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OVERVIEW

The Second Annual National Conference on Child Abuse and Neglect, sponsored by the Region VI
Resource Center on Child Abuse and Neglect in cooperation with the National Center on Child
Abuse and Neglect, Children's Bureau, Administration for Children, Youth, and Families, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, was held in Houston, Texas, on April 17-20, 1977.
During those four days, some 1,100 participants interacted with experts in child abuse and
neglect from the fields of social work, psyehology, psychiatry, medicine, government, education,
and law.

In four major plenary sessions, leaders from the various disciplines discussed the role of
the consumer/family, the role of the community, the role of state and federal governments, and
the role of the political process in dealing with the problems posed by child maltreatment. In
addition, ‘25 panels and 80 workshops provided detailed information and discussion relating to the
many issues of child abuse and neglect and suggested various levels of intervention with children,
parents, families, communities, legislatures, and the federal government.

In the year that has passed since the First National Conference, the National Center and
local, state and federal governments have supported many research and demonstration projects.
The results reported on at this conference showed many approaches that work, and a few that do
not. They demonstrated clearly that although we still do not know all the answers, -we are
improving our abilities to choose the right questions to ask.

If any theme could be said to have run through the whole massive proceeding, it was
probably this: that child abuse and neglect is not merely a private affair between caretaker and
child, but rather a erisis that affects and is affected by the entire community—and "community"
may be defined as broadly as one wishes. Although our efforts for social reforms must not
overshadow intervention with individuals, which is still a viable and needed modality, the field
has moved past the concept of the "sick parent"” to that of the "conflicted society.”

Cne thing an overview needs to recognize is that the Conference was more than the sum
of its plenary addresses, panels, and workshops, that speakers and participants interacted in many
ways, and that a few words—enthusiastic, thoughtful, discouraged, challenging—spoken between
two individuals, perhaps over coffee, perhaps during a reception, may have more immediate
relevance than an extensive research study

If the Conference was more than the sum of its meetings, this book is more than a
compilation of what was said at those meetings. The goal of the editors was to produce a
publication that went beycnd reporting to make a statement about the state of the art in child
abuse and neglect, and to provide a context for a collection of papers by professionals and lay
people vitally concerned with child maltreatment which would form a lasting and useful addition
to the literature.

Michael L. Lauderdale, PhD Douglas J. Besharov, JD

Prinecipal Investigator Director

Resource Center on Child National Center on Child
Abuse and Neglect Abuse and Neglect

Austin, Texas Washington, D.C.
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These papers, all written by leaders in the fields of child abuse and negleet research, social
welfare, and government, present an overview of the problem of child abuse and neglect at the
social system level. Acknowledging that “child abuse and neglect is by itself not a preeminent
concern at the highest levels of government,” they disecuss the potential of government policies
to support and strengthen families and to set goals for the responsible exercise of political power
at local, state, and federal levels. These considerations are complemented by overviews of the
social, psychological, and cultural ecology of child abuse and neglect as a multidimensional
family phenomenon requiring a ‘multidimensional societal response.

Drawing on his experiences growing up in the multi-cultural milieu of southern New
Mexico, Governor Jerry Apodaca, one of only two Spanish-surnamed American governors,
discusses the role of government in strengthening families, and challenges professionals to
achieve their shared goals. Government, while not able to intervene directly with most families,
can serve families by creating a nurturing climate of prosperity, equal opportumty, progress, and
hope. .

T. George Silcott, Executive Director of the Wiltwyck School, presents detailed social and
economic data on American families and shows how poverty-level survival relates to the
corrosion of family living. Interventions by the child welfare and juvenile justice systems,
fragmented and inadequate as they often are, may be more abusive and neglectful than the
parents they categorize. A consumer/family and family life preservation mudel makes specific
recommendations to the Federal government for integrated data collection systems, "no fault"
social services and income support, community-based services, and a strong policy on full
employment.

Dr. C. Henry Kempe, a pioneer in the study of the medical and social aspects of child
abuse and neglect, presents an overview of past and present models of the dynamies of child
abuse and neglect and their treatment. Social work has traditionally borne the greatest
responsibility in dealing with child abuse and negleet, but needs additional supporting resources in
the fields of day care, foster care, community-wide programs, and the courts in order to provide
services and prevent burn-out. - Social work also needs to move toward an autonomous
practitioner-consultant model and away from the current restrictive caseworker-supervisor
framework.

Discussing the role of the community from the judicial perspective, Judge Justine Wise
Polier reviews the history of community response to the problems of child abuse and neglect,
from the parent as sovereign to the parent as monster and on to current judicial nonintervention.
She urges communities to aceept and provide for abusing and neglectful parénts; to take an
active, vocal role in determining the quality of child eare in institutions, ineluding sehools; and to
make a concerted effort to serve those children who are abused and neglected, not by their
parents, but by the negligence and indifference of our social and economic systems.

Raymond Vowell, former Commissioner of the Texas Department of Human Resources,
discusses the role of the political process in setting priorities and the importance of informing
the public of the needs of children and families and involving them in the-decision-making
process. Though some legislative progress has been made, and the Department of Human
Resources has expanded and refined its services, efforts must be continued to educate
governments and communities about their roles and responsibilities toward families.

Douglas Besharov, Director of the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, reviews
past and present activities of NCCAN and suggests possible future directions for research and
demonstration. Based on the premise that the definition of child abuse and neglect influences
the response to it, he elaborates a model of the psychosocial ecology of child abuse and neglect,
taking into consideration intrapersonal, situational, cultural and social/institutional effects upon
the family system. .
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Dr. Michael Lauderdale, Principal Investigator of the Region VI Resource Center on Child

Abuse and Neglect, presents an overview of child abuse and neglect issues. Focusing on the areas -

of etiology and professional roles, he notes areas where progress has been made, and contrasts
these with other areas which still lack resolution.
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The Role of Government in Strengthening the Family

The Honorable Jerry Apodaca

Governor of New Mexico

Santa Fe, New Mexico ,

It is a great honor for me to open this Second Annual Conference on Child Abuse and Neglect. It
is also a pleasure to welcome the conference participants to Houston, Texas, and to the great
Southwest. I know all of you come from varied geographic areas of our country, and for some
this may be the first visit to the heart of the Sunbelt states. It is indeed heartwarming to see the
interest, enthusidsm, and eoncern that surrounds the opening of this conference.

We have a saying around New Mexico that "Schools are for kids." In spite of our daily
hassles about salaries, collective bargaining, bricks and mortar, bond issues, funding, and other
issues, we cannot forget, even for an instant, that the schools exist for students, not principals,
or administrators, or teachers, or the PTA, and that our only guide should be what's best for the
kids. Well, the same spirit permeates this room. We &lso recognize we are seated in the biggest
room in the world--"the room for improvement."”

As I prepared this speech I recalled my own childhood and youth on the eastside of Las
Cruces, New Mexico, where the Mexican-American families comprised about 98 percent of the
population. There, in the dirt-lined streets of Las Cruces, where nearly everyone was related,
the American model of the nuclear family was unheard of.

I guess we weren't as advanced as the rest of the country in the forties and fifties. But
looking back, I think I was fortunate in growing up in such an environment, with aunts and uncles
ready to appear at any street corner, and with abuelos and older eousins watching you grow. The

sense of community and family ties were both strong. The eastside of Las Cruces, although not’

wealthy then or now, has produced doctors, lawyers, a Supreme Court justice, priests, teachers,
bankers, and even a few counselors and social workers.

I guess we will never be able to return to those days when "family"” meant a host of
maternal and paternal relations other than those of the immediate nuclear home. Perhaps the
American ways of living can never fit the multigenerational household, sharing the responsibili-
ties of child-rearing. But I cannot help feeling that we have lost something.

I don't claim to be an expert on the causes of child abuse. I can't match the years of study
and practical experience that ycu have gained as professionals. But as a father of five, a former
teacher, former legislator, and as New Mexico's highest elected official, I can offer you some
perspectives on how we, as a people, can reduce some of the elements which lead to neglect and
abuse.

One of the current controversies in New Mexico and other western states, and indeed
throughout the country, is in the area of corrections—our criminal justice system. Americans
have grown increasingly conservative in their approach to crime and criminals, and they. don't
want to be mugged or robbed by some thug who has an arm's length list of prior arrests. They
want stiffer penalties—and more outlaws behind bars. They don't care about rehabilitation as
much as they demand self-protection. Citizens don't care how much prisons cost as long as they
are filled with criminals. Political officials are responding to this call because we see the
publie's econcern as legitimate. Longer, fixed sentences are going to become the standard, not
the exception.

In looking at this current situation, however, I think of the past neglect through which we
ignored the immense social problems which inevitably led to our crime problem. Couldn't we
have allocated our resources differently to stave off .the expenditures of so much greatsr funds
now? Why did we place such a small priority of the nationai budget on the young people? Now
we must pay much higher amounts to repair the damage resulting from our negleet.

In New Mexico, over 75 percent of our state dollar goes to education. It is an expenditure
for which I never apologize, even in the face of political eritieism, because it iz an investment in
the future of our state, its people, and our country.

I come to Houston to discuss the role of government in strengtihening the family, the
individual, and in battling such social problems as child abuse and neglect. I can only give you
one man's view, but I can present a challenge that should move all of you for many years to
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come. The success of this conference will not and should not be measured at its adjournment.
The success of this conference should not be judged on the eloguence or insights of the speakers,
or the participation of the registrants, or the originality of the ideas expressed, or even the
vitality of the debates and workshops.

No, the success of this conference, indeed of any conference, can only be determined
years later by the suceess you had in returning to your states and achieving the goals you share in
common. You are the professionals, the physieians, the psychologists, the social workers, the
educators, who deal with the troubled families of America.

You are the ones who can best resolve the prcblem, and so it is up to you, and nobody else,
to tight for sufficient resources to carry out your work. I am not here to say that it is easy, but
then again nothing worthwhile ever is. You are the people who can capture the attention of
pohcymakers, you can because you must, for no one else can do it for you.

We in America face an epa of changing realities. Some politicians and leaders are meeting
this new challenge, but some are not. No longer do we live in an era of abundance. No longer
can we say that America is a land of limitless resources, because there appears on the horizons a

~limit to these resources—land, water, energy—and so we must learn to live with less, to pamper
nature, and-not ourselves.

Any politician who says we will not have to give up some of our current luxuries, or
abandon our conspicuous waste of resources, is doing the country a disservice. Likewise, the
spending priorities of our governments—local, state, and federal—will also be subject to change,
and this is where you are going to have to fight, and fight very hard. In order to correct the child
abuse problem in America, government at all levels must create a positive envu-onment for all
citizens,

Authorities believe the overwhelming influence in child abuse and neglect is stress, both in
family life and in areas in which government can take action—employment, physical and mental
health, income support, housing, education, and child care. Let's face it—these basic human
needs are where the bulk of our money should go. If accomplished, we won't be faced so often
with the need for much larger expenditures te solve much more complex problems created by our
previous stinginess or neglect.

In reading your professional journals, I have learned that child abuse does occur in middle-
income homes, although less abuse is reported than actually occurs. The overwhelming evidence
points, however, to a strong correlation between poverty, unemployment, and child abuse. One
study concluded that reported child abusers are disproportionately represented in the lowest
social classes, that there is up to 50 percent unemployment among child abusers, and that nearly
60 percent of the affected families receive some kind of public assistance.

Although we could conclude that poverty is an insufficient cause for child abuse, I think it
reasonable to assume that if we, as a nation and a people, reduce family stress by improving
economic conditions for our eitizens, we also will have gone a long way in reducing the problem
of child abuse and neglect. That is why proposals to expand employment opportunities should be

encouraged by public and private interests. There is nothing more fundamental to the emotional.

well-being of a person and to the stability of a family than gainful employment. A person with a
job has self-esteem and hope, and a person with hope has everything.

On the other hand, a person without a job loses his identity and self—respect and soon
despairs of both himself and the world around him. That is why federal make-work programs, for
all their drawbacks and inefficiencies, accomplish a great deal.

We should realize low essential low unemployment is to the vigor of our country, and that
is also why whenever I am asked what my priorities are as Governor I respond with only three
words—education, and economic development. With expanded educational and work opportuni-
ties, more Americans can enjoy the "good life." These two areas, education and jobs, are the
keys to the future. They are the keys to preserving individual capacity to act, ‘and to provide for
oneself without depending on government or anybody else.

We spoke before of the need to preserve and protect our natural wealth such as oil,
water, and gas. Should we not be as careful and cautious with our human resources? I think it
was Franklin Roosevelt who said, "The only real capital of a nation is its natural resources and its
human beings. So long as we take care of and make the best of both of them, we shall survive as
a strong nation, a successful nation, and a progressive nation."” As we begin America's third
century, we should not squander any of our resources, natural or human.

I feel it is in creating a climate of prosperity, equahty of opportunity, and of progress and
hope that government will play its most significant role in promoting the health of the Ameriean
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family. If we succeed in these efforts, then we need not be so preoccupied in reconstructing
already erumbled merchandise. .

I happen to be an optimist about the changes government can effect. Government can do
great good for many people. I cannot, however, rewrite history, or alter people's attitudes about
how they should run their lives. I don't think, for example, that government can do much to
lower divorce rates or that it should even try. Nor do I think government can do too much to
attract foster families. We can increase foster care board rates, and in New Mexico we have
done so over the past years. But we cannot rely solely on the great anticipated surplus of parent-
aged men and women to solve our foster parent deficiencies. We can do little to alter the
national trend toward smaller families—whether natural or foster.

At the same time, innovations in recruiting foster homes should not be overlooked by
either private or public entities. The generation of the post-war baby boom is now starting new
households every day, and by all indications they will have sufficient jobs and income to
adequately sustain their smaller-sized families. Here again, you will be the key; you must do the
convineing; and you will have to secream for publie attention, and then hold it. No one is going to
do it for you.

Foster care is one area where we need the cooperation of government and private citizens
because I think no one relishes the prospect of public institutional care to the point of
warehousing children, or the state becommg a substitute parent.

These are challenges you face in the years ahead. They encompass many complex issues
on a number of fronts. But that is the human condition. Life would be boring w1thour problems
to solve, challenges to meet, and improvements to be made,

More important, all progress must begin with a true assessment of the obstacles ahead.
You will encounter many, and that is how it should be. If you talented professionals are not in
the front lines of these battles, who will be? Our work is just beginning. Naturally, the
cha]lenges\xou face will result in many long and diffieult hours, and I do not envy you.

Child~abuse is prevalant today in all parts of our country. It is symptomatxc of a society
where violence remains too much a part of our national character, a dark spot in our history. We
too often view violence as a means of settling disputes, as an easy outlet for frustration, or as
the only method of diseipline.

Therefore, I urge you to get busy with the work of this conference and the work of your
professions. I am aware of the patience you will need and the disappointments you will
sometimes meet. I congratulate you on your willingness to assume this kind of work, and in
dealing with people—young people especially--who face so many problems, and who sometimes
seem so helpless. Your rewards may be a long time coming, but so very worthwhile when once
you do see the success story of a family you have helped become contributors to our country’'s
welfare.



Institutibnelized Social Bankruptcy Equals' Child Abuse, Therefore
Today’s Challenge: Family Life Preservation -

T. George Sileott, Executive Director
The Wiltwyek School
New York, New York

This is the second Annual National Conference on Child Abuse and Neglect. All assembled here,
and those who will attend and participate in this conference in the next few days, are deeply
concerned about and involved with the problems of child abuse and neglect.

We have friends, co-workers, and family members who are as conecerned and disturbed
about child abuse and neglect as we are.

The vast majority of federal, state, and local legislators are as concerned about child
abuse and neglect as we ‘are. In equal measure, federal, state, and local executives and
administrators are concerned and disturbed about this pernieious problem. Business, industry,
labor, and agriculture—on all levels—join with the private, non-profit human service industry in
their deep-seated concerns about child abuse and neglect. The media, in justifiable indignation,
periodically highlight, and focus our attention on, specific incidents of child abuse and neglect.

Were we able to merge and unite all of those who share this deep concern, shock and
outrage—were we all to meet as an ocean of concerned citizenry and fill the grounds between the
Lincoln Memorial and the Washington Monument, as we did in 1963, our expended efforts would
have only marginal impact. We must reshape our thinking, our priorities, our national conscience
in such a manner that truly addresses abuse and neglect, or else our agenda for the third annual
conference will not be dissimilar to the second annual conference. In truth, we can expect the
fifth, the tenth, and the twentieth annual conference agendas merely to reflect our reactions to
the intolerable eireumstances existing today.

Many of us read about and participate in & wide variety of local, state, and federal "plans
for action." On local, state, and federal levels, we have the equivalent of organizations not
dissimilar from a citizen's committee for children, joint action committees for children, and
various child advocacy organizations.

We have seen and read prestigious national, state, and local studies on the plight and
conditions of children, and of the'awesome ravages and resultant human waste caused by poverty.
Nongovemmental studies and analyses abound concerning the dysfunction and fragmentation of
our human service systems.

All this we know. Yet we are assembled here, the cynic and the driven, the idealist and
the realist, the conservative and the radical—we, in convocation, are a sampling of the concerned
citizenry.

As keynoter, I see my task as one that challenges us to move beyond repetition and
inertia. I see my task, beyond rhetorie, to challenge our perceptions of the problem of child
abuse and negleect in such a manner that could move us realistically and rationally to basie,
meaningful resolutions of this problem.

I see my task to urge us, at this conference, to develop strategies and approaches for our
elected and appointed representatives, in high and low office, that lead to quantum, substantive
changes in the governmental impact on the human condition, rather than incremental changes in
the condition of tha vietim. I will press for a drastic change in our collective conscience, a
change in personal priorities, and the generation of the will (the capacity) to make our rich
resources work to improve the condition of children by saving their families.

BASIC ORIENTATION AND REFERENCE POINT

Child abuse and neglect cannot be understood nor effectively addressed in a vacuum. Every
abused or neglected child is the result of a multi-dimensional problem, inextricably interrelated
with other concerns and issues: When we focus our attention merely on dealing with the abused
and neglected child—-or on the abuser and neglecter—or when we focus on the narrow category of
abuse and neglect—however defined—we have already lost that battle. More grievously, we have
distorted and skewed the problem, and have so limited our options that we must fail in our
efforts to comprehend the problem.

When we focus on mental illness rather than mental health, we indeed must be labeled
crazy before we receive needed mental health services. When we structure and ehannel the child
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welfare system dollar so that services are made available upon the placement of a child, we aid
and abet the abuse and neglect of a child and its family in the first instance.

When we enact laws that mandate juveniles accused of eommitting crimes be tried in
adult criminal courts, we do not effectively limit the incidence of serious delinquent aets, but
effectively divert our attention from dealing with juvenile delinquency as an expression of our
inability to work with children at the preschocl age. We certainly avoid the interrelated issues of
inadequate schooling, the desert of ' vocational career building, and the unavailability of
employment options. Also, when we make "child abuse” money available for services only after
abuse is proven, we encourage and abet child abuse.

Abuse and neglect impacts on a chilgd, a sibling, and a parent. The social, economie,
cultural, and ethnic contexts in which these specifie occurrences take place are as real as the
specifie occurrences of abuse. They must be deglt with.

Various discrete pieces of legislation address narrow categories, have specific definitions,
and have different eligibility requirements in order to receive services. Class action suits are
narrowly defined to address specific categories: the mentally ill, the handieapped individual, the
placed child, and the mentally retarded individual. Executive intent and priority point to specific
"lls"—specific "problems." Administrative bodies further define and limit the legislative,
executive, and judicial actions when they promulgate and issue the necessary rules and
regulations in order to carry out their departmental obligations.

Yet, the consumer/family cannot be treated as an abstraction. The child and family living
in a given neighborhood are real. What we have been doing in our 'attempts to deal with
disparate, discrete "problems" is to violate, abuse, and neglect the real consumer/family.

The whole child, albeit damaged--the whole family, albeit divorced-—the whole family,
albeit disorganized and isolated—is put into little compartments. Our current practices and
definitions are antagonistie to the whole consumer/family who lives in a given neighborhood.

Because of our laws, because of our piecemeal priorities, because of our current
conflicting rules and regulations—we, in effect, mandate that the impact of our efforts be
.partial, be piecemeal, be arbitrary, be abusive and neglectful of the whole child and the whole
family. Intent and good will notwithstanding, we impaet on child and family in such a manner
that we contribute to the family's deterioration, disorganization, disintegration, and disperse-
ment.

Stated positively and assertively, our national commitment, as its primary priority, must
be the preservation of family life. Our policies and efforts must mirror a basic commitment to
children and their families. We must reorient and reorganize our efforts and services so that
they impaect overwhelmingly to preserve family life.

LEGISLATIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE PERSPECTIVE

As a direct national response to the Great Depression of the thirties, the highest presidential
priority spurred the enactment of, and gave the imprint to, much of our welfare system as we
know it today, 40 years later.

During this time our welfare system developed in an uncoordinated, sometimes
unresponsive, and sometimes dysfunctional fashion. Discrete programs have been added—with no
attempt to integrate them with other programs. It is as if programs were piled upon other
programs. And onee you have a program, you obviously need a diserete administrative agency to
monitor and operate the diserete program. Not only do the program gatekeepers promulgate
their own rules and regulations with regard to eligibility, ete., but the gatekeepers are
responsible to different administrative bodies and different legislative committees—committees
which do the essential financial underwriting for the programs.

The April 3, 1977, New York Times commented on a recent library of Congress report that
listed 55 separate federal programs that provide government payments of cash or services to
various categories of people with limited income. The Times article quotes a landmark study of
welfare in 1974 by the Congressional Joint Economic Committee's Subecommittee on Fiscal Policy
which desecribes this witches' brew: "...our income security programs," the subcommittee stated
in its report, "are shaped by at least 21 committees of the Congress and by 50 state legislatures,
by six cabinet departments and 3 federal agencies, by 54 state and territorial welfare agencies,
by more than 1500 county welfare departments, by the U.S. Supreme Court, and by many lesser
courts."

The federal phenomenon recurs on the state level.. In New York for instance, the
Temporary State Commission of Child Welfare reported in its 1975 publication, "The Children of
the State, I-A Time for Change in Child Care," that statutes or parts of statutes explicitly
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dealing with child welfare laws appear under no less than 22 different volume headings of
McKinney's: Administrative Code of the City of New York; Civil Practice Law and Rules; Civil
Rights Law; Correction Law; County Law; Criminal Procedure Law; Domestic Relations Law;
Education Law; Estates, Powers, and Trusts Law; Executive Law; General Municipal Law; Indian
Law; Judiciary Law; Labor Law; Local Finance Law; Mental Hygiene Law; Not for Profit
Corporations Law; Penal Law; Public Health Law; Social Services Law; Surrogate's Law;
Surrogate's Court Procedure Act; and, Unconsolidated Laws.

The report hastens to add that, "...We make no claim that even this list is exhaustive and
concede that, in some cases, the exclusions were more or less arbitrary.” New York is by neo
means unique in this matter.

STATISTICAL PERSPECTIVE

A. Numbers are Suspect

Much ean be said about how we have been responding to specific categomes of dysfunctxon
and problems. I will highlight only a few of them. The patterns repeat. The cumulative effect is
over~whelmingly destructive to the real consumer/family living in a real neighborhood.

I would like to mention one fact that directly affects those of us involved with projects
concerned with child abuse and neglect. Congress requires the Office of Child Development
(OCD) of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) to provide annually: true
figures conecerning the incidence of child abuse and neglect and to reflect appropriate rates of
increase and decrease. The OCD recently authorized a $1.5 million contraet just to come up
with proper definitions in order to obtain the data Congress requires. As an aside, the New York
Times reported last week in a feature article in its Fam11y/Sty1e Section that child abuse
occurring in the suburbs (Westchester County, an affluent county in New York) is simply not
reported. The article states: "Child abuse, according to experts, has reached epidemie
proportlons nationally, even after a decade of new laws and educational programs. Still, they
say, tiiere is a reluctance (my emphasis) to report it, especially'in the middle class (my empha-
sis). Private physicians reported only 6 of the 891 cases investigated last year by the child
protective services agency in Westchester.” The article concludes, "Experts also began to ask
whether it was time for a new look at the law mandating the reporting of abuse cases, especially
in view of the widespread disregard of that aspect.”

B. Relevant Data

I would like to present some statisties I find relevant:

—The difference between a 7.8 percent unemployment rate vs. a 4 percent unemployment

rate represents $200 billion in lost wealth (J. D. Straussman—Society, March/April 1977);

—The suicide rate has doubled in the last decade among the 15-24 age group. It is one of the
10 leading causes of death and the third leading cause of death among young people; and,
—A study just completed shows that the level of aleohol abuse among junior high school

students, in one area of New York City, is double the 1974 rate of aleohol abuse noted
among high school students for the same aresa three years ago.

According to Herbert Bienstock, Regional Commissioner for the U.S. Department of
Labor, 15.6 percent of the nation's total unemployment last year (that means one out of every six
"officially" unemployed persons in the United States last year) live in New York and New Jersey.
New York's "official" unemployed work foree is higher than the total work foree in 17 other
states, a total of 1,390,000 persons registered as out of work. It is more important to note that
while nationally the 1975 unemployment rate of 8.5 percent declined to 7.7 percent at the end of
1976, in New York the percentage of the "official” work force without a job elimbed from 9.5
percent to 10.3 percent in the same period, and the New Jersey percentage rose from 10.2
percent to 10.4 percent.

A statistic that has special meaning for .me is that approxxmately 28 percent of the all-
volunteer Army is Black. Without speculating on the obvious employment reasons for this, I note
a pending poliey change that is receiving the highest national attention, namely, the need to
return to a conseripted army. Among the key reasons offered is that the all-volunteer Army is
too costly.

I also point out that as government-sponsored work programs have been announced, poor
minority group people (youths and adults) overestimate these opportunities.

COMPARATIVE FAMILY LIFE DATA
' A. The Changing Family
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To meaningfully relate_to the issues of preservation of family living, it is essential we
have an overview of the changing family structure. I commend two articles to you:

(1) "The Next Generation of Americans,” by Urie Bronfenbrenner, a paper delivered at
the 1975 Annual Meeting of the American Association of Advertising Agencies;
and,

(2) "The Changing Family,"” a serles of articles published in the Wilson Quarterly,
Winter, 1877.

I will use material from both sources and have liberally paraphrased material from the
Bronfenbrenner article.

Without defining the parameters of family, it is necessary to state that the American
family and family life-style have undergone dramatic changes in the last two decades. Some of
the changes are: ’

—As of 1975, there were 55.7 million families in the United States.  Eighty-four percent of
these were two-parent families. Thirteen percent are female-headed households and 3
percent male;

—Sixty-eight percent of these female-headed households and 45 percent of the male have
children living at home;

—As of March, 1974, among two~parent families with children, 51 percent of married women
with children from 6-17 were engaged in or "officially" seeking work. In 1948, this rate
was only 26 percent.

—One-third of all married women with children under six were in the labor force in 1974~
three times as high as in 1948; and,

—Over the last 25 years, with a sharp increase in the last 10, there has been a marked
increase in one-parent families. In 1974, one out of every six children under 18 years of
age lived in a single-parent family. This is double the rate of 25 years ago.

In general terms, it is important to note that the majority of parents (80 percent) in

‘single-parent households are also working. In addition:

—The divorce rate has inereased 250 percent since 1960;

—The first-marriage rate is approaching in all-time low;

—The remarriage rate is down slightly;

—Close to 130 out of 1,000 infants (13 pereent) were born to unwed mothers in 1974. In
1948, the ratio was about 46 per 1,000, or 4.6 percent.

