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SUMHARY REPORT 

EVALUATION OF THE PHILADELPHIA 

DEFENDER CHILD ADVOCACY UNIT 

PREFACE 

In 1979-80, the University City Science Center conducted a comprehensive 

evaluation of. the Philadelphia Defender Child Advocacy Unit (CAU) under contract 

to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, United States Depart­

ment of Justice (#79 IN-AX-0032). The Final Report of this evaluation is presented 

in three volumes: Volume I, Context Evaluation; Volume II, Process Evaluation, 

and Volume III, Impact Evaluation; this is a summary of those volumes. Evaluators 

used both qualitative and quantitative methods to tap a wide array of data sources. 

The Defender Child Advocacy Unit is a semi-public agency which provides legal 

and social service representation to non-deliquent children in Philadelphia as 

required by the Pennsylvania Juvenile Act and the Child Protective Services Law. 

A. full-time, paid staff of :ive attorneys and six sod.al ~vorkers ~vith support staff 

functions as a self-contained unit within the Defender Association to represent the 

interests of nearly fifteen hundred dependent children annually, including victims 

of abuse and neglect, status offenders (runaways, incorrigibles, and truants) and 

subjects of adoption, custody disnutes, and mental health/mental retardation com-

mitments. 

Sponsored by the Family Court, the CAU began accepting clients in 1976 with funds 

'provided by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Office of Juven,ile 

lllstice and Delinquency Pre',ention, with an increasing local contribution over the 
. 

t?ur-year grant. From its inception, the CAU has emphasized a non-adversarial, 
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negotiation style of advocacy. The CAU embraces a multidiscipiinary concept of 

advocacy, in which law, social work, and psychology are integrated to protect the 
... 
best interests of the child, especially within a family unit. 

The University City Science Center is a research consortium developed more than 

a decade ago by more than two dozen colleges, universities, and medical schools in 

the Philadelphia area, who now make up the board of directors. The Science Center 

is a research park, providing facilities and support for numerous independent 

scientific concerns as well as its own staff activities in the areas of data manage­

ment, solar energy and social science research. 

The Social Sc'ience Research Group, part of the Research Institutes Division, 

consists of fifteen doctoral and master's level researchers with an ~stablished 

record of both qualitative and quantitative work. The group specializes in the 

areas of substance use and abuse, ethnography, justice '(including judicial and law 

enforcement systems and prison industries), mental health and mental retardation, 

literacy and advocacy. 

Deborah Wysinger of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

served as Project Officer for this evaluation, providing able guidance and assistance. 

Alice Tuohy O'Shea, Defender Child Advccate for the CAU, and her entire staff 

cooperated graciously with the Science Center. 
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OBJECTIVES 

The Science Center designed the evaluation to achieve the following objectives: 

A. Context Evaluation 
1) Review the literature of advocacy and children's rights to 

place the CAU in the larger context of legal and ideological 
supports for child advocacy and analyses of other work in the 
field. . 

2) Trace the history and development of the CAU. 
3) Study the relationships between the CAU and other Philadelphia 

agencies with which it interacts and by whose standards it is 
judged. 

B. Process Evaluation 
1) Study the organization of the unit, particularly it~ 

·staffing 
·phi10sophy, and 
·interna1 views of effectiveness. 

2) Study the operations of the unit, particularly the 
·exigencies of working in the Philadelphia system 
·information and client flow 
·procedures and effectiveness of courtroom work, and 
·procedures and effectiveness of field activities. 

3) Make recommendations for improved service. 

C. Impact Evaluation 
1) Study the CAU's impact on its clients' school p~rformance .. 
2) Study the CAU's effectiveness in preventing delinquency. 
3) Study the CAU's impact on family stability. 
4) Study the CAU's impact on the experiences of its clients in 

the justice and social service system. 
5) Determine if the CAU has a different impact on different types 

of clients. 
6) Prepare twenty-nine Case Studies by reviewin~ documents and 

interviewing all relevant actors. 

METHODOLOGY and DATA GATHERING' 

The Science Center designed its evaluation of the CAU to be an integrated, 

multiple method study which would collect relevant data from the agency itself and 

throughout the justice-social service system in which the CAU operates. The use 

of several methodologies with different patterns of strengths and weaknesses served 

as a strong alternative to controlled experimental and quasi-experimental methods 
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'when, as in Philadelphia, all eligible children must receive CAU services so no 

contemporaneous control group could be constructed to determine program effects. 

Methods used in the evaluation included: 

• Literature review 

• Structured interviews with all eighteen CAU staff members, 
sixty four outside respondents, twenty six clients, and twenty-seven 
parents or caretakers 

~ Systematic observation of nearly three hundred CAU-represented 
cases in Family Court 

• Systematic observation of ten person-days of social service 
field and court activity 

• Casual, unobtrusive observation of office activities over the 
entire course of the evaluation 

• Review of pertinent office documents 

• Systematic review of two hundred forty nine CAU case files 

• Time series analysis comparing the experiences of a random 
sample of CAU clients to a random sample of children who 
entered the Family Court before the establishment. of the CAU 

• Administration of an Organizational effectiveness scale to 
CAU staff and outside r.esponcients 

• Preparation of twenty-ttine detailed Case Studies 

Selection of Respondents, Observation Periods, and Cases 

Evaluators interviewed all staff members of the Child Advocacy Unit, including 

the Public Defender and several social work students on practicum, guided by a 

structured interview schedule. 

The evaluation team selected as outside respondents a nonrandom but unbiased 

sample of individuals from all types of local agencies with whic.h the CAU has contact. 

C~rtain agencies to be interviewed were specifically designated by the Science Center 

in the evaluation design. Then the eva.luation team asked the CAU to de'lelop a list 
. 

of social service provider agencies with which it normally interacts and a list 

of judges who generally hear CAU cases. The evaluation staff wrote to these judges 

-4-
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~s~ing them to become respondents, and to the directors of these service provider 

agencies asking t~em to design~te as respondents their agency staff Person most 
1/ 

familiar with the CAU. Finally, the evaluators added a few additional respondents 

recommended by the CAU at the end of the interview period. 

Through the entire evaluation, the evaluation team systematically observed 

nearly three hundred CAU-represented cases in Family Court. Approximately eighty 

percent of these cases were heard during a two-week period in January of 1980~ when 

the evaluators pre-arranged with the Child Advocacy Unit staff and Family Court judges 

to observe in the courtroom. The evaluation team observed the remaining twenty 

percent of cases during systematic social service observations, and data gathering 

for Case Studies. 

Systematic field observation was conducted during the last two weeks of February, 

1980. A member of the evaluation team prearranged to accompany each CAU social 

worker during at least two full day's activities in the office, the courtroom and 

on visits to homes and agencies. Case files for twenty cases observed in the field 

were reviewed. The evaluation team conducted casual unobtrusive office observation 

over the entire course of the evaluation. 

Evaluators reviewed the CAUls case records for twenty cases observed in the 

courtroom, conducted structured interviews with CAU attorneys about their case pre­

paration and goals of courtroom presentation for these cases, and merged this 

information with courtroom observations. Additional case files studied included 

~he twenty nine cases prepared as Case Studies and the two hundred cases in the Time 

Series Analysis. 

-5-
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Time Series Analysis is a quasi-experimental method which allows values derived 

from subjects randomly selected from different time periods to be treated as equivalent 

.to repeated measures in the same group over time. In this analysis, data were 

gathered, concerning the experiences of children of four different case types in the 

years 1973 to 1978 in order to test the hypothesis that the introduction of the 

Child Advocacy Unit in 1976 would induce larger changes in the dependent variables 

than that caused by exogenous effects in other time periods. 

The twenty-nine cases selected for intensive study were chosen in collaboration 

with the CAU. CAU social workers selected fourteen cases which were successful, 

unsuccessful, exceptionally complex, or otherwise interesting. Fifteen cases were 

selected by the Science Center evaluation team from cases observed in court or the 

field. 
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FINDINGS 

CONTEXT EVALUATION 

Literature Review 

The Role of the Child Advocate 

An attorney or lay person seeking to serve as advocate for a child in civil 

proceedings faces a confusing array of role definitions. Burgeoning state and model 

statutes seem to be leading j,nexorably toward. the conclusion that all children who 

are subjects or even parties to legal proceedings have the right to legal counsel, 

yet neither statutes nor the advocacy literature present a clear description of what 

such representation entails. For instance, while advocates in Pennsylvania take 

their mandate from two pieces of controlling legislation, the Pennsylvania 

Juvenile Act and the Child Protective Services Law, the first requires legal counsel 

for all delinquent and dependent children, while the second requires guardians ad litem 

for a subset of dependent children, victims of abuse and serious neglect. 

A potential role conflict exists around the lawyer-client relationship implied 

by these two terms. The IJA-ABA stand~rds (1976, adopted by ABA, 1979), require 

that the attorney press for the clients' stated wishes or, if the child is incapable, 

ask that a guardian ~ litem be 'appointed in addition to the attorney to determine 

the client's interests. The guardian ~ litem, on the other hand, investigates all 

circumstances of the case, protects the; "best interests" of the' client, and counsels 

~nd confers with the trial judge (Makaitis, 1978). Several researchers have concluded 

that the roles of counsel and guaI'dian ~ litem are separate and perhaps inimical 

(Redeker, 1978; Harhai, 1979). A further complication is the heavily social-work 
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~ature of child advocacy, for which numerous schemata have been advanced to describe 

appropriate advocacy postures (Davidson and Rapp, 1976; Richan, 1973; Middleman and 

Goldberg, 1974; and others). 

Beyond role dissonance, many problems have emerged from the various activities 

of social service advocates, guardians ad 1item, and attorneys. Guardians ~ litem 

have been seen as merely investigators for the Court (Devine, 1975) or as extensions 

of the court's parens patriae power, an idea that has fallen into' disfavor (Harhai, 

1979). Some guardians have had difficulty gaining access to documents that are 

available to attorneys (Makaitis, 1978). 

All child advocates suffer from unclear standards of what dispositions are and 

will be in the best interests of children (Mlyniec, 1977) and of what standards 

govern intervention in families (Katz et.al., 1977). And controversy still surrounds 

the relative merits of prc1cedural correctness versus benign flexibility in the 

judicial process. 

.-
The Context of Children's Rights 

The roles of attorney, guardian ~ litem, and social work advocate come together 

in the belief that children have rights to a certain quality of life and relation­

ship, but it is not a simple task to define what this means. Various attempts h~ve 

been made to articulate the rights and needs of c~ildren.. ~-rnite (1977) suggests 

that every child has tl;1e "right to be free from domestic treatment which threatens 

h1s physical and emotional well-being (p.1165). Goldstein, Freud, and Solnit (1973 

and 1979) presume t·hat childt'en have a need for continuity in relationships, the right 
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.to.full party status in placement decisions, the right to recognition of their interests 

as paramount, and freedom from excessive intrusion by the state into their family 

life. Lowry (1979) has elaborated this concept by describing the rights that many 

children in foster care are denied. Children have the same liberty interests as 

adults (Teitelbaum and Ellis, 1978) but these liberties are more frequently restricted$ 

Children's rights are always balanced against the competing interests of the 

state, which are justified under the concept of parens patriae. The state has an 

interest in a healthy, emerging adult generation (White, 1977), the maintenance 

of the family and in exercising its police power (Are en , 1975). The doctrine of 

parens patriae has been subject to criticism for failure to protect. the procedural 

rights of parents and children under the cloak of benevolence (Makaitis, 1978). 

