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~EXECUTIVE SUMMARY,_ 

This studY"has isolated and examined a serious societalproblem,i.e
q 

child abuse and neglect implicated in the death of ,a child, using a complex ,and 

compre~ensive data base.' An attempt was made to determine subsets of variables 

which wouJd suggest a victim prdfile, an alleged perpetrator(s) profile, and 

"selected environmental variables which appear to play. a ,key role in child deaths 

impl ica.ted in' abuse or neglect situations. Selected characteristil:;S and con

ditions ,of the child and, of the protective s~i~Vicesdelivery system were also 

, eXamined. 

Two majorcjatasources were examined [i.e., the Child Abuse ancJ. Negl ect 
(. < 

Inquiry and Reporting System (CANRIS),and,casefile data] to determine the 
' . " . , 

\) 

ch~racteristics and conditions surround.ingincidents of ,child abuse ,and neglect 

implicated~,inthecjeathof the victim. Ove/~-~ne hundred variables were studied, 

with, the goal ofi11uminating key 'dimensions of abuse or neglect situations 

implicated in child deaths. Co,nsiderable difficulty ~a~experienced,chowever, 
~ __ - --=-- --.:';=~_~_~ .~~.::.---' •• _'-.;_-:'"_""",-_~_~_.~:;=-;;::.=.:_"""_-::='_='':'~~~~':'!o'-' 

- -- -~- - __ ~C~='~ -,"'~-- ,~,-~-=' -~~- ~ , ~ , '~ , , , ~ ,"if) 

in applying,arigorous research framework to the present study because of the 
f.1 " 

way in which data on such cases were reported and/orcoded~ the absence of fun 

or complete case records to" supplement'" the inquiry process, and the lack" of 
substantive follow-up information .on key variables under study.~Jhat~ean be 

.1eB;rned; however, from th'iscollectiveexpertet1cec.is that we,are.dealing with a 

complex' social' problem' with many and divers~ dimensions. 

k,. It appearScfl"~'thedata Qfthisst~dy that W\>,are dealing with severely 

troubl~d and'ml,Jltiproblemf9milies, who thrQugh,desperation,;nadequate parent;:'" 

ing; skills~()r social~ isohtion haVE!,engaged jn abusive and .n~gl ectful behavior 
. - . . , 

implicated in the deaths of their Children., The clevelopmentof the CANRIS 

1 

, \ 

~" 

, , 
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system was heralded as an important step in providing a detailed information 

base from which a better understanding of the ~tiology and manifestation of this 

problem could be obtained. Through such an understanding, training curricula, as 

well as specialized child protective services programs, were. to be developed to 

reduce ab~se~and neglect leading to death of a child. 

W'hhin the current constraints identified above, it wasj)ossible t\rOUgh 
- - . .1' 

the auspices ofthi s study to identify a set of vari abl es whi ch woul d sug)f/est 
~ 

a profile 'of an individual (alleged perpetrator) who engages in abuse wlneglect 
1:1 

situations implicated in the death ofachild. ' It was further Possible toide~
!I 

tify a similar set 'of 'Variables which would suggest a profil\~ofa c~ild (victim) 

fatally injured under such circumstance$. Certain aspects of those intervention 
, " 

systems involved in child abuse and neglect cases were also identified which 

could potentially contribute toabreakdown in those systems likely to result 

in a child bein'g fatally injured by abuse orn~glect . 

. Listed 'below area setof'recommendations based on the specific results and 

conclusions of this study: 

(l) that specialized training in the continued use of theCANRIS data 
(, 

system be provided for protediveservices workers statewide in order 

that the overall datacollectfon and reporting process can be upgraded 

and enhanced; 

"(2) that special efforts be expended by DHR to improve'intra- and inter

agency coordination, consultation, and referral ,-in an effort to 

increase the efficiency with whkh child protect;veservicescases 

are idel1tified, refe.rred to the appropriate DHR division" and subsequet1~ 

i~terventi6n ~ervice$init'ated; 

(3) thatawareriess training and publicity be provideg~ ,to DHR per-sormel 
c· 

outside of theprotecti ve servkesprogram, asweJ 1 as other.agencies 

2 o 

. , 

~"::"';.- ,~"--:''':.'~' : 

and individuals in the community who are involved with cases of child 

abuse and neglect, to effect the early identification, classification, 

and reporting of such cases; 

(4) ,that particular emphasis be afforded to improving the quantity and 

qua 1 ity of case fi 1 e i nforma t i on provi ded by DHR agenci es on cases of 

chil d abuse and neglect, in order that a better understanding of the 

phenomenon can be Obtained; 

(5) that the. distribution of cases of child abuse and neglect be reviewed 

by DHR according to the specific locality (~ounty or region) in which 

they occurred in order that adequate staffing patterns and services can 

be developed. Other indicato~s, such as ethnic differences, need to 

be reviewed to ensure that appropri ate servi ces are del ivered according 

to ethnic- and cultural-specific needs; 

(6) ~hat the health service delivery' system as it relates to the Mexi

can-American population of Texas be examined to determine the extent 
,. 

to which these services are accessible and culturally relevant to this 

populat~on. Of particular concern is emergen~y services provided by 

-~--hospitals and out-patfen'Cde-pa;t~rr;;~t~~-~t~ ~ indig~~t chil dren when proof 

of residency is raised as an admission issue; 

(7) that increased attention be given by DHR and other serVice providers 

to those cases involving neglect of the child, Which were shown to 

,constitute nearly half of ~he fatalitie~ subsample; and 

(8) that a study similar tothe,one rep6rted on herein be conducted on an 

"annual ba,sis, to better effect a continuous flow of information and an 

understanding of child abuse and neglect as implicated in the death of 

a chil d. 
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1.0 ' INTRODUCTION 

1 . 1 BaCkground Statement 

. When'evera child dies, it represents a loss to our socie:ty.When :a child 

dies'due to abu§e or neglect/such a loss is magnified beCi;iuseit.could possibly 
:.:) 

, have be~n prevented. In' Texas, dU'ringthe years 1975 . th~ough1977, ,267 child 

deaths, associated- .with abuse"'and neglect were reported to the Texa,s Department 

of 'Human 'Resources (DHR), Child Protective Services Division. There are, 

u'ndoubtedly, numerous other children in Texas whodiedas,a,resultofchild 

abu,se drneglect during those years," but were not'l"eported to the ,Department 

(e,.g., those caSes in which the "official" cause: of deathwasdeterminedtb, be 
,:' 

'accidentaior natural, or completed documentation \regardingthe case was never 
r.: 

'fbrwardedto DHR). ' . -~ 

In late 1977, the Diret"tor"of the Child ProtectiVe Service's Division of 

theT'exas Department:'of'Huina;-ResQUrces initiated)a request ,for technical 

assj'stance to the Region vtResol,lrce Ce'nter on Child Abuse and Negl eGt.to-' 
~, 

conduct an in-depth, eXal11inati on of the cl rcumsta,ncesandc6arapteri sti cs pf 
, __ = ___ ~ '",~"C "-_::': ,- --, _. _ '-.- -"-_ .. ' '-' - - .'~. ~~~.,==_=~~~===~~~ ~,= __ ~,_, 
ttiechild deaths related to abus~and l1eglectin Texas~The:bv~rallpl.wP9se 

" 
of this request was to assist the Dep'artment:in oeveloping alternatives~:to 

prevent such. occurrences .. It was felt that the development of a profile of an 

.' allegedly abusive or neglectful parent who would fatallyi.l"ljure'achiJd"ora 
.,) , • '.";' • > , ." 

prottle of relevant -case: characteristics; could:b.ei,helpful 'in reducing the 
,.j) 

number of chlHirenwhb die'asa'result of abuse. and heglect~; 'It wasint.ended 

• that sUch i'tifOrmatlon would assi st, chi 1 d' protective' services workers-in better 

. i dentifyi ri~rand handlingpro'tectiveservi cessi tuati,cms, Whic,hare' mo.stdanger-

,. '0 

() 

."to . 

);'~".' 
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This study represents a respon~eto the Departmentls request for tech

nical assistance in determining the 'characteristics and,circumstanc,es of child 
~I <::,-' 

deaths related to abuse and neglect in Tex'~'s. "Statistics, 9repr~vide~ for 

three reporting yea.rs~,1975"'l$77):,and 267 death~., The :study provides an 

analysis of, thosevarfables which suggest ,a ,:profile of an individual (al'Jeged 
I 

perpetratot"0involved .. 'ina chi19 death"re1 ated t9:? abuse :.orneglect, as well as 

those which suggestaQ,rofne of ~ child (victirfl) fatally injU~ed under su~h 
~ :-, 

circumstancErs. Further attempt i $/llade,to ,; de!~tjfy.and analyze those vari~ . ' ". , 

ables which suggest an environmentalp~ofil~ more] ikelY.to r~sult ina .. chi.ld 

deathassoc.iated wUhan abuse :or .negl ect si~uation. Finally, severa lvari

ableswithin the vari~us 'inter:ventiorrsystems. involved in chfidabuse and, 

neglect; .. whichcontributed ,to poss.i b.) e 'breakdowns in those'syst~rns ,likely to 

result in a ,child being fatally injured, are identified andAisc~ssjed . 

. Conclusi-ons andreyommenc\ations are prov·i ded:at theendof~h~ report' 

which 'suggest potential measures to;mprove or strengthen.,thestat~ IS deliver,y 

of child protective serv'ices to the pOpulation.at.,.ri$k. These}recQuched in 

terms" which are conducive to ,faeil itating such an effort and might well ~er:ve 
- ":.. "'-_"':. :::;- c;,.~ '-.. ,-',: _-.=-- "=-;::;=-'::""::;;' _~, _'-' ''':'- • _' .. "" :O-_"_'=-- '"' _ •• '_-:~"'_;:":;' -"":--'_:'::' "--~....;:.....:;:., ,~_-_"=-"-~" '7" --'=' ~'::--" "- _-.:=. _ ==-....=;:::. _ -"-o-~'_;: -:~_' ~"'---' =':;!: =-==:::;-~,,:,:::;,---_-~~_-=-~~.:;::,.::, .:' ,~-.-~~._ =-_":;-,:_--=-

~s guiding-principles in the future~evelopment of c~i]d prQ~ec~iv~ s~rvices 
• .. /J 

statewide. 

., 

L 2 Literature Review' 

In additio'h toexamin';ngthe circ\Jmstil~cesa'nd chara.ct~ristics of c,hHd 

fatalit+es related to,abvse :ano',negTect in Texas '., a revie~of the 1 it(:!rature 

was conducte'd in which fifty",fouraTticles }'Jere jqentif;ed and abstraoted'(se(:! 
\! . ,-. . , 

Appendix E),. The purppse.;.of thisr(:!v;:ew wasta gai,!1"abetter.,ppprec.iati,on:and 
• " , .. '. 1 ' " • .. ~", '.' _ 

understanding of thE! work of others in the areas of infanticide ,and ~hild,. 
j' ,~ 

abuse and negl ect, thereby enhanci ng the overa.ll outcome. of thi s study. 

(/ 

= 

Materials reviewed included case studies, special reports, surveys, and theo

retical papers. 

The literaturd reviewed can be divided into 1wo major components: 

(a) those studies which examined child deaths from a psychological or psychi

atric point of view; and (b) those ,references which ~elated to general (i.e., 

social or situational) characteristics, such as those most often associated 

with child abuse and neglect. 

The literature on infanticide tends to attribute child deaths to person

alitydisordersamong child murderers (e:g., depression, low frustration _ 

tolerance, impulsivity, psychosis, low self-esteem). Of the fifty-four arti

cles reviewe,d, over half (57%) cited one or more psychological characteristics 

of the perpetrator as a factor in either child abuse and neglect or infanti

cide (see Table 1). Little exploration of social~" cultural, or situational 

variabl);es which may contribute to child murder was evidenced in the infan~i

cide literature reviewed. 

" 
In contrast, the more extensive body of literature pertaining to child 

abu§e and '~egl ~c~, b'!~~~f.~ll~q, J(LtgentHy C1~ ,~R~c=ifjc abusive personal ity" 
" 

While various authors have identified common disturbances in psycho16gical 

functioning among child abusers (see, for example, Button & Reivich, .1972; 

Feshbach, 1973; Fontana, 1971;, Green, 1975; Harder, 1967; Japlan & 'Reich, 

1976; Myers, 1967,1970; Rodenburg, 1971a,1971b;Scott, 1973; Steele & Pol

lock, 19i4)~ reference to the severe kind$ of psychosis and malfunctioning 

typically p~esented in the studies of infanticide rarely appear among pub-
0, . , ~~ 

11 shed. studies OJ! chil da~useand neg1 ect. 

Researchers in the Jl'lQregeneral ar~aofchild abuse and neglect tend to 
, , . . 0 

post~latetti;atsocial and situatigrial factors (e.g., p~verty, marital stress, 

and otherHfe crises) play an' important role in instances of child abuse and - "" ",,~'~' ' 

6 '\ _________________ ~<;'t 
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neglect~ possibly triggering some of the psychological dynamics cited above 

(see, for example, Alvy, 1975a, 1975b; Berdie, Boizermon, & Lourie, 1977; Gil, 

1970; Goode, 1971; Green, Gaines, & Sandground, 1974; Paulson, 1975; Scratton, 

1976; Sennet, 1970; Sprey, 1969). 

In general, the body of literature on infanticide and child abuse and 

neglect is largely inconclusive, since it does not focus specifically on child 

death by abuse or neglect. For example, Steele and Pollock (1974) maintain 

that an attack on a child with an intent to kill is a separate phenomenon from 

abuse. These authors would consider those who commit such acts as l separate 

population, perhaps like the disturbed individuals mentioned in the infanti

cide literature. 

Some disagreement was observed among researchers in the child abuse and 

neglect field regarding the key antecedents precipitating the actual act. 

Kempe, et al. (1962), for example, place child murder by a psychotic parent at 

the extreme end of the child battery continuum. For these authors, people who 

kill their children constitute a subpopulation of abusers, possibly part of 

that small group assumed to be psychotic. Resnick (1969), in his classifi

cation scheme of motives for infanticide, posits a category called "accidental 

filicide," which roughly corresponds to the battered child syndrome in which 

the child's death is the unintended consequence of an abuse situation. Scott 

(1973) also posits a category covering elimination of an unwanted child through 

assault or neglect (i.e., one in which the murderer is stimulated by charac

teristics of the victim as in the battered child syndrome). 

By integrating the above ideas, one can speculate that child death due to 

abuse or neglect constitutes one form of infanticide, and that people who 

commit SUCfl acts may be somewhat more disturbed than other abusers, but probably 

less so than the profile presented by the literature on infanticide. Further 
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study is needed to uncov~r the i~entification of high-risk groups pf child 

abusers and to'suggest treatment intervention strategies. for this population. 

The lack of preci~e predicto~sregarding the identificatiQh of High-ris~ 
~ . ~ 

individuals, as well as the likely outcomes of their behaviors, requi'res 

further documentation in order that child protective. services staff will not 
(3 

be held accountable for what they cannot be reasonaply expected to know" 

The remainder of this report is devoted to a detailed discus,sion of the 

circ~~stahces and £haracteristics of child deaths related to abuse and neglect . . . , ~ , . . 

,;, 

in Texas duri ng the years 1975 through 1977. The Methodo 1 bgy Sect; on presents. 

a brief description of the Child'Abuse and Neglect Reporting and Inquiry 

System (CANRIS), as well as the deriva~ion of the study sample~,AlsodiS:

cdssed in this section ~re the specification and coding of th~ ~ajor variables , 
included in the study, a~ well as an overview of the data analysi~ procedures 

" 
used. The Results and Discussion Section presents in detail ·the. resultsof<' 

the ,c6mprehensivea\~alysis of the circumstances and characteristics of child 
6':r I:j 

deaths related to abuse and neglect in Texas during 1975-1977. Fi,!1any,the 

Conclusions and Recommendations Section contains a discuss,ion of study COh-

. clusions and recommendations derive~from the detailed analysis of thi$ study. 

Five appendices accompany the report and are intended ,to supp~ement otaugment 

. the text. 

8 
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2.0 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 TheCANRlS Dat~ Sase and Child Deaths Subsample 

Under. Section 34.06 of the Texas Family Code, the Texas Department of. 

Human Resource.s is required to establish and maintain a central registry of 

reported cases of child abuse or neglect. The.Department;s also required to 

provide for cooperation with l~cal child service agencies, including hospitals, 
'., ' 

cl inies, ar~\$chool s, as well asothe.r states ,in exchanging reports to effect 

a national registration system'(i.e., the National Cleafinghouse on Child 

Neglect. and Abuse,Children's Division~ Arne.rican Humane Association). 

The Department fulfills the mandate Of Section 34.06 of the Texas. Family 
iI 

Code through, the Child;!Abuse and Negl ect, Reporting and 111~ui ry System (CANRIS). 

CANRISis a statewide ,automated data system designed.to facilitate the report

ing of child abuseand'neg1ect, as,well aS,to collect and store confidential 

information in a central registry. It, provides .a 1 inkage to an protective 

services units for the purpose of reporting or retrieving information regard

ing instances of ch,ild' abuse or neglect throughou( the state.' ThroughCANRIS, 

a minimum'data set is identifieo for all persons involved in a reported ca~e 

of a,buse or negl ect~, Such;,nformati on can. be used by the pj,~otecti ve serv; ces 

caseworke~(jn conducting child abuse and' neglect investigations . 

As, noted abov,e, all incidents .ofabuse and neglect are reported to ,CANRIS. 

, After. a l"eport has been investigated by, the Department .and entered into CA~RIS, 

, the inqui ry feature enables authorized Department staff. to determinle if any 
6' 

~ individual"listed on:the current report has been. in~olved in"previous inci~ 

dents of abuse ''or neglect. The inquiry feature of CANRIS enables a protective 

'servicesWbrker to,-retrieYe data ontho$e, individuals i.nvolved, in prior reports, 
c 

_ ,even though th~)personmClYhavemoved q..ne or more, times 51 nc,e
c

, the prior reports 
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were received., 

Statistical reports are compiled froiT! the CA,~RIS master file and dis

tributed monthly to the various levels of wariagementwithin the Department. 
,",. . 

These reports highl"ight child abuse and neglect reporting by specific regions ~ 

of the state, types of abuse or neglect reported, profile information regard

i ng the victims and a 11 eged perpetrators, sources of reports by category, and 

the like. Such reports provide essential information for departmental poliCy-

, ""-". 

making, as well as the implemen'tation Q·f preventive programs to combat child '~.' 

abuse and 'neglect. 4 
The data of'the present study represent child deaths reported to the 

Department1sChild Protective Services Division during 1975 through 1977. 

These data ?represent Q!U.y those death~ which were reported to the CANRIS )) 

system. Not ihcluded are t~ose deaths where the child died and either th~ 
I' 

appropriate agency' failed to submit completeddocumentatiQn of the fatal i\y f6 
the Department, or the offida:j cause of death was determined to be. accidental' 

Q)" natural. " 

Two primary data collection instruments were used in the present study: 

(a)Part_,'·of the ghildren1s Protective Services Intake and CANRIS Report~ 

Form 2202-A (see Appendix A) ; \~CI (b) Child Abuse and Neglect °Case File Ab-

stract Form ('see Appendix B). The latter was used to gather,detaile'd,case 
o 

file and other information about serVices provided by the Texas Department of 
(, 

Human Resources. Appendh C contains a master liSting ·of the CANRIS varia"bles 

considered for stu~y, and Appendix·D contains a similar listing"of case file 

variabl~swh;ch were included as supplementary information in examining the 

child deaths. 

The' study was initiated by obtaining from DHRtheCANRIS forms pettaining 
() 

to all child deaths related to abuse and neglect during the years 1975-1977. 
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2.2 Variable Specification and Coding 
, :; 

Four major sources of information were s'ough~, in c6iiducting the child 

fatalities study: 

(a) th~se variabl~s which would suggest a 'profileofan individual 
I 

(alleged perp~trator)·who'fatal1Y injures a child by abuse Or neglect; 

(b) those variables which would suggest a profi1eof~ child (victim) 

fataY{Y iikiured by abuse or neglect;'" 
\" > .. 

(e) thOse variables whi'ch'woul d suggest an environmentalpfofi.le, .of a 

situation morelikelY(rt8 result ;ifa child be;'ng 'fatally injured by 
. 0 , 

abuse or negle~t; and 

(d) th~se v~;iab1es ~ithiriqthe var~oUs iht~rvention 'sy~temi involved~i~ 
;;:7' ~) 

child abuse and ~J:~g;(~c:t whichcontY'ibuted to possib~ebreakdowns in 
. \"" ' 

those s~stems 'ik~y=ti) result in a child being fatally injur.ed by 
," ,. 

abuse.or!negl ect~ 

Specially prepared case reviewe'rs, all 'of whom had advanced social work train

ing and child welfare experience, were used to abstract the case files. Use 

of such workers avojded problems arising from unfamiliarity with the content 

bei ng revi ew~d, thereby 1 end; ng to the overall accuracy ~and' c~edibi1 ity of the 

data generated. 
" 

i 

Both CANRIS data (see Appendices A and C) and case file information (see 
,i:,~ \~ 
'f 

Appendices B and D) were use'd to support the.ideritification of variables in 
. .' 1 i 

(a)-(c) abov(:!. Information required to support (d) was'; p~imari1y abstracted 
i , , 

from the case files .. A totar-of forty ... nine discrete CANRI~ variables and 
'! . . 

ninety-five case fhe variables wer,e considered in" the 'present study (see 
. . ~ 

Appendices C ana 0). •. '. it.. " 

It ; s important to point "\but that the conel usions and reco~endations of 
, , .' .. ~ : ; - .' , .1. .")' . ',' ~ " c;. 

this study are only as val.id a'ld reliable as the data .upon which t,heyare 
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based. With regard to the CANRIS variables, difference~ were found in the way 

childprbtective services workers completed the CANRIS report fo~. Several 

i nstcwces of .questioliabl e codi ng of variabl es were encountered across , the 

various repor'ting "counties.' There was al so a higk degree of in~complete data 

among the CANRIS,reports which made it difficult to determine whether the 

classification in question was simply not valid, or the appropriate infor

mation was not available and, therefore, left uncoded. 

Similar problems were encountered in abstr,acting the case file i nforma-

tiM. Because each case file contained narrative information and did not 

follow a consistent format, but rather hig,hlight'ed significant aspects of that 

particular case, it was difficult in some cases, and impossible l·n others, to 

develop comprehensive profiles of the c'hild abuse a,nd neglect deaths victims, 

as well as the alleged perpetrators. In many instances, when the child's 

death was the first report to OHR, the child protective services staff inves-

tigated the case only to determine whether other children were in the home 

and, if so, whether further int.ervention from OHR was warranted. ,1n these 

instances, the child's death was pt~imarily investigated by law enforcement 

becaus~ it is not the role of OHR staff to conduct criminal investigations. 

In these instances, the case record usually provided little information re

lating to the child'death, nor did it usually include the investigative report 

from law enforcement. 

Considerable time and effOl't were .expended to rectify as many discrepan-
c 

cies or inconsistencies as possible prior to the ac;cual analyses of data, 

while at the same time maintaining the original thrust or intent of the data 

Which were coded. This additional effort was seen as justifiable in the 

G9ntext of producing a report whi ch coul d not only Withstand ·careful and 

detan'ed scrut'iny by those for whom it was intended, but also provide mean

ingful and generalizable results. 
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2.3 -.. Overvo; ew of Da't;a.Ana 1 ys is Procedures 

The overall thrust Of this report is des~rij:>tive in natur.e. As such, 
" 

heavy emphaslS&has beenpl"aced on the. use of st~ndard des"criptive measures 

(e.g), frequency distributions~ cross-tabulations of variable pairs, and}he 

like), rather than higher-order, .inferential stat; stics. Li.bera 1 use of 
t 9bles, charts., and g.raphs is made throughout the report to lend clarity.:to 

the various results obtained. The primary.. focus of the'reJort ;s upon di;S

pla,Yingresults "in an orderlY, logical, fashion; with specialoemphasis upon .' 
'. ,- . \\ 

those trends or relationshipswht;h seem ~o warrant either further study alld 

analys;sor i~med;ate scrutjriyregarding the strengthening of the child pro-

tective services .system in Texas. 
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3.0 RESULTS.ANDDISCUSSION 

~.J Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting to DHR 
II '-, " , 

As noted above, the total number of child deaths in this study was 267 .. 

Of these~ 61 (22.8%) occurred in 1975, 82 ~a9.7%) in 1976, and 124 (46.4%) :in 
-. I· -, . - - - .~ . 

Fi~ure2 reveals that_~~ little more than half of the 

incidents of child abuse or neglect which were implicated in child death.swere 

reported to DHR on thesamed~y that the incident occurred. Within two weeks, 

some 95% of the incidents had been reported. to QHR. Six incidents took more 

than six weeRs ,before DHRreceived'<a"·ri~port.Two of these took four months or 

1 ongerbeforerecei pt of a report; Thus ,i t can.' be seen that most of the 
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Figure 2: Time between. occurri!nce of abu!ie or negl ect i.nddent impli cated 
in child ~eath ang date reported to DHR '. . 
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reports of child abuseand)leglectw€!re .il1~d~ to DHR relatively soon after the 

incident occurred. The incidents that had a lapse of more than two weeks be

tween time of Occurrence and time of report generally,;represented unusual 

situations. ,In. several :;nstances,DHI:i became aware of an abuse or neglect 

situation implicated in a child death through follow-up'of police reports. 

Hospiials, law 'enforcement off,icials, and the Deeartment of Hum.
an 

Re

sour~es~taff constttut~d ~he highest sources'of child death reports (26.8%, 

26.0%; 'and 15.1%, respectivelY), followed by doctors (7.2%), neighbor~ (3.8%), 

relatives (8.8%Lschools (L5%), clinics (0.8%), and parents (OA%). ,Of the 

remaining 1:\5% ,1 ess th~m" 4%6'f the reports were from pul;> 1; c service agencies 

,) , , ' . ' and less than l%werefrolJl fri-ends and private,; ~ervice agencies. Approx;'::' 
, -- - . ~ 

mate1y 7% of the sources of reports were classified as "other," while nearly 

3% were cla~sified as "anonymous" (see Figure 3). These results are in con

tradiction to th~eobtained for the 1975-1977 CANRIS" population (N=1l5,230), 

in which neighbors, schools, relatives, and law enforcement officials consti-

tuted the highest ~ource of child abuse and neglect reports (16.8%, 14.4%, 

13.6%, and 12.0%, respectively), follo;ed by Department of Human Resources 
. '. " 

staff (9.9%), friends (5.1%), anonyrilOus '(4.8%),: parents (4.7%)~and hospitals 

(3.6%) .. Of the remaining 16%,less'than 3% of,the reports were from doctors, 

clinics, public service agencies, child care facilities, ,ahdvictims them

selves, while leSS than 1% of the reportis were from child health screening 

c1 inies, and private serv..ice agencies. 
". ,,;) 

Some 7~ot. the reports were class;,fied 
;'\I,~, 

as "other. II 

,', -, 
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, Figure 3: Source of h'ld b' . , . ~ c, a use and ne$lect report implicated in child death 

3.2 Type and D,.,ispos'ition o'f R< < Il < < _ eports Re€eived 

Referring to the CANRIS re ort < < . " p s, abuse was found to be associated in 39% 

of the child deaths (N=104) < < d «. < ' _ ,an neglect was associated in 40% (N=107) of the 

deaths. Both abuse and 1 t (. < -,. neg ec < comb1ned) were asspciated in 21% (N=56) of 

the deaths (see Figure 4) Th < -. . . « ese results at'e somewhat diffe < t< <f < • < < . «< ren rom < those 

obtalned for the 1975'':1977 CANRIS . 1 < . < . < < popuatl0n (!t=66,'7l9'victims)~ in which 

abuse was associated'with 31.8% of the victims, neglect was associated with 

and abuse and neglect (com,bi~ed) 58.4% of the victims, 

9.8% of the Victims. 
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Of the CANRIS reports recor9ing the ~67child deaths, 207 or 77.5% were 

subseq4entl y validated, indi~ating that abuse or :,neglect had been" substa.n-
'~("A 

tiated. A disposition ·of Uuncertain" was determined forA7 (17.6%Y of the 
• ' ' . "1:;)' '. . ." ".' . , 

rep6rts, indicating that abuse·or~neglect was noi substantiated, but that 
,~ . 

, 
th.ere was enough evidence from theinvE!stigation to suggest that it could have 

occurred. For 13 (4.8%) of the~'reports; a potential for nb'use or neglect was . . 

identified, indi'eating that~rd1iti,onsin;the:househOldw~resuch that they 
< (), ' 

presented a serious threattothesh,ild'~ physical or emotional well-:being, a's 

well a,s an indication of, the ne.ed for ton. t. in. ,ue. d' 1 . SQCla serVlces. 

3.3. Casj~ Involvement with DHR' andOthet', Agencies .. .11 

o 
'Examination of "the cease fils data ';'ndicated that the families of 13.2 .. 

-(49~4%') .of the victims' became ihvohJed>wfth DHRfor" the first. time uponre", 
~ 'l 

ceipt<o'fthe; report ofaqu-se or neglect implfc~ted. tn the death of the-chi-l d. 

2.5 
II 

c 

o 

'Thus, first contact by DHRwith these families was through notification by 

police or hospitalrpersonnelof a questionable death of the child. The fami.,. 

1 ies of 104 or 38.9% of the victims had experienced some contact with :DHR, 
• (--'r 

pno\" to the report implicated in r-the death of the child. It was difficult to 

tell from a read; ng of the Case records whethe.r or not thefami 1 i es of the 

remaining 31 (11.7%) of the victims.had received DHR services previously.~ 

The families oflOO(~7.4%) of~hevictims were observed to be rece~ving 

some DHR ~ervices at the time, of or during the,yearrprece.ding the. abuse or 

neglect incident implicated in the death of the child.' Of these 100 families, 

the case records reyealed that 64 or 64% were receiving child protective 

services at the time of or during the year preceding the child's death. Thus, 

fo~ the total child deaths subsample, 2'3.9%:, or approximately one-quarter, had 

experienced DHR child protective services involvement prior to the death of 

the child. 

Table 2 displays the distribution of families which, according to the 

case file information, were involved with community agencies other than DHR at 

the t!,me of or during the ~ear precedi9g the chi1 d' sdeath. Th~ data of 

Table 2 include families of victims ~ho .became involved with DHR for the first 

time when the case was opened upon death o'fthe child. The Table reveals that 

the three greatest sources of non-DHR family involvement~ were health-related 

agencies (N=137), the police Ct!.=12l), and thec;:burts (N.=62). Lesser i;wolve

O1ent of f~milies withnon-:DHR agencies was!yobs~rved for employment se.rvices 

')(N~23),MH/MRservites (11=18), f~milycou~se'ing and schoohrelated services 

(,tl:=14, each);, eduso,tion sel':'~ices_(tL=12), and housing services (N=5). , The 

total ~umber of familiesinvoJved .w'1cth non ... DHR service~ (computed across all 

o,f,tbe ,service G~ategOries) sums. t.o 406,.inqi,ca,ting,~hat ,many' families were 
'I '. Ii ' " . 

involVed with more ihan one non-DHRservice at the time of or during the year 
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preceding thechil d's death. Whether Or nota family had r.eceived the same 

seryi ce more than o~ce was not readi lyapparent from .a .revf~w ,of the. case 

recores. 

= 

> TABLE 2, 

Family Involv~mentWithNon-DHRAgencies~t the iimeof or 
During the VearPreceding the CI111d Death " . 

() 

. Type of Agency Number of . Percent of Total f 
Families Family Involvement 

Health-related 137 . 33.7% j 
II " 

Pol ice 121 .. ", 29.8% 

.Courts 62 15.3% 

Employment 23 5.7% , 
0 ,A.4% 

MH/MR 18 
'0 ' 

Family Counseling 0 14 3.4% 

School'::related 14 4.4% 
r? 

Educiltio'1 12 2.9% 

Housing 5 1.2% 

" </ 

99.8% TOTALS 406 

I; 

., ,\) 

3.4 . Case' Involvement with Criminal Justice System 

Case file information related to criminal charges and subsequentconvic

tions of alleged perpetrators is necessarily lJmitedto ,that av~ilable at the 

time~the case was being inv'estigated by the child 'protective services worker. 

Because DHR invol(~emel'lt ceasesQ at the time of death of the child (assuming 

there are no other children determined to be at r'isk "inlhe home), follow-up 

27 

"~ . 

information Was not contained on a routine basi s .in the case,.fi les revi ewed 

qnd, ther~,fore,the outcome data pre'~eJlted are essentially incomplete. 

:'While': 77JJ",~ of the 267 deaths ,were validated by the caseworker as' to the 

original findings of child abuse or<>neglec;timplicated in the child death, 

the incomp~ eteoutcome data indi caOte that criminal charges were fil ed by the 

District ,Attorney's .office or other authorities, in 28% of the deaths .. Hhere 

crimi.nal charges were f.iled, 69% involved abUse cases, 8% involved neglect 

ca$~s, ,and ,23% invol ved ab~seand neglect (combined) 'cases ( F" 5) 

,..-1.\ •• 
C . .1 

23% 
Abuse & Neglect 

(!i=17) 

li9% 
Abuse Only 

(!i=52 ) 

'/) see 19ure " 

Neglect Only 
(!i:;6) 

Figure 5:' Di~tri~ut;on.ofilic;idents of child ablise and neglect 
fOl wInch cnnnnal charges were filed (!f'75) 
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Of the' ~total,number'of()ibuse cases' (!i=104), the incomplete outcome data 

indicate. that .charge's were'filed;n 4,9%''o:f those .cases. Hhere neg1 ectwas 

impl icated>in the. death" the incomplete o.utcome data indicate thatcharges 

were, filed in 6% 'of ",t;he' Fas'eso .Whereabuse and neglect (combined) was:impl i .... 

cated in the death.," the incomplete. outcome data i.ndicate:that. charges' were 

"filed in 30%:'ofJhe, cases (see Figure 6). Despite the: fact that charges 

we,re filed in 49% of thesJtuations in which abuse was implicated in the 

child's death,. ffom;theinformation ava'ilable,.:the alleged perpetrator' was 

convicted in 6.7'Y;'{.fthe deaths. S·.jo convictjons were obtained \'/here neglect 

was implicated in the death of the child, and in 7% of the deaths associated 

with abuse and neglect (combined) were convictions obtained. 
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Figure 6: Percent of incidents of child abuse and, neglect in which charges 
o were fJlet\ by type Of incident' S 
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3.5 Victiml Characoteristics 
'.'1 

The meidian age of the child death ,victims was 1.8 yei;lrs (see, Figure 7), 

as compare~:j to .10.1 years, for .the 1.975-1977 CANRIS popu1 atior). Clearly, 

Victims of,'childabuse and ne~lect implicated in the death of the child are 

substantially,oungerthan their non~death counterparts in the general CANRIS 

'''~jsQPU 1 a ti on . 
\' 
\~ 

.40.-

36.3 

32.2 

~ 

~ 20~, 
~ 
CII 

0.,_ 

10 -- 11.3 

8.2 

1-3 3-55-7 7-9 > 9 

Age in Years 

Fi!lure 7: Distribution of victims by age at time of abuse or neg1ectc incident implicated in death 

p 

For the chil~ deaths sub~ample, 55.1%'ofthe vtctimsuwere male and 44.9% 

. were female .. Sil1li1a'r',statistics were obcserved for th~. 1975-1977 CANRIS popu

lation (50.6% and 4~.4%, respectively). ApprOXimately 46% of the child death 
JI ~:o I < 

Victims in whi~h abus~ alone was implicated in ihe,child's death were male, 

while nearly 54% wer¢ female. These figures are Virtually identical to those 
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observed for the 1975-1977 CANRIS population (45~8%and' 54.2%, r¢spectively). ' 

The pattern was reversed fOlio the victim in which neglect alone was impl i

cated in tQ~ death of the child. Thatis, 64.7% werel11alE; and. 35.2% were, 

female. A similar; but not so' dramaticreversa" was observed for the 1975 ... 

1977 GANRIS population (52A% and 47.9%,respect;vely). For those deaths in 
'.) 

which abuse and neglect (combined) was implicated in the death of,the child, 
t 

.. i~ 

," ..... -.--

52'.6% were male and 47.3% were female. Simi.lar results were observed:;::::f'or the.,;;'>itM 

1975-1977CANRIS population (50.6% and 49.4%, respect'ively). Thus, male 

''deaths were more likely to be implicated in cases of neglect or abuse and 

neglect (combined), whereas female deaths were more likely to be implicated 

~ .. 
'i'. 

'';'~l 

, ,~--

in instances of abuse only. The immediately preceding results are summarized t 
in Figure 8. 
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Fi gure 10 dep; cts i~~.e distri butiol1 of the 'Texasunder.,.18 populati on for 

the' three major ethnic groups .of this study, ,the Texas CANRISpopulption., and 

the total validated c~~~s' of child abuse and neglect" implicated .in child 

deaths(1975~1977). For either the;Texasor CANRIS compari~on groups, Anglos 

are underrepresented in thech.ild deaths sample and B'lacks are overrepr~sented. 

There is relatively little discrepancy between, comparable statjstics for the 

Mexican-American group. 
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Table 3 contains annual rates (per 1,000 under-18 population) of reported 

incidents of child abuse and neglect implicated in child deaths by ethnicity 

of victim and DHR region in which the child death occurred (1975-1977). 