—In 1960, 28 percent of the women between 20 and 24 were single;

—In 1970, 40 percent of the women between 20 and 24 were single;

—Trends consistently show increased divorces among men between the ages of 35 and 44 who
have low incomes and low educationsl attainment. It is lmportant to note, however, that
divoree rates across the socioeconomic spectrum are increasing; and,

—In 1974, almost one out of every four parents (approximately 25 percent) under 25 headmg
a family was without a spouse.

B. Economic Dimensions
Some important economic dimensions must also be added to the equation:

~-In 1974, 67 percent of the families with incomes under $4,000 contained only one parent.
This represents an increase from 42 percent in 1968, six years earlier;

—Among family heads under 25 with earnings under $4,000, the proportion of single parents
was 71 percent for those with all children under six years of age and 86 percent with all
children of school age; and,

—There are more than 1.5 million female-headed families under the age of 25 with a median
income of $2,800. They constitute one-third of all female-headed families with children
under six.

C. Urbanization Dimensions
These are some of the dimensions of urbanization:

—The percentage of single-parent families increases markedly with city size;

—Younger families break up more frequently than older ones in large urban areas;

—In cities with more than three million population, one out of three to four households has a
single parent at the head; and

—The most rapid change ocecurs not in the larger cities but those of medium size. These high
levels of family fragmentation, a pattern six years ago confined only to the major
metropolitan centers, oceur in smaller urban areas as well.
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D. Ethnic Dimension

We musi also evaluate some racial dimensions of the situation. At the outset, it is
important to note that the overwhelming majority of Blacks and whites do not live in similar
circumstances:

—~In 1974, 50.7 percent of all Black children under 18 lived with two parents, compared with
86.7 percent of the white children;

~In 1974, the percentage of single-parent families with children under 18 was 13 percent for
whites and 44 percent for Blacks;

~-In 1974, about 6 percent of all white families with children under 18 were living in cities
with a population of three miilion or more, as compared with 21 percent for Blacks, over
three and one-half times higher, and this ratio has risen steadily in recent years;

—In 1973, the median family income for an intact white family with chlldren under six was
$12,300. It was $6,700 for a Black family; and,

~In 1973, 33 percent of all Black families with children under 18 were classified in the low
income bracket, compared to 8 percent of whites—a 4:1 ratio.

E. More Statisties
Further statistical evidence shows that:
—Forty~four percent of white families with children reside in suburbia. Seventy percent live
outside the poverty areas and have incomes above the poverty line;
—Black families constitute 14 percent of all American families. Sixty-six percent of all
families with children living in poverty areas of central cities with incomes below the
poverty line are Black; and,
-—Flfty-eight percent of the Black families are concentrated in central eities and half of
these, in turn, have incomes below the poverty line. One out of every six (17 percent)
Black families with children under 18 are found in the most vulnerable circumstances—low
income in poverty areas of a central city, compared with less than 1 pereent of all whites. °
I can add more statisties, but I believe some generic points must be made.
Nothwithstanding the ethnie dimension with ail its racist underpinnings, the American
family is undergoing marked changes. For a variety of reasons, there are fewer adults in the
home, and there is increased alienation and isolation, both of which are critical precursors to
violence. It is almost a truism that families living under similar eircumstances tend to be
affected in similar ways. The pressure of poverty is perhaps the single most significant element
in the growth of juvenile delinqueney today.

The ecological disparity between white and Black families in America is a direct
consequence of how our society funetions. Altered policies, strategies, and practices can change
how our society functions.

SYSTEMIC IMPACT ON FAMILY DETERIORATION
The background data just presented was selected in order to present a mosaic of what I consider
to be critically interrelated themes that converge and impact on families living under certain
stress conditions. While some may argue the validity of direct cause and effect, no ane can
dispute the high correlation between poverty level survival, and poverty area living, and the
corrosion of family living., These conditions exacerbate the already documented changes in
family life-style. At the least, they tend to fragment the family unit as we know it and inecrease
the alienation and isolation of family members.  Further legislative and bureaucratic
fragmentation only serves to exacerbate and hasten family deterioration of the most vulnerable
population.

A. Child Welfare and Juvenile Justice Systems

Now let me focus on how the child welfare and juvenile justice systems affect the
consumer/family.

During the last eight years, in my role as executive director of the Wiltwyck School, I

. have been direetly involved with the multi-faceted problems that impinge upon children and their

families from the ghettos of New York City who have been caught up in the child welfare and
juvenile justice systems.

Both systems, underwritten overwhelmingly by the federal, state, and loecal tax doliar,
relate almost entirely to children and youth whose families live under poverty or near-poverty
conditions. The documented New York City experience in serving this populatlon varies from the
cumulative experience of the various states and their localities only in the degree of its
ineffectiveness. Federal, state, and privately sponsored studies of these systems, while in
disagreement on' various minor points, agree wholeheartedly on one issue—the bankruptey and
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inhumanity of our current approach. Desecriptive terms such as "dysfunetional," "non-system,"
"fragmented,” "falling through the cracks," are legion.

The Congressional findings of the gross inadequacies in the various states' juvenile justice
systems are directly articulated in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
Innumerable studies have pointed up the confluence of child and family profiles of those eaught
up in either the child welfare or juvenile justice system. Our experience clearly reveals the
inhuman and problem-exacerbating effect of the absence of prompt and appropriate services to a
child and his family at an early age.

Our current definition of problems relating to troubled children, youth, and their families
makes federal, state, and local monies available only after the god-like decision to separate child
from family. The allocation of tax levy monies mandated in federal and state statutes for the
placement service systems completely overshadows the provision of basic in-own-home/neighbor-
hood-based services. The tax dollar is made available for services only as a concommitant of the
labeling process (neglect, abuse, PINS, delinquent, ete.). The youngster, by the very strueture of
the system, if not by intention, can receive services only when he is clearly on a labeled route.
The services brought to bear upon him in the more costly "placement" system, only by chance,
may have some relevance to the child's effective return to his family and neighborhood. By
statute and service underwriting, this clear-cut division is maintained and sustained. Thus, when
and if the "placement system" returns the youngster to family and neighborhood, it all but
guarantees his return into placement and ensures continued family failure.

We must ask ourselves: Is the parent the abuser? Is the child the offender? Who abuses
whom when the government-sanctioned system abets the destruction of families and the -
alienation among family members? .

B. Child Abuse and Neglect

The Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (Public Law 93—247) was signed into law
on January 31, 1974. Under this Act, the secretary of HEW, through the National Center on
Child Abuse and Negleet, is authorized to make grants to public agencies or non-profit private
organizations to develop demonstration projects for the prevention, identification, and treatment
of child abuse and negleet. This was a beginning.

While the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act attempts to move in the direction of
a meaningful programmatic response to the shortecomings and gaps in the existing service
delivery systems, the avenues required to bring about meaningful change go far beyond the
narrow impact of this legislation. To truly effect the necessary changes, we must not approach
this drastie turnaround from the narrow vantage point of those youngsters and families who have
already been failed by the present system. Rather, we must be concerned with the broad-based
community services that involve all the critical delivery systems for youth and their families.

When we merely attempt to redefine the focus of rehabilitative preventive programs for
the target population, we tacitly accept the inadequacies of all the other delivery systems
(education, health, welfare, housing, employment, ete.)—in short, the current system.

Looking at the problem from a systems approach, therefore, we recognize that imbalances
may be created. For example, while we consider the need to develop a new approach to the
problem of neglected or abused youngsters, the courts and the child welfare systems face the
reality that neighborhood services are not available in their communities to meet their needs.
This situation, in practical terms, inevitably leads to a reinforcement of the present "placement"
system. And it is the present "placement" system that must be reexamined and reassessed.

Clearly, when we address the issues at hand, we, in fact, respond from a specific
ideological view to the basic fabric of our society. It is no accident that negleet, abuse,
delinquency, and other definitions of social pathology are found in high proportions in
neighborhoods where there is also an accompanying high level of infant -mortality, poor
educational achievement, low income, and inadequate health services. Also, there is the absence
of viable social institutions that can provide the programs and resources that could help families
cope with the day-to-day task of surviving in an urban environment.

Clearly, child abuse and neglect, like delinquency, are symptomatic of two closely
interrelated problems—famijly breakdown and the failure of other systems that impinge upon
family life. Further compounding the problem is the differential approach used in handling
situations of suspected abuse or neglect in inner-city areas as opposed to middle-income areas.
The residents of middle-income communities can develop and make use of resources to enhance
their survival and consequently do not appear as significant statisties in identifying social
pathological behavior. Rarely, if ever, are these families taken to court.
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And yet, even when we speak of preventive community services, we face the situation
that only protective services are mandated. The predetermined label of abuse is the
overwhelming code word for services. The gatekeepers of the service flow, acting under their

- own administrative and fiseal constraints, continually opt for the need for the pathologlcal

designation as a precursor for services to the consumer/family.

Shouldn't we ask: who are the abusers? and, who are they neglecting?

C. Employment/Unemployment Policies

The national policy regarding employment (i.e., 7 percent unemployment to cool inflation)
continues the concept of job rationing as a poliey alternative to full employment. The
unemployment data quoted earlier is a direct consequence of government policy. To be sure,
other factors also influence unemployment rates.

We must recognize, however, that national policy defines the status of unemployment.
"Diseouraged" workers who have been out of work for years—who aren't "actively" returning to
the local employment offices—are not included in the statistics. Yet the officially defined
unemployed for the poverty areas of urban communities are higher than the rates of
unemployment during the Great Depression. Adolescents and young adults who have never
worked, who are out of school (or in school, for that matter), and for whom there are no jobs, are
not included in the "defined” unemployed. Unskilled mothers, for whom no training programs
exist, are not included in the "defined" unemployed category.

The work/welfare programs which favor working mothers help force fathers out of the
family household. Job programs for youth, unrelated to jobs for parents, espeecially for fathers,
alienate and demean the adult-parenting figure. Marginally employed fathers leave their
families who exist on welfare. If they continue to reside with their families, the resultant
welfare cuts would leave their families in worse straits. In a word, our current policies of
cirecumscribed job rationing aid and abet family disintegration, isolation, and alienation.

D. Income Maintenance—~Welfare System

Our current system provides incentives for husbands and wives to separate. Studies show
it discourages single mothers from marrying, This is because most poor families are ineligible
for federal aid as long as the father lives at home. The rules tend to discourage some people who
could work from taking jobs, if they could find them. Some eligible families cannot purchase
food stamps because they don't have enough ready cash, twice a month, to purchase them. Only
65 percent of the people eligible for food stamps participate in the program.

There are gross inequities between the marginally employed poor and those receiving
public assistanece. A difference of a few dollars for the marginally employed makes them
ineligible for Medicaid, food stamps, or day care. Income maintenance programs, as they
currently operate, abet family disorganization and poverty perpetuation.

Title XX funds don't give sufficient weight and sanction to provide the basie human
services. Only 2 percent of the revenue-sharing funds have been used for soecial services.

COMPOSITE IMPACT ON THE CONSUMER/FAMILY IN A POVERTY AREA

The consumer/family requires employment, housing, education, hospitals, soeial services, day
care, recreation, ete. - If they need help with special problems that are beyond their human,
emotional, physical or economie resources, they need this assistance -made available to them
where they live. They can depend on extended family, neighbors, and friends for help. In fact,
they usually do, but when this is insufficient, they look to the private and public sector for
assistance.

When the consumer/family is poor, and their neighbors are poor, and the neighborhoods in
which they live are near-disaster areas, the problems multiply., When those requiring aid are
already among the most vulnerable at-risk population, and the neighbors share these same
vulnerabilities, the burdens on the consumer/faniily increase geometrically.

When the poverty neighborhoods have probilems in receiving any of the basic human
services, the problems shift to the other human service systems. When the poverty areas have
major shorteomings in all of the human service systems, we openly invite and inflict horrendous
man-influenced and inhuman predetermined chaos and suffering.

For example, when a local school deletes its after school recreation program, and there
are no other recreation facilitles in the neighborhood, we invite street crime and violence. We
also can anticipate and ensure the enactment of punitive legislation to protect the elderly whc
are already isolated and alienated from their families.

When we have no programs that support, as their first purpose, the preservation of family
living, we fill the mental, child placement, juvenile justice, and nursing home institutions with
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more people. When we attempt to deinstitutionalize these institutions whose residents' ties
already have been effectively broken with family and neighborhood, we invite repeated failure
and revolving reinstitutionalization.

When we close down day care centers by lowering eligibility requirements, we increase
public assistance budgets and increase out-of-home placements.

When we decrease shelter allowances, we force families to move to other streets and
buildings in urban areas where fear for life and limb of family members is even more increased—
or the consumer/family buys even less for the table. The soup kitchens of the thirties are not an
acceptable alternative.

CONSUMER/FAMILY AND FAMILY LIFE PRESERVATION SERVICE MODEL

There must be a mechanism (perhaps a single state public agency with local and regional
counterparts) responsible for interfacing and integrating, on the neighborhood level, all human
services for families. Such a service system, at its core, must be family-oriented. This publie
agency must be able to provide services, by contract with the publie and/or voluntary sector, to
all who need them.

This family life preservation-human service delivery model must be a national program. It
should mirror the multiple options that organically grow out of the Black, Puerto Rican, Chicano
or poor white family structure. All institutional systems must be programmed to build upon the
continuity and integrity of service delivery that aceentuates family and neighborhood strengths.

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS
In order to accomplish this—recognizing that to continue our current dysfunctional nonsystem is
unacceptable—we must insist as the highest public policy and priority, that safeguarding and
strengthening family life be a cornerstone of our present national commitment in order that this
newly affirmed publie policy create the building blocks for our future.

This new definition of the family itself must determine social policy and thus can
influence the construction of service patterns:

(1 Data collection systems must be devised and designed to obtain integrated and
interrelated service-need data that are relevant to the family unit. This data must
then be assessed and analyzed within appropriate neighborhood areas;

(2) It follows that social policy must include "no fault" services. Eligibility
requirements, labeling, and all impediments to the consumer/family’'s receiving the
basic needed human services must be abolished. Services must be available as a
right—just like the right to vote and the right to publie education.

(3) Social policy must include "no fault" income. The hodgepodge of inecome support
programs must be merged so that a family is guaranteed a liveable income. This is
not beyond our technology or our resources.

(4) Human servieces must be clustered and made available at the neighborhood level so
that the appropriate combination of services would be integrated in such a manner
that it truly aids and encourages family life preservation.

(5) Employment policy must support all family members so that the results can truly
help raise families out of poverty. Employment policy must be so defined that it
can impact on poverty areas in a given neighborhood. Employment policy must be
so articulated that it can respond to regional unemployment needs. Employment
policy must be so defined that it preserves and strengthens families rather than
artificially perpetuating the "welfare syndrome." Employment policy must not be
rooted in any given "acceptable" rate of employment, when people are ready and
able to work. Our goal must be full employment—a job for everyone able to work.

WHAT WE MUST DO NOW!

(1 President Carter must proclaim, as the highest federal priority, a full program that
supports family life preservation. His clear articulation of high policy and need
must help define our national purpose so that it addresses those most vulnerable in
our society, while including the more fortunate among us.

(2)  Congress must initiate legislation, with clearly defined intent, so that rules and
regulations that support that intent can be carefully written. The conseious intent
of this legislation must be the preservation of family life. States and cities will
then follow suit.
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MOBILIZATION OF EFFORT
We meet today, April 17, 1977. Soon the White House Conference on the Family will be held.
There are literally hundreds upon hundreds of local, state, and national special interest advocacy
groups. Most are highly circumseribed. They are "special problem" oriented. Some are more
global--the ecoclogists, the futurists, Common Cause, the women's movement. Some special
interest groups are concerned with poverty. Some are concerned with ecivil liberties, some with
the retarded or the handicapped. Some special interest groups are professionally-oriented. Some
are business-oriented, others union-oriented. Some are mostly concerned with agriculture, or
banking. Throughout all these special interest groups there runs a single common denominator:
either explieitly or implicitly, they are concerned with the welfare of their constituents. I
suggest that the most basic denominator among them all is the preservation of family life. We
must begin today to mobilize these diverse interest groups and enlist their support on the loeal,
state, regional, and federal levels, We have little time to build momentum in order that the
White House Conference on the Family become the moment when the humanist spirit of this
country will assert its indelible imprint in supporting, nourishing, and nurturing family life
preservation for all its residents.

When we leave here, we must develop coalitions of coalitions so that a groundswell of
momentum will move this country to a new level of unity—a commitment to save our families for
our children. Can it happen? That depends on you.
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Child Protective Services: Where Have We Been? Where Are We
Now? Where Are We Going?

C. Henry Kempe, MD, Director
The National Center for the Prevention and Treatment of Child Abuse and Neglect
Denver, Colorado

My assigned task is to attempt to describe where I think we have been and where we might be
going in the area of child abuse and neglect. To discuss the field of protective services without
being a qualified social worker is a hazardous undertaking. Those who assigned the topic must
have thought that someone slightly removed from the profession of social work would have some
useful ecomments to make. I have worked very closely with social workers over the past 30 years;
they have taught me a great deal and have profoundly influenced the practice of pediatries in our
department. I owe them a great debt. I would hope, therefore, that you would forget that Iam a
pediatrician, and think of me as another colleague working in the field of protective services.

In our child protection, team, now 20 years old, I would challenge anyone who visits te
determine who among us is a nurse, social worker, pediatrician, psychiatrist, or a psychologist.
We all speak the same language and we each have one vote. Our affection for each other and our
mutual support has, without robbing us of our individual discipline and our specific competence,
brought us to the point where we truly speak the same language (So I hope that I will speak a
ecommon language in this keynote address).

The field of child protective services goes back over one hundred years, but little is gained
by talking about the distant past. Rather, let me look at the child protective effort as it was 20
years ago when I first came to know it. When I identify a problem that seems important to me, I
will try to do so in the context of what we all can do about it. Instead of a problem list, I hope
that you will leave with a list of suggested solutions. T am mindful of the fact that solutions in
one part of the country do not necessarily apply to another. Our areas of influence vary
enormously from those responsible for small programs in sparsely populated parts of the country
to those who are pushed against the wall with hundreds of cases each week in our large
metropolitan centers. But basies apply to us all and distant experiences are often easily adapted
to our local needs. There are exciting things happening in rural America, in our towns, and even
in areas of desperate need in our largest urban centers. Do not fail to see these areas of progress
in your dissatisfaction with our societal ills. Regretably, community arousal generaily requires
one dramatie and tragic death. Does each community need a martyred child to pay meaningful
attention to comprehensive protective services?

To those who insist that we do not know enough to be effective in giving helpful services
until more research is done, I say that it is easy for academicians or administrators with no
direct patient responsibility to order their priorities. We are not so lucky; daily we face the
present needs of abused children. While we bless all good research and believe that it must be
encouraged and financially supported, we who do deal with child abuse each day must do the best
we can, one family at a time. We must use our training, judgment and experience, and we must
not think lightly of experience. Our group has, over the years, dealt with over three thousand
abusive families from all walks of life, rich and poor, educated and uneducated, and they have
been our teachers.

To those in administrative or academic jobs removed from patient responsibility who
complain that we cannot define child abuse, I offer the opportunity to spend a day or two with us
or in any other city emergency room. They would quickly get a working definition of child abuse,
physical and emotional negleet, and the significant physical and sexual abuse that oceurs in
adolescents. In the last analysis, child abuse and neglect is not what we professionals think it is;
child abuse is what the judge says it is. At best, the judge represents the conscience of our
communities.

To those who insist that social ills of poverty, housing, and unemployment are the
prineipal causes of child abuse rather than the significant contributing factors, I say that one
might remember the abject poverty of the East Side of New York during the waves of
immigration prior to World War I. Despite material deprivation, strong family ties led to the
kind of family support to be envied. Further, if social ills were the only causal factors, then why
is there such a significant amount of very serious child abuse in the military services? Military
families have a father and a mother, there is employment, a low but regular income, housing, and
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sufficient food, and with all those social basic supports assured, we are devastated by the
problems of child abuse we continue to see in that setting.

To those who regard protective services as "Band-Aids on the cancer of poverty,” I say
that refusal to help now the best we can, because prior soeial wrongs should first be righted, is
like saying that because all children must know how to swim by the age of ten, we will not rescue
drowning 12-year-olds.

To those who deride symptomatic 1mprovement lauding fundamental cures, I say there are
indeed some cures and lots of improvements in the field of child abuse and neglect. And, I might
add, when those same crities have a sore throat, I never hear them demand a scientific diseourse
on why we treat them the way we do; all want to feel better, which is symptomatic
improvement.

In sum, research, improved practice, and the development of more services all go
together. One need not wait for the other; each has a very important contribution to make.

WHERE HAVE WE BEEN?

If we Jook at the 1935 model of child protective services which had remained virtuaily unchanged
for 30 years, we find the following: Protective service workers had been trained in the image of
the kind of individual psychotherapy popular in American psychiatry in the first part of this
century. There was emphasis on "professionalism," distance from clients who were not taken out
for meals, who didn't have your bedside telephone number and to whom one listened so they couid
"elarify their situation."” Case work was, at least in theory, much listening but little outreach,
little advice, little concrete help and few loving gestures such as taking out to coffee or sending
birthday cards. There were four requirements for optimal services: (1) thatclients should come
to our office; (2) on time; (3) motivated; and {4) with the problem clearly formulated. Next,
there was the most incredible failure by senior socidal workers to treat their younger colleagues
with the kind of respect of competence and trust that we see in other professional fields at the
end of formal training. The social work profession its younger practitioners more than any
profession 1 know by giving supervision or control instead of consultation, often keeping
creativity to the minimum and compliance and the party line to the maximum. This lack of
freedom exacts a terrible toll in initiative, enthusiasm, and often leads to changing jobs among
our best young social workers, Consultation should be a two-way street and often the more
experienced of us can greatly benefit from the less experienced.

The 1955 model insisted on a closed system. Professionals other than social workers, such
as doctors, nurses, teachers and the police were told that these cases were highly confidential,
would be handled only by the people who knew how, and that if their services were needed they
would be called. "Don't call us, we will call you." The public was treated even worse, and all
attempts by citizens at large to get involved were rebuffed. It would have been unprofessional in
those days to look for the development of metropolitan child protection counecils, which are
organizations of professional and lay people who are brought together out of genuine interest to
improve child protective services, or Parents Anonymous, fully supported by the mandated social
work agencies.

If there is one overriding and fundamental problem facing all of us who care about young
families involved in child abuse and neglect, it would be that protective services, and particularly
social workers within those services, are incorreetly perceived by the public as being "against
families." They are often called child snatchers because of the pervasive belief that all
protective services workers do is take children away from their parents. If you add to this the
horror story that often appears in the local press of a child being seriously abused or killed while
under the zare of the local authorities, perhaps never separated from the parents after an injury,
perhaps never adjudicated in the courts, perhaps returned prematurely from foster care, very
little is asked about the "whys" but rather there ensues an often hypocritical set of
handwringings, accompanied by lots of letters to the editors, all condemning "the system."

Why is it that the work of our child protective services in our 3,300 counties is so poorly
understood and so badly supported? In large measure we have ourselves to biame.

How shorisighted we were. We have only recently formed community councils involving
enlightened citizens. Would it not have been far better to enlist the help of prominent eitizens in
defending our budgets with our county commissioners and city couneils, in dealing with the press
in a way that would enlist their help rather than their sensationalism, sharmg in those failures
which were preventable and those failures which were not preventable; in short, opting for an
open system?
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Finally, budgets were prepared each year on the basis of, "Let's have three more
homemakers and three more social workers and two more secretaries,” when instead we now
know how to build a budget from the ground up and should, in faect, start such budget building at
every level. Budgets, for example, should be presented in terms of three year plans in such a way
that eclearly lays out the current state of affairs and the projected needs of protective services in
the state. This must be done in a language that paints a clear, easily understood picture to
county commissioners, city councils and to legislators. -

Having said how bad the 1955 model was, how isolated the social workers in child
protection were from other professionals on the one hand and from the public on the other, and
how they struggled with inadequate support, the unidisciplinary way of protective serviees could
be very proud of its tradition. What was done was often very good and it was done out of
devotion and idealism with little community or other professional support. Despite all these
handicaps the social work pioneers made possible what I believe is a new era of child protective
services which is now just beginning. I would therefore like on behalf of us all to pay tribute to
pioneers such as Dr. Vincent DeFrancis who taught and encouraged and struggled to overcome
many of the shortecomings I have just named. He often asked me, "We social workers have been
in child protective services for a hundred years and where have you doctors been? And my reply
has always been, "We have been nowhere; but now, at least some of some of us are here. And
better late than never."

When Dr. Brandt Steele, a psychiatrist, and I started working in the field of child abuse in
1956, pediatricians and psychiatrists were in turn behind pediatric radioleg’sts such as Caffey and
Silverman who had described the x-ray findings of the syndrome well. Needless to say, we were
dealing with the tip of the iceberg; that is, those children who had suffered multiple fractures,
often’ of a specific and absolutely diagnostic type. We quickly learned that there was an
enormous need to acquaint the medical and nursing professions with the faets of life when it
came to child abuse and the "failure to thrive" syndrome, that is the failure to adequately gain
weight, which is most marked in the first two years of life. There are over 300 causes of the
"failure to thrive" syndrome, but the one that accounts for over 60 percent of them is nutritional
deprivation, which is generally caused by parental rejection of the child. These are the children
who thrive in hospitals, where no child should thrive, and in many hospitals this condition is as
commen as physical abuse of children. When Dr. Brandt Steele and Bess Davoren and the late Dr.
Carl Pollock began their evaluation of our families, they did develop some approaches in
treatment which have made it possible to bring about massive changes in approaching the
problem on an interdisciplinary basis.

We learned that case work alone, directed to the mother and exeluding the father, the
abused child, and the siblings, was an inadequate remedy. We learned early that case aides or lay
therapists could effectively help extend the work of social.workers who would assign suitable
families to them for an intensive relationship that might persist for years on end. We found that
one social worker could supervise six lay therapists and that the lay therapists would, at the
initial moment of crisis, be prepared to give up to 20 hours the first week, then 15, then 10 and
then level off at three to five hours a week and be ready to take a second family sometime along
the way. By then moving those families into self-help groups, which were then called Families
Anonymous, intensive case work could be reserved for those families who were in need of such
additional help. We also found that crisis nurseries were of enormous help to the lay therapist in
dealing with families whose children had not gone to foster care.

For an attack to occur, four things have to be wrong at the same time: first, there is a
family setup which has been well described; second, a child is seen g5 deserving abuse; third, a
crisis, which can be internal or external or both; and finally, an absence of a lifeline or "rescue
operation.,” We cannot do much about the first and the second, but we can do something at once
about: the 'third and fourth. The provision of erisis nursery care for children of families in crises
made it possible for many lay therapists to see families through erises without resorting to foster
care placement.

Another defect of the 1955 model was that rise work by a professional, primarily female,
often dealt with a mother, only because she was more available, while her husband was working.
It rarely involved the case worker with the child in a role other than simply seeing the child, with
no skills in evaluating the child’s developmental, emotional and physical well-being. This
approach of dealing with a mother and leaving out dad and the children came to haunt us in time.

