective; however, the CBS system 
realized more su;:cess" by tltis criterion, than did the PSU 
system in multiple report/incident cases. In regard to 
measures inferring ineffectiveness of intervention, in 
ovrr sixty percent of the cases in the CBS caseload (60.8 
percent) and slightly more than seventy percent in the 
PSU caseload (71.5 percent) the disposition was either 
severe in all three incidents or moved toward being of a 
severe nature in the current or two more current inci­
dents. Aggregated data analyses are also presented in 
the Table. 

Regarding agency tendency to petition for removal in 
three-report cases, we found no particular pattern 
among the six cases for wluch the data were known in 
the PSU caseload. Among the CBS cases, there was a 
definite tendency for the agency to move toward peti-
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tioning in incidents subsequent to the first reported in­
cident. In one case or 4.3 percent, a petition was flled 
in all three inCidents; in nine or 39.1 percent a petition 
was flled in the current but neither of the two earlier 
incidents; and in three or 13.0 percent a petition was 
fIled in the two more current incidents. For these and 
aggregated data analyses see Table 5-14. 

For the sample of cases which was first reported to the 
CBS system after December 31, 1972, we found among 
the two-report cases that effectiveness of intervention 
was similar to that found when we observed cases re­
ported from the outset of the CBS project as an operat­
ing system. Among the two-report cases in this later 
time period, the tendency remained for the agency to 
move toward severe dispositions as cases progressed in 
incidents. In ten cases or a high of 45.5 percent of these 
cases the disposition in the current incident was more 
severe than that made in the earlier incident. While dis­
positions became more severe, the agency was less likely 
after this later time period to move for a petition for 
removal. See Table 5-15. 

There was little difference between the agency's disposi. 
tional stance among three reported incident cases during 
this later time period than among such cases handled 
from the beginning of the CBS project. In general, inter­
vention was somewhat ineffective by this criterion. In 
six or 42.8 percent of the fourteen cases, the disposition 
in the current incident was more severe than the ones 
made in the two earlier incidents. The disposition in the 
two more current incidents was more severe than in the 
earliest in two or 14.3 percent of the cases; and in one 
case or 7.1 percent the disposition was severe in all three 
incidents. Similar fmdings were observed in relation to 
petitions flled. See Table 5-U;' 
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TABLE 5-11 

Disposition of Agency in Two Reported Incident Cases 

Disposition of a 
non-severe na­
ture both inci­
dents 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

15 36.6 

12 50.0 

Individual Case Analyses 

Disposition less 
severe in current 
incident 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

3 7.3 

5 20.8 

Aggregated 

Disposition severe 
both incidents 
(Ineff~ctiveness) 
N % 

3 7.3 

0 

Data Analyses 

• 

Disposition more 
severe in cur­
rent incident 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

20 48.8 

7 29.2 

Earlier Incident Current Incident 
Severe Not Severe Severe Not Severe 

N % N % N % N % 

5 12.2 36 87.8 21 51.2 20 48.8 

5 20.8 19 79.2 6 25.0 18 75.0 

• 
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TABLE 5·12 

Petition for Removal in Two Reported Incident Cases 

Petition filed in 
neither incident 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

19 47.5 

16 69.6 

Individual 
Petition filed in 
earlier incident 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

3 7.5 

1 4.3 

Aggregated 
Earlier Inc~dent 

Petition was filed 
N % 

8 20.0 

2 8.7 

• • • • 

Case~ Analyses 
Petition filed in 
both incidents 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

5 12.5 

1 4.3 

Data Analyses 

• 

Current Inc~dent 
Petition was filed 

N % 

18 45.0 

6 26.1 

• • 

Petition filed in 
current incident 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

13 45.0 

5 21.7 

• • 
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Nashville lCES) 
..... N=23 
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Savannah (PSU) 
N=7 

Nashaville (CES) 
N=23 

Savannah (PSU) 
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TABLE S-13 

Disposition of Agency in Three Reported Incident Cases 

D1sposit1on of a 
non-severe nature 
all three inci­
dents 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

5 21. 7 

1 14.3 

Earliest 
Non-severe 

N % 

lB 78.3 

6 85.7 

Individual 

Disposition in 
current less se­
vere than earliest 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

2 B.6 

0 

Aggregated 
Incident 

Severe 
N % 

5 21.7 

1 14.3 

Case Anal~ses 
Disposit10n in 
current less se­
vere than two 
earlier 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

0 

0 

Data Analyses 
Second 

Non-severe 
N % 

18 78.3 

3 42.9 

Disposition se­
vere all three 
incidents 
(Ineffectiveness 
N % 

1 4.3 

1 14.3 

Incident 
Severe 

N % 

5 21.7 

4 57.1 

• 

Disposition in 
current more se­
vere than two 
earlier 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

9 3B.l 

3 42.9 

Current 
Non-severe 

N , 

B 34.8 

3 42.9 

• • 

Disposition in two 
current more severe 
than earliest 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

4 17.4 

1 14.3 

Inciaent 

, 
\ 

N 

15 

4 

Severe 
% 

65.2 

57.1 



I 

L • 

Nashville tCES) 
N=23 

Savannah (PSU) 
N=6 

Nashville (CES) 
N=23 

Savannah (PSU) 
N=6 

TABLE 5·14 

Petition for Removal in Three Reported Incident Cases 

Petition filed 
neither incidept 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

5 21. 7 

1 16.7 

Petition filed 
earliest incident 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

2 8.7 

o 

Earliest Incident 
Petition was filed 

N % 

5 21. 7 

1 16.7 

• • • 

Individual Case Analyses 
Petition filed Petition filed 
two earlier all three 
incidents incidents 
(Effectiveness) (Ineffectiveness) 
N % N % 

o 1 

o o 

Aggregated Data Analyses 
Second Incident 

Petition was filed 
N % 

5 21,.7 

3 50.0 

• • 

4.3 

• 

Petition filed 
in current 
incidents 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

9 39.1 

2 33.3 

Petition filed 
in two current 
incidents 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

3 13.0 

o 

Current Incident 
Petition was filed 

N % 

15 65.2 

3 50.0 

• • • 



• • • 

N=22 

N=2l 

-• • • • • 

TABLE 5-15 

Disposition of Agency in Two Reported Incident Cases First Reported 
to the CES System after December 31,1972 

Disposition of a 
non-severe nature 
both incidents 
(Effectiveness) 
'N % 

11 50.0 

Petition filed 
neither incident 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

12 57.1 

Desposition less 
severe current 
incidents 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

o 

Petition filed 
earlier incident 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

1 4.8 

Dispositions 

Disposition severe 
both incidents 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

1 4.5 

Petitions Filed 
Petition filed 
both i.ncidents 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

2 9.5 

• • 

Disposition more 
severe current 
incident 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

10 45.5 

Petition filed 
current incident 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

6 28.6 

• 



F:=14 

N=14 

e • 

Disposition non­
severe all three 
incidents 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

3 21. 4 

Petition filed 
neither incident 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

3 21.4 

• • 

TABLE 5·1(; 

Disposition of Agency in Three Reported Incident Cases First Reported 
to the CBS System after December 31, 1972 

Disposition cur­
rent incident less 
severe than 
earliest 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

1 7.1 

Petlotloon floled 
earliest 
incident 
(Effectivf;ness) 
N % 

1 7.1 

e· 

Dispositions 
Disposition cur­
rent incident less 
severe than 
two earlier 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

1 7.1 

Petitions filed 
Petlotloon flo led 
two earlier 
incidents 
(Effectiveness) 
N % 

o 

• • 

Disposition se­
vere all three 
incidents 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

1 7.1 

Petition filed 
all three 
incidents 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

1 7.1 

• 

Disposlotloon lon 
current more 
severe than 
two earlier 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

6 42.8 

Petition filed 
in current 
incident 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

6 42.8 

• 

Dlosposlotloon lon 
two more current 
more severe than 
earliest 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

2 14.3 

Petition filed 
two current 
incidents 
(Ineffectiveness) 
N % 

1 7.1 

·e • 
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Chapter 6 

TOWARD IMPROVING THE DELIVERY OF 
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES 

We have presented data on two protective service deliv­
ery systems in two volumes--the earlier being concerned with 
the evaluation of systems operations and the present involv­
ing an analysis of systems input and output elements. More 
importantly, the prl}sent volume has also been devoted to a 
comparative evaluation of the effectiveness of the systems' 
intervention. 

Having completed the task of presenting and discussing 
the data, the ftrst inclination for ending the total enterprise 
was to "shoot from the shoulder" and simply proclaim that 
all was in vain. Intervention Simply did not work; for a large 
percentage of the children and families, intervention was a 
futile undertaking. 

But such a stance is defeatist and unwarranted for it 
doesn't take under consideration one of the pitfalls of eval­
uation research; namely, the failure tf) ask the question of 
working for what. Nor does it move us toward, our major 
goal of providing possible insights for improvements, if indi­
cated, in the delivery of child protective services. 

Perhaps, then, the best format for tW$ chapter is a pre­
sentation of the goals/criteria we imposed for the evalua­
tion of effectiveness, evidence supporting the degree to 
which the systems met the criteria, and factors we consi­
dered to contribute to the success or lack of it. 

To accomplish this task, in some instances we have in­
troduced data not previously discussed; we have incorpor­
ated fmdings from the ftrst volume; and we have included 
insights gained through the conduct of the research. More 
importantly, we have ended the chapter with our thinking 
about the need for improvements in service delivery. 

Presentation of the Evidence 

The following summarization of findings is presented 
as evidence for your consideration. TWs summarization is 
based on details resulting from the individual case analyses 
of our Jampie of serial abuse cases which were reported to 
the agencies between August, 1971 and April, 1974. See 
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Chapter 5 for detail fmdings. There has been no effort in 
this section on evidence to point out differences between 
the systems with respect to the fmdings. 

Recidivism as a Criterion 

• Did the systems' intervention keep children from re­
entering the systems? 

In both systems, a relatively Wgh percent of the cases 
in the total caseload involved children who had b~en 
reported and investigated one or more times prior to 
the most current incident (44.8 percent of the CES 
total caseload and 24.4 percent of the PSU were serial 
abuse cases). 

Among the serial abuse cases in the total caseload, 
slightly more than one-third of the CES cases and just 
under thirty percent of those in the PSU represented 
cases on wWch two or more prior .incidents had beJen 
reported. 

Of all cases wWch were investigated during the time 
frame for the evaluation of effectiveness-August 31, 
1971 through April, 1974--slightly more than one-third 
of tllOse in the CES system and slightly more than one­
ftfth of those in the PSU were reported and investigated 
at least three times during that period. 

Length of Time Between Reported Incidents as a Criterion 

• Did children remain out of the systems for a sufficient 
amount of time--more than one year-before their re­
entry? 

Fifty percent or more of the serial abuse cases in both 
systems' caseload-sample of cases for individual case 
analyses--involved the same children who were reported 
twice within a year's time. 

A sizeable proportion of the children were reported 
twice within a six month period. 



Severity of Subsequent Harm as a Criterion 

• Was harm suffered by children in subsequent reported 
incidents not serious if serious in earlier incidents or not 
serious in either incident? 

In both systems' sampic:; of serial abuse cases, a relative­
ly high percent of the cases involved children who were 
more seriously harmed in the current incident or serious­
ly harmed in all of the reported incidents. 

About half of the children who were more seriously 
harmed in the current incident or seriously harmed in 
all of the reported incidents were involved in two or 
more incidents within a period of one year or less. 

Rehabilitation of Perpetrator as a Criterion 

• Were the same perpetrator and type abuse involved in 
subsequent reported incidents? 

The same perpetrator(s) was involved in all reported in­
cidents in approximately eighty percent of the cases in 
both systems' sample of serial abuse cases. 

The type abuse remained the sami~ in all incidents in 
approximately one-half of these cases. The perpetrator 
and type abuse were the same in about half of the cases. 

Disposition of Agency as a Criterion 

• Did the dispositional stance in cases move in a direction 
which would appear to have less "severe" consequences 
for children and families? 

There was a tendency for both systems to move toward 
more severe dispositions as cases progressed in terms of 
reported incidents. 

In a relatively high percent of the cases, a petition was 
med in the current incident only. 

A sizeable proportion of the cases, involving a move to­
ward more severe dispositions, involved children who 
re-entered the systems in a short period of time. 

Contributing Factors 

Undoubtedly, when there is evidence of success or the 
lack of it, there must be factors assumed to contribute to 
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that fmding. Major problems, which we feel contributed to 
the state of the aforementioned evidence, have been idertti­
fied. To elucidate the problems, data from the total research 
effort have been incorporated. 

For ease of presentation the problems, as we view them, 
will be discussed as facets of broad problematic areas, as fol­
lows: 

1) systems operations, 
2) the dispositional process--agency and court, 

and 
3) the case handling process or delivery of ser­

vices. 

Systems Operations t 

The way the systems operated, specifically in terms of 
the internal mechal'jsms for initial case handling appeared 
to influence system outcome. Beyond this, specific opera­
tions which contributed to the observed differences between 
the systems' outcome were noted. The following discussion., 
however, is geared to the operations which tend to explain 
differences, with operations specific to a given system being 
integrated in the discussion. 

We noted that the recidivism rate among CES cases was 
considerably higher than that found among PSU cases. Per­
haps, several factors, while not explaining the high rate in 
the CES system, contributed to the observed differences in 
the two systems. 

The CES system provided for 24-hour intake which was 
a coordinated and cooperative venture with the Juvenile 
Court intake. iI.,take in the PSU was provided during the 
workday of the work week. There was virtually no coordina­
tion between the PSU and intal<e channels in the several sys­
tems. 

Reportedly, CES personnel investigated all complaints 
which could not be referred to other community resources 
or otherwise deflected from CES. On the other hand, PSU 
personnel indicated that most abuse complaints were inves­
tigated, whil,e a relatively large percent of neglect complaints 
were not. 

Beyond intake provisions and reported coverage, the 
systems differed in their procedures for case documentations. 
Protective service cases which were not designated the pro­
per l\omain in the PSU were not recorded on the Unit's log. 
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Given that complaints considered not serious, previously 
reported and not serious, and/or on active clients were de­
flected out of the unit, a picture of serial abuse could not 
be obtainable from this source. The above procedures sug­
gest that the "true" reported incidence of child abuse and 
neglect was not reflected and isolated incident cases could 
have well been serial abuse cases.* Reportedly, all com· 
plaints to CES intake, regaLdless of the nature of the harm 
and the prior history of the child involved, were duly 
recorded. 

All of the factors associated with the differences in reo 
cidivism rate could well apply to any differences noted be­
tween the two systems in regard to the length of time chil­
dren remained out of the systems. 

Beyond the preceding factors, the decidely different 
levels of community awareness and the extent of child abuse 
and neglect related activities in the two sites may have con­
tributed both to the differences observed in recidivism rates 
as well as in the length of time between incidents. 