Table 3A contains similar statistics for -:the 1975-1977 CANRIS population. The 

annual rates were computed in each instance using the formula: 

Annual Reporting Rate = 
Total # of Reported Incidents for 1975-.1977 

3 

Under-18 Pop~lation in Ethnic Group 

X 1,000 

Both Tables reveal considerable reporting variation across the various DHR 

regions. Of particular note in Table 3 is the finding that the reporting rate 

for Blacks (statewide total) is apprOXimately twice (or greater than) ishat for 

Anglos or Mexican-Americans across the three reporting categories. For the 

child deaths-subsample~ those DHR regions withth,e highesfreporting' rates 

included #2 and #7, followed by #1, #4, #6, and #10. The region with the 

lowest reporting rat~! was #9. For the 1975-1977 CANRIS population, those DHR 

regions with the highest reporting rates included #7 and #10~ followed by #1, 

#4, and #6. The region with the lo~est reporting rate was #3. As can be seen 

from the preceding discussion, while considerable variation in reporting of 
",' 

chil d abuse and. negl ect was observed across the v.ari ous DHR regions for both 
\"'1 .)' " " '!:J.'.'." , 

the. 19']5-1977 CANRIS population and child deaths subsample, several simi-

larities existed'between the two comparison groups with regard to the pattern 

of ratesobserv~d. 

Table 4 contains' annual. rates (pe~'l,OOO under-18 populati.on) of validated 

incidents of child abuse cfn:d ne.glectimp1icated in chil~deaths byethnicity 

of victirriandDHR~reg5Qninwhich the death occurred.T~ble 4A contains 
. , .,' (1 , " J,' . • 

similar statistics for the Texas CANRIS population. The rates are for the 

() 
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TABLE 3 

Annual Rates (Perl.OCO Under-18 population) of Relorted Incidents of Child Abuse, and Neglect 
Imp1jcatedi" Child Deaths by Incident Type, Ethn city, and DHR Reporting Region (1975-1977) 

ANGLOS BLACKS MEXICAN-AMERICANS '. TOTAL 
Reported Annual Reported Annual Reported AnnlJal Reported Annual 

Area and Incident T~~e fnci dents Rate ' Incidents Rate Incidents Rate Incidents Rate 

. Region 1: 
1 6.26 1 2.01 10 2.9Q All Abu$e and Neglect 8 - ,,2.88 ;r'~ 

Abllse 2. 0.72 1 6;26 1 2.01 4 1.16 
Neglect 4 1.44 0 0.00 0 ,0.00 . 4 1.1'6 

. Abuse/Neglec:;t 2 0.72 0 0.00 0 -0.00 2 0.58 

Region 2: " ~\, 

. All Abuse and ~eg1ect il- 4 1.85 4 17.36 6 .5.48 14 4.00 
Abuse 4 1.85 2, 8.68 4 3.65 10 2.86 
Neglect 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 1.83, 2 0.57 
AbusfJNeglect 0 0.00. 2 8.(18 0 0.00 2 0.57 

Region 3: 
0.00' All Abuse ancltleglect 0 1 7.77 5 1.64, 6 1.30 

Abuse 0, 0.00 1 7.77 2 0.66 3 0.65 
Neglect 0 0~09 0 0;00 3 0.98 3 0.'65 
Abuse/Neglect 0 .. " 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 '0. 0.00 

Region 4 :' 
2 &5.58 2.85 All Abuse and Neglect 11 2.53 3 '3.33 16 

.Abuse ' . 
,6 1.38 0 D.OO 1 1.11 7 1.25 

Neglect 2 0.46 2 5.58 2 ·2.22 6 1.07 
Abuse/Neglect 3 0.(j9 0 0.00- 0 0.00 3 0.53 

, 
Region 5: , : 

An AbUse and Neglect 33 1.60 ;24 5.25 6 2.73 63 2~.29 

:Abuse 12 0.58 8 1.75 - 2 0.91 22 0.80 
,0 Neglect . '," 16, 0.78 ".9 1.97 2 0.91 27 O~98 

'AI/use/Neglect eli 0.24 7 1.53 2 ' o~ 91 14 0:51 
- I( .t. 

RegfQn 6: » 
2fl6l1 y All Abl!se and NeS.l ect 16 4 2.30 5 3.17 2.68 

Abuse - '5," 0.84 2 1.15 :4 2.54 1.18 
Neglect 10 1 ;67. 0 0.00 1 0.63 1;18 
Abuse/Neglect - 1 0.17 2 1.15 0 0.00 0.32 
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TABLE 3 (Continued) 

ANGLOS BLACKS MEXICAN-AMERICANS TOTAL 
Reported Annual Reported Annual Reported Annual ~ported Annual 

Area and Incident Tx~e Incidents Rate Incidents Rate Incidents Rate lnci.dents Rate 

Region 7t , 
All Abuse and Neglect 9. 2.09, 13 7,:67 a 0.00 22 3.61 

Abuse ,3 0.70 2. 1.18 0 0.00 5 0.82 
Neglect 5 1.16 9 5.31 a 0.00 14 2.30 
Abuse/Neglect 1 0.23 2 1.1B " 0 0.00 3 0.49 

Region 8: 
A,l1 AbUse arid lIeg,lect 5 1.49 1 2.B7 20 2.40 26 2.14 

Abuse 3 0.89 0 0.00 6, 0.72 9 0.74 
Neglect 1 0.30 . 1 2.87 10 1.20 12 0.99 
Abuse/Neglect 1 0.30 a 0.00 4 0.48 5 0.41 

Region 9: 
All Abuse and Neglect 5 1.08, 2 2.76 7 1.01 14 1.12 

Abuse ,2 0.'43 1 1.38 2 .. 0.29 5 0.40 
Neglect a 0.00 1 1.38 2 0.29 3 0.24 
Abuse/Neglect 3 0.65 0 . 0.00 3 0.43 6 0.48 

Region 10: '. , 
All.Abuse and Neglect 10 2.44 5 3.10 ,0' 0.00 15 2.52 

Abuse "', 5 1.22 1 0.62 0 0.00 P 1.01 
Neglect 4 0.98 4 2.48 a 0,00 8 l.35 
Abuse/Neglect 1 0.24 a 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.16 

Region 11.: I' 

'All Abuse and Neglect 15 .0.93 18 3.19 10 2.84 43 1.69 
,- Abuse 8 0.50 10 1.77 5. 1.42 23 0.91 

Neglect 6 0:37, 4 0.71 4' 1.14 14 0.55 
Abuse/Neglect 1 0.06" 4~ O.n 1 0.28 Q 6 0.23 

,\' 
.~:-

Reg1on.12,: , . 
All Abuse and Neglect 3 " l.26 3 13.,56 0 0,00 6 1,70 

Abuse 3. 1.26 a 0.00 a 0.00 3 0.85 
Neglect 0 0.00 2 9.04 0 0.00 2 '0.57 
Abuse/Ne!!h!ct ' a 0.00 1 4.52 a 0.00 1 0.28 

TOTAL (state) 
All AbuSe and Neglect 119 1.63 78 0, .4,,~6 63 2.14 260 2.17 

Abuse, 53 0.73 28. 1.60 27 0..92 108 0.90 
Neglect 48 0.66 32 1.B3 26 0.88 106 0.89 
Abuse/Neglect 1~ 0.24 18 . I! 1 .03 9 10 0.34 46 0.38 

" 
·;.~'·';1:':- ~,--

" 

NOTE: Data from sevenof the fatalfties are excluded from this Table s1'~ce ethn1city of the Victim (Oriental or Othe~) 
represented less than 1% of the .stqdy sample. ;:\ 
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TABLE3A 

Annu!ll Rate.s (Per 1,000 Under..,18 Population) of Reported Incidents of Child Ab~se and 
Neglect by Incident Type ilnd Ethnic1ty:. CANRIS1975-1977 Population 

Area arid"Incident rype" 

RegiQn.'l: Q ,. .,.. . 

. All ~buse' and Neglect 
Abuse " 
~eglect " 
Abuse/Neglect 

. Region'2: 
All Abuse and Neglect 
"Abu!\e 

Neglect 
. AbiJse/Neglect 

, 'Region .3: .' 1\ 
AJ1Abuse.and, Neglec~ 
.. Abuse ',', 

Neglect 
Abuse/Neglect 

.~" ". 'j' , • 

. Region 4: 
.AHAbuse and Neglect 
'. Abuse" :' . 

Neglect 
Abuse/Neglect 

., 

Region 5; , 
All Abuse and tleg1ect 

Abuse 
Neglect c> 

Abuse/Neglect 
() 

Reg:joo.6: 
All" Abuse and Neglect 

. Abuse ' 
. ;tleglect 
Abuse/Ne~(iect " 

() 

~NGLOS 
Reported Annual 
lneideritS 'Rate 

3038 10.69 
674 2.37 

2073 7.29 
291 1.02 

1,283 ~5.92 
,364· l.68 
79~ 3.67 
12 0,57 

903 6.41 
,,244 ,1.73 
. 591 '·4.19 

68 0.48 

4494 10;36 
.919 2.26 
3033 6.99 

482 1.11 

12.294 5 .• 9.6 
3611 1;.75 
7181 3.49 
'1496 0.72 

5916 9.90 
~667 2 .• 79 
3592 6.01 

657 .1.10 

-

" 
BLACKS, MEX ICAN-AMER I CANS l!.~ TOTAL 

Reported Annual Reported AnnUal .' Reported 
Incidents Rate . Incidents Rate . Incidents, 

391 
, 
24~51 645 12.95 4074 

''41 2.57 119 2".39 834 

299 18.74 473 9.50 2845 

51 3.20 53 1.06 395 

418 18.13 1293 n.81 2994 

87 3.77 210 1.92 6.61 

295 12;80 982 ' 8.97 2072 

36 1.56 101 0.92 261 

'111 
,. 

, 581 5.21 2595 8.63 
. 30 2.33 319 1.05 593 

69 5~36 1155 3,8.1 1f315 

12 0.94 , 107 0.35 187 

'-~-:-~.~ 

606 16,91 1305 J4.51 6405 

94 2 •. 62 196 2.18 1269 

458 12.78 1012 11.26 4503 

5ft 1.51 91 1.08 633 

3839 8;39 1756 7.98 11.889 
955 ' 2.09 316 1.71 4942 

2460 5.38 1198 5.<44 10;B45' 

424 0~92 182 0.83. 2102 

2389 13.78 1984 12.59 10,289 

411 2.,37 386 2;45 .2464 

1180 . 10.27 "1452 9.21 6B24 

198 1.14 146 0.92 1001 

., 

.~j 

Annual 
Rate 

n.64 
.2~38 
8.13 
1.73 

8.57 
1.89 
5.93 
0.75 

5.68 
1.30 
3.97 
0.41 

11.45 
2.27 
8.05 
1.13 

6.53 
1.80 
3.96 
0.77 

11.0B 
2.65 
7.35') 
1.08 
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.1 TABLE 4 

Annual Rates (Per 1,000 llnder-l Population) of Validated ,Incidents of Ghild Abuse and Neglect 
Implicated in Child Deaths by. ncident Type; Ethnicity, and DHR Reporting Region (1975-1977) 

,~ ..'. .f'" , 

.. At~GLOS BLACKS I' MEXICAN-AMERICANS TOTAL 
Validated Annua,l 

Area and Incident Type' Incidents Rate' 
Validated Apnual Validated Annual Validated Annual 
Incidents' Rate Incidents - Rate Incidents Rate 

Regionell. 2.16 All, Abuse and Neglect 6 
0, Abuse'/,. "' ... 1 0.36 

"Neglect C' 3 LOB 
Abuse/Neglect 2 0.72 

0 
,; o.odl 

1 2.01 7 2.03 
0' 0.00 1 2.01 .. :: 2 0.58 
a 0.00 J) 0.00 3 0.87 
a 0.00 0 0.00 2 0.58' 

Region 2: " 
All Abuse jl.nd !leglec:t 4 1.85 

Abuse ' 4' , .84 
Neglect a 0.00 
Abuse/Neglect a 0.00 

4 II 17.36 5 4.57 13 ' 3.71 
,2 8.68 3 2.74 9 2.57~ 

a 0.00 2 1.83 2 0.57 
2 8.68 a 0.00 2 0.57 

rf 

Region.3: 
b 0.00 All Abuse and Neglect .:::t :.~\ 

Abuse a " !).OO 
Neglect" .0 0.00 
Abuse/Neglect a 0.00 

1 7;77 4 1.32 ~S 1.08 
1 7.77 :2 " 0.66 3" 0.65 
a 0.00 2 0.66 2 0.43 
a 0.00 a 0.00 a 0.00 

-.£!: 

Region 4: 0 

(. All Abuse and t!eglect 8 )fl.B4 
·Abuse ' 4 " 0.92 
Neglect 1 0.23 
Abuse/Neglect 3 0.69 

·1 ' 2.19 2 " 2.22 11 '1.95 . 

a 0.00 1 l.n ,- 5 0.89 
1 2.79 L i) 1.11 3 0.53 
a 0.00 a 0.00 3 0.53 

RegionS: 
AH.Alluse and· Neglect 25 '1.21 
'AbUse 11 osa 

Neglect 11 0.53 
Abuse/Neglect 3 0.15 

19 4.15 5 2.27 ' 49 ~.78 

,6 1.31 2 0.9.1 19 0.69 

7 1.53 2 0.91 20 0.73 
6 

c, 
1. 31 1 0.45 10 0.36 

Region 6,: 
15 2.52 All Abuse and Neglect 

Abuse (~ 5 0.84 
Neglect " 9 1.51 
Abuse/Neglect 1 0.17 

'4 
, 

2.30 3 1.90 22 2.35 II) 

Q2 1.15 3' 1.9P ,10 , .07 
, a 0.00 a 0.00 9 0.96 

2 1.15 a 0.00 3 0.32 
II 
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Area and 'Incident Type 

Region 7: 
All AbUse and Neglect 

Abuse 
Neglect 
AbUse/Neglect " 

Region 8: 
All Abuse ahd Negle~t 

Abuse 
Neglect ~ " 
Abuse/Neglect 

!! 'Ie!:_> 

Region 9: 
All Abuse and Neglect 

Abuse 
Neglect, 
Abuse/Neglect 

~ nl~jRegiOcn 10: 0 

;~ '1, ,\-').">11 Abuse and neglect 
Abuse 
Neglect 0 
Abuse/Neglect 

Region 11: 
All Abuse and Neglect 

'Abuse 
Neglect 
Abusel.Neglect 

Region 12: 
All Abuse an~ Neglect 

Abuse .; 
Neglect 
Abuse/Negl ec't , 

I! 
i'l 

TOTAL, (State)' 
All Abuse and 'j~.glec,t 

Abuse (;; 
Neglect 
Abuse/Neglect 

ii' 

¥" r;'~" 

,~ 1 I ~. ~,i ~ 
;; 

i' 

ANGLOS 
"Va 11 da ted Annua 1 
Incidents Rate 

5 
2 
3 
o 

2 
a 
1 
1 

3 
1 
a 
2 

9 
4 
4 
1 

13 
6 
6 
1 

3 
3 
a 
a 

93 
41 
38 
14 

L17 
0.47 
0.70 
0.00 

0.60 
0.00 
0.30 

,0.30 

0.65 
0.22 
0.00 
0.43 

2.20 
0.98 
0.98 ' 
0.24 

0.80 
0.37 
0.37 
0.06 

1.26 
1.26 
0.00 
0.00 

1.27 
0.56 
0.52 
0.19 

!ill!i: 
Ii 

Data represe,i
rt 

validated incidents only. 
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TABLE 4 (Contin~~d) 

() 

BLACKS 
Validated 7innual 
Incidents Rate 

8 
2 
6 
a 

1 a 0 

1 
a 

1 
1 
a 
a 

4 
1 
3 
a 

14 
9 
1 
4 

2 
o 
2 
o 

59 
24 
21 
14 

\~ 

4.72 
1.18 
3.54 
0.00 

2.87 
0.00 
2.87 
0.00 

1.38 
l.38 
0.00 
0.00 

2.48, 
0.62 
1.86 
0.00 

2.49 
1.60 
0.18 
0.71 ' 

9.04 
0.00 
9.04 
0.00 

3.37 
1.37 
1;20 
0.80 

" 

{\ 

" " 
~~1-'~ " '''''',M , 

>, 

" 

I 

,,' 

fj " 
\ 

F) )k \~ \' , ~' \;. >,,/ r 1," :- '\1, 
\' \,. '

''' 

i 

,\, 

~t~IC7iN-AMtRIC7iNS . TOT1iL 
Va 1 idated Annual validated Annual 
Incidents Rate Inddents' Rate 

0 0.00 13' 2.13 a 'r~ 0.00 4 ' 0.65 
0 0.00 9 1.48 
0 0.00 0 0.00 

""::',) 

17 2.04 20 1.64 
6 0.72 6 0.49 ii 
7 0.84' 9 0.74 jJj 

4 0.48 5 0.41 
=:'.~'.,' 

5 0.72 9 0.72 
1 0.14," 3 0.24 
2 0.29 ' 2 0.16 
2 0.29 4 0.32 

0 0.00 , 13 2.18 
0 0,00 .5 0.84 a 0.00 7 1.18 a 0.00 1 0.16 : ... 

7 1.99 34 1.33 
4 1.14 19 0.75 
2 0.57 9 0.35 
1 0.28 6 0.23 

. , 

i' 

0 0.00 5 1.42 
0 0.00 3 0.85 
0 0.00 2 0.57 a 0.,00 0 0.00 

,,. 

49 1.66' 201 1.68 23 0.78 88 0.74 
18 0.61 77 0.64 
8 . 0.27 ~6 0.30 '.' ~ " 

(i (I 

o 
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TABLE 4A 

pAnnual Rates (Per 1.000 Under-18 Population) of Validated Incidents of Child Abuse and 
Neglect by Incident Type and Ethnicity: 'c~CANRIS 1975-1977 Population 

ANGLOS BLAGKS MEXICAN-AMERICANS TOTAL 
Validated' Annual, Validated Annual Validated Annual Validated Annual fl.' .. 

Area and Incident'T~Ee Incidents Rate Incidents ' Rate Incidents Rate Incidents Rate 

Region 1 : 
309 All Abuse and Neglect 2263 7.97 1'9.36 613 11.64 3185 9.10 

Abuse 474 1.67 27 1.69 87 ' 1.75 588 1.68 
Neg]ect 1596 -'5.62 244 15.29 473 7.83 2313 6.61 
,Abuse/Neglect 193 0.68 38 2.38 53 0.98 284 0.81 

Region 2: 
4.11 13.'88 All Abuse and Neglect 890 320 959 8.76 2169 6.21 

Abuse 251 1.16 61 2.65 134 1.22 446 1.28 
Neglect 557 2.57 228 9.89 752 6.87 1537 4.40 
Abu se(Neg 1 ect 82 0.38 31 1.34 73 0.67 186 0.53 

"Q .;::. Region 3: 
i 

--' All Abuse"and Neglect 714 5.07 96 7.46 1160 3.82 1'970 . 4.31 
Abuse 201 1.43 28 2;18 231 0.76 '460 1.01 

.. "! 
" Neglect 464 3.29 56 4.35 853 2.81 ' D73 3.00 
, .' Abuse/Neglect 49 0.35 12 0.93 76 0.~5 137 0.30 

I~ II ,',\ 

Regioil4: 
A 11 Abuse and Negl ect 2809 6.48 403 11.25, 918 10:21 4130 7.38 "ie' 

'. Abuse 576 1.33 64 l.79 117 1.30 757 1 ~35 "t,: 

Noglect 1881 4.34 295 8.23 730 8.12 \\2906 5.19 
Abuse/Neglect 352 0.81 44 1.23 71 0.79 1\ 467 0.83 

\'~;i 

Region 5: 
'f134 5.81 ,5.87 An Abuse and Neglect 3.75 ; 2658 1293 1h685 4.78 

Abuse '2283 Ln ' 681 1.49 260 1.i8 3224 1.18 

Neglect , 4461 ,2.16 1688 3.69 ' 910 4.13 7059 2.58 

Abusel,~eg1ect 990 Lp.48 289 0.6:\ 123 0.56 1402 0;51 
, . 

Regioh6: 
18~1 10.39 ". AHAbusec'and Neglect 4159 6~96 ]471 9 .• 34 7431 . 8.,00 

Abuse ]129 1.89 296 L71 255 1.62 .1680 1.81 

Neglect ,2538 4.25 1342 7.74 1112 7.06 4992 5.38 

Abuse/Neglect ,492 0.82 163 0.94 104 0.66 759 0.82 
Il ' .. , '0 
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1975-1977 reporting period, and were computed in the case iff e9ch ethnic group" 

using the above formula and substituting the total number of validated inci

dents for the three-year period in the numerator of the equation. Both Tables 

once again tevea1 dmsi,derab1e variation in the' validation of child abuse. and 

,neglect incidents implicated in' child death across the various DHR regions. 

F?r' 'the chi1 d deaths§ubsample~ the validation· rate for Blacks is :"greatest, 

followed byMexican-Americans and Anglos. A similar pattern was observed: for 
, .''ic,,-'''~ 

the 197~-1977 CANRIS popul ation. The DHR region with the highest val i d~tion 
, . ~ , ,,'. . , 

rate in the child deaths subsamp1e was #2, followedby #1, #6, #7, and #]0. 

"f;he region with the 10west.validatirpn rate 'was #9. For the 1975-1977 CANRIS " 

population, the DHR region with the highest validation rate was #10, .followed 

by #1, #6, and #7. The region with the lowest va,lidation rate was #3. 
" AI _ ., ~ . . 

If 

The similarities between th.e two comparis~n groups were not as pronounced, 
\) 

based on validation rates per 1,000 at-riskpopu1ation, as they werefQr 

reporting rates generated for this sam,epopulation.The varfation observed in 

Tabl~ 5 is further highlighted in Figure 11, which overlays the annual rates 
" -. 

presen'ted in the Ta.bl eon 'a' state map of Texas. 
. . q 

Tabl e :5 contains ratios (per 1,000 under-18 popul atton) of validated 
~ ~ ~ 

incidents 0'1= child :abuseand neglect implicated i'~chi1ddeqths, to vali,dated . 
," ,0\, ,:' 

incidents of abuse and neglect hot implicated in child deaths, b,Yethnicity of 

victim and DHR re,gion in whicb the death oscu~,ved (1975~ 1977). ,These rattos 

prov2de a reasonabl,e projection of th~;numberof ch.i1d'deaths to be.expected 

per DHR region for: every 1,000 cases of 'Child abus~ andnegl ectwhi,ch a:r~ 
to o. .,' , 

val tdatedas '·such.in tha.t reg;on-.Nqtableint,he:Tabi'e are;Othehlgh't;atios 
. ..; - ; ",.,': >" '"" . . D \" ?;')J:/" , '" .... ,0 :!" :", . 

for ~Jbuse and neglect ( c(~piJled)obse~ve9 for Blacks"
0 

r-nJOHR.,t?egibftS '#2,#6, 
' , " I', I) ,)-. 'I .. }~ ", (~ '; < 

and #11; for Anglos in DHR regions #l,#4,and#9; and for MexiccHl-Amer;c.ans 

in DHR regions #5", #8; and #11. High"ratios were observed in abuse incidents 
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Annual 
IRate Abuse/.Ne. 9

lect
]" .All 

Neglect Abuse 
. and 
Abuse . Neglect 

Figure 11 : . Annua1,irates (per 1.000 uhd~r-18 population) of all validated incidents 
of Chl1d abuse and neglect lmplicated in death of the chlld by DHR 
reporting region and incident type (1975-1977) . 

for Anglos in DHR reg tons #2, #4, and #12; for Blacks in DHR regions #2, #3, 
o 

#5, #7, and ,#11; and for MeXican-Americans in DHR regions #1,'#2, #3, #4, #5, 

#6, and #11.,,· High ratios were observed in neglect iJlcidents for Blacks in DHR 

. regions #7,:, #8, and #12. 
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TABLE 5 

Ratios (Per 1,000 Under-18 POPulatio~~) of Validated Incidents of' Child Abuse and 
Neglect Implicated in Child Deaths to Val idated Incidents of Child Abuse and 

Neglect Not Implicated inGhild Deatns,bj Incident Type, Ethnicity of Victim, 
and DHRReporting Region in Which the Death Occurred (1975-1977) 

(. > '," 

Ratio Per 1,000 
Area and Incident Type ANGLOS BLACKS MEXICAN-AMERICANS TOTAL 

Region 1 : 
All Abuse' and Neglect 5.09 0.00 4.18 4.52 

Abuse 2.98 0.00 17.54 4.85 
Neglect 4.06 0.00 0.00 3.02 
Abuse/Neglect 19.05 0.00 0.00 14.08 

Region 2: ,) 
:, ., 

All Abuse and Neglect 7.95 24.84 9,37 11.92 
Abuse 19 .. 80 40.00 (27 ;78 25,00 
Neglect 0.00 O.Q,O 7.09 3.12 ' 
Abuse/Neglect 0.00 125,00 

.. 
22.2l 0.00 

Region 3: 
(j 'c" 

All Abuse and Neglect 0.00 18.18·' 7.34 4.99 
Abuse 0.00 43.48 . 12.50 ' 9.09 
Neglect 0.00 0.00 : 5.67 3 .• 29 
Abuse/Neglect 0.00 0.00 0.00 /-7 0.00 

Region 4: 1,.'( 
-~l .... 

All Abuse and Neglect 5.52 4.98 .,5.03 5.37 
Abuse 10.10 0.00 1~.20 . 9.47 
Neglect 1.13 7,69 3.46 2.30 
Abu se /Neg" ec t ~J '. 18.18 .' 0.00 0.00 14.08 

RegionS: 
A 11 Abuse and Negl ect 5.77 ,~) 12.99 7.97 7.63 

Abuse 6.45 11.88 10.8] 7.93 
Neglect 5.06 . 8.:54 5.19 5.92 

'Abuse/Neglect 6.62 . 43.4.8 17.54 15A3 

Region 6: 
All Abuse and Neglect 6.50 4.62 4.51 5.73 

Abuse 6.05 8.70 16,30 8.06 
Neglect 7.22 0.00 0.00 4.02 
Abuse/NeglE.!ct 4.26 25.32 0.00 8.31 

R\:.9ion 7: 
\A 11 .. Abuse. and Neg1 ect 2.96 11 .80 0 0.00 5,42 Abuse, . 4.41 14.39 0.00 6.68 Neglect " 2.98 Q 12.45 0.00 5.96 

Abuse/Neglect 0.:00. 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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TABLE 5 (Continued) 

Area and Incident.Type 
Ratio Per 1,000 

ANGLOS BLACKS MEXICAN-AMERICANS TOTAL 

Region 8.: 
All Abuse and Neglect 

Abuse 
2.21 7.41, 6.56 5.51 
0.00 0.00 . 9.66 6.16 

Neglect .. 2.11 , 10.87 4.03 3.91 
Abuse/Neglect 9.09 0,00 17,32 14.20 

Region 9; 
All Abuse and Neglect 

Abuse 
2.23 3.02 2,07 2,20 
2.01 9.71 1.68 2.51 

Neglect 0.00 0,00 1.30 0.84 
Abuse/Neglect 10.31 0.00 . 7.09 7.66 

Reg; onl 0: 
All Abuse and Neglect 4 •. 19 4.13 0.00 4.05 

AbUse 
. Negl e.ct ., 
Abuse/Neglect 

9.26 4.59 0.00 ,6.41 
3.07 4.62 0.00 3.49 
3 •. 24 0.00 0.00 2.38 

Region 11: 
All Ab,l~se and Neglect 

Abuse 
Neglect 
Abuse/Neglect 

3.57 7.75 6.90 5.26 
4.78 14.33 15'.09 8.85 
2.95 0.98 3.01 2.42 
2.84 25.32 11.76 10.08 

Reg; on 12.: 
All Abuse and Neglect 

Abuse 
Neglect 
Abuse/Neglect 

4.20 26.32 0.00 4.76 
13.95 0.00 0.00 10.42 
0.00 37.74 0.00 2.96 
.0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

\ 

TOTAL (State) . 
All Abuse ~nd Neglect 

Abuse (::<' 
N~g1ect 
Abuse/Neglect 

4.51 8,59 5.27 5.4~ 
5.95 11.89 9.83 7.82 
3.32 5.00 2.95 3.54 '.",=.: 

6.16 21.47 9.31 9.51 
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3.6 Case Involvement by Type of Abuse~nd Neglect 

The data were also. exami ned to deter~i ne '\the ·typ,e~ of .. ab~~se~an~ n~?'l ec~' 

suffered ~y the chi1 d. death viet ims .. fi gure. 12 'di s~ lay. thos~~d~~~drf ~SOf' . 
abuse only impl iqated Jti"the death .of th~~hild'"'with ,the ,hig~es\ ~~requeDcyg,f, .. ' 

repo rt i rig.~ i v~ , 'a ~di t j (m~l c~ tego; !~S (b~il;" , f~~ tt'~ri\ .~~;,~~:~{?I~.co";Mne.:· .•• 
ment, pois~ning" and sexua,' ~b~se) /COlI)pfiseo~(f~~~ -tha'~, ?,%eac'i!:, .~~~~r pei"~ents 
in"Figure '12 ~~presen't .o~ly those"deaths in whi'ch some -type;o:f.:;B~~~was ,'~ 

, ~ ,,' - -0 ":~ 
)l . actually indicated on the finafized CANRis form. 'That" is, 1n .24 of \~~ Gases, 

"None" was recorded as the type of' abuse Qnd no indication of abuse d~e was 

recorded for 76 of the cases. Corresponding data were also o~ta1ned f.l\ the 

.. 1975-1977 CANRIS popu1 ation , ,reveal ing brujses, emotiona.1 abuse, and sex~ 1 

a.bus.e to be thecategorieStif abuse \'lith the highest fre4uency of occurre\e 

[48.0%, 26.2%, and 11.6%', respectively U!=23 , 142) J. These three categories~ 
. '. \ 

accounted for ,nearly 86% of 'the available data, wlth the remaining 14% oei·ng'(, 
,0 

abo~t equ'ally d'{stributed among t~e other reportin.g categories included on the 

CANRIS form (bone fracture, brain damage, burns".con,cussion, confinement, 
o 

(1 di s1 ocation ,di smemberITIent, exploitation; ex,posure, subdural hematoma, sub-
':, 0 

dural hemorrhage, interna'linjuries, malnutrition, poisoning, scalding, sku.ll 

fracture", sprai~s, suffocation, welts, and wounds). ==. 

For those deaths where peg1ect only was implicated, lack of supervision 
. ~) - . 

h~d the highest. frequency ofreport1ng' (43.5%), followed by medical neglect 
>') 

A 

{rJ. ,. 
t 
',," 

:'~-lrt'. . £ . 
_::, . ., :0, (31.9%), p,h.ysical neglect (20.4%), and abandonment (3.4%). (see Figure 13). 

slightly d;ffe,renJ picture emerged for the 1975-1977 CANRIS population (N=59,285) ' ..... 
(! I 

for whi.ch lack of supervision had the'highest frequency of reporting (45.7%), 
::, () , r 

followed by physical neglect (31.9%), medical neglect (9.1%), educational "'\ 

neglect (7.1%), and abandonment (6.0%). 
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, Figure 12: Primary (:ategories of abuse suffered by child death v1ctillls (!!=145) 
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• Not su1ecause of d~ath I' ,j ~ 

\ 

A cursory look '~t childOdeaths due to maltreatment initially leaves the , . 

impression th~ t the m~jo~lty 9fc tii'~ dren die from, abuse. 0 However. close 

analysis of the casef::i,le information indicated that ~') signifi"cant number
o 

of 

children died asa resu\tof.~;~e~, in ~. number of instances while locked i~ 
their homes; drowninginl!bathtubs when 'left unattended; or with very young 

- .~ , 

siblings; or of severelJl,d~cal neglect. In a number Of the severe medical 

neglect cases, several adl~issions and discharges previously from hospitals for 

Various kinds of medicai hre withlittlefolloW-U!1were noted; others docu-
,f .~ 0'., : .. , . 

mented a lack of interfac~with the health care system, particu'larly, as 
• \~ ". G 

previously noted, among t~ie Mexican-American popul~tion. Severa 1 of thes.e 

d 
II 
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case records reviewed indicated fear and misunderstanding: of health services 

provided on the. part of the parents; in two instances, there were problems 

with hospitals providing services because of citizenshipnf the parents or the 
child. 

, 

111,41.2% of the incidents, the victim was theotlly child jn the family . 

In an additional 27.3% of the incidents, the victim had one other sibling, and 

in 15.7% of the incidents.,there were two other siblings in the family in 

addition to the victim (see Figure 14). 

II! 
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Figure 14: Number of siblings of child death victims 
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ttme~f the abuse or neglect incident implicated in th~ death o~thechild. 
An additional 7.6%wer~ reported to be living in the home.of a relative at. the 

time of the incident implicated in the death. ' In only one instance did the 

case record indicate that the child resided in foster care at the time of the 

abuse or neglect incident implicated in the death. The death was later ruled 

not caused by child abuse or neglect, and the foster parents were acquitted. 

The existence of physical or mental handicaps among the child death vic

tims was indicated in the case files in less than 3% of the cases. Case re-

cording guidelines do not require staff to document the absence of a par

ticular condition such as physical or mental handicaps, only its presence, if 

known. Therefore, thle reader must assume that if a particular condition was 

not noted in the case files, it was not known to the worker handling the case. 

3.7 Victim Family/Silgnificant Others Characteristics 

Income data wer~! availa.ble in relation to less than 25% of the child 

deaths victims. Conclusions based on such limited data would be tentative at 

best and, therefore, income statistics for the abusing or neglectful families 

are not included in t:his report. ' In 26.4% of the child death families, the 

primary provider in the family Was either unemployed or not presently in tht:' 

labor force. An addiitional 49.6% were classified as blue-collar workers 
Ii 

(skilled 91" unskilled). Only 9;6% of the families had primary providers who 

could be classifi~d ~s having white-collar o~cup~tions.Finally, in 14,4% 
" (' 

of the families, the occupation of the primary provider in the family was 

1 i sted as "other'" or "unknown" (see Figur~~). 

Simil ar results were observed for the 1975-1977 CANRIS popul ation. 

That 1's, 27.2% of the primarY providers"'in the family were either unemployed 

1j" 
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Figure 15: Occupation of primary provider of families of child death victims 

or not in the labor force at the time of the child abuse or neglect incident. 

An additional 53.8% were classified as blue-collar wOl~kers (skilled or un

skilled). Only 6.7% of the families had primary' providers who could be 

classified as having white-collar occupations. Finally, in 12.3% of the 

cases, the occupation of the primary provider in the family was listed as 

"otherll or "unknown. II 

In relation to approximately 40% of the child death Victims, no father 

was present in the househol d at the time of the chil d's death. Interpreta

tion of this (;;\tegory ~as somewhat confusing, howe:;~::--, as it related to the 

CANRIS reporting foy'm.' That is, the 40% included the categories of "none of 

the above" (i .e., not natural father, stepfather, or adoptive father'), 
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lIunkno.wn~u. an.d "missing data. ", "It was jmpossible to. determine from the CANRIS 

data alone what thee relative contribution of each of these classifications 

was to' the sum total of 40%. It was assumed for this report i'thatthe 40% n 

relate,d primarily to those families in which the father was eith~runknown 

or absent from the household. For those cases in which ~father ~igure'was 

present, about 84% of the victims were reported to be living in a family 

situati~m where the natl1ral,father wa~ present, and about 15% we,re listed as 

residing at home with a stepfather. Less than 1% of th~ vi,ctims \'Iere reported 

to be living irt.a family situation where an adoptive father was present (see 
Figure, 16).: 
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Figure 16: Ty'pe of father:, present ,in household~ttirne ofkabuse or 
neg,lec~, irtcidentimpl icated in c.hild death 
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A si~ilar pattern of results was observed for the 1975-1977 CANRIS data. ' " ", ~ , 

That is, in those cases in which a father figure was present, about 80% of the 

Victims ~ere reported to be living in a family situatirinwhere the natural 

father was present, and about 18% wer~ listed as residing at home with the 

stepfather. Less than 1% of the victims were reported to be living in a 

family situation where an adoptive father was present. 

For the child deaths subsample, where a natural, step, or adoptive father 

was listed as being present in the home, the median age of those fathers was 

24.0 years at the time of the birth of the victim. The median age of those 

fathers who were in the home at the time of thechild's death was 26.7 years. 

For the 1975-1977 CANRIS population, where a natural, step, or adoptive father 

was listed as being present in the home at the time of the abuse or neglect 

incident, the median age of those fathers was 30 years, or some 3 years older 

than their~ounterparts in the child deaths subsample. In 65% of the child 

death cases, either the natural, step, or adoptive father was listed as the 

alleged p~rpetrator of the abuse or neglect situation iwplicated in the child 

death. In an additional 12.2% of the cases, the father was "not involved" 

in the abuse or neglect incident. In nearly 20% of the cases, determination 

of the father's role was "uncertain," and in 3.7% of the cases the father's 

role was definitely unknown (see Figure 17) .,' A dramatically different pic

ture emerged for the general CANRIS population, in which the natural, step, 

or adoptive father taken together as a group was listed as the alleged per

petrato~ of the abuse or neglect inciaent in only 33% of the cases. 
.J 

In regard to the mothers ~ 92.1 % of a.ll chil d death victims were reported 
't'\ . . t 

to be living in a hcime":with the natural mother present at the time of the 

abus~ or neglect {ncident implicated in the child death. The mot~,~r was 
,// 
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'\mknown, " .and "missi[l9 da,ta.H
. It was t~PQssjble to determine from the CANRIS 

" data alone what the relative contribution of each of these classifications 

was to the sum total of 40%. It Was assUmed for this repo-rt that the 40% 

related primarily to those famil ies in which the father-was either unknown 

or abs'ent from the household. For those cases in which: a father 'figure was 
• 0 

presen~, about 84% of the victims were reported to be living~na family 

situation where. thenatqral, father was present, and" about 1.5% were 1 isted as 

residing at home with a stepfather. Less than 1% of the victims were reported 
( 

to be living ina family situation where an adoptive- fath~r was present (see 
Figure 16).' 
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A similar pattern of results was observed for the 1975-1977 CANRIS data. 