I also knew that unless the father was actively involved, when there was a father in the
picture, it was very difficult to make real headway. The old idea that if one could make the
mother more competent and happier her marriage would improve, some of that improvement
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would rub off on dad, and then trickle down to the children was in retrospeet a very naive
thought. It was born of necessity because there was little access to the father if he was working
and social workers had no training in assessing children. And even if they had the training, they
did not have the time, and they still do not.

The traditional and authoritarian protective service departments were unidiseiplinary and
every employee either was a social worker or a secretary, with an oecasional homemaker thrown
in.

Professional lines were equally rigid, with a junior worker being supervised by a
supervisor, who generally had not been responsible for a case in several years. She was, in turn,
supervised by someone else up the line all the way to God, who, as you know, is a social worker
not in need of supervision.

To my sorrow, many doctors and nurses to this day are slow to totally involve themselves.
But we are proud that there are now many hundred multidiseiplinary teams, some hospital based
and some community based. They have for the first time brought together social workers, who
previously had to work in isolation, with interested others from the fields of law, pediatrics,
nursing, the police, and the lay publie. This open system has not resulted in loss of
confidentiality. Rather it has brought about the sharing of the decision-making process and
provision of more comprehensive services to the family. This is one of the great changes since
1955, when traditional departments of social services felt that they could use all the help they
could get, but that because they were mandated to decide a treatment plan, they could not share
the decision-making process. Nonsense! ' We in medicine share the decision-making process all
the time, and we find it ensures better health care.

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

The interdiseiplinary child proteetion team, whether hospital or community based, is one way the
social worker ca: be a member of a group with similar interests looking at a problem from
several points of view and deciding a treatment plan that makes sense for that family in that
community. Such a team does not come about overnight, but takes, like having a baby, about
nine months, and probably two or three bad cases, in which dubious or wrong decisions are made.
The absence of scapegoating, the mutual support, and the feeling that one does one's best since
we cannot predict human behavior and all the things that can go wrong—all these have a good
deal to do with raising morale of the primary worker.

Is it not frightful when you contemplate that primary workers' turnover in the child
protection field in a given department stands at 50 to 100 percent each year? No business could
survive with those statisties. We talk at length about training needs and.training materials, but
what good is it if you wash out all that training at that rate? The usual way that a new worker
gets involved in cases, taking over from someone else, is to be handed a stack of files and told:
"This is it, Betty Lou.” There might then be between 30 and 80 or even more charts which are

now hers. Most are not helpful, disorganized and not readable. Behind each file are living and .

troubled people who have gotten used to being deserted. It is ecommon for some of our abusive
parents to tell us the names of eight or ten or 20 social workers whom they have known in their
time. There has to be somethi.;g wrong with a system which on the one hand insists loudly on the
sanctity of the case worker-client relationship, only to have it abrogated overnight when the
client moves across the county line or the worker decides the job is too emotionally upsetting to
stand. It is easier to say, "T've got to go and get a higher degree," than to say, "I'm really worn
out dealing with these difficult and insoluble problems. I feel unsupported; I keep giving out and
nobody gives to me; I keep worrying every night about what could go wrong with these children
whom I have sent home.” We all have experienced what might be called the Pontius Pilate
maneuver, "Pray God, let me not be the last one holding the football when it drops!"

Clearly, one of our real crises in the child protective field is to keep the turnover down by
making the job possible. What would be my suggestion here? First, I would do away with the
word "supervisor" and replace it with "team leader." I would provide consultation for workers
and also use consultants from within and without the agency: psychiatrists and psychologists and
other social workers, to give the kind of mutual support which we have found the members of the
child protection teams give so well to each other. The turnover of primary workers should be no
more than 15 percent a year. Good primary workers should, within a period of one year, move
from & position of requiring supervision to one of using and giving consultation.

Next, I would insist that all such team leaders actually have some families in treatment. I
believe it is impossible to be a reasonable consultant to.younger workers based on memories of
families 20 years in the past. In our unit in Denver all of us are practitioners, every day, every
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week, all year lorig. Families come at us through the hospital and our clinies at a great rate. At
Denver General Hospital we have had, since the first of the year, about one child a day and five
on weekends, and at Colorado General Hospital, where I work, approximately one-half of that
number. Between these hospitals we have lots of decisions to make every day. We make them in
conjunction with the respective county welfare department, using a speaker telephone, which is
one of the most practical and inexpensive ways to have conferences mvolvmg eight or nine
different people without any of them having to go to any one place and still share in the decision~
making process. It is essential that child protective workers who act &s consultants be
practitioners. Those who are clearly going to be in administration should be in administration,
but unless they can take at least ‘at half a day each week to be in the field, they are not
competent ‘to be consultants and there should be nothing wrong in saying so. It is not enough to
say, "You are doing fine, Betty Lou,” wihen Betty Lou knows she is not doing fine, either
professionaily or personally.

To those who teach about child abuse in the schools of social work around the nation, I
would suggest that there must be time for some first hand current practice in order to teach
competently anything other than someone else's theoretical material. We do not appoint
professors of surgery who do not know how to operate. Alternately, close affiliations with local
protective service departments, including faculty appointments for practitioners, would help
sucial work students get some realistic view of the field which they so happily enter and so
readily depart.

When I urged the Children's Bureau to hold its first conference on a model law for the
reporting of child abuse in the early 60s, I did not expect that within three years all states would
adopt such laws and that this would result in an enormous increase in the number of children and
families brought to the attention of protective service departments. But reporting has never
been an end unto itself. Reporting, per se, has done nothing but bring the child's plight to the
attention of the helping society. But you must see that if a erisis is needed for abuse to oceur
initially, and that the injury to the child is a second very important crisis for most parents, then
you must also see that the reporting of the inflicted injury is a third and frightening crisis to the
parents. We have seen children killed simply because reporting led to investigation, but it did not
lead to prompt family rescue.

Implementing a huge television campalgn, as was done in Florida or as we are currently
doing thrc:gh pmvate ‘and pubhc agencies, is a serious matter which requires giving careful
thought to the provision of services. Service must be immediate and at the least must irvolve
the use of emergency hotlines with a live voice on the other end instead of a tape recording.
This can be lifesaving. There must then follow some meaningful and immediate helpful
intervention using a variety of modalities that make sense for that particular family in that
particular community.

Why is it that social workers in protective services are the only public servants expected
to have a perfect batting record when such performance is not expected of other public servants
such as those in the police or fire departments?

Publie servants, such as policemen and firemen, have certain standards and will adjust the
number of employees to the locad fairly rapidly through direct confrontation with the eity council
or the county commissioner. Why is it that social workers on the other hand have been expected
to adjust their services to their load without any regard to their professional standards, feeling
that the only means of protest they have when stretched too thin is to leave the job? Perfectly
wonderful, devoted, competent workers find themselves unable to do any of the things that they
know how to do because they have only enough time to manage the most obvious crises in their
case load and cannot do their professional job at all. They are spending all of their time
investigating and evaluating and virtually none of their time treating chents. When we talk to
them about treatmg children, they just laugh. -

Clearly, it is not possible for a department to work alone doing all evaluatlon, all short-
term and long-term treatment while dealing with prevention, child therapy, community support,
and courts as well.

The needed public relations effort to involve private citizens' groups such as the Junior
League, the service clubs, the League of Women Voters, and the various metropolitan and child
protection councils takes time. It is important simply to decide that this activity will be done on
behalf of the needy families by someone outside the department.

The same is true of the defense of the yearly budget. Social workers must become far
more militant regarding the formulation of a realistic budget. A single protective service worker
has approximately 1,310 hours in a year to devote to direct service delivery. Therefore, one
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worker cannot adequately handle any more than 22 family situations in protective services at any
time. Any community or county approaching 100,000 population needs a full time attorney in the
area of protective services who must be accessible to the staff and housed within the agency.
That also is true for a part-time staff pediatrieian and part-time psychologist or psychiatrist.
For a population of 200,000 an average case load of child protective services is 600.
Approximately 50 positions and a budget of not less than 1.2 million dollars are required.

DAY CARE

Day care is an under-utilized alternative to foster care in child protection. In many ways it is
the least disruptive to the family, provided the family is simultaneously receiving direct helip.
Homemakers and visiting nurses can provide other alternatives in the treatment plan, and many
good departments use some or all of these modalities.

The use of lay therapists for family aides, erisis nurseries, small family learning centers,
group therapy, self-help groups such as Parents Anonymous, hotlines, and others all have worked
well--often in combination. Assessment shows that, provided the family is treatable in the first
place, all modalities of treatment work at least to prevent reabuse, but they do not ensure a
loving home environment. We also know that abused children and their siblings need
supplemental, empathic and loving pearenting from other adults if they are to avoid the
devastating emotional and intellectual effects of living in a hostile or unloving family. This
normal emotional growth and development is our goal. Protective services must do more than
prevent a child from being killed or reinjured.

FOSTER CARE . .
The foster care problem in the United States represents a national scandal, one which will have
to be addressed by the Congress and by each of our state legislatures. There are over 370,000
children in foster care today, one-third because of child abuse and negleet. In one department
which was pretty well staffed, foster care stay in that category averaged less than three months.
Because of funding cutbacks, that same department three years later has had to extend the
average time in foster care to 15 months. The cost is phenomenal. New York City spends $24
million a year on foster care alone. Those departments of soeial services whieh feel that
children receive therapy in foster care because they are in foster care could not be more
mistaken. There are, happily, some therapeutic foster homes, but each of .you knows that while
you are lucky to have a few of those, there are many others which are, by and large, simply a
place to park a child. In fact ! believe much of our foster care system is institutional abuse of a
kind whieh, in time, will have to be challenged in the courts on a child-by~child basis.

Lest one think that Denver does well, within the last two years a juvenile court judge had
to deputize several volunteers to review the status of all the children under his jurisdiction in
foster care, many of whom were lost in the system. To his dismay, the judge found many of
these children were in categories where parental rights could have been terminated and the
children adopted. In fact, children's cases had not been reviewed by the court in several years.
It is now widely accepted that in all foster home placements a careful review by the court should
be initiated by the responsible department at least every three to six months, with the intent of
providing either permanent placement or termination with a view to adoption or subsidized
adoption or raturn to the home with special services.

Some foster homes are abusive and/or neglectful. One must realize that many foster
parents do not ever want to see abusive parents. One then must picture a judge incorrectly
expecting & short-term separation in foster care and parents who will have acecess to their child
for one hour a week. The worker picks up the child at the foster home and picks up the mother
for a one hour reunion in the welfare department, from which the father, if he works, is
excluded. Watch this continue 15 months and try to understand. if weakly bonded families are
likely to be better bonded after such a period of time when the child has, of necessity, built new
bonds to someone who to him is "mother." It is not surprising that we see so many failures in the
eventual reuniting of such brutalized families who are victimized by our inhumane institutional
system.

Foster care can be therapeutie, and it should be. If we made a national effort to discover
therapeutie foster parents by giving that profession high societal status, perhaps through a
presidential proclamation or by designating a Sunday in May for each church to devote its
sermons to the ideals of foster care, we would influence more families to see abusive parents as
needing parenting themselves. These families could then provide many of the same services that
our lay therapists provide our families. Examples of this approach do exist, but they are all too
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few because they require care in the recruitment, seiection, and supervision of foster parents
which means money and someone's time. This effort will require social support from the
population and particularly from our opinion makers, which is lacking because they have not been
asked for their support. This new approach wili also require early development of a treatment
plan in which foster care is one of several short-term therapeutic modalities employed when the
family cannot be together.

ADVANCES IN TREATMENT OF INCEST

Protective service departments are beginning to work in group sessions with preadolescent and
adolescent girls involved in incestuous relationships with a father, stepfather, or brother. Not
everybody can lead such a group or give individual care. It is impressive to see the lessening of
guilt and rediscovery of a sense of personal worth in the child and family improvements when the
cessation of incest is accompanied by outreach services to parents as well as to sexually
exploited youngsters. This, too, must be a part of up-to-date protective services.

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

One of the great unmet needs is the provision of educational background provided by schools of
social work, medieal schools, nursing schools, law schools, and police academies. None of these
fields is adequately commiited to the field of child abuse and neglect, with the further result
that every practitioner seems to start from point zero.

DEVELOPMENT OF COMMUNITY-WIDE COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAMS

One of the first gambits of those not wanting to do anything is to delay development of a
program by the "let's do a survey" routine. The temptation is to apply for federal funds and to
await their arrival before developing a program. Money coming into an untrusting and
unorganized community can be devastating. Too much money coming in at once can be
detrimental, and no money is equally devastating. It has been our experience that communities
who joined efforts in applying for federal funds and who failed to receive the money have done a
better job in many instances. Having learned that the various components of a community-wide
program are staffed by reasonable people, many of the initial fears have disappeared, and
community-wide programs are moving forward.

The overall goal is to achieve community coordination, building of trust, and cooperation—
the willingness to include just about everyone who is competent or who can be brought to the
required level of competence. In recent years, many adoption agencies have willingly moved into
the field of child abuse, but if you share, through contraets, any of the long-term treatment, then
the receiving agency must not refuse cases they consider "too tough," leaving the constituted
agencies with all the unsolvable problems. Once contracted, there should be no further "intake
which doesn't take in." County department social workers are entitled to work with some
"treatable" families as well.

The modern, comprehensive, community child protection system has the following
components: (1) multidiseiplinary review teams who provide a realistic treatment plan; (2)
awareness and provision of treatment needs of children as well as parents, and resources for child
therapy; (3) a strong emphasis on the value of the therapy program; (4) the availability of a crisis
nursery; (5) the availability of a 24-hour a day, seven-day a week hotline referral system for the
management of crisis situations; (6) the encouragement of active support for self-help groups
such as Parents Anonymous; (7) strong working agreements in contractual form with both private
and public agencies to provide a greater variety of service, and broaden the alternatives to
families for treatment; (8) active involvement of community programs, and development of
eommunity support to broaden treatment modalities; and (9) a viable, mutually respectful
relationship to the court system, and consultants and coliaboritors in the health care system, the
schools, the police, and the law.

THE BURN-OUT PROBLEM

One of the problems in any child protection team is the tremendous physical and emotional
fatigue that overcomes the worker after he spends one or two years in the front lines. This is
most true of protective service social workers since other team members are either part-time, or
can divert their emotional stress by performing other duties within their diseipline. In that
sense, physicians, nurses, and lawyers have it particularly easy. Protective service workers,
however, eventually wash out unless very careful attention is paid to this problem.
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One of the great advantages of a child-protection team approach is that decision-making
in some life and death situations can be shared by the group, and emotional stress diminishes.
When mistakes are made, there is increased mutual support rather than scapegoating, and the
worker knows that whatever lack of foresight was evident, it was shared by all.

It is interesting tc note that even though the armed forces offer rest and recreation
programs for soldiers under fire, we provide no such service for our front-line workers.

We recommend all protective service workers have a block of time every four to six weeks
in which no new cases are assigned to them. Lasting at least two to three weeks per quarter,
possibly longer, this would allow workers to catch up on old cases, build community relations,
speak at local schools, help train new workers, etc. Whatever the cost, this will decrease the
enormous worker turnover which is the single most important drain on money and talent in our
system. It is impossible to function well as an acute care worker in a child protection group
without extended time regularly aliotted for other activities.

NEGLECT

The addition of neglect to our reporting laws poses many problems. Unlike objective findings in
physical abuse, with negleet we must assess so many subjective values of social setting,
community customs, and individual variation of life-style that there is real danger that the
efforts of social agencies will be diffused without having acecomplished much.

In the past, we encountered no problem in including serious neglect, which was directly
reflected in the child's physical, developmental, and emotional health, under abuse. I prefer
returning to that definition. ’

We are concerned that in study after study, middle-class and upper-class families are
excluded simply because they do not currently enter the system in large numbers. This leads to
the widespread belief, even among professionals, that abusers are poor people mostly from
minority groups. In fact, two careful studies in this area show that whites are overrepresented in
child abuse. Furthermore, in Denver we have had opportunity over the last 20 years and over
3,000 cases to see our share of rich and middle-class families, and although middle~-class and rich
families can cope with external crises because ihey have money, internal crises do not differ
much between rich and poor. Remember, millions of very poor people are perfectly marvelous
parents and in our own experience with one of these groups, seasonal migrant workers in
Colorado, we have been impressed again and again by the relative absence of child abuse,
although there exists what in a middle~class community might be considered neglect born of
eircumstances.

EMOTIONAL ABUSE

The problems of serious emotional abuse are gaining increased attention. Many courts now view
emotionel abuse from a somewhat different point of view than in the past. Having learned that
growth failure due.to malnutrition (which is easily corrected by rapid weight gain in a hospital
setting) proves the human environment dangerous to a child's health, eourts increasingly look for
evidence that an emotionally deprived child can make enormous, documented, emotional and
developmental change in reasonably short time in a supportive setting. Emphasis lies on two
words, "documented change." It is absolutely essential a pediatrician and/or child psychologist or
psychiatrist conduct a careful initial evaluation of the child's developmsrntal and emotional
status, and a reevaluation after the child has lived in a changed environment that provides warm
parenting, to determine if any dramatic gains have been made. This will distinguish children who
clearly need help from those who are either beyond help or who have an underlying neurological
or psychiatric disease not amenable to environmental change. In a recent Wisconsin case, a judge
removed two children from the care of their parents. The children, who were preparing to enter
school, could speak only swear words and were therefore judged incapable of succeeding in any
social setting. In this case; which was upheld by the state supreme court, the judge held that the
children were as endangered by their hostile environment as if they had been physically abused.

THE COURT

For a ecommunity to have an effective protective service system, it is essential there be a good
working relationship between local agencies and the juvenile court. One cannot operate well
without the other. Developing a relationship with the court may take years, and it can begin by
having regular meetings with court personnel including judges and referees. These meetings
between the two agencies (i.e., the department of social services or the loeal multidiseiplinary
tecam and the eourt) can serve as a means to identify problems and approaches to problems, and




to better communication and trugt. The court and other agencies may never agree on all
matters, nor should they. However, what is important is that there is ongoing dialogue, respect,
and a means by which to solve problems.

A competent and concerned county attorney can also build effective relations with the
juvenile court. In order for cases to be properly prepared, protective serviee workers must have
access to their attorney prior to a hearing. The county attorney, in many respects, becomes a
liaison with the court. He must, therefore, be respected by the court and the sccial workers for
his competence and vigor.

Agencies need protocols and guidelines econcerning all aspects of a court (i.e., the filing of
petitions, court reports, testifying, etc.). We cannot expect the court to make good decisions
without adequate data. In order to understand the problems, consider options, and make
decisions a judge needs information which is nontechnieal and conecisely written.

A guardian ad litem can often help in acquiring court-sanctioned family evaluation not
previously volunteered to the social worker but essential for developing a treatment plan or the
recommendation for termination of parental rights.

PREVENTION _

Last year we presented the results of a prospective predictive study which showed it was possible
to prevent all injuries requiring hospitalization in the first two years of life by outreach service
using lay health visitors. In terms of money saved, we showed that the $12,000 outlay in health
visitors' time prevented $1 million of serious injury costs, an amount Colorado is now paying for
the health care of those injured children whom early intervention would have saved, since no
serious injuries occurred in our outreach group. The University of North Carolina conducted
anwther predictive study involving high risk and premature infants. It clearly is possible to
identify during and shortly after delivery families who need extra services. We are now prepared
to consider ways to intervene before serious injury or malnutrition oceurs. Parents, by the way,
have not resented this early intervention and, as it turns out, it is unnecessary to use invasive
techniques or questionnaires. Rather, we incorporate into routine nursing and medical care
during labor, delivery, and nursery stay those parts of nursing and medicine which are becoming

- standard observations, not dissimilar to the standards of a physical examination and the taking of

blood pressure.

All communities should develop grass roots programs from neighborhood to neighborhood,
reaching out to all young families and babies and then gauging the need of frequency of outreach
to the needs of the family. This would eliminate the current paradox of providing excellent
obstetrie and neonatal care and then upon discharge of the mother and child from the hospital,
having the baby disappear from society's view until he enters school six years later. All of us
would much rather prevent child abuse than treat it.

Furthermore, we now know that young parents, as a cry for help, often appear with
nonexistent complaints about their own physical or emotional health and that of the child they
are about to abuse. We must anticipate this need.

CONCLUSIONS
Finally, we should consider some recommendations.

Office of Child Development, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

National guidelines should be flexible enough to allow local county departments to develop
diverse and responsive treatment programs relevant to local needs. This requires commitment
and emphasis from the Office of Child Development for preventive aspects and the diverse
modes of treatment of child abuse and neglect.

State Departments of Welfare

1. In support of budget requests, each state should provide leadership to develop a
sound data base system to present to local legislators. Budget requests should be
made based on a state~supported work load standard for social workers and on cost
effectiveness data.

2. Protective services should be a priority in €ach state.

3. State departments should assume the responsibility of providing the media and
publie with information that would educate the community on programs, servmes,
and problems, and thus improve the image of eounty departments.
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County Departments of Protective Services

1. Have a commitment to the concept of an "open system," (i.e., the use of
multidiseiplinary teams); :

2. Develop written contracts with local public and private agencies;

3. Develop internal review committees of children in foster care;

4, Place greater emphasis on recruiting, training, and supporting foster parents.

Lieensing should be contingent on training and experience with different levels of
licens)ing (e.g., License 1, 2, 3, with a more disturbed child going into a level 3
home).

5. Review the "rules" by which they operate. The criteria to review these rules should
be based on what is best for the child and his family. We suggest flexible guidelines
rather than rigid rules be used in county departments. For example, it is not
uncommon for a child not to see his parents for two weeks following placement in a
foster home. Who is this rule for? It certainly is'not for the child or his parents;
and

6. Recognize that some families cannot be reunited or that improvement in parental
functioning is just not possible in the foreseeable future. For too long, county
departments have carried too silently the responsibility of trying to improve such
hopeless situations. County departments must feel free to speak out loudly and.
clearly on this issue and seek termination of parental rights to free the child for
early adoption.

It is precisely because society mandates all protective services to keep families united
whenever possible that social workers are so beset by serious confliets. On the one hand workers
are under pressure to reunite the family as soon as possible. Likewise, workers feel pressured not
to allow a child under their care to be reinjured through premature return from foster care.
Most states must do more work, and good legislation should better define the criteria of
termination of the parent-child relationship.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OTHER AGENCIES

One of the themes of this talk has been to recommend that all mental health centers, hospitals,
law enforcement agencies, schools, private agencies, ete., recognize they play a part in concert
with the department of social services in combating child abuse and neglect. Child abuse and
neglect is clearly a community problem and must be recognized as such.

Finally, we now know the great length of time treatment must be offered to many of our
families. We recognize that changes often cannot be accomplished even in one year of intensive.
treatment. Child abuse cases are really never closed. This faet, more than ever, emphasizes the
need for community agencies to work together in sharing responsibility for treating the abused’
child and his family.

I am very optimistic about continued rapid progress in the understanding and treatment of
child abuse and negleet, but I am partieularly optimistic in the area of prediction and prevention
on the one hand and the effective treatment of the emotional needs of the abused child and his
siblings on the other. Prevention of child abuse and treatment of the child are the cutting edges
of progress in this field in the future. Together with all the other knowledge that has been
accumulated from so many professions, it should be possible to engage the best minds and hearts
of our young people in the great endeavor to strengthen and make happier the lives of many
families. All of us are dedicated to this goal.
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Clﬁld Abuse: The Role of Community

Judge Justine Wise Polier
Children's Defense Fund
New York, New York

This is a critical time to consider the role of the community in preventing or ameliorating the
abuse or neglect of children. Conflicting concepts and resulting forees join as they seek to
extend or narrow when or how communities should intervene on behalf of children in any
collective fashion.

Statutes are criticized as too vague and unfair because they fail to speci'fy the limits of

acceptable parental econduct or what resulting harms warrant eourt intervention.” There is equal

confusion, and even more uncertainty, as to the limits of acceptable conduct on the part of
agencies, institutions, or grvernmental bodies exercising power over.the lives of children.
Finally, there is greatest uncertainty and hesitaney in fixing responsibility for correcting social
conditions which produce or contribute to the neglect or abuse of children by either individuals or
social institutions, which together make up the community.

Originally, social or communal intervention on behalf of a child, except in erisis
situations, was regarded as conflicting with two basic American traditions: the ideal of rugged
individualism and the idea that a man's home is his castle. Bolstered by the ancient tradition
that a child is the property of parents, the doetrine of the natural rights of biolegical parents
supported a hands-off policy, even in cases of harsh physical abuse. In my own state, New York,
legislative action to create a Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children in 1874 followed
by ten years the establishment of the Society to Prevent Cruelty to Animals.

Since Kempe and his colleagues first presented the picture of the battered child syndrome,
concepts about and responses to child abuse and neglect have suffered sea changes. At first,
there was disbelief. I shall never forget the judge who told me he eould not believe that any
woman who had carried a child for nine months of pregnancy could abuse her child. Unhappily,
his dismissal of the case preceded the death of that child, and the judge, a decent man, became a
saddened and wiser one. With a 180 degree swing, abusing parents were pictured next as
individual monsters from whom children must be snateched for salvation. During both periods,
clinical serviees that could help parents, protect children, and prevent separation were slow to be
considered, and were implemented at only a snail's pace.

Today, there is wider consensus that children are persons and must not be regarded or
treated as the property of their parents. Legislation and court decisions are seeking inecreasingly
to define the rights of children as persons. Laws providing for the termination of parental rights,
subsidizing adoptive placements, as well as assuring constitutional requirements for due process,
reflect this change in attitudes. Yet the traditional adherence to the rights of biological parents
continues, and is reflected in laws and court decisions that give priority to the rights of parents
even where they are clearly in confliet with their children's.

Apart from theoretical or legal differences, a vast discrepancy also exists between the
stages at which ecommunities actually function in regard to child abuse and neglecet: Like the
content given to the Eighth Amendment of the Bill of Rights, prohibiting cruel and unusual
punishment, the content given to laws against the abuse or neglect of children is determined; to a
large extent, by what Qs regarded at a particular time and place as "abhorrent to the sensitivities
of the general publie."”

For reasons articulated as far different from the traditional adherence to the natural
rights theory, some knowledgeable and concerned child advocates now seek to avoid judieial
intervention or coercive community action wherever possible. They are disillusioned about the
quality of judicial action, the consequences of decisions, and the lack of appropriate community
resources. They urge that continuity in the life of a child is of such importance that inadequate
and neglectful biological parents present less risk to healthy development than removal of a child
to the limbo of endless and changing foster care with its consequent denial of identity and the
sense of belonging needed for healthy child development.

Such advocates also urge that the community shall not use coercion to intervene or
remove a child unless the child has suffered, or is in imminent danger of suffering, serious
physical harm at the hands of the biological parents. Emotional negleet is held to be beyond the
competence of courts to evaluate, except in extreme cases where resulting harm is evident.
Distrust or loss of faith that court intervention can be more helpful than harmful to children has
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led to overlooking the consequences for children of emotional neglect except in extreme cases.
The steady erosion of a child's spirit from lack of emotional nurturing, which can be more
deadenmg than physmal hurt, is not weighed sufﬁclently in the attack on harmful state coercion
in family life or in the oppos1t10n to mental health services as part of the current denigration of
the so-called "medical model.”

Unhappily, in the absence of a vital community role or alternative community resources,
the proposed reform of reducing the role of courts in neglect and abuse cases has largely led to
transferring decision making powers from the malnourished courts to even more starved child
welfare departments.