Prior to the initiation of the CES project in Nashville, 
Davidson County, Tennessee, efforts were made both to gain 
awareness and legitimacy for the new program. There were 
no identified concerted efforts toward the coordination of 
protective service activities with the external environment 
in Savannah, Chatham County, Georgia. 

At this, point, we might introduce new data which may 
partially explain the existence of a higher percent of serious 
cases in the CES total caseload-approximately one-third of 
the cases in the CES caseload as compared to approximately 
one-fourth in the PSU. 

According to Table 6-1, we note that a decidely lower 
percent of the cases in the PSU cases were reported by med­
ical personnel. Beyond this, school personnel, who as yet 
have not become one of the most frequent reporting sources 
and who are probably more likely to report children only 
when they appeaI to be somewhat seriously affected by mal­
treatment, were the source of the complaint in a higher per­
cent of the cases in the CES total caseload. 

*This was found to be a fact as Institute personnel conducted 

indepth studies of case data. Only one complaint form was in the 

family fol,jer, while careful study revealed instances of repeated re­

ports made and investigated. Beyond this, cases which were not do­

cumented in the Unit's log were not studied. 
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A routinized response set, which is not guided by such 
relevant variables as age of child and seriousness of harm, 
would seem to limit a system's effectiveness in the service 
delivery process. Noted in Table 6-2 is the response pattern 
for both systems. 

In general, CES responded more qUickly to serial abuse 
cases than to isolated incident cases. Regarding seriousness 
of harm perpetrated, a higher percent of the cases it: the iso­
lated incident caseload involved serious harm to the ,child. 
We asked ourselves if seriousness of harm was an influencing 
factor in the investigatory process. According to the data in 
Table 6-2, it appears that the most important criterion for 
prompt investigation was that of seriousness in serial abuse 
cases. While an overall 80.2 percent of these cases were in­
vestigated in less than twenty-four hours, 86.2 percent of 
the serious and 77.2 percent of the not serious were investi· 
gated in that time period. There was no real difference be­
tween the time of intenTention in serious and not serious iso­
lated incident cases--77.3 and 79.7 percent, respectively.* 

PSU personnel responded to a higher percent of s~rial 
abuse cases in less than twenty-four hours; however, inves­
tigation appeared to be influenced both by seriousness and 
knowledge of the case, Le., serial and isolated incident. in­
vestigation was initiated in less than twenty-four hours in 
73.3 percent of the serious cases in the serial abuse caseload 
and in 75.0 percent of those in the isolated incident caseload. 
Of the cases which did not involve serious harm to the child, 
67.6 percent of those in the serial abuse caseload and 61.2 
percent in the isolated incident caseload were investigated 
in less thar~ twenty-four hours. 

Noting Table 6-3, one observes that in general CES re­
sponded more quickly to cases involving the oldest groups 
of children among both types of cases. How did this response 
pattern reflect sensitivity to seriousness of harm suffered by 
the different age categories of children? Among both types 
of cases, approximately seventy percent of the serious cases 
involved children less than six years of age. On the other 
hand, less than twenty percent of the cases involving children 
ten and above were serious in nature. 

Given the fact that the youngest groups of children are 
more likely than the oldest groups of children to suffer seri­
ous harm, coupled with a bit of input knowledge also revealed 

*These percentages were reversed in the earlier monograph. 

Correction should be made in Johnson, Systems Operations, p. 21. 



TABLE 6-1 

Agency/Person Making the Complaint 

Savannah (pSU) Nashville (CES) 

Agency/Person Serial 
Making Abuse 
Complaint N % N 

One or both parents 4 6.4 17 
Probation officer 0 - 1 
Child (self) 2 3.2 " ~ 
Police 10 16.1 30 
School personnel 3 4.8 13 
Juvenile Court 0 - 2 
DPW 7 11.3 14 
Other relative living 

with child 5 8.1 8 
Relative not living 

with child 9 14.5 36 
Neighbor/citizen 15 24.2 55 
Private physician 0 -- 4 
Hospital personnel 1 1.6 4 
Foster parent 1 1.6 0 
Other 5 8.1 9 

Total 62 195 

in Table 6-3; namely, the youngest groups make up the bet­
ter portion of the total caseload, it appears that the response 
set would be more effective were the pattern based on age 
and seriousness of harm. Perhaps, part of the routinization 
observed in the pattern of responding could be attributed, 
in part, to the necessity of CES to investigate the majority 
of the cases reported at intake and the extremely large on­
going caseload they handled. At the time of the study, intra­
agency cooperation was at such alow ebb that cases decided­
ly not of a crisis nature were not readily deflected from the 
CBS project to the parent agency. 

For the PSU serial abuse cases, it can be noted in Table 
64 that cases involving children under the age of six were 
investigated more expediently than were cases involving the 
oldest groups of children-·78.9 percent of the under six and 
61.1 percent of the ten and above were investigated within 
twenty-four hours of the report. On the other hand, there 
was little difference between the percent of cases of c:hildren 

Isolated Serial Isolated 
Incident Abuse Incident 
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% N % N % 
8.7 9 8.6 16 1~.6 
0.5 0 - 1 0.8 
1.0 9 8.6 7 5.5 

15.4 16 15.4 22 17.2 
6.7 11 10.6 10 7.8 
1.0 3 2.9 1 5.5 
7.2 1 1.0 0 -
4.1 0 - 9 7.1 

18.5 16 15.4 7 5.5 
28.2 23 22.1 18 14.1 

2.1 1 1.0 0 --
2.1 9 8.6 19 15.0 
-- 0 -- 0 --

4.6 6 5.8 12 9.4 

104 128 

in the isolated incident caseload under the age of six and 
those of children t ,m and above which were investigated 
within twenty-four hours. 

Clearly, the age of the child among serial abuse cases 
influenced the response pattern ofthePSU. This observation 
was not observed in the isolated incident caseload. We noted 
earlier that slightly more than fifty percent of the serious 
cases in both the serial abuse and the isolated incident case­
loads involved children under the age of six. On the other 
hand, the children ten and above accounted for slightly more 
than one-fourth of the serious cases in the serial abuse case­
load and for more than one-third in the isolated incident 
caseload. 

Dispositional Process: The Agency 

The evidence tends to indicate that the decision-mak· 
ing process which, in part, guides case actions at specific 
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TABLE 6-2 

Time Between Report of htcident and htvestigation by Seriowmess of Hann 

Savannah (PSU) Nashville (CES) 
Serial Abuse Isolated Incident Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 

Time Not Not Not Not 
Serious Serious Serious Serious Serious Serious Serious Serious 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % , 

< 24 hours 23 67.6 11 32.4 79 70.5 33 29.5 44 63.8 25 36.2 47 58.0 34 42.0 
(67.6) (73.3) (61. 2) (75.0) (77.2) (86.2) (79.7) (i7.3) 

1 day < 2 3 75.0 1 25.0 15 83.3 3 16.7 5 71.4 2 28.6 5 55.6 4 44.4 
( 8.8) ( 6.7) (11.6) ( 6.8) ( 8.8) ( 6.9) ( 8.5) ( 9.1) 

2 days < 1 week 3 75.0 1 25.0 12 70.6 5 29.4 5 71.4 2 28.6 3 60.0 2 40.0 
( 8.8) ( 6.7) ( 9.3) (11.4) ( 8.8) ( 6.9) ( 5.1) ( 4.5) 

1 week < 1 month 3 75.0 1 25.0 14 93.3 1 6.7 3 100.0 0 -- 4 57.1 3 42.9 
( 8.8) ( 6.7) (10.9) ( 2.3) ( 5.3) ( 6.8) ( 6.8) 

1 mom:h or more 2 66.7 1 33.3 9 81.8 2 18.2 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 1 100.0 
( 5.9) ( 6.7) ( 7.0) ( 4.5) ( 2.3) 

Total 34 69.4 15 30.6 129 74.6 44 25.4 57 66.3 29 33.7 59 57.3 44. 42.7 

Attrition in the total N in this table is due to the exclusion of unknown. 
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1..'1 
o 

Time 

< 24 hours 

1 day < 2 

2 days < 1 week 

1 week < 1 month 

1 month or more 

Total 

• • '.' 

N 

18 

3 

3 

0 

0 

24 

-

<3 3<6 
% N % 

23.7 18 23.7 
(75.0) (75.0) 

30.0 2 20.0 
(12.5) ( 8.3) 

37.5 3 37.5 
(12.5) (12.5) 

-- I 33.3 
( 4.2) 

-- 0 --
24.5 24 24.5 

• 

TABLE 6·3 

Time Between Report of Incident to CES and Investigation by Age 

serial Abuse 

6<10 10<14 14<18 <3 3<6 
N % N % N % N % N % N 

16 21.1 12 15.8 12 15.8 40 44.9 15 '1.6.9 14 
(76.2) (80.0) (85.7) (80.0) (71.4) 

2 20.0 2 20.0 1 10.0 3 27.3 4 36.4 3 
( 9.5) (13.3) ( 7.1) ( 6.0) (19.0) 

1 12.5 0 -- I 12.5 3 60.0 1 20.0 0 
( 4.8) ( 7.1) ( 6.0) ( 4.8) 

1 33.3 1 33.3 0 -- 4 57.1 0 -- 2 
( 4.8) ( 6.7) ( 8.0) 

I 100.0 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- I 100.0 0 
( 4.8) ( '.8) 

21 21.4 15 15.3 14 14.3 50 44.2 21 18.6 19 

• • •• • • 

-
Isola'ted Incident 

6<10 10<14 14<18 
% N % N % 

15.7 9 10.1 11 12.11 
(73.7) (81. 8) (91. 7) 

27.3 1 9.1 0 --
(15.8) ( 9.1) 

-- 0 -- I 20.0 
( 8.3) 

28.6 1 14.3 0 --
(10.5) ( 9.1) 

-- 0 -- 0 --
16.8 11 9.7 12 10.6 

• • • 
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• • 

Time 

< 24 hours 

1 day < 2 

2 days < 1 week 

1 week < 1 month 

1 month or more 

Total 

N 

B 

1 

1 

0 

0 

10 

• 

<3 3<6 
% N ~ 

21. 6 7 1B.9 
(BO.O) (77.B) 

25.0 0 --
(10.0) 

25.0 0 --
(10.0) 

-- I 25.0 
(ILl) 

-- I 33.3 
(11.1) 

19.2 9 17.3 

• • • • • • • • 

TABLE 64 

Time Between Report of Incident to PSU and Investigation by Age 

Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 

6<10 10<14 14<lB <3 3<6 6<10 10<14 14<lB 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

11 29.7 6 16.2 5 13.5 40 34.2 24 20.5 24 20.5 17 14.5 12 10.3 
(73.3) (60.0) (62.5\ (57.1) (75.0) (66.7) (65.4) (60.0) 

2 50.0 0 -- I 25.0 10 55.6 1 5.6 3 16.7 1 5.6 3 16.7 
(D.3) (12.5) (14.3) ( 3.1) ( B.3) , ( 3. B) (15.0) 

I 25.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 B 44.4 1 5.6 4 22.2 4 22.2 1 5.6 
( 6.7) (10.0) (12.5) (11.4) ( 3.1) (11.1) (15.4) ( 5.0) 

0 -- 3 75.0 0 -- 7 36.B 3 15.B 3 15.B 3 15.8 3 15.B 
(30.0) (10.0) ( 9.4) ( B.3) (11.5) (15.0) 

1 33.3 0 -- I 33.3 5 41.7 3 25.0 2 16.7 1 B.3 1 B.3 
( 6.7) (12.5) ( 7.1) ( 9.4) ( 5.6) ( 3.8) ( 5.0) 

15 2B.8 10 19.2 B 15.4 70 3B.0 32 17.4 36 19.6 26 14.1 20 10.9 



junctures of the protective service process was fraught with 
inconsistencies and lack of consideration of client input. 

Case dispositions, as reflected in aggregated data analy­
ses, often appeared unwarranted by the circumstances of the 
case. Seriousnefls of harm appeared to serve as only a minor 
guide in CBS decision-making processes. There were minimal 
differences made between uispositions in cases involving 
serious and non-serious harm in the serial abuse caseload. 
Just over thirty percent of the children in both categories 
of severity were allowed to remain in the home with services; 
approximately fifteron percent were removed on an emer­
gency basis; the decision to petition for removal was made 
in approximately one-fourth of the non-serious cases and in 
slightly less than one-third of the serious cases. 

While there were minimal differences in the dispositions 
made in non-serious cases in both the CBS serial abuse and 
the isolated incident cases, isolated incident cases involving 
serious harm were less likely allowed to remain in the home, 
more likely removed on an emergency basis, arid to have a 
petition flIed on the behalf of the children. 

Seriousness of harm appeared as a guide to the decision­
making process in the case dispositio.ns made by PSU case­
workers. In the serial abuse caseload, twice as many of the 
children (over fifty percent) who were not seriously harmed 
than those who were seriously han:ned remained in their I.. wn 
home. Over twelve percent of the seriously harmed in com­
parison to approximately six percent of those who were not 
seriously harmed, were removed on an emergency basis. A 
petition for temporary removal was fIled on the behalf of 
approximately one-third of the children who were seriously 
harmed and on less than twenty percent of those who were 
not seriously harmed. While the percentages differed, the 
above pattern was observed in the isolated incident caseload. 
In general, a higher percent of severe dispositions was made 
in serial abuse cases. 

Noting agency dispositions by age, we observed a pecu­
liar rmding among CBS serial abuse cases. The children four­
teen and above and those less than three were the least likely 
allowed to remain in the home with services, were more likely 
removed on an emergency basis, and more likely to have the 
disposition to petition made on their behalf. Why were such 
dispositions made? Possibly for the younger group, it was 
the seriousness of harm suffered-over 50.0 percent. On the 
other hand, only one-fifth of the white and none of the 
black children in the oldest age category were seriously 
harmed. Beyond tIlis, the oldest children were the most likely 
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of all children to have only one prior reported incident and 
the least likely to have been involved in a prior official place­
ment. Among the isolated incident cases, children between 
ten and fourteen were similarly affected; however, they were 
least likely seriously harmed. They tended, however, to have 
more than one prior reported incident and a placement his­
tory. 

While a relatively high percent of the youngest age chil­
dren in the PSU caseload were seriously harmed, there was 
a tendency for PSU to allow the youngest children to remain 
in the home even in serious cases. Beyond this general ten­
dency, seriousness of harm appeared to serve as a criterion 
in relation to older age children. 

One must question the reasoning behind the tendency 
to allow the youngest children, who were seriously harmed, . 
to remain in tIle home while the seriously harmed oldest age 
children were more likely removed. Perhaps, the thinking is 
iliat the very young children need their own parent(s). This, 
I would not argue. On the other hand, in view of the fact 
that the behavior of older children is more likely to change 
during the placement period, and often in ways at variance 
to parental expectation, coupled with the fact that virtually 
nothing is done to rehabilitate parents during thr duration 
of placement, the practice escapes me. 

