
i "  

r 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Technical Information Service 

PB-278 441 

Evaluation of Child Abuse and Neglect Demonstration 
Projects, 1974-1977. Volume IV. A Comparative 
Description of the Eleven Projects : 

Berkeley Planning Associates, California 

Prepared for 

National Center for Health Services Research, Hyattsville, Maryland 

% 

77 

" ..:" 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.





Q 

i. 

' I 
l 

e I 

" " ~ 2 7 8  . . . .  4 4 i  --~, .,..,o0...,co... I,o 1 seeex  NCHSR 7 8 - 6 7  " ~" 
~'. Tide and .~ubtixle 5. Report Date 
EVALUATION OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT DEI4ONSTEAT~ON PROJECTS D~c~her 1 9 7 7  
1974-1977 : VOLUME ZV. A COMPARATIVE DESCRIPTZ~N OF THE ELEVEN 6. ~ = -  

PROJECTS; FINAL REPORT 
7. A~H..(~)  

B e r k e l e y P ~ n ~ i n g  A s s o c i a t e s  
9. Perlormln~ Organization Name and Address 
Berkeley Planning Associates 
2320Channing Way 
Berkeley, CA 94704 
(Tel.: ~15/549,3492) 

:r 

8 .  PerforminK OrganiT.ation I ( , '  ' .  
N e , -  

10. Proiect/Task/Work Unit No. 

I I .  Contract/Grant No. 
H R A 1 0 6 - 7 4 - 1 2 0  a n d  
B R A 2 3 0 - 7 6 - 0 0 7 5  

12..~pon~oring OrganizsHo, Name and Address 13. Type .of Report & Period 
DHEW, PHS, OASH, N a t i o n a l  Center for  Heal th  S e r v i c e s  Research  Covered F . R . ;  Vo1.  TV 
3700 East-West Highway, Room 7-44 (STI) 6/26/74 - 12/15/77 
H y a t t s v i l i e  , HD 2 0 7 8 2  . . "  14. ,.: 
( T e l .  : 3 0 1 / 4 3 6 - 8 9 7 0 )  

15. Supplementary Notes See NTIS Interim Report Nos. NCHSR 78-64  through NCHSR 78-75  for 12 
vols. ; 11 vols. give different aspects of these projects of the F.R. and Vol. XI~ C on~ 
: rain s the 11 historical ~e_-e studies. Vols. are obtainable by Set or separately.~*;:~ ' '~ 

16. 'Ab~tract~ 
T h i s  c e p o r t  is a d e s c r i p t i v e  a n a l y s i s  o f  e l e v e n  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  c h i l d  abuse  end~ n e g l e c t  ~ 
services projects, spread across the country end in Puerto Rico. It includes discuss- 
ion of the projects t goals, the major activities they pursue, how resources were used~ 
their organizational base and management structure, staffing patterns,, servicespro- 
vlded to clients and to the rest of the community, the types of clients served and 
how cases were managed. The report stresses the similarities and differences across 
proJects and the kinds of problems they encountered in implementing their programs 

NATIONAL TECHNICAL i 
I N F O R M A T I O N  S E R V I C E  i * 

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
SPRINGFIELD, VA. 22161 

Yh l(~y T . .~ .  =,~ P. . . . . . .  . , :~ '~ : ' : ,=  z - - " l ' ~ e ~ = D ~ (  '.4~°= 

1 5 .  Supplementary  Notes  ( c o n t i n u e d )  

NCHSR p u b l i c a t i o n  of  r e search  f i n d i n g s  does  no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e p r e s e n t  approva l  :or 
official endorsement by the National Center for Health Services Research or the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.. 

Arne H. Anderson, NCHSR P.O., 436-8910 = 

|7b'. hlentili¢,s/Open-F;nded Te+m~ ~ . "~ 

• , Heal th  s e r v i c e s  r e s e a r c h  . . 