That is, in those cases in which a father figure was present, about 80% of the 

Victims were reported to be 1 iying in a family situation where the natural 

father was present, and about 18% were listed as resiaing at home with the 

stepfather. Less than 1% of the victims were reported to be living in a 

.family situation where an adoptive father was present. 

For the child deaths subsample, where a natural, step, or adoptive father 

was 1 i sted as being present in the home, the medi~n age of those fathers was 

24.0 years at the time of .the birth of the victim. The median age of those 

fathers who were in the home at the time of. the child's death was 26.7 years. 

For the 1975-1977 CMi;~IS population, where a natural, step, or adoptive father 

was listed as being present in the home at the time of the abuse or neglect 

incident, the median age of those fathers was 30 years, or some 3 ye~rs older 

than their counterparts in the child deaths subsample. In 65% of the child 

death cases, either the natural, step, or adoptive father w'as 1 i sted as the 

alleged perpetrator of the abuse or neglect situation implicated in the child 

death. In an additional 12.2% of the dases, the 'father was "not involved" 

in the abuse or neglect incident. In nearly 20% of the cases, determination 

of the father's role wa~ "uncertain," and in 3.7% of the cases the ,father's 

role was definitely unknown (see Figure 17). A dramatically different pic-
c t~re emerged for the general CANRIS population, in which the natural, step, 

or adoptive father taken together asf a group was 1 i sted as the alleged per-
' - '), 

petratqr of the abus>e or neglect incident in only 33% of the cases. 
i.l , 

In regard tQ the mothers~ 92!;1%ofall child death victims were reported 

to be living 1'n a home with the natural mother present at the time of the 

abuse orneglect incidentimplica'ted in0the child death. The mother was 
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0, 

listed as unknown or otherwfs~ no't present in the household ,in only 6% of the 

cases., Abo~t two percent (1.6%) of the' child death victims were reported to 

be living with a stepm()th~r, ~nci less than 1% were listed as living with an 

adoptive mother at the time of theab'use or neglect situation implicated in 

the chfl d death (see Fi gUre 18). 

Similar statistics were obtained for the 1975-1977 CANRIS population. 

That is, 96~7%of tOe general CANRIS population victims were reported to be 
.- , ~ 'l \:"\ .' . .~;. : ..' , . 

living in a hom~~~iththe natural mother present"':,~t the time of the abuse 01" 

neglect incident. Abo'ut 3% of the victims were listed as living with a step-, 

mother, and less than 1%, were listed as living with an adoptiVe mother at 
(, " 11, " 'I; 

, . , " 

the ti,rne of the abuse or neglect incident. 
o , ~ , ~y~ 

For the child "dea,~7s subsamp1~h whe!re a natural.; step,or adoptive mother 

was listed as being p?J~ent in the home jat, the time of the abuse or neglect 
I /1' , 
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Figure 18: ripe of mother present in household at time of abuse or 
neglectil1cident imp1ica~ed in ,child death 

incident implicated in the child death, the median age of those mothers at the 

time of birth of the victfms was 20.0 years. " The median age of those mothers 

at the time of the child's' death was 22.4 years. For the 1975-l977CANRIS 

population, where a natural, step, or adoptive mother was listed as being in 

the home at the time of the abuse or negl ect incident, the medi an age of those 

" lTlotherswas 28 years, or some 6 years older than thei r counterpa rts in the 

child deaths subsample~ In the bulk of the cases (nearly 63%), the natural, 

step, or adoptive lTlother was 1 isted as the alleged perpetrator of the abuse 

or hegiect situation implicated in the 9hildd~ath (see Figure 19).' Taken 

together 'w'ith similar data for the fathers, the latter-result suggests that 

in approximately two-thirds of the deaths, ~the abuse or neglect situati'on 

implicated in 'the c~ild death i:rivoivedtwo alleged perpetrators (i.e., 

natural', step, or adoptive father, and natural, step, at' adoptlve mother) . 
, :(1 

() 
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Figure 19: Mother's role in abuse' or neglect incidenti!TIPlicated in 
child death , 

It is significant to note that for the,genenal CANWIS population, the 

natural, step, or; adoptive mothet;' was listed as the alleged perpetrator' of the .. ' . " .. .. .' . 

ahuseor neglect, incident in nearly 60% of the cases, or. double that for the 

fathers. This diTference may be attributed to the fact that,mott1(~rs tend to 

be at home with the children more on the, average than fathers and, therefore, 
, ,,' '-,; " '\ ,.' ·.f';". ,<-;% 

.o'the potential for perpetrating an abuse ,or neglect situation ;s higher for 
,c:/ ,,' ,,"", "", n,' " , ' 

this group:' "Such an explanation doeli not seem to hold up for the child 

deaths subsampl~e, hqwever, in wh,ich ,some"two~third~ of (the deaths inVolved 

hatural "step,,, or adoptive fathers.as alleged perpetrators. 
'. ~' 

~ ~ 

In nea,rl,Y 90% of theCcases, the'sGhool statuso~ the male a~leged per-
, (7 

petratorwC!s'not indicated in the case re,cord. S1mil ar data were miSSing from 
. .'"... -, -" 

the case records of the frma 1 e all eged perpetrators i Ii about 80% of the cases. 
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Thus, no substantive conclusions, could be drawn regarding the relationship 

· between length of'sdhoolingof the alleged, perpetrator and incidence of abuse 

and neglect leading to death:olfdfhe child, and th~se limited ,data are omitted 

from this report. A relatert,absenceofdata was observed regarding Prt:vi'ous 

criminal re,c;:.prds of the male and f~male alleged perpetrators, as well as" 
'I ., 

indications of mental or physical~andicaps. Accordingly, these data are also 

omitted from the present report. 

In an effort to gain a perspective on how long the family had resided in 

the area where the death occl:lrred,case records were reviewed to determine 

whether or not the famiJy was a short-or long-term res i deht . Although ,of the 

total deaths Oi=267) a determjnation was able to" be, made only about 50% of 

the time, it is noteworthy that in over 40% of the situations where data were 

available, the family had lived in the area in which the death occurred less 

than one year. About 23% of the families had lived in the area in which the 

death occurred between one and three years, and an additional 33.3% had lived 

in the area for more than three years when the death occurred (see Figure 20). 

4,0 

VI 
(\I 30 .,... ... .... 
E 

{2 
.... 20 0 

+-I 
C 
(\I 

~ 
(\I 10 c. 

0 

-

-

-
-

-

r--

26.5 

6 
Months 

II 
15.9 

6 Months-
1 y~al' 

22.7 

1-3 
Years 

Length of Residence 

1'"'"""'-

33.3 

>3 
Years 

Figure 20: Length of resident;e in area where deSth occurred (N=131), 
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I Narrative summaries maintained by case record~rs involved in the resea:Ch /;, . 
project' indicated that in twelve Of the deaths;" continual move,sby the family 

if~Pl icatedin the death "were noted in the case record. In several instances, II 

Jase worker persistencY in tracking the family was indicated in spite of the 

frequent moves. However, this obviously deterred ~-taff from being able to 

,establish opositi ve contacts and to provi de effecti ve casework servi ces to the 

family. 

Although a substantial portion of t'he families of the child death victims 

apparently moved frequently, th~dat~ also indicate that they Were not without 

family ties from relatives 1 iving'in the area in which the death occurred. 

That is, where data were available (~=175 cases),relatives living in the same 

area as the family were indicated 'in the case record in nearly 75% of the 
o 

cases. 

" 

, II 
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On the basiS of the preceding discussion, a relatively clear picture can 

be developed of a family in which an abuse or neglect situation is implicated 

in a child death. The child death victims were predominantly of prescnoo1 

a~~C'(median age at the time of death was 1.8 years) and about equ3~l1y dis

tributed according to S,~x (55.1% males: -and 44.9% females): While a similar 

picture emerged with regat;',d to the ratio of males to femC!les for th~ 1975-

1977 general CANRIS population, a dram(ltic contrast was observed between the 

two comparison groups on the age variable~ That is, the victims of child 

abuse and negle~timplicated in the death of tbe child were substqntially 

younger than th~ir no.n-death counterparts in the general CANRIS popu1a~ion 

(median age of 1.8 cyears versu~ 10.1 years, respectively). 

Incidents of child neglect or abuse and neglect (combined) werecmore 

likely to be implicated in the male deaths, whereas incidents of abuse alone 

were more likely to be implicated in female deaths. No dramat,jc differences 

were observed in the pattern of results in incidents of abuse and neglect not 

implicated in child deaths in the general CANRIS population. 

The data showed that 45.1% of the child death victims w~re Anglo, 29.5 

were Black,- and 23.9% were Mexican-American. Less than 1% w~re Oriental and 

about 1% were classified as"other.1I This distribution was slightly dif

ferent for the gene.ral CANRIS population, in which 51 •. 5% of .the non-death 

Victims of abuse and neglect were Anglo, 18.1% w~,re Black, and27.9~6 were 

Mexican-American. Less than 1% of these victims were classified as Oriental 

'-When compared to ~ither the Texas under-18 populatipn or the CANRIS 

population,Anglos \<Jere underrepresented in the child deaths subsample (45.1F<:., 
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versus 59.l%and 58..5%', respectively), and Blacks were overrepresented (29.5% 

versus 15.2% and l8~2%, respectively). Little discrepancy existed between 

comparable statistics for the Mexican"'Americangroup (23.9% versus 25.7% and 

23.5%, resp~ctively). 

The child death victims were predominantly members of families. where 

they wer~ the only child in the family or had one other sibling. In either 

case, the vast majority of the victims (87.7%) were living in their own homes 

at the time of the abuse or neglect incident imp'l icated in their deaths .. -

Those categories of abuse only-most oftencitedin the CANRIS record for 

the child death victims included brUises, inte.rnal.injuries; brain damage, 

su.ffocation, emotional abuse, subdural hematoma, and skull fracture. These 

categories' acc~unted for 95.2% of the incidents of abuseorlly implicated in 

the death of the'child.Other categorief of abuse were observed, but in '. 

substantially 'smaller quantities. Corresponding data obtained for the gen

eralCANRIS populationf'eVealedbruises;emot;onalabus~~ .andsexual abuse to 

be the cat~gories of abuse wi th the' hi ghest'frequency of occurrence, account

ing for some 86% of the viCtims. The remaining 14% were about, equally dis

tributed among the other reportingtategories. This diffe~enceis suggestive 

of the severity of the abuse situatibnimplicatedin the death:of the child, 

rather than any bias'which'may 'be,pue to reporting or a real differ,ence 

betwe'em the -two compari son groups -bn this vflriable. 

~Ihehheglect wa:s determined to be the precipitating factor ;n the child 

death~ lack ofsuper'vi~fdn was :found to be 'the, type of negl ect 'most often 

observed (43.'5% of the vic:tims') , followed by medical and physical negle.ct 

(31, 9~~ and 20.4%, respectively). A sl igbtly different picture emerged for 

the -genera1CANRIS population~ih which lackof:supervisiomhad the. highest 

Jrequency 6.f reporting' (45.7%), fol1pwed by; iphys; c'aT\ and medi ca lneg'l ect 
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. (31.9% and 9.1%, respectively). In both populations, other types of neglect 

accounted for less than 14% of the incidents. ".0 

,',1 

When population size differences were taken into consideration, con

siderable variation in the reporting rate of incidents of abuse and neglect 

implicated in child deaths was observed 'for the ~arious DHR regions. The 

reporting rate for Blacks (statewide total) was approximately twice (or 

greater than) that for Anglos ,or ~1exican-Americansacross the three reporting 

categories. The reporting rates for Anglos and Mexican-Americans were nearly 

identical for ther.e same categories. Similar" but less dramatic results were 

observed" for the general CANRIS.population. 

The common observation that Mexican-Americans. as a group tend to be 

perpetrators of medical neglect more so than members of other ethnic groups 

was te,sted for the data of this study by performing a cross~tabulation of 

type~ot neglecLbyethnicity of victim. Confirmation was obtained. ~1ex;can

Americans were inVollVed i.n '11edical neglect of their children. in nearly 50% of 

the cases in which medical neglect was reported, as compared to approximately 

20% for Anglos and Blacks. There were no other discernible differences when 

ethnicityarid type or abuse or neglect were tested for .correlation. 

Considerable variation was also observed in the rates of validated cases 

of abuse ov .. neglect impl icated i.n the childdeaths for the various DHR regions, 

as well as the finding that val idation rates for Blacks (statewide total) 

were approximately twice (or greater than) that fQrAnglos Qr Mexican-Americans 

across the three reporting categories. This pattern of results ~as~lso 

observed in the general CANRIS population, but less pronounced than in the 

chi'] d deaths subsamp 1 e. . Ii 

Specific and quantifiable differences were observed in terms of eth

nicHy of the victim and rates of abuse and neglect implicated in the death 
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'of the chil d. The dramati c ~di fferences observed between B1 acks and the other 

ethnic g;;ups of this stydy point to'either a systematic, reporting bias in 

thecommun;ty for Blacks, coupled with a similar bias among caseworkers in 

terms of validating such cases, or the possibility that Bla~ks.tendto engage 

in situations of abuse and neglect implicated in dea.th of the child far. more 

than their Anglo or Mexican~American counterparts,> 

It would behoove the Department todetermine.whethera reporting bias 

exists for thispbpl.Jlation and, ;fso, designate ways in which to eliminate 

such a bias. Orf the other hand, if it is determined that no such bias. exists, 

tllen strengthened programming, including increased cul tU.ra 1 sensi ti vi ty~ is 

needed in rel~ting to~hiss~gment nf,the population, and to reduce instances 

of abuse and neglect aSsdciated~ith. death of the child. 

The existence of phYsical or mental handicaps among the child deatn 

victims was indicated in the dise files'for"less than 2% of the victim$., 

Absence of data on this variable was a,ssumedto. reflect its lack of occur

rence rather than missing or incomplete data. '" 

The families of the child death victims were. observed to move quite 

frequently, but were not without family ties from relatives living in the 

same area. .. 

In nearly 40% of the cases', theYle was anabsen,fi:'e ofa father or father 

figure in~hehomenoted in the recor~ at the time of the abuse or neglect 

incident implicated in the child's death. Interpretation nf 'Phis categorY 

was somewhat "conf using, however, as;t related to theCANRISdata. r~at""is, 

'the 40% included the categorizations of "non~'of theabove" (Le,; notf)atural 
~; II '< ' 

father, stepfather, or adopt; ve father), II unknown" Hand "m; ssi ng. " there-

fore, it was impossible to deter,mine from the CANH1Sc'rlataalone What the 

relativecont'ribution of eacllof these classifications was~ to" the su~ total 

of 40%. This finding represents an area. in which clarification might be 

provided on the actual CANRIS" reporting form itself, or at least in the 

context of administrative ,intervention to effect the corr.ect codi.fication of 

responses by the chil d protect; ve servi cesworker fi 11 ing out the form. 

The parents of the child death victims were observed to be relatively 

young at the time of the child's birth (2,4 years versus, 20 years for fathers 

and mothers, respecttYel,Y), as well as ,at the tim~Gf death (26.7 versus 

22 .. 4, respectively) ,with the fathers being some four years older on the 

average than the mothers. The parents of non-death vi~tims in the general 

population tended to be somewhat older than their counterparts in the child 

deaths subsample (30 years versus 28 years for fathers and mothers, respec

tively). Additionally, the average age discrepancy between the two was about 

two years less than that observed for parents involved ;n abuse or neglect 

situations in which a deathoccurr.ed. 

In the bulkbf the child death cases, both the mother and father (natural, 

step, or adoptive) were listed as alleged perpetrators o{ the abuse or neglect 

situation implicated in the child's death, (l' result which 'suggests the need 

for casework intervention services which are targeted not 00J;1, to the mother 

or the father alone:, but topothofthem as a, group. A similar pattern was 

not observed, however, for the general CANRIS population, in which mothers 

r(natural, step~ or adoptive) were 1 isted as alleged perpetrators of the abuse 

or neglect incident nearly twice ,as many times as the fathers. 

The availability of income data on the parents of the child death vic

tims was severely restricted in theCANRIS report or in the c:ase record (less 

than 25% of the cases), making it impossible to generate anY,substant1ve 

conclusions regarding the relationship of this xariable to occurrence of 
,,~ 

\\ ,-;'-

child deaths in the Texas population. Further~inover 80% of ,the cases, the 
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educational levei of the male and female alleged perpetrators was not i~di
cated' 'in' the casetecords, thereby rendering 'useless any analyses of the 

'relationship between schooling of the"allegedperpetratorando.ccurrence of 

child abuse and neglect implicated in the deat~ of the victim'. A similar 

absence of data was observed regarding the pfevious pol ice record, as well as 

indications of physical or mental disabilities. of the male and female alleged 

perpeirato;s of the child deathsi 

From the above discUssion, ,it should be clear that there ts a need to 
.::~ 

strengthen re<;:ords be,ing kept on caSes of chi 1 d abuse .and neglect statewi de. 

This observation includes the 'child protective ,services system of DHR,.a.s 

well as other agencies andind';vidualswho are involved in some wa,x in child 

abuse and neglect cases. The absence of key data in the case files render.ed 

the task of generating cbmpreh~nsive profiles of the child death victims and 

their dl

l1eged perpetrators, as well as ,enVironmental. situations which tend to 

be c'loselyrelated ,to instances of child abuse and neglect implicated'in 

death;. of the child, a difficult exerc.;se. It is from detailed analyses of 

suihdata that specific and quantifiable recommendatibns can be made regard7 
,) 

in'g the current child protectiVe services delivery system in Texas~ To the 

extent that these data are unava i labl e,the overall tas,kof generating va'l;.i 

and 'rel iable recomme.ndations is adversely ,affected. 

A strong recommendation is made', therefOre, that the quantity an4 qu,ality 
" 

of case file information be sYstematically upgraded,such that the policy and 

program decisions derived ,from analyses' of them can be enhanced. Since this 

, goal represetlted aneof the .gui-dingp;ri nei p les in the design and subsequent 

development of the CANRlS system from i:ts very inception, immediate att~ntion 

to thi S task; ~ nurged. 

'Several ,compening results were observed' r~garding thec'tr.elative .efficacy 
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of the OHR chil d protect; 'I.e servi ces syst~li1, as well. as, other DHR programs 

and the proVider cOlnmunity~at-large, in meeting the challenge of child abuse 

and neglect in Texas. The data of this study reveaJed that the families of 

104 (38.9%) of the victims ha.d experienced some contact with DHR prior 'to the 

report implicated in the death of the child. The families of 100 (37.4~O of 

,the victims were observed to 'bereteiving some DHR services at the time of or 

during the. y~ar immediately",preceding the abuse or .neg1 ect inci dent .impl;

cated in. the child's death. Of these 100 families, 64 or 64% were receiving 

child ~rotectiveservjces at the time of or during the year preceding the 

death of the child~ Thus, for the total .child deaths subsample, 2l.9%, or 

apprOXimately one-quarter, had experienced DHR child protective serVices 

involvement prior to the abuse or neglect. incident implicated in the child's 

, death. 

Considerable'DHR serviceactivtty on behalf of fami.lies involved in 

abuse or neglect implicated ;ndeath of the child was also observed in the 

areas of child health screening (EPSOT), family counseling, and food stamps. 

Health-related services, thepc:/fice, and the courts represented the highes,t 

sources of non-DHR involvement fa\" families of the child death victims, 

either at the time afar during the year preced'ing the child's death. 

When attempting to determine whether previ ousincidents ofchil d abuse 

and neglect .had occurred"among the families of the child death victims, 

evidence of such occurrences'wasavailable in only l3.6%bf the cases. 
)} i 

Because an unknown number ofCANRIS reports had,not been finali~ed at the 

time of the.casereviews, tt Wi;l.S conclude.d that theJ3.6% represented an 

unrealistic figur~ :,and tended to b,e spuriously 10\'/ as a, result of incomplete 

recording. 

. The data on DHR and non-DHR service activity cited abov~ se.e.m" to suggest 
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the heed for greater awareness and training among DHR staff outs; de of child 

protective services,as well as other agencies anodind;viduals in the pro-

" vider community.:.at-large,re~arding the 'identification and reporting of , . 

suspected incidents. of.child abuse and"heglect. These findings may also br2 

related :to the need to assess current organizational ,(administrative, and' 

mailage.rial"practicesand policies withinthe .. child protective services pro'"-
/1) 

gram itself (i .e., improved inter,ager/cy communication and referral patterns, 

; ncreasedeffi ciency withwhi ch cases arehandl ed'and transferred). 

In summary, this study has isolated and examined a serio.us societal 

pl~oblem (i .e., child abuse and neglect implicatedin~eath of a child) Using 

a comprehensive database. An attempt was, made to determine sObsets of 
'-) 

variables which would suggest a profile of a victim, an alleged perpetrator(s), 

and selected environmental variables which appear to playa key role inabuse 

or neglect situationsimplica~,~d in death of the child. Selected charac

teristics and conditions of the Texas chi ld protective servi ces del ivery . 

system werealsb examined. 

Two major data sources werf~examined' (r~e. ,the Chil dAbuse .and Negl,ect 

Reporting and Inquiry System (CANRI5,) and o,;~sef;leQata) lito determine the 
, " 

tharacteristi cs and condit; ons surroundinginci dents ofchil d abuse" and' . \ . ~ 

'neg1ect implicated in death ofthe,;victim. Over one hungred variables were 
(' 

studied, with:the goal' of illuminai'ing key dimensions of abuse or. neglect 

situations 1 inked to chil.o. deaths." 'Considerabledifficulty was experienced, _,or • 

however,;n applying a rigorous research framework to the present study' 
. . ~. 

because of the way·;nwhich dataons(Jchcases were reporteq andlqr coded, 

the absence of full or complete case re~ord5 to sU'pplement the inquiry pro-
~ . 

cess, and .the lack. of substantive follow."upinformation ,on key variableso 

under study. 'IS, ", 
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While a reasonable gl~mpse can be provided of a child death victim, his 

alleged perpetrator(s), and the environment in which the child ,death occurred, 

many of the conclusions reached herein were tainted by the absence of data on 

key identifying variables. What can be learned, however, from this collective 

eXperience is that we are dealing with a complex soctal problem with many and 

diverse dimensions. Understanding this problem requires a concerted effort 

on the part of all involved to document in detail the characterjstics and 

conditions surro~nding its manif~station. 

It a\)'pears from the data of this study that we are dealing with severely 

troubled and multi-problem families~ who through desperation, inadequate 

parenting skills, or social alienation, have engaged in abuseful or neglect

ful behavior leading to the death of their children. Furthermore, with the 

exception of the average age of the child death victim; which tended to be 

quite young (less than 2 years), and the fact that the mothers and fathers of 

the child death victims were also relatively young, both at the time of birth 

of the child as well as at the time of the death, no systematic difference's 

were observed on the major variables of this study when comparing child death 
. \', 

Victims and tlfe4r alleged perpetrators with their counterparts .in the general 

CANRIS population. 

The development<,of the CANRIS system was heralded as an impertant step 

in providing'adetailedinformation base frQ\11 whi~h a better understanding of 

the etiology and manifestation of child abuse and neglect leading to the 

death' of the child ,could be obtained. Throu~ih' suc,h,an. understanding, custom

tailored training curricula, as well as speCialized child protective services 

programs, were to be deve'lopedtoreduceabuse and n~glect leadiog to"death 

of the chil d. 

Within the current constrai.nts identified above,it was possible through 
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the ausPidles of this study to identify iCl set of variaD1es which would suggest 
. H 

a profiAe of an individual (alleged perpetrator) who engagQsin abuse ,or 

neglect situations implicated in death of a child. It-was further possible 

to identify a similar set of variables which would suggest a profile of a , 

child (victim) fatally injured under such circumstances .. Certain aspects of 

cthose intervention systems involved in child abuse and neglect cases were 

also identified which could potentially contribute to a breakdown in those 

systems' likely to result in a child being fatally injured byabus.e or neglect. 

Li sted below are a set of recommendations based on the sp:ecifi c results 

and concl usions of thi s study.: 

(l) that special ized training in the.,continued use of the CANRIS dp.ta 

system be provided for protective services workers statewide,in 

order that the overall data collection and repot:'ting process can 'be 

upgraded and enhanced; 

(2) that special '"efforts be expended by DHR toimprQve intra and 

interagency coordination, ~consultation, and referra),';n an effort 

to increase the efficie'ncy with which child prot~£iive services 
.< no" f., 

cases are .identified, referred to the appropr~ate· DHR diV.;sion, and 

subsequent intervention services initiate.d; 

(3) that awareness training and'publ icity be provided" to DHR personnel 

outside of the protective serv;ces, program, as well as other agen-. , 
cies,and individuals in the community who are involved with cases 

- 3 

of Chi~~~dle and neglect~' to effect the early identjlication, 

clasf;ficati~n, 'and reporting of suchca'kes.;,· , '.' " 

(4) that particular emphasis, be. afforged to improving"the quantity:>and 
" n 

qual ity of case fileinformati9n provided by DHR agencies ''On cases 
. of child abuse and neglect, :in ~;~~ert'hat a better .understanding of 

the phenomenon can be obtained; 

69 

.j ,. 
F 

(5) that the distribution of cases of child abuse and neglect be re

Viewed by DHR according to the specific locality (county or region) 

in which they occurred, in order that adequate staffing patterns 

and services can be developed. Other indicators, such as ethnic 

differences, need to be reviewed to ensure that appropriate ser

vices are delivered according to ethnic- and cultural-specific 

needs; 

(6) that the health service delivery system as it relates to the f~exi

can-American population of Texas be examined to determine the 

extent to which these services are accessible and culturally rele

vant to this population. Of particular concern is emergency services 

provided by hospitals and out-patient departments to indigent 

children when proof of residency is raised as an admission issue; 

(7) that increased attention be given by DHR and other service pro

viders to those cases involving neglect of the child, which were 

shown to constitute nearly half of thechiid deaths subsample; and 

(8) that a study similar to the one reported on herein be conducted on 

an annual basis, to better effect a continuous flow of information 

and understanding of the phenomenon of child abuse and neglect 

implicated in death of the child. 
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.ING PROBLEMS: Describe alleged abuse, neglel;;t. truancy, runaway. unmarried or school age parent, court-ordered social study 
·town inquiry «OTI), otc, , , 

.e child in danger of being permanently harmed ot losing his life? DYes. D No ,q PossIbly 