Trained and untrained workers in protectlve serviee divisions are given awesome
responsibilities in cases where suspicion of abuse is reported. With heavy caseloads and without
benefit of adequate diagnostic help or clinical services, they decide whether or not to leave
children with parents charged with abuse or neglect. Later, they must also decide whether or not
to acecept plea bargains from parents who agree to "voluntery" placement of their children in
exchange for not being charged with abuse or neglect. While the latter seems a kindly and time-
saving procedure, it means that parents can demand their children returned at any time, and that
there has been no judicial determination of what happened in the past to guide either welfare
departments or courts as to whether or not children can be safely returned to the biological
parents. Such decisions and procedures reflect both the failure of communities to provide
adequate protective services for abused children and the current widespread support for diversion
of children and families from the courts without requirements for adequate protective services.

In sharpest contrast to efforts to narrow the grounds for court intervention, the joining in
statutes or programs of child abuse and neglect without adequate definition or differentiation has
all but simultaneously enlarged the area for various kinds of community cencern and state
intervention. Those working with children are aware of the vast -difference between pathological
parents who strike out against their children, and those whose ability to function as parents is
worn thin by unremitting economie, social, and emotional burdens. There is danger that statutes
and procedures which obscure the differences between abusive actions and neglect will too likely
lead to a failure to distinguish the problems of parents and the risks to children.

What communities see as their role in meeting or preventing child abuse and neglect
varies not only in law and in practice, but from community to community. Confusion and
conflict abound. In discussing the community role in child abuse and neglect, I believe it is
necessary for communities to consider where they are and where they should move to counter
such harms, and whether these problems result from parental conduct, the administration of
agencies or u1§t1tutlons, or from basic conditions for which the whole community must accept
responsibility.

INDIVIDUAL ABUSE BY A PARENT OR CUSTODIAN-—-THE COMMUNITY ROLE

After the initial period when willful abuse by a parent was regarded as inconceivable, legislators
and even judges, spurred by horror stories, finally responded to some of the harsh realities of
child abuse. But their methods of response present another question. While legislators
established central registries and hotlines to aid in the detection of abuse, communities failed to
secure adequate manning of the hotlines, careful sereening of reports of suspieion, or protection
of the confidentiality of those whose names were entered in swiftly growing computerized
registers.. Communities also failed to require that the seientifie light or clinical enlightenment
available be used to protect children, help parents, or prevent unecessary separations of children
from parents.

In the area of individual child abuse cases, the role of the community seesaws. It accepts
the traditional American child rearing philosophy based on the right of parents (more recently
renamed "family autonomy”) to do as they see. fit, ineluding approval of the use of force. At the
same time, communities are ready to punish parents whose actions are so extreme as to be
repugnant. I am reminded of the wisdom of Jeremy Bentham who challenged the principles that
guided the fixing of penalities on the basis of emotional response to offenses. He wrote:

In looking over the eatalogue of human actions in order to determine which of them
are to be marked with the seal of disapprobation you need but to take counsel of
your feelings: whatever you find in yourself a propensity to condemn, is wrong for
that very reason. For the same reason it is also meet for punishment..,If you hate
much, punish mueh; if you hate little, punish little; punish as you hate...
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No more accurate description could be drawn of community responses to child abuse by
individual parents. Communities, repelled by abusing parents, have failed to recognize the
extent to which the actions of such parents refleet harms resulting from past personal and
community antipathy and alienation. Communities thus avoid seeing abusive parents as part of
the larger community family.

Community hostility and avoidance of responsibility have not been confronted by what
seem to be the cheap short cuts of punishment through removal of a child. Antipathy too often
dominates, while sympathy remains quite minimal, except where a few clinicians like Kempe,
Helfer, and Steele have won understanding for the needs and potential of individual abusers and
of their childrén. They have challenged concern for parents, who are themselves strangers within
the eommunity. Here, the role of the community is determined by its readiness to respond to
such teachings: to embrace rather than ostracize, to help rather than cast off, and to provide
direct services to offending parents.

INSTITUTIONAL ABUSE—~THE COMMUNITY ROLE

When persons or institutions have authority to care for chlldren outside their homes, the
community role has thus far been minimal, except as it has responded to specific cases of serious
institutional abuse presented by child advocates. Two factors seem to play a significant part in
the unwillingness of the community to challenge child abuse when schools, foster care agencies,
hospitals, mental institutions, or correctional institutions have authority over the lives of
children.

As in the reluctance to interfere with parental control, there is widespread community‘

approval at all levels of the use of physical force in American society. Only a few states
(including Massachusetts and New Jersey) have recently prohibited corporal punishment by
institutions. How much physical or corporal punishment may be applied to children in schools
remains a subject of controversy among educators as well as in the courts. When I chaired a
committee two years ago to investigate charges of harsh physieal punishment of school children
by the use of a three-foot wooden paddle, the community was divided on the issue. -Even parents
were divided between criticism and approval of the administrator who introduced and used the
paddle. The school was located in a poor and largely minority group area. Some parents became
outraged by the corporal punishment of their children. Often, parental objections were directed
more to the absence of their consent than to the use of corporal punishment. Some parents who
supported the use of school paddling expressed fear that without such discipline their children
wouk] not study, be truant, engage in delinquent conduet, and therefore not get ahead in life. To
them, and to some teachers, maintaining order in the schools was of primary importance.
Underneath the acceptance of corporal punishment in the school was the parents' assumption of
their right to administer eorporal punishment at home.

The second factor in allowing abuse of children outside their homes has different roots. It
stems from unreadiness by communities to question existing institutions, especially when these
institutions are under the auspices of powerful establishments. This is true especially when
establishments are administered by religious or charitable agencies, long regarded as above
reproach. It is also true when establishments are administered by government. Although the
community pays for the eare of children in these agencies in various ways (from tax.exemptions
to 100 percent purchase of care), the community role in their operation has been practically
nonexistent. Communities act as if they are outsiders, unaware and not responsible for the
quality of care or service rendered by those they regard as untouchable experts.  The old attitude
that the recipients of charity should be grateful for whatever they receive, and ask no questions,
is not unrelated to the attitude that the community should not question established institutions
charged with rendering services to children.

The alienation of communities from a role in child earing institutions is compounded by
the limitations of the state agencies charged with supervision. State bureaucracies charged with
setiing standards in public and private institutions are rarely given enough staff to adequately
monitor how children actually fare. Licensing is largely a ceremonial act. Even when abuse or
neglect is found by a supervisory agency, "gentlemen's agreements” provide cover-ups that
prevent the communities from knowing or acting, even if they might have the will to do so.
When information services are set up, anonymity, in regard to what the computer finds, is
promised to individual agencies although no such anonymity is assured to individual families who
are tracked.

The non-role of communities has necessitated class actions to challenge institutional
abuse of children. In addition to benefiting some children directly, such actions have stirred
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communities to learn more about what is happening to children and to reexamine what their role
should be. Unfortunately, the present Supreme Court, known as the Burger Court, has moved
recently to make federal courts increasingly less accessible and responsive when miseonduet or
mistreatment is charged against governmental or private agencies, Only time and a change of
judges on the Court can restore the promise of se%uring constitutional rights for children against
institutional abuses advanced by the Warren court.

Despite all obstructive factors, the basic responsibility rests with the community for
acting against abuse of children placed away from home. Community concern, expressed through
fact finding and action, will ultimately determine the rate at which such abuses and neglect of
children will be challenged and ended.

COMMUNITY ABUSE AND NEGLECT—THE COMMUNITY ROLE

As Gil found in his national study of child abuse, the widespread neglect affecting millions of
ciildren living in poverty imposes "severe deprivations (and) muc}k more serious problems than
abusive acts toward .children committed by individual caretakers."”” Both societal acts and the
failure of communities to correct conditions in which healthy ehild development is at greatest
risk are responsible. Without burdening you with statistics, a simple illustration can be found in
the report that "there are more than seven million needy children in family day care homes who:
could be receiving through federally supported institutions three meals a day, ,,md yet only some
15,000 do so... The children of the working poor are almost entirely ignored."’ In a recent study
of children referred for preventive services in the hope of avoiding placement, it was found that
75 percent came from single-parent families, 80 percent depended on public assistance, %nd 35
percent lived in areas regarded as too dangerous to allow social workers to visit the homes.

In addition to the amoral absence of a positive community role to protect those children
most burdened by multiple deprivations, communities assume moralistic attitudes toward the
poor based on a double standard. They tolerate, if not impose, violations of privacy and
confidentiality on recipients of welfare or Medicaid. They allow and approve spying on the
indigent. They demand information on the personal and sexual lives of recipients that would
never be tolerated by middle~class families. Such "big brotherism" has been accompanied all too
often by ignoring neglect and abuse of children on welfare caseloads. In the case of one battered
child, the casework record showed a long history of neglect. When I asked the worker why she
had not intervened soconer, she shrugged her shoulders and replied, "This is the culture of
poverty."

The ecommunity role should include a determination to end practices involving unjustified
snooping or the imposition of moral standards not applied to all citizens. At the same time, it
must bend its efforts to overcome calloused, prejudiced, or indifferent attitudes that deny
adequate services to children and families because they are poor.

No single prescription for the community role is possible. But, to be significant, it must
embrace preventive services that strengthen families through economic and elinical supports. It
must oppose the use of force or violence against children, whether practiced within or outside
their own homes. It must challenge societal neglect wherever found. And, it must assume the
difficult and unpopular role of insisting that communities provide needed resources- essential to
providing the foundation on which decent family life ecan be built, even though this means higher
taxation.

In abuse and neglect there is more sympathy for the individual infant whose failure to
thrive can be attributed to a parent than for the many children whose failure to thrive is neither
identified nor recognized as attributable to society's negligence or indifference. The community
role has focused therefore on the individual parent and on reducing intervention by the state,
except where the injury is actually or potentially dangerous-to life or limb. New forms of benign
negleet of children in their own homes have been invoked in the name of parental rights and
distrust of state intervention. Once more the underlying causes of parental limitations and
childhood deprivations have been avoided. The higher incidence of abuse among deprived
families is presented but not confronted.

Some years ago the English historian, Arnold Toynbee, defined a monstrosity as an
institution that dabbles in symptoms but fails to deal with underlying problems. To avoid
becoming one more monstrosity, the community role in child abuse and neglect therefore
requires it do more than dabble with symptoms., It must go beyond individual and even
institutional abuse, neglect, or deviant behavior, and seek out the underlying problems that
threaten the lives, the full development, and the well-being of children wherever they live.
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Child Abuse Prevention: The Role of the Political Process

Raymond W. Vowell, Commissioner
Texas Department of Public Welfare
Austin, Texas

It is difficult to make a more precise statement about the role of polities in preventing child
abuse than is stated in the preface of the program of this conference. It says, "We must
recognize that child abuse and negleect is by itself not a preeminent concern at the highest levels
of government."

That is sad but true. There is no ecompelling concern about child abuse and neglect among
those occupying the hallowed halls of government. We have watched men walk on the moon, but
we have not seen our children walk with equal pride upon our land. We are rich, yet millions of
children are deprived of adequate nutrition, physical care, and wholesome homes and
environmeat. ’

Nearly 50 years ago at the opening of the 1930 White House Conference on Children's
Health and Protection, President Hoover said, "If we could have but one generation of properly
born, trained, educated and healthy children, a thousand other problems of government would
vanish." We still wait for that proper generation.

In June, 1934, President Franklin D. Roosevelt sent a message to Congress concerning the
Depression. It announced the creation of a Committee of Economic Security. He spoke for
"men, women, and children against several of the great disturbing factors of life—especially
those relating to unemployment and old age." Not a word was mentioned about child health.
Many of you remember well the tragedies of World War II. From Pearl Harbor to VJ Day,
281,000 Americans died in-action. During that same period, 430,000 babies in the United States
died before the age of one—that is, three babies for every two soldiers killed in the War.

America remains a long way from fulfilling the hope embodied in our children. The
Preamble to our Constitution begins, "We the people." We assume that includes children. We
proclaim ourselves a nation devoted to its young. Yet America, the richest of all world powers,
has no united national commitment to its children and youth. It is a fantasy to claim we are a
child-centered society, and that we look to the young for tomorrow's leaders. In replying to a
question asked by Ann Landers, 70 percent of her readers responding said that if they had it to do
over again, they would not have children.

Our words are made meaningless by a lack of national, community, and personal
investment in maintaining the health and development of our young. The Texas Constitution says
all free men have equal rights that shall not be denied or abridged because of sex, color, ereed,
or national origin. Nothing is sai¢ about age. Our children today, therefore, essentially are
minus a bill of rights. We believe in family structure. We look to families to nurture their
young, yet fail to assist them in child care until a child is badly disturbed or disruptive to the
ecommunity. ,

The discontent, apathy, and violence of today are warnings that society has not assumed
its responsibility to create an environment providing the best care for its children. We must stop
believing that parenting is a natural phenomenon. It is not; it has to be taught. Usually, child
abuse results from the parent's inability to "mother" or "father." Good parenting is learned from
good parents. Therefore, the family can't be allowed to withstand alone the enormous social and
educational pressures we impose on it. Beginning drivers today receive more education than
beginning parents. Within the community some mechanism must be créated to assume
responsibility for providing the supports children and families need. This is vital. A child's
greatest need is a loving and caring family. This is the greatest single influence on a child.

I believe permissiveness has damsged an-entire generation of young people. If the good
Lord had favored permissiveness, He would have handed Moses "10 Suggestions."

Family life today suffers many preblems. Ten million children are reared in one-parent
families. Many are raised in families where step parents are present, largely because of earlier
divorces and remarriages. One-fourth of our young people marry before 20, thereby greatly
increasing the risk of later breakdown. All family members face the stresses of our modern,
automated, and depersonalized society. One-fourth of all families live near poverty, with an
income of about $5,000 per year. About one-fifth of the nation's families move each year.
Mobility is high, particularly among young, nonwhite, and low income families. In times of erisis,
there are few services that aid our highly mobile, isolated, and fragmented families.
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What about education? Have we hit the mark of that "proper generation" sought by the
1930 White House conference? Education has inflicted the "sputnik syndrome." After the
awesome experience of man in space, society decreed everyone needed a college education. This
is absurd! Only one in five jobs open in the next five years will require a college degree. Yet
four of five high school students are studying a precollege curriculum. One obvious result is the
high dropout rate: seven percent-in Texas, or 59,000 high school students per year.

Another statistic shows the annual cost of vandalism to schools totals almost $600 million,
an amount equal to the cost of textbooks in recent years. The hickory stick is gone, but the use
of suspension in publie schools has reached mammoth proportions. Figures also show that in a
recent school year, school distriets with a little over one~half of the student population in this
country suspended more than one million children. These suspensions represented a loss of more
than four million school days and 22,000 school years.

We also see an unprecedented number of teachers showing signs of battle fatigue, the
same Stress soldiers suffer in war. Only two out of five persons continue teaching after five
years. There also were 75,000 assaults on teachers by students in 1975, These assaults range
from a slap on the face, being stabbed with ice picks, or being shot in the classroom with a
Saturday night special. This semester, a college coed completing her student teaching in a public
school in East Texas was asked for sexual favors by a fifth grader. Dreadful commentary, isn't
it?

Yet suspension of students is self-defeating. Instead of improving the situation, it
removes students from facilities where they should be learning, This usually destines them to
slums, poverty, possible early parenthood, and, in Texas, an almost assured acquaintance with the
Department of Corrections. Ninety percent of this state's prison population is comprised of
school dropouts. Seventy-five percent come from broken homes, and most have been in juvenile
trouble or county jails. Many fail while assigned to probation, and all this occurs before the
person is sentenced finally to prison.

Having recited the book of lamentations on child concerns, I must draw some coneclusions:
(1) the home failed; (2) church, community, and eivil groups failed; and, (3) public education
failed. Therefore, federal and state governments find themselves assuming responsibility for
child care. Faced with this responsibility, government needs more research into the causes and
effects of child abuse, and information on how to provide care for those requiring it. The needs
of our children must be determined, and commitments made to meet those needs. Unfortunately,
this is not happening. The public simply fails to show a concern about child abuse and neglect
even though it nears epidemiec proportions.

I again return to our program statement which claims child abuse and neglect is not a
preeminent concern at the highest levels of government. If we are to effectively cope with child
maltreatment, we must change people's attitudes. There must be more than healing and
mending—there must be prevention.

Most of all, however, there must be grass roots support for ending mistreatment of
children. Only this kind of leverage will change the mind of one Texas legislator who believes
children are the property of their parents who can do to them whatever they want. Something
must bring realism to other Texas legislators who deny child abuse and neglect exists in their
distriets. While in Austin, perhaps they should visit the city hospital and see an abused child.
The Legislature also must create laws that penalize abusing parents more than abusers of pets, or
smokers of pot.

Something must change public attitudes that resist even minimum standards of care
offered by child care facilities. Somebody should explain why the Department of Public Welfare
is authorized state funds by the Legislature to support an annual $234 million nursing home
program for 56,000 people whose lives are largely behind them, while granting only $30 million a
year for child abuse protection. Or, why does the department pay as little as $4 a day to protect
a child in a foster home, but grants as much as $38 a day for a mentally retarded person in an
institution? It costs about as much to board a dog in a kennel as is paid foster parents to care for
children.

The public needs to know that malnutrition and illiteracy are widespread in Texas, the
state containing more poor pecple than any other. Not much is done about it. Somebcdy should
ask why medieal residents in teaching hospitals see so much child abuse, yet receive no training
in prevention or education.

Why does no one complain about the failure of our juvenile criminal justice system, a
system that affects children too late? By age 15, behavior patterns are often difficult or
impossible to change, and many of these patterns result from early parental abuse or neglect.
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Juvenile judges should involve themselves in all matters concerning children, especially those
involving parental abuse. The abused and neglected child, we must remember, becomes the
juvenile delinquent, the prostitute, the alcoholic, the drug abuser, and, most ironically, the child
abuser of the future.

We should ask the broadeast industry why it endures continuing eriticism about program
violence, yet refuses to use public service slides that increase awareness of the extent of sexual
abuse of children.

In short, public and government leaders see the potholes in the road caused by winter ice,
but not the potholes of indifference that deprive children of education and parental care. We
have let our children down. We have not done enough to prevent child abuse, and it is doubtful if
even a fraction of the excesses that occur are reported. Some officials estimate we find as few
as six percent of all child abuse cases.

I am eonvinced every parent is capable of violence. 1 am also convinced society causes us
to treat children as less than human. If a man hits his wife, he is a wife beater. If he spanks his
kid, he is a good disciplinarian. The trouble is that some people cannot stop with a couple of
swats on the fanny.

For more than five million American children, parental punishment at home has meant
being shot, stabbed, kicked, beaten, burned, and bitten. While often parents express concern
about violence on television, many of them should worry, instead, about how violence in the home
affects their children.

We do not coneern ourselves with child abuse until a child dies. This happened in 1973 in a
Texas child care faecility. The uproar was instant, and the highest elected officials of Texas
made inspections of the facility. They and the legislature demanded safeguards to prevent a
recurrence. So the Texas Department of Public Welfare spent thousands of man-hours compiling
guidelines designed to safeguard children from institutional abuse or neglect. In all, 14
recommendations were presented. Today, four years later, two of the recommendations have
been adopted.

Meanwhile, the department pushes ahead with its child protective services designed to aid
troubled families, protect children, and help parents to cope and love better. . The department's
child abuse hotline plays an important role in the identification and prevention of abuse and
neglect in Texas, Operators on duty 24 hours a day, seven days a week, receive an average of
600 calls-per month. Approximately 37 percent of these are related directly to abuse or neglect.
Ten percent concern emergency or life threatening situations.

The Texas Legislature did make failure to report suspected child abuse or neglect a
criminal offense. It also has helped uncover child mistreatment, but we feel the number of
reports has peaked, and that we now receive as many as we are likely to get.

The department has other effective programs combatting the mistreatment of children.
We are working with the Councils of Government to coordinate services to children. We have a
program aimed at preventing child abuse in military families where unusual stresses yrevail. We
work with Parents Anonymous, the police, and medical communities in identifying abusers. We
attempt to use medical schools and law schools as educational vehieles for reeognizing and
coping with child abuse. We co-sponsor family counseling centers with the National Council of
Jewish Women. We contracted the Baylor Medical School of Houston to prepare video tapes on
parenting for presentation in junior high schools, recognizing that more than 40 percent of
children born out of wedlock have mothers age 18 or under. Many are 13 and 14, and some 14~
year-old mothers are having their second babies.

We recognize a new concern in Washington for the abused child. Under Title IV-B of the
Social Security Act of 1935, Congress was authorized to spend $266 million per year on child
welfare services. They have been spending about $50 million, but a study is now underway to
expand this amount. The Title XX.amendment.to the Social Security Act appropriates funds to
help remedy child abuse and neglect. The foster care program is being scrutinized and may be
improved. Let us hope so.

Parents and children have reciproeal rights that go back to the Bible. It is our job to find
the least damaging way of preserving the family unit. But regardless of economic and cultural
conditions, the child born in Texas is likely to have parents who had minimal opportunities to
learn about parenting. They learn as the child grows. Little is done to help men and women
be: - e better fathers and mothers.

There is a juvenile court building on which these words are engraved, words on which we
should refleet: "Through the guiding light of wisdom and understanding shall the family endure
and the children grow strong in the security of the home, for they are the hope of the fulure.”
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The Psychosocial Ecology of Child Abuse and Neglect®

Douglas J. Besharov, JD, Director
The National Center on Child Abuse and Negleect
Washington, D.C.

My purpose today is to share with you, as one important aspeect of our field, the National Center
on Child Abuse and Negleet's planning framework and our future direction. As mapy of you
know, when the National Center was established in 1973 it authorized a series of grants in the
areas of research, demonstration treatment, demonstration resource, and a series of contract
activities. Basically, we initiated a single wave of new activities, and in the past three years we
have not awarded any new, major contracts. We are now in a one to two year process of digesting
all the new ideas, findings, and impressions generated by both our grantees and the other field
agencies we have funded. As we organize what we learn, we see the need for a policy or planning
framework. We need to pigeonhole our findings about parental self-help, counseling, and
prevention. We find that communication and understanding in the field suffered because people
used the same words to talk about different things and different words to talk sbout the same
things. What I am going to do today is describe our tentative—and it is tentative—sense of what
concepts you hold about child abuse and neglect, prevention, and treatment. We have tried to
reflect what we see developing from the field, and I think that after I am finished talking it will
make sense to you. As Ireveiwed what I have heard in the last three days here, many, if not all,
of the contents of the plenary sessions and the workshops fit within the concepts I am going to
describe and the relationships I will outline. .

NCCAN FUNCTIONS

HELP GENERATE KNOWLEDGE/
HELP OTHERS APPLY KNOWLEDGE

Research B Advocacy

Demonstration S Inforn.ation Dissemination and
Projects Referral

Evaluation Training

Technical Assistance

State Grants

i
E ..

Federal Coordination

\

#Informal remarks
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I want to start by deseribing the role of the National Center. We are a small federal
program. We have limited ability, in terms of staff time and finances. Our yearly appropriation
is $18.9 miilion. Title XX of the Social Security Act, which funds the bulk of local and state
child protective activities, appropriates about $200-250 million a year for these activities, and
there are many other specific and nonspecific federal programs that pay the salaries for you and
your colleagues. I cannot say, "We at the National Center are in charge of improving the
system." All we try to do is help—help you and help others. We try to do this in two broad areas
of activities. We iry to generate new knowledge about effective treatment and preventive
techniques, and because we are not in a direet service role, we try to help others uss that
knowledge. In helping generate new knowledge, we fund the implementation and evaluation of
various resesrch demonstration projects. With permission from and the cooperation of public
child protection agencies, we are also considering funding the evaluation of various public service
programs in order to learn their strengths, their weaknesses, and what makes them work. In
helping others apply knowledge, we serve as an advocate, an information disseminator, and
provide training, technical assistance, some state grants, and federal coordination.

I want to share with you the percentage of our budget we devote to these activities.
Budget guidelines were established by the same legislation that created the National Center.
Each year we spend 50 percent of our budget on demonstration projects, treatment projects,
resource projects, demonstration training programs, and state agencies. That percentage was
established by Public Law 93-247. Each year we allocate 20 percent of our budget to state
grants. We have not used all of this amount, however, because the number of states eligible for
grants has not been that high until this year. Thirty states are now eligible, and we expect about
forty by the end of this fiscal year. We actually spend about 12~15 percent of our budget for
state grants. Regional branches of the .-Office for Child Development (OCD) transmit
appropriations from our office to variots field agencies. In each region we have at least one
regional child abuse and neglect specialist within the OCD. We disseminate publications, operate
the Clearinghouse, and accomplish other dissemination activities.

NCCAN BUDGET

Information
Dissemination

Technical
Assistance

15%

50% Research

Demonstration

In speaking of our approach to child abuse and neglect, I need to define that phrase. First,
let me prepose what we think we see and what we think happens. I think we agree that child
abuse is merely a statement of what peoint on a econtinuum of parent-child interactions we place
that line dividing "abuse" and "nonabuse." In other words, depending on their point of view, their
cultural orientation, their values, and their sense of history and community, different people
define different amouts of corporal punishment as child abuse. Some say any form of corporal
punishment is abusive. Others eclaim child abuse occurs only when there has been a serious and
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permanent disfigurement. The same principle applies in terms of emotional abuse. Some argue
that any deprivation of needed love and care is emotionally abusive. Others say only serious and
permanent actions are abusive, and so forth. It is clear, therefore, that when we talk about child
abuse and mneglect we are trying to define what point on the continuum of parent-child
interactions justifies society's intervention. We also find, and can demonstrate with statistics,
that there is also a gray area. This is an area in which people disagree. At one end of the
continuum almost all would agree a child is not abused. At the other end we would all say that a
brutally attacked or murdered child has definitely suffered abuse. It is in the middle of the
continuum that we disagree. As a result of our research, we now have some very clear
statistical documentation as to how onz's profession helps to determine the way a person views
this gray area. A policeman, a physician, and a social worker may all hold different views. These
attitudes may be determined by a persons' cultural values, racial prejudice, the views one holds
toward people who preceded him, past life experiences, and a host of other issiies. What we are
saying is that no clear line exists which everyone would agree represents the demarcation point
between what is and is not child abuse. With this in mind let me add that to think only in terms
of ane continuum and one gray area is to take only a snapshot in time. People and behaviors
change over time. Someone who is at one point on the continuum, or in one family at a given
time, may move to another point a week, month, or year later. This may be due to treatment, a
new job, or any one of several other factors. What we are saying is that the concept of child
abuse and neglect as a static condition may be true when applied to specifie families. Other
families, however, and we are gathering statistical evidence on this through the demonstration
and research projects we have funded, move back and forth in their ability to cope, protect, and
care for children. If this is true, then there are some interesting concepts that we must apply to
ongoing research and treatment. When researching, we tend to look at a family at one point on
the continuum, then look at it at another point, and assume that the passage of time from one
point to another implies that the family progressed in a straight line. We tend to forget the
clinical wisdom that a family experiences a lot of ups and downs in this process. We may well be
correct when we assume that the ongoing service program is responsible for moving the family
forward, but how do we explain the other ups and downs?