In noting agency dispositions in serial abuse cases, a pre­
vious placement appeared to have been a factor considered 
by PSU caseworkers in the deciSion-making process. Children 
with a placement history were less likely allowed to remain 
in the home with services and more likely to be removed on 
an emergency basis and to have a petition fIled on their be­
half. 

On the other hand, there was no difference between the 
percent of the children with and without a placement his­
tory in the CBS caseload who were allowed to remain in the 
home with services. The children who were not previously 
in placement were approximately three times as likely to be 
removed on an emergency basis. However, a petition for 
temporary removal was fIled on a higher percent of the chil­
dren with a placement history. 

Dispositions in the CBS system appeared to be out of 
line with apparent available resources. A petition for remov­
al was fIled in slightly more than fifty percent of CBS serial 
abuse and isolated incident cases. This compared to a peti­
tion being fIled in slightly more than one-third ofPSU serial 
abuse cases and just over twenty percent of the isolated 
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incident cases. Of the cWldren on whom a petition was fIled 
in the CBS system, 48.1 percent in the serial abuse caseload 
and 39.7 percent in the isolated incident caseload were placed 
in foster care. By comparison, 76.2 percent of the cWldren 
in PSU serial abuse caseload and 59.0 percent of those in the 
isolated incident caseload were placed in foster care. 

The above discussion would on the surface represent an 
argument for warehousing cWldren into foster care. That has 
not been the intent. Rather, the intent has been to set the 
stage for a consideration of resources and/or alternatives in 
seeking removal in the dispositional process. 

While a petition was fIled on a high percent of the chil­
dren in the two oldest age groups among CBS cases, these 
children were the least likely placed in foster homes-only 
37.5 percent of the ten to less than fourteen and 22.2 per­
cent of the fourteen and older on whom a petition was fIled 
in the serial abuse caseload were so placed. In the isolated 
incident caseload, a petition was fIled on behalf of 92.9 per­
cent of the younger groupo-ten to less than fourteen-and on 
56.2 percent of those fourteen and over. However, only 23.1 
percent of the former and 22.2 percent of the latter went 
into foster care. 

Perhaps one explanation for the gap in the number of 
petitions fIled in the CBS system and the number of subse­
quent foster home placements lies in the extent to which the 
petitioning process was controlled by persons or agencies 
other than CBS of DPW. According to Table 6-5, less than 
one-third of the petitions were fIled by CBS. While CBS dis­
position may have been to petition in many cases, they oper­
ated on a policy of trying to get the complainant to fIle the 
petition. While this practice may have had some advantages, 
it is obvious that it had some negative effect on agency oper­
ations; namely, fmding adequate placements for specific age 
groups of children on whom petitions were flIed. 

Reflecting on the fmdings from the individual case anal­
yses presented in Chapter 5, we determined that there was a 
marked tendency toward more severe dispositions as cases 
progressed in terms of subsequent reported incidents in the 
CBS system. We will speak to this issue in more detail in a 
subsequent section. It is only in relation to initial disposition­
al matters that we wish to allude to the above noted tendency 
at this point. 

We asked each worker interviewed the following ques .. 
tion, "If on the basis of your evaluation of a case, a petition 

TABLB 6-5 

Agency /person Filing Petitions 

Serial Abuse Isolated Incident 

Agency/Person CBS PSU CBS PSU 
Filing Petitions N % N % N % N % 
One or both parents 5 10.2 0 -- 12 11.3 0 --
Probation officer 1 2.0 0 - 1 1.6 1 2.6 
Child (self) 1 2.0 0 - 1 1.6 0 --
Police 12 24.5 2 12.4 14 22.6 2 5.3 
School personnel 0 - 0 - 0 -- 0 --
Juvenile Court 4 8.2 0 - 6 9.7 2 5.3 
DPW-DHR 16 32.7 11 68.8 20 32.3 31 81.6 
Other relative living 

with child 0 - 1 6.3 4 6.5 1 2.6 
Relative not living 

with child 4 8.2 2 12.4 4 6.5 1 2.6 
Neighbor/ citizen 5 10.2 0 - 0 - 0 --
Hospital personnel 0 - 0 - 1 1.6 0 --
Other 1 2.0 0 - 4 6.5 0 --

153 



for removal of the child would seem to be in order, what, if 
anytlllng in your current situation would hinder the agency 
from following through with a petition?" From a list of 
eight factors and the option of indicating other, they were 
asked to rank the factors in terms of importance tt- the 
question. Two of the CES workers indicated as the most 
important factor the agency's philosophy that it is prefer­
able to retain a child in his own home; two additional 
workers indicated a strong belief in the family's ability to 
rehabilitate itself with r;,rvices; and one indicated the flaws 
in the judicial proct:.ss. We obtained this information for 
four workers in the PSU. Only one worker indicated that 
agency philosophy would hinder the petitioning process in 
view of fmdings mandating such. The unavailability of 
detention facilities and/or foster home placements was the 
major factor considered by the other workers. 

If appropriate services are forthcoming, such a philoso­
phy which evidently guided much of CES thinking would 
be laudable. However, in view of apparent inappropriate 
and/or inadequate services and the apparent lack of contin­
ued monitoring thereof, it would appear to be in the best 
interest of children, when circumstances so mandate, to rely 
more on reality factors. 

Dispositional Process: The Court 

Perhaps two of the most important elements in the ad­
judicatory and dispositional processes are the fit between the 
agency's case action and the court's dispositional stance and 
the criteria the court uses in rendering decisions. 

Given the fact that the court process may be a traumatic 
experience for the children involved, it would appear that 
entry into the system would be based on more than "prob­
able" cause and the last avenue to which the agency could 
resort to protect the child. All efforts to rehabilitate the par­
ent(s) ideally would have been exhausted. If this were the 
case, there would appear to be few inconsistencies between 
the agency's recommendations and the court's dispositions. 
This was apparently not the case in terms of the court and 
CES. Of the children in the CES system on whom a petition 
was fIled, 16.7 percent of those in the serial abuse caseload 
were returned to one or both parents; 23.7 percent of those 
in the isolated incident caseload were returned to the home. 
By comparison only 4.8 percent of the children in the PSU 
serial abuse caseload and 12.8 percent of those in the isolated 
incident caseload were returned to the home. 

What criteria guided the court's dispositional stance? In 
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both systems, placement history appeared to be a criterion. 
In neither system's serial abuse caseload were children with 
a placement history returned to one or both of the parents. 
This compares to over twenty percent so placed who had 
not been previously placed. 

Seriousness of harm suffered by the child did not ap­
pear to be a detennining factor in the court's decision-making 
process. In the CES caseload, there was little difference be­
tween the percent of children who were and were not seri­
ously harmed in both types of cases who were returned to 
the home. In cases reported to the court by the PSU, the 
fact of having been previously reported appeared to be a 
more determining factor than the degree of seriousness of 
harm; only one of 21 children in the serial abuse caseload 
was placed with a parent. Among the isolatredincidentcases, 
a higher percent of the seriously harmed were returned to 
one or both parents. 

In noting the court's disposition by circumstances pre­
sent in families of children in the CES caseload, we found 
that a relatively high percent of the children were returned 
to the home where child related personal circumstances were 
present. Thinking back on the seriousness of harm by the 
presence of circumstances, the above pattern to the court's 
dispositions causes a degree of concern. Child related cir­
cumstances or conditions were among the very types of cir­
cumstances in which a high percent of the cases were serious 
in nature. 

Among the PSU cases, we found that the highest percen­
tages of the children were returned to the home when parent 
and/or family related circumstances were present. The high­
est percentage of children returned were those who lived in 
large families; the female parent exhibited sexual, alcohol, 
and/or drug problems, and the female parent was single and 
living with a man. Children were least likely returned to one 
or both parents when the child evidenced emotional or be­
havioral problems or when the father exhibited sexual, alco­
hol, and/or drug problems. 

In relation to the seriousness of harm by the presence 
of specific familial circumstances, it appears that with a few 
exceptions, the court's disposition to return children to the 
home was not too incongruent with the fmdings regarding 
seriousness by the presence of specific circumstances. 

Case Handling: The Staff 

There can be no doubt that a sufficiently qualified staff 
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is needed to provide adequate child protective services to 
children and their families. Protective service workers need 
specialization, experience in the field, and on-going training. 
The staff of these two systems, as most, did not meet this 
ideal. 

None of the workers in either system held the undergrad­
uate degree in the area of social work/social welfare. In fact, 
four of the CES workers held their degree in a totally unre­
lated area. One of the PSU worker's degree was in an unre­
lated area. However, it is of import to note that workers 
whom we interviewed in the PSU were not long-term service 
providers. This function was the responsibility of generalists 
in another unit of the parent agency. 

In terms of experience, workers in both systems tended 
to have less than three years of work experience in protec­
tive services and in the broader area of social welfare. 

CES workers reported limited involvement in recent 
training and educational experiences, while PSU staff indi­
cated a goodly amount of such involvement. None of the 
workers in either system, however, viewed training as an on­
going and regular process. Training for PSU generalists whtj 
handled protective service cases was near non-existent. 

The adequacy of staff must also be viewed in terms of 
caseload levels. CES workers were deflnitely overworked. 
Each emergency service intake worker carried an active case­
load of approximately forty families. The workers were re­
sponsible for resolving crises and long-term case handling 
which involved cases falling at different points in the protec­
tion process. 

Workers in the Savannah's Protective Service Unit were 
not generally responsible for case handling beyond intake 
and handling the identifled emergency or resolving the im­
mediate crisis. On the other hand, gyneralists who were re­
sponsible for child protection cases as well as the usual case­
load, were plagued by heaVy caseloads. Reportedly, each 
worker was responsible for forty or flfty cases. 

Case Handling: The Service Delivery Process 

That a child protective service agency moves toward 
more severe dispositions as the case progresses would tend 
to indicate that perhaps interim decisions and/or efforts have 
been inadequate and/or inappropriate. Adequacy and appro­
priateness of service efforts aside for the moment, what did 
the data slJ.ggest about the appropriateness of decisions as 
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cases progressed? 

Based on the data utilized in the individual ca~ analyses, 
we determined that case dispositions often appeared to be 
made without an understanding of client input. DispOSitions 
through time appeared to suggest a lack of indepth assess­
ment of the presenting problems and laxity in case monitor­
ing. 

We noted the tendency for CES personnel to move to­
ward more severe dispositions through time in relation to 
race, seriousness of harm, and age. Observing the trend in 
disposition by race, we found that a more severe disposition 
was made in the current incident in apprOximately three 
times the percent of cases involving white children than the 
percent involving black children. In no case was a severe dis­
pO!iition made in both incidents for black children. 

We further pursued the above fmdings in relation to 
seriousness of harm. Well over flfty percent of the black 
children were seriously harmed in one or both of the inci­
dents; less than one-third of the white children were so 
harmed. Of the black children who were seriously harmed 
the agency made a severe disposition in the current of two 
incidents in one-third of the cases. This compared to two­
thirds of the cases involving white children. 

As to age, a more severe disposition in the current inci­
dent was made for black children less than three years of age. 
In one case, the child had been seriously harmed in the flrst 
incident but allowed to remain in the home with services. A 
second case involved serious physical harm in both incidents 
which occurred within a period of six months. FollOwing the 
flrst incident, the child had been allowed to remain in the 
home with services. 

For white children, a more severe disposition was made 
in the current of two incidents for the old and young alike 
and for the seriously and not seriously harmed as well. Evi­
dently, other factors than logic are involved. 

In the PSU system, the tendency toward more severe 
dispositions was less pronounced than in the CES system. 
In general, we found that the movement in the direction of 
severe dispOSitions was influenced by the seriousness of harm 
incurred and/or length of time between the reported inci­
dents. 

Comparison of CES and PSU Caseworker Responses to 
Case Vignettes.--Having made a disposition, a service plan 



should become operative. Data from the actual cases as well 
as that from a set of vignettes suggest that service delivery 
followed no service plan which speaks to some of the most 
obvious needs o.f children and families. As we have noted in 
a previous chapter the actual services delivered, we will at 
this point discuss only aspects of service delivery as noted 
in the vignettes. 

Caseworkers were presented eleven detailed vignettes 
which contained the basic familial, personality, and socio­
economic factors of actual cases. Each worker was requested 
to: 

1) Assess the nature of the case, i.e., determine 
the validity of the existence of abuse and/or 
neglect; 

2) Render a disposition on the case; and 

3) Indicate the services which they would render 
to the child and the family. 

A discussion of the workers' responses to a selection of the 
vignettes follows. 

Case 1. A 22 year old mother of four children ages five and 
under, who remarried after her first husband died, 
reportedly cursed a.,d beat the oldest and the only 
child by her deceased husband on every provoca­
tion. On this occasion, ,the child was beaten by his 
mother with a belt according to the child's aunt. 
The child suffered from bruises, abraSions, contu­
sions, and cuts. Injuries were considered serious. 
Sources indicated the child reminded the mother 
of his deceased father whom she hated. Both 
admitte? the mother sometimes whipped the boy 
for misbehaving. 

All five of the CES caseworkers and four of the PSU 
determined that the case constituted abuse to the child. One 
PSU caseworker suspected abuse. There was general agree­
ment among CES workers that the child should be allowed 
to remain home with services; only one worker recommend­
ed emergency removal of the child and a petition for removal 
for a period of less than one year. 

All of the workers in the PSU who made a determina­
tion of abuse recommended that the child be removed on 
an emergency basis; in addition, two workers recommended 
a petition be flled for removal for a period of less than a 
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year. The worker suspecting abuse recommended the child 
remain in his own home with services. 

Of the thirty-three service choices provided, there was 
general agreement by four or more CES workers on the pro­
vision of physical and mental services for the child, mental 
services for the parent(s), family planning counseling, and 
counseling directed toward thtl parent's unresolved conflicts. 
Three workers saw the need to provide counseling on parent­
child interaction patterns and to provide homemaker ser­
vices. Four workers indicated home visitation on a weekly 
basis. Three of these indicated the visits would be unsche­
duled. 

Only two services-referral of parent(s) for mental ser­
vices and counseling around parental role-were considered 
necessary in this case by at least four of the PSU workers. 
Three workers were in agreement on the need for mental and 
physical services for the child and counseling directed toward 
parent-parent-child interaction problems. Two workers indi­
cated they would visit the home bi-weekly and one on a 
weekly basis. The visits would be convenient to the client 
and the worker. 