a doctor seen the child? D Ves D No Name of Doctor ---I ,. 
~~~ ________ ~;' __ ~ ______ ~ __ T~r~e.~tment; 
. immediate removal/placement of the child nee.ded? D'Yes D No Possibly 

IV. 

iousca~:Lo~IR~rds ________ ~ ________ ~--------__ ~ __________ ~-----__ --__________________ ~--

--------~·~----~~----~or· --------~ ______ ~ ________ ---

a:.u'H""U<= protective services needed? o Ves o No Aui~ned for continued protective .rvices? 
;~n __________________________________________ _ 

Yes 0 Worker. Assigned ______________ _ 

o Reason 0 
c---------------~,~----------------~ 
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. FORM 2202·A 
Instructions 

CHILDREN'S PROTECTIVE SERVICES INTAKE AND CANRIS REPORT 

1, To Ibnd .. dize the COHi?,d.on and recording of intake 
'information on children's protective ~rvices cases. 

2. I To _\Ie IS case record documentation of the client's 
eligibility jor protective serviCf!S for children. 

3. To serve as a repOrti(~ form for the Child Abuse and 
Negled Reporting and InquirY System (CAN R IS) as 
mandated by the State Legislature. 

4. To provide the DPW pro,tedive services worker with.a 
romputer printout of a new incident of child abuse/neg led 
reported to the Central Registry. 

5. To provide the DPW protedive services worker with 
wr itlen information regard mg previous incidents 0.1 abuse 
or neglect on any person(s) Involved In the current abuse or 
neglect incident. 

c.To be used to update and correct CANRIS 
infor mat Ion resulting from theon-golng investlQat ion o.f the 
complaint. 

7. To se'vi as a compute!lIzedsource of data for 
tab-llatlOn and analYSIS of abuse or negleCt protective 
services activity. types and volumepf abuse and neglect, 
and basic profile information regarding victims and. 
perpetrators of abuse and negledfor Department 
pohcvmaklngand implementation of preventive programs. 

PROCEDURE 

1. Description 

Form 2202·A., Chi Idren 's Prated ive Services Intake and 
CANRIS Repon. isa two page form which is typed or 
printed legibly. Form 2202-A including Pan II. Intake 
Suppl.ement. is W be completed immediately UPOn re.ceiving 
• protective S81'vices eomplalntor report~ 

't) 

Form 2202-A is ul9d 10 (eaJlld "-u.k. infortnltion~or .nd 
decisio·,~s about children', protecti\le .rvices repOrts 
received by tile DepartlTW!nt. 11 tile situat ion is not 
appropriate forinwstigation. Form 2202-A will serve as the 

only recording of the contad with tlleromplamant and thE' 
familv. If the situation is investigated, Form 2202-A will 
serve as documentation of the intake in the case record. 

If the complaint appears to involve abuse or negled, a Child 
Abuse and Negled Report and Inquiry System repOr,t and a 
Soundex search ere made from the informatIon on 
Form 2202-A, Part I. Part I is alSb used to update Jh~ 
Central Registry as the abuse or neglect IIwesllgat lor, 
progresses and to report the findings of the abuse or negle~ 
investigation. Note: Cases reported for truancy, runawav 
behavior. Children in need of supervision. unman led and 
school·age paren~s. and coun.-ordered social studies are not 
reported to CANR IS unless the child's situatior. apf\ea's tel 
involve abuse at negle(::t, 

If the situation' is ,not appropnatE' fpr mveStlgatl(\"'. 
Form 22.02·A, Part I and Part II, IS filed In a genera' 
clearance file !nthe loealunit. If the SitUation I.~ 

. in~estlgated, Form 2202-t.!o, Pan I and Part n, 1.5 placed a' 
the beginning of the di~atIon concerning the inyest Iga: 10" 

2. Initial CANA IS Report 
C it 

Information.· collected. by the worker at. the time of a"· 
initial repon appearIng to·involve abuse or negle:ta'lO 
entered on Form 2202·A. Part I. must be reponeato tnt 
CANR IS. Central Registry via the telecom~unicat IOnS 
center in his area. All incidences. must be reported 
immediately upon receipt of the complaint orwhen at least 
the last name and sex or ethnic group of ,one vldlmor thE' 
perpetrator is known. The worker may report the incident 
by mail;ngthe or iginal copy of the Form 220.2-A, Part I, to 
t,he telecommunications center only when it is not poss!ble 
to .report by telephone, 

State Dept. of Public Well are 
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Whp,n milking a CANRIS report hy tf'lephollp., the workE'1 
must provide as identification to the terminal operator hiS 
bud{:leted job number, name and office mail rode. The 
information on Pan I of Form 2202-A. is to bedldated to 
the telecommunications operator .nd then is' fiJed in th~ 
case folder. When reportingbV tetephone,the worker must· 
indicate to (he opercnor persons in the incident on whom a 
mmpyter search for previous CANRIS information is to be 
nwde. 

When making a CANRIS repon by mail, the worker 
indicates on Part I of Form 2202·A persons in the incident 
on Whom a computer search for previous CANRIS 
information is to be made, The original copy of Part I of 
Form 2202 A .is to be sent to the telecommunications 
center and a copy IS to be retamed in the family's case 
recO! d The teI6co"1inunicat Ions operator should retain the 
·oflgllial for future reference. 

The mmimum data to be entered on Form 2202.A for an 
'initial CANRIS repOrt IS as follows 

Secrion 1- Worker ID 

Item 1 - Worker Lasi Namt 
Ite'Tl2 -.Worker First Name 

Item 3 - Worker M.ddlE' Inillal . I·f applicable 
Ite", 5 - Wor.,er Employee Number 
Item 6 - Vvor~E'r 8JN 
Item 7 - Mad Code 
Item 8 - Report 

Secrion. 1/ - Incident Repon 

hem 11 - Date Occurred 
Item 12 - Date Reponed to DPW 
Item'13 - TIme Reported to DPW 
Item 15 - Reported InCIdent Type 
I,em 16 :- CAN R I S A~DOrt MethOd 
Item 17 - Sauro:! of Report 

Section 111- Individualinformllll'on 
(on at least one person). 

Item 20 - Last Na~ 
Item 25 - Sex, or Item 26 -EthnlcGroup 
Item 29 - Aole 
hem 31 - City 
Item 1'2 - State 
Item 34 - County 

3, CANRIS FeedlJac:k Report 

Whether the C4NR IS report is made by mad or telr 'ph(l r1r, 
the worker will rereive • Oflei>oJg'" CV/TI~utr.r Pllnt<>d 
Form 2202-8, CANRIS Feedbitcj( #teporl, from Stale 
Office. The FEledb~ AtIport MrVS ., case record 
document.tion of t"e CANRIS R~rt. Upon receipt of the 
Feedback Report, 'Form 2202 .... ·• P.n I, should be 
destroyed. The rl)ost recent ropy of the Feedbacl< Report IS 
retained in the case record with Part II of Form 2202.A, 

4. CANAlS Updates, Changes. Corrections, and Deletions 

All CANRIS updates, additions, corrections. and deletions 
are made bV completing SPecifiC items on a blan~ 
Form 2202-A, Part I. 

CANRIS update reports Clnnot be made by telept-Ionp anj 

cannot be. done until receipt of the Form 2202,8, CANR IS 
Feedback. Report. Aher receipt of the inltlalFeedbi;o~ 
ReDOrt. the worker may update the incident as ofter, a~ 
necessary. 

For all updates, changes or rorrect IOns, ~nte! Iden; Ih'mg 
data in Sed ion I plus items to. be changeo. 

To.. delete an item, enter IdentifYing data In Sect lor I a'l:j 
Insen an asteflsk ...... In thE' appropflate bo). Onl~. tr'f 
following items may.OO deleted, if .entered In error 

Item 30 - Street Address 
Item 33 - ZID Code· 
Item 36 - DPW Client Number 
Item 37 - SOCIal Securtty NumbE'r 
Item 44 -Previous InCIdent Number 
Item 45':" PrevIous Line Number (Line] 
Item 49 - Family Annual Income 
Item 50 - OCCUP<;Itlor) 

State Dept. of Public Welfare 
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Section I - Worker Identifi~tion 

For any update, change, or oorrection in Iny section, the 
following items must be completed in Section I ,Worker 10: 

, .. 
Item 1 -Worker Last Name 
Item 2 -Worker FitstN~me 
Item 3-Worker Middle Initial. 

If IPplicable 
Item 4 - CANR IS Incident Number 
Item 5 - Emplovee Number 
Item 6 - Budgeted ~ob Number 
Item 7 - Mail Code 
Item 9 - Update 
Item 10- Securitv 

S«rion /I - Incident Report 

Items in this section can be corrected by entering the 
information to be changed in the appropriate boxes and 
completing Section I (Worker Identification). Items cannot 
be deleted from this section. 

Section 1/1 -lildividuallnformation 

Line numbers (Item 19) are required for all CANRIS 
updates, changes, and correct ions in SeCtion III to identify 
the individual. The appropriate line number for each 
indlvidua! IS obtained from Form 2202·8. CANR IS 
Feedback Report. Updates. changes. and corrections cannot 
be made without the appropr iate hn~ numbers. 

Section (V- Finalizing Information 

To update. change, or oorrecl information, enter the 
oorrected informat Ion in the appropriate box. 

~tion V - Last Reponing Worker Idf1(lt;f'~tion 
(Form 2202·8 CANRIS Feedback Report Only) 

Change or corrections to worker identification information 
in Sebion V of CANRIS Feedback . RepOrt are. made by 
~tering the correct information in~tion I, Worker 
Identification. on a blank Form 2202-A. 

Not.: For1tnvchange or correction, Items " 2, 3,4,5,6. 
.,. gand lOin Sect ion I must be completed. 

Instructions ForI"" 2202.1\ 
. Pag" 3 

The original of. the updatf! Form :n02~A ,Part I, IS sent '0 

the1elecommunications cen~8f !lIthe .worller's .area fo' 
processing. The worker's copV is r8t.lllllld in the <:aSP. record 
until a new Form 2202-8, CANAlS FMdbaclReport. I.S 

received'framStat! Office. Ttw old copy is then destroyed, 

5. Fmalizing Report 
";1 

The finalizing report ~SectiokNof Form 2202·AI must be 
completed immediately upon \~etermining thedtSDPsitlon 
of the investigation and wit~n 3J days of the mitlal 
complaint. It is expected thatJwhhin those 3O.days the 
worker will halle enoughinlormat ion on .theincident to 
determine its validitY. If dhe family moves before tht 
disposition is determined.!the CANRIS.repOft should I" 
finailled immediately,HI/changes in informat ion or, th~· 
CAN R IS inc~<jent occu!''' after' the flnalizlOg repOrt IS 
SUbmitted, adnew Form 2202·A may be. submitted to 
update items. 

CANRIS To fmalil.e. any CANRIS incident, the wor~.e' 
submits Part I of a blank Form 2202·A with the f0110wrng 
minimum Items completed 

Section I - Worker Indentiflcarion 

Item 1 - WorkE1t Last Name 
Item 2 - Worker First Name 

/. 'Item 3."';; Worker Middle Initial. if applIcable 
I tern 4 ,- CAN R IS InCIdent Number 
Item 5 - Emplovee Number 
Hem 6 - Budgeted job Numbe' 
Item 7 - Mail Code 
hem 9- Update 
Item 10- Security 

II· 

Section IV - Finalizing Information 

Item 46 - Findings 
hem 47 - Dlsposi\ion 
Item 48 ~ Cnm'jnal ActJon 
Item 51 - Date FinalIzed 

St.teDept. of Pub he Welfare 
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Not.: Failure to oornplete .nvo' the 8bove items in' the 
finaJizingreport will cause the form to be rejected by the 
oomputer. 

In ed~ition. ~n the incident is finalized, the following 
items In Section III must be on file in the CANRIS Central 
Registry for Mdl person in the incident. These may have 
been submitted on the initial report or earlier update or else 
~st be. part of the finalizing report. 

~ AJI Individuals 

Item 20 - Last Name 
'tem24 - Age 
Item 25 - Sel( 
Item 26 - EthnIC Group 
Item 27 - Relationship 
Item 29 - Role 

. Item 31 - City 
Item 32 - State 
Item 34 - County, if in Texas 
Item 38 - Living Ar rangement 

B. All Children 

Item 39. - Conservatorship 
. Item 40 - Court Act Ion 

C; All Vlct ims 

, Item 41 -.Abuse Type or 
Item 42- Neg!ect Type 
Item 43 - Fatal 

when finalizing the reportj the original of Form 22()2~A, 
Part I, is sent totheteleoommLinigJt[ons C20ter in the 
wOrker's area for processing. The worker's copy is re~ajn~ 
in the case. record until a .. new, Form 2202·8., CANR IS . 
Feedback RepOrt, is. reoeived kom State Of1i~e, The copy is 
then destroyed. 

Non-CANRIS: To finalize the investigation of any 
non-CANAlS incident (i.e., investigations of reports of 
truancy, n.lOB'MIy , children in need of supervision 
unmarrie<f Of'.school·age parents, lind ~un-ordered socia; 
studies), lhe worker completes.Jre fq/lowinQ items in 
Sect i90 IV on Form 2202-A. 

'.em 51 - Date Finalized 
hem 52 ..;.. F;oding,..', 
hem 53 - Disrx>sition 

'. 
,..; .... ~" ..... <,' ........... ~~., .. - -,...:.: •• "., •• _.-.-.... "",--.--. , • .:...~<- ~,."',,' :..... ..... - .. .: .~~~."'-:- :..-...-_>-" ..... ~'" ' . .:. - " '.' .. :~/.'" ....... , .. , ...... " "'''''.''-''''''''''''''''-

6. SSMS Registration 

CANRIS: The CANRIS victim, siblings of the victlni. and 
the parents or stepparents iU ,utomat~lIv reglslf!led Into 
SSMS when the disposition of Ihe CANR IS inCident is 
reported IS w.'idat.s~ ~, ., IIOtiftti.'. When a 
CAN R IS incident has • f.mllv InCwlld disposit ion the 
victim, the victim's siblings, and their parents or steppa'rents 
will be automatic:alfv registered into SSMS with an ActIOn 
Code status of OPEN/CLOSED. 

Not.: Other members of the CANRIS incident may be 
registered automatically into SSMS if the worker Indicates 
that he wants SSMS registration by completing Item 28. 
SSMS, on Form 2202-A. 

When a CANRIS inoident is finalized with a dIspoSitIon 0' 

invalid. automatic SSMS registration will not take pta:f;. 
However, statistics related to those invalidated reports are 
retained and reponed on theSSMSoutput reports. 

Non·CANR IS: Protective services intake situations which 
are investigated but not reported to CAN R IS must be 
registered in the Social Services Management Syste";; (Se<:' 
instructiof)s fotForrn 2000. Client Registration.) 

7. CANRIS/SSMS Reporting 

The CAN R IS incident numbel (Item 41 plus the client lint' 
number (Item 19) from Form2202·B. CANRISFeedbao. 
Report, may be used as a tempOrary client num.be' te.' 
report services delivered to clients on Form 2003. ServIce 
Acti,.,!tY7~?I:oy;,-lng4I'li::"ifjifiajCCANFnS~repdff",burpr ioYjo~="·
SSMS registration. PrIOr to receipt of the CANR IS 
feedback Report. the line numt;>er is determined by the 
sequence in which the individuals are reported inh' 
CANRIS. 

B. CANRIS Incident and Line Number Assignment 
? 

CANR IS incidenf numbers are assigned ,to each InitIal 
CANAlS report by the computer at the time of dataenVr 
by the telecommunications operatCH. The 
teleoommunicatiOns operatOr informs the repOnmg worke' 
of the computer assigned CAN R IS 1n("ldent number althr 
t.lme the telephonert?Port is made. If the 1000Iai CANRIS 
iepOrlis made by mail, the incideht number will appear on 
Form 2202·8. CANAlS Feedback Repor\. Tne 
telecommunications operator· records the incident numbel 
on the initial reporting format the time of data en"try. ThiS 
~ument is retained bV the teleoommunications center for 
future reference. 

Stlte Dept. of Public Welfare 
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The lint number is ulBd t.o identify individuals in the 
CANA IS incident .nd is determined by the leQuerloe in 
which the in,dividuals.e reported into CANRIS. 

~ETAILED INSTRUCTIONS 

Part I, s.ction 1- Worker Identif'Qlltioo 

,'. ·WOIt.,.· ust N.m~ - Enter the last name of the 
worker co,npleting the form. 

l ' 
2. First \:~me - Enter the first name of the worker 
completing~the form. 

3. Worl:er MkJd/~ Initi61 (MI) - Enter the middle. initial 
of the \Wrker completing the form:" 

4 CANRIS Incident No. (CANRIS Reports OnIV) ... This 
n~mber is assigned. by thecorriputeratthe time the initial 

,report is entered by the telecommunications operator. This 
Item must be completed by the worker for all updating or , , 

fiiliiii.l,ing of all CANRJS activity. 

.'" 
Note: Th'e" incidentnumbe.r can be obtained from tne 
telecommunit;Jtions operator, .if the initial report is made 
by telephone, or from Form 2202-8, CAN R IS Feedback 
Report. 'z, 

5. Employee NumQer'.{EMP. NO'} (CANRIS Reports 
Only) - EnJerthefour-digh~.£?Pw employee .number of the 
reporting WOrker list~ in Item'le., 

6. Budgered Job Number (BJN); (CANRISR~port~ 
Only) - Enter the eight·digitbudgeted job number of ~he , 

, 'j'epdrttng~~fkeiilsf~ln Item ,1. 

7. Mail Code (CANRIS .Reports Only) - Enter the 
four-digit mail code of the' worker listed in Item 2. 

8. Report (RPT) (CANRIS Reports Only) -" For the 
.initial CANR IS report,enteran "X" inth;s item to. show it 
is the initial report: leave blank when updating or finalizing 
8 previously reported CANRISincidenl. .'~ 

9. Update (UD) (CANR/~ ReporrsOnly) - For updates, 
tnanges;corrections, deletrons, or finalizinQ CANR IS 
reports.~t ... n ~'X" in this item. This item must be 

.oompleted for .11 CANR ISupclates, corrections, Q(' whewl 
finalizilig a previously reported i.ncident. Leaw blat)k lor.n 
injtill CANRIS report. 

In&tructionsForm 2202lA 
PageS 

10. ~curity (CANRIS Reports Only) - ThiS item nll/~,t 

be co";pleted when updating,· correc;tlng. or finalizing a 
previously reported CANR IS jf-lcident. Enter the first three 
characters of, the last name of the first individual listed in 
SeCtionlllof. the CANRISF~ Raport. LealleblaOk 
for an initial CANAISrllflC)(t.fhiuodt is UMd to .nsure 
that updates are made to the «iJhtflllOrl. 

Section II - Incident Repen 

11. DII~ Occvrrlid ro Child - Enter the nurnericaldate 
on which the abuse,. neglect, truancy, runaway, etc, 
occurred. This item should cont&in the exact date, if 
known, or approximate date. (For example,SePtember 3. 
1976, is entered 09/03n6.1 In on-going neglect situations, 
en'ter the date the situation first bec;ame known to the 
complainant; 

12. Dat~ Reported to DPW - Enter the numerical date 
on whi.ch the complainant contacted DPW to report the 
alleged protect ive services incident; 

13. Tim~ Reponed to DPW - E oter the numerical moe 
When the report was received by DPW. (Example' 08.25) 
Indicate a.m. or p.m. by entering an "X" in the approPf I.ate 
box. 

14. Reserved for future use .. Do not complete. 

15. Reported Incident Typ~ (CANRIS Reports Onlyl,... 
Indicate the'tvpe of incident the complainant alleges has 
occurred by placing an "X" if!. the appropriate. box. Use the 
"A" box for abuse, the "N,~' box for ~'ect,and the "S'
Oox for both abuse and neglect. 

16. Report M~thod (CANRIS R"POrts Only)- For the 
initial CANR IS report, enter .8r'\"X" in theapprOPfiatebo;.; 
to indicate whether the worker phoned or mailed the 
CAN R IS ;eport.tb .the felecommunicati,ons center . Leave 
blanldor update CAN R IS reports. 

17. SOurce of Report (CANRIS Reports On/y),... Enter 
" the appropriate cateQqry . of Source of report from· the Jist 

below: ,> 

EPSDT A'ny ~rsOn teportingas Ii result of EPSDl 
metheal screening or other Ef>SDi'J health 
services. .If this applieS, u. this source of 
report rather thin,doctOl',ciinic,etc. 

.Stlte Dept. of Public We/farE' 
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Doctor 

Hc>spiUlI 

Anv member of the n1edicalf)fofession. 
including surgeOns, radiologists, dentists. 
chiropractors, etc. 

Any personnel working withih' I publie or 
f)fivilte hospitaltetting. 

Clinic Personnel in .nVclinic letting, including 
"""ivate clinics, public health dinics, visiting 
nurse associations, etc. 

Law Any personnel· whose function is lew 
enforcement, including judges, count v or 
district attorneys, pOlice, sIleriffs, etc. 

Public SA Personnel connected with any public social 
agency other than DPW. 

OPW Any person employed in any capacity by 
DPN. 

p/-ivate SA Personnel connected with any private social 
agency. church, religious group. etc, 

School Per.sonnel connected with any public or private 
school, such as principal, co'unselor. teacher, 
etc. 

Child Care Any personnel connected with ,.8 child care 
facility, including day care facilities •.. 
institut ions, etc. 

Parent Either paren\"or parent substitute, including a 
self·referral. 

V,ctim Child who has been abused or n~lected. 

Relative Any relative. including siblings, except parent 
or parent substitute. 

Neighbbr Any person living at a reSidence near or next 
toihat of theparent(sl. parent substitute(sl. 
or child(ren), excluclihgthe above categories. 

Frian' Any person who was acquainted with the 
family" prior to the incident, excluding the 
above categories. 

Anonvmous 

Other 

Complainant will not Identify sell. 

Limited. only to individuals who do not 
cooceiVllbtV lit toto any of the .bove 
categor". J( Ihoutd NldQm be neceSsary 
to UN Chit C»CII«V. 

18. Tnis item is reserved for future Ule. Do not complete. 

Section III - Individual Information 

19. Line Number (LN. NO.) (CANRIS Reports 
Only) - The line number indicates the sequence 10 whIch 
individual names are entered on the Central Registry. 'thE' 
worker must enter the number for each indlv.idual hstec In 
the space provided. 

• 
Thelinetiumber will appear on the CAN R IS Feedba:) 
Report and mUSt be used when submitting .a ll add ll l (lI')S. 

deletions, correct ions, and.finalizat ions of a CAN R IS report 
to identify the, individual being repOrted. 

If the nUrrber of individuals to be reported exceeds fIVe. 
,) . , 

the worker continues the numbering sequence on aSlE:ond 
Form 2202~A. 

20. Un 'Name - Enter 1he last na'Tie of each mdlvldual 
in the incident. Indilliduals to be reported include the 
children &IIegedly in need of prOtection, all other s;bllngs In 
the home,Parent(s) or ~rent. subst itu\e(sl .who arE' 
responsible tor the health arid welfare of thechlldrer. and 
the perpetrator (if not the parent or ·parem substitute', 
Known aliases of any of the above should be IISled as'a 
separate individual. 

"Notet The mother's or .mother substltute's maider) na"H~:S 
reported in the Siame"Vay as an alias. Do not inClude as 
aliases nicknames which are derivatives of theperson's lega! 
name . 

1 h,s ,tem is limited to 15 letters. If the last name contains 
.more thant5 letters,the printout .will show Qnly the first 
15 letters of the name. 

State Dept. of Public Welfare 
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21. First N.me -Enter the first name o1.each individual 
in the i~jdent. If the first f\lme conulinsmore than 
10 letters, the printout will show only the .flrst1 0 letters of 
h '. me Do not use nick~mesls Iha_ if th,y .. e 

tel'll '. " '. . '.. ", 
derivativ. of the. person 's ~iven I'IIme. 

22. Mkldl •. /nit;'! (MI/:- Enter tl.., ..... '..... ',nd,'vjdooa,' . 'R midd,,1e 
initill, if known. ,_ 

, '-',r 

23. Birth lltr. - Enter (!IaChindividual>b.irth date by , 
th/d.v/y8ar~ If the birth date is unk,no ... m~ leave blank.. 

~nthe computer printout, this date ~y ap.~a.r IS year 
only, If the 1ge only was given ait the t,"leof Inttlalreport 
(for 8)l;OO:lple,OO/OOn t l. ' 

24 ;;..;.. Enter the age, if known, or appr()liCirnateage 
uSi~g two-cligit wnole numbers only. The. age of infants 
under(one;vear is coded asOO. For: example, the age of a 
six-month. old infant is entered as OO.6lge of ill'! 18-mqnth 
old child is er.tered as01.," '" , 

Note: It isjmpor~ant that this item ~cq:fTlpleted to,lid in 
ind~idual identification. This item must be rompleted for 
every Individual on the finalizingrepprt. 

25. ~x - Enter the appropri~te code to indi'CClt~ the sex ' 
of eadl individual. 

M..;.. Male: 
F· ... Female' 

:26:. Ethnic Group (ETH) -Enter the two.~aract~~, letter 
o::>de from ?he iollowing which (11osttiosely IdentifIes tbe .. '- . 

,ethniC group. 

I 

Anglo AN 

Black BK 

I" 

-Mexiean-Amer iean Mx 

American Inetiln . AI 

. Oriental OR 

Other OT 

"'" 

, "~OefinitiG$J, 

'\" 
" h' 'Refers tb Caucasian or w Ite 

ethnic group, 'C; " 

Refers to Negro or Black 
l:,. ,"', .' ' 

ethniC group 

Refers to Me.xican-American, 
Sp'anish·American, . Chieano 
oi Mexican"'18thnic group 

Aefers.to .American Indian 
etMnicgroup j, 

Refers to Orientatethnic 
group 

Refers to • perSon ""ving • 
mixtuff! of~Mic origins. 
none of which is ,Pfedominant , 

Instructions Form 2202·A 
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27. R.'.tionlhip (REL"SHIP) - For te 0 ~Sl "', h Id ..... ild· 
aU*dlyio need otproteC1ion, enter the two or three'~f!'!ter 
mde'f()l' the oldest victim. For .!'other /if)efsons hst~, 
IBklC11ne appropriate tw~;,"~~thr~:~~,t:er code which 
desaibesthisrelationship to 1M 4»_ VJCttm, ' 

.f thename'ist8dil.~"iH. ~ ~~~,ap~r~priat,e . 
I ...... ..t.:.: an'd add the code latter A. This Item, IS re at 10n'lOIIp co~ '. . 

always .1 three·letter oocJe\lllhen .itrefers 10 an aha~,. 
, An ·al, 'las. use,d by the Ntu,r,al father IS coded as E~ample: 

'''FAA.'' 

Relitij)nlhip Code" Alias 

OldeSt Victim Ov ovA 
Father FA FAA 
Mother MO MOA 
Stepfather SF SFA 
Stepmother SM SMA 
Preconsummation Ad?ptiveFather AF AFt.. 

'C' r" .. 
AM AMA Preconsummat:ion Ad6ptiveMother 

Foster Father < ',) FF FFA" 
Foster MO.ther FM FMA 
Grandfather GF GFA 
Grandmother GM GMA 
Brother BR BRA 

'S.ister SI SJA 
Stepbrother S8 SSt. 
SiepsiSiei SS SSA 
Aunt .A\,J AUA 
Uncle UC UCA 
Other Relative" aT OTA 
School Per.soribel SC seA 
DayCarePerscmnel pc DCA 
Institutional Personnel IN G:. INA 
None of·the·above NO NOA 

() Unknown , UN. UNA 

Note: '. TheleQalbut n?n~~tOr~lpar,!i!n'IS tM SClfQE!8s.the 
natural parent. 

St'teOept. of ,Pubhc Weliare, 
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28, Soci.1 S;"vices MMrugemenr Sylt.m(SSMSr 
(CAN/US RttpOrts Only) - Enter In "X" in this iiem.if you 
Want the individual reported to CANRIS to be registered 
into the Social SerVICes Management SyStem. Use this item 
only forperlOFli rtOtautorrtttically rtgistered,nto SSMS at 
finalization of the.report. Refer .oo""tO Item 6 under 
~ure for information on" persons aUtomatically 
registemd into·SSMS. 

29. itoAr (CANRIS R.port.Only) -This.itemidentifies 
tne victim(Slitnd theperpetrator(s) of the abuse or negle,.t,t 
inCident. Select the appropriate two"letter code from the 
following list. 

Role ;: '-,. 
Code Ddinition 

Victim VC 

Perpetrator 'PR 

Used to identity the abused 
or neglected child(ren) 
Used to identify the ~son(s) 
who is allegedly abusing or v. 

neglecting the child(ren) 
Unknown UK 

Uncertain UC 

Not Involved NO 

Used if the person's role is 
l"Iot known 
Used if lhere is evidence to 
indicate the person's alleged 
role but enough doubt 
remains to require further 
.invest igation 
Used if the persOn is 
de'flnitely not the victim or 
the perpetrator 

'.' 
Note; If the name item contains an alias, the role item is to 
CJ).nt~~n~~t~."J!ne, nu!nbec,,-O,f~!hec-per~n~tc'~wrrOm---tt-.e'''iiJias __ 'CO 

applies, not a role rode. For example, if line: number4 
rontains the alias of name Hne ~, ~he role space .ofline 4 
$hould contajnthe number <. 

,e 

30. Str~r Address~, Ent,erthe cor~ect house numberind 
str~tname. If there is. no house number. or str~t name, 
enter the fQute number and box number. If .thls item is i'he 
sarne as for the, inpividual on the line immediately above, 
ditto marks may be entered. If more than one page is used, 
this item muSt be rompleted em the first hneof each page •. 

" '. ','" ". ,:1 ' 

31. City -Enter the name of the city: If this item is the' 
same IS tor lhe individ\Jal on the line immediately above, 
ditto ,,*,.k$ INY be entered, If f1"Ore than one paQe is used, 
th~ item mull be compijltoo on the (lrst line of ~dl page. 

" 
n..~' Iii 

l ",,' 

f 

32. StMt" (5T) -Enter the two-letter code to ind,catethe 
IRate. If the state is not shown below, enter the United 
States Postal Smvicetwo-fetter rode for that state. If thiS 
item is the.me .s 'ot the HldividUiI on the line 
im~iatelv lbove~ dillo ""'*' InIV tit ""erfld. If more 
thanclne page il used;t";, 'ttm mwc be completed on the 
first line cif each ~e, 

State Code 

Arkansas AR 
Louisiana LA 
New Mexico NM 
Oklahoma OK 
Texas TX 

33. Zip Code - Enter the,. fiVe-dl9it:rip code for the 
individual's address. If this item is the same as for the 
individual. on the line immediately above, ditto marks may 
be entered. If more than one page is used, this item ,must be 
completed on the first line of each page. 

34. County No. (CNTY) - Enter the appropriatE: 
th(~·dlgil Texas·· rolJntynumber of the indiVidual's 
residence. If the county is not in Texas, enter "999" !nthls 
spac~. If this item is the same as for the individual On ihe 
line immediately above, ditto marks may be entered. 11 

more than onejlageis used, this item must be cbmpleted on 
the first line 01 eaCh page. 

35. Soundex RequestfSNDX REO) (CANRIS Repons 
Only) - For eachind'vidual in the CAN RJS incident for 
whom the reporting worker reg,Y.e.,~tUI Sounde)l!,~rcn, b) 
-matl,'the'worker~'m~t~nter his initi~'sin the Sounde>. 
request item forthat individual. When this item IS !nIt laled, 
a oomputer search of the CAN R IS flies will be made to 
determine if there are previous inCidents involVing this 
individual. A hard copy of any pOssible name ma,tches will 
be sent to the teupOrtirigworker, Leave blankH no Soundt~ 
search is requested for the individual. . 

State Dept. of Public Welfare 
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36. DPW ,t:/itJnt No. - EnHlr the ninlHiigitOP'vV social 
lil!lfvices client number for each .individuales reported to the 
Sodal services Management. System. LlillVl!bllnk if the 
dient is not registered into SSM~. 

:!7. ,Soc;'1 S«:urity No •. - Enter the DOciai security 
ecoount number. if known. for each individual in the 
incident. leave blank if I.Nlknown. 

38. Lw.;g ArnngemtJnt (LA) - Enter one of the 
followIng two-digit codes to indicate eadl individual's 
current living .rangement. If the living arrangem~t has. 
changed at tnetime of the finalizing feport, this item must 
be updated. If the individual. dies, enter the I.iving 
arrangementst the time of death. 

01 - Own Home -

(1) An adult in .his personaL residence. rented I 
supplied at no rost, buYing, or owned; living I'IJone, witha 
spouse, and/or children. Other related or unrelated 
individuals might be living in this home; 

(2) A child that is, living with his. parents, siblings. 
or guardian in their per sonal residence; rented, supplied at 
no rost, buying •. or owned. 

02 -Relative's Home - An individual living, with a 
relative other than his parents, sibl,~ngs., or f;luardian. 

: 03 - Independent Living Arrangement '':'"" A child livin9 
apan from Ilis family, relat Ives, or guardianin a situation in, 
which he has ~nerally placed himself. 

04 - Adopti,,'E! Home - A home with individuals who 
are~exPeCTIng tc:~doPt -a-ChTlcCbut the adol:'ltion hasnot-= 

" been cqnsummated, 

05. - DPW Foster Family Home - A facility a!rtified by 
DPW providing 24-hour car~for six or fewer children. 

06 - Other Foster Farrri.I"')Home - A oommercial or 
{.llOn·DfW agency boarding ~iO,:,~ providing 24-hour care for 
six or fewer children. 

07 - DPW Foster Group Home - A child care 1acility 
certifia:.1 by DPW which provides ClW'e for 7 to 12 children 
for 24-hours • dBy. 

ae - Other Foster Group Home _ A 00 mmercia I or 
non-DPW facility which pr~vides 24-hour awe for 7 *> 
12 children, 

'II 
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09- .t:;mergency S~lter Foster Home - A facility 
licensed or certified as" boarding home which cares for SIX 

or f~8f ~ildren for emergency short-term care only, 

'\, 
1 0 ~Emergencv Shelt. fOil. Gtoup Homi - A 

facility licensed or alrtified ., '0fUII ,ouP home which 
OIres fO,r 7 to 1~ c:hikhn for ~ .tlon,ulfm Clre 
only. ' 

'1 .,. E.mergency Shelter Institution -, A child-caring 
inst itut ion licensed or a!rt ified as an emergency shelter 
which cares for 13 ormOfe children. 

12 - Public Child-Caring Institut?on - A. facilitY 
operated by the State or its political subdivision which 
provides basic child mre for 13 or more children .for 
24 hours it day. 'c 

13 - Private Child-Caring Institution - A private facillt." 
which provides basic child care for 13 or more children for 
24 hours a day, 

14 - Public InstitutioR for the Mlmtally Retarded - An 
institut ion administered by a governmental agency to 
provide CCJ'e to 13 or more mentally retarded individuals or, 
a 24-hour a'day basis. 

15 - Private Institution·foMhe Menta'lIy Retarded - A 
profit ·or nonprofit inst itut ion licensed by the Depart ment 
of PUblic Welfare or other governmental agency to provide> 
care to 13 or more mentally reta'rded? indiViduals on Ci 

24-h(jIJr a day basis. 

16 - Public Institution for the Emotionally Disturbed or 
Mentally -1iI:"...:,.c=~ninst!.tuiionadrtririlst'ere(f=bY i1- .. 
governmental agency tb provide care to 13 or more 
emotionally disturbed qr mentally ill/individuals on a 
24-houta day basis (includes residential treatment center), 

17- Private Institution for the Emotionally Disturbed 
or Mentally III - A profIt or nonprofit Institution licensed 
by the Department of Public Welfare or other governmental 
agency to prov'ide care to 13 Or more emotionally disturbed 
or mentally III iooividualson a 24-hour a day baSIS (Includes 
residentlill treatment center). . 

18 - PubliC ~ Private Institution for the PhYSlcaliv 
Handicapped - A . profit or nonprofit institut Ion licensed 
by the Department of Public Welfare 04' other governm¢ntal 
llgency to provide ewe to 130r more physical/y 
handicapped individUlls on a 24-hour 8} d.y basis. 

Stlte Dept. of Public Welfare 
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19 - Public or Private Institution for the Blind or 
Deaf - A profit or nonprofit instit~tion licensed by. the 
Department of Public Welfare Of other governmental 
asency to provide care to 13 or more blind or Cleaf 
individuals on a 24-hour a day basiS: 

20 -Detention or Correctional F.cilitv - A facility 
under the jurisdiction of tho Department of ColTections or 
1he T.xas Youth Councilor other city or county 
govern mel') t for the. retention. of individuals for whom a 
judicial decision has been made torernand them to Said 
institution. 

21- Matemity Home - A temporary residence for 
prenatal Of postpartum care, 

22 - Halfway House - A transitional residence for 
emotionally or behaviorally dist.urbed, alcoholic or drug 
addicted people who, while not in need of ' ,ron fin em ant in 
an institution, are unable to cope with the usual family or 
oommunity life. 

23 - State T8 Hospital-A facility administered by the 
State for the treatment of tUberculosis. 

24 -Other Hospital - A facility licensed by the TeXaS 
Department of Health Resoura!s as a hospital,' 