There is no one single set of parent-child interactions. In other words, toc say that there is
only one single unitary improper or antisocial behavior called child abuse and neglect is to grossly
oversimplify a very complex set of differing behaviors. We can no more talk about child abuse
and child neglect as unitary functions than we can talk about kidney ailments as one type of
problem. The treatment depends on the kidney ailment. The type of treatment for different
kinds of criminal behavior depends upon the kind of behavior we are discussing. We deal with
murders differently than with pickpockets or burglars because we make a statement, an
assumption, about the forces at work, and about the most effective treatment and intervention
for these situations. The same is true about child abuse. Remembering that all this is tentative,
let me suggest one way that we are trying to delineate these differences. From the experience
of our preoject, we hope to give you some names to these lines within the next year. But for now,
let me suggest some possible names for these differences. One can be called the "battered child
syndrome." This concept concerns not only injury to a child, but also the faetors of intent,
personal problems, and time. In other words, think about the richness of the notion of

. "syndrome" and "the battered child syndrome.” This syndrome does not apply to just one day. It
means that over a period of tiive the family's behavior has been such that the child has been
injured repeatedly. Another syndrome can be called "sexual interaction," or maybe we will
separate it and deal with one called "sexual misuse” (a concept growing in attention), and
another, "incest.” And maybe we will deal with one called "unreasonable corporal punishment,"
and say that the dynamies of this econcept differ from those of "unprovoked physical attacks,"
becauise we see in our research projects different kinds of people in these different categories. A
person who wantonly picks up an infant and throws him against the wall for no particular reason
is extremely different from someone who abuses an adolescent for disobedience. We must bring
out the differences between the two.

I will now discuss the factors that result in child abuse and neglect, and those that help
prevent it. First, we say nothing new when we claim there are certain psychological and social
forces that influence the family. In fact, we feel strongly enough about the interaction of these
forces in relation to the family and its environment to use the term "psychosocial ecology” to
deseribe the environment in which the family finds itself. We also say that parent-child
inferactions are a function of person, of personality, of the individuals involved, and the
environment in which they exist. Then we add a formula many of you know, it is a truism, and
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one we- ought to say and remember and apply to our treatmeht, our interventions or prevention,
and our concepts of our place in society. The formula states that behavior is a funetion of the
person and the person's environment, and is written B = f(P, E).

PSYCHO-SOCIAL ECOLOGY OF
CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT

Parent/Child &
Interaction <&

Behavior is a Funietion of Person and Environment

B=F (p,e)

Let me describe how we define those personal and environmental factors, to categorize
them so that we can then share our understandings about them. The first is intrapersonal forces.
Some people do not like the term "intrapersonal.” I hope, however, in coming years we will use
words everyone can understand and accept. Nevertheless, we are saying there exists a set of
forces that influence the family. Intrapersonal forces act within a person, and they involve the
mental and physieal heelth, edueation, intelligence, and past life experiences of the individual.
Now, let me deal with past life experience. We talk a lot about failure, improper bonding, or
being abused as a child. That becomes relevant in terms of later behavior, if it has been
internalized or incorporated within the individual. We call that hlstory the history about the
individuals and the famlly, or past life experience.

We also recognize that the internal things are-not the only things that make people tick,
so we divide environment into three sections. One section, and maybe we are not happy with the
term, is specifie life situation forces. Where do people find themselves today, this week, this
month? Where do they live, what do they do? We label these forces, but this is not a complete
list. That is why we perform research and demonstrations. We try to fill these lists, and we try
to read the literature and get more information about what would go on the list. Marital
situation, job situation, extended family, characteristics of the child, housing, financial status,
and degree of econtact or isolation with others are just a few.

It is appropriate for me to make a point here. I have tried very hard not to talk in terms
of stresses, not to talk in terms of negative forees, because if our view makes sense it is
appropriate to think of these forees as both positive and negative. A happy and gratifying job
situation, should, we hypothesize, make it easier for people to function in family situations, as
well as others. If y2u have money in your pocket you are not supposed to experience financial
stress. Being broke is probably a negative stress, but havmg some money "ought' to be positive
(There are those of us, however, who do not always féel that way). So we are talking about
positives as well as negatives.
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INTRA-PERSONAL FORCES

INTRA-PERSONAL
FORCES

Parent/Child
Interaction

Mental Health

Physical Health

Eduecation

Intelligence

Past Life Experience

- We also make a distinction here between chronic and acute, because some of the forces
S acting on individuals have been with them for years, or lifetimes. Others are immediate, and in

E the future, not only do we want to look at the difference between chronic and immediate, but we
want to see their different effects. We have talked about family crisis but we have never, in a
systematic way, explored the implications of how we deal specifically with ecrisis vs. ehronic
situations. That is not to say people have not worked on it, or that in clinical practice we do not
deal with it everyday, but remember we are an "R and D" shop, and we like to do a little research

and demonstration.

SPECIFIC LIFE SITUATION FORCES

L7
CHRONIC/ACUTE
Dol
&’O 0'7 (@
BN 4ol Situats
2o 7 8 Marital Situation

Parent/Child
Interaction

ey - = Aty W

Job Situation

Extended Family Situation
Charaecteristics of Child (REN)
Housing Situation

Financial Situation

Degree of Contaet/Isolation with
Others
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Again, although obvious, we. think it is worth stating and making an equal part of this
equation that cultural forces shape the way we live and behave. Cultural force§ shape the way
we drive our cars, the way we function in our jobs, and the way we raise our children. There is
no doubt that attitudes toward children have a real relationship to whether they are abused or
neglected. To what degree are children prized commodities? To what extent are they valued as
individuals in a society? Has child care any prestige in a society tha_t inereasingly questions tge
validity of staying home all day, that defines staying home as not having a career, not "working"?
That attitude must create tension in those women who want to stay home and do, or don't want

"to, and do anyway. Attitudes towards violence, corporal punishment, economie or social

competition, mobility of families, racism, religion—all these societal forces influence the way we
live and act.

CULTURAL FORCES

Attitudes Toward Children
Prestige of Child Care
Changing Family Roles

Attitudes Toward Violence

Attitudes Toward Corporal

Parent/Child Punishment of Children

Interaction

Economic and Social Competition

Mobility
L
b
$0%e .
6\3;’0,2,,0?’ Racism
Religion

The last set of forces we will categorize—again, we are not trying to discover but just
categorize these forces—is what we call, for now, social institutional forces. The purists among
us wanted to call them institutional forces, but the communicators thought institutional foreces
would cause people te think about buildings and prisons. We are talking, instead, about the
institutions of society, and let me start with the most general of them-—-the community
institutions, or community-wide institutions. Each of them, and we have only a partial list,
shapes the way we live by the way we interact with them, by the way they shape our immediate
or specific life situation, and by the way they shape our cultural values, mores, and attitudes.
The media offer an excellent example. We also inelude the family, police, schools, and day care

. as community institutions that shape the way we think and live.

We also want to describe other separate social -institutions that we eall problem-oriented
agencies. These are the agencies that provide, as Dr. Kempe said, services for people or families
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with special needs: mental health, self-help groups, foster care, job counseling, and any kind of
specialized helping services. We also list another section called child-protective agencies. Our
classification is functional, so police, for example, would show up twice, once under child-
protective and once under community institutions. If the police receive reports and investigate
them in order to provide immediate protection to children, we call them, for the purpose of this
model, a child-protective ageney. If police perform only their general duties such as patrolling
© @ 7770 and traffie direction they function as community institutions.

PO SOCIAL INSTITUTIONAL FORCES

e Bl CHILD PROTECTIVE AGENCIES

N L - CPS
e . — Police
. o Courts

. Il PROBLEM ORIENTED AGENCIES

Mental Health

Self-Help Groups

Foster Care :
Drug/Alcohol Programs

Job Counseling/Training
Therapeutic Day Care -
Special Education for Children
Public Assistance
Unemployment Benefits
Various Helping Professions

_ Parent/Child
® L Interaction

B8 COMMUNITY INSTITUTIONS

Schools

Day Care

Police

Fire Department

Family

Recreational Facilities

Church

Community (Bloek Assoeciations, etc.)
Business .
Social/Fraternal Organizations
Media (Television)

A T I O

Overall, we divide person and environment into four categories: personal forces that
influence a family, specific life and situation forces, cultural forces, and social institutions.
These forces ean push down and detraet from the ability of a family to care for its own. But just
SR as important, they can push up. My wife is a social worker and after reading her social work and
psychoanalytice literature. I see that we deal not only with negatives, but also with the positives.
® . This is the most promising thing about our jobs, the uplift.

. These forees not only interact directly with the family, but they also interact with each
- ;¢ other and then with the family, and then back and forth again. The point is that they are
. interdependent variables. It means you cannot say that one particular factor leads to one
. = particular behavior. Even if we know everything about an individual and then offer him a vanilla
- . lee cream cone and a chocolate ice cream cone we still cannot prediet which ice ecream cone he
. will take. I cannot promise you that in four years we will sort out all these factors for you and
® . explain why each parent neglects or abuses' his children. But we will try to identify these
factors, discover new ones, and explore their interactions and relationships, because we as

researchers and as practitioners think a few ideas can help go a long way.
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PSYCHO-SOCIAL ECOLOGY OF
CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT

Parnt/ Child
Interaction

~—

We also have a theory on how we can do something about this problem (here is where I am
most concerned about what I am going to say. If you disagree, write me a letter.) Of all these
forces, we can directly intervene in only one category—social institutions. We cannot get inside
the personal life, the psyche, the specific life situation of people, or the culture. The only way
we can deal with these factors is through social institutions. Whether those social institutions
are schools, communities, the family, or specific helping organizations such as day care and child
protective services, we operate through institutions in our society. Even when we want to shape
values and norms we do it through the institutions of television, radio, and newspapers. We say,
for the purposes of this construet at least, that change agents work through institutions. We
lmow, and better remember, that we are change agents. Sometimes we do not change things for
the better, and sometimes we hurt people by trying to help. That is of deep concern to us at the
National Center—it is great to want to help people, but as we look at our programs we never
assume a program helps people. We look at it and try, to the best of our limited ability, to
measure its effect. Does it have a positive or negative effect on people? I will talk about that
in a moment.

I will use the words "primary prevention", "secondary prevention", and "treatment". Let
me propose definitions of these terms, ones that combine soeial work ideas and the concepts that
I just mentioned. Let us start with a definition of "primary prevention", something we all want
to accomplish. Primary prevention deals with those cultural and institutional forces which affect
the specific life situation and intrapersonal forces within all individuals in the community.
Primary preventlon is not targeted at specifie (high-risk) subgroups; it is for everyone. We all
need g little primary prevention.

Secondary prevention deals with those institutional, specific life situation, and intraper-
sonal forces within families with special needs who might, but for these services, abuse or
neglect their children. And treatment, which is sometimes ealled tertiary prevention (meaning
cieventing a recurrence), deals with those institutional, specifie life situation, and intrapersonal
forces within families who have abused or neglected their children, and attempts to prevent
recurrences of the abuse. We say social institutions do all this, but we could be wrong. We say
that social institutions, by affecting. culture, lifestyles, beliefs, specific life situations,
intrapersonal situations and forces, and by interacting with themselves, can perform primary
prevention. Let me take a few minutes to deseribe how some projects, only a few of which we
fund, do all this. I will give a specific example for each.
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In terms of primary prevention, a number of our projects serve special populations wpose
cultural heritage, history, atfitudes, and mores differ from the majority culture. Especially
within the treatment demonstrations that we have funded for Indian populations, we see a very
clear desire to emphasize those elements of cultural heritage that strengthen individuals. We
refer to them as treatment projeets, but their major focus is primary prevention. In Alaska, for
example, they take all the Native American families that come into town, not just the "high
risk," and provide them with the cultural supports they need at a time of stress and dissonance.
They emphasize cultural strengths through pot luck dinners, pow wows and a whole series pf
events that say, "Look, we've got ourselves a legitimate culture here, Lgt's not be ashamed of it.
Let's emphasize it. Let's grow within it." They do not have to have an intake or a caseload. We
call that primary prevention, and that is why we fund it.

DYNAMICS OF PRIMARY PREVENTION

Parent/Child
Interaction

We are learning a lot, and not just about Indians. We are learning a lot about the notion of
supporting families who experience dissonance with their culture. I mentioned our Alaskan
project, but I could also relate this notion to middle-class life in the suburbs. Our Alaskan
project welecomes every newcomer to town in much the same-way those of us living in the suburbs
receive a "welcome wagon." The project says, "Welcome to the community. What can we do to
help you?" Since it is offered to everyone we call it primary prevention. It is difficult to give
examples of primary prevention because a lot of it is not labeled "child abuse programs," and
mueh of it does not happen. But there is no question that programs which, for example,
emphasize the nutritional needs of children and adults—programs which ensure children and
adults of a square meal—have a lot to do with the intrapersonal forces that shape our lives. Also,
institutions can work with institutions to make other institutions positive forces in terms of care
and protection of children. So researchers and theoretieians, for example, work with hospitals
and labor and delivery room staffs to make childbirth a special experience. If we forget these
few special moments, what do we do during that lifetime of stress? That is the time to start the
bonding process. That is another form of primary prevention.
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Let us talk about the dynamics of secondary prevention. When we talk about secondary
prevention we do not hit culture. We are talking about specific interventions with specific
families in relation to specific life situation forces. Earlier, we identified parental stress.
Parents Anonymous or the San Diego YMCA Project, for example, both in different ways,
emphssize the importance of self-recognition of parental stresses and of seeking self-help.
These two, and half a dozen other projects, some of which we fund, run parental hot lines, stress
lines, and bring people into a nonthreatening, non-child abuse atmosphere to deal with that
underlying force—parental stress, In San Diego we have found that many problems stem from
marital stress, and by dealing with that problem praectitioners help relieve the pressures on the
parent-child interaction.

I want to mention another response of problem-oriented institutions for secondary
prevention, interpersonal foreces. Many projects identify families where there exists a high risk
of child abuse or neglect. Special care, in the form of attention, eduecation, a visiting nurse, or
perhaps Dr. Kempe's "home visitor," is given to the family in the hospital, newborn elinie, or at
home, This care is offered the family if it is believed they will have particular problems in
dealing with the child. This is another example of what we call secondary prevention.

DYNAMICS OF SECONDARY PREVENTION

Parent/Child
Interaction

In treatment, we find the same general situation. You do not treat a family by fighting its
culture. You can fight the culture—that may at times be a valid thing to do—but we do not think
that is going to help the particular family in question. What do you do with the family in front of
you? You begin by trying to deal with their immediate life situation and with their interpersonal
forces. Let me cite two examples. We all know homemaker care is a nice servide to provide
families. But what kind of homemaker care, how elaborate, how well-trained should the
homemaker be? What kinds of supports should there be? Should these supports entail merely
cleaning the house? Should they be emotional supports? Should they be cultural supports?
Should they deal with racial issues in communities suffering from racial diserimination and
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isolation? We are looking at this issue in a couple of our projects. This means adding a person to
a specific situation. We are also considering pulling people out of their environment. An
example of this is our program in Hawaii which has a special shelter in which the entire famlly—-»
minus the father (who usually precipitated the problem)—-can live during times of persona! stress.
We are radically altering the specific life situation. In future years we hope to determine the
meaning of this: Is it valuable? Does it work?

DEFINITION OF
CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT

NOT CONSIDERED
ABUSE OR NEGLECT

1 // /

CONSIDERED
ABUSE OR NEGLECT

GREY AREA

HIFIIIHHIIHIIIIIIHIIIIHI

Let me row share with you the most tentative aspect of what we are learning from our
treatment projects. We think it is dreadfully important and significant, but let me present it to
you as something to discuss and consider in coming years. If you remember the continuum we
spoke of earlier and the gray area in which we tend to disagree about what is or is not abuse and
neglect, let us now attempt to define what is secondary prevention and what is treatment. Now
remember the difference: treatment occurs when parents have already abused or neglected their
children, and secondary prevention occurs prior to abuse and neglect. The theoretical construet
would be that above the gray area is secondary prevention, and below it is treatment. But notice
that since the position of this gray line depends on how you define child abuse, if you redefine
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some action and this line shzfts, you have re-labeled the service thhout ever having changed the
family. In other words, if a cop thinks a kid is being abused, then when you serve the family you
are treating them. But if a physician says, "No, that's not abuse, that's close to it but the real
line iz over here," then suddenly that service you provided the family is labeled secondary
prevention.

The label placed on the service depends on the label placed on the family. I think that the
fact that we do this is significant. Does the service itself differ for the families above the line
and below the line? We know it seldom does. We provide services to families whether or not the
parents abuse and neglect their children. We either give them homemaker care or advise them of
their need for it. We offer them job counseling and housing services. We give them personal
counseling services because they have a problem.

Let us look at this from a slightly different perspective. Remember, we said families
change over time; therefore, one month a family may be in secondary prevention and the next
month it may be in treatment. What I am suggesting is that if there is a lesson be be learned
from the treatment demonstrations that were funded both before and after PL 93-247, it is that
helping projects that are not constrained by income eligibility requirements, that are not
concerned about reporting law requirements, tend not to make a distinetion in the cases they see
between actual and potential abusive and neglectful families. They tend to treat families in need
as just that—families in need. But, there are always exceptions. We do not know how extensive
the exceptions are, but that is one reason we evaluate the demonstration projects and do
research. It is also very clear that there exists a set of families, and I shun to term them "hard
core," but do not know how to describe them, nor how to characterize them. We do not know
how many there are, but there is a set of families whose parent-child interaction curve is such
that we cannot place them into the other broader service category. And those are the families
that must be sérviced five to ten years, perhaps permanently, and given a permanent cruteh, We
want to look at programs around the country and see real progress in the development,
maintenance, and strengthening of secondary prevention and treatment programs when they deal
with these general social problems, because they have a source of funding. There are day care
funds, mental health funds, and others. But there is no categorical federal program that will
support, over a ten year period, a family with a permanent disabling problem. We do no% know
the significance of this except that those are the cases you hate to let go, the ones that remain
in agencies for years and years. Those are the cases that, unless we do something, consign those
children to the constant risk of abuse and neglect.

Problem-oriented agencies and several ecommunity institutions are responsible for the
idertification of child abuse and neglect. In terms of secondary prevention and treatment, we
know that problem=-oriented agencies, child-protective services, and some community institutions
can perform secondary prevention and treatment.

In terms of intervention and referral, we must remember that some cases of chlld abuse
and neglect, as well as other forms of improper parenting, are not referred to child-protective
agencies but to other special treatment programs in the community. We say for the purposes of
this construct that intervention and referral oceurs not only in child-protective agencies but also
in problem-oriented agencies.

Until now I have talked about the dynamies of direct services or treatment in families and
children. The other half of our job involves trying to improve these services, and when I say "we"
I do not mean just the National Center, I mean all of us. For our purposes we call that process
"resource enhancement."” You can call it advocacy, coordination, or planning, but we call it
resource enhancement because we are hoping to include those other specific activities within it.
In terms of the institutions that can affect the other forces, there are the same three:
community institutions, problem-oriented agencies, and child-protective services. There are
several key activities or elements within each. There are individuals, units, county
organizations, and sometimes a state or a national element. And we can alse list activities that
enhance resources: research, planning, advocacy, information dissemination, referral, training,
technical assistance, coordination, facilitation, and financial support. Not only is that a
statement of what we believe the role and mission of the National Center are, it is also the role
and mission of most of the regional and state resource projects that we fund. It is also the role
and function of many child advocaey groups in this ecountry, and in part, the role and function of
many treatment organizations, The best example is the National Center for the Prevention and
Treatment of Child Abuse and Neglect .in Denver, which is both a treatment organization and a
resource project. Other appropriate examples are the special training, technical assistance, and

. services provided by child protective services agencies, by our treatment demonstrations, by
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anyone in treatment who is called upon to give a eommunity lecture, or someone who is invited
to a hospital to explzin the handling of child abuse cases.

Let me give some examples of what our projects are doing in relation to specific client
agencies, and the levels within the agencies and these activities. For example, one resource
project decided its activities could be better used to strenghten problem-oriented agencies,
which will help prevent cases from being reported, than to improve child~-protective agencies. So .
they, through technical assistance and coordination at the state and county levels, help problem-
oriented agencies accept more cases before they are labeled child abuse and neglect, and urge
agencies to work with more families before referring them to child-protective agencies. Another
resource project provides training to the whole range of individuals across these situations. The
stated purpose of training is to teach individuals how to better identify child abuse and neglect,
to be aware of the problem, and to be sensitive to the needs of parents. The other unstated, but
equally effective, purpose is to develop coalitions of conerned professionals and citizens across
the naticn so that these coalitions can advocate for improved and expanded services.

To conelude, I wanted to present a specific list of-the projects and grants, contracts, and
other efforts that we plan to initiate in the future. But there are three reasons why I cannot do
that. First, we do not know under what legislation we will operate. Second, we have not fully
digested the information from our existing projects; that will take another year or year and one-
helf. And third, since we will not start funding until next March, April, May, June, or July, we
are not ready to start planning. However, I want to share with you some of the underlying

concerns of the National Center, and I think you can assume that our funding and activities will
follow these concerns.
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Psycho-Social Ecology of CA/N

Nature, Extent, and Effects of CA/N

Dynamics of Prevention, Identification, & Treatment

— Direct Service
—  Resource Enhancement

How Best To Apply This Knowledge

Bl Helping Others Apply This Knowledge

To summarize the points I've made here, let's first consider the nature, extent, and effects
of child abuse and neglect. We have said the definition of child abuse and neglect lies on a
continuum. We have said there are gray areas. We have said behavior is kinetic. We have said
there are different types of abuse and neglect, and I have suggested that we are probably looking
at various syndromes: the battered child, the apathy/futility, the maltreatment, and any rnumber
of other syndromes. As we look at these different forms of abuse, we will probably perform
research and demonstrations to bring out the different manifestations of parent-child
interaction. What places one set of parents ir one situation, and a second set in another? We
will probably try to determine if there is a geographie distribution of these syndromes in terms of
incidence. For example, we have an emerging sense that the apathy/futility syndrome may be
limited to the southeastern and southwestern United States, and that it is probably a result of the
weather in those regions.

In terms of the psychosocial ecology of child abuse and neglect we recognized the truism
that behavior is a function of the person and the environment. We also noted that the only way
you change that is through social institutions. In the future we will look to research and
demonstrations that take into account the psychosoecial ecology of the family, trying to
understand and manipulate it. We will seek to determine what forms of intervention and
institutions are mcst effective at preventing end treating child abuse and neglect. We will also
begin the long process of exploring the interrelationships between these various forees or factors.

In terms of the dynamies of prevention, identification, and treatment, we believe there
are definable and identifiable strategies. Based on our experience in treatment demonstrations
we have funded during the last four years, we will be able to say these strategies work, or should
at least be attempted. We will look at them from a variety of research and demonstration
activities. As we identify these institutions' specific strategies—the positive and negative roles
and responsibilities they play in society—and as we identify the best methods for applying this
knowledge, we hope to shout it from the rooftops. If providing welfare in a demeaning or
demoralizing way is a negative force on family life, we want to say it. If school responsibility
for teaching parenting is a positive foree, which it seems to be, we want to push forward with it.
We will do this with all the limited resources at our disposal such as our technical assistance
activities and our small, but important, state grant activities. We hope the way we work with
other federal agencies will evolve around our understanding of the dynamies of prevention and
treatment, the best strategies of prevention and treatment, and the positive and negative roles
specifie societal institutions can play in that psychosocial ecology.

Let me say that as a field, we have & handle on a fair amount of both research and
practical wisdom. During the last three days that wisdom has been expressed in a variety of
ways. We hope in the next two years to.focus that wisdom's impaet in order to facilitate better
communication with each other. Only if we share our experiences, our successes, and our
failures can we learn from the experience of others. Last year I said that the most striking thing
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about our field was the way we éeemed to be reinventing the wheel, "and a square one at that.
Through you, however, we are beginning to develop a framework to focus society's attention on
the best methods for the prevention and treatment of child abuse and neglect. To the extend

that you develop that framework, and to the extent that we can help you frame it and use it, we
will.
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Individual Tragedy and Social Response

Michael L. Lauderdale, PhD
Prineipal Investigator
Region VI Resource Center on Child Abuse and Neglect

Child abuse or neglect is a tragedy for the victimized child, and the consequences may stay with
the individual as an indelible pain throughout a lifetime. Though there is gathering momentum
for social action to correct the situation, the phenomenon of child abuse and neglect is so
complex that the selection of the appropriate social response is proving to be a frustrating and
tortuous process. To understand the tragedy requires a delineation between child abuse and child
neglect coupled with the understanding that abuse and neglect vary in severity, frequency, and
intensity from incident to inecident.

Much of our familiarity with child abuse is physical and consists of seeing children with
broken bones, severe cuts, burns, bruises, and abrasions. These battered children are a visible
and pathetic manifestation of the tragedy and evoke strong reactions from everyone who
encounters the situation. These batterings are often life-threatening and, moreover, can produce
serious psychological consequences for the child. These consequences include timidness,
withdrawal, aggressive behavior, and other such ill-timed or ill-chosei: responses to social
situations. Some investigators fear that such experiences in childhood may be replicated by the
child when he or she becomes a parent. Such generation-after-generation occurrences suggest
for some researchers an epidemic that passes unimpeded from parent to child and enlarges and
intensifies with each generation.

Child neglect, like abuse, has its physical and psychological consequences that often are
more difficult to diagnose and relate to specifie adults. Physical neglect is perhaps most often
noted in the "failure-to-thrive" syndrome in which a child fails to mniaintain the normal
development in size, weight, and motor skills relative to his or her age, sex, and racial peers.
Psychological negleet may produce retarding consequences for the child: intellectually and
emotionally, but frequently is not as severe or dramatic in impact as child battering. Though
emotional abuse and neglect is seen increasingly as an important concern, its occurrence is often
difficult to detect. Little can be said definitively of what kind or degree of emotional
mistreatment damages the child, nor in what ways, although we can be reasonably sure that the
damage is done. Overly aggressive aduits, parents who are cold and punitive, persons who
callously manipulate and abuse others may well be the results of this damage.

Much of the complications of understanding the tragedy of abuse and neglect, and knowing
what the proper social response is, derives from our lack of definitions of proper care and
parenting for the child. We are much closer to good workable definitions in the area of physical
care where we can describe safe environments for children, warn against excessively strong
physical punishment, and pinpoint neglectful diets and improper hygiene. Adequate emotional
eare is a much more debatable issue, and involves what must be labeled "catch words" such as
genuine love, empathy, permissiveness, firmness, and character-building. What one parent may
consider being firm with a child may border on abuse for another, and what one parent may call
love and free expression another may call over-permissiveness and indulgence. Pediatricians,
educators, and psychologists have vacilated over the last forty years on such issues as whether or
not a crying baby should be held, what to do when a child has a temper-tantrum, or if only
positive reinforeement should be used to shape a child's behavior. Even the choice of language is
debated, with some authorities arguing that the words "shaping a child's behavior" imply
manipulation rather than the provision of an environment of freedom, warmth, and support.
There are hundreds of books available on how best to raise your child, and there is more than a
little disagreement among them on these issues. If the hypothetical middle-class parent or
professional is confused by this, then social class and cultural differences make it even more
complex. It has been suggested that setting unrealistically high goals, or goals too easily
attained, may limit the child's development as well as his or her future ability tc succeed in an
achievermnent-oriented world. Should the inciusion of the traditional machismo concept for the
Mexican-American boy be viewed as a special instance of neglect producing a man ill-suited for
modern marriage? Or is the striet authoritarian model of the single Black mother a subtle form
of child abuse? Does television advertising on the Saturday morning cartoons represent
exploitation of children? Are American Indian children abused when our educationel system
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demands that an oral tradition in a native tongue be foresaken for written English and formal
mathematics? The lack of clesr answers to hundreds of questions like these precludes an
appropriate social response to countless potential neglect and abuse situations. The battered
child, in a way, presents the easy problem, but the vast majority of cases are less easy to define
and prescribe for.