The constitutional right of parents to the integrity of their families is a 

third important factor in dependency and custody proceedings, but it is not an absolute 

right (Chemerinsky, 1979-80; White, 1977). Parents must fulfill their duty to care 

for and protect their children. Every legal safeguard must be guaranteed to parents, 

but the balance between children's rights and parents' rights must be weighed in 

favor of children (Besharov, 1978). 

In Pennsylvania, it has been rare for parents to lose custody of their children 

even after the state held temporary custody for many years, as it has for many 

thqusands of chi.ldren i,n foster care. As in other states, guidelines for removal 

of children from their homes have only been vaguely defined. However, new Foster 

~amily Care Service regulations, promulgated by the Pennsylvania Department of 

~t1elfare in July, 1980, ,do make clear that after removal, the state is to minimize the 
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j 'period of separation (2-31-8), arrange p~rmanent alternative homes for children 

1 
I 

where necessary (2-31-9), and insure children's rights in foster care (2-31-10). . , 
I 
I In short, the call is for permanency planning. Finding permanent solutions for 
1 
I 
\ 
1 
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children depends on three major thrust?: remove as few children as possible from 

their families by providing in-home services; closely monitor, frequently review, and 

I 
! 

respect the needs of those children in temporary care; and finally, find permanent 

l 

f 
I placements for children relatively soon, even if the right of natural parents must 
f' 
I 
\ 

give way to the rights of children to live in functioning new families (Lowry, 

\: 
p 

1977: 1039 as one example). All child advocates must reconcile their activities to 
i 

this thrust for permanent solutions. 

Interorganizational Relationships 

The Philadelphia Defender Child Advocacy Unit operates within a system that 

includes courts, law enforcement agencies, social service providers, public admin-

istrators, schools, and other legal and advocacy organizations. Respondents from 

this system were asked to rate numerically the effectiveness of the CAU by various 

functions. 

Table 1 below presents mean ratings by constituency. CAU staff, the Family 

Court judges, and the two respondents from the Department of Public Welfare rated the 

CAU as average or better than average in effectiveness across all functions. Service 

providers and the legal professional community rated the CAU as ineffective overall. 

Respondents in the categories of court administration and other juvenile justice 

and advocacy groups declined to rate the CAU. 

-10-
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~ RA.-nlGS 3Y SPECI!IC CONSTIn:IENC~S OF !HE E::E.cn~ss 
OF ?Elt!OR.."!&'rCZ OF S?::CInC FmtCnCNS BY CAU a 

~nst::1.t:uencies 

Family' OPW Service Legal 
~Ur1: Officials/ Provider Professional 

Functions Judges Woners ..\.ge.ncies Coccm:d r:y 

(N - 8.) (N - 2) (~1:1- :11) G'N - 5) 

!:l. t 2. :":1a1 !ian~ge1lletu: 2.0 3.0 4..4 2.8 

!:lves ~iga. r~:1 g ClieIlt 2.0 3.0 4.4 4.3 
S i t'..l3. ei ens 

I:e.·lelopi:lg Re.com- 2.:3 3.0 ~.6 5.0 
menda.tions 

Legal Representation 2..0 4.5 4.7 5 • .5 

Independence in 1.9 3.5 ' 4.7 5.5 
Court 

G.et:i:l.g SerTices fo:- 2.0 1.5 : 4.0 4.8 
Clie:1t:s 

Fo1lo-.. -up on Ciencs 2.7 4.0 4.7 4.4 

Internal Cooperation 2.3 3 • .5 4.0 4.2 

C:lot'riinaciotl wit:!l 2.2 3.5 3.7 4.1 
Ot.he.r Agencies 

Mul ::i d:!.s c:i? li:1at7 2.2 3.0 4.2 4.0 
~.ode1 

Kee?i=.g :a.:r!.lies l.7 6.0' 4.8 4.6 
'to ge. o.her 

Reducing/?revenci:g :3.0 6'.'0 5.1 6.2 
~!'!:!que:::,c1 

, 
- ...,..J ... =?:-:J f _:g Se=-~ce 2.4 S.O J~3 2.9 

:.a':'':' 'le-::-/ 

C:Jn t:-:'b u :.ictls :0 3.0 6.0 5.0 3.0 
c:te La.~ 

'tOTAL ,2~ 3 4.0 4.4 4.6 

CoAt! 
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3. i 

2.3 
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3.6 
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Un 'the rating scale, the CAU staff concurred with other constituencies that among 

,all functions they were least effective in contributing to child advocacy law, 

preventing and reducing delinquency, and providing legal representation, to their 

clients. Similarly, the CAU was regarded by its own staff and by other constituen-

cies as most effective in investigating the life situations of clients and coordinating 

with other agencies. 

Lengthy structured interviews with respondents revealed that Philadelphians 

hold diverse views of the appropriate role of child advocates, the most effective 

handling of tr.oubled families and child victims, and the competence of the Child 

Advocacy Unit itself. Despite the multiplicity of viewpoints, a majority of 

respondents voiced concern over three issues: 

A. the CAU's close relationship with the Family Court 

and the Department of Public Welfare and its potentiall 

actual compromising of CAU's independence and ef.fectiveness 

as a change agent; 

B. The CAU's excessive caseload and thus the quality 

of representation; 

c. the appropriate roles and functions of a publicly 

funded child advocacy unit. 

A. Independence. Nearly all respondents except the Family Court judges gave the 

opinion .that the CAU and the court were too closely linked. IVhile CAU staff per- ' 

ceived themselves as powerful and effective in case and class advocacy, still they 
, 
felt constrained by court control. Individual comments revealed a general perception 

that CAU attorneys do not challenge the judges, do not work to' change the Famiiy 

Court system, and are not independent. 

-12-
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CAU's relationship to the Department of Public ~oJ'elfare (DPtoJ') received mixed 

reviews. DPW officials and caseworkers described their relationship with the CAU 

as positive and creative. Some CAU staff worried that their agenc~ was too close to 

DPW, while others viewed the interaction as a healthy give-and-take of accommodation 

and cooperation. Many service providers, staffs of advocacy agencies, and some 

members of the legal community described the CAU as a puppet of DPW, while other 

constituencies labeled them friendly antagonists with complementary capabilities. 

B. Caseload and Quality of Representation. 

Evaluators recounted the CAUls caseload at above 1400 unique clients for the 

1978-79 fiscal year, with a total staff to client ratio of 1/98 (attorney to client' 

and social worker to client ratios were 1/293)0 CAU staff all empnasj.zed their very 

heavy caseload, but social workers felt much more overwhelmed by their caseload. 

Some staff believed the CAU should limit their caseload, while others wanted to 

continue accepting all cases. 

Most Family Court judges observed that the CAU was understaffed for its case­

load, but only one judge thought that the quality of the agency's work suffered from 

heavy volume. Among other outside agencies, inadequate attention to each case -

mass-production advocacy - was the salient criticism of the CAU. 

C. Appropri,ate Roles and Functions of an Advocacy· Unit .• 

Aside from questions of competence, considerable criticism focllssed on the CAU's 

philosophy and values. CAU staff espouse a non-confrontative style of advocacy, pre­

ferring slow, steady system change and seeking to shield their clients from the trauma 

~f testifying against other family members. 

-13-
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staff members of other advocacy agencies and the sample of legal professionals 

disagreed with the CAU's philosophies. Th t 1 e s rongest comp aints were about the CAU's 

objections to criminal prosecution of perpetrators of abuse, an~ the CAU's seeming 

acceptance of the Welfare Department's overly liberal foster placement habits. 
Most 

service providers agreed with the CAU's philosophies but disagreed with the CAU 

about the handling of specific cases. 

Tmvards an Ideal Child Advocacy Agency 

The evaluation team asked respondents to envision an id 1 
ea child advocacy agency. 

Respondents agreed that the agency should be directed and staffed by both legal and 

child welfare specialists who should have a manageable caseload. 
Attorneys should 

relate closely to their clients, and should 
assert their rights aggressively both 

in and out of the courtroom. 

Respondents did not agree about the values an agency should serve, but did 

agree that an agency should be clear and honest about its values. Any advocacy 

agency must address many of the following value conflicts, but value differences 

between agencies may be less important when high performance standards prevail: 

o 

o 

Community values: supportiveness vs. punitiveness toward 
disobedient children; supportiveness vs. punitiveness toward 
abusive parents; parental responsibility vs. community 
responsibHity; 

Leg~l professional values: due process protection of child­
ren s rig~ts by adversarial means vs. negotiated settlement; 
the child swishes vs. independent determination of the child's 
interests by adults; service delivery vs. contributions to 
legislation and case law. 

-14-
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o 

o 

o 

Judicial values: expeditious dispositions of cases vs. ex­
haustive hearings; intensive vs. minimal involvement of the 
court in the details of cases; rights of the child vs. rights 
of the parents vs. rights of the state; some degree of advocacy 
service to all children vs. high quality service to the most 
complex cases. 

Law enforcement values: prosecution vs. rehabilitation of 
disobedient children; prosecution vs. rehabilitation of 
abusive parents; minimal restraint of turbulent children vs. 
safety of custodial placement. 

Social service values: short-term planning vs. permanency 
planning; maintenance of the natural family vs. improving 
the child's environment; economy vs. exhaustive treatment; 
freedom vs. protection. 

Finally, respondents suggested that independence must coexist with a spirit of 

cooperation. The ideal advocacy agency should take a leading role in improving the 

child welfare and justice systems. It may be impossible for an agency to come into 

being without partisan political or bureaucratic backing, but once in existence, 

the agency should free itself from political affiliation that may ,suggest conflict 

of interest. 

PROCESS EVALUATION 

The Process Evaluation documents the day-to-day operations of the CAU, exploring 

its program procedures, organizational structure, and operational strengths and 

weaknesses. 

Organization 

The CAU is an organization with interdependent parts (social workers and attorneys), 

~ach of which is responsible for a specific set of tasks necessary to the other. The 

evaluation showed thar::. there are problems which must be addressed before their goal 

of true reciprocity can be realized. 
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The Child Advocacy Unit staff included five attorneys (one was the Executive 

Director or Defender Child Advocate), six social workers, two secretaries, and two 

investigators (whose positions were phased out during the course of the evaluation ). 

This staffing represented a steady increase from 1976 to 1980. Each attorney ha.d a 

law degree but very limited special training for child advocacy. All six social 

workers had bachelor's level degrees in social science fields; one had an M.S. in 

psychology, and one a doctorate in social work. All social workers had some 

previous practical experience in social service agencies. The two investigators 

had both retired from the Juvenile Aid Division of the Philadelphia Police Department. 

Lines of authority, which focus on the Defender Child Advocate, were somewhat 

confused. Major decisions were reached by concensus among the Defender Chi1.d 

Advocate, the First Assistant, and the Director of Social Services, but staff per-

ceived a lack of planning and decisiveness, and confusion about where secretaries 

and investigators fit in the heirarchy. 

The following outline illustrates that the CAU's espoused and practical 

philosophies were not always congruent. This incongruity contributed to staff 

stress and detracted from the efficiency and public profile of the agency. 

Espoused Philosophy 

1. The Child Advocacy Unit is a 
unique organization at the forefront 
of the child advocacy. 

Philosophy-in-Use 

lao The Child Advocacy Unit is an 
integral and interdependent part of the 
existing justice and social service 
system, and fares best when it doesn't 
make waves. 

lb. Other organizations and 
individuals conduct advocacy activities 
and pose a potential threat to the 
CAU. 
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2. The CAU is a strong legal 

advocate, aggressive in the court­
room and active in appellat~ work. 