o 

25 - Nursing Home,... A facility certified by the 
Department of Public Welfare and licensed by the Texas 

.Department of Health Resources to give medical or social 
care as lis.ted in the Texas Directory of Nursinli Homes. 

33 - Other- A child or adult in a living arrangement 
other than above, 

34 - Unknown;.. A child or adult whose living 
arrangement is not known. 

39, Conservatorship (CONS) (CANRIS Reports Only)
Enter the appropriatetwo-c:haracter code for lAtch child in 
the report at the time of the finalizing CANRIS report. 
Leave blank for all adults. 

Con5ervatonhip of Child 

Conservatorship Code 

Not changed NC 
Placed with DPVV r:m 
. Changed, not placed with DPWND 

!!~.;,.' 

40. Court Action (CA) (CANRIS Rl1ports Only) - For 
.ach dlild in the repoTl, enter the appropriate twcrletter 
code for the ODun action It the time of the finalizing 
report. 

Action eo. 
No petition filed NO 
Request to file refused RR , 
Petition filetj PF 
Petition withdrawn PW 
Conservator appointed CA 
Conservator not _ppointed CN 

41. Abu. rypt! (CANRIS Reports Only) - When the 
CANRIS report is finalized, for each victim in the CANRIS 
inCident, enter the four-letter code for the appropr late typ~ 
of .IIeged abuse, If more than one type of abuse is 
identified, the. worker enters the one type he considers to 
be the primary abuse, If no abuse is identified. ente' 
·'NONE." 

Type of Abuse 
or Injury 

Bone Fracture 

8ram Damage 

Bruises 

Burns 

Concussion 

Confinement 

Dlslocat ion 

Dismemberment 

Code Definition 

BONE Medical diagnOSIS 

BRA I Medical 
diagnosis 

or 

BRUI Observable injuries 

PsychiatriC 

BURN Observed injuries infh~ b~' 
anY,hot object - -~.,~.~ 

CONe Medical diagnosis 

CONF Tied up, locked uP. kept in 
.isolation in attiC, closet. or 

. any other small restncted 
area 

DISL Bone structure - medical 
dIagnOSIS 

DISM Loss of bodily limb(s) 

State Dept, of Public Welfare 
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Emot iona I Abuse EMOT Mav bemar')ifested in a 
\lliriaty of ways such es 
el(tremes of scapegoating, 
name • calling, derisive or 
belittling comments, constant 
expectltions fir .bove the 
child's c:epabilitiesi a>nstant 
rejection, etc., resulting in the 
ch.ild feeling worthless 0' bad. 
May be determined through 
psychological or psychiatric 
evaluation. 

El(ploitation 

Hematoma. 
Subdural 

Hemorrhage • 
Subdural 

Internal Injuries 

Malnutrition 

Poi9:)ning 

Scalding 

Sexual Abuse 

Skull Fracture 

Sprains 

EXPL Child forced to perform 
Ictivities for the benefit of an 
adult, such a~ beg. steal, 
prostitute. work long hours, f" 

etc. 

EXPO Child forced to remain 
outside in extremely cold 
weather (result-frost bite or 
freeZing) or extremely hot 
weather (result-severe sun. 

r burn or ,heat prostration), 

HEMA Medical diagnOSIS 

HEMR Medical diagnOSIS 

INTL Medical diagnOSIs 

MA LN Deliberate withholding of 
food 

POlS Includes drugs - deliberate 
act inflicted on chHd 

SCAl Deliberate act inflicted on 
child using any hot liquid as 
differentiated from "burns" 

SEXL Any sex act perpetrated On a 
child 

SKUL Medical diagnosis 

SPAA Medical diagnOSis 

" SUFF Child depriY&d of oxygen 
(incfudes strangling, asphyxi
Ition or drowning) 

Welts 

Wounds 

None 

. , .. ~ ' .. , 
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WEL Tbbservable inJuflcs 

waUN Observable injUries - mcludes 
1bf.sIOlU, licerations, cuts or 
punctur. 

NONE Use ttU5, code wnen no Ibuse 
elitists . 

42. N~glecr Type (CANRIS RfI)OrtlOnly) - When, the 
CANA IS, incident is finalized, enter the four-letter rode for. 
the appropriate type of alleged neglect for each 'VIctim in 
the CANA IS I neldent.If more than one type of neglect is 
identified or lU$PElcted, the worker should enter .the one 
tYPI! he ron siders to be the primary neglect. If no neglect is 
identified, enter "NONE:' 

Neglect Type 

Abandon~nt 

Educational 

Medical 

Physical 

Code Definition 

ABAN ParentIs) or par,ent 
substitute{s) leaves child With 
no intention to (eturn 

eouc Child kept out of 'school 
continuously or for long 
periods of time 

MEOI 

PHYS 

Failure to' provide needed 
medical attention lse< 
Section 7211 of Socia! 
Services Handboo~ for 
limitations) 

Child always in~lrty, ragged 
clothes, home filthy. ,vermin 

,infested, garbage ~hQ litter 
strewn around. child, fed 
erratically or not at all, oded 
spoiled. unsanitary. contam· 
inated food 

St.te Dept. of PubliC Wel1are 
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Lack of 
Supervi~jon 

None 

SUPE 

NONE 

Child left without .dult 
klpervision for long period 
of time - depends upon 
dUl'lItion, eleient and ege 
of child 

Use this code when no 
neglect exi$ts 

43. F.11I1 (FTL) (CANRIS Reports Onl'll- For each 
victim enter "Y" for Yes or "N" for No to indicate whether 
the abuse or neglect was fatal. 

44. Pf'f!Viou$ Incident. Number (PREV INC NO ) 
(CANRIS Reports Only) - Emer the previous CANR IS 
incid(>nt number if the indiVidual was previously reported 
to CAN R IS. This number can be obtained from OPW 
records, or through a Soundex search of CANR IS files. If 
roore than one previous CANA IS incident has been 
reported, enter the number of the latest incident only. 
Leave blank if there is no previous CANR IS incident 
number. 

Note: Before enter.lOg a prevIOus incident number, the 
worker should be certain that the individual reported is the 
same as the indiVidual In the prevIous incident. 

45. Li~e (CANRIS Reports Only) - Enter the CANR IS 
hne number thaI identifies the indIVIdual in the Jasl 
previous CANR IS Incident reported in Item 44. 

Section IV - Finalizing Information 

This section is to be rompleted by the worker whofmalizes 
the investigation. 

46. FindinflS (CANRIS Rf/ports Only) - Entler one of the 
following one·character rodes to indicate the' type of case 
found as a result of the investlgat ion. 

A - Abuse 
N - Neglect 
B - Both Abuse and Neglect 
C - Neither Abuse nor Neglect (use only for invalid 
di~sitions and when family has moved) 

~7. Disposition (DISPI (CANRIS Reports Only) - Enter 
the appropriate three-letter code in the space provided to 
show the outcome of the abuse or neglect investIQation. 

Disposition 

V.lidated 

Invalidated 

Uncertain 

Potential 
Identified 

Code 

VAL 

INV 

UNC 

POT 

Fami Iy Moved MOV 

Definition 

Abuse or neglect has been 
.ubstantlated 

Abu;e or neglect has been 
delfty ruled out 

Act~ Ibuse or neglect 
cannot be substantiated or 
completely ruled out. but 
there is enough eVidence from 
the investigation to establrsh 
8 reasonable doubt that there 
may be abuse or neglect 

Actual abuse or negln~! 

cannot be substantiated but 
there is suffiCient eVidence to 
identify that abuse or neglect 
is likely to .0Cc.ur as a result of 
eXisting condltlo'ns ,In thE' 
home which serlOIJS:, 
threaten the ch"d'sPh~'~I::<J 
or emotional well bem; Ir 
these instances. contlntJlrt;: 
social services are Indlca1',':; t,. 
prevent the aft ual ocCurrenc~., 
of abuse or neglect 

Family moved be,!("!' a"l', \)1 

above diSPOSItions wert 
made 

Note: When dlsposii ion item is entered In CAN R IS rep(":" 
Item 2Q "Aole" should be updated as,follows 

(l) If the report Isovalidated. there must be elthE" a 
victim or a perpetrator, and there should be both. 

(2) If the report is invalidated. there IS no vict;m or 
perpetrator and the role of all individuals in the Incident 
become "NO" (not inlJOlvedl. 
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(3) If the results of the investigation "r~ uncertain or thp 
family moved, the roles become ;'UC"'uocertain), "UK" 
(unknown). or "NO" (obt involved). depending on 'the 
work.r's .valUltionof the ,situation, All roles cannot, be 
"NO" (not inwlved). 0 

~41 if. lhe investigation identifies ~"el'ltial abuse or 
neglect, • potential victim ,or perpetrator, must be 
identified: 

48. Criminlll Aaion (eFlIM ACT) (CANRIS R.ports 
Only) -Enter the appropriate twq,letter code to indicate 
status otCfiminal act,ion for the current incident. 

(/ " \1,. ~~ 

Criminal Action 

Aettan Code 

No charge filed NC 
Charges filed t;F 
Charges dropped CD 
Hearing set HS 
Hear ing' postponed HP 
Hearing in process IP 
Perpetrator oonvicted ,PC 
Perpetrator acquitted PA" 

49. Annua!"Inr:ome (ANN'L INC) (CANRIS Reports 
On/~) - Enter the approximate yearly income of the 
victim's family. Round the amount to the nearest dollar; 
For example.SlO.061.38 should be entered as $10,061. 

, . 
SO. Primary Provider Occupation (OCC) (CANRIS 
Reports OnlyJ- Ehter One of the following three·let~er 
CDdes to, indltai~the=cfccupa-'ion~cWlhe~main'-lJfovider in 
the victim's family unit. 

Occupation ,Code Definition 

Not in Labor Force NlF All persons I'IOt OJrrently 
,in the ,labor force: ~t.lJdent, 
housewife, etc. 

Unemployed UNE Persons unable or 
unwilling to find suitable 
employment 

.; ·Unskilled Labor USK Those jobs requiring little 
or no formal triining or 
.cq u i sition of liflCCific 
skills: janitor, .,.itress, 
day ~bor .... c. 

• ,r-, 

Skilled Labor .SK L ReqUIring some degree at 
formal training or 
apprenticeship, trade 
Ichool; plumber, 

. IIlCIChInic. beautici.n, .tl:. 

BussinesslProfessionll eus··' Hir 8ewII of skills in 
(I • • 

Agriculture 

Technical, 

Unknown 

dQilingwith people: legal, 
m.dicII, education, 
edministration. etc. ,~, 

AGR Persons directly involved 
in production of 
.gricultural products' 
farmer, rancher. forester. 
farm laborer, etc. 

TEC High level ofsleills in 
dealing with industnal 
application: draftsman, 

, electronic technician, etc. 

OTH Persons' who cannOt be 
related to above 
occuJ?CIt ions 

UNK Occupation .. of pramarr' 
provider is un!c, oown 

51. Date Finalized - Enter themonth, daY,and year on 
which the worker completes ~he flnahzing information. 

52. Findings (Non·CANRIS Cases Only) - Enter one oj 
the following two-character oodes to indicate the Primary 
type of case found as a result of 'he non·CAN R IS 

, investigation: 

TR 
AU 
CH 
UN 
CO 
OT 

NO 

(; Trua_ncv 
Run,away 
Child in Need of Supervision" ' 
Unmacried or School~A~, Parent 
Court Ordered SOCial Study 
Other TVpe of Prot~ctlve Service 
Needed" .. 

No NooPfor Protectlv~ Services 
"Found (Use only for invalid 

disposlt ions) 

State Dept. of PubliC Welf!~re 
- SSHR 62/Apfil 1976 

Il'1structions 'Form 2202.A 
Page 14 . 

~3. Disposition (DISP) (Non·CANRIS CItes 
Only) - Enter the appropriate three-letter oOc:tI! in the space 
provided to show the outcomt' of the non.cANR IS 
invest igillOn; 

~Ipollition 

Va Ii dlted 

.. Invalidated 

UnalrtalO 

Potential 

Coda 

VAL 

INV 

UNC 

POT 

Definition 

Need for protective servioes 
has been substantiated 

Need for any type of 
protective services has been 
clearly ruled out 

Actual need for protective 
services cannot be 
substantiated or completely 
ruled out. but there is 
suffiCient evidenpe from the 
investigation to' establish 8 

reasonable doubt Gbout the 
need for protective services 

Actual need for protective 
servIces cannot be 
substantiated. but there IS 
enough eviden~ to identify 
that the need for protective 
services is likely to occur as a 
result of existing conditions 
10 the home which seriously 
threaten the child's physical 
or emotional well·belng 

Section V - Last Reporting Worker Identiflcatlon 

I'ems 56 ttwough 62 appear only on Form 2202·8, 
CANR IS Feedback Report. These ~, .,e completed by 
the computer and will identify IN .... reporting worker. 
Corrections and updates'of Ihii tnformltionmust be made 
in Section I of i bltnkForm 2202 .... ". 

56.Work« lAst NBmf! - This ·ltem contains the last 
name of the last reporting w()(li:er. 

~ 

57. First Name - This item contains the first name of the 
last reporting worker. . ,') 

58. Middle Inital (MIJ - This item contains the middle 
initial of the last reportingworker. 

59. Employee Number (EMP NO) - This iten 
cxmtain.s the four·digit employee number of the last 
reponing werker. 

60.. BUdfJf!tedJob Number (BJN) - This item contains 
the eight.digit budgeted job number of the last report 109 
worker. 

I" 

61. Mail Code - This item contains the office mail coden 
of t~ Ia.streportingworker. 

62. R.eserved for future use. Do not complete. 

,'.-' 

I 
Fami 1'1' Moved MOV 

63~ Page of Piilges - Use this item to indicate 
number of pages of Part I when the number of reponed 
individuals in the incident reQuires two or more pages of 
Part I. For exampl~,if two pages are nooded, enter 1 of 2 

-'Family movedc-'before antbf· -~ on . the cfl'fsfpageantft6f":t on'ft1ne"oo~nd page:Wl1en -m-ore== .-, 
the above dispositions were than one page is needed, complete Item~ " 2.3, 4 (for (J 

made updates). 5,6,7, either 8 or 9, 10, 1:i,and 13 on the 
additional pages. Staple together all pages of a single report. 

154. Reserved for future use. Do not complet~. 

55. Reserved for future use. Do not oomplete. 

, I: 

64 .• Wo.rker Sigi/ature - The reporting ~orker must sign 
theJorm. ' 

I,> 

State Dept. of Public Welfare 
SSHR 62/ApriJ 1916 

"C 
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Part II - Intake Supplement i) 

PrtMntinl1. p(Obl"m$::"e~i:ify "-deici'ibe~-ethe, ;:,resenting 
problerns of the at I egad Ibu~, neglect, truallCy~ rU~wav. 
chiidfWl In n..:t. of supervision. unmarried Dr· school-age i 

par.,t, c:DUrt-ordered socill Itt.ldv. on. ttt. ,; 

Ish ChUd In.lmmedi .. rf! o.ng«- OIeck '~Yes," "No," or 
;Posibtv" .to indicate whether the child,s i,h'irn!Tiediate 
danger of beifl} permanentlv harmed Of losing his life. 

ISs. Docr~ SllMrN ClJild -:. Check ~!Yes" or "No"lO 
indicate whether the' child· has been seen by apliY~ici(ln. If 
the child has OOen seen b'(~,physician. enter 1henaroo of 
the doctor. date seen. 8ndJrel.mnent ~jven. . 

1/' , 

Is ImmediJire RemovaflPlacemenr N~ed - Check "Ye$," 
"No,". or "Possi~ly" to indicate whether immediat~ 
removal of the o'lild from his ~ment situation is needed. If' 
immediate removal is ,needed. state the reaSon. 

Compl.in.nt - When pt6~~,ible.' enter identifying 
information o~theperson who made the ComplainC 
including name .. phone number. address. and relationship to 
child. 

Presenr/Previous C&S8; Local, Rt!CordsICA(JRIS Soum:JeA 
Information- Enter notes on location. dispOsition of. or 

'othef pertinenlinformatibn on any curr~nt or previous 
Ulse(S) involving this cllern. 

Actjon.Takeo 

. Work er Recommendation - The worker enters ,",is 
_, - ,(, ,1'" ,'. " "-

recommendation for wt)ether·rontinued . protect ive'services 
are needed. The wOJkerenierlithe. r.eaSbns and the date" of 
his recommendaticm. 

Supervisor .V«ision -The supervIsor notes Whether the 
~case is aSsigned for ccintirUJed protective sef\;ices. t(ves, 
;enter the name of "the worker asS;!},ned~ Uno,enter the 
reason for not continuing' Pfolecti\leservj~es. Enter the dCilte 

. ,of the decisIon and supervisor'$slgnature. 

" . 

'-' 

Instructions Fo(m 2202}~, 
Paget!'> 

. . 
. St .. ~~Pt. of Public Weltar~ 

SSHR 62/Apt'Hl976. 

LJ LJ r 1t~ITY 

r·· 
r' iOUACloFAi~TI" . fL.,I_'_. _____ --.....,.--...j 

, ,ot "I : . ~ II 
JIII~' 1!1 

RUN.DATE 

lute ~ Te"'l' 
___ ..... _~ _ -L-l......:;.. .... __ i. __ ~ 



o 

o 

" 

PURPOSE 

Form 2202.B, CANRIS Feebatk Report;. is pl'inted by the· 
computer from informatio~~ IUPp~ied. to tne 
telecommunications terminal. Fo~~2202:B IsmallodlO the 
Worker for confirmation of data on' file. Form 2202~, 
Children's Protect.ive Services Int!lke andCANRIS fi"",rt, 
Pan I; is used to update information on file. ' () 

-~ 

. . . 

~) , 

',l ¢ 

i"" -

D 

o 

FORM22d2~B 
'InStructions 
\' 

CAN.SI$ FEeD~ACK.REPORt 

j) 

() 

,'t) 

,ti 

taut. o( Texln 
o.OIIrtment of .... blic W.le. ... 

" 

Form 2703 
April 1976 

CANRISCODE CARD 

SOURCE OF REPORT 

EPSDT 
Oor"Or 
HoIpltal 
eUnic 
Uw 
PublieSA 
OPW 
Private SA 
School 
Child Care 
Parent 
Vi~im i.' 

Re;lative 
Neighbor 
Friend 
Anonymous 
Other 

SEX 

M 
F 

Male 
Fermle 

ETHNIC GROUP 

AN 'Anglo 
BK Block 

() 

MX Mexican-Arr.erican, Mexican, 
Chicano, Spanish·American 

" AI Arnedcan~lndian 
,OR Oriental 
!OT Other. 

RELATIONSHIP 
Ali., 

Code 

OV 
fiA 

';,MO 
I,)· Sf 

5lM 
('AF 
" AM,' 

F~ 
fM 
Gf. 
GM 
SR 
$1 

cOde 
" , 

If' ~: 

OVA 
FAA 
to.4QA 

. SFA . 

JMA 
AFA 
AMA 
FFA 

" FMA 
\) GFA 

GMA 
BRA 
StA 

c )\' 

Oldest Vict im 
Natural F.th,er 
Natl,lral Mother 

-' Stepfather 
Stepmother 
Pfeconsu~Jmation AdQptiVe Father 
Preconsummation AdoPtiole M()~,her -,,
Foster Father " 
FClsterMother"; 
Grandfather" \,' 

'" 

ss 
AU 
UC 
aT 
SC 
DC 
IN 
NO 
UN 

SSA 
AUA 
UCA 

-OTA 
SCA 
DCA 
INA 
NOA 
UNA 

Stepsist. 

~fn: . 
0ther Relative 
School Personnel 
Day Care Personnel 
'Institutional Personnel 
None of the above 
Unknown 

ROLE IN INCIDENT 

VC Victim 
PR Perpetrator 
UK Unknown 
UC Uncertain 
NO Not Inll'Olved 

t 
"STATE )i 
AR Ark8nsa~, . 
LA Louisiana 
NM New MeXICO 
OK Oklahoma 
TX Texas 

Any other state. use 2-letter 
code of U.S. Postal Service 

LIVING ARRANGEMENT rf' 

01, 

02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 

11 
12 
13 ,. 
15 

16 

17 

OWn Home 
Relative's Home 

'11" 

Independent Living Arrangement 
A(:ioptlveHome I) 

OPW Foster Family Home 
Other Foster Family Home 

. OPW Foster Group Home 
" Other Foster Group Home 

Emergency Shelter FosterHome 
Erne.r gency. Shelter, Foster Group 

Home 
,·EmergencY Snelter Institut.ion . -, 
Public Child-Cariog Insti~ut'i&n .. , 
Private Child-Caring Institution 
Public Institution for Mentallv 

Retarded . 
Private lnsthution for Mer\lIIl1y 

Retarded 
Public.lnstitution fo( the 

EmotiOOlillvOi$tur~ _ /' 
f;ri~te Institution for the 

Emotiorwlly Disturbed 

Grandmother 
Brother 
Sister" 
Stepbrother ____ ----'IiiiioL."'--~= __ -=-:..::..!:....:......::....:..__.:........ __ ~ _____ ~ ______ "_____ ___________________ . _ ~_C 



... ·1· 

..•. ;0 

-,-------- --. - - - -------

IS Public or Private Institution 
lor Physicallv Handia.ppeci 

-U; JiUbiic Dd·ri~te iOOltLrtion. 
iDr the Blind or OtIf 

.20 ~tiOn or Correctional 
. E«:ililV 

21 ~n1ty Home 
22 );tatfwav House 
23' ~eT8 Hospital 
24. .i>tt- Hospital 
25~ngHome 
33 Other 
34 Unknown 

CONSERVATORSHIP OF CHILD 

NC . Not changed 
em Piaced with OPIN 
NO Ch¥lged,oot plac2d with OPW 

COURT AcnON 

NO No petition filed 
RR ReQuest to file refused 
PF Petition filed 
PVV Petition withdrawn 
CA Conservator appointed 
CN Conservator not appointed 

ABUSE TYPE 

,BONE Bone. FrC:tClure 
'BRAI BrainDarnage 
, BR U I Bruises 
'BURN Bums 
:CONC.Concussioo ~ 

,\;~~s~ ~!:=t )\ 
I ( ,OISM, Dismemberment 
;F.MOr Emot~1 Abule 
'EXPL' Exploitation 
£ XPO ExpolUre 

• HEMA . Herrwtoma, Subdural 
HEMR Hemorrhage, Subdural" 

I '. INn. ~ternll Injuries 
• MAt:N """lnUtrition 
'lOlS~.~ .. 
rAl~ng 
'.Kl~UIl Abule 
S1CUL .... uIIFr8Ct1Jrt 
sPM Spains 
$OFF Sufloc:Ition · . . 

'.-eLT WIlts 
'WOUN .... 
'~E: __ 

,i.' 

NEGLECT.TY'E 

ASAN 
EDUC 
MEOI 
PHVS 

"SUPE 
NONE 

Abandonment c 

Educationll 
Medical 
Physical 
Lack of SuP8rvisiOn 
None 

FINDINGS (CANF\IS Reports Only) 

A Abuse 
N Neglect 
B Both Abuse and Neglect 

. C Nei~her Abuse nor Neglect 

FINDINGS (Non-CANRIS Reports Only) 

. Jruancy 
Runaway 
Child in Need of Supervision 
Unmarried or School-age Parent 
Coun·Ordp.red Social Study 

'0" ' 

.fr"m :21),\ 
PCt!~ t,: 

TR 
RU 
CH 
UN 
CO 
OT 
NO 

Other Type of FlrotectiveServices Needed 
NoNeed for Protective Services 

DI~POSITION 

VALL,) 

INV 
UNC 
POT 
MOV 

Validated 
Invalidated 
Uncertain 
Potential Identified 
Family Moved 

CR.IMINAL ACTION 

NC 
CF 
CD 
HS 
HP 
IP 
PC 
PA 

Nod"large iiled 
Charges filed 
Charges dropped 
Hearing set 
Hearing postpt>ned 
Hearing in Pi~cess 

,.) 

Perpetrator convicted 
Perpetra\Of .cquined 

OCCUPATION 

NLF 
UNE 
USK 
~KL 
BUS, 
AGR 
TEC 
OTH 
UNK. 

Not in Labor Force 
Unemployed 
UO$;k iII.-c1 
~kill~ 
Busine$S/ProfessioOlI. 
Agriculture 
TfChn~ 

01'* 
UnknOwn 

II. 

;\' 
\ . 

, ., 

.. , ( " . 
,. ' 

.'. 

, , 

APPENDIX B 

.1 . , . 

Case Fil e ,Abstract Form, 
~ " ' 

. , 

. , 

'., 

" , 

" 

~ .. 



V!ClIM DATA 

AGE 

SEX 

"';: 

ETHNIC GROUP 

B'IRTH . ORDE R [J 

CITY t STATE, COUNTY 

. . . 

LIVING ARRANGEMENT 

CONSERVATORSHIPOFCHltD 

COURT ACTION 

ABUSE TYPE, NEGLE.CT TYPE 

PREVIOUS INCIDENT OF ABUSE/NEfilEeT 

FATHER DATA 

TYPE OF FATHER (RELATIONSHIP.~ 

AGE, ETt~NICITV ,ROLE 
. ,', ' b., 

, II . 

. MOTHER DATA .. 

CJ"TVPEOF t()THER (RELA1IONSHI ~) . 
., 

II 

'·A(;E. ETHNICITV, ROLE '. 
_. , \'," 

" 

22', '23 

Ie, .] .. " 
24· 

CI\ 
25 . 

D~·. 
·2627 

I I' ) 
28 29 30 

.' 1·\,0 I . 

< "~. 

43 
• f' 

. I I 0 

44 . 454.647 .. ' 

l~l'lDD';' 

.. ' 48 . 

CJ~ 
.49·: 50 51 .'52 

[}lIDEJ 
. ~ '; 

Ii . 

PAGE 2 

OTHER ADULTS 

OTHER MALEADULTS,lRELATIONSHIP) 

··AGE,ETHNICITY. ROLE 

.' OTHER FEtlALE ADULTS (RELATIONSHIP) 

AGE. ErHN I CITY~~ ROl.E 

SIBLINGS 

TOTAL NUMBER QF SIBLINGS 

TOTAL FEMALE SIBLINGS 

TOtAL MAL~SIBLINGS 

AGE OF OLDEST ,SI~BLING 

AGE' OF~ YOUNGEST'SIBL1NG . 

CONSERVATORSHI,( OF SIBLINGS 

. " ,: .. ,';/. ,'. " 
"'NUMBER IN CONSERVATORSHIP 

I I 
. "'6.1 62 63 64 

[~IUD 
65 66 I .', .. 
67 68 

. , . . 

I 
70 

,... I 
69 

I 
, ..., 

I .,.... I 
71 72 
II 

73 74 

LI3 
75 o 
76 o 
77 

- 'I, 

COURT ACTXON '"····0·· 
, '78 ':'/79' 

SIBLINGS'LIVING ARRANGEMENT 
IF NOT AT HOME 

'1 • ~> ,. 

'1 I ;\ ~.' . 
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Identification N~ber 

\tI.. Inci dent Infonnatidn 
, . ~ .. 

1. Date Occurred to Child ",' .-

" 

2. ,~&te Rep6'rted to DHR 

3. Time Reported to OHR' 

" 4. Reported Incident Type 

'Y; 

.1 

I.', 

5. Report Method ." 0 

" .F . .-

6. , Source of Report 

B. Fipalizing InfonnaHon ,: 
, 

"J 
11 

Ii 
7. Fi ndi ngs 

B. Di spos i ti o,D 
. .0 

{) -
9. Criminal Action 

f" 

" " 

10. Annual Family Income 

'-~= " 

11- Occupation of Primary Provider 
L- l 

o 

-"<1 

[]J] 

' .. 
" 

I, 

. ,) 
, 

" 

; 

') 

I -., 

------
'., ,-,- ""':.,:"','" -:''''~I'!- -;" ;'" > .... ',. "~-l'f' '~H. . 

. ''. 

1.) TIME FATALITY INC.IDENTOCCURRED 

7 8 9 10 

2.) CASE OPEN OR CLOSED AT TIHF OF FATALITY·INCI DENT? D 
n 

" D 3.) FIRST TWE INVOLVEMENT OF FAMILY WITH DHR? 

12 

4.) DHR INVOLVEMENT WITH FAM.I lY. BOTH AT TIME OF FATALITY INCIDENT I AND 
"PRIOR TO INCIDENT 

~ NO. CLIENT NO. COll 
CONT. CONT. NO. t()s. SERVICES' YEAR 

0] 0 1:] ]") I 1 I II ] :I 0 0 
13 14 15 16 17 1B 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

4.S)iDJ" D!"i 111]] I] II D 0 
28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 30 41 42' 

!) \1 

4.C) rn 0 1-1---""':-]--] 1-----] ----I ]-1--I I 0 D 
"., 13 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 .54 55 56 57 
FIRST YEAR NO MOS SERVIC;S 71 72 

4.0) OJ: "0 · I] ] ) I I ] I I I I 0 D 
t).; 

70 NO. CLIENT NO. COll. 

/) 

58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68i~*~,9 
l~': 

c:! ,Y 
eONT. CONT. 

5'.) OlD OHRlNVOLVF.MENT PRIOR TO THE FATALITY INCIDENT DISCOVER POSSIBLE DANGER 
TO CHllD(REtl) III THE FAfUlY? ,Ill CH~IEN~OURT ~ .• eTlON 

YES-NO 0 YEARm, ". 0 
_~_~, ___ ~ __ ~_~"'-------_"'~ ______ '1.4:___ " 

'. 



{''-'-'-'"''''-' --:.::.-. .-, 
U 

~ ,. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

n I I 1 I I I 1 I ! J I J .I 

CARD YEAR ,"~ lOENTIFICATION\NO. 
" 

IU 

;,-..=;-

6.) Involvement of other agencies with family at time of and orior to fatality 
incident.,' , . . NO. REF. 

YEAR NO. AGENCIES SERVICES TO OHR OJ 0, (°
1

11 (2
1
'3

1 
'YSf'6 (,( (91 0 

!i.A) 

6
0

8)[0 /0 C 125126121 1
28

]29 C 13~( (3J 0 
60C) OJ ,(7] (8 (140141f2143 (4(5'(614~](J 

(It: 

7.) Living arran~ement of fami1yat time fatality incident occurred. 

8.) ~en~th of residence of f~milv ;n cOJ1111unity, where fatality 
1nc1dent occurred (in months) c 

49 50 

m 
51.. '. 52 

OJ 
\., . 

C~ (~ 

Are there other relatives ofthisfaJ1lily residing i:R thecofil'ilunity? 

. ,~" 

54 

10.) Length of time b~tt-'een infl icti.on :of .in.iur.v and death 0,' 
" 

. _ o. 

-

1 2 3 4 5 6 

D IT] I ] I ] 
CARD YEAR IDENTIFICATION NO. 



0' 

" 

" 

• " .11 '. 

'0 

l' r} 

j '~ 

12.) ," Other children (non-fatalUies .ncm",perpetrators): 

"No. in i' No. out No. with 'No~wl No. No. 

47 48 49 50 '51 52 

[j,Of[j rs; rd' [j0nd. EJ .... r,ecr " .. " 

, , 3. ) 
, " 

Perpetrators: 

Characteristir:t" ~'e Perpetrator,s 

53 054" 
Relationshio D '. 

57 

, ,Occupation '0 
.;-J 

61 

Employment ',0 
Status 

65 

Schoo \ S~atus 0 
Prior, Pol ice 
Recol d 

Phys;,cal 
tlandicaos 

Mental 
t!andic:os 

,) 

69 

D 
73 

D 
77 

o 

58 
, " 

I) D", , , 

62 

o 

10 

o 
14 

D 
78 

o 
'\ 

" 

,:::~ 

~.~ , Fema'e Peroetrators 
'"=. 

[] 
" " 

LJ " 

59 60 

0 
" 

0 
63 'h4~ 

D 

D D " 

, 

'\) 

67 
' (:1 68 

[) D '0 
a 

71 

:0 

C\ 

14.) Description of any other characteristics which might make the 
fatality'v:ictim(s) stand out from others: 

'5. ) 

t." 

\:c 

Description of any other characteristics which might make 
others in family stand out: 

\', 

11 

Q () 

_~ _____ "--' _______ ~ ______________ ~"'---___ ~ ____ , ____ .:.1__ __ ~ _ 

--'-----

, J 
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Master Listing of ~CANRIS Variabl'es Considered' for Study 

" 

, 
.' 

// 

o 

" 
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toDE lOOK AND fltEQUEl'4ctES FOR tHllD FATALITY SlUP'f 

WAR lUELS CAN~tSQh CA~\)NUMBERI 
UNA. 1,$02 ~ 'f EARl ". • '.' 
tAkRi$Olt tASE .H.ORD 10ENl1fStATION NUMBERI 
tANII.lS04, tiME aETWEEN OCCURfNCE AND DATE REPORtEDl 
tANR1S05, ItEPOR.TED INCIDENC.E ,TYPEI 
tA~RlSOb, REPORT METHODI 
tANRIS07, SOURtE OF R~PORTI 
CANRlSC8, f1NDINGSI 
tANR1509. DlS.OS1TIONI 
CANRISIO, CRIMINAL ACllONI 
t&NR IS 11. FAM lL Y INtOI'1E1 
tANRlS1Z. otCUPATION Qf' P~IMAR' PROVIOERI 
tAHRlSl), 'Gi OF YIC11~ Ih MON1HS/~ 
tANRISI'-' SU. Of vttH"" 
tANRISlt, ETHN.CJty O~ VltTIMI 
tANRlS1b,VltTlM &IRTH tROERI 
ClNR1S1Tt'VI1. TI." ClTYI 
tANRIS18, ?#,ICTHI nATEI 
tANRIS19, JILT!'" tOUNlYI 
tANRlS2D. YICll"~iil~G ARR.A~GEMENTI 
CANR.l 521, tONSE RV At OR SH I P OF Y I C. TlMI 
tANRIS2l, COURt ACTIONI 
CAHR! SZ3. TYPE OF AS U SE 1 
tANRIS2At, TVPE OF NEGLECT! 
c"Np.iSl5, Pi:lEVJOUS INtlDENTSU 
tANRI S2b, TYPE Of FATHERl' 
tANRlS27, FATHER AGE IN YEARSI 
tANRlSZ8, FATHER fTHNtCllYl 
tAhRI5Z9, fATHfRS ROLEI 
CAN~I~lD. TypE ~~ MOTHERI 
CANRI Slit "OTHERS AGE .IN YEARSI 
tANRlS3Z, MOTHER EtHNIC11YI 

o 

(.ANR 1$'3,3, MOI,HE.RS,ROL EI .... ... 
UNR1 S31t, OTHER MALE' ADULT REl~llONS"'IPI 
UNR15.35, Ol.HERMALEADULT ~GE IN YEARS!. 
CANRlS36, OTHER MALE AOULT ETHNICll" 
tANRlS3l, OTHEi:lMALE ADULT ~OLEI . 
CANR1S18, OTHER FI:~Al E ADUll ~ElA110NSHIPI 
tANR1S39, OTH~R FEMALE.ADULT AGE IN YEARSI 
tANRU'-O. OlHfR ffMAlEAOUll ETHNtCITYI 
tANIIS'-', OlHE~ FE~AlE ADULT ROLEI 
tANR1S4Z. lUIA\' HU"1IiER OFStBllNGSI 
tAN,nS~3, HUMB.EROF f·E":'l~;:HGl-:NG!./-·.,'
tANR1S4~cNUMSER OF MALE SI6l1NG51 
t.NRl'S4~~: AGE OF OLOE STSlBllNGI 
CANRISltb, AGE Of YOUNGEST S16ll~GI 
tANRISlt7, tONHRVA10RSH1POF SI6L .• NGSI 
CANR 1S~8, NUI'\8ER~N CONSER~AH)RS"'I PI 
CANRIS' •• COURT' A~110NI 

. CANR IS50. SlellNGS,L I VlNG ARRANGE"EhT If NOT.L1YING AT HOMEI 

yAtUE LABELS 
CANfdSOt, FII..E001, FllEObl, F."E113 
"Ill t~f.\D • 1 
CZtCA,RL)'. 2 
131 URD·' .3 
Iltt ClRoD • "I 

\) 

CANR1Sd1.FILEOOl. FIlE007, FILF.021. FIUOH. FllE049. 
FILE061h fllE070. FllE083. FILE09b, FILEU4t 

filE 064 e 

(00. NO tANiUS DATA '''01 ~ISSING 
16;' 19,,5 
(661 19bb 
C671 19b7 
Ie. til I CJb8 

• ;-(691 1969 
. nc. 1970 

1711 19H 
. filJ 1972 

C 73) :,1973 
IH.I··19H 
U51 l'HS 
l'l:.:VHb
Hi) lqn 
118'.19781 

c~ 

C1NRIS05, CANRlsoe 
to) "ISSlNG OR NA 
III AtlUSE 
fl. NEGLECT' 
III ABUSE - NEGLECT 
,'~ 'NEITHER ABVSE NOR NEGLECtl 

· CANRlS06 . 
10' MISSING OR ,NA 
U I 'ELEPHONE 
C zt, 10 1 LI . 

tANKl SCi? 
clOOIMISS ING ORNA 
(Oil EPsol 
t021 COtlLJR 
103; ~HOSP"'tJAb=:"-' 

'fdltl' t LIN 1 C • 
'. (05) LAW 
. CO.6IPUSUC SA 
.(07) DPW 

,J collI .PRIVATE SA 
( 09ISCI~OUL 
(l0.' CHILD CARE 
lUJPAR~~T 
'121 VICT l'" 

'cut .RELATIVE 
~ 14, HE J GtHiU~ 
(l51 FR IE Nt) 
C ltd .NLlN'I'MOUS 

. C 11 t01HE RI . 

tANR1S09 
(O~.\MJSSlNG all. NI 
U f'!VAlIOAlEO 

· .(21 INVALlOaH() .-
131 UNCER1AIN 
t4J Pl)TENTIAL ! OENTlf I.ED 
(5. F~/H,l 'tMovE,OI .' 

. . . ~ . t .• :r 
C~NRislO .", .. "", 

· "10.1 'USSINGURI'NA'~ 
o '11L~U .JHARt;t:f'l'QO' 
'2l(,HA~G,ES~ 'IJfP" " 
1l.1 CMARGE SOR[jpPED 
14o!.HEARING SET 
C51 H~A~lNG postPONED 
(f.'HURING IN PRO{.ESS 
cn.PUPETU10R c.UNlilLTEO 
Ul PEi'PHRA10R ~COUI1TeDt 

() 

" .. " , 

,: ':, 

\" ' r ,'I' 

". 
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C~~RI saz .; f.OR·' c·· E .. / ... ' co 1M. SSiNG ORNA. . 
(1,1 NOI IN U~OR 
eZI UNEMPLOYED, .. .. ,. j 
III UNSKILLED ' 
141 S~llL~b . I 

(S, 8.USIN.ES.'.S .. -PROFESSJONJ~L U"AG~tCUL1URE f n, lECHNI CAL' 
UU OTHER 
• 9 J UN~NOIilt.!1 

CAHftIS1Ct, FAlU20 
10 •• USSI NG 
III MALE . 
UJ fEMAlEI 

Ii 
TO F!.llEl23 

il 
il 

o 

ClNR I SIS ,CAHR I S28, 

'0'''' ISSI NG 

tANRIS32. tANRIS36, CANRU40 

H I ANGLO 
12 ,BLACK' 
en "f.·l(lCAN 
C4 lAMER It.AN INOI.AN 
CSI O~U~NUL 
IbiOTHERI 

CANRI517 
100. '" i.55l NG 
101. HouslilN 
1021 DALLAS 
(03 J SAN ANfON 10 
104 .• fORT WORTH 
(051 E'L PASO 

~. ObI "lU8B.UCK . 
C07 'A"'ARU.LD 
1.08f ~ORPUS·t.HRtsn 
t091 ... SIL £:NE '. 
(10. AU~T INI 

(.'~lthliJ .. 
to. 'U~~IHC; 
1.1 , .. , t.£,:!t'~S-1 ' Q, 

eANMlsz6~ ~.LE10q 
tOOI"l~SI~~ UR NA 
CO 1.1 t..W;~ Hl)ME 

.\) 

COli ~EI..T lV[SHO~IF 
(O~I .INOI:PENUENT LIVING ARR,ANGE'ENT 
COlo" AouPTSVf HPME; 
coSt O.P.~ FOSlER FAMILY toO".E 
lObi qlHFR F.OSJER !-AMllY HOME 
tOl) DP~ FUSTE~ GKOUP~O~f CD,. OTHER 'OSTER GROUP HOME 
(091 EMERG£:NLYSHflfERFOS1ER HOHE 
It 0) EH~RGE~CY SI1U.TEItFOSTER GROUP HOME 
'.11) E"'ERGE~CY SHELTF.R IN5'1IlutION 

" 

(12) PlJdllt('H.ll,Q tAR iNG .INStllUHON 
C 13' PRIVATE-CHllet,ARING lNSTUUTlON '. 
(1'.1 PUBLIC I. .... STITUTION fOR MENUlLVIttUROED 
US) PftlV4TEINST nUl ION fOR "'ENTALLY RETARDED 
C.U'PUt\L It lN5T. tT.UT IONfOR.THE £I'()TlONAlLY D1SWRBED 
,HJPR1VA TE INSI IlUTlUNfORTHE EMOTI ONALUD1.STUIU1'ED, . 
pe, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE INStITUtION. fOR PHvsitA"U HAHOiU'pPEO' 
Cl91PUBUC ORPRI VAHI.N.HllUTlON fOil. THfBL'IHP OR DeAf '. , 
120. DETENTION OR COR.fC1IONAl 'AclLltf ". .~. . . . 
IZll MATERNITY I«lME . . 0 

• Z2' .HAlF w~'t ttOUsE .... ',': 
CZ:U STUE TBMOSP ITAL 
124. OTHeR t«>.SPlJAl 
125' NURSiNG ttOME 
133. OTI1ER 
134.1 UNKNOI!INI 

,i 

" 

tANRI S21 
co, MISSING OR NA 
'U NOT tHANli.ED 
(2) PLACED MITH DPW 
(31 LHANGED, NOT PLAtED WITH OPW 
141 SOME PLALED OTHER~ NOli 

(ANI0522. FILEOb6 
COl MISSING UR NA 

"til NU PETITIUN FILED 
e21 REQU£~r TO FILt REFUSED 
(31 P~'lTIUN FILED 
,.tot PElITlOt.! wlTHDRA~N 
IS. tONSERVA10~ AP~OINTED '6. LtNSfRVA10R NOT APPQINTEDI 

tANRlS23. fJlE136, FllEl.7 
COO·, MISSING UR NA 
COl' eU~E FRACTURE 

C021 8RAIN DAMAGE 
Call tiRU.15ES 
1041 I!U~NS 
(05. CONCU·S5lUN 
lObI tONFl~EH~NT 
C07.1 ~1~lUtAl ION 
1081 01 ;)HEM8ERHENl i' 

COq, EMUllONAl A~USE 
HOI EXPLUllATlON 
U 11 EXPO SUM . 
1121 HEMA1~~A, SUBDURAL 
113' HEMURRHAGE, SUBDURAL 
I HI INTERNAL INJUlolIES 
ItS , "'AL.N UJ R I T ION 
(16 I POI SUN I NG 
C 11) SCAl DiNG 
U8. SEXUAL ABUSt' 
oql 'SKUll Fti.AC1URE 
,201 SPRAINS 
(211 SUFFUCATION <! 

122 ,wEtT 5' 
l2 31 "OUNO S 
(240) NONU 

(ANRISZ't, FIlH36 TDFIl.E141 . 
&01 MIS51NGOR NA 
'11 ABANDUN"HH" 
(2' foutA'IONAt 
(3) ... I:.DICAl 
141 PI:H'SI tAL" 
«5' l A_CK. (.If .. SUPE.R VI 51 ON 
16) NONEI 

(ANR 1525 
to I.," I S51 Nt; URt,1A 
H' 'NO 
(21 YESI 

CANRI S26 
COl, NIJ FAll1ER ORIIHSS INt; 
HI FA.THER 
C';:' ISH PH THE R 
(6) ADOPHOFilTHERI 

.1,1 

•. 't". 

":'" 
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tANR1S29, C.NRIS33, 
COl MISSING OR ~~ , 
CO VICTHI 
'2IP~~PPUTO,,!-, 

tANRlsi.n, CANRI S4,1 

1,31 UNKNOWN ' 
CIt I UNtERl ":~iN 
eS,1 Nutrl\iYUL VEOI 

tANRIJ30 , ,'~:,?" 
• 'Dt MI SS,UIIG Ol''\', NA 

" ' 

J ' 

OH NAltJRALMUTHER 
lSI UEPMi)lHER 
t 1,1 "11uPT i WE MOTHE RI 

tANRl's38 ' 
{odt KiSSING OR HA 
11ll GRAN0l'401HER 
021' BRlllHER 
(131 SI$TER 
ILt.) JlUNl ' 
'181 OTHER RHATt Vr 
1201 OAV' .LARE PERSOf>lNEl 
1221 NONE 'OF HIE' ~8bVE 
(23) UNKNOWNI 

tANihSlt7 

c" 

o 

(01 MlS~INGOR NA 
'U NOT CHANGED 
(ZlPL,ACED NITM OPW 
(3'tHANGEO~ NOT PLACED WITHOP" 
(it) SOME PLAtED OnIER~ NOT I 

CANRIS'9 ',' ," , 
(~) MISSING OR"NA 
II' NO~ElI110Nfl~EO 
(21 REgUEST~D FILE REFUSED 
t3» PfllT! UN f ,ILE [l 
tit; P,HIUON wnHoR1w N" 
'51 tCN~ERV.l'O~ APPOl,NTED 
lb) tO~SERVATOR NOT ,PFOINTED 

• (71 Z OR MORE TYPES Of ACUONI 

tANRIS50 
1001 PUSS JNG OR NA 
(0 UC\liN HOME ,," 
1021 RELU 1VEiY'OME , 
1051 DP",~STE\I\ fAMIlY ~OP4E 
U:'I' OlliE It, ~St>l rAt, 
'3'1) O.THER. ~, 
(341 U"KNO~NI ~ 

,)' 

"' 

o 

II 

6 
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COPE BOUK. AND fRl-QUENCIES FDa CHILO FATALITY STUUT 

FllEOOI. C_RD NU~RERI 
FJUOOZ, YEAR fU AlllY OCCURRED/. 
F J H 00), 'ASI: aELORD 10ENH F J CA TI ON NU"BERI 
FllEOO.It,' "llITAII..,. 1UH FATALITY OC.C.URHOI 
FIlE005, CA~E OPEN 'T.TI"E Of FATALITY?I 
FiLEOO&, fiRST ""E1NVDLVE"EI'4T Of FAMILY IiIITH OHRI 
FILE007' YEAR OHR SERVICES PROV10FO TO FAMILYI 
fllEO~8: MONTHS 1H1S YEAR OHR SERVltfS PROVIOEOI 
F1LE009, TYPE OF OHR SfRVICE PROVIOEDI 
FIlEOI0, TYPE OF OHR HR.V!CE PROVIDEDI 
FILEO!h TYP.E OF DHII. SERVICE PRovlDEDI D 

'FlLEOlZ~',1'tPE OF PHil. SERVice PROVIOEOI 
F.llEOll, TYPE OF PHR SERVICE PROVIDEDI 
FllE:Ol~, TYPE. OF OHR SERVICE PROVIDEOI 
FJLf015, lYPE Of OHR SERVICE PROVIDEDI 
FILE016. TYPE OF OHR SERVICE PROV 10EOI 
FILEOll. lYPE OF OHA.. SERVICE PP.OVIDEDI 
FllE018, IVPE oFOHR SERVICE PROV IDEDI 
FILE019, NUM~ER CLIENl CONTACTS WiTH OHRI 
FILE020, NUMBERCOllAlERAL CONT6CTS 8Y OHRI 
fllE021" YEAR 01'411. SERVICES PROVIDED 10 FAMIlYI 
FllEOZZ,' MONTHS lHIS YE.AR OHi~ SERVICES PROVIDEDI 
fILEOZ3. tYPE OF DH~ SERVICE PROVIDEDI 
fiLEOZ4, TYPE OF DHIt SERVICE PROVIDEDI 

i:'fJLEOZ5. tyPE OF DHR, S.ERVI.CE. PROvlDEDI 

FIlE02', TYPE OF O~R SERVtCE PROVltiEOI 
"FIlEOZ7, TYPE OF D,tiR SEPYIt£ PROVIDeDI 
"FJLE028, TYPE OF DAII !>E'RVltF PROVIDEDI 
~FHE.oZ9, TYPE" OF OHR SfRYICE PROV/.[lEDI 
f II EC30, T'tPEOF DH~ Sf 1\ Y 1 CE PROY tOEDI 