Promoting the cognitive development of the child presents similar problems of defining
proper care to be manifested by parents or other caregivers. We do know that critical
stimulation as early as the first few weeks of life is crucially important for the development of
language, physical, and social concepts. The extent to which parents are able to provide critical
stimulation, and do, is an area of some disagreement. Head Start, day-care, television, the

pediatrician's waiting room all are additional places where environments could be improved to

facilitate the conceptual development of the child., How such environments can support
parenting, and what should be the role of each to the other, is not well known.

DEFINING CHILDREN AND CHILDHOOD

The answers to the proper care and parenting of children are embedded within the larger question
of the social and psychological definition of the child, and the proper processes of socialization
and control of children. There are at least four separate working definitions of what the child is
with respect to his or her inherent capability. One definition stresses the view of the child as a
small adult capable of doing most things that adults do, limited only by size, strength, and
experience, and heir to the same rights and prerogatives of the adult. In some cases such a view
might lead to permissive cireumstances, and for others it might lead to exploitation such as child
labor. A second definition depicts the child as a willful and untamed savage. This view has
strong roots in traditional psychiatry through the Freudian framework, and requires that
eonsiderable control be directed toward children in order to humanize them. It suggests that
parents and institutions must aet to control and mold behavior if adults are to be safe, and if
tamed replacements are to be available in every new generation. A third concept portrays the
child as being an angelic creature unsullied by the greed, envy, and perversity of adulthood and
the world. Here the child is perenially the hope of the future, perfect society. The fourth
definition, and probably the most accurate, is that coming from modern developmental works
such as those of Piaget. This view stresses that the child is a being who operates with different
conceptual and emotional properties from adults, and during the maturing process passes through
several stages of thinking and emotionality distinet from adulthood. Such a viewpoint may lay
particular emphasis upon certain learning experiences at critical periods so that development
may proceed to the next level. For example, visual experiences may be necessary from years
three to four to prepare cognitive processes for reading that will begin to develop at age six. It
is this fourth definition of the child that lays the basis of the need for a thorough understanding
of every step in the developmental process to ensure that child neglect does not ocecur.

Quite simply, how we define the child determines how the child is cared for and treated.
The psychoanalytie definition of childhood prescribes different care from the prescription coming
from Piaget's work.

The definition of childhood is culturally relative. The laws and informal codes of every
society define the rights, prerogatives, and responsibilities of children and families differently.
In many parts of the world children possess few rights within the soeiety and have no access to
property, but rather are defined themselves as chattel. In some cases the child is under the
control of a large and extended family, and in other cases a single parent is identified as
possessor of the child. In other aress, or other times in history, children at a very early age are
assumed to be adults and may engage in many of the transactions of adults including marriage,
work, and procreation. In the United States we are experiencing confusion in these social codes
and are simultaneously moving to extend rights to children on many fronts such as: the right to
legal counsel apart from parents or the state in cases of child abuse and neglect; earlier voting
privileges by lowering the voting age from 21 to 18 years of age; and the right to independent
sexual activity through the provision of contraceptive materials without parental consent. All of
these social codes imply earlier adulthood. In contradiction, not too many years ago, we were
providing different kinds of rights for children by forbidding them to enter into the labor forece
before a certain age, and protecting them from labor exploitation by requiring that they be paid
the same wage rates as adults. We have encouraged the deferment of adulthood by extending the
years of mandatory schooling, and by the creation of special legal codes and juvenile courts to
handle children differently from adults.: Conversely, children are encouraged early to ect as
adult consumers. Entire businesses such as the recording industry are almost exclusively
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dependent upon the purchasing power of children. Much . of the leisure and entertainment
industry is built around youth, and part of the message of this industry is freedom and autonomy
for youth. Yet today a number of authorities feel that unwanted teenage pregnancies and youth
crime in the city are at least partially a consequence of the decline of adult control over the
actions of children. At best we can say that we know very little about what should be the
relationship between children and adults in our society where our legal codes have moved in
seemingly contradictory directions, and that this ambiguity is creating urgent and compelling
questions.

THE ETIOLOGY OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT
Careful investigation of the etiology of abuse and neglect is only now beginning. There are many
areas that seem to suggest answers, and include the possibility of brain, neurologieal, or
e te endocrine dysfunction wherein certain adults may be more prone to voleanie-like outbursts when
; under stress and frustration, and may be more likely to abuse children. We do know that within
the limbic or recticular formation of the forebrain are certain structures that seem to control
selective awareness, fighting and fear responses, and may be the sources of the violent behavior
et manifested by some parents. Evidence indicates there are clearly psychotic individuals who
L cannot relate or perform in a parental role, though we suspect that such individuals are but a
small minority of those adults engaged in child abuse. Psychoses in the order of schizophrenia or
severe character disorders are inimical to the parenting role. Some persons, because of problems
of physieal health such as diabetes, immaturity, or environmental factors such as demanding
occupations, may be under too much stress to be always in control of their behavior and
consequently be potentially included to abusive and neglectful actions. . Some families may
indeed develop dysfunctional patterns of interpersonal relations in dealing with children and pass
them from generation to generation. The care of children among humans, unlike infant care
among other animal species, is heavily dependent upon learning, and when a dysfunctional pattern
occeurs, it mnay well be transmitted from generation to generation. When families become nighly
mobile as they are today, and when neighbors, relatives, and friends are less likely to be available
R . for assistance, the prospects of others assisting in modifying dysfunctional patterns are reduced.
Our entire culture, in fact, may be so stressful and so oriented toward individual autonomy and
satisfaction that dysfunctional eonditions for children are created. Some other countries, such as
Sweden and Japen, have much lower rates of child abuse, infant mortality, and negleet. This
results not only from better health and educational programs for children, but also seems a
consequence of a society that is more orderly, integrated, and less fluid and violent in its arts,
entertainment, and interpersonal relations.

We have been aware of child abuse and neglect since the late 1800's and have done much
té reduce the systematic exploitation of children in industry. Diseases such as smallpox or
rubella that yield to a simple epidemiological causation model have been our earliest and best
achievements in improviny the well-being of children, but now we face the residual problems that
do not yield to simple cause and effeet models. In all likelihood, these remaining problems for
children come from a variety of causes and require a systems orientation for their explanation
- and control. .

T Many of the crippling diseases of childhood, poliomyelitis, smallpox, diptheria, and rubella

- have been controlled or eliminated. In child health, viral infections that yield to immunizations

or antibiotics have provided some of our most brilliant successes. In large measure such

sucecesses have been with a particular kind of problem, those problems that are caused by a single

agent operating in a relatively simple and direct causal sequence. Polio, for example, was

eliminated by assisting the existing immune-defense systems through triggering antibody

production by injecting dead or weakened polio viruses.into the body. Such problems permit

solutions of either eliminating the source of the problem, in this case the viruses, or activating

the body's ordinary defenses. Closer inspection of this situation reveals a single entity or a small

e : number of closely related entities that cause the disease. Moreover, the problem follows a

s predictable and largely invariable sequence with the description of the disease entity and the

e operation of the body's ordinary defenses being well-known and understood in biomediecal research

i for many years.  Sclving these kinds of health problems follows: a familiar and well-known

) procedure of describing the presenting symptoms and the path of development of the problem,

isolating the causative agent and then either eliminating the agent, the mode of transmission, or
activating existing defenses against the agent.

What now can be understood about child abuse and negleet indicates that it is not the kind
of problem characterized by the previous descriptions as presented in the example of
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poliomyelitis. Actually the concept of child abuse and neglect covers a large range of conditions
from severe battering to cultural deprivation. For some conditions the sequence of the
progression of the condition is well known, but this is not usually true. The specific causative
agent or agents are not known, nor is there much evidence for routine bodily defenses. For child
abuse and neglect, it appears that the use of the traditional medical model of explanation
confuses, rather than assists, the understanding of the problem. It seems that interventions
* based upon medical models or the use of medical terms such as "epidemies" or "syndromes" are of
dubious utility other than arousing public concern. Raising public concern, though, may even
worsen conditions in some instances. Before substantial progress can be made in child abuse and
neglect, the complex conditicns must be widerstood in their own rlght rather than depending upon
misleading medical analogies.

THE ROLE OF THE STATE

Every society must evince concern for the rearing and development of children, for the strength
and continuation of the society is contingent upon these activities. In most instances, the
informal family held these responsibilities and if the responsibilities were poorly handled the
society was weakened. Modern societies, though, have increased the involvement of government
in the care and protection of children. All states have codes dealing with the education, health,
and protection of children. The institution and profession having the greatest initial contact with
the parent and infant is the field of health, With the rare exception of those persons belonging to
a health maintenance organization (HMO), routine pre~ and post-natal care is difficult to obtain.
Moreover, the typiecal physician or pediatrician is not prepared to diagnose many cases of child
abuse and neglect, and in many instances may prove to be reluctant to report such instances
when they are identified because of perceived role conflicts as well as the fear of court
involvement, loss of clientele, or financial damage to the practice. The only other uniform and
generalized institution involved in contact and care of children is the publie school system. In
most states the involvement with the school begins in the fifth or sixth year of childhood, but
teachers, like physicians, are not well prepared to detect child abuse or negleet, particularly in
its subtle manifestations. Our society depends upon individuals being able to detect health or
legal problems themselves and then choosing whether or not to seek assistance. The individual is
routinely expected to pay for services. Two problems exist from the perspeective of the child
when abuse and/or neglect occurs. The first problem is that there is almost no way to detect
abuse or neglect until the child reaches school. ‘For a variety of reasons the abusive or neglectful
parent may choose not to recognize the problem or seek to hide it. Oececasional visits to
physieians do not raise significantly the probability of detection, and if the family does not have
a regular physician the chances of detection are lessened. Most states now have mandatory
reporting laws that require professionals, neighbors, relatives, and others to report suspected
child abuse. However, many cases go undetected and often reporting occurs only after severe
damage has been done. Prevention and early treatment seem unlikely as long as uniform health
or educational services are unavailable for the preschool child. A national health program for
children or universal dayeare beginning with infants (a much more scghisticated level of daycare
than we currently have) would be a vehicle to remedy the early social isolation of the child and
the family, but such developments are some years away.

Child welfare or protective services are seen often as organizations that could prevent
child abuse and negleet, but mostly protective services become involved only after abuse or
neglect has occurred. Protective services must depend upon media, physieians, church groups,
and schools to do primary prevention, which means teaching how to care for children. Typieally
protective services do not get involved until primary prevention fails. When proteective services
do get involved, their usual charge is to proteet the safety of the child and conduet some form of
investigative proceeding. Other things being equal, if the case is severe, a thorough investigation
will be done. Given caseload sizes in most communities, less than severe cases receive much less
attention. Most protective services personnel like to think of themselves as being able to treat
and remediate some psychological disabilities in children who have been vicetims of child abuse,
and to be able to improve the parents' capability to care for the child. There is much more hope
here than actual accomplishment. Most protective services personnel are not adequately trained
to provide successful therapy for abusive and neglectful parents, and there is still very little
known about how this is done anyway. Again, most caseloads are far too large to permit
intensive therapy with abusive clients. Protective services, then, mostly become involved in
investigations of suspected abuse, struggling with the courts, trying to locate foster homes, and
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hoping for an adequate referral service for treatment. Protective services workers tend to be
overworked and frustrated, and, especially in recent years, move into other kinds of work.

SUMMARY '

The more we discover about child abuse and neglect, the more aware we become of the
complexity of the issue. Data inereasingly indicate that there are alarmingly high levels of abuse
and neglect, and that these levels have continued to rise in recent years. We have many more
single-parent families today and disconcerting increases in teenage pregnancies. Teenagers who
become mothers know little about parenting and possess few reserves for family support. Our
laws and our social norms regarding children are contradictory. The etiology of abuse and
neglect is frighteningly complex, and our protective services systems are overburdened and
designed to be stopgap measures rather than prevention and treatment systems. However, it is
not an impossible state of affairs. Sinece many other industrialized countries are plagued much
less by these issues than we are, one might conclude that progress can be made. To rectify the
situation, - though, some means of greater early contact with.parents and young children is
required. Uniform medical services must be made available to children regardless of parents'
intentions or ineclinations. Protective services delivery systems must become thorough and
coherently functioning organizations rather than the irregular patchwork systems that they are
today. Abuse and neglect will not yield to one-shot solutions; rather a complex of changes must
oceur within the soeiety with the complex being carefully orchestrated for the basic providers of
care, the parents. :
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CONTEXTUAL ISSUES

Child abuse and neglect, like any other social phenomena, do not exist in a vacuum. Cultural
norms. and values, social institutions, environmental situations, and the characteristiecs and
attitudes of the families and individuals involved all share in influencing the nature, severity, and
outcome of child abuse and neglect. The definition of child abuse and neglect which we use not
only determines its legal and sociological presence or absence, but ‘can also influence the
affective responses of the community, the protective services worker, and the family itself to
the label/diagnosis/assessment/charge of child abuse or negleect.

There is clear agreement that the strueture and role expectations within family systems
have changed. The question remains what the function of the family will be, and where the
supports and assistance necessary to allow families to move from realistic expectations to their
maximum potentials will come from. One option, as the MOTHERS organization dnmonstrates, is
from cooperative self-help.

The cultural and cross-cultural perspectives presented demonstrate most clearly how

" many of the issues of child abuse and neglect are the same, not different, across cultures, but

also reinforce the necessity of* delivering services within the socio—cultural context of the family.
Other social phenomena—corporal punishment in sehools and juvenile delinquency—appear to be
related to child abuse and to each other, as well.

Research activity can play a reciprocal role in defining the context of child abuse and
neglect. Our view of the problem influences the kind of research we will engage in and support,
while data from the research feeds back into our perceptions of the phenomenon. The potential
for a single-minded positive feedback loop is obvious. The challenges of research in child abuse
and neglect include how to study service delivery without disrupting it; how to study a private,
low-frequency event; and how to make findings useable by policy makers, other researchers, and
practitioners.

Emotional abuse and neglect is perhaps the knottiest problem in the area of child
maltreatment. Merely defining it in a way acceptable to mental health, welfare, and the law has
not yet been fully accomplished; a two-level diagnosis seems to be necessary, with considerations
of parental intent and cooperation key indieators for intervention.

Neglect is obviously a poor cousin to abuse in terms of research, program development,
and intervention, even though neglect affects—in incidence and fatalities—many more children.
The reasons for this are seen to lie in the more dramatic nature of abuse and the ecomparatively
lower cost of intervention with abusive parents, as well as in political and organizational issues.

Two approaches to the prevention of child abuse and neglect are represented. One, which
might be ealled secondary prevention, uses behavioral, demographic, or other types of indicators
to identify families at high risk, and then applies direct interventions with the child, the parents,
or the total family system. The other, referred to as primary prevention, assumes that in our
mobile, changing society all families are at risk, and stresses educational and social poliey
interventions designed to lessen the impaet of environmental stresses on families.

A campaign to develop accurate, comprehensive public awareness of child abuse and ne-
glect can have several benefits: increased community support in terms of legislation and
resource allocation, increased reporting, and even an increase in self-referrals. But service
delivery must keep pace with expanded expectations, or clients and the eommunity as a whole
face disillusionment.

Although reporting systems and central registries pose significant privacy and parental
rights issues, their use is generally seen as an important aspeet of protective services, aiding in
identification, epidemiology, and research on the social context of child abuse and neglect. The
danger arises when practitioners use registry information as a substitute for direct observation
and assessment.
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The Child and Family in Society: Realistic Expectations of
Maximum Potential

Edward T. Weaver, Executive Director
American Publiec Welfare Association
Washington, D.C.

The story is told of a talented painter who was frequently visited in his studio by an enthusiastic
and admiring neighbor. On one occasion, as the visitor hovered over the artist's shoulder
watching a masterpiece take shape under his very eyes, he exclaimed, "Isn't there any way I can
help?"

"Yes," the painter replied. "Stand out of my light."

All the painter needed was an environment of positive opportunity;.he ecould handle it from
there. The analogy may be crude, but that is exactly what families need—a relatively free and
positive environment in which to grow and achieve.

However, we see the child, the fafhily, and the community interacting within different and
sometimes conflicting expectations, and all this overlaid with an urgeney to pursue their
"maximum potential."

I offer no analysis of the topic assigned to this panel, except to say that as I tried to
understand its meaning, I was struck by the notion that the topie carried overtones of pressure
that tend to create individual and family dysfunction. The topiec flows naturally from our high
achiever-oriented society. But before I am marked as one who advocates a laissez~faire attitude
toward realization of family or individual potential, I will state my the51s and briefly elaborate
on it. My thesis is simply this:

Family and individual goals and expectations are developed within the family's or
individual's perception of realistic opportunity.

To elaborate further, I will discuss three questions and then briefly relate these ideas to
the problem of child abuse.

WHO SETS THE GOALS?

We should have learned long ago that 'we" cannot set goals for "them." What we can do is
relieve the external pressure as the first step toward creating positive opportunity for the
individual or family to identify how they want to live and relate to each other and the
community. Freedom to choose from among the options should not be usurped by helping
professionals.

I assume that when we talk about goals we mean the tangible, defined expression by a
family or individual of their aspirations. Goals may include not only specific material or
financial achievements toward which to work, but should be framed within and deduced from a
recognized "quality of life" that a famiiy deems most desirable and needful for its own best
functioning. The quality of relationships among family members, the developmerit of mutual
support within the family and community, plans to enrich life through pursuit of religious
affiliation, education, or cultural activities are appropriate areas within which to select goals.

We know that not all choices will be the best that could be made—nor will they inevitably
lead to achievement of maximum potential. The professional role is to prevent undue hurt as
families and individuals learn to direct their own lives in a social environment. Some will choose
not to vigerously pursue "maximum potential,” perceiving the pressures of such pursuit as being
too severe and thus actually damaging themselves as a-family or as individuals let alone as "goal
achievers."

A child erawls before he walks. Should we expect a family {« set its first sights on its
"maximum potential?"

The important thing is that each opportunity offered should be just that—and not an option
foreed upon a family nor one that, if selected, would be allowed to retard progress toward self-
selected, self-fulfilling and socially responsible goals.

Selection of cptimal goals for individuals and families is the prerogative of the people
involved. Society's goals for development of families and children should focus on environmental
and opportunity considerations. It is inappropriate for society to usurp the individual's personal
choice of goals, except to set standards for protection from injury.

- 63



WHAT ARE APPROPRIATE GOALS?
You may already question this approach because to this point no acknowledgement has been made
that inappropriate choices and actions by individuals and families all too frequently result in
wasted potential or injury to one or more of its members, That fact exists—I do acknowledge it—
but I submit that it has little to do with goals. Rather, such injury signifies a breakdown, a
frustration, entirely aside from goal selection itself.

Children are seldom abused because the caregiver decides he or she wants to abuse them.
The abuse derives from a collapse in the caregiver's coping ability in a stressful situation.

Appropriate goals obviously would embrace those achievements or states of being which
are fulfilling to the people involved and which contribute to the social goal of family and
community. Few people would kriowingly choose otherwise.

The appropriateness of goals selected and pursued is enhanced by the environment of
positive opportunity. When opportunity exists and is perceived, aspirations rise up to capture it—
especially if optimistic support and encouragement are present in family and community.

HOW DO WE IMPACT ON OPPORTUNITY? .

Perhaps it is true that we create our own opportunity; that is the American way. But some of
our fellow citizens are discouraged, and with good cause. Unemploymeént, crowded living
conditions, friction between family members, scattered and unavailable extended family
members and other stress-produced conditions distract us. Even when opportunity is there, we
may not see it, or may not believe it exists.

The professional role, then, is best directed at stimulating the soecial environment to
produce real opportunity and to direct the diseouraged towerd it. ‘Sometimes all that is needed is
a facilitating and connecting type of service. When the discouraged family member experiences
the opportunity as real, a new level of expectation and aspiration is born. Maximum potential, c2
self-fulfilment at whatever level, is achieved one step and one success at a time.

RELATIONSHIP TO CHILD ABUSE
Thus far, my comments have been general and conceptual rather than concrete and practical. To
attempt to balance that let me relate these ideas to the problem of child abuse and neglect.

In my judgment, no environmental condition or lack of opportunity absolves anyone of
respensibility for violence against another person, especially a defenseless child. I have
purposefully focused on the necessity and value of a positive opportunity environment.
Achievement of individual goals and exploitation of individual potential is best enhanced when
options are avaijlable to choose from and persons capable of extending practical help offer
optimistie support and encouragement. Equally important is the need for intervention and help
at crisis poinis to prevent injury or to protect from further injury. Perhaps I am cautiously
searching for a strategy which is preventative in a true sense, a strategy which nurtures and
capitalizes on the substantial strengths of the family and its individual members.

When thinking of the importance of the family, I am reminded of a quote from James
Reston in a column titled, "Family Life~—~the Last Refuge," in the Minneapolis Tribune.

If preachers are not to be believed, and politicians are not to be trusted, and
society as a whole is a jumble of lies and tricks, then the family may still be the
best bet available, maybe even better than being liberated into loneliness.

It is time to "rediscover" the family as having great potential for self-help and nurture of its
members. With this in mind, the family should be strengthened as an alternatlve to expanding
institutional helping agents.

Undeniably, child abuse and negleet is the result of an act, or fallure to act, by some
specific responsible person. But the causal factors are frequently very complex. Studies have
given evidence that the episode of abuse is strongly related to: immaturity of the abuser, recent
birth of another child, an abuser who once was an abused child, and unemployment of the family
head. The abusing environment apparently has at least two aspects: (1) there is a condition (a
cause or trigger situation) which puts the caregiver in a stressful situation; and, (2) the caregiver
is unable to cope with stress in a nondestructive manner; the earegiver loses control of his own
actions.

To illustrate the impact of impaired opportunity and the result of failure to achieve
expectations, I present the following observations from American Families: Trends, Pressures
and Recommendations, a Prehmmary Report to Governor Jimmy Carter by Joseph A. Califano,
dr.:
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When unemployment reached 20 percent in Flint, Michigan, Flint became the city
with the highest rate ‘of ‘alcoholism in the country, drug abuse treatment centers
had caseloads twice what was projected and the incidence of child abuse soared.
Recent research suggests that the variable that most frequently relates to child
abuse is the father's unemployment.

This is but one example of a negative cpportunity environment. But the point is made: an
effective preventative strategy must address such large environmental factors.

As a society, as a community, and as helping prcfessionals, we are obligated to look
beyond the individual case and examine the environmental factors which provoke or creat~ the
problem. When we do, the quality of life and the realization of human potential can be ent aced
for all.

PO S
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Child and Family ir: Society: Realistic Expectations or Maximum
Potential?

Diane Broadhurst, Education Consultant
HELP Resource Project
Rockville, Maryland

The title and sweeping theme of this panel, "Resalistic Expectations or Maximum Potential,"
alarms me. I find myself wanting to define terms, to find some common ground, to understand
where we are headed. I think it is well to set some limits whenever a national conference
discusses policy issues.

Our topic falls naturally into three areas: (1) realistic expectations vs. maximum
potential; (2) when, if, and at what point should separation oceur; and (3) what resources are
available for helping families at risk.

Should realistic expectations or maximum potential be tngarded as an either-or situation? .
Does one preclude or negiate the other? If we settle for realistic expectations, must we assume
that maximum potential is not, or cannot be, achieved? If maximum potential is achieved, is
that unreal or beyond what should be expected?

Perhaps our title and theme should mstead be realistic expectatxons of maximum
potential.

Just what is meant by maximum potential? Who defines it, and how? How does one
measure another’s potential, much less delimit it? Realistically, do we foresee a committee
formed to determine each individual's potential and to set an arbitrary limit upon it? Are we in
some measure already doing this with, or to, abusive and neglectful families?

Whenever we talk about maximum anything we are by definition setting a limit, and this
will not work with people. People have a way of evading the arbitrary limits which society
devises. In practical terms, setting a maximum- potential for an individual eould mean
discouraging excellence, or disregarding that perscn's dreams and hopes for a better life. Shall
we depress a family's hope to someday, somewhere find a better life? It can become a self-
fulfilling prophecy; by not expecting very much, we get just that—not very much, aithough so
much more might have been achieved.

There are mountains of evidence to prove that children early labeled slow, poor learners,
ete., usually turn out that way. If we label an abusive or neglectful family as having the
potential to reach number six on a scale of ten, perhaps we condemn them to go no higher.

Let us examine a brief case history of a young man. The child, age three, and his mother
were abandoned by the father. His mother was an alcoholic, and he had a congenital
malformation which left one foot crippled. As a boy he was severely physically abused by his
mother, who also emotionally abused him by taunting him about his defect and regarding him as
something less than human. Before the age of ten he was sexually assaulted by a nurse, an
experience that had a profound impact on his later sexual activities, which included marked
proclivities for young boys and an incestuous relationship with his half-sister.

What would we say were the realistic expectations for this young man? What would we
say was his maximum potential, and what might we expect him to achieve? Predictably, his
marriage was unhappy, his relationships with others disturbed, and his life chaotic.

But unpredictably, he was also one of the greatest figures of his age. Although he died at age
35, he had already written Manfred, The Corsair, Don Juan, and Childe Harold's Pilgrimage. I re-
fer, of course, to George Gordon, Lord Byron.

When we speak of expectations, whose expectations are they? The family's for itself, o:
society's for the family? If not the family's for itself, we had better look closely at a few
important points. First, have these expectations of society been set in consultation with the
family, or have they merely been imposed from without? Has anyone ever asked the family
where they want to go, and how? And if society is setting the expectations, what is the social
distance between it and the family? Are we at the point of eliminating individuality in favor of
having everyone alike, everyone at the same level or standard, everyone doing and being what
one or two of us has decided is right and proper?

To go a step farther, how shall we determine what is realistie, especially in a world that
changes as fast as ours does. What was fantasy yesterday happens today, and is history
tomorrow. We can no longer be so certain about things as we once were. Things change, people
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change, and society changes. Clearly, our expectations must change too. But do they? As Henry
Kempe said, "Cnce a year we should ask ourselves, why are we still doing this?"

We must learn to view abusive and neglectful families as individuals, not as the sort of
homogeneous group they are often considered to be. To be realistie, our expectations must take
into account what each family is willing to achieve, and we must avoid setting some arbitrary
limit, whether high or low, for maximum potential.

James Hyde has said that of the hundreds of abusing families with whom he has worked,
not one was without some strengths. That is a critically important point. Too often all we see in
individuals and families are the weaknesses; we cannot see the strengths. Yet we must, for it is
upon these strengths that treatment must be built. Even in families where separation of parent
and child must occur, there can be strengths. Perhaps they are the kinds of strengths which can
be built upon so that the separation need not be a permanent one. Or perhaps the strengths are
the kind that will allow a parent to say, "I ean't do this job of parenting very well. It will be best
for my child if someone else looks after him."

We were asked to consider what families require in order to stay together. In my opinion
we have gotten hold of the wrong end of the microscope. The question is not at what point are
families able to remain together—number six on that ten-point seale, perhaps—but at what point
must they be separated. 'In my view separation should occur only under extraordinary
circumstances, such as when a child is in elear and present danger at home or (and this is often
overlooked) when the parents sincerely request voluntary separation. When parents request
separation we had better be prepared to listen. Rarely are such requests frivolous, and to
disregard them may have tragic consequences. A note of caution: removing a child only under
extraordinery circumstances does not preclude making removal a first resort as sometimes it
clearly must be.