This 22 year old mother of four children, all under six 
years of age, represents a protective service case in which 
some specific services were drastically needed; yet were not 
considered. None of the caseworkers in either system indi­
cated they would provide cultural-recreational opportunities 
for this mother. Only two of the CES workers and none of 
the PSU indicated day care services. Beyond this, none of 
the PSU workers provided family planning counseling. It is 
my opinion that the failure to provide these basic kinds of 
services coupled with the apparent lack of intensive family­
agency contact--through lay therapists or more frequent 
home visitations--would render thls case an eventual failure. 

Case 3. A 13 year old girl, who had begun to engage in pro­
miscuous sexual activities and taken up the habit 
of smoking since a serious heart operation earlier 
in the year, came to the attention of the protec­
tive service agency on a referral from a private phy­
sician whose services had been sought by the child's 
mother for injuries resulting from a beating given 
by the father for smoking. The child had several 
bruises, abrasions, wounds, and lacerations. The 
parents, both college graduates with the father be­
ing a white collar employee, had three younger 
children on whom they indicated they never had 
to apply physical punishment. Since the child's 
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operation, the father had had to whip her on several 
occasions for her defiant behavior. 

There was unanimous agreement among the workers in 
both systems that the child had been abused by her father. 
TIuee workers in each system indicated that the child would 
remain home with services. One PSU and one CES worker 
indicated emergency removal with the PSU worker indicat­
ing a petition for removal for a period ofless than one year 
and the CES worker indicating a petition for more than one 
year. One PSU worker's decision was to petition for perma­
nent removal of the child. One CES worker's decision was 
to petition for temporary removal for a period of less than 
one year. 

The workers in both systems generally agreed on the 
provision of casework counseling on child development, 
needs, and problems; counseling on discipline; mental ser­
vices for the child; and counseling around parent-child inter­
action problems. The workers in the PSU indicated that 
home visitation as part of protective supervision would be 
conducted at least three times per month. Two CES workers 
indicated bi-monthly visits to the home and one indicated 
weekly visits. Workers in both systems indicated that the 
time of the visits would be suited to the convenience of the 
parents and the workers. 

Of Significance in this case was the observation that only 
one worker-in the PSU system-considered counseling with 
the child to be a needed service. 

Case 8. An eleven month old male child was found to have 
suspicious bruises by a hospital physician. More evi­
dent, however, was what the physician referred to 
as a mental conditioning to withdraw from human 
contact, cry when held, and exhibit rigidity. Bad 
emotioning pattern was also reflected in the baby's 
failure to thrive. 

A sister, 3 years older, was developing normally. 
The mother was in her early 30's, was a college 
graduate, but did not work outside the home. Due 
to personality problems and difficult life situations­
debts, sickness, a recent move to a new iown-she 
appeared unhappy and felt anger toward the child. 
The young father, the holder of a master's degree, 
indicated that his wife was under &tress. Both par­
ents, however, denied abuse and neglect of the child. 

Three of the PSU caseworkers suspected abuse and neg-
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lect; two suspected abuF,e. All five of the workers determined 
that the child should remain in the home with services. 

CES workers were more inclined toward labeling the 
case as one of neglect and to make a disposition ofremoval 
from the home. Two workers indicated they felt that abuse 
of the child had occurred but he should remain in the home 
with services. Two workers suspected abuse with the disposi­
tion to remove the child on an emergency basis and petition 
for temporary removal for less than one year. One worker 
suspected neglect and allowed the child to remain in the 
home with services. 

Workers in both systems determined that a variety of 
services should be prOvided, with general agreement among 
the workers. The service areas on which three or four workers 
in both systems agreed were: mental services for the par­
ent(s), counseling on parent's own unresolved conllicts, cul­
tural-recreational opportunities for the parent(s), child or 
day care services, counseling on child development. Beyond 
these generally agreed upon services, three PSU workers saw 
the need for mental services for the child, physical services 
for the parent and counseling on budgetary matters. Four 
CES workers agreed upon the need for family planning coun­
seling and counseling on problems in parent-child interaction 
patterns. 

Three workers in both systems respond&d to the item 
of home visitation as a part of protective supervision. All 
three PSU workers indicated visiting the home three or more 
times monthly with the time of the visit being suited to the 
convenience of the client and the worker. CES workers lean­
ed toward longer periods oftime between unscheduled visits. 

Case 10. A 34 year old mother of six children reported that 
her 49 year old boyfriend, who lived with her and 
her children, made the entire family leave the house 
except for the 13 year old daughter who said the 
man beat her with his belt and forced her to have 
sexual relations with him. The boyfriend was 
known to have whipped all the children on other 
occasions. The family survived on public assistance 
and income from the boyfriend's part· time work. 

Three of the PSU caseworkers suspected abuse, two of 
them also indicated suspected neglect. All three of the work· 
ers made the decision to allow the child to remain in the 
home with services. Two workers made a determination of 
abuse in the case; one worker's dispOSition was to allow the 
child to remain in the home with services while the other 



make the decision to remove all the children on an emergency 
basis and to petition the court for their permanent removal 
from the home. 

All of the CBS caseworkers made a determination of 
abuse. Three workers indicated that the child would be allow· 
ed to remain in the home with services, while two recom, 
mended emergency removal of the child and a petition for, 
temporary removal of less than one year. 

Even though fOUT of the PSU and three of the CES case· 
workers indicated the child would remain in the home with 
services, there was little agreement among the workers in reo 
gard to the service needs of the family. Three or more of the 
PSU workers saw the need for physical services for the child, 
cultural·recreational opportunities for the child, and counsel­
ing on child development. Only one worker indicatedaneed 
for day care, mental referral for parent (boyfriend), or coun· 
seling with the chUd. Two workers agreed upon the need for 
family planning counseling. 

In terms of services to be rendered by CES caseworkers, 
four or more workers agreed on the proviSion of only three 
types of services-mental and physical services to the child 
and referral for legal services for the parent(s). Three work· 
ers indicated the need for referring the parent(s) for mental 
services; counseling on the development, needs, and prob· 
lems of children; on budgetary matters, home management 
and family planning. 

Only one worker saw the need for wltural·recreational 
needs for the child and parent; two indicated that child or 
day care was needed. 

As to home visitation as a part of protective supervision, 
the majority of the workers in both systems indicated that 
visits would be made two or more times monthly. 

Commentary on Caseworker Respons ... s to Case Vig· 
nettes.-Relevant tabular information regarding worker as· 
sessment and determination of services needed in all of the 
eleven vignettes are presented in Tables 6·6 and 6·7. 

Noting Table 6·6 one observes several obvious differ· 
ences between workers within each system and between tlle 
systems in regard to determination on the nature of the 
case and the dispositions made in relation to the determina· 
tions. There was a tendency for PSU workers to be less apt 
to express absolute certainty on the existence of abuse or 
neglect. In only two cases did one or more CES workers 
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indicate that the case represented a suspected reportable 
condition. 

PSU workers were more apt to indicate longer periods 
of absence out of the home when the decision was made to 
me a petition on the child. It is of utmost importance at this 
point to emphasize that services were not generally provided 
to parents during the period of out-of·home placement of 
children in either system. . 

Leaving these points aside for the moment, the service 
needs of children and their families are noted in Table 6·7. 
Again, one fmds wide differences in the assessment of ser· 
vice needs. The greatest agreement on service needs between 
workers within each system and between the systems was in 
the areas of mental services for the paren*)· and counseling 
on child development, needs, and problems. For PSU work· 
ers, common agreement centered mi'the physical needs of 
the child. CES workers were in general agreement on the 
need for counseling around parenfs unresol~ed conflicts, 
family planning, and interactional problems between par· 
ent(s) and children. 

What the fmdings in these tables tend to indicate is the 
need for better guides and more training centered on the dis· 
positional, the case assessment, and service delivery process· 
ell. 

Implications for Service Delivery 

The kinds of data generated from this study, coupled 
with existing knowledge, suggest that there are several stra· 
tegic procedural points at which, under present conditions 
in most community systems for child protection, failure in 
the child protection process is imminent: 

1) the entry stage, including identification, report· 
ing, and investigation; 

2) the dispositional stage, which is an element at 
every other stage; and 

3) the case handling/management·treatmentstage, 
including evaluation and service delivery. 1 

1 Saad Z. Nagi, Child Maltreatment in the United States: A Cry 
for Help und Organizational Response (Columbus, Ohio~ Ohio State 

University, 1976), prepared for Children's Bureau, DHEW, Washing· 
ton, D.C. 
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• TABLE 6·6 

Case Disposition Ap-,reement 

Nuhville lCESl Workers Case Worker. Savannah (PSU! 

Abuee - Remain hoae 4 1 2 Abuse - Emergency/petition 

• WI'al •• rvio •• :c-ryr. 
Abuse - Emergency/ 1 2 Abuse - Emergency/petition 
petition < 1 yr. >TYr. 

1 SUltected Abuse - Remain hoae 
wIt servIces 

Abuse ~ Remain home 2 2 1 Abuse - Emergency/petition 
WIt!1services >TYr. 
SUBPected Abuse - 1 1 Abuse - Emergency/petition 
Remair: hODle wIth permanent . 
.ervices 1 Sustected Abuse - Remain home • Abuse - Emergency/ 2 wIt servIces 
peti don > 1 yr. 1 susrected Abuse - Emer9lency/ 

pet tlon, petItion perl~nent 
(also petition other children) 

1 N7gtect - Child remain home 
WJ.t services 

AbuBe - Remain home 3 3 3 Abuse - Remain home with ser-
WIt!1services vIces 
Abuse - Emergency/ 1 1 Abuse - Emergency/petition 

• petition> 1 yr. <TYr. 
~ - Petition < 1 yr. 1 1 ~- Petition permanent 

Abuse - Emergency/peti- 4 4 1 Abuse - Emergency removal 
tlon > 1 yr. 1 Abuse - petition < 1 yr. 
Abul. - Petition < 1 yr. 1 1 lffiuse - Emergency/petition 

>TYr. 
1 susrected Abuse - Emergency/ 

pet tlon permanent 
1 sus1ected Abuse - Emergency/ 

• pet tion < 1 yr. 

Ne1Iact - ~ergency child- 2 5 1 Negrect - Emergency removal 
ch ren/petition < 1 yr. 1 Nhliact - Emergency chi1d-
Nfillact - Emergency chUd- 1 c ren/petition < 1 yr. 
c ren/petition > 1 yr. 1 NllIiilct - Emergency child-
Negteit - Emergency chUd/ 1 c ren/petition > 1 yr. 
pet t on < 1 yr. 2 Neglect - Emergency/petition 
Nsg1ect - Remain home with 1 permanent 
service. 

• Abuse - Emergency chi1d- 3 6 Abuse - Eme:~gency/pstition 

ChIldren/petition> 1 yr. permanent 
(also petition other 1 Abuse - Eme:cgency ch!ld-
children) cnrr.rren permp.nent petition 
Abuse - Emergency child/ 1 1 Abuse - Emergency child/ 
petItion permanent petItion psrmanent (also 
Abuse - Petition child 1 petition other children) 
~r. (petition other 1 SUBEected Abuse/Ne

l
1ect -

children) Emergency chIIa-ch Idren/ 
petition child-children 

• Abuse - Emergency/petl- 2 7 1 Abuse - Emergency/petition 
tItion < 1 yr. permanent 
Abuse - Remain home 1 1 Abuse - Remain home with 
WIt!1 serv ioea servIces 
Abuse - Emergency/peti- 1 1 Abuse - Emergency child-
'tItIOn > 1 yr. children 
AbuBe - Petition > 1 yr. 1 1 Abuse - Emergency/petition 

>!Yr. 
1 Abuse - Emergency/petition 

• <!'Yr. 
Abuae - Remain home 2 8 3 sus ected Abuse 
WIt!1services RemaJ.n home 101 .t 
SusEectea Abuse - Emer- 2 2 susllected Abuse 
geney/petltlon < 1 yr. wIt servIces 
SusEected Neglect - 1 
Remain home wIth services 

Abuse - Emergency/peti- 4 9 3 
tioll < 1 yr. 1 • Abuse - Emergency removal 1 
only 1 

Abuse - Remain home 3 10 2 susllected Abuse - Remain home 
with Ilervices wIt services 
Abuse - Emergency/peti- 2 1 SusEected AbusekNeglect -
tIOn< 1 yr. RemuJ.n home wit servIces 

1 Abuse - Remain home with 
servfces 

• 1 Abuse - Emergency chi1d-
chJ.ldren petition permanent 
(also petition other children) 

AbuBe - Emergency/peti- 4 11 2 ~ - Emergency removal 
don < 1 yr. 1 suseected Abuse~Neglect -
Abuse - Emergency/peti- 1 Remain home wit services 
don> 1 yr. 1 sustected Abuse - Emergency 

chi d-chIldren/petition per-
manent removal of child 

• 
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SASHVILLE (as) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

544 351 2 5 1 

44114 4 2 114 1 

1 1 

4 4 1 ~ 4 ) 4 4 5 3 4 

3 

1 

4 1 1 1 1 

2 1 1 2 2 4 2 

4 1 

1 11111 

1 1 1 

43342 I 1 

3 1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

4 3 

2 

2 2 

~ 5 j 5 4 6 534 3 4 

• • • 

TABLE 6·7 

Inclination of WOrkf!rs Toward SpeciIic Services 

1. Men(al "'."ferral-child 

2. Physical R0f.erral-child 

3. Legal Referral-child 

4. Mental Referral-parent 

5. Physical Referral-parent 

6. Legal Referral-parent 

7. Collection and/or repair­
material goods (including housing 
assistance) 

8. Transportation/professional services 

9. Culturnl-recreational opportunities/child 

10. CultuJ:al-recreiHional opportunities/parent 

11. Tutoring or edttcatic~al improvement assist.:mce 

12. Instru,ction in food preparation/good grooming· 

13. Transportation/personal needs 

14. Child-day care .. 
1). Supervision-par,ent absent 

16. Child dcvelopmel:c-n\'·~.d,; j.!'('blelr.s 

• • • • 

SAVANNAH (PSU) 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

343 1 2 5 131 2 3 

3 534 5 5 4 4 5 4 3 

1 2 1 222 111 

4 5 2 4 555 4 5 1 2 

1 2 

1 

1 1 

131 

2 

1 1 

3 4 3 1 J 1 

2 2 

3 

221 

232 

1 

1 1 

2 2 

1 

1 3 1 

4 1 2 1 

1 1 1 

1 2 4 1 

1 1 1 1 

2 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 3 

2 

• • • 
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TABLE 6-7 (cont.) 