FILEU3l, TYPE OF OHR SfRVIc;~ PROVIPEDI 
fllE03Z. lYPE OF UH~ SERvtCEPROVIDEOI 
FILEO)), NU"IH:R CLIENT (..ONUt TS WI TH DflP I 
FJlE03~, NU~8~R tOLL'TFRAL CONTACTS BY DHFI 
FI LE035,.'t'EAROHRSER,VlCfSf'POVIDEO TO fAMIL YI , 
F lU03b, MOrvTHS THIS YEAR OHR SERVICES PROVI DEDI 
FILE037. TYPE OF OHR !>FRVltf PROVIDEDI 
FILEO~8, TYPE OF DHR SERVICE PRCVIDEDI 
FlLE03.9, lYPE OF DHR SERVICE f)PCVIDEDI 
FIlEO'O, TYPE OF OHR SERVICE PROVIDEDI 
FILf041, tYPE OF DHII SERVIC.E PROVIDEQI 
FILE04?, TYPE OF DH,SERvrCE PPOVIDEDI 
FILEO~J. lYPE OF DHR ~ERVltE PROVIDEDI 
FILf044, TYPe OF DHR SERVICE PROVIDEDI 
FllE045, t~PE OF OHR SERVICE PROVIDEDI 
(llE04b, "P& OF DHP. SERVICE PROVIU~DI 
FllEOltl, NU~BER eL1ENl CONTACT~ WITH OHRI 
FllE048, ~U~jER COllATfPAL COhl~CTS B~ OHR! . • 
Fll&049. flRSl YEAR Of DHR SERVJtf IF ~ORE THAN TH~EE YEARSI 
FllEO!>O,.MONTHS THIS YEAR OHRSERVICES PRq~!JpEDI 
FlLfOS1,;Dl"tPE OF DHR.SERVICE PFlOVJDEOI.c! 
FIL~052, tYPE OF OHR SERVICE PROV\OEDI 
F1LEO~3, TYPE OF OHR SE~vICE fROV1DEDI 
FILE054, TYPE OF OHR'SERVICE P~GvIOEDI 
FILE055, TYPE OF DHR SERVICE PROVIOEDI 
FILE056, TYPE OF OHR SERVICE PROVIDEDI 
FILE057, IYPE OF DHR SFRV!tE PROvlDEDI 
FICE058, lYPE OF OHR SFRVICE PROVlOEOI 
F HE .059, 1YPE ,OF PHil. SERV I CEPR,OV 10EDI 
FllE060, TYPE OF PHil. SERVICE PROVIDEDI 
FllE061, NUMBER CL lEl'jl CONTACTS WITH DHRI 
FIlE062, NUM8ER tOlLA1E~ll CONTACTS ~Y OHRI ~ . 
fILE063, DID OHP. FINO CI1JlDREN IN OANG(R PRIO.! TO,FAUL'TY! 
FIL£064, 'lIAR OHI!. FOUNU CHILDREN IN pANGER PRIOR. lD. fAIALITY/ 
FIlE065,HU"BER CHILORE~ tNOANGER/. . 
FllE06b, COURl ACHONREGARDING CHILDREN I"DANGERI 
fllEOb7, CARD NUMBER/·. . 
FILE066, YEAR fATALITY OCCURREDI 
F J LtOb9, (A.Sf RECORD I DENT IHCAUONNUM8ep,1 . 
FlLE070, 'lEAR NON DHR SERV.ICES P~OVIDEO 10.FA,.Il,Y1 
FJLE071, HU~ER OF NON OI-lRAGEHC.U. 'ROvIDING 5f~V1CEI 

!, (J 

'(le07Z, IY'E Of NON OHA Sf_VICE ,.oVIDEDI 
FalEon, TYPE OF NON OHR SER\fICE'~OV1DEDI 
FILE074t, TYPE OF N\)N DHR SEPVICE PROVIDEDI 
FILE075, TYPE OF fliQN OHR HRlfICE. PROV 10EOI 
FIlE016, TYPE OF NON OHR SERVICE PROVIDEOI 
FILE071, TYP[O.F NONDHR S.ERVltf PROVIDEDI 
FHE018, tyPE Of ~. DHR SEAVICE 'ROV IDEDI 
fiL.E079. tyPE Of ~N :01'411. SERVltE 'ROVIOEDI . 

f IUO •. !), ""l O' ~ UHk SfftVIC£ "'OVIDfDI j 

, I U VU, n .. , Of,"1111 01'411 H~V H;~ 'ROY ~CE:OI . . .'. 
flUUIl7. "OI'WJEft or u, .. £11 AGEhty "EHIOUL5 OF fA"n" HIOM'" 
flltUfI), YEAII N~ OHRHRV ICES "ROVIOEO TO FAMIl YI 
fILlua~. NU"~FR UF NO~DHR AGENtllS PRUVIDING SERVlcel 
Flu.oe~, TYPE: OF NON DH~ HRVICE. "ROVIOEDI 
FH't:08b, JYPL Of fII~ OHR SERIf!C'" PRPVIOE.'OI 
FILEOtl7, TYPF OF N0"4 O~R SERYICE"PROV10EUI 
FILEO~8, l'tPf"Ot; NOO CHI< SERVice PROVIDEDl 
fIlE009, np(··OF N~ OHI! HRV ItE PR.OV 10EOI 
FII.E090., IYPE OF.- NON OHR Sf:RVlcE PROVIDEDt 
FILf:091, tYPE UF _~CJ-I UHR SERVICE PROVl.DEDI 
FILEU9~, lYPl OF NON DHI! SERViCE PROVIDEPI 
FllI:O.93 .•. 1YPE OF NON OHR SERVICE PRQ,VIOEOI 
FILE094, ·tYPf: OFM)'~ DH.R SERVICE PROVIDEDI 
FI~Eti~5, NUMBER OF OTHER AGENty REFeRRALS OF FAMlLY to OHRI 
F'Lf096, Y·EAJl .NON OHR .SERVlcES PROV.IDEDlO FAMILYI 
fllf091, NU~BER"OF NuN DHRAGFNCIES .ROVIDING SERVICEI 
F1LE098, UP!: OF NON OHR SERVIC.E PROVIDEDI 
HU099, lYPE OF NON CHR sERVICE PROVIOt!lDI 
Fn.EIOO, lYPl OF NUN C/HR SERVlf;E,PRQVIOEDI 
FJlEI01, TYPE. OF N~ OHR SEP;VICE ''''OVIDEOI 
fllEIOZ., TYPE OF NON DHR SERVICE PROVIDEDI 
FILE 1 Q3, tyPE UF· NONOHR SERVICE PROY IOE.DI . 
fllEl0~, TYPE OF·~ON DHA SERViCE .PRDVIDEDI 
FILEI05, TYPE otNUN DHR SERVICE PROVIOE61 

("IiILEl06, TYPE DF N()I/ 01'411, SERVICE PR.OVIDEDI 
'~-'FllE107,lYPE OF NQN 'OHR SER.VICE PROVIOEDl" .... ;-. 

Fll~l.o8. NUMBER OF O'~ER AGENCY REFERRALS Of FAMIIY~'O OHWI 
FllEl.o9, L.IVING ARRANGEI1ENT or FAlllLY WHENHTAlUY OCCURREDI 
FILEllO, MONTHS O.F R~SICENCEIN. AREA WHERE FlULlT~ OCCURRED/ 
FILEIII, RELATIVES Of fAI1I~¥~IVING IN SA"E ARE.' ; 
FILEl12, THIS WAS lEFT &LAN~I 
FILEl13, CARD NUM8EI!>I 

'FlLE114, YEAR fATALlTYOCCURR.EO/. .• 
FllEllS, CASE RECORD IDEN1IF,ICATlON NUMBERI 
f1LE1l6, AGE Of ·'OLO!::SI FATAll.TY VICT .. !! . . 
FILEl17, AGE OF SEtONO OLOES~ FATALITYVICT1MI 
FILEllB. AGE OF THIH.'o OLDEST FU,ALI1Y WICTIKI 
F1LE1l9, AGE OF YOUN,GESl FATALITY, VICTI"' ' 
flLEIZO, SEX Of DLDESl fATALITY.VICTIM' 
E1L,E,,121t SEX OF SECOND DLOEST FAUL ITY VICTI"" 
fJlE122. SEX DF THIRD OLDEST FATALITY VltTIMI 
FI:l..Ell3, SEX OF YOltlGEST FAJALlTY VICtlMI \\ 
FllH2lt. ')CHOOL STATU!I o..F OLDESI FATALITY VIClIIV 
FILE.125. SCHOOL STATUS OF SECOND OLDEST fA1Al IT" Viet 1M! 
FllEll.6, SCHOOL STATUS OF THIRD OLDEST FAtALITY VICTIMI 
F ILU27,.,.cS,CHlboL STATU!I CF YOUNGESTfAUlI TV VICTIM/ 
FIlE1Z8, PH~IS1C.AL'HANOltAP OF OLDEST FATALITYVICTUofI 
f1LE129, PH~~JCAL HANDICAP OF seCOND OLDEST FAtAlIT' YiCTIMI 
FILE130, PHhltAL HA.NDICAP OF THIRD OLOES~ FATAUT'l VltTlM! 
flU 131, .PHii'S I CAl. HA.NDI tAPCf YOUNGE SI f:l TAll TY.VIC TI M! 
fllE132."ehlAL HANOltAP Of OLDEST FAtALITY YltllKI 
FllEl)3, "~NTAl HANDICAP UF SftONO DLDEST ~ATAlIT' VlttlMI 

JI ("\ 



f Il£ 13", 
FllE135, 
FILEl'36. 
fILEUl, 
F ILU38, 
FILElJ9, 
FIU:l"O, 
FILUlol. 
FILElloZ, 
f1LE1"3, 
f IlEl"'" 
FILf.l4S, 
flLElioob, 
FILE1"?' 
flLEl4S, 
FILE 1419, 

"ENTAL HANDICAP OF TMIRQ OLDEST FATALITy VltllMI 
MENTAL HANDICAP Of YOUNGEST fAUllTY VICTIfI" 
TVPI: OF ABUSE I~FUtTEL> ON 'OLDESl FAUltTY VitTi"! 
HPE OF ABUSE INFlltlfO ON NEXT OLDEST fAUllT'f' vitTI '" 
TYPE OF Nl:GlECT OF OLDEST fAULHY VltliMI " 

d~1 LE 1 SO. 
{FnEl,5l. 

FILF.lSZ, 
F ILI:l ~3, 
FlLE1SIt, 
FILEl55, 
FILE 15b, 
F lLf:l'H, 
FILHS8, 
fJLE1!J9, 
F &LE160, 
FllE161. 
Fll1:16Z, 
F ILEl63. 
FILElo'" 
~lLf:16S, 
FJL.116b, 
F 1 LEl6l, 
FILE168, 
FILE.169, 
FILEllO, 
flLElll. 

• fILEl?2, 
FlLE17.h 
FILf:l7'o, 
F ILEl75, 
fllEl1b, 
FILEl77, 
F ILE118, 
FILtl19, 

TYPE Of NEGl~tl OF SfCDND OLDEST FATA~ITY vlCTIMI 
TYPE OF NEGLECt·OF THIRD OLDEST FATALITY VltTIM! 
TYP£ OF NEGLECT OF YOUNGEST FATALITY VltTI"' 
RELATIONSHIP TO 0(OE,S1 vIClI"' 
MELA110NSHIP TO OLDEST fAlALITY VICTIMI 
RELATJONSHiP 10 OlOHTfAUUTY \/lCT!MI 
MELATtONSHIP TO OLDEST FATALITY VltTIMI 
HU"IHR Of otj-lER CH~tlCIlEN IN $CHOULI 
NUMBER OF OlHER CHI\CREN out OF SCHOOL I 
~U"RER O~ OTHER CHILnPEN wITH PHYSICAL ~ANOltAPSI 
NUMdER Of OTHER t~ILOREN WITH ME~TAL HANDICAPSI 
NUMBER OF otHER CHllORFN WHO WERE A8USEDI 
NUMlHR Of 01"E.R Ct-ILDREIII'W..a .IERE NEGLECTEDI 
KELAliONSHIP OF MALE PERPETRATOR TO FAUlIn VICT .. ., 
RELATIONSHIP UF ~.LE PERPETRATOR TO FATAll TYVIClIMI 
!\ElAllONSHlP Of FEMALE PERPEtRA10" TO fAULlTY VitTI"! 
RELATIONSHIP OF f'E"ALEPERPETIIAlOR TO fA.UllTV VltTlM! 
OCCOPATION OF MALE PERPETRA10RI 
OCCUPATION Of MALE efRPE'~ATOPI 
OCCUPATIUN Of fEMALE PERPETRATOR! 
OCCUPATION Uf FEMALE PERPETRATORI 
EMPLOYMENT S1ATUS OF "ALE PERPETRATOR! 
EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF "ALE PERPETRATORI 
EMPLOYMENT STATUS OFHMAI.E PERPE1RATORI 
EMPLOYMENT STAT~S OF FEMAlEPER~ET.AtORI 
StHOOLoSTATUS OF MALE PERPElR.TOR( . 
SCHOOL S1ATUS Of "ALE PE~PETRATORI 
'$CHOO!-! SlATUSOF FEMlE IPHPETRAlqRI 
SCHUOL STATUS OF feMALE PFRPf:1RATUR/ 
PRIOR" POLICE RECORD ljF Mj\.LE PERPETRATORI 
PRIUR POLICE RICORD OF MALE PERPETRA10RI 
PRIOR politI: RECURD OF FEMALE PERPFTRATORI 
PRIOR POLItE REtURD OF FEMALE PERPETRA10R! 
PHYSICAl HANDICAPS Of MALE PER~nRATORS! 
PHY~ICAl HANDICAPS. Of "ALE PERP~TRATOI\S! 
PHYSICAL HANDICAPS OF FEMALE'PERPfTRATORSI 
PHYSIC.AL HA~OICAPS Of FEMALE PERPETRATORSI 
MEhTAL HANDICAPS OF ~ALE PERPETRATORSI 
MENTAL HANDICAPS OF ~AlE PE.PEIRATORSI 
MENTAL HANOI CAPS OF FEftl.hLE PERPETRATORS! 
MENTAL HANDICAPS O~ fEI'IALE. PERPET.RATORSI 

VUUE LABELS tANR1SOl~ fILEOOl. fILE06T, fILE!1) 

'l I taRO' 1 
121 CARU • l 
(:18 taRO' , .It. tAR,l) • Itl 

• CANRIS02, flU:OOZ, fllf001, FllF021. FlLfO)S, Fll£O~", flU06~. 
fiLE-Obll, FIU010, FllEOB3. fILEO'H". "'ILEll" 
loot NO CANRIS DATA 
1001 MISSING 
Cc>!l1 19t.!> 
166 I 1 qbb 
1671 lq61 
Ibtll l'~bB 
161i1 ICJbQ 
I1tl lCJ70 
nAt lCJ71 
HZ' I'HZ 
lUI lCJn 
1741 lCJH 
I lSI IIHS 
llol lli16 
OTt lCJ77 
1781 1 CJl81 

FILEOOS, FIlEOOb, FIUIlt. FIlF063 
HI YES 
&21 1'101 

FILE008, FllEOZ2, FllE03b, FlLE050 
01 OO-O]'",ONTHS 
121 O~-Ob MD~'HS 
(31 07-09 MON1HS 
«41 1 0- 12 MON T H S I 

FILE009 10 FllE01B, FILEOZ] to ~ILE03Z, fllE03? TO FllEOlt6, 

FILE. 051 TO FILE Ob 0 
101 MISSING OR NA 

CAN~IS20. FIL!10Q 
COOl "I~SING ~~ NA 
1011 LW:~ HliME 
10ZI RI::LAfIV[S HOMF 
C031 INOl:PENUEN1 LIVING APRANCEf"EhT 
C 0401 AQUp Tt VE HO"lE 
1051 OP~ FUSIER FAMilY ~D"E 
C061 01HFR FUSTER ~AMILY HOME 
'011 OPW FOSlER. GI:OUP HO"l£ 
(0111 U~HER FOSTER GROUP HOM~ 
IOQ, EMERGENtY SHELTER FOSTER HOME 
110) EMER~ENCY SHEllE~ FOSTER GROUP HOME 
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Buttbn, J.H., and Reivich. R.S. Ousessions of infanticide. Archives 

of Ge]~~ra 1 Psych; atry, 1972,2.7.., 235-240. 

Obj ec".t~1_~ of..l\!._t i ~_ 
Study of 42 psychiatric patients for whom obsessions of infanticide 

, 

were a central psychopathologic feature; :,The authors evaluate character 

predispositions and possible clues to the actual enactment of the 

obsessions. 

~1ethodo 1 qgJ •. 
Literature survey, study of the 42 caseS. 

I) 

f.. i ndi nJl.~ 
The fiterature is vague on the'relCitionship between infanticidal 

impulses Cindoaction. This is probably because there has been a general 

axiom in thefi~ldtbnt obsession~replaceaction. The authors cite an 

article by r~cDerriidid and Winkler (1955) which suggests that infanticide 

as a re.sult of depression may bean e,~ception to that rule. liThe 

depres~ive state weakene~ the eg6 with a resultant blufring of boundaries 
'0 

bet\'Jeen self and baby. Suicidal impulses ~ a function of the, depression -

were then displaced to the infant-II (p.239) 
The 42 patients were broadly divided into two groups~. A schizo-

phrenic gl'OUp "with bizarrevand paranoid ideation .... as well as a 
tendency to impulsive action ... but with only moderately high dri've 

energy available for suc~ action. 11 (p. 237) The second group were 

depressed at' characteri zed by.obsessi ons, with or.wi thout ev; dence of 

"i di osyncl'at i cor unusual thought content. II (p. 237) 
Several predisposing features Ilwerementioned: (1) character disorders; 

such as obsessive~compul s i vepersona lity,schi zoid personal ity ,.passi ve

aggressive personality, sociopathology, inadequate personality, hysteria ".' 

or par.aonoia; (2) strgssfullife situations "(childbirth, menopause, acute 

hYnerth'yr()idism~recent infectiol,l$ illness) and (3) pSYChosocial stress 

. (marital confl'ict, increasedrymternal responsibility, deathofa supportive 

person, illn~ss of the child, financialptoblems). 
'0 

There were two main classes (,I character predisposition among 

the 42 patients. Members of one py.'oup;usually diagnosed as. obsessive 
/, ~ 

compol si ve personal itieswere"ri 9id~ ,overcontrolled ,andconstri ctedi n . 
emotional expressivity, but·essentially well organized, relial;>le,and 

conscientious in their pre-morbid state: . These were people given to' 

utilizinq mClinly the defenses of repression, reaction-fonnation, displace

ment, and isolation. II (p. 239) The other group exhibited more severe 

pathology and membefswere "cql1siderably more chaotic in their life 

style and manifested poor impulse'control, mi.xed psychopathplogiccondi

tions ... and defens;ve operations ,that were more primitive than those. of 

. the fDrmergroup~ with excessive projection, denial, splitting, and 

promin~nt projective identificatiOn.'1 (p; 239) The first group showed 

lldepres~ion and 1ncteased ruminativeness progreising to frank obsessiQnalism 

with fai'lure to repress ego-dystonic infanticidal thoughts." (p. 239) 

The secorid group showed typical acute sch\zophrenia. 

Concl us; ons 
, The authors conclude withCl 'warning to professionals to lbe.aware of 

persistent overconcern for the well,..beingof the child,which \may indicate 

uriderlyingdepression or schizophrenfa, or both. 
Button and Reivichsuggest~thatthere are two entirely diffe.rent 

sets of 1 iterature on the subject~ one on infanticide and one on obsessions' 

of infanticide. 

Feinstein, H .M. ,Paul, Nq'and Esmial, P. Groupe therapy for ll1othe}:s \vith 

infantlcidal impulses. American Journal of Psychology,1964,,,120, 

882 ... 886. ,:);' 

~Object;v.e ofJ\rticle ... '-T--"'~'~---' -~-"" . .' . .' 0 

Thefauthors are exploring the hypothesis that motherswhop,resent 

fantic;d~~l thoughts asa ~ign;ficant part 'of their psychopathology have 

in-

bio9,raph'ical and other characteristics in coillmon .. , a . 

,. ,,~ : 
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The data fOr the s tlJdy ,>Jem ' =ise records and thE! firs t 80 hours of 
" group therapy with six women. ThIJ only criterion for selection into the 

, " Two of the 

The ,group 
group was tire presence ofmi ~ill)j)u12e to harm their children. 

groUp menlbers .dropped out of the therapy ea;'ly, leaving four. 

leader was a psychoanalyttcally oriented psychiatrist. 

Fi ndinos 
----"'--

Feinstei'n reports that the.women expressed a strong feeling of re-

se~tment towardthe;r mothers for not meeting their dependency needs during 

c,hildhood. Typically the ~roup members had at least one parent who had un~ 
~Qntrolled outbursts of temper. The women ~xpress~d intense hatred for . 

fnen. Some related this to rivalry with"ma.le s.iblings.},sa result, the' 

!~lOmen had premarital' love affairs or "fhose marriage part~~rs impulsive,;. 

. i~:nother characteristic was theinclinat;on to seek maternal care from 

theil~ mates. They, formed relationships with'men who were overtly homo

. sexual or who wil1~ngly assumed the feminine role. 

Fei ns tei ndescribes a continuum of psychopathol ogyi n the group 

ranging from women \'Jho were dtaqnDsed obsessional ,neurotics on one end 

Of the sial~to the impulsive characte~~isorders or borderline psychotics 

on the other. Therqajorfocus of th,~mothers 'rage w.as a. rna lie child. The 

child was seen urirealistlcally ClsamClle adult. 

'I 
I, 

I 
Conclusions 

The Feinstei~article is presented because it i$ often quoted in the 

literatute. The 'weaknesses of the study areobvious~ None of the subjects 

are Kno\>Jn Shild~ abusep~ theYz;admit to infanticidal i~~pulses. Also, the , 

'sample i SSo SMa' 1 that ita 1 most defies ,genera 1 i za ti d:ns ; 
I' 

'I 
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Acta P~~ychiatdca Scandi;.. 
"" 

The psychopathol nqy of infanticide. ." Harder, T. 
navica, 1967, 43.,196,.,.245; 

_ ... ~":" "'>",,~~, • _~h- <I ' ; ~ 

Objective_ of Article ~,(' 
.,. ,) 

~ . ~ 

A study of t~e psychodynamicS or infanticide<. 
.' 0 

Methodp.1.o_9Y 
Litel'ature review and case sludy. Harder studies cases of 19 persons 

in Denmark who killed a child under'the age of 15 but who did not kill an 

adult at the same time. The author justifie~ such a small sample by stating 

that most perpetrators commit suicide, and therefore are not available for 

psychiatric evaluation afterward. 

Findings -,--, ..... ,-
The author questions the theory (held by Resnick and others) of altru-

,ism as a motive for infanticide. He argues (and cttes supporting opinions) 

that PlOSt s\lch mllrders can be tl'aced to either an unconscious desire to 

be rid of the child or to aggressive feelings toward the perpetrator's 

self, ;ncludinq the child, \<lhich is seen oS an p.xtension of the self . 

Most parents in this situation state that murder was best for the child; 

the author helieves that the parent actually perceived murder to be the 

best way out of his own dilemma. While many such parents have shown ex

ceptional love and overconcern for the child, the author states that a 

"primary rejection" of the child is usually the more basic motive. Often 

th~se parents have been tncapable of establishing a giving relationship 

with the child. The ,parent is unable to fulfill the nurturing role and 

meW have the same sort of relationship with the spouse. 

Hal"derargues that one reason many authorities cite altrui sm as ,a 

11l0tivEl is the role which society haS assigned. women and the fact that 

people are notwilHng to believe tha,t some women could kill their chil

dren simply because they were not wanted. " ... the concept of women as 

devoted mothers is so deep-rooted that, no matter what a mother doe~ to 

he~lchildren', it is comprehended as an expression of love. II (p. 241) 

Cone 1 us i OT1S' 
~_'''''H''''_''''' 

This annotatipn is a superficial analysis of a much more complex 

article~ The author goe,s into detailed analY,sis of each ~ase study', 
II < 

The va 1 ue to the,average so,ci a 1 worker is doubtfu'l unl eSS the person is 

traiDed in psychiatry and isabl,e to unoerstand>teGhni«;ll jaroon. , '/ , '" ::,....., :"11 

C 1hp.,;c~se ~?tu~y anaJ,Ysis Js uneven; the~ swthor dqes. not Q;iscuss'the 

; same clements of ' each case. It is therefore impo~sible, to determine' the 'r, ' , 

1 , 
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extent to which the perpetrators c hare common background and psycholog;c~l 
characteri sties, 

Kaplun, D. and Reich, R. The murdered child and his killers. American 

~2url!9]of Psychi?J~.!:)/_, 1976., J 33, 809-813. 

Objectivec"of Article 
·--::,'(f----·-

Study of 112 cases of chil d murder in Ne\·/York City during 196 8~69. 
o 

The purpose was to investigate social and psychological factorS~ the fates 

of siblings \,/ho survived, and the extent to which the famil ies had been 

involved with socia' service agencies. 

Methodol091 
Case study. 

FindinSJ~ 
'Th~ usual background of families in which chil~ murder occurs. is one 

of poverty and v}oleil,ce. (he famil ies havemU'ch psychopat~~ologyincluding 
! -assaul ti ve conduct, 'crimi na 1 ity, alcohol i SIll and drug add; cti o.n, andOVel"t 

psychosis. The'a'uthors question the IItarget child" theory, at least in 
., cases of infanticide~ They found that abuse of other children and of the 

" 
spouse often occurs before and after the murder. The parents are usually 

'very unreceptive to' psychotherap~'\1he authors"adviseprofess;~nal s to 
. u . 

Hatchfm' young, poor, unwed mothers when one or more of the following' 

factors is alsp present: 
1. An adult in the home with a history of assaultiveness towal~d 

chi~dren or adults; or involvement with crim~, drugs,or alcohol; or 

periods ofirlpul s ive \'rage. ,: ~ . 

"',2. c An unyJanted pre<mancy: when~ negJ,ector abuse is a 1 readyprese~h. 
3. 1\ marti ~Lqe 'marked (,by di 5cord ,ilrld physiC~'l, violence. 

~1\P: . !' , 

~'4. '0/1. motheY' \'/ho ; 5 casuaH.y,,:rfromiscuous or a prostitute. 
,i. . 5:~"A"fi'li'lur~ or~ d~lay in(~s2i()t;gl~vailable ~ed;cal facUities for an 

. c' 1 ~'. • \~ '1';" I' " 

" injl'r'ed":'th il q>. Q,o" ,~,/"'" 
Q .:.~ ,i: 

"::; '-. "" ~, 

" - ;, (~ 
t?, ~. 

'0 

,:..' 

6. A hostile relationshipwil.h nei~hbors or relatives, or avoidance 

of those people. 

Conclusions 
This article contains more concrete conclusions tha~ most~ However, 

the use of such conclusions should be guarded~ in view of the relatively 

small proup of people studi~d. 

Myers, S.A. The child slayer. Archives of General psychiatry, 1967, .Jl, 

211-213. 

Objective of_ Artick 
The article presents the findings of a survey of child homicides in 

Detroit over a 25 year period. 

~1e thodo 1.92..1 
The author reviewed homicide cases from the files of the Detroit 

Police Department f.or the period from September 1940 to September 1965. 

Preadolescent children were victims in 134 cases. 

F;nding~ 
There were no outstanding sexual or racial charactertstics~among the 

, Victims. A parent was responsibl e for 60% of the deaths;, and mothers 

alone accounted for 42~ of the total number of~layings. Assault ~nd 
asphyxiatiOrlwere the mosttomfllon methods by which victims met the,ir 
deaths. Assault was frequently used by !!lale perpetrato~s while asphy-

\~iation was the methodmo~t frequently used by mothers.~ Fathers and 

d'ther male ClssaHants~,ined most frequently during an :explosive rage 
re'~ction; 'Psychosis ih the assailant was the single most COJ1T!1on fact.or 

preqipitatinq the murder. The psychoses were rather evenly divided 
\, ,~~ 

7: betwl\en schizophrenic iUn~ssand psychotic depressi.on. ,Only three of 

the ch51dren\,iere sexua 11 y molested. 
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The author commellts that mal1~ deaths aren6t detected as ,infanticide."" 

He questions many deaths which apl·!~ar to be acci,dental (fuel oil which is 
• !I 

kept in a soda pop bottle), but which may be unconsciously motivated by 

a desire to destroy the child. He cans for' investigation of lmore crib 

deaths as bedng possible cases ofihf,anticide. 

Conclusions --'"---... ',., ., 
The utility of this article is limited by the lack of analysis of the 

descriptors. 

~1yers, S.A. t.1aternal filicide. American Journal of Diseases of Children, 

1970, 120, 534-536. 

Objective of ArticJ~ (i' 

A study of the psychological characteristics of mothers who kill their 

children. 

'1\ 

L itel~ature review and case 'studies. \ \ 
Fi ndin9.~, ' . \ . 

. "ThE> author warns readers to considet the POSS\bility of potential 

infanticide; in mothers who 'are sev~rely depressed /)r schizophreni.c. Pro

fE~~ssionals should watch for these symptoms in a depressed mother: Clnxiety, 

insoinl1;a,a-"E'preoccup'Citiol1 with her own sinfulnesspr \'lOrthlessnE!ss; are

jection'~of 'the child through'ne~nect or inappropri~te over-attenUon, orV 

vie~iI1d'the child 'as' an extension of the self who 'needs to berescl-'ed from 

ahostil e world.' Symptoms' in a hi gh-risK~thizopt\reni c mother woul d be 

her viewino the·chjld asaA extensioh,of hersel'f (>r~,eei.n.g the child as 
~' . I 

advisesprofessicHlClls to· heed' thr~'ats of harm; ngar ki 11 i n~ 
c i' 

the child .. psychiatrists have c traditional1Y bel~~ved that sUch obsessive 
J(-:O> i·" ' ,(f,? 

thou(1~ts are usually not acted upon, but there is' evidence that infanticide 

defective. 
, The author 

may be an exception. 
Q 

", 

o 

I",' 

Conclusions 
The article is valuable bp'c(ltl~,e it contains specific symptoms which 

would justify close supervision of the home situation. 

Resnick, P.l.l. Child murder by parents: a psychiatric review o'f filicide. 

American Journal~~af p~c~iatr.Y, 1969, 126,325-334. 

Objective of Article 
-~--c--- ; 

Dr. Resnick's purpose in writing the article was to present the col-

lective understanding of the psychodynamics of filicide. He also proposes 

a new classification of filicide. 

Me thodo 1 Q,9Y 
The world 1 iteratun! on child murder from 1751 to 1967 was reviewed; 

relevant articles were found in 13 languages. The paper reports on 131 

c~ses ot: filicide, v.Jhich Resnick.\operationally defined as the killing of 
\1 , . \ ' 

aison or daughter older than 24 hours. 
IJ ' • 

~ in d i 'l.9..~_ 
The child murderers included 88 mothers and 43 fathers. t~others 

ranged in age from 20 to 50 years of age, whereas most of the fathers 

v/ere beb'Jeen 25 and 35. ~1ost of the mothers and all but one of the 

fathers were married. The victims ranged in age fro",,,,afe\'Jdays to 20 

years of ane and were at preatest risk during the first six months of 

life. Fathers beat and ~\tabbed the,ir victims while mothers drowned or 
suff,Ocated theirs. . '. . " . 

Resnick developed a classHicatiCin for the fil icides by apparent 

motive: 

1. 

relieve 

2. 

The ~Lt.r.!-!j.~~.tc...JJ1}~.id,o,jone in assc,c;ationwith suicide or to 
" .; , :,-J' " ' _. 

the victim of sufferin9· 
The acutely psychotic.tiJ~icide,.comp1eted, under the influence of·, 

delirium, epilepsy or hall~cinations. 
3. The ~nwanted child fni~_ide, c~n'ried out due to illegitimacy, ex-

tramarital paternity, or fir\'ianc;al pressures. 

----_.-.-

o 
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4. The ac,cidental filicide,:"losely akin to the battered child syn--=-.-.-:.1 _,___ ' . 

drome when' death is the unintend( :l outcome of chil d battery. .' ' . .,' - . 

5. The .§20use revenqe fil.icide, done to' deliberatelY bring suffering, 
\\ 

to the marital partner. 

Conclusions 
Re'snic1<ls,~axt.icle shoU.ldhe on the required reading list for protec-

~- . ' ' 

tive service"'workers, a.nd family physicjans in order that.they might be 
\ ' t:::.. 

alerted to the symptoms exhibited by potential child murderers. One of 
hi s more shock; nq findings Vias that, over 40% of the murdering parents. , ' . 

were seen bya psychiatrist or other physi~iao shortly before their c~imes. 

Resnick, P.J. Murder of the newborn: a psychiatric review of neonatiC;de. 

American Journal of. psychia~, 1970,1£~ l4l4-l4~O. 

Objecti ve of Arti\~le (r""=Ji, 
:~h-;-;:t'horl s-;is-{is~hat people who murder their children during 

the first twenty-four hours of life (neonaticide) are different than 

peopl ewho ~urder children older than twenty-four hours. 

Methodolojlj \ ;\ 

Literature revie",! with. some case, studies. The author compares women 

vlho, cOllllnitted the two types of infantl,cide,-neonaticide and. filicide. 

Find; nn~. .' '(~ ".' " 
Most neonaticides are committed t~l be rid of an unwanJed child. 11-

legi timacy i.s the primary ,motive. unm~\~ried womel, whO. c,ommi ~ t he
o cr~me 

tend to 'fall i ~to two catepori es:. ~ 1: \ ,,' .. . young, ~nunatu\. e, pass,:ve 

women wh~ SUb, mlt .to. rather tha~'ln~t, 11~,e,s.exual. relatlons. They often 
deny thelr preqnancy and premedltatlonl,srare. II

(2) Those \'Iho II. •• , 

. have, stronfl instinctual drives and lit~tle ethical restraint. They t~nd 
to be older, 'more callous, and are oft~lfnpromiscuouS.11 

I
' 0 ~ 

~) I , 

The author found that moSt 01 the cases he studied fen into the 

first group. Passivity is probablv the key 10 whether a woman would 
seek an ahortion or con~it nebnaticide. Mor~ assertive women would be 
quicker to recognize the problem and seek an immediate solution. Passive 

women would a'eny pregnancy and avoid seekinq a" solution. 

Conclusions 
-~---

It is doubtful that the psychological profile Resnick provides could 

help predict and prevent neonaticides, since author"ities probably would not 

have contact with the family after the deed is accomplished. 

Rodenburg, M.Chiid;'d murder by a depressed mother: a case report. 

, PS"y"'clli atr,kAssoci ati on Journal, 1971', l§., 49-53. 

Objective of Article 
.~----..., ...... -'''--

Canadian 

R~denbur~ feels there are certain etiol09ical factors associated with 

child n1u~der v/hich,if they vlere FecogniZed in time, might help to antici-

pate and prevent such tra~edies. 
\() 

{( , \ ~. ':) 

Metho~_o 1 O]y.. 

The author, presents a case study of "a 35-year-old m~ther'who strangled 

her four-year-ol d dauohter. 
, ' . " .,' \ 

fI ,;' 11 

Findinas --_......... \f 
Rodenburg1s ~iagnosis of .Mrs. K was that she suffered from a psychotic 

depressf6n and her personality make-:up was;of the obsessiv~-compulsive type. 
But. ev.,en in light of his psycho-pathological understanding, the act itself 

remained incomprehensible. The prognosis for her recovery was Unclear. 

':"1 

Conclusions 
-~-. ... ~- .. 

\~hen pa~entssuffer a severe depressive illness, children may'\$~ at 

ris~. When parents are actively ~.uicidal, °the risk is grave. 

o 

" 



r-··...;..·· .... n-~--'.'~--. 
" 

';j 
::'1 

0 

!:~ r ~ .". -t, 
'/, 

.1'" 
.< 

1 
I 
t 

Q 

. ',,;., . 

. \l .j 

.. --.---.------------------------~-.------------

Rodenburn, M: ~_ Child mlJrderbydell~essed parents. CanadianPs,ychi atri£ 

~ssocia1ion Journal, 1971, lL~1-48 •. 

. Object; veo_of Art; c 1 e 
Author bel i.eves that depression ,coT]}bi.ned with .other factors makes. a 

, I 

parent more likely to commit infanticide. Those other factors are identi-

fied. 

MethodpJ5J51Y. 
Literature survey :and case study. The. author studied 114 victims, 

sixteen years of age or less, in Canada between the years 1964 and 1968 . 

Findinos __ "-'0_-

There were 141 incidents of ,child murder reported with a total of 189 

vi'ttims. Parents committe9,54'X ofthemurdersancl involved 114 child vic

tims. Of the parents, 41 were m6thers an~ 55 fathers. None of'the mothers 

killed a spouse; 29% committed suicide, 12% attempted suicide. Sixty per

centof the fathers committed slJic.ide and si x per~e-nr"made attempts. Forty 

,percent kill] ed, both chn dren and v'; fe. There was a ~lipht (though stat; s

tical1y insignificant) tendencyfoy.?the father to be the murderer in cases 

of child victims over six years of age. Fathers tended to kill boys; 

mothers to kill girls. Stranglin~ was the method mostcomnon1y used by 

mothers; fathers usually klllled by shooting. 
When depression is accompanied by other factors, the riik bf infanti-

- . ' . II 

cide increases. Those factors include: (a)a certain personalit8 structure, 

(b) an inabil ity to handle a~H1ression, probably learned from a parent with 

the, same problem, (c) a possible relationship between (a) and (h), and (d) an 

inabil ity to providenurturance to the child. According to ,RodenbUrg , tiThe 

depressive sta~e~weakens the epo fun~tions, suicid~l tendenci~S becom~ mani-

fest" and the ~hild thatis'con5irlered part of the person's ovm body is the 

vi ctim of self-destructfon i
, (p. 47). 

'Conc10s-{ ons ., 
,,--,- Rol'!e~bUrg"'s article seems to be t~o ihdependent 'papers. the transition 

from the demographic ci'spects of ch'ild murde~~~ee:fects of depression on 

homicidei slack i n9. ""=P' 

Scot't, P.o. Parentswhci kOH'l theil'children. Medi'cine"Science and 

tKe Law, 197.3 ,'13,120~126.: .' ' 

Objective of Article ' . 

. The author's objective is to diScover'what types of people are driven 

to kill their children. Much of the article is a critique of the catepories 

set out by Resni ck in 1969. 

Me th0cL0 1 0.£1.Y. 
Li terature survey and case studies ;" 

Findinqs . 
Scott criticizes Resnick1s classifications based on motive as being 

too subjective. He believes that altruistic murders should be divided 

into those which are based on reality and are truly altruistic, as in the 

case of mercy killings, and those which are based on delusion. He argues 

that there should be separate categories for parents killing under the 

influence of acute psychosis and those in acute emotional states, and that 

the motive of revenqeagainst a spouse is difficult to determine and is 

probably operating with other factors. 

Scott's classification of motives for infanticide are.: 

1. '.\ El imination of an unwanted, child by assault or negle.ct. 

2.'tviercy-kill ;ng (real suffering on the part of the victim and no 

clear gain for the parent). 

3. Gross mental pathology. 

4. Murder stimulated by factors other than characteristics c,\{the, 

victim (displacement of anger, to prevent loss of a love object, tb avoid 

loss of status, etc.). 
5. ~'urder stimulated by characteristics of the v;ctim,which includes 

the battering parent. 
Scott also discusses two types of aggression.' One is, learned by <I 

imitation and positive reinforcement. This is probably the most common 
'. . (, '>:,~ < 

source. It includes the repeated assaults of a battering parent, and 

only rarely results in death,. because the aggressor i.s aware of his or 

her limits. The second. type of aggression may be a response to frustration. 

.j, 

0, 

.!~ 
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It is usually a', single impuls.;ve t.t.t by a normally quiet and over-inhibited 
person which results inmurde~ mol~ ofteri ,than in the other classification. 
Scott argues th~t many murderers ar~ acting on a primitive level aggravat~d 
by long periods of frustration and indecisio~. For such people, attributing 
their behavior to sophisticated motiv~s .such as altruism or spouse revenge 

may be inappropriate. 
(~'. 

Conclusions 
If Scott's conclusions are correct, that the person most likeljl to kill 

is the quiet, over-controlled personality, then the social worker's noal of 
prediction may be impossible.. That type of person will probably not arouse 
the suspicion of neighbors or social welfare agencies unti.l the deed is ac-

, campl i shed. 

"" : 

, ". '. 

'Co 

", 0 

, ~JI 

"J 

Child~Abuse and Negle~t 

. ',', 

r,', 

·1 (.,. AI',. 



-~......---~~---- ~-~~ -~--------~--------~~-~----------------------~----

r----.....,"· ........ ,
~ 

:~ 

, 

I 
I 

Berdie. J., Boizermon. N.; and LOI'l'ie., 1.S. Violence towards youth: 

themes from a workshop. Children' Today, .1977, §.' 7..;10;35. 

Objective qi.Jktjcle 
The author postul ates that vi 01 ence towards adol escents i,s no more 

a new phenomenon than violence towards young children. Very little 

knowledge about rate of incidence, patterns. or victims exists regarding 

violence against adolescents. The article reports on a two-day workshop 

held at theUoi vers.' ty.,of Minnesota in December 1975, ,whose purpose was 

to discover more i3bout this phenomenon. 

Methodology 
The article reports the findings of a series of presentations to the , 

workshop participants. A bibliography with 21 citations is inciuded. 

Findinas 
~'-'-'-'~_ r" ," 

Fi ve major perspec'tives'9f i;ldo1 escent a,buse vJere,~ di scussed at the 

\AfOrkshop: historical perspective, extension of child abuse and ne{llect • 
. . , ';, ". '!t' ... 

adolescent development, the family system and contemporary social context,: 

Dr. ten Bensel of the Un;v'~rsity of Minnesota presented an adaptation of 

Kempe and Helfer's child abuse model to adolescent abuse. Ten Bensel's 

model is as follows: 1) perpetrators who are experiencing stress in their 

ow~ lives, 2) adolescents whose behavior a~ds to the stress fel~ b; the 

perpetrator, (This behavior is usually an expressionof;!norma,~~;d,~velopmen
tal difficulties, but it;s annoyin~ apd antisocial.)cand, 311 a,c~peciffc, 
situation whicb exacerbates both the adolescent!s behavior and th~ perpe-

trator's stress. 
Ii 

Il ::;:::, 

Gonel us ions '" II 

" 
The article is partiCularly enlightening When~l~ presents clues of 

ll1ass;veunder~reporting, of child 'abuse. One reference·;'was' to an "un pl,lb li shed 