3. The CAU is a multidisci­
plinary unit, a close-knit team of 
attorneys and social workers. 

4. The CAU offers child­
centered advocacy - each case is 
prepared and monitored individually, 
and the child's interests are 
preeminent. 

5. The CAU strengthens the 
ailing natural family unit. 

2a. Legalistic maneuvers are less 
effective and more threatening to families 
and agencies than 'social service solutions. 

2b. Appellate work is time-consuming, 
alienating, and less effective than 
simply bringing cases back to court for 
review or waiting for things to work out 
naturally. 

3a. Attorneys and social workers 
frequently don't communicate or disagree 
about the needs and interests of clients, 
the concept of advocacy, and the relative 
importance of each discipline to the 
work of the unit. 

3b. £unctioning in the CAU requires 
each discipline to devise methods of 
circumventing the serious shortcomings 
and inefficiencies of the other. 

4a. Children do not really have 
the cognitive tools to make decisions 
about their own lives. 

4b. Time constraints require CAU 
staff to organize cases into categories 
of pri;rity and need, to represent some 
cases in court without adequate pre­
paration, and to strict~y limit post­
hearing follow-up. 

4c. The child's interests are best 
served by not offending the court or the 
welfare department, and are always inter­
twined with the interests of the parents. 

Sa. Most CAU clients come from 
broken homes or single-parent families, 
so "family" can be variously defined. 

5b. Parents have an ultimate 
right to their children unless they 
are proven permanently inadequate. 

5c. Intervention by law-enforcement 
is almost always deleterious to the health 
of the family, so it is better to remove 
the child from a dangerous home than to 
use criminal statutes to coerce or punish 
offending parents. 

-18-
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6. Mediation and conciliation 
are the proper tools of child advocacy. 

Sd. Foster care is a good protective 
mechanism, but is the ultimate responsi­
bility of the welfare department. 

Se. The problems of most children 
stem from the poverty and unemployment 
of their parents. Unfortunately, 
therapy and psychological types of inter­
ventions are the only services available 
to help families. 

6. When conciliation fails, 
threats of court reprisals or removal 
of children are effective motivators. 
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'rABLE 2 

ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS RATINGS BY CAU STAFF 

Job Challenging 

Job Busy 

In Service Training 

Colleagues. Helpful 

Team Feeling 

Authority Delegated 

Decision-Making Effective 

Management Indecisive 

Conflicts Interfere 

Conflicts Resolved 

Attorneys Utilized 

Social Workers Utilized 

Investiga1:Qrs Utilized 

Secretaries Utilized 

Impact on System 

. 

Total 
n = 11 

2 .. 0 

1.5 

3.4 

2.8 

3.5 

3.7 

4.4 

4.2 

3·~4. 

4.5 

4.2 

2.5 

4.5 

305 

3.5 

1 • positive direction 
7 = negative direction 
4 • scale midpoint or average 

-:;0-

Attorneys 

1.8 

1.5 

2.7 

1.5 

3.3 

3.3 

3.7 

2.7 

3.8 

2.5 

2.0 

4.5 

2.3 

2.8 

Social 
Workers 

2.8 

1.8 

4.3 

3.8 

4.5 

4.5 

5.5 

5.2 

4.7 

5.0 

6.0 

2.8 

6.3 

4.5 

4.3 

Investigators 

1.5 

1.0 

3.0 

3.5 

3.0 

4.0 

4.0 

3.0 

2.5 

4.5 

5.0 

3.0 

1.5 

4.5 
11 

3.5 
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On an Intraorganizational effectiveness questionnaire, there was concensus among 

'staff that CAU work was challenging, and that social workers were effectively utilized. 

Attorneys were the only group who thought secretaries and attorneys were effectively 

utilized. Ratings indicated that staff did not find the CAU effectively managed, 

and that there were basic divisions between attorneys and social workers. 

Lengthy structured interliews with staff corroborated these ratings. S.taff 

complained of inconsistency and ambiquity in goals and policies, lack of established 

and regulated procedures, favoritism, and generally ineffective allocation of 

resources. Communications, especially about individual cases, were described as 

strained, nonexistent, and ineffective. 

Interviews and observation revealed a deep, underlying schism between attorneys 

and social workers. Virtually every attorney and social worker expressed criticism, 

mistrust, and theoretical differences with the other discipline. Some attorneys 

objected to overly personal courtroom testimony and incomplete investigation by 

social workers; social workers complained that attorneys were ill-prepared and 

passive in court. 

The evaluators observed many signs of stress among the staff, including simul-

taneous complaints and denial of the difficulties of the unit, lack of aff~ct, and 

surrender to problems as insurmountable. The CAU's .management structure and goals 

are conducive to stress and burnout. 

Operations 

The CAU cannot control all aspects of its environment. Both its court and 

field operations are shaped by the realities of working in Philadelphia. In the 

-21-

.. 
~o~rts, t~e daily docket of dependent children may include from forty to one hundred 

The cases, and attorneys and clients may wait hours for their cases to be heard. 

courtroom atmosphere is one of assembly line tedium and shared suffering. All 

judges maintain strong control over the extent of all parties' participation, and 

judges have a great deal of latitude in procedures, courtroom atmosphere, and the 

amount of information they wish to hear in each case. 

The CAU's quarters in the Family Court Building are cramped, ill-marked, 

and do not facilitate intraoffice communication or privacy. In addition, their 

physical location in the Family Court detracts from any impression of independence. 

The CAU conducts its field operations in the context of an already established 

children and youth service system and the complicated lives of its clients. The 

CAU is a relative newcomer to the vast array of youth-serving agencies in Phila-

delphia, each of which operates under its own structure and value system. The 

CAU both depends on these agencies and monitors and pressures their service delivery. 

CAU clients and their families are frequently in crisis, facing dislocation, 

poverty, illness, inadequate housing, unemployment, public disclosure or wrongdoing; 

or crumbling family relationships. Establishing communications with these families 

and other participants in their cases requires great skill as well as travel; 

social workers hel,ve a continuously full, demanding, and hectic worklife. 

Information Systems and Client Flow 

i,fuen a case is assigned to th~ CAU at a court hearing (CAU receives ill of i.ts 

cases from Family Court judges), the CAU officially represents the child from the 

moment of appbintment, without preparation for the initial hearing. After the hl.laring, 
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~I the physical file, ~onsisting of a form completed by the attorney who was in court, 
I 

is sent to the Units' office mana.ger who routes it to the Social Services Section 

for assignment to a permanent social worker, and updates the file as further 

informgtion comes in. Files are then pulled as cases appear on the court docket; 

most work is done on a reactive basis. For both new and old cases, social workers 

are eA~ected to get worked-up case files to the attorney pre-assigned to the appro-

priate court day in time for him/her to prepare for the appearance. Turn-around 

time is usually short, especially on the ten-day hearings required by law for 

children removed from their home. 

The evaluation team found that CAU case files do contain considerable in-

formation about clients and the progress of their cases, but files are not kept in 

a form that is effective for rapid updating, rapid retrieval of information for 

representation of clients in hearings, or for CAU's internal monitoring of the 

quality of their representation. 

Information in the files appears to be generated almost exclusively by social 

workers, who prepare handwritten notes about investigations and planning and 

gather pertinent documents. Attorneys rarely record their investigations, legal 

research, or planning. Staff rarely include long-term goals or detailed notes 

about client outcomes. 

Cases were recounted by the evaluation team for July 1978 through June 1979. 

The tables below show the number of children and families represented in Family 

Court by the CAU during that year (Table 3) and the number of new cases assigned to 

the CAU during the same period (Table 4). The majority of children represented by 
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DISTRIBUTION OF CAU CASES ~tRD IN FAMILY COURT 

JULy 1978 TO JUNE 1979 

~eg1ect 

Abuse 

Truancy 

Inct,rrigibi1ity 

Se:t Abuse 

Ab andonmen t 

Mental Health 

Mental Retardation 

Custody 

Other 

TOTAL 

Unique 
Children 

398 

260 

216 

83 

51 

111 

118 

20 

195 

---11. 
1,463 

Families 

209 

157 

132 

80 

30 

58 

113 

20 

112 

-.-.§. 

919 

Children/ 
Family a 

1.9 

1.7 

106 

1.0 

1.7 

1.9 

1.0 

1.0 

1.7 

a ~lly those children who appeared on Dependent Petitions 

NeglE!ct 

AbuSE! 

TruarLcy 

Incorrigibility 

Sex Abuse 

Abandonment 

:!ental E:eal ch 

>!encal le~ardation 

Cu.s cody 

Other 

TOTAL 

TABLE 4 

DISTRIBUTION OF. NEW CASES ASSIGNED TO CAU 

JULY 1978 TO JUNE 19i9 

Unique 
Children 

231 

136 

109 

57 

33 

95 

75 

, 1Q - .... -
7 

889 

Families 

123 

85 

67 

54 

18 

48 

70 
~ 

I 

79 

-2 
55'6 

Children/ 
FWJ.y .a 

1.8 

1.6 

1.6 

1.0 

1.8 

2.0 

1.1 

LO 
La 

a Only chose children who appeared on Dependent Petitions 
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Hearings/ -
Family 

2.8 

2.9 

2.8 

3.5 

3.0 

3.2 

3.4 

1.7 

1.9 

Hearings/ 
Family 

3.0 

3.2 

2.0 

2.J 

.. 
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.th~ CAU were new cases during the year and, by implication, the majority of cases 

do not extend beyond one year after the petition date. 

Courtroom Operations 

There is little evidence in case files to document attorney preparation for 

court hearings. The CAU appeared particularly well prepared for Domestic Relations 

(custody and visitation) disputes. But even during the relatively short and pre-

announced observation period, the evaluation team observed a number of cases where 

CAU staff were unprepared for eourt hearings. On one court day, one CAll attorney 

substituted on short notice for another but said virtually nothing all day, 

fumbling for notes and struggling for information. Two other examples where the 

CAU was clearly unaware of major issues in the case are: 

Case A: 

In a late afternoon hearing during which one attorney substituted 
for another, the CAO was unaware that their client, in court for a 
review of an incorrigihility determination, was to be committed 
imminently to a mental h,ealth facility. Neither CAU nor the Department 
of Welfare had made arrangements for a bed for the child, and neither 
had prepared the upset teenager for removal from her home. As the 
girl became more agitated, the CAU attorney suggested that the mental 
health evaluation could be done on an outpatient basis, an idea 
that brought forth a spate of anger and ridicule from the e~asperated 
mother who claimed that the girl would refuse to cooperate. The 
judge called in the Court's Mental Health Officer, who rapidly 
concluded arrangements for the child's immediate commitment. The 
CAU attorney did not request an opportunity to interview the CAUls 
client, and the client, her family, and the judge were clearly 
unhappy with the proceedings. 

Case B: 

At this child's eighth truancy hearing in little more than a year, 
the CAU attorney seemed unaware that an obese eight'·ye,ar old girl 
was to be immediately placed in a residential school fo~ educational 
and emotional evaluation. Although the Court had ordered seven 
months previously that DPW be ready to place the child if her 
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attendance did not improve by the next hearing, neither the m.other 
nor the child appeared to be at all prepared for their imminent 
separation. There was no record of any previous attempt by the 
CAU to accomplish the court-ordered neuropsychiatric evalua.tion on 
an outpatient basis. CAU staff had not been in contact with the 
child outside of court for a year. 