!,AShYILLE (CES) SAVANNAH (PSU) 

Case Services Case 
1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 . .!L.J1 
1 2 4 1 5 3 1 1 2 2 17. Counseling-discipline 2 2 4 1 1 2 4 1 1 2 2 

~ 1 2 4 
0\ 

4 1 3 1 2 18. Marital problems 1 1 3 4 1 1 
~ 

5 1 3 2 19. Budgeting 1 3 1 
3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 1 3 20. Parent-child interaction 2 4 1 1 1 2 2 1 

4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 21. FaJ!lily planning 3 2 2 3 4 3 1 2 2 1 

5 2 3 22. Home Management 1 2 

1 2 4 3 1 4 4 3 3 1 J 23. Parent-parent-child interaction -' 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 1 5 24. Parent unresolved conflicts 2 1 4 2 1 3 4 4 



That failures in the child protection system occurs at 
each strategic point is no question. There is no question that 
approximately sixty percent of the reported children have 
been previously abused. There is no question that the cur­
rent incident in a series of incidents has a relatively high 
probability of being more serious in nature than previous 
incidents. 'There is no question that efforts to rehabilitate 
parents and prevent further abuse and/or neglect have gener­
ally failed What appears to be of question, is what is to be 
done to minimize present failures in the delivery system. 

For protective service systems to fulfill their mandated 
responsibility each 5uspected case must be conscientiously 
handled from start to fmish, i.e., from the receipt of the re­
port or complaint (input) to the investigation, to emer­
gency action and court proceedings, if warranted, and to 
the strengthening of the family, if pOSSible, through support 
services. In order for this mandated responsibility to become 
a reality, a network of community interactions beyond the 
boundaries of single systems must be coordinated. 

The above description gives a generalized picture of a 
working protective service system. What is missing, however, 
is an explicit statement of the process in the "from start tb 
finish," the agency organization for moving the process, and 
the community's responsibility in the process. 

Case Handling Process .-Undoubtedly, most child pro­
tective service (CPS) workers would assert that a specific 
process is adhered to in handling and providing services to 
abused and neglected children and their families. And while 
we will not argue that point, data from the present study 
suggest that the process, if one exists, needs to be more clear­
ly specified and/or existing problems prevent the realization 
of the procedural plan. . 

The data revealed process problems which were common 
to both systems studied as well as problems unique to each 
system. 

In the CBS system, the following recounted problems 
suggest the need for a better processing of protective service 
cases: 

1. A large percent of the cases were apparently 
not carried to its logical conclusion; namely, 
from entry through the major dispositional 
points, through thorough diagnostic evalua­
tion, planning, service delivery, re-evaluation, 
etc. We noted in the total caseload, that a rec-
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ommendation for a petition for temporary re­
moval was made in approximately forty per­
cent of the cases for which there were no prior 
reported incidents and in a slightly higher per­
cent of those for which prior reports existed. 
This fmding was borne out in the cases which 
were subjected to individual case analysis. 

In relation to the above tendency in the agen­
cy's qispositional stance, we noted that serious­
ness of harm suffered by the children was not 
a major factor in the decision-making process. 

Beyond this, while a petition was recommend­
ed and subsequently filed in a high percent of 
the cases, subsequent court actiorts suggest that 
the process through which a large portion of 
the cases had passed was either aborted or not 
well executed. The court returned a relatively 
high percent of the children involved to one 
or both parents. Additionally, a relatively low 
percent of the children were placed in foster 
care. 

2. The response set in the investigation process 
was not as discriminating as this dispositional 
point warrants. As indicated earlier, the degree 
to which CBS personnel could actually set 
priorities to investigations was hampered by 
the fact that they were responsible for investi­
gating practically all complaints, while carrying 
an on-going caseload of approximately forty 
families. Obviously, time ",~.Jent on non-serious 
complaints detracted ;.R:m the time available 
for situations warrrjr,~~g immediate interven­
tion. 

3. There was a high recidivism rate. Among the 
cases subjected to individual case analysis we 
noted further that re-entry into the system oc­
curred in a short period of time in a high per­
cent of the cases. 

In a high percent of the two-report cases (in­
dividual cases analysis), the children were seri­
ously harmed in both incidents or in the more 
current of the two. 

There was a general tendency for the agency 
to move toward more "severe" dispOSitions as 
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cases progressed in tenns of reported inci­
dents. 

These fmdings would suggest failures in the 
child protection process at one or all of three. 
crucial points: (1) the diagnostic stage, (2) the 
planning stage, ane / or (3) the service delivery 
stage. 

The problems in the PSU system which suggest the need 
for a better processing of child protection cases were sub­
stantially different from those observed in the CBS system. 

1. Some of the children reported to the PSU sys­
tem failed to gain entry from the outset. Re­
portedly, some cases, even though they may 
have well been the proper domain of the pro­
tective service unit, were simply not investigat­
ed. 

2. There was no way of assuring the flow in the 
protective service process. Active cases, pre­
viously referred cases, and/or cases not of an 
emergency nature were referred outside the 
PSU for investigatory purposes. Such cases 
were not documented in the Unit's log. There 
are obviously pluses and minuses in such an 
operation of deflecting non-crisis cases from 
the protective service unit. On the plus side, 
the CPS worker can better manage its time in 
tenns of crisis intervention. On the minus side, 
particularly in the absence of documentation 
of such cases, the Unit chances by-paSSing cases 
whkh are in fact serious in nature. 

Beyond this, generalists, who received little or 
no training in protective service delivery, were 
responsible for investigating such cases. In this 
instance, they were responsible for decisions 
which rightfully belonged with those identified 
as specialists. 

In addition, such personnel were responsible 
for on-going case handling processes for the 
cases they investigated as well as those investi­
gated by the protective service unit (PSU). 

3. The lack of 24-hour intake posed problems for 
the orderly sequencing of the service process. 
For example, case assessment by the PSU 
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might well have occurred after parents were 
jailed and children were unnecessarily and in­
appropriately removed from the home. Other 
factors which contributed to the problem in­
cluded the lack of emergency services which 
could be brought to bear in emergency inter­
vention, and the lack of coordinated efforts 
with community collateral systems. 

4. In a relatively high percent of the two-report 
cases, the children were seriously hanned in 
both incidents or in the more current of the 
two. While less than in the CBS system, PSU 
personnel moved toward more "severe" dispo­
sitions as cases progressed in tenns of reported 
jncidents. 

These fmdings suggest failures in the child pro­
tection process at one or more of the crucial 
points. 

Factors common to both systems which indicate aneed 
for a closer look at the total service delivery process were: 

1. The failure to rehabilitate perpetrators--in both 
systems, an overwhelming majority of the cases 
involved the same perpetrator in all of the inci­
dents involving a given child; 

2. In neither system were their consistent and in­
tensive efforts to work with parents of children 
in placement; and 

3. In neither system did case handling involve 
overseeing and coordinating the services and 
activities of other agencies to the children and 
families. 

Indeed, one wonders about the extent of planning and over­
seeing of the internally rendered services. 

Organizational Model.--Some of the observed problems, 
which increased the probability of failures in the handling 
(process) of protective service cas~s, also gave rise to the 
need for a closer look at the organizational model through 
which the process flows. A more detailed discussion in this 
regar~ will be addressed in a subsequent section. 

Community Responsibility.-Child protection has tradi­
tionally been viewed by the public (community) strictly as 



the public social service agency problem. Sadly enough, agen­
cies have reinforced such views. 

This is not as it should be. The thinking must change. 
What comes to mind is community involvement in other 
facets of community life. For example, a community is given 
the opportunity to decide, t1u. ough its voting power, whether 
or not it will allow the selling of mixed drinks on Sunday or 
whether or not it will ftnance a new transit system, a new 
superdome, etc. The success or failure of the "owned" enter­
prise becomes a community responsibility. 

Similarly, the welfare of children is a community affair. 
Child protection is a community enterprise. While one agen­
cy, by necessity, is mandated to receive reports of maltreat­
ment to children and to oversee the child protection process, 
no one agency singularly should nor can realistically bear 
the weight of the responsibility on its shoulders. 

Let us at this point, emphasize some existing knowledge 
and some ftndings from the present study which warrant our 
taking the position of coordinated community involvement 
in child protection. 

1. The community is involved. in the process from 
the very start through the provision of input 
into the system via reports of known or sus­
pected abuse and neglect. Without such involve­
ment, the total community would have failed 
its children by mere inaction. 

2. The community, directly and indirectly, pays 
the price for failures to children. There is in­
creasing concern and a growing body of know­
ledge which suggest that abuse and neglect may 
be reluted to juvenile delinquency and to adult 
deviant imd criminal behaviors. The costs in­
volved in tracking down run-aways, curing al­
coholics and addicts, building facilities and 
providing selvices for delinquents and crimi­
nals, etc. are charged indirectly to the public. 
Direct costs the public incurs stem from acts 
of the addict, the delinquent, and the criminal 
against their person and/or property. Thus, the 
community must claim a stake in the problem. 

3. The protective service agency can be little more 
than the public pays for. Agency personnel-. 
service providers--are usually inadequately pre­
pared through prior education and experience. 
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They carry unmanageable caseloads and they 
are provided little training. The point is to em­
phaSize 0:'';1 that in the average protective ser­
vice worker the community has not paid for a 
single specialist, let alone a variety of specialists 
which many protective service cases require. 

On the other hand, the community represents 
a wide variety of publicly fmanced specialized 
skills which can and should be brought to bear 
at crucial stages in the protection process. 

4. The majority of the services and resources avail­
able to the agency reside in the community. 

5. A vast number of the children tand families 
known to the protective service agency are 
served by one or more additional community 
agencies. What is sorely lacking is a coordina­
tion of service efforts. 

Given the above, it is difftcult to see the problem of child 
abuse and neglect as anything other than a community-wide 
problem for resolution. It appears improbable, however, that 
community "ownership" of the problem occurs without: 

1. The community, via its representatives, having 
input at crucial dispositional stages when such 
is warranted, and 

2. The community becoming an integral part--a 
partner-of the service plan. 

A Proposed Plan for Improving Selvice Delivery 

In this section we will consider a model for the delivery 
of protective se~vices and an organizational model through 
which the process can occur. Beyond this, some recommen­
dations are offered for training needs. 

Proposed Process Model for the 
Delivery of Protective Services 

Figure 6·1 represents a proposed process model for 
handling/managing protective service cases. According to 
this model there are seven steps in the case management pro· 
cess: 

1. intake, 
2. investigation, 
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3. diagnosis/indepth evaluation, 
4. case planning, 
5. service arrangement and provision, 
6. overseeing, and 
7. recording.2 

As the major purpose o~ each of the steps included in 
the model is generally understood and accepted, the focus 
of the ensuing discussion will be centered primarily on the 
process and components involved in each step and a general 
commentary on the importance of each step in the total 
process. Content matter involved in each step is generally 
not dealt with simply because our data did not speak to such 
issues. As such, the following discussion is not designed to 
be a "how-to-guide." The major purpose is to emphasize the 
processes involved and some consequences of aborting the 
processes iPvolved in the steps . 

IntakerThe intake procedures involves two major pro­
cesses--intake and the intake study--both involving a critical 
decision point. 

Intake is a fact-finding process through which a decision 
is madu regarding the appropriateness of the case as one 
which falls within the scope of the protective service agency's 
function. 

The initial intake involves (1) gathering information and 
(2) assessing the information. 

We have generally viewed this initial fact-gatheling pro­
cess as one in which minimal evidentiary data are obtained 
relating to the condition of the child,identifying data on the 
family, identity of the reporter, and the reporter's evaluation 
of the nature and perceived seriousness of the alleged condi­
tion of the child. 

As two major decisions rest on the assessment of the 
facts gathered in this initial process-the appropriateness of 
the case for agency action and the appropriate response fo1-

2It is of significance to note here that other RISWR staff had 

independently developed a case management process mod~l for pro­

tective senices which speaks to the issues and needs highlighted by 

failures revealed by the data in the present study. The current model, 

therefore, represents a collaborative RISWR effort. The details and 

requirements of the model are described in an Institute publication: 

D. G. Boserup and G. V. Gouge, Case Management for Children's 
Protective Services. 
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lowing the acceptance of the case for agency action-it ap­
pears that of equal importance to that oftheminimalidenti­
fying data to be obtained is the need to obtain, if pOSSible, 
some indication of the volatileness of the situation. The 
worker might be able to determine, among other things: 

1. Whether or not the reported incident is an iso­
lated observed incident or an on-going occur­
ring situation; 

2. If the family has experienced any recent major 
changes, e.g., death of an immediate family 
member, remarriage of a parent, etc.; and 

3. The emotional investment the reporter has in 
the incident(fi). 

A report made in person undoubtedly provides the best 
opportunity for the intake worker to gather the kinds of 
facts needed to make an indepth intake study. It is suggested 
that any self-referral be given careful consideration with 
emphasis being as much on the presentments of the reporter 
as on the conditions of the child . 

Armed with the facts gathered in initial intake, the 
worker makes a decision on the appropriateness of the case 
in regard to the agency's functions. To accomplish this, the 
workei must go a step beyond gathering information. The 
facts must be weighed; a determination regarding the mean­
ing of the information must be made. The assessment offacts 
toward problem defmition is the second process involved in 
intake. 

Having assessed the facts, the worker makes a determina­
tion on the case, If the case cannot be deflected from the 
protective service unit through information and/or referral, 
it properly becomes a case for agency action. 

If doubts perSists the worker should not hesitate to 
make every attempt to confinn or dispel these doubts. Any 
remaining doubts must be resolved in the favor of the com­
plaint. A field investigation to explore the situation is war­
ranted. 

Should cases, which are the proper domain for the pro­
tective service agency, not be referred to and/or not be ac­
cepted for agency actions and services, there is the possibility, 
however, remote, that the children may well be in present 
danger and/or may subsequently receive serious harm. I am 
particularly reminded of an article which reported on a case 
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invol~..ng a self-report of a young mother to a community 
health center in New Jersey. She brought in her severely 
bUrtled child whom she explained had been accidentally 
burned on a radiator. While the mother appeared troubled, 
the explanation appeared to be a logical one to the worker 
who talked (counseled) at length with the young woman. 
Rather than reporting the C'lse, the worker suggested to the 
young mother that she could always return to the center 
when she felt the need to talk. Tile young mother never re­
turned. Two weeks later the child was D.O.A. at a local hos­
pital from cuts and <;tab wounds.s 

The irony of the above account is the fact that the young 
worker had recently taken part in an intensive training pro­
gram focused on identification, reporting responsibility, and 
dealing with individual attitudes and values. 

How many inadequately prepared protective service 
workers have even less training? How many protective service 
workers fail to obtain as much infonnation as feasibly possi­
ble upon which to make two of the most important decisions 
in the child protection process; namely, is this a proper case 
for the agency and, if so, what actions are indicated? 

Agency action is based on a detajled intake study. Does 
the infonnation suggest expediency or can routine p.1'0ce­
dures be followed? 

The intake study warrants (1) an analysis (sorting out) 
of the infonnation gathered in the initial intake process, and 
(2) consultation with supervisory personnel. 