study from Colora'do which"documented"<that ,84% of"c(juveniledetention 

center's popula.tionhad been'~bused;r\' early ,:F'nildh~pd and none of the 
l' '.._ n r.l-" {) 

situations had been repol~ted to' authorities at the'time of occurence. ,\" 

.0 

B:\umberg, M.L. Psychopathology 01 the abusing parent. ,American Journal 

of f~ychotherapy. 1974, 28. 21~29 .. 

ObjectiY~_9f Articl~ 
The author contends that child abuse has reached epidemic proportions. 

He analyzes the psychopathology of qb,using parents and concludes that many 

abusing families can be rehabilitated. 

Methodology. 
Dr. Blumberg presents a literature review citing. well-known figures 

in the field of child abuse: Kempe, Helfer, and Fontana, among others. 

F; nd i n_9..5.. 
Dr. Bl umberg feel s that three misconceptions must be dispell ed regard-

ing child abusing parents. First,.there;s no maternal instinct that pro

videsthe bio10gical parent with automatic catharsis toward her infant. 

Secondly, psychosis is rarely a factor in child abuse. Finally, instead 

ofconsiderinq viol~nce as some form of biological instinct, violence 

(particularly against children) must. be viewed as rooted in culturally 

determined practices, such ,as child rearing. and, cultural exposure to 

brutality in the media. Blumberg briefly. examines the,various typologies 

of abusing parents, the parent-child relationship and the individual 

child's contribution to the abuse.' He concludes the article with a brief 

discussion of treatment approaches. It is his belief that 50-80 percent 

of alll;abllsin~ families are amenable to 'treatment. 

ConcJus.ion,s 
Dr i~~iBll,lmberg presents a nood qual ity introducti on to ~he subject of 

child abl,lsein a very few pages. The expr;enced pr~tect;ve services 
to") '! 

worker; hOl>Jever, is not likely to discover (lny new insights in this art;-

cl:e. 

Davoren, E. Horkin~ with child abuse: a sodalworker's view. Children 

\< 

;~\ Today; ,1975, 4, 38":.43. . .'1. 

1\ '\~\ ! ; 
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ObjectLve_~f.Arti c 1e 
" 

Davoren advocates treatment (,fabusing paren"ts and children as a 
.; 

unit in need of help, rather than as a perpetr::~tor and a victim. 

'(" 

Methodology 
"Davorenis' a psychiatric sociaJ worker who has'worked in the ,field 

of child abuse since 1960. T\lis paper relates experience gained from her 

years of work. No data are presented. 

Pindings 
Davoren believes abusing parents are merelyrals1ng their children 

as they themsel ve,s were rai sed. She feel s that battering pare'nts were 

taught very potent 1 essons by the; r pa'ten'ts: 

1)' Thei'rsurvival depended upon theirabilifyto conform to their 

parents' wishes. 
. '~, ' 

2) Role reversa1. They would not be cl.ldd1ed ot' loved, but would 

be expected to reassure and comfort "thei r parents.' 

. 3) They were notgood'and desei~ved to behl,Jrt'.' 

4) Their pare,nts"could not see what their needs w~re. 
5) Having children' is a \'1ay for parents to betaken care of. 

Ii 6) Children Plust be punished to achieve desired results. 
jli i 

t: 7) The day wOlJld' come when they could re1 ease stored lip hostil ity 

(!\./i thout fear ot' .repri sal. .,0 . 

1',1 
\1 
I! 

\!'conclusions 
ii, '-" 

\1\ Davoren I s work obviously refl ects her l()ng associa.tion with Steel e) 

I\~elfer and Kemp~et ale She hasa.limited vieW,,?f'the c:ausationof abuse, 

tlnd as a result, her work has liJ11itedap'plicabiTlty, for interVention. 

i{, . ;', " 

j\ 

FlYnn,I~.R. Frontier Justice; a contribution to the theory of chi,ld 

1;1" battery. Ameri can Journa 1 "of psych; atry, 1970, 127,151 ... 155. 
I" 
1'1 

o~bectiveof Artide ji 
-~-':I --. _._-+- , ::~\:? " 

I. "Dr." Flynn believes there has been too much emphasis placeJlonchild-

hO\I?d exper; ence to expJ ai n the behavior of abus J ng parents. He uses two 

'\)1 

:, .. -.' 

cases to demonstrate his bel ief. tl;i1t abuse is the resul t of defective de

fense structures of the ego. 

.Me thodo logy 
Dr. Flynn presen~s two case histpries and a limited bibliography of 

six entries. 

Finding.? 
Neither of Dr. Flynn's two cases were psychotic, sociopathic, or re

tarded and neither had a history of abuse as children. Hhat appears to 

have permitted these women to abuse their children was their reliance on 

the ego-defense mechanisms of repression, denial"and projection. 

Conclusions 
Any attempt to generalize from a study with so few cases is hazardous 

at best. I\sa result this article. adds little to the accumulated knowledge 

regardi~g child abuse . 

Fontana, V.J. ~Jhich parents abuse children? Medical Insight, 1971, l~ 

195-199. 

Objective of Article 
Dr. Fonta,na's article isan a.ttempt to alerto,ther physicians to the 

proble@;'of child abuse. 

The,a.rtic.leis a result of Dr .. Fontana's experience in the field oi,: 

child abuse. Some statistics of reported cases in New York City are of..; \ 
\, 

feredand one case history is reported. Eight other articles ,or books \1 

.are cited. 

Findinas . -
_. '.:J~i\" 

'\ 

Dr. Fontana .b~lieves that abus,ing parent.s exhibit at 1.east some of 

the following characteristics: impulsive personality, a low frustration 

1 
I 
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le.vel, immatu"rity, lack of' aff~ct: psy,(:hos~ti;, al(coh6"ts~, drugaddicfiqn, 

a~d. a history of abuse, in th'eir mfl childhood.' Dt. F6nta'na gO~'Sto",~b . 

describe chafacteristics of the 'child and·'the. ni:itu~e'of its,. injuries .:: 

wn; ch shoul d hel p an ,attendi ng phys i~i an metRe 'the diag'n'~sis:ot:<cf)i Td)~bus~. ; 
,. " , . 

Conclusions 
Thearf icl e orovi des ;/edi ca 1 staff' W(lth'an 'introduct{O<n,:tothE:subject 

~. "~ .' ;,. ~ ~ '.' ')' " "-

~of child abu~e., ~ 

Goldston, R; Observati.ons on children who have been phys;caffy aE>used and 

their parents. American Jour.nalof Psychiatr:y, 1965, 122,440-443. 

The report summarizes Gol dston' s observations of 60 cases';:'ofchtld 

abuse over a period of five years. 

MethooolQ9X. 
Material for the study was gathered as a part of the a~tho.t's psy-

. . 
chiatric consultation on cases of child abuse admitted to the Boston 

Children's Hospital Medical Center. No biblipgraphy is included. 

Findi ngs_ 
The.children ranged in age from three months to three and one-half 

years. None of them h.ad suffici~nt verbal or motor skill s to be con .. 

sidered truly capable of provocational behavior. The~e was no pay,\ftcular 

ethnic, "social." or ,economic distribution to the abus@ 'cases. 1n gener'al 

the parents ~~re young and of limited finahcial means and ~ducation. ~ 
Gross poverty'r ignorante appe'ared in only a few in~t(nlces,Md ina 

_=fe'l;, cases 'th~ '\~rents were. 6f upp,e~ mi ddl e.,.cl ass b.aCkground. Goldst~n 
reports a maJo \\reversal of tradltlonal roles by the parents. In appear

ance and demean~~r many of the women were reported as bei ng qui te mascul i ne 

a;pd their husbarifs correspondingly passi'veand retiring. Abusing parents 

spoke of t~e;r cl\il~ 'as if th~'Child was an adul"t w;t~,an adult's.capacity 

\ . 

for deliberate., purposeful and or(~r1nized behavior. Goldston pronounced 

most of the parents otherwise free from the major symptoms of psychotic 

illness. 

Conc 1 us; <2..D2. 
,.r 

As an early theoretical piece, Goldston's article has contributed 

significantly to th~lit~~ature. The reported role reversal between 

marital partners probably has not been replicated. 

Gil, D.G. Violence against children. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard 

University Press, 1970. 

Objective of Articl~, 

Gil states that the studies reported in his book w~re undertaken to nar

row the existing gaps in the knowledge of the nature and ~cope of physical 

abuse of children tn the United States. 

Methodology' " 

The book reports on a sf-ries of nationwide studies commissione.d by 

the Children's Bureau betvJe~n 1965 and. 1968 .. The studies included: a 

nationwide survey of public knowledge, attitudes, and opinions about child 
. 1", > 

abuse;nationw1de press surveys of child abuse incidents; a pilot study 

of child abUSe cases in California; a survey of every incident of child 

abuseY1eporteo through lega] channels throughout the United States in 

1967 a.nd .1968;' and a Comprehensive analYSis in.a sampl,e o{ citie.s in 1967. 

Fi ndi ngs .. ( 
"Gil conch'Jdes that phys.i.cal abuse of children is ,flota uniform phe

nomenon wiJh one set of causal factors ~ but ra the)" ;s a mu.l t i d;lTlensi opa 1 

phenomenon. The studies showed that the majo'rity of cases come from 

families' with a low socioeconomic status-and a limit~deducat;onal back-
II .: . ,; '. 

ground. Gil identi fi e,s tive forces'\'Jhich can resu'!lt in the. abuse of 

children:D l)eny;ronmenta1 chance factors, 2) environmental stress fac-
,{.tl .' .. ,"<;':! \' 

tors, 3)"d~viance or pathology in areas of phYSical ,soc.ial, intellectual, 

......... _--~------------------------,--~~~~--~--~-_.- - -_ ... -~ .. --~- . 
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andemQtiona1 functioniri~ on thel'ilrt of caretakE~rs' and/or the abused 

children, 4) disturbed intrafami'l,) relati"onships ' ihvolving cor\'\~licts 
between spouses andlor rejecti on of i ndi vi dua 1 cll~ 1 d~~n, and 5 )"com

binations of these sets of forces. Gil also point~ to the culturally

permissive attitude toward the use ,.of. force against children as a basic 

dimension upon which t'he preceding factors are sUperimposed. " 

Conclus ions 
This book has become a classic in the field. Since the data are 

now ten years old and were collected before ,reporting wa,s very consis-
• J t. ~' ' 

tent~ some of the inf~rences Gil~draws may be ten~ous. 

Green, A.H., Gaines, R.W. and Sandground, A. Child abus~: pathological 

syndrome 'of family intera'2tion. American Journal of Psychiatry, " 

1974, !_:u., 882-886. 

Objective of Article 
The purpose of the study Wn~ to: 1) describe the ,most common charac

teristics of abusing ~others, 2) explore the child's contribution to abuse, 

3) determine ,patterns of parent-child interaction in which abuse typically 

occ.urs, 4) cons"truct a psychodynamic framework for understanding child 

ab~~e, and 5) Jlssessthe environmental' factors associated with abuse. 

~1ethodo 1.2.91_' 
The sample consisted of mothers of 60 abused children referred by the 

New York City Family Court. Each mo'ther wasinterev;ewed for an hour and 

a half. Data were augmented by agency and court records., Twenty percent 

of the mothers and children entered the author\s treatment program which 

also became a source,of information. 
() 

() <l 

Fi ndi ngs o 

Green~t a1., maintain that child abuse can be described as the end 
" ",'! , " 

resu: to~ an interact~onOf three~~ajor factors:pparents' person'ali ty 

attnbutes'that contrlbute to thelr i'abuse pronene~~sll and'are incompatible 

" 

with adequate child rearing, 2) cl'ilracteristics of the child that. increase 

the likelihood of abuse,and3) ilP'llediate env,i'ronmental stress. 'Each of 

the three factors is explored in detail. 

Conclusions ,~ 

This article is well written and.well organized. The study may ,be 

faulted for the composition of the sample, which was composed primarily 

of black and .Iispanic children aged five through thirteen of ~ow socio

economic status. Also since the primarY data were mo1;:hers'selfreports 

gathered by a child psychiatrist, one might inf~r additi.qna1 sQut1ce of ' 

bias or inaccuracy in the study. 

, c 

" ' 

Green, A.H. ,The child abu~esyndr9tl1e and the tr~atment of BPusing parents; 

,In S.A. Pasternack (Ed.) Violence a'nd Victims,N~wY~rk':spetttum 
Puhlishers, 1975. 

Objective of Article :" 
Or. Green presents,a treatment program forabus;; og p,are,n'ts' which i ~ , . , -

based on his clinical observations 'and researc,h data gathered whi}e workinfj 

with abused children and their parents.'" '" 

Methodgl09l 
The articl e reports on a three-year study by Or: Green of 60 abused' 

children and their parents. Or. ,Green uses several case histories to il

lustrate his findings. 

., f 
Findings 

,,) 

Among the various findings reported are sixpel!'lsonality characteristics 

of abusing parents. ,They are: (1 )abusil1g parents rely on the 'child, fot ' 

the gratification :of dependency needs ,( 2) theY' ma,ni t,es t impairment of im

pulse control due to childhood experience with harsh punishment.and identi

fication with violentoadult models, (3) they are handicapped by a poor 
t' 

self-concept and ,feel worthless and devalued, (4) theY"display disturbances 
. I) ~ ~. • l'\ 

in identity i'n~~~mation, (5) they respond to assaults to tl1,eiY' fragile 

»~ ", ' 
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self-esteem v;'ithcornpensatory adflr1.ation, and (6) tt,ey use the child as 

a scapegoat to bear the tf~unt,of 1Iteir.aggress;on. 

Conclusions 
Greenls article relies heavily on ,the work of Steele and Pollock for 

its theoretical base and as such,a,dds li.ttleinsight. 

Justice, B; and Duncan, D. Life crisis as a precursor to child abuse. 

Pub 1 i c Health Reports, 1976, 91; 11 0.,.115. o 

Objective of Article 
This article explores the affec~s of life crlS1S on child abuse. A 

p\~rson 1'; "in a state of life cr"5iswhen they experience' an excessive' 

mJ'mber, of 1 ife~changih9 events whjth force a readjustment in their 1 ife

stYle. 

Aquestionnaire \<Jas administer;:edto 35 abusing parents and 35 matched 

contr6l~. The twO(~rOUPS were compared for their 1 ife change scores om 
the Sod~ 1 Readjustment Scal e .1\( 

, Findin!l?, " o. '\1· '" 
.rhe aqusing parents hal high scores on \he Social Readjustment Rati~, 
sca~ e., whit~ ,me~nt they had experienced e-.ices';i.ve change,,'in thei.r. l'i.v.es \'\ 
dun n9 the fl.revl0us 12 months. It was hypothesiuzed that the parents. had 
no tilne tOut{covet from one crisis before another was upon them. The.o 1 

.authors feel i"the ~umulat.ive effect of this set'ies of crises may be harder \ 
for the pare~\ts tb d~(n with than da,Y-to-dayeconomic pressure and stress. \" 
Additionnll.Y \the~e was adifferP.'nce between aQusing" parents and controls \ 

;fi'n ans,~ers to'\ a series of questions relating to symbiosis. Symbi~sis is \, '\, 
th,e kind of, a"~tachment that aopersones tab 1 i shes with someone e,l se j n the \ 

effort to .geti: care. At first abusing parents a~'e iii cOl'lpetition with one '\\ 
another, but ;pneloses and has to fake care of the~other. The 'loser then II 

turns 'to the ~hild for care. Hhen the child failS °to take caTe ofo the \ 

adult, the adult1s frustration is1ikely to be turned on the child in the 

form of abuse. 
The authors believe abusing parents tend to be: isolated, dist~usting, 

impatient, in conflict with their spouses, and have a poor self-image. 

Conc 1 us; o_n.~. 
'~ ~". 

Justice and Duncan basically agree with Kempe1s-components of abtise: 
a special child, a parent with potential to abuse, an~ a crisis. The 
authors proVide practitioners with a<:cl~arer understanding of the crisis 

component and its implications for treatment. 

11 (>-~ 

t 
Kempe, C.H., Silverman, F.N., Steele, B.F., Dro'egemueller, H., and Silver, 

H.K. The battered-child ,syndrome. Journal of the American Medica.l 

, ~_sso_~tation, 1962, l?.1105-112.(1 

/! n I'., 

Kempe et al. report on the inciden~e, clinical manifestations, psy

chiatric aspects, arid techniques ·of evaluation of the 'battered-child 
syndrome .. '\ 

MethodologX 
In addition to his own \'JOrk with Battered children at the University 

of Colorado School of ~'edicine, Dr'. Kem~e undertook a nationwide suryey 
of hospitals. Sev~nty-one hospitals answered the survey an,dreported 
302 ca~e's of the battel'ed-child syndrome. In the preceding year 33 of 
the children died and 85 SUffered permanent brain damage. TW,o ;ndivi;duaf:, 

cases are also reported. 

Findin.9.2. ~,c 

" The hatterec!:-c;hil d' s!Yndron~e may occu~ at an.IJ'ge but is mGst often 

foU~ d' among chi 1 dre" yo ung" t' tha ~ "fhl"el'yea rs of t. K;mpe;, t a 1. de
scnbe a complete spectrum of ch1.1d battery. At one end is the murder 
of a child by a paren'i~\o usually exhibits a frank psychosis':At t~e 

IY .,.' p 

other endD~re cases where no abuse has occurr~d but where the parent p 

l" " il ,,' f8. 
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seeks help because he or she is fi'led,with anxiety aDd guilt because of 

fantasies of h'Urting the child. ilata in some cases ;~tlmcate that attack

, ing parents h.av~ themselves been subject to abuse ;n/ their own ch.ildhood. 

Cone 1 us i on~_ 
This article is one of the classic early writings by Kempe. !tis 

interesting to identify ,concepts that will be deve1oped.in his la.terwork. 

Melnick, B. and Hurley, J.R. Destructive personality attribute~ of chilJ

abusing mothers. Journal of Counseling and Clinica'l ,Psychology, 1969, 

~1, 746-749. 

Objective of~Articl~ 
~,A ~. 

The authors explore a half dozen different hypotheses pertaining to 

the abuse of children under three years old bya mother. 

Me thodo lp.9l 
,A group of tenabus;ng mothers was compared with a group q.;C}encon

troTs YJ,howere matched for age, SE$, and education .. E'achmother was ad

ministered four personality .assessment measures; at-test for small samples 

was used' ,to assess the significance of all differences between the two 

groups. 

Findings 

Six rqf the eighteen measures',yielded significant differences b,~tween' 

the 'two g~O~P5 of mothers • .Th~ ,;Jbusingmothers had lower self~esteem, 
less need of 'nl),rtu~ance,and higher frUstration of~need' dep?ndence than 

, ", 

the,controls. The findings suggest that abusing mothers mCl:Y have less 

capacity for empathizhlg:Cwith<'and adminiStering to,their chf1dr:en's needs. 

Test ~cores also indicated thatth~abusi,ng mothers ~ad preViOUs'lY~~X- ~'. 
periencedcons i derab 1 efru~\tr,ation of the; r: ownemotiona 1 needs. 

, ,; \' 
!i Conclusion,?. .;, Iii <) 

The small sample and.jits biased composi'tion limit the ability to 

generalize! ft'om this study. Howev~,:i', the methodology ;s[\ sound and the 
l' 1\ I, 

findings exciting. The study would certainly lend itself to replication 

with a larger, more diverse sampl(. 

Ounsted, C., Oppenheimer, R., and Lindsay, Jr. ~spects of bonding fail

urer. the psychopathology and psychotherapeutic treatment. of famil ies 

of battered children. Development?, Medicine Child Neurology, 1974, 

.J.&, 447-456. 

Objective of Article 

The article ~eports on the systems of treatment and prevention used 

by the authors at Park Hospital for Children, Headington, Oxford. 

Methodo 1 09Y.. 

Two different groups of families were seen: 86 families with ari" 

injured child ~nd 24 mothers treated as outpatients because of fears they 

would injure their babies. There was no control group, and no precise 

statistits were gathered or reported. 

Findings 
Ounsted et al,. report that serious mental illness, psychopathology, 

and inadequate personalities were found. It is further reported that the 

parents often came fr~m homes where they themselves had been abused and 

unloved as children. Frequently, one, of the parents .was morbidly jealous 

of the other parent's feel ings for the baby. Ounsted~ et aL characterize 

the abusing families as having been closed systems for generations. Their 

treatment attempts to "open up" the system. 

Conclusions -.---'-''''- -
One mi!1ht question the authors' remark that "no statistics of the 

results would be meaninqful,1I especially when he claims that in most 

d{.'es there has been a notable irnproveinent ; n the i ntra-fami 1 i ~.l dynanli cs. II 

Surely \'/e a~~e ready for child abuse 1 iterature to move beyond this type 

of rep,Prt i n9. 

\ 
\ 
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Pdulson'~M.J; Child trauma interVf'lltion: a conimunityresponse to family 

violence. Journal of Clinic,,' Child PsycholOgy, 1975, ~ 26-29~ 

Objective_.,9f Article 

Paulson proposes a number of treatment modalities and community action 
plans for early identification and treatment of high risk and'abusive par

ents. He advocates, an integrated, multidisciplinary, community-based 

prog~all1' 

Methodo 1 o.9l 

Paul son conducted a five-year study of 115 mothers and, fathers charged 

with neglect,abus<e, failure to thrive,(ind other indications of maltreat

ment of children •. No hard data are reported, V(irious theoretical approaches 

to understanding abusea're examined bylookfhg at the literature, followed 

by statements such as "many of the parents .... il An extensi vebibl iography 
;s included. 

F;hdi~_ 

Paulson says that child abuse has four interrelated ooncomitants. 

First, there is the childhood of the parent which for a great majority was 

char.C);{;:terized by violence, socialisola'tiQn, parental ,insensitivities, and 

immature, narcissistic, and demanding impulsive behavior on the part of 

the:, rown parents. Second, there are the interpersonal dynamics with; n a 

marriage relationship. ".:,;Third, is the idiosyncratic role of the target 

child which includes::~) developmental failures,b) physica" and/or 
< psychological hang.tcaps, 2) hyperactivity, d) illegitimacy, and e) lack 

of response to the parentis own needs. Fourth is the immediate event or 
situation,prec~ding an act of abuse. 

Conclusions 

In general Paulson's article fails to live up to its promise and 
presents a restatement of much earl ie.r~/ork. The' ''''heo< ry s' t" ,. 11 . .1,... . eCl on s..,we 
writt~n, although brief. D 

Paulson, M.J.;Afifi,A.A~, Thoma' on, M.L. and Chaleff, A. The MMPI: 

a descr;ptivemeasure ofpsy( Ilopathology.. in abusive parents. 

Jqur,~~l of Clinical Psych01-2."qx, 1974, 30,387-390. 

Objective .~! Articl~ 
The purpose of the stU'-f was first, to identify characteristic M~1PI 

profiles in order to differentiate between a sample of .abusive parents 
and a comparable sample of non-abusingparents~and second, to differen
tiate personality characteristics within sub~roups of abusing parents. 

~'e thodo l_~HY. 
Paulson and his group have been working with abusing parents for a 

number of years at the UCLA Child Trauma Intervention Program. The 33 

mothers and 27 fathers who made up the sample of abusing parents had 

been referred to the UCLAcprogram.' A control group of 100 (63 mothers 
and 37 fathers) of similar SESwas selected randomly. from the files of 
UCLA's child psychiatric outpatient clinic. The 60 experimental subjects 

were divided by sex into three groups: abusers, passive abusers, and ab

solute non-abusers. The final group had taken immediate steps to prevent 

f\~rther .injury to the child by the abusin9 parent. All subjects were 
adll1inisteredthe MMPL Mean's and standard deviations. were computed and 

an analysis of variance \"as perfo~med for ev'~ry scale with type of sub-

. ject as one variable and s~x as the second. 

Flndi.ng5, 
Female passive abusers were highest on those scales that measure 

interpersonal isolation, paranoGd-like thinking and depression. The 
: abusing females showed a remarkable absente of neurotic anxiety with 

minimal evidence of somati.zing, self-doubts, depression or insecuri,ty. 

They did show pro,;ectioJ;lasa defense. The profile of the abusing fe
male was characterized b,Yviolence, aggression, and authority conflicts. 
The mala abusers showed the least defensiveness and yet had higher scores 

than other'male suh;jects on the psychotic-like measures. 

Conclusions 
-< ---_ ...... ' .... -

The study demonstrates that there is not one homogeneous pattern on 

the MMPI that characterizes the abusing parent. While there are differences 

t"-" 
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in the profiles of abusing and nOI·-abusing parents, Paulson does, notre-

port (or fail s to make clear) ,whe' her these differencesapproachstatis

tical significance. 

Roth, F. A practk~ regimen forodiagnosis and treatment of child abuse. 

Ch_il d \~e 1 fare, 197.5, 54~ 26~-273. 
,:, 

ObjectiveoT Article 

Roth describes arsystem for identifying child abuse caseS ana de.;;, 

livering services and treatment required by the families. () 

Methodo 1 bgy_ . ,~<:;;,' , 
The article lsarepolrt onth~ activities 'of a protect.ive services 

unit i nIll inoi s that Roth supervised. 

Find;n..9..~ , '" 

Roth identifies three types' of abuse: situational, behavior-patterned, 
,:;, 

and chronic. Situational abuse occurs,because a family is experiencing 

overall stressl' that> buil ds until the chl1dis beaten to release the build

up of tension. Roth feels this typeofabus'e has the best prognosis; 

BehaviGr~pattern abuse is more serious. It is typified by" scapegoating, 

ro 1 e reversal, and the fa il ure to thri ve syndrgme. Chronic abuse is the 

most severe and has the worst prognosis. Parents in this category are 

extremerly immature and are 'capahl e of killing their child. Abuse is pre

meditated and vi dous. Roth also menti ons fo'ur character; sti cs of abusi ng 
\'1 

p,arents:lovl self-:esteem;' is'Olati6n; fear of rejection and lOW'frustra-

tion tolel~ance.' (I 

Conclusions 
~-- .. -...... --. 

Whil e Roth does offer .0 treatment. program lJased on his theory of chi1 d 

abuse f he fa i 1s to di sCU'$swhether the" program ~orks, and why • and to 

distinguish with which type of abusers it is most effective. 

Sattin, D.B. and Miller, J.K. Thr ecology of thild abuse within a 

!liil itary cOlTBTlunity. Americal' Journal of Drthopsychi'atry, 1971, 

"!!, 675-678 . 

Objective of Article ' 
Sattin and Miller are testin9 hypotheses r:,elating to increasedpreva

lence of child abuse in poor, disorganized communities either with highly 

transient populations or socially is~)ated families. 

Method,9lo9).'. 
The addresses of 39 child abuse ca~es were obtained from the Infant 

Child Protection Council. A control group (N=51) was obtained by drawing 

a random sample of military parents using the Pediatric Outpatient Clinic 

at Hill i an,l:.J3eaumont General Hasp; tal. The addresses of both groups were 

plotted ona street map of El Paso. Tallies were mtlde of the number of 

each group residing in certain city areas. Chi-squares were run to com

pare the two groups. 

Finding~ 0 

Both null hypotheses Were rejected. Approximately three;".quarters of 

the abusing parents lived in the target disorganized community, and 3n~ 

of the abuse cases lived in ,the tnostdepressed, transient and disorganized 

neighborhood,compared to only 4~ of the controls. ,v ~ 

Conc 1 usj.().!1.§.. 
Thiss'tudy tends to raise more questions than it answers. This is 

not a criticism; ~lOod studies should generateadditiona,lquestions. HOI>J

ever, the data presented are so confounded wtth SIS that the inferences 

regardinr emotional stref~s are not confidently, made. 

Smith, 'S.M. and Hanson, R. Interpersonal relationships and child-rearing 

practices in 214 parents of battered children. British Journal of 

Psychiatu, 1975,127,513-525. 
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Objectl\le .of Art~le, Ih 
S~~th and Hanson examine a wide vari~i(Y of child-rearing methods, 

background factors, and personality characteristics among 214 parents 

of battered children. The authbrs believe that some child-rearip,g 
\_;: >. ,~, " 

practice's may be typical of low social class populations and not partl~;,;;' 

ul arlycharacteri sti c of baby batterers. 

Me th odo l.2.\ll 
The ~tudy lasted two years and involved 134 battered infants and 

children u,hder five years old and their parents. Fifty-three children 

, 'who \'Jere a~lmi'tted to the hospital as emergencies, other th(ln accident or 

trauma pro~~ded a conttol. All ,parents were seen 60th at the hospital 
."'\ -<I 

as soon a~ possible after the child's admission, and at horne, and were 

given stand~.rdized psychjatric, psychological and social intervieWs. 

Sampling tedhniques were not discussed. The study includes a biblio-
I' 

graphy of 4l~entries. 

F;ndi~ 

Smith and Hanson report that battering mothers '.'Jere most clearly 

characterized by punitiveness~ carelessness in supervis;on,emotional 

over; nvo 1 Vement.!, neuroti ci.srn, hos til; ty, mari tal :i;unhappinessand ,adverse 

Childhood expeIAence's. For fathers, punit;veness~ hostility and n~uro-

tic;sm \'Jere important char:.acteristics. , 

", The study fl1iled to confirm twoVgeneirally held beliefs regq,rding 

abusing parents. ' First, the demanding behavior of batteringparents'did 

not ex~eed that w!?ich generall~ chat~acte~izes low'social class popula,. 

tions. Secondly, \'role-reversa 1 between !~atteri~g p~r~nts "and the;r, 

chi'ldren was found\to be no greater ~han in a;oormal sample .•. , 

\' ,.. ',) 

Conclusions. 
This isan exce,1lent article packed with hard data. The various 

charts and" ~rapHswh\lch accompany the artic1e make it extremely readable. 
i, 
i' , 
i, 

'\ 

:/ 

Smith, S.M., Hanson, R. and Noble S. Parents of baitered children: a 

controlled study. InAJ~. Flankl;n (Ed.), Concerning Child Abuse. 

New York: Churchill Livinpston, 1975. 

Objecti ve_.2.LArJ:ic.:k 
Because ~revious studies regarding characteristics of child abusers 

had 1 ed to confl icting concl usions, the authors decided to undertake the 

controlled investigation of battered children and thei~ parents reported 

in this artic'le. 

_Me;;.;.t;;.;.h;.;;.o_d O;;.;.1.951..Y. 

For a two-year period 134 battered infants and children under five 

years and their parents were studied. The parents were referred to the 

study by the consulting pediatrician ,who first saw the child. A control 

group of 53 children and their parents entering the hospital as emergen

cies were used. All parents underwent standardized psychiatric, psycho

logical and social interviews. 

Findings 
, '-"'-" 

The referred parents were younger and o('lower social class than 

controls. Si~nificantly more of the referred par~ntshad an abnormal 

personality; referred mothers were more neurotic than controls,and had . ' 

lower I Q IS. The authors feel that the risk of battering possibly 

diminishes with time and that parent education, symptomatic relief, and 

social relearning are realistic treatment methods. 

Conclusion~ 

This English 'study tends to confir~some of'Sil I s (1968) findings, but 

is at odds with Kempe, \'Jhoreported a gen'eral lack of psychopathology in 

abusers and that abuse occurs across social classes. 

.' 
Smith, S., Hon;gsberger, L. and Smith, C~A. EEG and personality factors 

in child batterers. In A.H. Franklin (Ed.). Concernin9_ChiM_0buse. 

New York: Churchill Livingston, 1975. 
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Objectiv~ of ,,~rticl~, )l 
The authors believe insufficient emphasis has been pl~ced on the 

possible organic causes of child b~ttering.The ar~icl~ reports on an 
" investigation of EEG findings among child batterers and abnormal per-

sonality correlates. 

Method(:dp.9Y 
As apart of a comprehensive st,udy of 134 child battering cases, 

EEGls were recorded,on 35 subjeci. 

Find;~' \, 

Out of 35 parents who battered their chi~dren eight had an abnormal 
EEG. All eigh"t were 'found to be psychopathic, of low intelligence, and 
to be persistent ~atterers. The authors feel that the presence of ab
normal EEG suggests that some child batterersare more closely related 

'-' 

to people w~o commit other acts of violence and are not, therefore a 
homogenous group about whom it is saf~ to generalize. 

Conclusions 
--'~--.--' 

Even though the study may contain some fatal methodological flaws 
(the authors never explained why only 35 out of 214 parents in the 134 
child abuse cases were selected for the study) it does' serve as a re
minder that there is a minority of very dangerous persons among abusin~ 

~ !) 

parents. 

" 

Steele, B.F. arid Pollock,i.!C.B. Apsychiatri·c study of pBrentswho. abuse . , , 

infants and small children. In R.E. Helfer and C.H. Kempe (Eds.). 
'0 , ~. 

The Battered Child. "Chica90~ University of Chicago Press, 1974." 

A discussion of patterns and similarities in the psychological make

up of parents who abuse their children. 

Methodo 1 . .2..9Y~ 
Clinical studies of 60 paren l :; who had significantly abused their 

children. The ~uthors readily admit that the sampling was haphazard. 

Fi ndi ng~. 
The general characteristics of the parents included a ~road range 

of' socioeconomic strata, education level, IQ, age, marital stability 
and ethnic backgrounds. The authors discussed what have now become 
fairly standard theories about the psychological function of batterihg 
parents: (a) unrealistic expect~tion of the chfldts performance 
(b) role reversal, with the parent seeking nurturance from the child 
(c) parents raising their children as they themselves were raised (d) 
lack of moth~ring ability (e) lack of confidence (f) isolati.on (g) lack 
of a sense of identity. Secondary factors contributing to the abuse 
may be: (a) other elements of thi abuserls psychopathology (b) en
couragement from the non-abusing spouse (c) an unwanted, unhealthy, or 
otherwise unsatisfactory child. Regarding the circumstances of the 
attack, Steele and Pollock write: 

The parent approaches each task of infant care with three 
; n~ongruou s attitudes: first, a healthy desire to do some
thlng go~dfor the infant; second, a deep, hid<:ien yearning 
for t~e lnfant to resp~nd in such a way as to fill the empti
ness In the parentis llfe and bolster his low self-esteem; 
and third, B harsh authoritative demand for the infant's 
co'rrr;ct response, supported by a sense of parental rightness. 
( p. 116 )', (' 

If the good deed for the child fails or the infant does not respond 
appropria'tely, the aggressive, demanding element may manifest itself . 

CONCLUS IONS 
The article is helpful as a brief summary of the psychodynamics of 

child A~use. Interestingly, the authors state that an attack with intent 
to ki11 the chiTdis a different phenomenon entirely; hence, their psycho
logical profile ~ay not 'apply to parerit~ whos~ children die as a result 

of abuse or neglect. 