From interviews and -discussions with CAU attorneys end social workers, the 

evaluation t~am compi,led a list of functions the CAU considers important to and 

frequentiy employed in their representation of clients., 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Remain silent in court. Several factors suggest to CAU staff 
that their most effective role in court is to remain silent. 
Judges frown on repetition of information they already have in 
written form. The CAU prefers to let the Department of Public 
Welfare lead the case, with silant or spoken CAU concurrence. 
And the CAU takes care not to antagonize judges during one 
h~aring so as not to jeopardize the rest of the day's CAU cases. 

The evaluation team found that the CAU's selection of this 
style has two negative effects. First, most CAU clients were 
not even aware that they wer.e represented tn the courtroom. 
Second, other participants in the court process question the 
zealousness of the CAU, thus reducing their public profile as 
an aggressive advocate. 

Offer new information to the Court. When new client information 
of which the Court: has no prior knowledge is uncovered by 
CAU staff, they fjnd it important to enter it into the record. 
Observation and r~cords review indicate that the CAU does 
introduce unique information in a few cases, and in many cases 
corroborates or elaborates on information presented by DPW 
or other agency staff. 

Call witnesses in their clients' behalf. Although CAU attorneys 
perceive the calling of witnesses as important to their 
representation, rarely do they actually bring their own wit­
nesses. CAU social workers often appear as witnesses, and are 
generally effective. However, they testify more as guardians, 
sharing with the Court their perceptions of the client's best 
interests, which may constitute a role conflict with CAU 
attorneys. 

Examine and cross-examine witnesses. Attorneys consider skill­
ful examination and cros8=examination of witnesses as part of 
their specia'l expertise. They appeared well prepared and 
skillful when they did examine witnesses called by other par­
ticipants, hut rarely did they attempt to prepare or examine 
their own social workers in testimony. 
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. 5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

• 

Present; to the 901;!:r;:L.?:.ErlifJe,d agreement, among P?!".tic;ipat:ing 
agencies. Both to expedite court procedure and to encourage 
cooperation among agencies and family members, CAU staff find 
it of great importance to come to hearings having already 
mapped out agreements among all parties. The CAU and the 
Department of Public Welfare do frequently present agreements, 
many of which are worked out in hasty caucuses immediately 
preceding the court day. Some agreements break down in court 
because vital pieces of information were missed. There is 
some evidence that the goal of presenting unified pl~ns 
supersedes the goal of representing the client's interests. 

Request to represent ad~jitional clients. CAU attorneys d:l.d 
request judici'ai-appo-iitl.:ments to additional siblings of their 
clients in a number of 'observed hearings. 

Call for early review. Rather than file formal appeals, the 
CAU believes a more effective method of handling unsatisfactory 
case dispositions is to call for early review. The evaluators 
did not observe any cases where, even after dispositions 
which did not suit the CAU, attorneys requested early review; 
nor were there records of cases that had been relisted 
because of unfavorable dispositions. The CAU has not 
initiated appeals in any of its cases. 

Advise Court of conflicts. rne CAU deems it a conflict to 
represent children whenever their parents are represented by 
a Public Defender. The CAU does point out such conflicts 
in court whenever a judge fails to recognize this. Some 
professionals, however, see a conflict in the CAUls closeness 
to the Public Defender; the CAU is viewed as espousing a 
"Defender" mentality, overly concerned with protecting the 
interests of parents rather than the unique interests of 
their clients. 

Advise- the Court of proper procedures. CAU attorneys do 
apprise the Court and other parties of proper procedures 
for arranging placement and other services to clients, and 
sometimes comment on court procedures such as the lack 
of counsel' for parents. 

Present .;J:.1~ .case _.Fr0!ll.~l:1~ child's, point qf view. The CAU 
views itself as a unique representative of the child in the 
courtroom. Yet neither a particularly personal relationship 
with the client nor a particular familiarity with a client's 
life situation characterized the CAUls representation. The 
evaluation indicated that CAU staff have not implemented 
strategies to achieve uniquely child-centered goals, e.g., 
quick resolution of cases, creation of and placement in 
non-restrictiv.e settings, and ensuring reunification of 
families. ' 
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CAU attorneys have not sought to develop traditional lawyer-client ~elationships 

with their clients. Attorneys expect social workers to interact with clients and 

plan for placements and treatments. Attorneys are polite but do not relate closely 

to or communicate with their youthful clients. Attorneys function somewhat like 

guardians ad litem as described by t1akaitis (1978:252-253), seeking to protect the 

best interests and general welfare of their clients, and serving as a sort of 

officer of the court. However, attorneys do not fulfill the guardian's investigative 

role considered crucial 'by Fraser (1976) and have not implemented procedures to 

merge CAU social worker investigations with attorney courtroom representation. 

Field Operations 

To the attorneys, virtually all social work activities was seen as case pra-

paration for court hearings. Most social workers, however, perceived the extra-

courtroom counseling and negotiating for services as far more beneficial to their 

clients than any decision rendered in the courtroom. 

While some cases exhibited inadequate field activity, the evaluation'overall 

found that the CAU social service section maintained an extremely high level of 

efficient activity. CAU social workers were involved in the following set of 

activities: 

1. Investigation. Originally, factual case investigation was 
carried out by staff investigators; during the evaluation period, 
staff agreed that all cases demanded the more sensitive skills 
of a professional social worker. The two investigator positions 
were phased out, placing even heavier demands on the social 
workers, who pressed attorneys to assume more case preparation 
responsibility. 

2. Planning and r~~~~ndati?ns. Staff consider~d planning the 
second major function after investigation. The planning task 
is Eirst to assess and then to fill the needs of the child and 
family, seeking in a non-antagonistic manner to answer whether 
the child is safe, whether his/her emotional, physical, and 
psych?logicaL needs are being met, and whether the par~nts 
are emotion~lly stable. . 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
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CAU social workers exercised wide latitude and relative 
autonomy in making these judgments and in Yleighing the 
potentialiy conflicting interests of parents, children, and 
service-providing agencies. 

The CAU had not established a clear hierarchy of goals to be 
pursued, e.g. child's safety and family unity. And while 
CAU social workers were individuals of high motivation and 
genuine concern, most were not academically or professionally 
qualified to determine the emotional stability and gener .. l 
prognosis of clients and their families. 

Counsel~nL'Hld_Q...t;.l}4?J".-9irect. services. Hhile the CAU pro­
claimed that it did not provide social services, but 
rather arranged and advocated for them, the evaluation 
found that the staff did provide a great deal of counseling 
crucial to their task. Social workers must continually 
convince clients and families to make use of services. 

Brokering. Brokering is the linking up of clients to existing 
resources (Middleman and Goldberg,1974). In the absence of 
a strong courtroom presence, it was the major activity of the 
CAU. The CAU depended on three factors to boost its persuasive 
powers: the interpersonal skills of'its staff, a history 
of particular care and concern for children, and the implicit 
power of the Family Court. Problems inherent in brokering 
include the continuing need to rework plans, the overlap of CAU 
and DPtoJ' brokering duties, and the lack of needed services. 

Mediation. Mediat:ion is helping "parties in conflict to 
rediscover their need for each other, thereby freeing them 
to contribute to each other's welfare" (Middleman and Goldberg, 
1.974: 59-60) Domestic Relations cases provided the CAU 
with the most demands for mediation, a task particularly 
well suited to the goals of the CAU. 

Advoca~y. The CAU had not engaged in activities which fit 
unde~ the more aggressive definitions of advocacy, because 
they took care to avoid labeling any parties as adversaries. 
Neither had the CAU taken a leadership role in changing system 
procedures, developine new services, or shaping legislation. 
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IMPACT EVALUATION 

Case Studies 

{'lith the collaboration of CAU staff 
, the evaluation team selected 

twenty nine cases for intensive study. 
All cases were screened by CAU 

social workers to eliminate cases where fam41y 
~ stability might be harmed 

by further intruSion. CAU social workers made the 4nitial ... contact with 
all families. Members of the evaluation team reviewed the case files 

and interviewed the prinCipals in each case. 
Only seven case studies 

are presented in this Summary, di 
rectly in front of Impact C 1 ' onc us~ons, 

and all names are fictitious. 

Time Serie$ Analysis 
....~,~~-- .. 

The evaluation team gathered data concerning the experiences of 
children who entered the Family Court 

during each of si~ years - 1973 to 

1975, before CAU began representing children, 
and 1976 to 1978, after 

the establishment of the CAU. 
The time series analysis tested the 

hypothesis that the introduction of the CAU in 
1976 would induce larger 

change in the twenty-four dependent variables (Table 5) 
than that caused 

by exogenous effects such as h 
c anges in laws or courts. Some variables 

such as family stability and level of CAU activity were 
derived indirectly 

from these variables. C 
ases wel-e randomly drawn from the entire Family 

Court popUlation of 
new cases in 1973-1975 and from the CAU popUlation 

in 1976-1978. 
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TABLE 5 

DEPENDENT VARIABLES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

1. Age at petition 

2. Parents separated or divorced during year after petition 

3. ~fuom child lived with at time of petition 

4. ~fuom child lived with one year after petj.tion 

5. Child stayed with family throughout year after petition 

6. Evaluation(s) of child completed 

7. Delinquent charges and disposition during year after petition 

8. School attendance 

9. School performance 

10. Time between petition date and first court appearance 

11. Number of court appearances during year after petition 

12. Number of non-appearances for scheduled court appearances 

13. Number of bench warrants issued 

14. Child committed to DPW 

15. Child assigned to DPW for supervision 

16. Child placed outside family (e.g., foster care, group home) 

17. Child returned to family after placement 

18. Evaluation(s) or study of child ordered 

19. EvaluationCs) or study of parent ordered 

20. Counseling ordered for parent 

21. Counseling ordered for child' 

22. Counseling ordered for family (parent and child) 

23. Petition disposed within one year 

24. Agreement among 'parties in case 

Items 12 through 24 refer to court dispositions and court ordered activities 
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There were insufficient cases to fill the 1973 Truancy, the 1975 

Incorrigibility, and the 1976 Incorrigibility cells. 

TABLE 6 

TIME SERIES ANALYSIS SAMPLE 

Sample Cases by Case Type 

Year of Entry into (Education) (Status Offense) 
Juvenile Court Abuse Neglect Truancy Incorrigibility 

1973 
(Juvenile Court Files) 10 10 9 10 

1974 
(Juvenile Court Files) 10 10 10 10 

1975 
(Juvenile Court Files) 10 10 10 9 

1976 
(CAU Files) 10 10 10 0 

1977 
(CAU Files) 10 10 10 10 

1978 
(CAU Files) 10 10 10 10 

The results of the analysis of variance by year indicate that the estab­

lishment of the CAU had no statistical impact on the dependent variables obtained 

for the samples. However, cross tabulations revealed certain trends developing 

after 1976. Across all case types, counseling was,more likely to be ordered 

by judges after the establishment of the CAU, particularly counseling for the 

child in truancy cases and counseling for parents in abuse and neglect cases. 

Accompanying this pattern, the majority of abused clients were placed outside 

the family prior to 1976, but the majority stayed with their parent(s) after 
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1 
the creation of the CAU. For abuse and neglect cases, agreements reached in 1 : 

) 
I 
I court among the parties were more likely to occur with CAU representation. 

I 

In general, both race and sex, like year of entry, were irrelevant as sources \ 

\ 
\ of variation. However, age of petition varied by race among truancy cases, and 

I 
! 