It would appear, and the data suggest, that a high level 
of discrimination is needed in screening out cases demanding 
emergency action from those which can be handled in a rou­
tine manner. Without discrimination, problems may well 
arise such that many non-serious cases are investigated in 
short order while some serious ones must be delayed for in­
vestigation. 

The analysis must take under consideration the alleged 
condition of the child, the nature of the maltreatment, the 
perceived familial circumstances which could be considered 
risk factors, and t.he emotional tone of the reporter. In con­
sidering all of these factors, t.he worker should be mindful 

3 "Report on a Failure" inP.S.R.I. Report, Vol. 1, No.2 (June, 
1976). Published by the Protective Services Resource Institute, Rut­
gers Medical School, Piscataway, N.J. 
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of the child's age and personal problems, if such data were 
obtained. 

In making a detennination on the expediency of agen­
cy action, perhaps a response pattern should be instituted 
setting priorities on broadly defmed situations involving 
specific kinds and degrees of maltreatment by age specifica­
tions.* 

While the data are inconclusive, the following general 
prioritized response pattern seems to be advisable: 

1. Situations of present danger, in which physical 
or sexual abuse to in.fants and young children 
might be involved; or which are characteristized 
by lack of supervision, abandon.ment of infants 
or young children, or serious physical abuse of 
older children. 

2. Situations of imminent danger involving such 
indicated maltreatment to older children. 

3. Situations having highly probable negative 
long-range consequences to children--neglect 
conditions. 

The problem with any pattern is the tendency toward 
routinization. Thus, any pattern accepted for action must 
be flexible. Not all physical abuse to young children present 
danger; howevet, the probability of physical abuse being of 
a serious nature is significantly higher among infants and 
young children than among older children. 

Having analyzed the Information gathered in intake and 
having made some initial decision regarding agency action, 
it is encumbered upon the worker to consult/confer with a 
supervisor regarding the infonnation and the analysis of it. 
The decision regarding the nature of immediate agency action 
should rest primarily at the supervisory level. 

Should the decision for crisis intervention be made, co­
ordinated investigatory procedures with the juvenile court 
intake might prove beneficial. Such procedures worked well 

*CES project personnel indicated general types of situations 

which were categoricaIIy earmarked for immediate intervention. See 
Johnson, Two Community Protective Service Systems, p. 21. We 
noted, however, that the screening process resulted in a somewhat 
indiscriminate response pattern. 
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in the CES system, The cooperative field assessment report· 
edly resulted injoint decisions regarding the emergency needs 
of children and their families. 

Investigation.··Investigation in protective services in· 
volve field procedures in which the worker is faced with 
making decisions on the validity of the report and on the ap­
propriate actions should abu'~e and/or neglect be confmned. 

Toward making a determination of the validity of the 
report, the worker's investigation logically involves: 

1. contacting the family; 

2. observing the child and other children; 

3. where the need exists, contacting persons other 
than the family for the purpose of gathering 
additional information; and 

4. assessing the information. 

Prior to contacting the family if the nature of the situa­
tion allows the time, the worker should study the informa­
tion gathered in the intake process and consult, if possible, 
the Social Service Exchange. 

The first contact with the family may be a trying situa­
tion for the worker. Whether the client is hostile in view of 
what is considered agency invasion of privacy or whether 
they are cooperative, the worker's responsibility is to inter­
pret the agency's function and its obligation to explore the 
reported complaint. Needless to say, highly trained persons 
are required to undertake the tasks of gaining entry into the 
home, initiating and maintaining an objective relationship 
during the initial interview, and obtaining information re­
garding the complaint. 

If the worker gains entry into the home and establishes 
the reason for the agency's intervention, the worker should 
request to see the child and other children in the family. 

The failure to gain entry and/or to observe the child 
cannot be signals to close the case. Rather one or both of 
these occurrences and the need for additional information, 
in view of accounts conflicting with that of the reported 
complaint and/or general lack of cooperation, should sensi­
tize the worker to the need to contact persons other than 
the family. If pOSSible, however, such contacts should not 
be made without the parent's knowledge. 
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The information gathereo by the worker in the field in­
vestigation, which may involve several visits,must be assessed 
at two major points; namely, at the point of determiningim­
mediate actions and at the point of indepth evaluation. Ob­
viously, in emergency situations, the worker must make an 
immediate assessment in order to take actions to prevent 
further harm to the children. One possibility in such situa­
tions involves the worker calling in for police assistance. An­
other possibility, to which we alluded earlier, might involve 
a coordinated and conjoint investigation with juvenile court/ 
police intake in alleged serious situations.* 

If the comrWnt is confIrmed the worker should apprise 
the parent of the initial assessment of the facts uncovered. 
By the same token, the worker needs to withdraw from the 
situation as tactfully as possible in such a manner as to leave 
the parent(s) with the least possible resentment againsthim/ 
her and the agency when complaints of abuse and/or neglect 
are disproved or by defmition do not warrant further action. 

It is necessary to investigate, on a priority baSis, all re­
ported complaints as expediently as possible. Expediency is 
especially necessitated in cases involving reports of physical 
beatings. Unlike signs of on-going neglect, signs of physical 
abuse become less visible with the passage of time and in 
many cases of physical abuse, particularly in regard to very 
young children, visible signs are the only evidence on which 
intervention can be justified. 

Where or to whom do protective service workers report 
when doubts persist but evidence is not attainable? I am re­
minded of a case in which immediate entry into the home 
and observation of the child simply did not occur. The in­
vestigation process was aborted to the eventual detriment 
of the child and perhaps the family. 

Coordinated and conjoint intake/investigative proce­
dures with the juvenile court or law enforcement would ap­
pear to be of benefit in such situations. Unlike most protec­
tive service agencies, police forces operate on a 24-hour basis. 
The actual case emphaSizing the aborted investigation process 
follows. 

Earliest Report: Child was age 2. Extent of injuries was 
undetel1nined. Report indicated child 
flung to the floor by stepfather. Parents 

*Situations in which removal of the child and/or other children 

is effected should be purely of an emergency/crisis nature. 



Second Report: 
(1 year later) 

Third Report: 
(6 months 

later) 

evaded worker who, after not being able 
to make contact immediately, made the 
disposition to allow the child to remain in 
the home with services. A worker's docu­
mentation indicated " ... Parents not recep­
tive to any kind of services or assistance 
with problems, I do not see that the 
agency has any right to intervene fur­
ther." 

Case closed after three months. 

Serious beating by stepfather. Child was 
removed on an emergency basis and a pe­
tition was ftled. Child was in foster care 
one month. As a new baby was born dur­
ing this time, a homemaker was provided. 
No other service provisions were docu­
mented. 

Parents and agency obtained legal repre­
sentation. Stepfather was indicted by the 
County Grand Jury. 

Serious beating by stepfather, state of neg­
lect, failure to thrive. Stepfather not yet 
tried. No petition. No documentation of 
services. 

Diagnosis/lndepth Evaluation.--Following as thorough 
an investigation as possible, the next logical step in the child 
protection process is that of diagnosing the facts. This step 
is warranted in any instance except those in which the com­
plaint was determined to be unfounded and/or invalid. This 
prescription would apply to cases involving immediate place­
ment of children as well as those involving no more than ad­
monitions or "counseling" around the problem during some 
period ofthe investigation process.* 

This step involves a heavy reliance upon information 
gathered in the investigation. The facts must be sorted out, 
evaluated, and studied toward the goal of problem definition 
and subsequent plannint5 and action. 

*More careful consideration, however, must be given to the en­

tire process and natum of intervention. One point the data from this 

stu<ly clearly indicated and that is the tr,ndency for the agency to be­

come involved and remain "involved" for less than probable cause. 

Beyond this, involvement often fails to be meaningful. 
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The sorting out process should involve laying out the 
information by specific problem areas, among which are the 
nature of the maltreatment, child's problems beyond those 
related to the abuse and/or neglect, observable parental prob­
lems, and environmental factors including interpersonal 
familial relationships. 

The sorting out process should make for a more de­
fmed process of examining and evaluating what the infor­
mation means when it is taken as parts of the total picture. 
The two-fold purpose in evaluation is to determine if the re­
ported condition is, in fact, a valid case for continued agen­
cy action, and to make some determination regarding pos­
sible causes. 

Undergirding the explicit purposes ar~ the implied need 
for evaluating the family situation in terms of future danger 
to the child and making careful evaluation of the strengths 
as well as weaknesses in the family. 

The information needs to be studied in terms of what 
it all means for the child, the parents, future agency involve­
ment, and the direction initial planning can take. 

It is particularly important at this stage in the child 
protection process that the agency involves expertise of the 
various specialists in the wider community. Physicians, 
child development specialists, marriage and family counsel­
ors, psychologists and other professionals may be pulled 
togetner as a consultant team to aid the decision making 
process on an as-needed basis on difficult and serious cases. 

Seemingly, there are two major advantages in involving 
a group of outside professionals in the diagnostic evaluation 
step. First, it offers the child protection agem.J an opportu­
nity to avail itself of services which it normally does not 
have at this important juncture of case handling. Equally 
important, it moves the ownership of the problems of child 
abuse and neglect more toward a community enterprise. 

The involvement of such a team in a given case would 
normally be 9n a one-time basis. However, if as the case pro­
gresses and unusual circumstances and/ or information bear­
ing on the case are revealed, further involvement of the team 
might be indicated. Beyond thiS, agency personnel (CPS case­
worker) needs to be involved in continual re-evaluation as 
the case progresses. 

Case Planning.--The purpose of planning is to develop 
and maintain a case plan. It is in this step that parent/client 
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involvement should become an integral factor ill the (-;hild 
protection process. 

The direction case planning takes depends primarily 
upon the identified problem(s) and the availability of re­
sources which can be brought to bear on the problem needs. 

Basically, this step involves: 

1. Are-assessment of the problem area(s) toward 
definitive problem statements, 

2. Assistance to the parent(s) to gain awareness 
of the perceived problem(s), 

3. Identification of service needs, and 

4. The setting of short and long range objectives 
for arranging, providing, and overseeing ser­
vice. 

In re-assessing the problems revealed in the indepth eval­
uation, it is essential that the worker assists the parent(s) in 
underftanding the causes of the abuse and neglect. These are 
important processes inasmuch as the abUSing and/or neglect­
ing parent either views aspects of the child's behavior as the 
cause of the maltreatment or does not generally relate the 
maltreatment to parental problems. 

Identified services should be directly related to identi­
fied problem areas. Services should not become a part of 
the case plan simply because they are available. By the same 
token, the worker should exhaust every effort to locate need­
ed services which are in small supply. It stands to reason that 
if services are not appropriate to the needs the planning and 
subsequent case plan have little meaning. 

In regard to the identification of service needs, efforts 
should be made to detennine from the parent/parent substi­
tute their present involvement, if any, with other service 
agencies. It is through this process that additional service 
needs can be identified and duplication can be avoided. Be­
yond this, a more coordinated plan can be deveioped result­
ing in less fragmentlltion of services and less confusion for 
the parent/parent substitute. 

The goal setting process sets the parameters of the case 
plan: What problems are resolvable in short order against 
those which can be deferred? What is the absorption capacity 
for given services in tenns of the agency and community re-
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sources? Who will be responsible for addressing specific ob­
jectives? Are there problems the family can manage? How 
will progress toward meeting the objectives be determined? 

The planning step appears to be an appropriate stage in 
the child protection process at which the agency might in­
volve the community. Representatives from other agencies 
presently involved with the family and/or will be involved 
as a result of the identified neds can assist the agency as a 
team to work with the family on Q long-tenn basis. 

Obviously, such a team would not be needed in some 
cases. Many cases are served solely by the child protection 
agency. This would be true of cases involving only casework 
services and/or protective supervision. 

Where the team approach seems appropriate, it might 
be advisable for the agency to explain the problems to the 
parent(s), to indicate service needs which result from con­
joint efforts, and to gain their acceptance/rejection ofteam 
efforts. Such a procedure would appear to lead to more co­
operation by and less confusion for the parent(s) in the case 
planning and service arrangement/provision processes. 

Where such teams are utilized they should become an 
integral part of the treatment process. Obviously, parents 
should be involved in the team meetings. 

Service Arrangement and Provision.--The arrangement 
for the provision of services involves the worker's designating 
and establishing parent contact with service providers-intra­
agency and inter-agency. 

Beyond designating and establishing parent contact with 
service providers, it is the worker's responsibility to see that 
the established relationship with service providers is sustain­
ed as required by the parents' service objectives. 

The activities involved in arrangement, particularly in 
tenns of inter-agency confusion and complexities, would be 
less problematic if potential service providers are included 
in the case planning stage as well as in the arrangement and 
actual provision of services. 

Depending on the nature and extent of the family's ser­
vice needs, the provision of services might be offered by 
several service providers both internal and external to the 
agency. 

The CPS worker responsible for the case may serve as a 
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service provider and/or a case manager. While the worker 
must assume a degree of independence in meeting the service 
needs of families, the CPS supervisor should share the respon­
sibility at any major decision point. 

In the event that the child(ren) is removed from the 
home, the agency should provide services to the familyac­
cording to the case plan in ...nticipation of the return of the 
child(ren). 

Overseeing.--Overseeing is an on-going monitoring and 
assessment activity in which the major concern is whether 
the case plan is being implemented according to expecta­
tion. 

The monitoring process serves as the basis for making a 
determination regarding the appropriateness of the case plan, 
the movement toward the stated objectives, and the need for 
changes in the overall plan, e.g., making decisions regarding 
case closure, etc. 

Part of the case plan should provide for regular in-per­
son contacts. TIle regularity of contacts will depend on the 
stage in the protective service process, the needs of the fami­
ly, the identified risks in the family to the child, and the 
worker's time and role, e.g., supervisor, service manager/co­
ordinator, and/or service provider. It would appear that if a 
worker provides casework services including "protective su­
pervision," in-person contacts should occur on a weekly 
basis. In making decisions regarding regularity of contacts, 
however, some consideration must be given to the nature of 
the case-age of child, chronicity of maltreatment, family 
problems, etc. 

On each visit to the home (child in own home or in fos­
ter home) the worker should make a point to see the child. 
And in the casework process, the worker must be ever mind­
ful of the fact that both the parents and the children have 
problems. 

The most logical reason for infrequent home visita­
tions, even when situations seem to indicate frequent 
monitoring, is probably that of worker's limited time. 
Perhaps by utilizing a team in the case plarming, arrange­
ment, and provision processes, some responsibility for 
home visitation can be delegated to others among the 
service providers. As such a team would meet on a scheduled 
basis specified in the case plan, the service provision and 
overseeing activities of the several service providers can be 
assessed and coordinated. 
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If a team approach is not utilized, it would be necessary 
for the worker to apprise and otherwise involv~ the parenti 
parent substitute in the assessment of the monitoring results. 
Sinillarly, Gtner service providers must be contacted on a 
regular basis for input into the overseeing process and for 
feedback regarding assessme1.lts made and any decisions 
which effect changes in the case plan. 