As an example I'd like to deseribe a case that happened recently in a mid-Atlantic state.
A 2% month old child was brought to a hospital with massive -head injuries, contusions, and
fractures. There was not much question the child was a classically battered baby, and extensive
cranial surgery was required to repair the damage. The child was returned home as soon as he
was well enough to leave the hospital. .

If we are to speak in terms of our theme, this family had a maximum potential for
violence: the parents were unmarried, the mother young, the father on drugs, known for his
violent temper, and unemployed. A realistic expectation might have been that trouble would
recur. It did.

Within two weeks the child was back, this time with multiple fractures. Again he was
hospitalized and again returned. Two months later, after a third incident and a third hospital
admission, he was dead.

Here removal to a safe environment should have been a first resort, considering the age of
the child, the severity of the injuries, and the home situation. But removal was not the first
resort, nor tragically, was it the second or third resort. A

I believe we need better standards to tell us when families should be separated. Some
standards exist, it is true, but they are far from universally applied. I do not suggest that there
can be a forinula to state at what point, under which precise circumstances separation must
oceur. So many factors must be taken into account; the peculiarities of each case require
individual consideration. Some factors may be considered common to all situations in a given
community. Chief among them is the question: what are the real alternatives to separation, or
to leaving the child at home?

If a community has no shelter care facilities, or none available, and no medical facility
willing to house a well but endangered child at least temporarily, the child may well be left at
home regardless of the danger, simply because there is nowhere else to put him. On the other
hand, a community which has a few treatment resources geared for abusive or negleetful families
may regard removal as "treatment,” even when it is not indicated. Resorting to removal
becomes the only alternative to doing nothing.

The matter of resources for abusive and neglectful families is a critical one; we are all
aware of that. But many communities have resources that are not being used simply because
they are not thought of as resources for abusive and neglectful families. Prime among them are
schools, and the variety of volunteer groups found in any community.

I would like to point out why schools are not, but should be, more actively involved than
they are.

Schools are where children are; that is a fact of life. Children are in school every day,
nine months of the year, for twelve critical years. The school is generally the only place a child
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is seen daily by those trained to observe children. - Where parents are not advocates for their
children, as may be true in child abuse and neglect, the ecommunity must take on the advocate
role. The school, as part of the community, must be willing to do its part. Indeed, the schools al-
ready stand in loco parentis in many cirecumstances. Speaking out, reaching out, to the abused or
neglected child is merely a natural extension of that funetion.

In the past, many educators have been reluctant to become involved in cases of child
abuse and neglect, fearing the results of involvement with angry parents, lawsuits, ete.
However, as more and more schools have become involved—safely——much of this reluctance has
begun to disappear. More ani more educators have eome to understand their immunities and now
realize that good ean come out of reporting abuse and negleet.

A new problem is emerging, and it is one we are going to have to address if we want to
count on schools as a resource in the future. This problem is the reaction, I might say resistance,
schools are encountering from social agencies when they do get involved. Sometimes school
reports are discounted, even though they are made by experienced professionals who know what
they are talking about. Such a reporter, turned off by the reception he receives is unlikely to
want to report again. Here is an example:

A school counselor reported a case of sexual abuse which had been revealed to her by an
adoleseent girl. The girl had been raped several times by her step-father, most recently, the
morning of the report. She sought out the counselor, asking for help, and she was clearly
frightened. When the counselor called the proper agency she was met with indifference. The
agenecy simply was not very interested, although the situation was serious. The counseior pressed
for action. Reluctantly the agency offered to make a home visit—to see if the girl "is enjoying
this."

If this counselor is reluctant to report again, will it be any wonder? 'Another case history
will illustrate how a school willing to take an active part in child protection can be turned off by
being told to mind its own business.

This school, which had reported several cases of suspected child abuse, all with good
cause, received a letter from the local social services agency stating that they had been
overreperting. They were requested to confine themselves to cases that were serious. The letter
made it clear that in the agency's opinion bruises were neither indicative of serious mjury, nor
capable of causing a child pain.

I call this the "give me blood syndrome." Far from using the schools as a means of early
identification and detection, this agency is encouraging the schools to wait until things are really
bad.

If we want to make better, more extensive use of* the schools as a resource, we had better
make them welcome and a part of the team. We had better treat school staff as the ecompetent,
experienced observers of children that they are.

My last point has to do with the use of volunteers as a resource in the broad area of child
abuse and neglect management. Recently I have seen several instances where enthusiastic
volunteer groups, ready to commit time, money, and resources, have been told that they are not
needed, that the field is for professionals only, and that they are not wanted. What a waste!
There are so many things volunteers can do, often better than paid staff., They .can be a vital
part of any overall community program to detect and prevent child abuse and neglect. In some
eommunities, volunteer groups are doing just that, and in a variety of very imaginative ways.

In one city a therapeutie nursery for abused children is staffed in large part by Junior
League volunteers. In another city an all-day trairing program on child abuse for mental health
workers is being underwritten by the local Exchange Club. Another training program in a
different city was jointly funded by the Chamber of Commerce, the Junior League, and the
American Association of University Women. These groups also handled all the arrangements,
publieity, and ground work.

In some communities volunteers sponsor Parents Anonymous groups, direct®hotlines,
operate speakers' bureaus—all jobs that are time-consuming, but must be done. Agency personnel
cannot do these jobs unless they stop doing their assigned jobs. Clearly what is needed is a
partnership.

If it is really true that child abuse and neglect is a eommunity problem, a problem for all
of us, then it is going to take all of us and all the resources we can muster to solve it. We cannot
afford to turn away, or to turn off, anyone. To paraphrase Pogo, I have met Society, and it is us.

I'd like to leave you with one more case history to think about in terms of maximum
potential and realistic expectations. This is a man born to a syphilitic mother, who died when he
was young. His father was a brutal man who abused the boy. In addition, the siblings did not get
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along; this was a multi-problem family. Our study subject eventuaily became deaf. By all
accounts he was iraseible and ‘difficult to live with, an expectation we might have predicted. In
assessing his maximum potential, however, would we have guessed he was Beethoven?

*
4
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Changing Family Roles and Structures: Impact 6n Child Abuse and
Neglect?

Toni C. DelliQuadri, Administrator

Child Protective Services

Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services
Los Angeles, California

What is happening to families today? Statistical data offer interesting commentary as a focus
for the current crossroads of family life. Statistics can do more than measure facts; they ean jar
us into putting our beliefs and assumptions into new perspectives; they can demonstrate how the
world has changed and how we can act upon those changes.
Recent Department of Labor statisties point to a shattering fact about today's families.
Only 7 pereent of American families fall into the category of the 'traditional" family structure,
i.e., the two-parent family, in which the husband works full-time, the wife stays home and
maintains the house and cares for the two or three children. Ninety-three percent of all families
do not follow this pattern. Clearly, the structure of the nuclear family is changing.
According to HEW, in its publication, The Status of Children (1975), some 12 million of the
70 million children in this country, or aimost 20 percent, do not live with both parents; there are
now 1.3 million of these children living in single-parent families headed by men. In 1975, over 47
percent of all married women were in the labor forece. Breaking these figures down more
: specifically by age of child we find the following: 32 percent of all mothers with children under
R age three were working; 35 percent of mothers with children between three and six were
“ working; and 54 percent of mi thers with children over age six were working.
These figures are thoug.it provoking. Today it is a necessity for many husbands and wives
! to work to maintain a middle-class standard of living, to achieve the goals of home ownership,
, and tc szeure college educations for the children. Clearly, both the structure of who is ineluded
in the family unit and the family's style of life have changed. In addition to these changes, new
attitudes are developing about women and their roles in the home and work force.

We are still reeling from the impact of the new family unit, the changing work force, and
the women's movement, and their effects on family life and societal values and priorities.

The women's movement has generated controversy regarding its effect on the develop-
ment of children within the family. One point of view suggests it is the women's movement that
has created the major upheaval in family life. Despite the effects produced by the smaller,
mobile, nuclear family, and the economic pressures foreing women into the labor market, there is
a school of thought that holds the women's movement responsible for the upheaval in the roles,
traditions, and rituals of structured family life. This, according to psychiatrist Edward Levine
(1972), has led to disruption of family stability, gender identity problems, and less satisfying and
enduring marriages. All of which points the way to increased stress on families and more
difficulties in the rearing of children. Many experts in the field of child neglect and abuse point
to high stress as a factor for the existence of child abuse and neglect. Conclusion: The women's
movement is a contributing factor.to the ever increasing problem of neglected and abused
children.

On the other side, there are psychologists, feminists, and physicians who view the women's
movement as being positive and in the long range a deterrent to chjld neglect and abuse. Kempe
and Helfer in The Battered Child (1968}, point out that the child abuser's attitude toward his or
her child is that the child exists to satisfy parental needs, and when such needs are not met
punishment of the child ensues. Such facts illustrate the necessity for options for need
fuifiliment. For many women this has come to mean self-development, aside from the wife and

. mother role.
The second positive element of the women's movement has been better education of
: women in preventing and planning pregnancies. Traditionally, birth contrecl and planned
et parenthood were not practiced. Couples (that is to say, women) had children as they came—

I unplanned, and often unwanted—while being unprepared for the responsibilities of parenthood.
Today, this pattern can be changed. As women can consciously decide about bearing children,
L there is less possibility of an unwanted or unneeded child, thus decreasing the stress on the

2 family as a result of the birth of that child. Both parent and child can start out on a more
positive course.
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According to Patricia Keith-Spiegel (1974), there are specific goals of the women's
movement which, when achieved, may simultaneously reduce the incidence of child abuse. These
include:

1. Education about self, marriage, parenthood and family from a non-sexist point of

view;
2. The creation of multiple life options for women besides motherhood;
3. Knowledge of and safe accessibility to proper contraceptive devices;
4, The liberation of men from their "aggressive" and "non-child oriented" role models
5. Establishment of programs to allow mothers extended life activities; and
8. The raising of females to be more resourceful, self-confident, and less dependent,

so that life's problems and obstacles can be handled in a constructive manner.

The trade-off of what has been lost and what can be gained by the women's movement
with respect to the-incidence of child neglect and abuse will econtinue to be debated. In my own
mind, the long-range consequences point to increased benefits for children and families. The
maJor barrier now is for our society to lay to rest the myth that today's families are living or can
live in the traditional structure and roles in which they were once cast.

Where does the family go from here? Clearly, there is no going back. Society has
changed too drastically; technological advances, an urban-industrialized culture, the economic
structure, the sociological patterns--all exist today in a vastly different world than that of
society 50 or 100 years ago. Thus, the family structure will be shaped by the societal patterns
around it. The future success of the family—and hence, for the children of the future—will
depend on what support systems the family demands and society takes respensibility for: support
systems which will strengthen the family and allow it to continue to provide the nurturing
climate for the growth of healthy children.

What kind of support systems must be developed for the family of the future to survive?
These can be discussed in three categories: (1) family-to-family support systems; (2) family-to-~
social community support systems; and (3) family-to-work ecommunity support systems. Today's
highly mobile family has lost the support provided by yesterday's extended family. This has left
the small nuclear unit to fend for itself in meeting the daily demands placed on it. In family-to-
family support systems, families band together with other families to share the burdens created
by nuclear family isolation, and develop creative means of solving the problems of stress.
Examples are: babysitting co-ops, parent hotlines, communal living arrangements, and a blending
of roles and tasks in equal partnership. More and more of today's young families are taking these
initiatives. and in the proper communities neighborhoods can become an extended family. There
is a sense of trying to find togetherness as a means of survival.

Today's family is isolated in many respects, while being less self-sufficient than ever
before. It is highly dependent on the social and economic community around it for its existence
and growth. Family-to-social community support systems are those which contribute to the
workings of the family. Schools, churches, health facilities, government services, ete., are
examples. Today's family needs these systems to recognize the current plight of famxly life,
patterns, and structure, and to respond to these needs.

We cannot afford for our families to be ignorant of what parenthood is, demands, and
requires. Education for parenthood must begin at an early age and continue to adulthood.
Schools, colleges, and churches must play their part. Adult education programs should be
offered. Parenting programs and parenting groups for new families ought to be available and
encouraged. The social community must bear the responsibility for providing the opportunities
for aetivity, counsel, resources, and sharing, through increased development of community
centers that speak to the family of today. They need community centers in schools, churches,
and neighborhoods that provide extended life activities beyond home and job and offer both social
aetivity for children and adults and emergency assistance to families in crisis. The issue of
substitute child care—meaningful and appropriate child care—must be faced squarely. The
federal government's pronouncements and actions in this area during the past ten years point to
the crossroads we are at and the dilemma we are facing. Women with children are working in
record numbers. Substitute child eare is a problem faced by all families where the parents (or
the single parent) works. It is still largely an individual struggle for each family to work out a
child care arrangement. The United States, more than any other industrialized nation, still has
not come to- grips with this situation.. The result is hit-or-miss child care plans: constant
changes for children; the ever-increasing numbers of "lateh-key" children, left to fend for
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themselves between the end of the school day and thie much later end of the work day; and
children neglected and/or abused in the child care setting. We must begin to ask certain
questiornis more seriously and come up with some answers. For instance:

1. How are children between ages 4-14 to be cared for between 3 p.m. and 6 p m.
daily?

2. How long should the school day be?

3. Should schooling be utilized as both an educational and a child care experience?

4. What kind of supplemental programs do we need to cover the present gap in
serviees?

LR What should be the program content for such supplemental-programs?

€. What are to be society's and families' standards for such programs"

7. How should child care programs be financed?

Answering these questions is the first order of business in preparing the way for stronger family
life in the future. Certainly, child care outside the home has become a major enterprise in the
last decade. -The probiem is—as the latest federal attempt at "reforming" the tax laws for the
deduetion of child care expenses indicates—American society has not yet come to grips with the
fact that substitute/alternative child day care arrangements are the necessary order of the day,
and not a threat to the continued well-being of family structure and way of life.
Lo Finally, the family-to-work community support systems will play an important role in the
R future direction of family life. The strueture, time, and orientation of work has revolved around
o the traditional family structure. Although women with families have flooded the labor market
during the last decade, the work sector has resisted most attempts aimed at changing the
outmoded premises on which it operates. The family of the future may depend heavily on the
public and private eeconomie community’s willingness to recognize its role in the strengthening of
the family and to begin to respond accordingly. What can the working community do? There are
certainly many alternatives, ideas, and programs with which to experiment. These are a few
examples:

1. Take leadership in the day care area, particularly for very young children. Day
care centers attached to large enterprises, factories, manufacturing plants, ete.
can most easily develop programs so that a parent can bring his or her child to a
child care center at the work location, see the child at lunch time, know that the
child is well-cared for, and be able to take the child directly home after work.
Possibilities for after school activities programs also should be considered;

2. Respond to the problems of the working parents by encouraging more flexible work
schedules with respect to daily hours, number of days per week, holiday and
vacation schedules, ete., so that obstacles to maintaining a stable family life can
be reduced and stress (about problems faced in this area) ean be minimized; .

3. Recognize the serious consequences for families being constantly uprooted by
transfers, promotions, and job opportunities, and realize that the more quickly a
family becomes integrated into the social community, the more stable and
productive the employee is going to be. Businesses, government agencies, and
corporations can ease the trauma of a family's move to a new and unknown
eommunity by providing assistance before and after a move. How? By offering
resources, information, and helpful hints regarding schools, churches, shopping,
recreational fecilities, health care, ete.; by being honest about the problems
families might face in the new community; by offering soeial events, get-togethers
where families can get to know one another; and by utilizing the Welcome Wagon or
Big Brother concepts to offer a supportive arm in assisting families establish

. themselves; and
. 3 4. Stop penalizing working women for becoming pregnant, bearing children, taking
time for physical and emotional recovery from having a child, and taking time to
become acquainted with their child and with being a parent. Women should be
rewarded for these efforts rather than punished, if society is serious about wanting
to continue to procreate and maintain the nuclear family structure as the
foundation for the healthy upbringing of its children.
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These are just some of the possible means by which society can develop support systems to
strengthen its families. To do so, however, certainly will require the full commitment of the
professional eommunity which works with families and children to act as constant advocates for
the changes that are needed and to point to directions for echange. Those of us who have seen the
disastrous effects of the breakdown of family life in our work with abused and neglected children
know all too well the consequences of continuing this pattern. As we daily try to rehabilitate
individual families with our Band-aid approach, we must also keep in mind the larger picture, and
focus some of our energies in the advocacy arena for all our children and families. Only by
nurturing the positive aspeets of families and bolstering them with support systems which make
sense in today's world will we make a dent in the overail societal problem of child neglect and
abuse.
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There is widespread agreement among scholars in the field that the American family is a
changing institution (e.g., Clayton, 1975; Nye and Berardo, 1973). For example, the average
number of children per nuclear family has decreased dramatically over the years, while at the
same time a relatively greatel’ emphasis has been placed on the social-emotional functions of the
home, when compared to traditional economic and educational tasks. Since physical child abuse-
-which is the problem this paper addresses—usually oecurs within the home (Gil, 1970), it seems
reasonable to explore the possible impact family change might have on the mistreatment of
children.

Since the issue of family change is so complex, involving both outside pressures as well as
naturally oceurring events common to the life cycle of all families, any attempt to understand
possible relationships between such change and child abuse is, necessarily, somewhat speculative
in nature. Indeed, at least three major issues will slow our progress in this area. At the outset,
it is clear that evolution in family structure may increase, decrease, or simply have no influence
on the probability that an abusive event will oceur. In addition, it seems reasonable to assume
that changes in family form or function may impaect on punitive childrearing only indirectly, or in
combination with other factors. For example, in general it is assumed that decreasing parental
support from extended families may increase the risk of abuse; however, relatives who approve
of severe punishment may add to the problem. Thus, not only must we leccate areas of family
change which affeet abuse, but we must also specify the other social processes which help
explain any such relationships.

Finally, in order to clarify how evolution in the family influences parental behaviors, we
will need to examine how rapidly changing life circumstances in general influence human
performance. That is, the evolution of the family is only one of many varying situations with
which a parent must cope. The stress produced by too many evenis changing too quickly may
have similar effects whether tne changes involve family relationships or not.

When faced with enormously complex phenomena, the usual practice of the social scientist
is to simplify the situation, often much to the distraction or disbelief of those faced with the
demanding role thrust upon them as clinicians. However, simplification is a tried method for
reconstructing reality so that at least a rudimentary understanding of complex events can
develop. Therefore, rather than speculate too quickly on the broadest issues, I will take the last
problem first and examine what we know about the association between rapid life change in
general and child abuse. Within the context of available data, partxcular life change events will
be related to roles and structures in the family. The final step in the protess will be to explore
how other factors basic to human behavior might combine with family change to produce an
abusive event.

LIFE CHANGE AND CHILD ABUSE

Results from two studies are available which directly examine the association between life
change (life erisis) and child abuse (Conger, Burgess and Barrett, 1977; Justice and Dunecan,
1976). Both of these research projects used the Social Readjustment Ratmg Scale, developed by
Holmes and Rahe, to measure life change (Holmes and Rahe, 1967). Table 1 shows that questions
in the scale are weighed by event, going from eleven life change units (LCU) for a minor
violation of the law to one hundred LCU for the death of a spouse. Previous research has shown
that the questionnaire is predietive not only of ill health or physical injury but also of behavioral .
performance deficits (Rahe, Biersner, Ryman and Arthur, 1972).

In their recent study, Justice and Duncan (1976) have suggested that most major theories
of child abuse place a strong emphasis on stressful events experienced by parents. Stress,
according to those theories, is seen as a cumulation of aversive experiences, e.g., job loss or
marital problems, which occur more frequently in abusive homes than others. As an aiternative
to this view, Justice and Duncan conceive of stress as "a situation which requires adaptation or
eoping behavior by the affected person, whether that situation is experienced as pleasant or
unpleasant” (p. 112). Thus, the emphasis for these authors is not necessarily stress in a punitive
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sense, but rather changes which oceur so rapidly in the life of an individual that major efforts are
required to cope with them.

Table 1
LIFE CHANGE ITEMS IN THE SCHEDULE OF RECENT EXPERIENCE

Life Change

No. Unit Value

1, Marriage. . ¢ v o ¢ ¢ 4 4 o ¢ 4. o s 6 & o s s s e e 8 s ¥ e e e e 50

2. Troubles With boSs « « ¢« v v v v 4 4 o 4 ¢ 4 o o o o s s ¢ o o o o o s 23

3. Detention in jail or other institution . « « « « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ & ¢ ¢ o & 63

4, Death Of SPOUSE v ¢ & .6 o s o o o o o » s s o s s o s o ¢« o o ¢« o« 100

5. Major change.in sleeping habits . . + « « 4« ¢« o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 4 o0 o W 16

6. Death of a close family member . . « . s+ ¢« ¢« « o ¢« ¢ o s o ¢ o o o 63

7. Major change in eating habits . . . . « + ¢+ « « ¢ o ¢ ¢« v & o s 4 o o & 15

8. Foreclosure on a mortgage or 108Nn. . « ¢ + 4 o ¢ ¢ ¢ s o 0 0 o 0 s o e 30

9. Revision of personal habits . . . « ¢ « ¢+ ¢ ¢« ¢ v ¢ ¢« o s 4 o s 4 o o . 24

10. Death of a close friend. . « « v ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ v o ¢ o + o o o s s .0 o o 4 » 37

~ 7. ; 11. Minor violations of the law . . « . i ¢ ¢ ¢« v s 4 o e 0w e e e e 11
“im .+t 12, Outstanding personal achievement . . « v « v + & o o 0 4 0 0 0 w0 .. 28
I T TR - . 7T T 1
@® ' - 14. Change in health of family member . . . « « « 4+ ¢ ¢ 4 o4 400 4. 44
oo or 15, Sexual difficulties . 4 4 v 0 b 4 e e e e f e 4 4 e s e e e st e e 39
s 16. Trouble with in-laws . . . . . . . 29.

++ 17. Change in number of family get—togethers s s e e e e e e e e e e e 15

v 18. Change in financial state . . . « ¢ . ¢« & ¢ ¢ ¢ o e b e s s e ... 38

» 19. Gain of new family member. . . . « . . . . 0 oo v e v 0 e e 39

20, Change iInresSidenCe . . « « v o 4 & + o o 5 & o o o o o « o o s o o s 20
® © 21, Son or daughter leaving home . « & ¢« « « 4 4 ¢ s & o « 8 v 5 ¢ o s o s 29
22. Marital separation . o« 42+« « f f d s v s e v s e e v e s e e e s 85

23. Change in church getivities . . . « v v v ¢ ¢ 4 o o v 0 e e e s . 19

24. Marital reconeiliation « « « & ¢ o 4 4 0 s i v el s s e e e e e e e e 45

¥ 25. Fired at work « « « ¢ v 4 v 4 v s b v b e e e e e e e e e e e e e 47

) 26. Divoree . . . . . ¢ . .. 73

: 27. Change to different line of work .. e e u e e e e e v e e 36

@ ~ 28. Change in number of arguments with spouse O 35
S 29. Change in responsibilities at work . . « « « ¢ ¢« 4 ¢« 4 e h 0 0 e . . . 29
30. Begin or stop work outside of home . . . + ¢« « v ¢« v 4 ¢ w00 0. . 26

31. Change in work hours or conditions . . , . « + ¢ ¢« « 4 ¢ 4 s v 00 . s 20

-t .. 32, Changeinrecreation . « ¢ ¢« v s o 4 e o v et w0 e e e e e e e e s 19
~. 7 33, Mortgage over $10,000 . . . . . 4w e e e e e v e e e e e e e e s 31
34. Mortgage or loan less than $10,000 . . . . . ¢« . v ¢ v o v v 000w 17
e . 35. Personal injury or ilINESS . « & v 4 & o b 4 4 e 4 4 4 e s e e e e e s 53
"7 36. Business readjustment. . 4 . . 4 4 4 s v 4 e s e b e e b e e s e e e 39

37. Change in social activities . . . . . ¢ v o o oL 00 e e e v e e e 18

38, Change in living conditions . . « « v ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢« 4 4 4 0 e e e 4 e e e 00 25

39. Retirement from work . . . . ¢ v 4 ¢ 4t e v e e 0 0 e e e e 45

N 40, Vacation. . « o ¢ v i b e h t e e e e e e e s b e e e e e s e e 13
41, Change In SChOOIS .« . & v ¢ v & ¢ v o « ¢ s o o 6 o e o uw o o s o o o 20

42, Beginorendschool . . ¢ & & ¢« ¢ v 4 6 4 v b b 4 e s e e e e s e 26

As Table 1 shows, both welcome events, e.g., item 25 "outstanding personal achievement,"
as well as unhappy situations, e.g., item 3 "jail term," are included on the Social Readjustment
Rating Scale. According to Justice and Duncan (1976), the more rapidly life change occurs, the
greater are the number of adaptations a parent must make. When required coping responses
become too great, there is a loss of perscnal control and the chance of an abusive act increases.
In this first study, scores for life change computed for 35 abusive parents and 35 matched
controls showed a mean of 233.63 LCU for the first group, and a mean of 123.62 LCU for
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controls (p<.001). On the average, the abuse parents were experiencing moderate life crisis
during the year before the abusive incident, while the controls were not.

From their results, Justice and Duncan conclude that rapid life change, whether aversive
or not, contributes to =hild abuse. However, they do not feel that changing life circumstances
are directly related to abuse, but rather, that life "erisis...does appear to be an important
predisposing faetor..." (p. 112). Moreover, giver our society's demonstrated trend toward
"ereater change in less time," the study of life change influences on childrearing becomes
particularly important. We will return to another finding of this study later when changes in
family roles are discussed.

The second study of life change and child abuse was done by my colleagues and me as part
of a child abuse and neglect research project in Central Pennsylvania (Conger et al, 1977). Using
the same scale as Justice and Duncan, we found & mean life change score of 340.2 LCU for an
initial 18 abuse parents which contrasts with an average of 244.4 LCU for a set of 20 matched
controls {(p<.025). The probable eause for our higher scores compared to the earlier work is the
method of computation. We cumulated life change units back from the date of the abuse event
for three years, while a one year time frame was employed by Justice and Duncan.

LIFE CHANGE AND FAMILY STRUCTURE
These studies are quite consistent in their findings. In some fashion, rapidly changing life
circumstances apparently create conditions amenable to child abuse. The question remains, how
might we relate these findings to specific changes in families? Two aspects of change in families
have been suggested as important. First, we have been asked to consider family structural
change and then changes in role relationships. The two, of course, are closely related. For
example, a change in structure from a two-parent to a one-parent family has tremendous impact
on family roles since, in most cases, the single mother must now assume a substantial number of
the responsibilities usually expected of the father. Given the extreme interdependence of role
and structure, then, the focus here will be on changing social roles.

Social roles are essentially expectations or rules about what one ought to do when
occupying a certain position located in a social network. For example, mothers and fathers
traditionally have been expected, within broad limits, to engage in activities special to their
roles. Equally important, however, are the expectations an individual develops about how he or
she should be treated once ensconced in a particular role. These expectations, although enjoying
great consensus, are v-riable and must develop through a process of learning. In fact,
"expectation,” as used here, is not intended to imply a mental state. Rather, it is used as a
short-hand deseriptor of the learning history unique to a given individual. Learning experiences
can be direct or viearious, i.e., by observmg others.