~ ________ -.:.--...::..---.3~"","---~_----'iJ~_-,,~ ___ . ____ ~._._ .. ~ ____ _ 



',e. 

. ~.: 

" , 

>. \:: 

.. , 

Terr, L.C. A family study of child abuse. American Journal of Psychia-
tr.,r, 1970, ill, 12(i-131 . ,::;;~' 

,I' 

Objective of Article 

Thi s report exam; nes the i ndivi d,ua 1 and family dynamics of ten cases 
ofohild abuse and groups the finpings in order to organize, and clarify 
the mechanisms of abuse. 

Methodology'. 
'" 

Ten battered children and ;t;heirfamilies were evaluated by the author 
J 

over a six-year period. Ineath Case the primary psychiatric evaluation 
was conducted by the authqr. Various methods of individual (knd family 

. p 

assessment were used. A bjbliography of 15 entrj~s is included.' 

Findings' 

Fd ve boys and fiV!e ~i rl swere abu~,ed. The age range 
child.ren wasfrorn three months, to nine years. There were 

of abused , 

nine mothers 
and one father in the group of abusers. Nine fatnilies""'were white '~nd one 

" 

was black. The abuseirs showed a wide range of education and occupation. 
Psychiatric dia~nosis included two schizophrenic abusers and eight abusers 
with severe character disorders. In each case the abusing parent had a 
specific fantasy about the abused child. At the time of the abuse, nine 
abuse)'s were married and the tenth had a serious boyfriend. Nine couple 
relationships were marked by extraordinary extremes in dominant...,s~bmissive 
or aggressive-passive relationships. In four cases the abuser. was domi
nant in the marrjage; in six, the abuser was extremely passiNe in the 
relationship. Five nonabusers were unusually dominant and five were 
passive. There wa,s more than one child in seven ca.ses. The abus~r's 
treatment of other siblings depended on the fixity of the abuser's f.an
tasy upon the battered child~ If the displacement was fluid, it could 
settle upon other siblings. There were three ways in which the child 
exerted profound influence on the family: throu~h physical abnormalities, 
ego defects secondary to I~aternal deprivation, and retaliatory activities 
of the child. 

\« .. 

Conclusions 

Although based on a limited lIumber of cases that are not representa
tive, Terr presents an interesting typology of abuse with specific impli
cations for intervention. 

Wright, L. The 'sick but slick' syndrome as a personality component of 
parents of battered children. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 1975, 
32,41-45. 

Objective gf Articl~ 

Wright's stu~y seeks to explore the personalities of battering par
ents by obtaining quantifiable data about them, fr'om standard personality 
measures. 

MethodolE.9Y 
Thirteen parents convicted of child abuse and a matched sample of 

thirteen controls were given a battery of personality tests. The battery 
consisted of the Rorschach, MMPI, and Rosenzweig Picture Frustration 
Study. No hypotheses were made. Data \'/ere examined and interpreted 
post hoc. 

Findinas 
--.. :..:..I-.~ 

Significant differences were found on 5 of 21 study variables. 
Battering parents appeared healthier on those items where the socially 
acceptable response "-las more obvious. They appeared more disturbed 
(psychopathic) on less obvious items. Wright concludes that battering 
parents are psychopathically disturbed but are often able to present 
themselves as healthy and unlikely to abuse their children. He labels 

~ 

this ability as the "Sick but Slick ll syndrome. 

Concl us; ons. 
As Wriqht points out, the sample is quite small, the number of com

parisons large, and the number of significant findings meager. He also 
, roints.~~ut that the value of this study may be in its, ability tOyenerate 

hypotheses. 
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Alvy, K.T. On child abuse: valu('~; and analytic approaches. 

of Clinical Child Psychol~.l' 1975, i, 36-37. 

Objecti_ve_,?f Articl e 

Journal 

Alvy examines two approaches to analyzing the problem of child abuse 

in America. He concludes that the United States has adopted a narrow ap

proach to child abuse, an approach which he says may assuage our collective 

consciences but may be doomed to fail in eradicatingabu~e. 

Methodo 1 0.B,Y 
Alvy presents a brief literature review with 18 citations. 

Fi ndi ngs. 
Alvy terms the t\>/O approaches the comprehensive approach and the 

narrow approach. The comp'rehensiveapproach ;s grounded in Gil's work 

and lists three types of child abuse: 1) collective abuse, 2) institu

tional abuser and .3) indiVidual .abuse. "Collective abuse refers to those 

attitudes held collectively by our society whichlmpede the p~ychological 
andphysi ca 1 development of chil d~en. Instituti ona 1 abuse refers to 

abusive and damaging acts perpe~ratedaga;nst children by, such institu

tions asschools~ juvenile courts, child welfare agencies, etc., which 

have responsibi~ities for children • .Individual abust refers to the 
physical and emotional abuse of children which resul~sfrom acts of com

missionor omission on the Dart of parents or other ¢aretakers~ The 
, ,f .• - , I:, 

narrow approach defines chi 1 dabuse ina restrictedl/sense s; nee it ex-
cludes coflective "or institutional abu52. - Itlimid!its definition to 

only individl;.ial 9buse on the part of parents ahdot~ler ~'aretakers. 
, ' , d) . " '.' Ir

i 

Conc 1 us ;.91's . ' . (1 
, ,. 

This short artiqle should be thought-provoking for many in the child 

welfare field. 

o ' 

"Alvy, oK. T .Preven t i n9 chi 1 d . abuse. American Ps 
# 

921-928. '10
' 

Q I,: 

Objective of Article 
The first part of the articlE. ;s concerned with two major analytical . ':\ ,.. 

approaches to the probl em of chi 1 d abuse~: the comp.rehens i ve approach, 

.which defines,.,abuseas collective and institutional, as well as indhiidual 

in nature; and the narrow approacn;t~,hichcons;ders only individual abuse. 

Alvy follows· the first part of the paper with an extended discussionbf 

the relationship between theoretical formulations of the causes of indi-,- . . " ,. " . 

vidual abuse and programs that have the potential for preventing abuse. 

Methodo 1 ogy_ 
Alvy presents a.l iterature review\'Jith 43 bibl iography entries. 

'~, 

'. FindinRs 
Within the perspective. of the narrow approach, Alvy perceives 

prevention of child abuse as an obtainable goal for OUt' society. 

makes specific programmatic suggestions concernin9 the primary and 

secondary prevention of individual abuse.' 

Conclusions 

the 

Alvy 

Al vy concepes. that eva 1 Uq, li 11,g the effect i veness of the programs 

discussed,would be problematic. He does suggest some, realistic preven

tion progral11swhich couldbeattelJlpted on "a local level. 

Bondouris, J. ~omicide and the family. Journal of Marriage ~nd the 

Fami1.l, 1971, ~l.,667-.()76. 

Objective of Artt~le 
--\.:r-~-~---' -

Bondouris proposes that homicides involving family members represent 

problems in family interaction and "maladjustment and that the pr~per. 
(;; 0," " ",' , 

training9'f per-s'ons in fanlilycounseling and crisis intervention may help 

reduce th~ homicide. rate. '\ 

0,. " 
.. 0, 

I) :-



. ~, 

,'." 

Methodo logy', 
. ~'.-"- - - <\ 

Bondour-is~nalYzelj6,36n homIcides which occurred in the city of 
I 

Detroit f'rom1926 to '1~~68. He classified the homi c-i des into12cate-

. g6ri es based onsoc'i a 1,1 i ntera.ct i on~' The 12 categories Nere : a) family 

relations, I)) love aff~irs{c)fri'endsand acquaintances', d) business 

relatio'hs, e) criminal 'tra~~sactiOri,f}non-criminal homidde'i g) cu1-

tutal~retreaiio~al-casual, h) sub~ou1turalrecreationa1-casua], i) 

psychiatric, j) suicide-murder, k)incidental,and :j) unknown. 

Findings 

The largest category of homici'desinvolved family re1~tions. For 

the entire period from 1926 t() 1968, 57.7 percent (3140 of 5443) of the 

homicides invo1ved family member~ and close friends. The proporti~n of 

family members involved in homiCides was .29:5 percent (1603 of 5443). 

Marital status (legally married vs. common~law) had no influence on 

homi c ide: rate.' Non""wh i tes had a hi gher rate ()f homi ci des than whi tes. 

Conclusions 

The research in this study isa crud.e lumping of data ihto cate

gori es ." Unf()rtunate lyBondouri s consi dered' the ·immedi.ate ci rcumstance.s 

'leading'to the homitidellirfelevant" f~r his purposes. Perhaps an 

understanding of :the precipitating fatlors') might give Bondouris' family 

counselors a better idea of where and how to intervene. 

Erlanger, H.S. Social class di-fferentes in. parents! use of physical 

punishment. In Si;l(. Steinmetz and M.S'. Straus (Ed!i.), Violence 

in the FamiJ..l. NevI York: Harper and Row., 1974. ;;, 

Erlanger explo.res the re)jdtlonship betvJeen s,Qcial" class and t~ch-
, ~~, ;. , 

niques of pUnishment used by Rarents. 

LMethodo 1 OBY. 

The author reports on a; systematic tabulatio'n and analysis of 

Ameri can s.tudies of pun; shment ~echni ques. 

Findings 

The data suggests that therf lationship betwe.en social clas~' and 

the u'se of spanking is relatively weak and it is probably not strong 

enough to be of great theoretical or practical significance. The author 

says that there may be e~idence of a ~rend away from0spankin~ at all 

social levels. 

Conclusions --_ ...... -
The article tends to refute generally held assumpt:!Dn~ that spanking 

is'rnuchmorea phenomenon to be found in lower class and black families 

than in middle class white families,while the findings regarding social 

class and race may very 1 ikely remain the same. It wou1d be interesting 

to see if the decrease i" physical punishment tren&woUld continue with 

more recent data·.( the studi es' reported on .are between 1932 and 1964.) 

Feshbach, N.D. The effects of violence in childhood. Journal of Clinical 

Child Psychology, 1973, ~,28~31. 

Objective of Article 
o Feshbach discusses the implications of the use of physical punishment 

in the sqcia1ization and traini.ng of children. In addition to findings 

based on empirical psych()logical research, the author also discusses her 

own personal value system as a basis of opposing physical violence against 

chil dren. 

Method01Q.9y" 
The article is a.brief literature review with 25 bibl'iographyentries. 

Findin9.~ 
Feshhach reports that the degree of parental punitiveness has been 

found to be positively correlated with various forms of psychopathology 

in children, especially delinquency and aggressive acti~g .. out behavior. 

o· 

II J ' 
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Concluslons 
This article may h'uNel imi te(: appl icati on for protec,tive services 

:";"- . 

other than"tore·inforce the already generally held belief that battered 
, " 

childreh \'/ill require intervention to ',help remove the psychological as 

well as,the physical scars they have,Teceived: . . (, 

Garbarino, J. A preliminary study of some ecological correlates ,of 
'.-

child abuse: th,e impact of socioeconornicstress on, mothers. Child 
'" ' 

Oevel opmeht, 1976, ~.:r,178~ 185. 
Q . 

'Objecti'veof Article 
The study is an attempt to investigate empirically s'elected features 

of the hLiman ecology and assess the relation of parent support systems 

to the incidence of child abuse. D 

Methodology 
The, study used Ne\'1 York counties as vnits of analysis. Ne~J York has 

a mandatory re porting ,L1a\'1 which utilizes a tol1::'free telephone service 

to collect reports. The study used reported instances of abuse as the 

" dependent variable and used a stepwise multiple regression procedure to 

dev~lop the best predictive equation based on 12 independent variables 

'(socioeconomic and<deTilographic 'indices;). 

Find; nqs 
" "'-'"'-

The data suggest that the degree to which mcthers .in a partieul ar 

county are subjected to socioeconomic stress withoutadequat.e support 

systems· accounts fora substantial proportion, (36%) o'f the vartance ;n 

rates of child abuse, while general economic variablesaceounted for 

l6~ of the variance. 
-, }} 

Conc1usions 

l' ",,;;: 

_ .... -
'1t;5 refresh;n'g'to-read a study ,which attempts to include the crisis 

or'stress factor'in child abuse. The study may raise more questions tha,n' 

it answ~~s, but is a much needed step in the rightdirectiol1 .. 

Gelles, R.J. The social construcl.ion of child abuse. Amehcan Journal 

9f Orthopsychiatry, 1975, 43,363-371.· 

Objective ,9f Artic~ " 
Gelles contends tha~ research o~ child abuse has focused on three 

areas: incidence, etiology, and prevention and treatment. Gelles feels 

that we have fail edto real i te that child abuse is soci.a.1. deviance.and 

is the product of Social labeling~ He suggests that an analysis of child 

abuse using soc i a1' labeling theorywfll assist in filli ng1 npresent gaps 

in our knowledge of the subject. 

Methodol09:t. 
The article is a literature revieW which ~uggests several questions 

for empirical research. 

Findings 
Genes proposes that we investigate who does the public labeling of 

abuse, what definitions or standards are employed, under what conditions 

are libels sutcesst~llyappli~d, and what are the consequences of the. 

1 abe 11ng process.. Ge ll'es,f,uFther" suggests that one way, of integrating 

our knowledge of chi.ldabuse is tqtake a social 'systems view of the 

variOUS agencies'(or systems) involved in. the. problem .. The six systems 

he ~dentifiesfor e~ploration 'egarding'interaction~ interfaces, etc.~ 

between 'systems are: the Il1edical system,' the social service system, the 

criminal justice system, the school system, the neighborhood and friend

ship system, and the family and kin system .. 

"-

Conclusions 
Gelles has raised some crucial questions and proposed a framework 

for empirical examination. Researchers and planners in the field of o . 

child abuse would do well to give his suggestions careful consideration. 

Gene,S, R:J. Violence ~nd pregnancy. The Family Coordinator, 1975, 

January', 81-86. 
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Objective af.Ar-ticle c( 

Gelles wants to. alert family$ervicespractitianer~ to the prablem 

af vialence tawards pregnant wamen. 

~'ethada 1 ag,y' 
This art,icle repartson anexplaratarystudy which investigated 

physical :Vialence between hosba,hds andw;ves.Membe,rs of 80, famiJ ies, 

were interviewedus;ng an unstruct~red, ,informa,l pracedure regarding 

the incidence, types and ,causes of physical ,violence between the hus-! 

band and ,wife. 

Findin~, 

J, In more than hal f (44) of th.ese famili,es at leastane ,incident af 

canjugal vialence was reparted. In ten of the,44" v;alenc~had accurred 

\'Jhile the wife was pregnant. Gelles prapases that there are five majqr 

factars ,which cantribute to. pregnant wives being assaulted by their. 

'husbands: ( 1) sexual frustratian ~ --( 2),.stre~s andstra i Doffamily 

transitian,(3) bia'-chemical changes in. the wife, (4) w'e7natal child 

abuse ,and -(5) ,defenselessness of the wi fe'b. Regarp; n9 the factor of 
o 

pre-natal- child abuse Genes felt that some'of. the attacks Were attempts 

by the· husband to terminate the pregnancy (whi.chwassuccessfulin 3 of 
the 10 cases) and hence gain rel:ief from the stress ,of another "child. , 

Gelles feels that vialence against the pregnantmbthermay serve as an, 

indicatar arpredictar affuture abuse of chHdren inth'ei~e families. 

Concl usiQ.r:L~ (\ 
While this st,udy daes nat present ''canclusive find;ngs~it daes ind}-

cate a passible benefiCial predictar i'n chi 1 d abuse pr.eventionefJorts ~ 

Gibbens, T.C.N. 

43,76-88.. /1 

. ~ . 

Violence in the family. Jhe Medica-LegalJaurnal~ffr975, 

'fi- Y 

Objective af Article 

This;,s a paper presented by :1 farensic psychiatrist to. the Medico

Legal Society in London in 1975. He explores various forms af intra

familY,vi.olence with emphasis on child abuse and wife battering and 

passing ref'2t'ences to ch"n,dren who murder parents and children who 
- ,;.- . '.' , 

murder ~;blings. He is exploring the passibili,ty af similarities 

between people who. perform these different,acts af vialence. The paper 

contains many statistics and few cancrete canclusians. 

Methodo lO_9X 

A literature survey, with case study. 

Finding.s 

In child abuse (including infanticide) situatians, lang cantinued 

stresses in the lives of the parents are mare crucial than sudden out

bursts. Interestillgly,he finds that heavy drinking is nat an impartant 

factar ,. though it .i sin wi fe battering cases. He sees child abuse. as 

pri~arily a probl em oflack of educatian (about chil d-rearing techniques) 

af i.mmature. p,arents. 

In \<Jifebe9ting, heavy drinking isa conman factar. The authar 

no.tes that aJ%fge p~rcentage af vialent men were raised in vialent 

famil ies,.· '. 
He emphasi,zes tha.t family vialence occurs an all sacial 1 evel s. He 

" ;s pessimistic. about the abiTityof 1my group--po.lice, dactars, or social 

workers, to detect vialence. Victims aV;Qid medical treatment and 1 ie 

about what ispappening,~, cFamili:es are' g~nerally reluctant to talk abaut 

such 'prabl ems. 

Conclusions ~. 

Inter~sting but daes not add much to the callectian of data . 

;.,). 'G'oode ,: \~_~ J .. ~, , ,F'orce'. and· ,vio" ence jn ~he: fami·.~'y·.. Journa l' of Marri aQe, and 
:,~. \J- (r 

the ~amU.y, lQ71 f133,624-6~f5. 
~ . 

f' 
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Objecti.Y£.~f,. Artt~J~ 

Goode contends that the family,' li ke all othe.r soc>iiil units, is a 

power system, resting to some degree on force. Force can be used as a 

deterrent; it c'an· also· be used to persuade others to 00 somethi ng, not 

merely to avoid doing something. GoO,de examines the role of force in 

socialization (along with outside supporters of the use of forceio the 

family such as th'e community, the state, friends, and so on) .. Finally, 
Cl" "" I! 

Goode looks at ford~ which emerges as assault, murder, and child abuse, 
from an exchange perspective. 

Methodology o 

Goode's article is a theore~jca1 \'JOrk based I'on a lite'rature rp.v;pw. 
The article contains a bibliography of 18 references. 

Findings o 

Goode says that in any continuing family structures members arp. hOllnrl 

toone another through an ongoing ~eriesof exchanges. When family mem

bers fight they are likely to refer to what each oWes the other. The 

enragedJalT1i1Y memb.er usually feels that he/she is paying out more than 

he/she is receiving (in love, respect, or whatever). 'Goode alsome'ntions 

thteeadditional traits of people' that increase the risk of vioynce 

among family members: 1) th'e unwill ingness of human beings tC)"!1(ubmi t, 
' . ' ','I 

2) the unwillingness to escape, and 3) people'are not r~strained by 

automatic. nearlyreflex mechani~msthat' prevent th,em from killing wh,n 

their opponent finally does quit. It'is especiallYinthe,family.tha~ 
we cannot or wil r note~'cape easily, because our emotional 'inves~mentlj 
in these relations are so greiH;-:,lthe costs of lea

o

ving ,are high, and t e 

< social pr;ssures to maintain kin ties are strong. 

" 
conclus.~0!1~_~1 =~ 

In the sectiorrofhis)article relating to child abuse, Goode abJ1J.~:' 
dons his theory of exchange and recites Steele and Pollock. rhe exp~r;
encedprotectiv,~~e~vices .worker migh,tdo better~o attempt an ~n~,eglat~pn~o 
of Goode's thes1s wlth St,eele and Pollock's typology. Such anlnte~' atHli'l 

could give added insightregardingpossiblf! intervention strateg;;s.J/ 

" " "... 0 I 
Ii 

Havens, L.L. Youth violence, and the nature of family life. Psychiatric 
Annals_, 1972, ~ 18-29. 

Objective of Article 

The author is advocating a more realistic look at the family, rather 
than the traditional i~ealistic view. 

~e thodol.Q91. 

Literature review. 

Findings 

TloJo realities support the need for a more critical view of the family: 

1) The syndrome of family violence. Most murders and suicides oc

cur within intimate relationships like the family. ·Also, violence is 

passed from generation to generation. The author cites eVidence ~hat 
child abuse is not the work of a psychotic fringe element, but is a 

magnified version of our society's attitude toward children. 

2) Families contribute to mental illness, specifically, criminal 

behavior, and early delusions and hallucinations of schizophrenia. 

Havens also concludes that family creation must become lessrgutine; 

there must. be less pressure to marry and have children. Possibly the 

increased intervention in privat~ lives is justified. Havens expresses 
fears about how far this should go. 

I 
Conc'lusions 
-~-.--

The article enumerates some' interesting ideas, but gives them very 

superficial treatment. There is little discuss.ion of infanticide. 

Langer, W.L. Infanticide: a historical survey. 

• Qua)~terJ1., 1974, .1, 353-367. 

Objective of A~ticTe 

History o.f Childhood 

A histbry ofin'fahticidein the ~Jestern Hemisphere. 

.r. 
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Methodot<?9.l 
Literature survey. Includes extensive bibliography. 

Finding~ 
Infanticide is an ancient practi.ce, and one,which was originally used 

as a method of population control. Christianity, under the influence of 
Jewish law~ began condemning the practice around 300 A.D., yet it continued 
to be practiced. Governments began dealing with the problem in the 16th 
century,passing laws, and establishing hospitals tor:, foundlings. Hospitals 
became so overcrowded that the children were dying. The practice js less 
common today due to several factors: birth control measures, better ma
terl1ityand child care, and progress in pediatric, medicine. 

Conclusions 
, The article is agood·and. concise sununa.ry, v.aluable for the'~<histCl,\"Y 

it contains. 

Miller~ D. and Looney, J .. The.predictionof ~dQlescent homicide: episodic 
" dyscontrol and dehumanization, The Amerjcan Journal of,Jsychoanalysis, 

1974) 34,187.,.198., . 

", 

Object,ive of, Article 
The authors describe three basic types of murder syndrome,? which have 

varying degrees ,ofacc\.lracy in pred.icti.on. Th,e h~pot,nesis of this study 
is that the capacity to dehumanize others, eal5 i lyproduced uD,der stress , <:J 

and either associated with episodic dyscontrol or pervasive in the pef-
~) 

sonal:ity, is th~ issue which differentiates the murderous fr,O"m the violent . 

MethoE9.1wo9Y 
The study has taken place over aperi,od of eight years in Br;~tain 

and the United State~. The setting is unreport~d. The number of~ases 
is unreported. The article iS 0 essentially a brief. literature review with o . 

'. 2.5 references and a :few: ex:amples from cas.~. histories. 
"' 

Fi ndi h_g~ 
Of interest to this review, c' history of parental violence and dis-

integrated family reI at; onshi ps a,re reported for the adol escent murgerers. 
The authors claim that "when as children, vulnerable individuals are 
treated in a violent exploitative manner by others, they are likely to 
become pathological dehumanizers ... the histori.cal data that separates 
typical. borderl ine .personal ities who cannot separate-individuate from 
those who hecome capable of murderous and dehumanizing behavior, appears 
to be that of an inexplicably violent parent with the other parent being 

absent or passively collusive." (p. 197) 

Conclus;cns --_. __ .. __ .. -
In spit~of its obvious methodological shortcomings, this article 

has serious implications for the child welfare field. Personnel treat
ing the emotional ~cars of abused ~hildren will need'to be aware of ihe 

potential for violence the abuse has created. 

Scratton, J .. Violence in the family. In D.J~ Madden and J.R. Lion (6ds.). 
~a.ge-Hate-AssaultandOther Forms of Viol ence. '. New York: Spectrum 

Publishing, 1976. 

II '0 . obj~dive of Article 
The authO'rvhas attempted to provide the reader with Cin,understanding 

of the state of art regarding knowledge about violence in the family. 

Methodo Ib_9.Y.. 
. The "a tti c lei s a 11 teratur.~ revi ew with 88 ci tations. 

This hrier article reports many findinqs under the major tqpic head
ihgscof: historical pe~spectivp. various theoretical per$pectives in-

~ . 

cidence' and demograph~ and origins of intrafamilial violence. The latter 

topic is further subdivided into four general research areas: the family 
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as agent of social ization child-l (!aring practices conducive to violence 

societal sanction and training fOI violence within the family and con

fl ; ct theory app lied to the famil y system. 

,Concl us ions' 

Scr~tton has attempted too ambitious an undertaking for So brief a " 

space. The primary value of the article 'is its bibliography and intro-, 

duct,i on to the 1 itera ture on vi 01 ence in the family,. 

Sennet, R. The brutality of modern families. Transaction,1970,li,29-37. 

Objecti ve cj'f Artiel e 

Senne't characte~:izes the modern family as drawing in upon itself; He 

speaks of the int~nsity of family r~lation~ and se~j modern familyl ife as 

stif}ing in obvious,and subtle ways. Sennet also refer'~ to':Jthe guilt-over

conflict syndrome. TheG-O-C syndrome is expressed in the attitude of 

intense families that good famil ies ought to be happy and happy families 

ought to be tranqui 1, internally in harmony.. The emerQ,ence ofconfl ;c"t 

in their family lives seems·to indicate some kind of mO,ral failure. 

Metho,dol08l 

Sennet is presenttng a theoretical piece. 

direct citations are included. 

Finding_~ 

No empirical research or 

Sennet feels that families in which abusive conflictsarerepress~d 
\'Ii11 have hi~herrates of deep emotional disorders than families in.which 

hostilities are openly expressed. 

Conclusion's" 

Sennet's'theory might ha,ve impl ications for protective service workers 

in that they should be alert for unexpressed hostilities'in families they 

G 

n 

serve. Families should be provid(rl a safe environ~ent to v~ntilate hostil-

i ties, or taught safe ways to venti 1 ate wi thi n the fami 1y rather than denyi 11':;) 

or repressing hostile feelings. 

Silver~ L.B., Dublin, C.C. ~nd Lourie~ R:S. Does violence breed violence? 

Contributidn~ from a study of the cbi"ld abuse syndrome. American 

Jourt:tal of Psychiatry,' 1969, 126,404-407.' 

Objectt"te of Article 
The authors set out to test the hypothesis thdt .children who are abused 

become perpetrators of other crimes of violence when they grow oldet. 

Methodolo.9Y.. 
"ln1967, the authors revi ewed a group of 34 cases of suspected or 

proven child abuse. B~ accessing various social service agencies' records, 

historical data dating back 20 years were obtained on many of the families. 

Nine case.histories are cited in the article. 

Findings 
f? The study 'suggests that sorne abused children choose' to identify with 

the aggressor as a major defensive pattern. The author'sal so postUlate 

that just as many 'victims of child abuse identify with the victim and learn 

that love equals being hurt. Thes~ people est~blish a pattern of inviting 

harm and playing the victim. 

Conc 1 us i on_~_" '~.' \f\ 
The authors conclude that violence does appear to breed violence. 

Unfortunate1y~ even theirselect~d' rev;"~w of the data would not appear to 

support this conclusion. In only four of the 34 cases was there evidence 

that the abuser had been al;u~ed as a child. A more comp1,ete "analysi.s of 

the data might havey;e1ded~variab'es with more'explanatory powers. 
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Sprey,J. The, !amt1yas a systemin,;,'cohflict. 

the Family, 1969, 31, 699-70L. ' 

Ii 
Journ,l of Marriage and 

II 

Objective of Artic}~ " I 
Sprey presents a theoretical argument which chalhenges the" traditional 

view many social scientists have of the fami1y. Traditionalists view har-
. , ' ' ~ 

monx an~ st~ble equili~rjum as the normal state for ~iam~lies. Spreycon-

ceptua·hzes the, family as: a system in confl ict,,,, its! process as an ongoing 

confr~nt~ t i o~ !:oe, tween' ~ tsme~l~er~, a con,' fronta ti Onb~~twe"en 'indi,~'Oi dua 1 swith 
con~11ct1ng lnterests 10 thew ,common situation. Inlla conflict framework 

the focus is no longer on the properties of the diffl~rences pe~ se, but 

rather is onthe.abllity of the family ~membersto de~l wHh~;t~~latter " 

regardless of content and magnitude.. , '. . ,J .1, .,) ,,; . , .. 

l~ethodo 1091. and Findings ! 

The artic.1eselectively reviews family 1 iterat~:re to garner ;upport 

for the author's, thesis. lti,sa theoretj,cql ~~rk 11ith37 Cjtationsand 

noempiri'ca 1 re$earchf;indings. il " 

Conclusions 
Spreyhas presented a provocative well.,.writtenth~ory which the author 

,.II 

considers to. be a ,tentativ.e first statement. Others wi 11 need to test its . ' . . , ," - '.' , :' ~ , .' ' " I,: _ • , ~ 

various propositions bef.ore his theory i?(:pn(irme~. Sprey's th,eorycould,. 

have.;mplicat1on:?\i'1orpro;tective iservice intervention technjques'witi . ~ , '. ' , 

fami 1i eswh.ere v,; olenc:e had occ:urred. 

Steele, B.F. Viplence within thefamily~' In R.E. Helfer and H.C. Kempe 

(.Eds.) ,Chiihd Abuse, and,' Ne.fjlect-:-.,Tbe FamilY and the communi~tY. '" 

" .&1mbridge" '~1ass: ,,' Ba lli:ng~r Pub] i shing C~., fQ76,. .'.. t~ " 
fi . , 

", 'il, 

" 

A,s the,·title implle2" Steele' uses, this ,chapter tQ.e)(plore in 

detail,the ,etiology of violence in thefamicly. 
" II • 

'. r'lettJod.2J.9..9Y-. 
This .is a theoretical piece with 53 citations. 

Fi nding?_ . 
,~ , ... 

Steel.e.lpoks at the question of 'the.origins of.viol~·nce ~nd the 

four main categories that have. been used for explanation: biological, 

psychologi~a.l, sociological and cultural. He briefly explores all 

four of these positions and points out the weaknesses of each. Re

garding,chi ldabuse" Steele cites his experience gained from fifteen 

years working in the f.ield. ,He .bel ieves the most common element is 

the lack of em ph at he tic mothering in the earlyyea.rs oJ ,the ab!Jsing 

parents. The early experience of abu?e or, neglect predisposes the 

person to use agression to solve problems, accompanied by a ,lack .of 

empathy for others, and poor ability to handle stre?s. 

Cone 1 us ions, " .. . ..::. 

. ~10re th,ananythi n9 elsa the, chapter points out the tremendous cost 

to society in lives, pain and suffr:rring, not only to thisg~neration 
but generations to come, if the cycle of abuse isn't broken. 

Steinmetz, S.K. and Straus, M.A. The family as cradle of violence. 

Soc fety, T973, 'IO~:c5a=56~ 

ObjectiV~-2! Article 

Steinmetz ahd Straus explore four myths regardi,!1g. family violence: 

th,epsychopatho.logy myth, the cJass myth, .the sex, myth" and,the catharsis 
" ' 

plyth. 
1,1, 

Netho~2:L9.9l 

No empirical r,~search is i'ncluded and no dire'c,~ citations of other 

works are presented, although some are referred ,to by name. ti 
\, 
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Findin9.~ 

The au thors conc 1 ude that the four s;ter'e,gtypes conta i na kern~ 1 of 
<;Y .~ 

truth but are dangerous over~simplications. Re~ar~iri~ thepsychopatho-

logical myth, c Steinmetz and Straus say that phys ically abusive husbands, 

wives,arid children are of overwhelmin,g1y soundm~nd and bO~y." Although 

there are some differences between social classes inintra~~milY viol,ence, 

the, clas~ myth igno~eS~hehiqhlevel OrfamnYV;Olencein~~ther sot;a~ 
strata. The sex myth, a,lthough based on h;storicallyaccurat~observatlon 
of the link between sex and Violence, ·iends t~assume that t~ link' is 
bioloqi cally determined and' fail s to take into account the~Taland cul-

tural, factors, W~;Ch associate sex and viole'nee inmany soclet:es. The , .. 

catharsis myth 'seems to haV,e the smallest kernel of truth Ldt lts core, and 

its persistence may be due to the subtle ,just;ficationitgive~ to the 

violent nature of American society. 
';i, . 

Conclusions 

Hiththeir refutation of these myths Steinmetz and Straus would tend 

to confit'm much of the child' abuse literature;; .e., abus.~i1g parent~ are 

not necessarily mentally ill, or solely frOM lower soeioecon6mic classes or 
male. CI 

Straus, M.A. A general systems theory approachto a theory of violence 

between family members. Social Science Information, 1973, If.,~05.,125. 

Objective ofArti~le 

Strews makes psedf 9~nera r sYstems theory to 'f\6tmul ate a theory ac

counting for the presence of v.iqlen~\ein. the family. He views continuin~ 
violence as a systemic product rather than a product of individual behavior .,1, . 

pa tho 1 ~~,Y •. 

Methodo19.9Y..' v .•• 
"~. 

n Straus presents. a theoretical work with 30 bibliographic entries. 

Findings_ 

Straus presented the various stages in the development of his theory. 

He began with a block dia9ram which provided an inVentory of possible rele

vant variables with suggestions as to their interrelationships. Secondly, 

he articul ated a set of eight interl inked propositions which he feel s ac

count for the stabilization of violence in the family system. Finally, a 

flow chart was devised to demonstrate the branching and feedback processes 

which provide the dynamic elements of the system. The eight previously 

mentioned propositions are: 1) violence between family members arises from 

diverse ca~ses, 2) relative to the rate of publicly known or treated vio

lence between family members, the actual occurrence is extremely high, 3) 

most violence is either denied or not labeled as deviahce, 4) stereotyped 

imagery of family viol ence i s::'fearned in early chi ldhood from parents, 

siblings, and other children, 5) the stereotypes of family violence are 

continually reaffirmed, 6) violent persons may be rewarded for violent 

acts if these acts produce the desired results, 7) use of Violence, when 

itis contrary to family norms~ creates confl ict over the use of violence, 

and 8) persons labeled as violent may be encouraged to play out the role. 

Conclusions 

The Straus article provides a theoretical framework both for empirical 
research and the development of intervention strateg;-e·s~~=v 
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