Recording.--Record keeping is the process of maintain­
ing information which can be utilized for the general pur­
poses of communication and accountability, showing effec­
tiveness of services, and for internal deciSion-making func­
tions in regard to the case. This is an ongoing activity which 
is a vital aspect of each of the steps in the case handling/ 
management process. 

t 

In contrast to the usual primary purpose attached to 
recording; namely, management/infonnation and control 
purpose of reporting, data compiled and kept for the purpose 
of case handling/management are intended primarily for the 
purpose of immediate line staff access and use. 

As a tool (ideally, standardized and organized) for the 
service provider(z), case handling/management records 
should inlprove client tracking, provide a basis for commu­
nkations regarding the case, and facilitate supervision and 
make routine case transfers possible. 

Proposed Organizational Model 

There are three broad and separable units offunctioning 
in the protective service process: 

1. intake/investigation, 
2. case handling/management-treatment, and 
3. placement. 

While the focus and activities of each unit are in many ways 
different from the other, the staff may be the same for each 
of the units or there may be different staff. The direction 
an organization takes is undoubtedly influenced by the per­
ceived advantage of one type of organization over another, 
the degree of ~pecialization sought, the volume ofprotective 
service cases, the adequacy of staff, and the type community 
(urban-rural, inner city, etc.) the agency serves. 

Figure 6-2 represents a model which separates the staff 
by the units of functions. Some consideration of alternatives 
to this model must be made in tenns of the rural versus ur­
ban (generic vs. specialized) construction. In rural areas, the 
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worker(s) responsible for child we-1fare cases may also be re­
sponsible for pro~ective service cases. At the same time, such 
a worker(s) may be responsible for impiementing all of the 
steps in the protective service process. 

Ther~ is nothing drama tic or new about the present 
model. Our propo!)ing this model' with general functional de­
scriptions, however, has resulted from insight~ gained from 
the data, from discussions with personnel and our on-site 
observations in the t 40 systems, and reliance upon existing 
knowledge.4 

At the time of the study, the CBS system operated on 
the basis of one and the same staff being responsible for each 
of the broad functioning units including services to children 
in out-of-home care. While the emergency foster care com­
ponent was responsible for locating foster care placements, 
the intake caseworker was responsible for "treatment" for 
the child. 

Sue! -: model provides for continuity of care. However, 
this failure to separate staff in a system (such as the CBS in 
a large metropolitan are? which receives a constant inflow 
of new cas\~s) may result in some stepr; in the child protec­
tion process heing neglected. 

The data from the present study indicated that the in­
take and ihvestigation functions in the CBS system were 
realized with a high degree of success in terms of the imme­
diacy of response to complaints. Appropriateness of deci­
sions made in regard to emergency services provided aside, 
the intake caseworker had access to an array of services 
which could be provided on a "moments" notice. On the 
other hand, the case handling/management-treatment func­
ti,ons were severely sacrificed. We have previously noted that 
'(he l.'ltake caseworkers were hampered by heavy caseloads 
which involved cases falling at different points in the protec­
tion process. Beyond this, the data resulting from the evalu­
ation of effectiveness (based on our developed set of criteria) 
indicated failures in the "treatment" process.s 

4For. a discussion of th~ ad"Jntages ann disadvantages of five 

ba;ic organizational models., see U.S. Department of Health, Educa­

tion, and Welfare. Social and Rehabilitation Service. Public Service 
Administration: Protective Services for Abused and Neglected Chil­
dren and Their Families (SRS) 77-23042, pp. 29-33. 

sFor a discussion of problems in the "treatment" process in 
the CBS system see National Center for Comp!ehensive Emergency 
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The delivery of services to chijdren in the Savan!1ahsys­
tern involved three separate staffs; namely, intake/investiga­
tion, case handling/treatment, and placement. While the PSU 
Qrganizat~on does not differ from that described in our pro­
posed model, specific processes and structural factors limited 
effectiveness. 

Th~ "specialized" protective service unit (PSU) was not 
hampered by a build up of on-going cases. On the ether hand, 
the Unit had little access to resources which could be brought 
to bear in emergency situations. Beyond this, the restricteo: 
intake hours, coupled with alack of coorqmated efforts with 
other community intake sources, severely hampered the 
Unit's functioning. In addition, on-going services to children 
and families were not provided by staff trained in protective 
services. t 

Also by way of introduction, perhaps it is not too pre­
sumptious to suggest that each of the above organizational 
models can realize a degree of success given: 

1. Adequate resources; 

2. An adequate staff-in terms of preparation and 
training and worker-client ratio; 

3. In~ra-and interagency cooperation and coordi­
nation; and 

4. An awareness and implementation of the steps 
involved in the processing of protective service 
cases. 

Elements of the Proposed Model.--The proposed model 
provides for three separate staffs: 

1. the intake/investigation staff, 

2. the case handling/management-treatment staff, 
and 

3. the placement staff. 

While this separation and suggested relationship between the 
staff may not be feasible nor operational in some systems, 
insights gained in the present study and the realization of 

Guide. Second Edition. (Nashville, Tennessee: Nashville Urban Ob­

servatory), pp. 111-112, 
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the diverse requirements of the separate broad functioning 
units lead us ~0 suggest its applicability in protective service 
agencies with a constant inflow of cases and adequate re­
sources and staff. 

In proposil}g this model, it is not without knowledge 
and understanding of communities in which the protective 
service network operates out of organizations or settings 
other than the public social servicfil agency. As the basis for 
this. model rests on i:lsights gained from the study of pro­
tective service systems based in the public social service 
agency, we can only suggest their applicability in similar 
settings. 

Bey,md this, agencies must be aware of internal "turf' 
problems which can arise between separate staff involved in 
the total protection process. Of particular concern would 
be the potential for problems between the placement and 
the treatment staff regarding the supervision of the child. 

The intake/investigation staff would be responsible for 
the processes involved in steps one and two of the child pro­
tection process (see Figure 6-1 and the attending discussion'. 
Beyond this, the staff would assume a major responsibiUty 
when court action is required. 

A separate case handling/management-treatment staff 
would be responsible for the monitoring-assessment cycle 
which includes the processes involved in steps three through 
six; namely, diagnosis and problem deftnition, case planning, 
service arrangement and provision, and overseeing. This staff 
would also provide services to children who are placed in 
foster family care (lnd their families. 

In the present organizational model, the placement staff 
is separable from yet an integral part of the protection pro­
cess. * As a separate functioning unit, the placement staff in 
an agency has the responsibility for handling all aspects of 
nonprotective Ghild welfare placements. As a part of the 
protection process, the placement staff would assist the case 
handling/managemenNreatment staff--responsible for the 

"Beyond possible conflict between staffs regarding supervision 

of the child during foster CalC placement, agencies will also need to 

consider foster parents if these suggested changes arft instituted. Fos­

t;)r parents usually care fOIchildren under protective and nonprotec­

tive conditions. The suggested changes would require more than one 

worker in the foster f;unily home even in a protective service case. 

Would this constitute undue family disruption? 
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monitOring-assessment cycle-by assum\ng the responsibility 
for 109ating foster homes, arranging fClr placement, cooper­
ating with the. caseworker in matterr. relating to the child 
during the placement, being responsible for paperwork and 
agency accountability factors rela.ted to foster care services. 
Given the nature of the propqsed relationship between both 
staffs, it would be necessary for a worker(s) from the place­
ment staff to be involved in the service arrangement and 
provision step when the case plan provides for foster care 
placement. 

Such placement staff may be called upon by the intakel 
investigation staff in emergency situations to locate and ar­
range for emergency short-term placements. 

A. Advantages of the Proposed Model 

There are several possible advantages of the proposed 
model: 

1. Eliminates a build-up of cases in the intake/in­
vestigation unit.; 

2 Lends itself to a more discriminatory response 
pattern in intake and investigation; 

3. Enhances the probability of intensive and ef­
fective case management-treatment services to 
children and families requiring on-going inter­
vention; 

4. Sets the stage for recruiting and training staff 
·,.round specific needs and skills required for 
the different functioning areas;* and 

5. Provides for continuity and coordination of 
care to children and families during the assess­
ment-monitoring cycle. 

'"While training in the area of protective services is presently not 

provided to meet diffe~ential needs, I am personally convinced that 

whilll there a~e areas of common general needs there are training neecs 

specific tQ·the intake/investigation function and to the case handling/ , 
management-treatment function. The Institute has recently initiated 

a research effent involving CPS caseworkers and supervisors in the 

eight states in Region IV to determine actual arid perceived roles and 

qualifications. One focus of the study is designed to determine if roles 

and qualifications differ by function in the protection process. The 

fmdings should have useful implication for training needs. 



B. Requirements of the Proposed Model 

A model is a guide, a framework; actual operations may 
approximate the intent of the model or deviate substantially 
from it. There are specific requirements which must be met 
if success as indicated by the specified advantages of the 
proposed model is to be realized. 

Elimination of Caseload Build-up in the Intake/Investi­
gation Unit.--In order that the build-up of on-going cases 
does not occur in the intake/investigation unit, several re­
quirements must be met: 

1. Clearly defined policies and procedures; 

2. Intra-agency coordination and cooperation; 

3. An operational definition of crisis; and 

4. 24-hour intake services. 

Defil1ed Policies and Procedures .-·In simple terms, policy 
refers to a program of goals, values, and practices which are 
design~d primarily to regulate and organize a system's pro­
cesses and the behaV'li)fs of particip.ants within and/or be­
tween systems. 

In relation to the entry stage in the child protection 
process, policies regarding case definition, case action, and 
case movement must be clearly stated such that each com­
ponent staff understands that which is expected. 

While policies must allow for some flexibility on the 
worker's part, they must serve as a firm basis for action. 
Policies define cases appropriate for agency action; they de­
tine the appropriateness of action by the agency; and they 
. defme the course of movement cases take within the agency. 
Beyond tllis, policy statements should include or be accom­
panied by specific procedural statements. What are the means 
to the desired goal as addressed by policy? 

Ii,tra-agency Coordination and Cooperation.--Coordi­
nated proc~dllteS as set forth in agency policy and coopera­
tion within the framework of the procedures must exist if 
cases are to move smoothly, efficiently, and expeditiously 
from the intake/investigation unit to that of case handling/ 
management-treatment. 

tion of objectives and goals depends upon behaviors of par­
ticipants in the system. 

To ensure the desired behavior, it is essential that top 
adnlinistrative personnel give positive sanction to the pro­
gram's operation and staff. 

The proposed model (Figure 6-2) assigns all intake/in­
vestigation responsibility to that staff. Cases handled through 
routine procedures would be passed on to the case handling/ 
management-treatment staff following investigation proce­
dures. Crisis cases, involving emergency intervention. efforts, 
would be passed to the treatment staff upon resolution of 
the immediate crisis ar.d the completion of the fact-fmding 
process.* 

~ 

It is of importance to note that the diagnostic process 
can be initiated even though the child may be in temporary 
care. The placement of the child would involve the placement 
staff. 

Operational Definition of Crisis.--The extent to which 
cases can be resolved and pa.esed on in short order determines 
the extent to which the mtake/inves!i.gation staff can pre­
vent a build-up of on-goi..tlg cases. One factor which could 
contribute to such a build-up of C?ses would be the failure 
of the intake/investigation staff to !'uccessfully transfer cases 
to the treatment unit due to the Urtit's failure to comply 
with policies and procedures. Such a situation we have pre­
viously suggested may be remedied in p.art by continuous 
positive sanction by top administrative pf:rsonnel. 

An additional factor wllich can lea~ to a build-up of on­
going cases for the intake/investigation staff is the absence 
of a dear understanding of what com\titutes a crisis. When 
does a crisis end? And when does thl! intake/investigation 
staff terminate its acttve involv\)ment? 

In order to accomplish the overriding goal of the child. 
protection process and of the organizational model; namely, 

*It is conceivable that the investigation function of the intake/ 

investigation staff may be by-passed in some instances, e.g., treat­

ment workers' observations during in-home visits and/or referral from 

hospital social service personnel. In such instances, however, it would 

seem necessary that case iq.ep.tifying and background information 

beccll'1e a part of the intake fIles. Problems from this failure to docu-

A cle~r1y defined set of policies and procedures in and ment such cases in intake were noted in thp, PSU recordkeeping pro-

of themselves do not guarantee desirat-le results. The realiza- cedure~. 
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the orderly sequencing of services to children and families 
by specified staff, it would appear appropriate for the intake/ 
investigation staff to perform intake and investigation func­
tions and to deliver short-term services designed to stabilize 
the immediate crisis. Short of this, the b1tlike unit, as ob­
served in the CBS system, can easily become responsible for 
long-term case handling. 

24-Hour Intake .-When intake into the protective service 
delivery system is restricted to the work day five days a week, 
cases handled generally by law officers after work day hours 
and on weekends would take a longer period of time between 
complaint and protective service involvement. Beyond this, 
the protective service agency might become involved in cases 
after parents have been jailed and the child/children have 
been inappropriately "disposed of." In such situations, the 
investigation and assessment procedures can be unduly pro­
longed. The absence. of 24-hour intake may contribute to a 
back-log of cases for the intake/investigation staff, 

Lends Itself to a Discriminatory Response Pattem.-·A 
major requirement for a discriminating response pattern by 
the intake/investigation staff is the efficient and expeditious 
movement of cases from the intake unit. Beyond this require­
ment, is the need for a highly trained intake/investigation 
staff. Such staff should be well trained in interviewing skills 
and knowledgeable about presenting signs and symptoms of 
abuse and neglect complaints. 

The staff must be able to solicit the necessary informa­
tion from the complainant, and able to sort out and assess 
the facts for problem definition and subsequent case action. 
Do the facts indicate routine procedures or is emergency in­
tervention warranted? 

In addition to a highly trained and knowledgeable staff, 
the staff should be adequate in terms of the volume ofinflow 
cases, An inadequate staff for the Intake/investigation pro­
C2sses would provide for the delay in response to or total 
exclusion of some valid cases of abuse and neglect. 

Aside from the time element in a discriminating r<esponse 
pattern is the whole issue of the pattern of services rendered. 
Following an investigation(s), decisions must be made to 
ensure an adequate response to the situation. Should the 
child be removed from the home in view of immine,nt risks 
to his health and/or safety? Can the chUd remain in the 
home with the stabilizing presence of an emergency calretaker 
or homemaker? Should the child be allowed to remain in 
the home with services? The intake/investigation sltaff en-
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counters many situations in which placePlent or some other 
dispOSition could be avoided if emergency services, e.g., care­
taker or homemaker, were available. 

Such staff must have access to the same array of services 
made available to treatment staff if it is to deliver services 
appropriate to the demands of the situation. 