When one assumes that occupymg a position holds certain privileges, then what Homans
(1974) calls "distributive justice" is maintained only when particular rewards are forthcoming to
those holding a certain role. Once our inputs, e.g., assuming a particular role, fail to garner what
we feel are just outcomes, we will experience an emotional reaction. = Gelles (1974) has
illustrated the idea in his description of a birthday party in a family where the husband had
beaten his wife. At the party, the wife offered the first piece of cake to a guest.. The husband,
having learned that a husband ought always to be served first, stomped out of the house enraged.
Equity failed, but as always justice is, to a large extent, in the eye of the beholder.

- The importance of this discourse on role expectations and justice lies in the emotional
reaction which many have when their expectations are not realized. Current trends suggest that
almost one in every two marriages will end in divorce (Hetherington, Cox, and Cox, 1977). This

v finding implies that many role expectations, e.g., those assuming a unified, suburban family with
i strong parent figures, will increasingly fail to be met. Moreover, the trend toward iarger

2 numbers of working wives, many times from economic necessity, means that many women
desiring to stay home as’part of their mother role will not. In addition, some working wives will
achieve more or;cupational prestige than their husbands, contrary to traditional norms. Indeed,

Gelles (1974) has found that such a reversal of expectations contributes to violence between

Foa spouses which, in turn, eorrelates with child abuse.

Thus, as more women work and as the single-parent family becomes more common, at
: least for some period of time in the life cycle of most families, traditional role expectations may
mcreasmgly fail to hold and a great deal of emotional behavior may result. Importantly,
Ny aggression is not the only reaction which emotionally charged situations may produce. For
example, many upset people may simply withdraw quietly from irritating situations. We will
have to ask eventually what produces such differential responding.
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S Certain individual items on the Social Readjustment Rating Scale help tap a dimension of
' failure in role expectations. For example, Justice and Duncan found that "sex difficulties," i.e.,
problems in meeting marital role expectations, were more prevalent among abuse than control
families. We also found the same result in the Pennsylvania study. Additionally, we found
evidence that men in control families were more likely than abuse fathers to experience changes
consistent with our traditional views of the male role. For example, control fathers were more
likely to report important personal achievements, school completion or job advancement than
their abusive counterparts. On the other hand, abuse fathers were more likely to experience
changes inconsistent with the male role. For example, they reported a higher incidence of illness
arid trouble with the law. Moreover, abusive families were more likely to report major changes
which may require dramatic shifts in role responsibilities, e.g., health problems, death of a
family member, a son or daughter leaving rome, or pregnancy. It is interesting to note that
Gelles (1974) found a dramatic relationship between this last item, pregnancy, and family
violence. ) .

To outline' the argument thus far, it has been suggested that failure to meet role
expectations may lead to feelings of unjust treatment and emotional behavior. Some items on
e the Social Readjustment Rating Scale are consistent with this thesis since abusive families

o s appear to experience more failure in this area than controls. Thus, unlike Justice and Duncan
R (1976), our hypothesis is not that change alone causes problems, but rather that particular sorts
of change upset family equilibrium by disturbing the role expectations which parents have come
to assume as just. Further, the increasing divorce rate, combined with the rapidly developing
opportunities for women, suggests that traditional role expectations are increasingly more likely
to fail to be realized. Thus, until or unless our expectations of family roles change, we are likely
to see a great deal of emotion generated by these factors. The argument thus far is too simple
since all that has been done is to restate the frustration-aggression hypothesis which itself has
proven to be an unreliable predictor of violence. To say that people may get angry when
deprived gives little information about what form their anger will take.

N LIFE CHANGE AND SOCIAL LEARNING
o Indeed, Bandura (1973) has pointed out that feelings of injustice alone will not produce aggression
T unless violent response has been learned as an appropriate behavior when one is frustrated. In
order to test this notion with abuse parents, we dichotomized both them and the control group
into those with either mild or no life crisis and those with moderate or severe life crisis. In
addition, both groups are divided into two other categories: (1) those who agree that either they
were or a sibling was severely punished as a child and (2) those who disagreed with the same

question.
i‘ Table 2
LIFE CRISIS BY PUNISHMENT AS A CHILD FOR ABUSIVE AND
CONTROL PARENTS (IN PERCENT)
| ) ABUSE CONTROL
o o Life Crisis Life Crisis
’ Mild  Moderate Mild  Moderate
or or or or
None Severe . None Severe
@ . ‘,; Severe Agree 6 41 47 Agree |6 0 6
T Childhood
oin Punishment  pioeree | 24 29 53  Disagree 39 55 94
PURETS: 30 70 100 45 55 100
* n=17 ° n =18
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As Table 2 shows, not one control parent who was experiencing moderate or severe life
crisis also reported severe punishment as a child. On the other hand, almost one-half of the
abuse parents report. they were exposed to severe punishment as children and are currently
undergoing moderate or severe life crisis. It appears, then, that when severe punishment of
children has been modeled for a parent, possibly under conditions of life stress, current life
change will produce similar behavior in the parent. Thus, life stress apparently interacts with
early learning to increase the chance of an abuse incident.

CONCLUSIONS

Certainly, this paper is speculative. But the chain of reasoning seems logical enough in light of
current information. If a parent has learned to react violently under condiiions of stress, that
violence may be directed toward a child, especially if one's own parents were more likely to
abuse during periods of rapid change. Moreover, such learning can occur not only if one is
directly abused but also if stress-produced aggressivity is observed.

One source of stress is found in changing family relationships where the failure to meet
role expectations of the parents may produce conditions viewed as unjust or ineguitable with
attendant emotional reactions. Finally, as marital stability decreases and women continue to
challenge the traditional roles of males and females, whether through conscious effort or
economic necessity, there should be increasing numbers of men and women who see their learned
expectations for family role relationships seriously viclated.

Fortunately, expectations can and will change. There seems little doubt that economic
opportunities for women will increase, prompting major modificatioits in our beliefs about what
family members should do. As Homans (1974) has said, whet is done becomes what ought to be
done, and as the interactions between men, women and children change so will our expectations
for the roles they occupy. In the meantime, efforts to teach reactions to stress which are
nonviolent in nature appear important not only for the prevention of child abuse but also as a
means for decreasing the generally high rate of interpersonal aggression we experience in this
country.
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Changing Family Roles and Structures: Where Can a Parent Find
Support?

Myra Lappin, MPH
San Franecisco, California

We have been asked to draw together our various views about changing family roles and
structures, and discuss whether or not this multiplicity of changes will have an impact on the
current status of child abuse and neglect in our country. I address my comments to the following
areas: the changing family roles; the changing family structure; and the problems inherent in a
family where the parent or parents are isolated socially, have poor self-concepts, and have
unrealistic expectations of the children in their households. Often, overlaid on this family is the
uncertainty of adoleseence, poverty, migration, prison, uneisployment, and underemployment.

I believe that the role of the family has changed little during the generations within our
memory. The role of the family, as I see it, is the provision of intimacy for adults and the time
and space for that to occur, emotionally and sexually. For the children, the family serves as a
place of learning about what it means to be an adult in our culture and in the child's particular
subeculture, Ideally this period of socialization should provide protection, be safe, and reinforce
the accepted mores of the society. Not all families or children are lucky enough to have such a
positive family setting in which to flourish. It is a basic human need to be admired, respected,
loved and cared for, and to give the same in return. Our job is to address the issues that make it
impossible for families to become the kind of families they would like to be—-without violence,
abuse, derision, and fear.

Roles within the family are changing radically. Fathers are expected to be more

‘nurturant—to have a greater role in childrearing. Mothers constitute an ever greater proportion

of the work forece. In 1972, 12.7 million of the 33 million women in the labor foree had children
under 18 years old. Women are economic providers for their families, while in some families the
parent roles of nurturance and financial support are merging. In single parent households, one
parent must fulfill all the parental functions at home and at work.

The once common extended family, with grandparents, aunts, unecles, cousins, and siblings
living in close proximity, has now been separated by distance, primarily geographical, but
sometimes emotional as well. The ready-made supports or "life-lines," necessary during the
natural crises of life, are often no longer available during "rites de passage" (puberty, marriage,
birthing, divorce, death, disability). Financially, people may have more resources than ever.
There are the insurance programs, employee benefits, social seeurity, public assistance and other
benefit programs, but these programs do not take the place of necessary emotional support. So

" other solutions, providing "life-lines" for families at these times of "natural crises," must be

innovatively created. This is our challenge.

My major coneern is that our social policies enhance the breakdown of the family, rather
than strengthen it. In the past, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) was called Aid
to ‘Dependent Children (ADC) and for families to be eligible th~ father could not live at home.
Thus fathers left their homes so that their families would not starve. Currently, in two-parent
households the average income is $12,000 yearly, whether or not both parents are employed. In a
single parent household heacded by a male, the average annual income is $9,000, while in a single
parent household headed by a woman with one child, the average annual income is $3,021. Living
in poverty is being a woman with one child. In a country that has the resources that we do, this
issue must be addressed.

We have many answers on this panel and the audience has many also. However, the
difficult part is implementing them. How do we get the resources redirected so a new
orientation can be facilitated? We need to provide "automatic" life-lines at times of natural
crises. ‘

A& young woman delivered a baby in a hospital in New York City and returned to her bleak
apartment. Later, she left the apartment to go shopping and the baby was eaten by a dog. It

"became very apparent, upon investigation, that this woman had no life-lines and no supports, and

no one anywhere glong the process of birthing asked her if she needed anything or if there was
someone to help her after the birth of the baby. That does not seem so difficult at the time of a
natural crisis: to ask if the person needs.help. But, it is something that we do not commonly do.
So the time has come to recognize that birthing is definitely a crisis time for many women as
well as most families. Thus, it is a time for intervention.
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In San Antonio we are trying to do something about this problem of unaided new parents.
In February of 1977 I had the pleasure of being a member of a small group that created the
Teenage Parent Network. Usually teenage parents, particularly the girls, .are reached in school if
they remain in school, but once the baby is born most services cease.

The Teenage Parent Network is a support system. We are assisting adolescents in the
transition to parenthood by connecting them to appropriate community agencies. By modeling
interpersonal exchange via a three-way telephone hookup system, and with home visits and office
interviews, the Network broker can show the parent how to ask for and receive assistance.
Careful documentation of each elient contact will locate these young families and identify their
specific needs, whether they be in the area of housing, health care, vocational training,
counseling. Additionally, we envision promoting a network of professionals who work witn
adoleseents and encouraging them to exchange information and share expertise. Why? Because
just at the time when a teenager delivers a baby, most of the available programs are pulled out
from under her. In San Antonio, we are attempting to help create an independent person who can
obtain what is needed for her and her family (particularly when she does not have her parents or
the father of the baby as supports). We believe this Network will enhance her ability to funection
as an adult. During the second year of our program, we will begin a competency-based
curriculum (based on high school educational programs developed in Oregon) called "survival
courses." They will teach adolescent parents how to use a checking account, complete a job
application, select an apartment, understand loans, take out a mortgage, ete.

Prenatal screening is another important area. We know (from the work done by Kempe in
Denver and Helfer in Michigan) of ways to identify parents who might have poor parenting skills
and poor parent-child relationships. Automatic means for intervention—helping a family before a
newborn is injured—is essential. Along with the two previous ideas is the need for preparation-
for-parenthood courses. The Exploring Childhood program, sponsored by the Department of
Eduecation, is a fine example. But it is only a beginning for a small proportion of our youth who
are learning the ways of child eare, child growth, and development and parenting skills while on
the job in day care centers affiliated with the high school. These parenting courses should be
available not only for the young and first-time parent, but to the experienced parent who has not
adequately handled rearing a "special” child and to parents who have not been able to accept that
age-appropriate behavior differs irom child to child.

Child care is crucial. As a nation, we have not resolved our ambivalent attitudes; yet
families and children need good quality and safe child care (nonpunitive) during work time and
after school. Use of flexible work hours, as well as use of the work place for day care centers
and after-school programs are additional approaches to solving the problems of leaving children
unattended for hours on end.

Some businesses are beginning to allow paternity leaves for a birth in the family, and it is
beecoming more acceptable to have fathers in the delivery room. The emerging role of fathers as
child-caretakers needs more attention. This implies being allowed to leave the work place,
without penalty, to attend to family responsibilities. Another approach is to make certain that
young people have access to a job and vocational training as they graduate from high school.
This is crucial in cases where young people intend to go to eollege and their financial support
changes (due to death or disability of parents or family). Thus they have a difficult time in
finishing their education and yet do not have the training to support themselves or a family.

There are ill-defined problems inherent in the relationship between child abuse and drug
abuse. All too often we pretend not to recognize the problems of drug abuse, especially those of
aleoholism-—alcoholism on the job, the problems of the troubled employee, and the direct
relationship of aleoholism and the potential for child abuse. However, when employers have been
willing to address the problems of the troubled employee with Employee Assistance Programs,
there has been a finanecial return to the business in increased efficiency, less absenteeism, less
on-the~job injury and increased work performance.

Books developed to orient people to services in their cities are available. in Chicago, they
have a "Peoples Yellow Pages," while in Philadelphia they have "A Philadelphia for Children."
These books, available to the public, allow people to learn about their community and the
available services. They inelude social service programs, activities, free programs, craft
centers, health programs, legal services, etc.

As a final suggestion, | propose a program that hopefully will have far-reaching effects by
creating a more realistic and serviceable financial security for individuale in our country. If we
gave $1,000 to every family at the time they had a newborn, placed in trust for the child and
availabie to the family only at the time of disability or 50 years later (as what we call now social
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seeurity), that $1,000 at 9 percent would provide $75,000. If it was $2,500, at 9 percent, that
individual would have $185,000 at the end of 50 years. The $199 a month for an elderly person
that we often hear about would be replaced by substantial dollars. Not $86 a month for a woman
and her one child or AFDC in Texas, but real dollars: to live on, to share with one's family, or to
inherit. It is an exciting idea to know that a small amount of money could grow so large, that a
family in times of crisis, disability, or need, eould actually use the trust. Thus, money-poor
families would not continue tc be the exploited families and the high-risk families in our country.
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“Just a Housewife,” or The High Cost of Isolation and Devaluation:
What’s the Bottom Line for the Child in the Family?

Millie Douglas, MA
Career Consultant, Writer, and Teacher
Austin, Texas

As a counselor to women ranging in age froni 24-60, I repeatedly encounter the discouraged
homemaker/mother who feels seriously devalued in her role. Obtaining a "paying job" often
symbolizes the attainment of sume self worth, despite the faet that fully 2/3 of all working
women have pink collar jobs which yield little money, satlsfactlon, or status. Her feelings of
inadequacy are reinforceZ by the mixed messages she receives from other women, men, the
media, and her daily milieu.

As the key figure in the "nuclear family", she is frequently trying to be an effective
parent while coping with her own frustration and confusion. In a highly mobile society, she is
often new in town, new in the neighborhood, and far away from family and familiar friends. She
has few resources to turn to when she is fed up with the constant demands of small children and
can't afford or can't find babysitting relief. Not surprisingly, she also may feel intensely guilty
about her desires to escape to "some other kind of life." The bottom line for the child in that
family may well be neglect or abuse.

The runaway success of Marabel Morgan's book, The Total Woman, a manual for manipula-
tive behavior, is a drametic alarm bell. Its surface attempt to deal with complex human needs is
widely embraced. Why? Because thoughtful, experienced, articulate women and men are not
bothering to offer any usable guidance to the great numbers of women’threatened by ERA, the
putdown of home and family, escalating divorce rates and the deceptive choices they are
supposed to have in choosing a life style. Thus, it is no surprise that the "Total Woman"
philosophy rushes into the vacuum with pat tricks and saccharine solutions.

Amitai Etzioni employs thr=e concepts useful to our discussion: societal bonds, or the
glue that holds society together; soecietal struetures such as family, school, government; and
societal processes, which refers to the ways in which the bonds and the structures can be
changed. Clearly, the responsiveness of the processes will determine the fate of the first two.
Therefore, I would like to begin to identify the ways a social network can be developed to provide
a nurturing base for each child, each coping mother and father.

There are three main categories of possible action:

1. Educated, concerned, and articulate women must make a large niche in the feminist
movement for the homemaker/mother. The professional woman must become the
advoeate, not the patronizer, if homemaking and the nurture of the next generation are to
be considered a legitimate career choice.

2. Fee for service is a well recognized feature of American life. The woman who works at
home deserves her share of the economic pie. To have the same minimum economic
security other workers demand and receive, coverage by social seecurity, pension plans
such as Individual Retirement Accounts already approved by IRS, and health and disability
insurance through a group desxgnatlon (homemakers are a large insurable group) are
essential. Divoree or widowhood is difficult enough to % :ar without the burden of finding
that the homemaker/mother has no benefits in her own name.

3. Let all interested social, professional, and ecivie workers serve as-facilitators and
organizers helping homemaker/mothers form cooperatives for child care, protection,
companionship, and emotional support. Self help groups such as Aleoholics Anonymous
have demonstrated their effectiveness. Saul Alinsky demonstrated the power in
neighborhood organization many years ago. These can be the preventive actions: the
development of helping networks, by building, by block, and by neighborhood, to include
the lonely, frustrated, despairing parents who cannot give their children a decent chance
unless they experience some security for themselves.
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Home Free: A Look at the MOTHERS Orgamzatlon

Laraine Benedikt, Founder and Coordinator
MOTHERS Organization
Austin, Texas

Needing help is legitimate. Motherhood is a profound crisis for which we are not adequately
prepared. Although manuals and guides for "effective parenting”" and baby-care fill the
booksh~:ves, and many valuable how-to-parent groups have sprung up, they all place the emphasis
on the child. There is very little information on the growth and development of mothers. Women
themselves have only recently been aware that while the child is going through his stages of
development. (e.g., Terrible Two's, Naughty Nine's) his mother is developing and changing
simultaneously. That at any given time one's life incorporates both internal and external aspects,
in constant flux. ,
The external system is composed of our membership in the culture: our job. social elass,
family, and social roles, how we present ourselves to und participate in the world. The
interior realm concerns the meaning this participation has for us (Sheehy, 1476).

The Women's Movement, long neglectful of the homernaker, is now realizing that a eivil
rights program for the professional woman alone is not sufficient for liberation. The homemaker
must be included as a vital part of the Movement, as it is at this 'grass roots"level that attitudes
are molded and/or changed. Increasmgly, feminists are writing of their experiences as mothers.
They are joining the ranks of mothers in reaffirming the subhme nature of motherhood, but not
at the expense of themselves as whole persons.

THE MOTHERS ORGANIZATION

MOTHERS was formed in August, 1976, in’ Austin, Texas. It now involves 300 mothers in the

Austin area. MOTHERS was formed as a support group for the self-aware, thinking mother.

MOTHERS also has a political thrust in that we believe that the future of women can be regarded

in a hopeful light only if a new definition of the homemaker is adopted. Until women stop being

suspicious of each other and learn to talk honestly about themseives—first in groups such as

MOTHERS, then in unity--we will not make any headway in the task of reconceptualizing

motherhood. ,

What is it about motherhood that needs rethinking?

1. The role of what Jessie Bernard calls "Motherwork" in the larger economy.

2. Society's conflicting attitudes towards the institution, i.e., the hope that "the earth will
turn into paradise if mothers will only produce a generation of satisfied individuals--
orally-anally-genitally” (McBride), which contradiets the equally prevalent attitude that
mothering is an unskilled profession, unproductive, with no tangible evidence of
achievement.

L

A SUPPORT NETWORK

In forming MOTHERS we felt we were desling with a Cateh-22 situation. We had heard phrases

like "isolated housewife" and "housebound" and that familiar phrase, "Il ask my husband”. And

here we are attempting to lure the mother out of her home to spend an evening dedicated to her
own independent intellectual and psychological growth. Could we possibly succeed?

We decided that the woman who needed a service like this was middle-class, educated and
had probably left a high-esteem job or career in favor of.child-rearing—at least for five or six
years. She would not be prepared for the incredible adjustment from her previous role as earner
to one as dependent, from concern with pursuing self-interests to concentrating solely on the
welfare of another human being. Yet she would be a woman who would understand intellectually
that these adjustments and changes in her lifestyle were inevitable. Mothers who were not
willing to settle down and repeat the feared pattern of boredom and frustration would need a
group that expressed their own values and goals and provided an appropriate setting for them to
verbalize their concerns.
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One attitude that women grow up with is that financial stability goes along with being a
perfectly coping mother. But many experts indicate that abuse and neglect of children in middle
and upper ¢i.4s homes occurs at least as frequently as in lower income families. It is widely
assumed, however, that because these acts are not reported or are dealt with privately, nothing
can be done about them. MOTHERS cannot claim to prevent child abuse, but we do offer a
preventive support system to the middle-class housewife.

OBJECTIVES OF THE ORGANIZATION

1. MOTHERS provides a forum for discussion of common concerns related tc the
psychological and creative growth of the woman with children.
2. - MOTHERS provides a support group particularly for women who have made a conscious

decision to be at home and who have definite goals towards achieving success as a mother and as
a person.

3. MOTHERS places a high priority on home life and is dedicated to raising the status of
motherhood in a realistic way, by challenging the myths of that institution.

4. MOTHERS believes in maintaining contact with current issues. This will be reflected by
the variety of topies and invited speakers.
5. MOTHERS, as a group with special interests and special representation, will monitor and

react to public affairs affeeting its interests or those of its children, and take initiatives by
proposal and majority vote of members.

6. MOTHERS supports the idea that motherhood is not necessarlly sppropriate for all women
and that being a mother is a matter of choice—not destiny.

LONG-RANGE PLANS
a) MOTHERS Centers.

For many mothers, the physical environment consists of their lonely and isolated homes,
their cars and impersonal shopping malls. Opportunities for meaningful social interaction at an
adult level are sorely missing. Superlative day-care nurseries in combination with parks, meeting
rooms and shopping facilities could re-create the "village well” in modern suburbia. The conecept
of a faeility which is geared to the needs of the mother and her children is unique, and we feel,
long overdue.

b) Studying the well-functioning mother.

What are the critical differences between a coping and non-coping mother? The
MOTHERS organization took this question and the idea of a questionnaire whose content would
be based on the thoughts and experiences expressed by the members of the group to Dr. Mary
Teague of the University of Colorado. Under her professional guidance we developed the initial
stages of a questionnaire designed to study the attitudes of the coping mother.

The questionnaire is experiential in nature. We realize that attempting to systematize
something as variable as the human personality is no easy task. However, it is our belief that
this questionnaire, when fully developed, will at least provide a starting point for the study of the
well-functioning mother.

Taking a cue from Maslow, through observation, interaction, and questionnaires like this,
MOTHERS hopes to develop instruments that define and characterize the coping mother. This
body of women and such knowledge as is developed could well serve as a role-model and a
normative model for professional action with regard to non-coping mothers.

APPENDIX: THE COPING MOTHERS QUESTIONNAIRE

Your Age:
How many children: Birthdate: s ,
Your Education level: (Highest grade or Degree)
Income of family: 1-10,000 \
(Check one) 10 - 20,000 -
20 - 30,000
30 - 40,000

above - 50,000
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Are you employed outside the home at present

full-time
part-time

Married Divorced Single Widowed

If married, how long
Have you ever sought help from a social agency for you or your family
Have you ever had counseling from a professional in private practice

14.

19.

23.
24,

I have felt generally happy and content with my life as a whole since I became a mother.
When my child(ren) make(s) too many demands on me I feel helpless and unable to deal
with the situation. i

My mother was comfortable and content with being a mother.

Since I became a mother I feel guilty about taking much time to do things for myself.

I feel isolated from the outside world most of the time.

I feel "in control” most of the time with the child(ren).

I have close friends I can talk to when I am feeling low or upset.

Much of the time I feel that situations in-my life control me rather than that I control
them.

My husband is very understanding and supportive when I am unable to cope {do not answer
if you do not have a husband).

I feel that I (rather than my husband) have most of the responsﬂnhty for caring for and
spending time with my child(ren).

I was very fearful of becoming a mother because I thought I would not be a good mother.

I have given up most of my interests and aspirations and feel that I will not ever be able to
get back to them.

I had a larger part than my husband in the decision to have children.

There are people I trust (relatives or friends) who are available to take care of my
child(ren) when I want to go out or to get away.

I wish that I had never had children.

I feel that I am as good a mother as I am anything else (such as career women, wife,
musician, friend, ete.).

When I was growing up my mother and I were very close.

I tend to feel trapped since becoming a mother.

When I am feeling very frustrated with taking care of my chxld(ren) I ecannot believe that
things will get better or that the bad times will never end.

I believe that being a mother is the most important thing a woman ecan do.

1 feel that I am not really handling my child(ren) the way I should,

I am involved in and get satisfaction from activities other than mothering.

I feel that I (rather than my husband) have most of the responsibility of diseiplining my
child(ren).

1 gener)ally base my mothering attitudes on someone I have known (including your own
mother).

(Each question is scored on a five-point seale from "Extremely true" to "Extremely untrue™).
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One Mother’s Thoughté

Marilyn Holmes, Administrative Assistant
MOTHERE Organization
Austin, Texas

I am a mother. I feel very isolated; isolated from my husband sometimes; isolated from my
friends who aren't married; isolated from friends who don't have children; from people who work
outside the home; from all people outside my home.

I need to be around people from diversified backgrounds, backgrounds other than those of
the plumber, the TV repairman, the mailman. I need people to talk to, like other mothers. I
. want to leern how other mothers think. I want positive, constructive conversation with other
mothers. I want more than just an outlet to complain, but I need that, too.

I need to talk to other mothers about how motherhood has affected them as people. I need
this so I won't feel so alone. I need new and stimulating relationships with women and with men,
too.

I want to know what other people are doing with their lives. I have a low self-concept. I
don't feel that my job is seen as important. I need help in mothering. Often I don't know the
answers. No one ever taught me how to be an effective parent.

I need to learn how to be selfish, to take time for myself, ta do things that I want to do.
This will help me to become a better partner for my husband. I want to explore what other
husbands think about the responsibility of mothering. Iknow what my husband thinks about it—or
I think I know what he thinks.

My relatives are so scattered throughout the ecountry. They are so far away. I need their
support, but how do I get it? Letters and long distance calls don't seem to bring them close
enough to me.

I feel guilty about so many things: when I take time for myself, when I leave my children
with my husband to go to a meeting at night, when I ask my husband for so much help with the
children.

Sometimes I think I'm hurrying through these most precious years when my children are so
young, so sweet, so innocent, so adorable. I want to appreciate this valuable time so very much,
but I often find myself wishing it away.

I need support, I need understanding, I need respect from my husband, my children, my
relatives, my friends, my neighbors, my "business associates", and others. I hope that some day
when I have this support, understanding, and respect that I'll recognize it and finally feel with
deep fulfillment and personal satisfaction that I am indeed a truly worthwhile person because I
am a mother!
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The Significance of the Child’s Cultural Milieu and Family
Environment for his Mental Health and Development

Wayne H. Holtzman, PhD, President
The Hogg Foundation for Mental Health
The University of Texas at Austin

The critical importance of a family for the developing child is universally recognized. An infant
could not survive without a nurturing parent. Family interactions of mother, father, and young
child leave a deep indelible impression upon the child's personality. Down through the ages and
across the many cultures of man, the family in some form or other is the most durable of our
social institutions. Too often we take the family for granted because of its pervasive influence
upon us. One only has to experience a disruption of the family or the loss of a loved one to
realize its fundamental importance. Families differ markediy in life style, social interaction,
cohesiveress, size, and the degree to which grandparents, aunts, uncles and others are thought of
as part of the 