" 

abused girls were more than three years older than abused boys. In addition, 
i 
I 
II 
I black children who were placed were somewhat more likely to return home 

than children of other races. 
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CASE STUDY 1!3: ABUSE 

SHERRY 

Background 

Sherry is an ll-year-old girl. Her father died ::Wo years ago, and 
Sherry was living at home ..nth her Ilicther, her sixt:een-year-old sister 

and t:'WO older brothers. She is now living in a foster home. Sherry 
has been diagnosed as suffering from psychosocial dwarfism, failure to 
grow in an emotionally non-nurturing environment. SherrY's height and 
~eight: are roughly that of a seven-year-old. 

Sherry's family is beset with many problems; the mother has been 
described as an alcoholic ..nth physical and mental deterioration, and 
both older brothers have behavior problems. Her sister appears to assume 
an adult role in this family. Sherry has missed considerable school 
during r.he past two years as a result of a car accident and other medical 
problems. 

Progress of the Cas~ 

During November of 1979, Sherry was admitted to Parkview Ost~opathic 
Hospital because of a bowel obstruction and failure to eat. Shortly 
aftar her admittance, the hospital filed a CY 47 alleging abuse because of 
Sherry's apparent failure to grow. DPW then filed a dependent petition 
and took temporary custody of Sherry. D~N r~quested that she be adjudicated 
dependent under the Juvenile Act and severely neglected under the Child 
Protect~ve Services Act. 

Sherry was soon transferred to Children's Hospital of Philadelphia for 
further evaluation of her nutritional status and her failure to attain 
normal size. In December of 1979 Sherry was admitted to the Philadelphia 
Child Guidance Clinic for further evaluation, and an attempt to help her 
family to be more supportive and nurturant toward her. 

Her physician at Childrens Hospital continued to supervise Sherry's 
medical case, and concurred in the diagnosis of psychosocial dwarfism 
after finding no organic causes for Sherry's failure to gain weight. Her 
physician predicted that it might take many mcnths ~ a more emctional'ly 
nurturing environment before Sherry's body begins to utilize calories to 
promote growth. \'. 

In January, 1980, Sherry's case was heard in Dependency Court, with 
the evaluation team observing. Sherry's mother, not represented by an 
atto~ey and appearing dist~au~ht,inta~9cad the hearing many t~~es :0 
express her ~oseness to She~, to object to the Clild'Guidance Centerls 
testimony thAt she failed to cooperate in therapy and t~ visit Sherry during 
her stay at Child Guidance, explainin~ that her physical infi~ties and 
the expense made public transportation tOO difficult, and to complain 
loudly about the unfairness of the' proceeding. The Department of ~';elfare 
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caseworker (a student) and attorney and the CAU attorney, conferenced 
hurriedly immediately before the hearing, and jOintly recommended that 
Sherry be placed temporarily with her uncle, who stated his willingness 
to the cour.t with the proviso that his family responsibilities precluded 
his assuming long-term care. The court found Sherry dependent and placed 
her in the custody of the Department of tolelfare, to live temporarily 
in her uncle's homeQ The CAU attorney emphasized the importance of main­
taining the close rond between mother and child, and helping the mother 
get help. 

Within the next few months, Sherry's uncle was no longer able to 
care for her. There are some indications that, had he received financial 
support, he may have provided a more permanent ho~e, because his other 
heavy family responsibilities made this additional burden difficult. 
Sherry was moved by the Department of tvelfare to a foster home outside 
of Philadelphia, and her mother and sister do not know where she is. 

CAU Acthritie::; 

The CAU was court approved as a child advocate for Sherry in 
November, 1979. Shortly thereafter, the CAU social worker, a social 
work studen~ requested and conducted a horne visit with the mother. As a 
result of this interview, the CAU recommended a psychological evaluation 
of Sherry and her mother. The CAU social worker also spoke to physicians 
and social wo'rkers from all the hospi tals where Sherry was treated and 
evaluated, as well as with her family physician. Several plannin~ 
conferences were held with agency r:apresentatives, involved in this case. 
The CAU appeared to have changed their recomme~dations as a result of 
input from these sessions. Their first recorded recommendation was for 
Sherry to remain at home and undergo therapy with her mother. At the 
time of the hearing, after conferring w.lth DP~Y representatives immediately 
before the hearing, CAU recommended that Sherry live temporarily with her 
uncle while her mother received therapy. After several months, the CAU 
joined other agencies in recommending that Sherry be placed in foster 
care, that DPW continue to sustain contact between Sherry and her natural 
family, and that Sherry and her mother continue counseling toward the 
eventual goal of reuniting the family. The CAU social worker student 
handling this case completed her practicum and left the agency. 
The CAU's Director of Social Services put a memorandum in Sherry's file, 
stating that~ with the departure of the social, work student, no CAU sod.al 
worker would be covering the case due to, case load demands. No mention 
was made of tne great distance placed between Sherry and her mother, the 
remoteness of family reunification under this arrangement, or a date for 
re'liew. 

Client and Parent Resoonse 

Sherr! was seen at the time of her first court hearing. She was not 
allowed to stav in the courtroom, although she appeared mature and 
articulate fQr'her age.· As a social worker superviso~ ( not an agency 
representative) explained the proceedings to her o~tside the courtroom, 
Sherry, unaware that the CAU attorney was in court, said, "But who is 
representing me?" Sherr/ expressed her desire to go home with her mother 

. ' 

to those outside the courtroom. The evaluators were unable to locate 
Sherry in foster care for a later interview. 

Sherry's mother was interviewed twice, the first interview being 
short as the mother was incoherent. Sherry's mother still had difficulty 
on the second meeting, but was able to answer questions with the assistance 
of her future Slon-in-Iaw. 

The mothe]:" vaguely recalled the CAU social worker assigned to the 
case. She largely remembered working with a DPW worker, but met the 
CAU attorney in court, and felt that the CAU had done nothing for Sherry 
and the family. 

The mother and her futu~e son-in-law expressed great dissatisfaction 
with the child welfare system. They have tried and failed to find Sherry, 
calling DPW m&~y times to leave messages but never receiving any response. 
They had not called the CAU for information or assistance. 
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CASE STUDY. if 4: SEXUAL" ABUSE 

SIMON and ROBIN 

Background 

The family first came to the court's attention in February of 1978 
when Simon's and Robin's two older sisters were involved in auto theft 
and running away from home. Since both of these girls are now married, 
they are considered by the CAU to be "stabilized". 

The children's mother has been diagnosed as schizophrenic, while 
the father has been identified as an alcoholic with serious personality 
disorders. Although both parents have been advised to seek therapy, 
Juvenile Court has no jurisdiction over the mental health of parents, 
and they could not, therefore, be required to seek help. Both, despite 
repeated requests by various profeSSionals, refused to seek"help. The 
Department of Public Welfare therefore requested in early 1979 that 
the two younger children, Simon (11) and Robin (9), be removed from the 
custody of the parents. 

Progress of the Case 

The children were committed to DPW and placed at the Ivy House Group 
Home, run by the Salvation Army. New psychological tests were given to 
the parents, and they were encouraged to go into therapy. Once again, 
they refused. They also refused to visit their son and daughter at Ivy 
House. The children did, however, receive frequent visits from cheir two 
older sist ',es, who took them to see their parents. The children were 
rairly happy with their placement at Ivy House. 

As" the investigation of the case proceeded, indications of sexual 
abuse of Simon by his mother were uncovered, although no real evidence was 
available. Issues of neglect rather than sexual abuse dominate the case 
record. 

An attempt was made to have Simon stay with an aunt, but without success. 
It was about this time that the Salvation Army decided to close Ivy House. 
All of the children currently residing thel'e had to be placed elsewhere. 
Robin had become involved in the Big Sisters program and with a well-to-do 
family ~7hile at Ivy House, and there appeared to be some interest in placing 
her with that family. However, the parents would not allow either ot their 
children to be placed in a foster home, and both children were Rlaced in the 
United Methodist Home for Children. The children are still at the Methodist 
Home, where a social worker has finally been successful in involving both 
parents in counseling sessions With the two children. 
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Involvement of CAU 

The CAU social worker first visited the children at I~ry House, and saw 
them there several times before they were moved to the Methodist Home. It 
was her opinion (and that of the CAU) that siblings should be allowed to 
remain together, and that all attempts should be made to reunite the family 
unit. Thus the CAU recommended placement together at the Methodist Home •. 
This point of view caused considerable controversy between CAU and the local 
Big Brothers and Big Sisters organizations. Both of the organizations 
lobbied for foster placements for the two children, and there is a letter 
from the Big Brothers Association to that effect in the file. The CAU 
social worker indicated that she considered such intervention as overstepping 
the role of the Big Brothers agency, and that deciding what placement is in 
the best interest of the child is the responsibility of the Department of 
Public \.jelfare. Th~re is no indication that tre CAU encouraged or assisted 
these articulate children to voice their opinions in the courtroom. 

The CAU social WJrker also visited the children at the Methodist Home 
several times g once accompanied by a member of the evaluation team. During 
this viSit, the children appeared to be more than happy to see her and even 
expressed disappointment in not having seen her as often as they had while 
at IVy House. The social worker's rapport with these two children could 
not have been more apparent. Simon expressed dissatisfaction with the 
Methodist Home, although he indicated that he did not want to go home. 
Simon appeared uneasy with the thought of seeing his mother, and the social 
worker indicated that there had been a serious breakdown in communication 
between Simon and his mother. 

Client and Parent Resnonse 

Simon and Robin were interviewed together by the evaluation team. The 
children indicated that their first contact with the ~~U came when the CAU 
social worker visited them at Ivy House. They indicated that they really 
knew nothing about CAU, and that although they had wanted to go to their 
court hearing, the supervisor at Ivy House told them they did not need to 
go, and in fact refused to allow them to appear. 

Simon had not wanted to be placed in the Methodist Home. He wanted to 
go to a foster home. Robin had also wanted to be placed in a foster home, 
but she said that she would have been too far from her mother, so she 
accepted placement at the Methodist Home. 

Simon's and Robin's mother was interviewed by the evaluation team. She 
indicated that she learned of the CAU's involvement through the case social 
worker, although she did not know why they were involved. When questioned 
as to the CAU's affiliation, she indicated that she thought CAU was a part of 
the Court, though not part of DPW. The mother reported that the only ques­
tions asked of her in Court by the CAU attorney were in reference to the 
maintenance of her daughter's relationship with Big Sisters, and that she could 
remember no specific recommendations being made to the judge by the CAU 
attorney. 
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She felt that CAU was helpful in some ways, ~articularly during the 
movements of the children from Ivy House to the Xethodist Home, but that 
they hurt the family because of the continuing separation of family members 
from each other. The mother felt that the CAU was doing the best they 
could, but that her. greatest need was for a job rather than welfare. She 
apparently felt that finding her a job was a legitimate responsibility of 
the CAU. 

Other Response 

The evaluation team interviewed the children's social worker at the 
United Methodist Home, and their DPW caseworker. The Methodist Home social 
worker indicated satisfaction with the involvement of CAU in the case, and 
cited specifically the rapport of the CAU social worker with Simon and Robin. 
She said that the CAU social worker called ab'out two weeks after the children 
were placed at the Home to talk with her. She has had no conflicts with CAU 
although she has heard other agencies express concern about CAU's meddling. 
Her plan throughout has been to try to bring the family together to help 
them deal with their problems. 