Enhances Case Handling/Management.Treatment Ser" 
vices.--The goal in service delivery after entry into the system 
can be considered five-fold: 

1. To eliminate recidivism; 

2. Should incidents recur, to prolong the period 
between them; 

3. To prevent subsequent serious harm; 

4. To rehabilitate the perpetrator (parent); and 

5. To avoid moving toward more severe disposi­
tions; e.g., court action, placement. 

The eventual overall goal of protecting chilaren from subse­
quent ham1 as indicated by numbers 1-3 and 5, can only be 
reached if the goal of rehabilitating the parent and ameliorat­
ing familial circumstances is obtained. Should this goal--re­
habilitation of the parent(s)--not be realized, failure i.s immi­
nent. 

In order that the treatment staff in this model can pro­
vide intensive and effective services they must be freed from 
the intake/investigation function. Treatment staff need to 
be highly trained in the areas of human behavior and protec­
tive services, knowledgeable about community services, freed 
from heavy caseloads, and they must adhere to the protective 
service process. 

Recruitment and Training of Specialized Staff.--As indi­
cated earlier, perhaps there are different roles, qualifications, 
and training needs of staffs performing the different func­
tions in the protection process. SOflle staff may feel more 
comfortable in an authoritative/investigative funytional area 
while others may be more effective in the helping/treatment 
area. Given these P9ssitilities an agency can recruit and train 
staff around individualized interests and specialized needs. 

The stage for such a focus in recruitment and training, 
however, can only be set if the agency accepts the possibility 
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of differential staff needs, is committed to dealing effective­
ly with child abuse and neglect cases, allocates appropriate 
funds, and provides the necessary training. 

Continuity and Coordination of Care to Children and 
Families.--Whether children are allowed to remain in their 
own homes after a reported incident or whether they are re­
moved, the problems leading to or making abuse and/or neg­
lect itnminent must be dealt with. 

The removal of the child solves nothing. Yet, the par­
ents of children in temporary placement (which often ex­
tends into long-term placement) have all too often been 
written off by the agencies-generally, no services are pro­
vided. It was indicated by personnel in both study sites that 
any efforts toward "rehabilitation" occurred just prior to 
the anticipated return of children to the home in preparation 
for that return. In the absence of services to these parents, 
where is the logic to the notion that the abuse and/or neg­
lect will not recur after the return? 

Given the fact that recidivism is at a high rate for chil­
dren who have not previously been removed from the home, 
as well as for those who have been, it must be concluded 
that either families cannot be rehabilitated or that, while 
they are capable of being rehabilitated, efforts have been a 
failure. 

Part of the failure can undoubtedly be attributed to the 
lack of continuity of care by the service provider(s) and the 
lack of coordination of the services rendered. This model 
provides for continuity of care in that the same worker(s) 
would be responsible to the child and family throughout the 
case handling/management-treatment process. Beyond this, 
the treatment staff would coordinate the efforts of all rele­
vant resourc~ providers. 

Given the features of both models presented it appears 
reasonable to assume more success in retaining staff overtime 
providing for continuity of care in a more absolute sense as 
well 8S for more coordination of the efforts of service pro· 
viders. 

Concluding Remarks and Recoll'JUendations 

A host of interrelated factors contribute to the dilem­
mas made evident by the data. If these are indeed problems 
of the agencies concerned, then they are problems over 
which these and others like them have little control and 
little hope for instant resolution, In one degree or another, 
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I suspect that these problems typify child protective 
services. 

This sad commentary is not intended as a sweeping cli­
ticism of the CBS concept or as a negation of the value of 
implementirlg CBS or any other "innovative" effort toward 
the goal of child protection. Instead, the fmdings from this 
study should serve as a reminder that "innovation" per se 
will not necessarily result in a cure-all package. 

Recommendations 

1. At the time of the study, the CBS project was: 

. . .defmed as a child welfare service designed 
to meet any family crisis or impending crisis 
which requires social intervention for the pur­
pose of planning to protect children whose 
health, safety, and/or welfare is endangered 
with primary emphasis on those children who 
will reach the attention o[the Juvenile Court, 
as neglected, unless there is immediate case­
work intervention (emphasis added).6 

While risking repetition, we believe it is worth briefly 
fe-stating the defInition and logic for case exclusion for 
the present study. We excluded all cases which resulted 
from one or more of the following: 

1. Accidental injuries; 

2. Neglect due to family illness/hospitalia,a;bl; 

3. Family crisis which could have negative conse· 
quences for familial stability, e.g., death, un­
employment, etc.; and 

4. Personal report involving voluntary placement 
in the absence of abuse and neglect. 

The logic for the exclusion of the above types of cases 
was two·fold: 

1. Such cases were not handled by Savannah's 
PSU system; and 

2. While the welfare of children and their families 

6Comprehensive Emergency Services: Community Guide, p. 1. 



are at stake in such cases, the decisions made 
and the treatment required are dec)idelydiffer­
ent from that involved in cases generally de­
fIn(ld as abuse and neglect. 

Given the focus of CBS as incorporated in the purpose 
statement, and the diversity of actual types of cases 
h&ndled as d.etermined by Institute staff during the 
data collection process, we can conclude that the 
success or lack of success accorded CBS with abused 
and neglected cltUdren and familie:; is confounded by 
the fact that data relating the succes~, story result 
from a diverse population of negler;ted and dependent 
children. This conclusion is partiaUy supported by the 
findings of Burt and Balyeat's evaluation of the demon­
stration program. According to their data, the hospital­
ization and/or illness of mother accounted tor 40.0 per­
cent of the reasons for the assignment of a home·maker. 
Relief to foster parents accounted for an additional 
twenty-fIve percent.7 

While it is indeed a credit to any community system 
that can deflect any child from the Juvenile Court 
system, and where possible maintain him/her in their 
own home, it is both illogical and dangerous to apply 
success in this direction, Le., with children who are not 
abused and neglected in the "true" sense, to make 
generalizable statements regarding probable success 
with the "truly" abused and neglected child. Thus, our 
fIrst recommendation is that communities must not ex­
pect a panacea in an innovative program. The imple­
mentation of aCES or.any other such program should 
only be undertaken with the firm understanding regard­
ing the ways in which such a program( s) can and present­
{y does impact on child abuse and neglect. 

2. Our data and other existing knowledge demonstrate the 
utility and feasibility of CBS for crisis intervention ori­
ented to short·term placement and crisis resolutions; 
however, we believe that emergency intervention and 
ameliorative se.Mces can not be viewed as an end in it­
self, but merely a step toward the delivery of appropri­
ate services. 

The success in the delivery of services to abused and/or 

7Marvin R. Burt and Ralph BalY<Jat, "A New System for Im­

proving the Care Ilf Neglected and Abused Children," Child Welfare, 

Vol. LUI. No.3 (March. 1974), pp. 167-179. 
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neglected children involves appropriate deciSions, ac­
tions, and services and at several junctures-the initial 
intervention being only one-in the total protection pro­
cess. This implies that a commitment to the protection 
of children and the rehabilitation of families involve 
more than simply buying into a criSis/emergency inter­
vention system .. 

3. The failure to rehapilitate pljIents is perhaps one of the 
most obvious indications (recidivism, seriousness in sub­
sequent reports, short periods between reports, and 
agency tendency to move toward more severe disposi­
tions are artifacts of the failure to rehabilitate parents 
and ameliorate familial circumstance) offailures in the 
service delivery process. A variety of factors undoubted­
ly contribute to the failure to reqabilitate parents, 
among which are: 

• A lack of consistency, routine, and expertise in the 
diagnostic/problem definition process.-In order to 
move toward more effective planning for problem 
resolution it is recommended that the child prptec­
tive . service agency recognizes its own limitations 
in terms of staff, resources, and expertise, and move 
toward involving representatives from other profes­
sions on a consistent and routine basis in the diag­
nostic process. The feasibility and success of "com­
munity input" at this stage in the protection pro­
cess has been demonstrated.s 

• Inadequately prepared and trained caseworkers.­
While there is no guarantee that a trained social 
worker will make a "good" CPS service provider 
nor that a good chemist will make a "bad" service 
provider. it seems logical to me (while I am aware 
of the contradictions in the literature regarding 
background and preparation) that some background 
in the human and behavioral sciences is better than 
none. Beyond background and orientation, it seems 
essential that protective service workers be provided 
intensive and on-going training. Therefore, it is rec­
ommended that agencies attempt to recruit persons 
with backgrounds fimzly based in the human and 
behavioral sciences and provide intensive and on­
going training in the areas relevant to protective 

8Frank Barry, "Interdisciplinary Consultant Teams Spread," 

Family Life Developments: A Resource from the Family Life Cen­

ter (Ithaca, N.Y.: No.7, February, 1977), Newsletter. 
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services. This recommendation has not been made 
without knowledge of the obstacles agencies en­
counter in the hiring process (lack of sufficient ap­
propriated funds, salary ceilings, high turn over of 
staff, availability of adequately prepared staff, etc.). 
Again, it is important to emphasize the interr~lated­
ness of the factors involved in the response to the 
problem of child abuse and neglect and the fact 
that there is not a single and/or inunediate resolu­
tion. 

• Inadequacies in staffing of protective services 
which limit the intensity, consistency, and coor­
dination in service provision as indicated by the 
service needs.--The planning step appears to be an 
appropriate stage in the child protection process at 
which the agency might involve the community. 
Representatives from other agencies presently 
involved with the family and/or will be involved as 
a result of the identified needs can assist the 
agency as a team to work with the family on a 
long-term basis. Therefore, we recommend that 
protective service agencies develop policies .and 
procedures for the appropriate utilization of inter- . 
disciplinalY teams in the planning and service ar­
rangement/delivery processes. Beyond this, parents 
and children, whert; feasible, should be involved in 
case planning. 

4. Data from the present study support the commonly 
held notion that children are often left in homes 
and/or returned where they coatinue to be mal­
treated--and in a sizeable proportion, morf: seriously so 
in subsequent incidents-while child protection workers 
"work" with the family. Among the factors felt to 
contribute to this failure in the child protection 
process are: 

• Inadequate guides (criteriq) for detemzining the ap­
propliate response and action in specific kinds of 
situations.--Our data strongly suggest that there are 
no consistent decision-making rules regarding case 
actions. Beyond the aforementioned need for a dif­
fusion of the responsibility for case diagnosis and 
planning, adequately prepared staff, and the need 
for intensive andon-gomg training in the area of 
child protection, child protection agencies need to 
take inven~ory of the various functions they per­
/omz in the protection process, the needs so related" 
and advocate for the development of the kinds o.f 
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guides (criteria) so sorely needed to direct their ex­
pected behaviors. 

• Inadequacies in staffing which limit wa"anted case 
monitoring or surveillance.-The most often ex­
pressed reason for the failure to make frequent 
contacts with families in which children are under 
"protective supervision" is that of the lack of time 
and/or manpower. In our r~cent experiences in 
training Head Start personnel from the eight states 
in Region N, we found that an overwhelming ma­
jority of the trainees indicated a willingness to 
serve as monitors in a case plan in protective ser­
vice cases. These trainees indicated that home 
visitation was presently a vital part of their pro­
gram. Thus, it is re1commended that protective 
service agencies make more extensive use of the 
various community resources providing services 
and/or will provide services as mandated by the 
case plan in an effort to move toward a more com­
prehensive and coordinated delivery'service pack­
age. Beyond this, external resource providers may 
assume some of the direct responsibility for moni­
toring occu"ences and progress within the family; 

• Agencies' philosophy of maintaining children in 
their own home and the emphasis upon rehabilitat­
ing parents (at times, children's immediate safety 
isjeopardizer;/).--Ideally, it is preferable to maintain 
children in their own homes when possible; how­
ever, it is recommended that when this philosophi­
cal stance may serve to the detriment of children, 
agencies must e tercise their authority and remove 
children who, if allowed to remain in the home, 
might be subje1cted to serious hamz. 

Our data suggest that removal was often effected 
for less than probable cause; on the other hand, 
some children were allowed to remain in the home 
in spite of apparent cause for removal. 

We feel that considerable thought and more delib­
erate guided action must be exercised in the whole 
intervention process, part~cular1y to ensure that 
children will not be removed from their homes un­
less their safety (serious hann) is jeopardized. By 
the same token, children who are seriously harmed 
and/or are at risk of serious harm should not be al­
lowed to remain in the home. Perhaps in time, with 
the development of more effective decision-making 
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guides, a better match of services to problem~s) 
need, and effective monitoring procedures, the de­
sired goal of maintaining children in their own 
home can be realized. 

• The practice of re~ming children to the home 
after placement (short and long periods) with little 
or no interim services to the famtlies.--Personnel in 
both study sites indicated that efforts which werl;) 
designed to "rehabilitate" parents occurred just 
prior to the anticipated return of children to the 
home in preparation for their return. Without the 
provision of services, one might assume that the 
problems leading to or making abuse and/or neglect 
imminent would still exist when children are re­
turned. 

Without ameliorative services to the parent(s) dur­
ing placement there is no logic to the return. There­
fore, we recommend that parents of children in 
placement be handled by the case management­
treatment staffsuch that the assessment-monitoring 
cycle is implemented in the same proposed manner 
as in-own-home cases. Beyond this, services to chil­
dren in foster care placements should be provided 
by the case management staff. 

The focus of the "treatment" should be on the be­
haviors of both parerLts and children. To focus on 
changing parents' behaviors without concomitant 
consic!eration of the changed behaviors of children­
partially due to the maltreatment, the removal pro-
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cess, and the actual placement--is to deal with a 
part of the total rel&tionship. To deal with one out 
of context of the other sets the stage for further 
maltreatment upon the return of children. 

5. The present target for training and specialization in ser­
vice delivery is on that identified staff which assumes 
the responsibility for intake/investigation and emergen­
cy intervention. There is no doubt, however, that the 
failure to rehabilitate parents and consequently the fail­
ures depicted by other criteria are due primarily to ef­
forts, or the lack thereof, in the assessment-monitoring 
cycle of the child protection process. Therefore, it is 
recommended that staff responsible for the case han­
dling/management-treatment process be viewed as spe­
cialists in the child protection proc~ss and as such be 
recruited and trained with that consideration in mind. 

6. The process model which has been presented warrants 
a high degree of inter-and intra-agency cooperation and 
coordination. The need for and the failure to obtain 
cooperative and coordinated linkages is an age-old prob­
lem. There is no reason to feel that any suggestion will 
be a fail-safe plan; however, toward the goal of moving 
in the suggested direction it is recommended tridt spe­
cial training be developed and implemented to estab­
lish procedures and a structure for joint decisions in­
vc!ving pPrsonnel from different agencies, professional 
backgrounds, and philosophical orientations. Beyond 
this, training in the specialized area of child protection 
must be provided to all disciplines and agencies involved 
in a community's protection of Ghildren. 
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