The children's 'caseworker from DPW indicated that at times he was unsure 
what the CAU's position was, and the children also seemed confused as to what 
would happen to them. He felt that in the end, all parties were in agreement 
that reunification was in the childrens' best interest. 
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CASE STUDY #11: NEGLECT 

AARON 

Background 

Aaron is a 2!~-year-old boy born in 1978 to a 14-year-old unmarried 
mother. This case came to the attention of the court in May, 1978, when 
the physician treating the baby for a serious cold reported the family 
to DPW as severely neglecting the child to the point of abuse; the hos­
pital was familiar with the mother, the teenaged aunt and the grandmother, 
who had a history of neglecting their children. The mother had evidenced 
emotional disturbances, and the entire family is known to many agencies 
as a disorganized and abusive group. The mother lives currently with her 
elderly aunt and uncle, her teenaged aunt with baby, and her teenaged 
brother. The grandmother, allegedly alcoholic, lives nearby with her 
boyfriend and retarded baby. Both homes have been described as filthy 
and hostile. 

Progress of the Case 

Aaron was temporarily committed to DPW, and placed in foster care in 
May, 1978, through Inter-Church Child Care, and has been reported to be 
thriving and healthy throughout the two years. The case has been heard in 
Dependency Court nine times since 1978, i:lith no substantial progress made 
towards solving the mother's problems, both mental health and delinquency, 
or creating some permanent custody arrangement. 

The mother underwent psychological and psychiatric evaluation at 
Hall-Mercer Community Mental Health Center in Novemo~r, 1978; the report 
described her as extremely deprived and emotionally neglected herself, with 
virtually no prospects of providing stability and care for her son. The 
mother was later committed to the Child Guidance Clinic and Eastern State 
School and Hospital, and found to be troubled and immature, and resistant 
to education, counseling, and parenting training. 

The mother has maintained a regular viSiting schedule with her young 
son, usually accompanied by another family member. Inter-Church describes 
her as relating to her son as a toy, unwilling to take responsibility for 
the less pleasant aspects of child care, and responding with tantrums when 
her son's illness forced the cancellation of a visit. The child is always 
upset by the mother's roughness and irritability during visits. The foster 
agency recognizes that the mother is proud and possessive of her child, 
but that she has no desire to change and grow and will thus continue to 
be incapable of caring for her son. Aaron already stands in marked contrast 
to the development of the other babi'es in this family, and ..... ill find it 
difficult to adjust to the family lifestyle. Inter-Church has asked for a 
permanent decision to be made to terminate the mother's rights to the child 
::0 ':ree him for adop cion. A. secc:md op t,1on is to return hiJ:t to the mo ther 
before it is too late for him to make the adjustment, given that DPW has not 
decided to remove the other two young children from an identical si tuatiotl. 
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The subject of most court hearings has been the evaluation of the mother, 
and the obtaining of suitable services for her, although most concerned 
agencies, including DPW, have expressed despair about the family's prospects. 
There has been considerable confusion about various psychological reports 
and the assigning and fulfilling of responsibility for the mother's status. 
Both the ~ourt and the Child Advocate Unit have spoken out strongly agaj.nst 
removing the child permanently from his natural mother, preferring to give 
the mother more chance to improve her situation. Lately, there have been 
efforts to place the mother and the child together in a group home or foster 
care facility, but the mother has not cooperated. 

CAU Activities 

An investigator for the Child Advocate Unit visited all members of the 
family except the child soon after the petition was filed in 1978. At first 
the investigator recommended that the baby be committed to DPW while the 
mother receive counseling; shortly thereafter, the investigator began recom­
mending that the essentially inadequate moth~r be relieved of her rights to 
the child. A second minimal investigation was conducted before the September, 
1979 court revie~, phone contacts were made in March, 1980, and a CAU social 
worker visited Aaron for the first time after the March] 1980 hearing, at which 
the foster placement agency complained that CAU had no personal knowledge of 
the child, the interaction between mother and child, and the difficulties 
the child would face in returning home. 

The CAU attorney's notes from the March 1980 court hearing indicate that 
the Child Advocate Unit finds that the "major issue here is that the mother 
n.eeds services" and has not gotten them. The CAU opposai the freeing of the 
child for adoption, but noted that the unit ought to drop their strategy 
for placing the mother and child considering the strong objections of the DP~.] 
caseworker and the mother's attorney. 

The CAU attorney expressed doubts about the viability of the family, 
but hesitated to voice these doubts in court because the judge would 
probably continue to reject the motion for Involuntary Termination. 

Parent Response 

The mother was interviewed by telephone by the evaluation team, but did 
not want to participate in a face-to-face interview. She was familiar with 
the Child Advocate Unit, but did not know what part they played in the 
proceedings. She emphasized that she wanted her son back, and did not want to 
be placed anywhere. 

Other Response 

A representative from Inter-Church Child Care was interviewed by 
the evaluation team. She reiterated ~he agency's position that the mother 
did ~ot have the ability or the desire i.O learn to care adequately for her 
son, and that, even though efforts should be made to assist the mother, the 
fate of her young son should be addressed immediately and independently. 

She advancai the opinion that the Child Advocate Unit is dedicated to 
the preservation of blood ties above all other rights and interests of the 
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child as an individual, which worked to the detriment of their client in 
this case. She felt that the CAU had actually inhibited the speedy solving 
of problems in this case. It is especially important to make permanent 
plans for Aaron immediately, because it will become more and more difficult 
for him to' make the adjustments he must make - either adjusting to his 
natural family, which will provide a much more disorganized and less 
intellectually stimulating atmosphere than he has grown up in, or the 
better option, adjusting to a new adoptive family. 

The attorney for the mother was also interviewed. Although she has 
sought to advance the desires of the mother over the two years, she has 
come to believe that a decision must be made quickly either to put the 
child up for adoption or return him to the family. She does not feel that 
the CAU understands the realities of the case, clinging instead to unspecific 
principles, nor have they been prepared to represent the child adequately. 
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CASE STUDY 111.1: TRUAJ.'WY 

CHARLIE 

Background 

Charlie, a sixteen-year-old boy, lives in South Philadelphia with 
his parents. The youngest of six children, Charlie has had a pattern of 
non-attendance at school since the first grade. During the 1977-78 
school year Charlie was absent 165 days. During the next school year 
(1978-79) he was absent, unexcused, for 143 days. 

Based on this pattern of school attendance, the School District of 
Philadelphia assigned a Home and School Visitor, traditionally called a 
Truant. Officer, to escort Charlie to school on a daily ba.sis. This 
arrangement worked well and it was then determined that there no longer 
was a need to escort Charlie to school. However, once this arrangement 
was terminated, Charlie resumed his pattern of non-attendanceo 

Progress of the Case 

On February 21, 1980, Charlie appeared in Family Court, cited as a 
truant by the Philadelphia Board of Education. The judge ordered the 
Board of Education to provide an overall, comprehensive plan by 
April 29, 1980, which would be responsive to Charlie's educational needs. 
It was also decided at this time that he should be enrolled in the 
Franklin Learning Center, a center within the Philadelphia Publ~c School 
System which is oriented towards specialized education including remedial 
courses. 

Ironically, before the judge's order, Charlie had expressed an in­
terest in attending the Franklin Learning Center but was not referred 
there. However, a week prior to his court hearing, Charlie received a 
letter of acceptance stating that he should report to the school on 
February 20th, the day before his hearing. He began attending after the 
court hearing. 

CAU Activities 

The Ch:f.ld Advocacy Unit (CAU) was appointed to the case in February 
of 1980. Subsequently, a CAU social worker visited with Charlie and his 
parents to aiscuss the upcoming court hearing. It was at this time that 
the CAU learned that Charlie had already been accepted at the Franklin 
Learning Center. 

The social worker made arrangements to escort Charlie to the Franklin 
Learning Center to discuss a program for meeting his educational needs. 
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The social worker, after reviewing Charlie's files, felt that the primary 
reason for Charlie's pattern of non-attendance was his poor reading skills. 
He ~~ressed concern that the Board of Education, in anticipation or the 
judge's order, was attempting to appear as though it was being "decisive" 
in meeting Charlie's need, but that Charlie would not rea~ly have a 
specialized program mapped out for him once he entered FtC. The social 
worker wanted to discuss such a specialized program with the FtC counselors. 

Client and Parent Response 

Charlie and his parents were interviewed by the evaluation team. 
Charlie stated that he first found out that the CAU was representing him 
i:hrough the ~eighborhood Yout.1. Corps. However, his mother indicated that 
the first time he knew anything was when the social worker came to her house 
to discuss Charlie's upcoming hearing. Both said they thought the CAU was 
part of the court system as well as "most likely" being a part of the 
Deparement of Public Welfare. 

Although Charlie stated that no one asked him any questions in the 
~ourtroom, he did speak to the social worker both before his hearing and 
after it. He felt that he was helped by the CAU when the social worker 
escorted him to the Franklin Learning Center. However, he strongly felt 
that the CAU could better serve him by finding a "place for me to learn 
because 9:00-3:00 won't get it. I'll just be in the streets." And he 
expected the CAU to find him an alternative educational arrangement be­
yond the progr~ he had been offered. 

His parents felt that Charlie has been helped by the CAU because the 
social worker did come and talk with him about his school attendance 
problem, showing concern beyond what had been shown by the Board of 
Education. 
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CASE STUDY Ino: MENTAL HEALTH/MENTAL RETARDATION 

RICHARD 

Background 

Richard, 17, has been known to the Department of Public t-lelfare since 
the age of seven when his mother requested placement services because 
of her inability to cope with his erratic, and at times, violent behavior 
Since 1971, Richard has lived in several group and foster, homes throughout 

Philadelphia and surrounding counties. 

As examples of his err.atic behavior, in 1979 he attempted suicide by 
drinking two-thirds of the contents of a bottle of isopropol (rubbing) 
alcohol. He has also threatened his mother with a butcher's knife during 
one of his visits with her. 

Richard has been diagnosed as mild-moderate mentally retarded with 
adjustment reaction to adolescence or, 1n lay terms, both emot~onally dis­
turbed and mildly mentally retarded. 

Progress of the Case 

The CAU was apparently appointed to the case in August, 1978, when 
Richard was placed in the Woodhaven School for the mentally retarded; from 
there he has been placed in several foster or boarding homes. Based on a 
recommendation by the Court, Richard was placed with his mother on a trial 
basis. However, this arrangement did not last. 

The Northwest Ma/MR Center, Richard's base service unit, has been 
active in seeking out appropriate services for Richard. He was admitted 
to the Eastern State School and Hospital, an in-patient psychiatric facility, 
in February 1980 under a cour't commi tment for a 20-day evaluation period. 
He remained in the custody of the Welfare Department awaiting placement. 

CAU Activities 

From the CAU's point of view, the major cause of Richard's> systematic 
"shuffling" from home-to-home, facility-to-facility is that he l1as been 
disgnosed as both emotionally disturbed and mildly mentally retarded. 
This has been problematic since a particular facility only treats one 
diagnosis or the other. In other words, the system has been unable to 
adequately treat clients with dual problems. Additionally, Richard is 
said to have a significant problem relating to his peers and this 
caused many problems in foster homes and public school. 

The CAU social worker requested multiple psychological. evaluations 
for Richard, in a continuing effort to bring his problem into clearer view 
and find appropriate'placement. Thus far.' all placements have been 
unsuccessful. The CAU attempted to work closely with Richard's social 
worker from the Northwest Center, but clearly both are frustrated by the 
cumbersomeness of services'and the lack of an appropriate dual-purpose 
placement. 
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'The CAU feels that Richa.rd needs a very strong and supportive 
foster home to develop his peer relations and overall coping abilities. 

Client a~Parent Response 

Richard and his mother were interviewed by the evaluation team. 
Richard respects ~,e CAU social worker, but because another social worker 
from the Northwest Community ~~ntal Health Center has been active in 
Richard's case, the role of the CAU social worker is slightly obscure 
for Richard. 

Although Richard has appeared in court several times he is unaware 
that a ~~U lawyer actually represents him. 

Richard's mother stated that she learned of the CAU through Richard 
and that she was very confused about the role of the CAU in the child's 
life since he is still in the custody of the Depare.ment of Public Welfare. 
She is verv familiar with the Northwest Center social worker, with whom 
she tI18ets:-:~~ry Tuasday. Howe':'er, no one from, the CAU had ever visited 
her to talk to her. She said that she had met batoh th€< CAU lawyer and 
CAU social worker in the Court. However, "it al'.ot'ays appeared as if so 
many people were represen ting him that I didn' t kn~w who was who." 

Both Richard and his mother feel that he has been helped by the CAU 
but much lDOre by the Northwest Center. His mother especially feels that 
with all the help he has received, it is still taking him too long to 
learn to cope. 

Other Response 

Richard" s social worker from the Northwest Center was interviewed by 
che evaluation team. He agrees t-l'i th the CAU evaluation of Richard's case, 
and shares cheir great frustration with finding appropriate placement for 
Richard. 

The Northwest social worker finds his relationship with the CAU social 
worker "mutually beneficial" as information and problems can be shared. 
As the base service unit for Richard, the Northwest Center feels primar~y 
responsible for Richard's program. 
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~ CASE STUDY tf22: MENTAL HEALTH/MENTAL RETARDATION 

GARY 

Background 

Gary is a twelve-year old boy who has been living in institutions a 
good deal of his life. He has two siblings who live with relatives in 
Colorado. His mother currently lives alone or with her boyfriend. She is 
physically handicapped by an earlier ~ccident and is confined to a wheel­
chair or a walker. Gary's father lives alone and sees his son occasionally. 

Gary has always been a difficult child to manage. Early on in school 
he demonstrated unruly behavior. The major incident in Gary's life was his 
mother's accident when he was five. He witnessed his mother being shot in 
the back by her boyfriend. Following the accident, Gary lived with his 
grandmother while his mother was hospitalized for five months. His mother 
moved back to her mother's house, but she was unable physically or emotionally 
to care for Gary. Gary became increasingly difficult to manage, and began a 
series of placements in residential homes which continues to the present. 

Progress of the Case 

Gary has been known to DPW and the Family Court since July of 1978. He 
was committed to DPW on a dependent petition and by May, 1980, had come to 
court 37 times. Although he was adjudicated dependent, Gary's case was heard 
as del'inquent because of his pre-delinquent record. 

. Gary has repeated the following pattern: he was placed in a facility, 
ran away from the agency, committed a pre-delinquent act such as pick-pocketing 
or purse-snatching and was picked up by the police; he was then returned to 
Court. DPW had been able to avoid a delinquent adjudication because of his 
young age. Treatment had been th~varted by Gary's running away from four 
residential programs from July of 1978 through October, 1979. 

In addition, he had been committed to Eastern State School and Hospital 
(ESSH) seven times in two years. 

ESSH completed a diagnostic evaluation in January, 1980 and concluded 
that there was no clinical evidence of mental illness. ESSH expressed very 
strong feelings against Gary being placed ih their facility. 'Gary did not 
like·ESSH, and DPW was also against his placement there. The CAU staff 
working on this case was, for a time, divided over this issue. The social 
worker was against ESSH for Gary, while the CAU a ttorney favored his placement 
there. 

In 1980, G~ry was placed in the Youth Study Center, a'delinquent. holding 
center. ,~ost of the representatives from the different agencies working on 
this case agreed that Gary should be placed in this secure facility temporarily. 

Qven tual1y, he was placed in {oliley House. 

CAU Activities 

A r. AU attorney and 1:"' .... 0 CAU social workers were' invol ved in this case. 
Gary had mental heaith evaluations by five agencies, as well as by a 
CAU r sychological consultant. The CAU social worker and the CAU a.ttorney 
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revi2wed all of these mental health evaluations. They both met with their 
CAU consultant to discuss his finding that Gary had mental health needs 
that should be addressed. ·At this time, they also discussed possible strategies 
to be employed in the cross examination during the January 25, 1980~ hearing. 
The CAU consultant's evaluation was not accepted by the Ccurt, and a final 
evaluation was ordered at a local Mental Health Center. 

In February, 1980, the CAU Director of Social Services and the social 
worker met with the evaluation team of the local mental health facility to 
review their findings. After a long discussion, all agreed that the CAU and DPW 
should explore Presley Ridge School as a possible placement. All evaluations 
(except ESSH claimed that Gary had mental health problems due to a lack of 
nurturing and that he could benefit from special education. 

DP~';, which does not have a contract with Presley Ridge, decided to pursue 
an alternate placement plan. A DPW social worker explored twelve different 
placement settings, and Gary was rejected from each facility. This social 
worker, however, encouraged the CAU to continue to pursue its exploration of 
Presley Ridge, as it was always possible that the judge would order placement 
despite DPW's lack of relationship with Presley Ridge. If this happened, 
other financial arrangements would be explored. 

The CAU attorney was against Presley Ridge as a placement for Gary because 
he had heard allegations of abuse there. The CAU social worker, the DPW case­
worker, and a psychiatrist acccompanied Gary to visit Presley Ridge, and all 
concluded that Presley Ridge was quite suitable. Based on these recommendations, 
the Court ordered Gary to stay L~ the Youth Study Center while DPW and the CAU 
pursued Presley Ridge. Subsequently DPW failed to finalize financial arrangements, 
and Gary was placed at Wiley House. 

The CAU social worker and the CAU attorney ~~d several disagreements over 
the direction this case was taking. Most of these disagreements centered on 
appropriateness of placements and adjudication, as well as differences in 
style of communicating with representatives of other agencies and with Gary. 
The CAU social worker wanted Gary to remain a dependent child, while the CAU 
attorney wanted Gary adjudicated delinquent. It is not clear whether these 
differences were resolved or if a forum was created to attempt reconcilia­
tion. It is also uncertain if these disagreements affected the final placement 
decision for Gary. 

The CAU worked co11aboratively with other agencies on this case, but had 
little contact with Gary's family. Both the attorney and the social worker 
at~empted contact with Gary's parents with no cooperation. 

Client Response 

Gary was interviewed by the evaluation team at the Youth Study Center. 
He appeared shy and a bit reticent. Gary knew that the CAU was part 
of the Public Defender's organization and said that: the CAU staff tried to hel? 
him, and "try to let me know 'Nhat's going on." He first met the CAU attorney 
in court and was later introduced by him to the social worker. He said that 
sometimes the CAU was not in court on the day of his hearings. 
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Gary thought the DPW social worker was in favor of le·tting him go home, 
while the CAU was more interested in placing him in a facility. Overall 
though, he said he usually agreed with the CAU's recommendations, and thought 
they did a good job. 

Other Resp~nse 

The evaluation team interviewed the DPW c,ourt r.epresentative who was 
involved in this case. She stated that she was unsure of the role of the CAU 
on this case, since a Public Defender was also involved. She stated that the 
role of the Public Defender is to try to get the charges removed for his/her 
client, while the role of the CAU is to serve the best interests of the child. 
Because it was not in Gary's best interest to have his charges cleared, she 
was unsure how the cwo branches of the agency could work together. 

The DPW court representatives stated that she was very satisfied with 
the work of the CAU social service staff on this case, but not with the CAU 
attorney. Most of the problems arose around disagreements over placement 
and adjudication. Pressure was applied against the attorney, and eventually 
he agreed that delinquent adjudication was inappropriate, and that temporary 
placement at the Youth Study Center would prevent the boy from running away. 

The evaluation team also interviewed the mental h.ealth represent'ative of 
the Court. She stated that she knew the role of the CAU. She disagreed with 
several of the CAU's recommendations for Gary because they were too lenient. 
She was in favor of placing Gary at the Youth Study Center as he needed some 
"hard knocks". She was against his placement at Presley Ridge because he 
would run away again. She ~~plained that she was able to convince the CAU 
that the Youth Study Center was temporarily appropriate until a secure, 
"hard knocks" program could be found. 
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CASE STUDY /128: . ADOPTION 

SUSAN 

Background 

Susan was adopted by her parents three days after her birth. She is 
currently twelve years old. In August 1971, the mother left her husband 
and child in a domestic relations dispute. Sometime after that the mother 
regained custody of Susan. She remarried in December 1975, and Susan has 
been livin.g with the couple since that date. This case was opened because 
the stepfather petitioned the court for adoption of Susan. 

The mother and stepfather are in their late thirties and are reported 
to present themselves as a cohesive couple. The stepfather, however, has 
a criminal record (conviction for indecent sexual assault on a minor). and 
was hospitalized for alcoholism. 

Progress of the Case 

The case began when the stepfather petitioned the Court to adopt 
Susan. There were several court heari.ngs; the stepfather and his family 
were evaluated and treated for potential emotional problems. The 'results 
of these evaluations were in the case record and used toward the development 
of a CAU recommendation. The CAr] worked closely with the Court's Adoption 
Unit and initiated contact with f~rmer therapists of the mother and step­
f.ather. This case involved intensiV'~. evaluations c:::nd assessments of the 
parents and child to ensure that the adoption served the best interest of 
the child. 

CAU Activities 

A CAU attorney and social worker were involved in this case. At the 
outset, the CAU social worker contacted the family requesting an initial 
interview. The family granted the interview and the social worker spoke 
witp all family members. At this time she explained her role in the case 
and the role of the CAU. 

The CAU was concerned with providing Susan with a normal living situation. 
They worked with the court adoptions social worker and psychologist, and 
requested outside consultants' opinions on. the suitability of adoption. At 
one hearing the CAU recommended a continuance because they felt the case 
needed mo re inves tigation. ~!ost of the uncertainity was with the stepfather. 
His previous arrest record and ~ental helth history and their possible 
effects on Susan were a source of concern to the CAU. The CAU was able to 
request more ,testing and therapy for him, and eventually perceived some 
impro'Tement on his part. Thil:! led them to believe that Susan would boa 
suitably cared for by her new father. •. The CAU's final recommendation was for 
adoption, and the Court concurred. . 
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Conclusions 

Conclu~ions about the impact of the CAU were drawn from both the Case Studies 

and the Time Series Analysis. h~ile the two groups are not strictly comparable, 

conclusions to be drawn from the results of each methodology are strengthened by 

presenting them together. 

1. Impact of the CAU on the attitudes and b~rglv:i,gr: oJ: youth, 
i~,=--1u4.:!-~g _s_cho~l p~~;E~a~~e and prevention of delinquency. 

The C\U was not able to assist its clients to improve their s~hool 

performance or school attendance significantly more than did children 

in _the court system before the CAU. 1/3 or few-er of all clients im-

proved or were acceptable in school performance and attendance over all 

the six study years. 

Even though education problems are frequent among the CAUls entire 

population of school-age children, school attendance and school perf or-

mance were poorly documented in CAU and court records. Case Studies like 

#l3 illustrated the protracted nature of educational problems. The 

long and problematic histor:i.es that truancy and incorrigibility cases 

bring to the CAU may militate against any real improvement. 

Neither was the CAU effective in reducing the number of delinquent 

incidents among its clients. Fourteen CAU clients had delinquent charges 

brought against them within one year after their ci~il petition date; 

nineteen pre-CAU clients had later delinquency charges. The CAU has 

simply not been in operation long enough to measure their impact on 

the young abused and negle~ted clients they represent. One CAU mental 

health case is of particular interest in regard to its delinquency 

issues. In Case Study f122, an appealing twel ve-:rear-old boy, has 

amassed a considerable collection of charges which would be classed as 
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delinquent if committed by an older youth. Years of intervention 

by courts, mental health facilities, and the CAU have failed to re-

solve fundamental diagnostic and placement questions: is Gary mentally 

ill, and should he be restrained in a secure facility in keeping with 

his delinquent activities and running away? Differences among CAU 

staff provide a microcosm of divergent ideologies working in the ser-

vice system: treatment vs. punishment for children; protective 

restraint vs. liberty, mental illness vs. problems in living. In 

addition, the Public Defender's purpose - that of reducing or removing 

delinquent charges from clients - clearly clashed with the CAUls 

purpose of serving the best interest ot the child - to get needed 

treatment for the child; yet both were called upon to represent the 

child. 

2. Impact on Family Stabili!y 

The CAU has not been successful in improving family stability 

among its clients. There was no difference in the rate of divorce 

or separation among parents of pre-CAU and post-CAU clients. The number 

of children who remained with their families throughout the year or 

who were with their families at the end of one year did not change 

between pre-CAU and post-CAU time periods. 

The majority of cases studied did not involve nuclear families at 

the outset. More subtle measures of stabilization in non-intact 

families were simply not available for quantitative study. Truancy 

ana Incorrigibil-ity clients, were much more likely to come from intact, 

nuclear families than were other case types. 

, .. 
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The Case Studies illustrated the panoply of parental woes that 

bring cases into Dependency Court. Many abuse and neglect cases 

presented parents with psychiatric problems, and most sexually abused 

children were abused by their parents. Many other parents had health 

problems or inadequate housing. Nine parents were single mothers. 

A goal of "stabilizing families" is inadequate to fit the heterogeneous 

array of family situations in which clients live. Many cases illus-

trate internal CAU disagreements about whether to separate children 

from their familie::; or which family settings are best (e.g., Cases 113 

and illl). Case 1128 r .. ighlights CAU family involvement and the Court's 

receptivity to therapy a& a goal. 

Case Studies and court observation indicate that placement is 

still a likely happening in Dependency Cases. Dp-cisions about removing 

children appear to be based heavily on parents' willingness to accept 

counseling, and may not facilitate the expressed goal of reunification 

of families (Case Hll). The CAU had not clearly ~et operational goals 

for defining a family, for stabilizing that family, and for evaluating 

the success of their interventions. 

3. .Impact on the experiences of youth in the justic~_~Ed social 
service system. 

The CAU did not exert any significant influence on the court 

process, on court-ordered dispositions, or 61'1 the kinds of therapeutic 

interventions ordered. Nor did the CAU significantly reduce clients' 

contact with the system. The CAU has tried to improve the system by 

increasing counseling to clients, consolidating a non-punitive approach 

to dependency cases, bringing the problems of mentally ill and 

mentally retarded children to light (Case H20), anc developing pro-

cedures for exchange of information with the Public Schools about 

truancy cases. 
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4. Impac t by case type represented by the CAU,. 

The evaluation ascertained that the CAU did not have significantly 

different effects on anyone case type over another. CAU staff have 

not developed markedly different approaches for different case types, 

although Medical and Domestic Relations cases allow more creativity 

and engender more staff satisfaction. Problems are deeply interrelated 

among case types (e.g., Cases #4 and #22); case type is less an in-

dication of client problems than a marker for point of entry into the 

system. 
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PART III: RECOMMENDATIONS 

Policy Issues 

The Child Advocacy Unit should establish an active Advisory Council~ 

f d Social welfare, and juvenile orofessionals in the fields 0 a vocacy, _ 

Whe ther the un t rema~ns i 'a part of the Defender Association or be-

comes a separate entity, the complexity of policy issues the unit fac.es 

demands steady, thoughtful input from professionals in the community. 

Council may be a governing body or a think-tank The policy Advisory 

C\U star-r- in setting goals and objectives, evaluating group to assist l1. 

b ' and improving the unit's public operations on a case-by-case asl.S, 

stature as a strong advocacy group. The CAU should seek to incl ude a 

broad range of active 'a vocates, d agency personnel, and academicians. 

U i h uld ~reate a stronger imoression of separate-The Child Advocacy n t so.... _ 

ness from the Family Court. 

nd l.' S a crucial aspec t of legal :\ strong impression of indepe ence 

representation. The CAll should seek physical separation, either by 

h F mil Court Building, or arranging to lllOving to quarters outside tea y 

carve out a psychologically more distinct, accessible, and unified 

presence within the court building. In addition, CAU staff should 

downplay their image as part of the cour'troom staff during hearings and 

emphasize a close relationship with their clients. 

The Child Advocacy Unit should strengthen the child-centered nature of --
their =eoresentation. 

Various policy decisions could accomplish this task: 
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• Resolution of role ambiguity becween representing child's 
best interests and advocating for the child's stated wishes. 

• Adoption of a more aggressive courtroom posture. 

• Resolution of attorney-social worker conflicts to 
strengthen intra-organization communications. 

• PurSuit, along with other advocates, of changes in 
court procedures towards accommodation of children and 
families and their counsel. 

• Resolution of goal confusion regarding children's 
long-term interests versus natural parents' interests 
(crucial especially if the unit remains as part of the 
Public Defender). 

• Development of an active strategy to alter unfavorable 
dispositions either administratively or by appeal. 

ORGANIZATION 

4. l~e Child Advocac Unit should oursue new funded oro rams for reoresent-

in children in Domestic Relations (custodv and visitation) disoutes. 

Domestic Relations disputes demand the mediation skills the CAU has 

developed, and representation of these cases has been s'timulating for 

CAU staff. Heavy caseload has forced I:he CAU to discontinue represent-

ing children caught in these disputes. 

5. The Child Advocac Unit should resolve the schism between social workers 

and attorneys. 

Status, role, and ideological differences between social workers and 

attorneys impede the exchange of information with the agency and the 

pursuit of claar case and agency goals. With the assistance of a 

professional Advisory Council, the unit could create an open forum for 

the struggle 1:0 creal:a a truly :nultidisciplinary unit. Realignment of 

ot:i~e space could be a .si::lple ste.p. 

6. The Child Advocacy Unit should insti Cute measures to amelior~te staff 

stress and burn-out. 
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Various measures could serve to· improve staff morale and the work 

environment, including: 

• Scheduling 
contac.t by 
program. 

structured 
developing 

respites 
a class 

from intense 
advocacy or 

client 
appeals 

• Developing measures of successful representation to 
provide feedback about staff accomplishment. 

• Developing a sha·red, diffuse sense of responsibility 
for client outcomes. 

• Clarifying case and agency goals. 

7. The Child Advoca.cy Unit should clarify the lines of authority betTHeen 

the administrative, social services, and legal sections. 

Internal power struggles currently prevent the unit from operating at 

peak ef f iciency • All sections are crucial to the organization, but 

resources and responsibilities should be evenly divided and directed 

toward the unit's goals. 

OPERATIONS 

8. The Child Advocacy Unit should determine what size caseload the unit can 

adequately represent and seek to control caseload accordingly. 

Various measures could assist this endeavor, including: 

• Developing, perhaps wi th the court, a rational policy 
for determining which cases need what degree of CAU 
involvement. 

• Measuring the real extent of social 'Horker, attorney, 
and administrative involvement in current cases. 

• Increasing attorney invol-,ement in case preparation 
aud monitoring. 

'. working '..n:h ot~er ?ublic agencies I' advoca.cy groups, 
and legislacors to reduce the member at non-delinquent 

• 

cases brought to court. 

De:':ining the extent of 
reasonably provide, and 
perfo~ what follow-up 
provide. 

follow-up monitoring CAU can 
mobilizing other agencies to 

fune tions the CAU canno t: 

. . 

9. The Child Advocacy Unit should imorove the auality of its courtroom 

reoresentation. 

Various mea.sures could contribute to a higher standard of represen­

tation: 

• Attorneys should move towards a caseload rather than a 
zone system of representation, thus increasing their 
familiarity with their clients, encouraging personal 
contact with clients both preparatory to and after 
hearings, and increasing attorneys' satisfaction with 
their work. 

• At carneys should assume a more consistently visible, 
verbal and aggressive courtroom presence. 

• Attorneys and social workers should implement consis­
tent and predictable conferencing to develop unified 
short and long-range goals for their clients. 

Attorneys should make more use of outside witnesses on 
their clients' behalf) and should prepare CAU social 
workers for their courtroom testimony. 

• Attorneys and social workers should seek to avoid the 
striking of last-minuta agreements with the Department 
of Public Welfare and other agencies in favor of less 
pressured discussions which could allow all factors to 
be considered-. 

• Staff should apprise clients and their families of CAU 
recommendations to be made and results and ramifica­
tions of court hearings. 

• Attorneys should devise a better method of handlin~ 
unfavorable dispositions, and should systematically 
compare client outcomes, recommendations, and disposi­
tions. 

10. The Child Advocacy Unit should clarify what goals it will oursue on 

behalf of its clients. 

The unit 5hould c.lariiy 60a18 and objectives ~hich are currently 

unclear and inconsistent i~ the :ollowi~g areas: 



---- --- -----------~---
-~------------------ --------~-----------------

•• 

• 

Decisions to recommend removal of children from their 
parents. 

Definitions of "family" to be illaintained or reunified. 

• Methods to implement reunification of families. 

• Recommendations for secure placements for non-delin­
quent youths. 

In addition, the CAO should participate with other. agencies 

develop alternatives to temporary removal and placement of children. 

RECORD-KEEPI}iG 

to 

11. The Child Advocacy Unit shot4d imorove its case file ~_stem to provide 

an adequate basis for information exchange and courtroom reoresentation. 

Case files should include: 

• Intake forms with client and family information. 

• Systematic format for chronology of clients' cases. 

• Systematic format for chronology of CAU activities. 

• A.t torneys' notes of case goals, courtroom recommenda­
tions, and hearings. 

• Social workers' notes of case goals, client and family 
evaluations and needs, and brokering activities. 

• Records of inter-disciplinary conferences. 

• Records of discussions and 
Department of Public Welfare 
private agencies. 

negotiations with 
and other public 

the 
and 

12. The Child Advocacy' Unit should gather data sufficient to evaluate the 

effects of its own activities. 

The CAU []lust consider its own iniormation needs in designing a illore 

ei:ecr::i'/e data collection 3ystem. The chief const:'aint is ::itaf: ::i.::J.e, So 

c.ostly and scarce commodity. However, it is essential that the unit, 

both for its own health and. its continued financial support, begin to 

establish a solid record of its work. 

Important infor.nation ~hould include: 

• 

• 

Accurate, efficient, and accessible tallies of 
data as described in Part II of this volume. 

case 

Records of staff time allocated to cases, preferably 
by case type.· 

• Reliable ratings of success/stasis/failure in case 
outcomes. 

• Substantive and systematic revieW of a sample of cases 
by staff and A.dvisory Council. 
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