• Evaluation of child abuse and neglect demons.Oration projects 197411977. (Vols. I-XII)t 
R 

Subtitles: Executive summary; Final report, Adult client • Im.pact, A comparative de- 
; S c r t p t t o n  o f  the  e l e v e n  p r o j e c t s ;  Community sy s t ems  impact ,  Q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  c a s e  

• ~ana$ement p r o c e s s ;  Cost ;  Methodology;  P r o j e c t  management and worker burnout ;  A 
__:~_gulde for planning and implementing; Child client impact; and Eleven historlcal~ case 

17¢. 
1E:=A~ailabilityStaterne,t " ! :"  SecurhyClass (This . No. of PapPs , ~  

R e l e a s a b l e  to  the  p u b l i c .  A v a i l a b l e  from N a t i o n a l  Report) 121" UNCLASSIFIED 
Techntcal~ I n f o r m a t i o n  S e r v i c e , .  S p r i n g f i e l d ,  VA . Security Class (:This ' 

:ii ( T e l . :  7 0 3 1 5 5 7 - 4 e 5 0 )  2 2 1 e l  pa.e - 
, . IlNtLASSIFIED . 

I ~ O R M  N T , S - S ~  ,REV.  10-7s~ E N D O R S E D  BY ANSI AND U N E S C O .  THIS  FORM MAY BE R E P R O D U C E D  " '~ u s c O t m ~ - o C  e ; , . e s - P 7 4  
. ' |  

/ , 

2" " : ,  • ' 

' " .  i . .  

: " " ,. ; i  I . . .  . ,  i : . / . .  : :  .,!..~:. : :  " •~ " ' .** 



• ,_• , 

,= . 

• 4'. 

THIS DOCUMENT 

FROM THE BEST 

THE SPONSORING 

N O T I C E  

-i 

H A S  B E E N •  R E P R O D U C E D .  

C O P Y  F U R N I S H E D  U S  B Y  , .  

AGENCY. ALTHOUG:H-~IT- • : • 

IS  RECOGNIZED THAT CERTAIN PORTIONS . . . . . . . . . . .  

ARE ILLEGIBLE, IT iS BEING 

I N  T H E  I N T E R E S T .  OF. MAK'ING 

R E L EA:SE D ............. 

AVAILABLE ....... " 

AS MUCH I N F O R M A T I O N  AS POSSIBLE. 

¢ 



i" 

The Berkeley Planning Assoc ia tes  e v a l u a t i o n  team inc ludes:  

Anne H. Cohn, Project  D i r e c t o r  
Frederick C. Coll ignon,  Pr inc ipal  Inves t iga tor  

Katherine Armstrong 
.. Linda Barrett  " 

Beverly DeGraaf 
Todd. Everett  

Donna Gara 
Mary Kay Mi l l er  

Susan Shea 
Ronald S t a r t  

: .  

f ~  

The work descr ibed here was performed_ under contract  numbers 
HRA #106-74-120 and HPA #250-76-007ff. The ideas presented 
h e r e a r e  those  o f  the  authors and not n e c e s s a r i l y  t h o s e o f  
the federa l  government. Primary author o f  t h i s  report  i s  
Anne Cohn. 

I ~ " 

" • . 2  

i il ~ ,~i::i: :: ~ I L ! ~  ,~ 



PREFACE 

In  May of  1~7~; the  O~fice  of  Chi ld  Development and S o c i a l  and 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  S e r v i c e s  o f  t he  Department o f H e a l t h ,  Educa t ion  
and Wel fa re  J o i n t l y  funded e l even  t h r e e - y e a r  c h i l d  abuse and 
neglect service projects to develop strategies for treating 
abusive and neglectful parents and their children and for 
coordination of coamunity-wlde child abuse and neglect systems. 
In order to document the content of the different service inter- 
ventions tested and to determine their relatlve effectiveness and 
cost-effectiveness, the Division of Health ServlcesEvaluation of 
the Natlonel Center for Health Services Research, Health Resources 
Administration of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare 
awarded a contract to Berkeley Plannlng Associates to conduct a 
three,year evaluation of the projects. This report is one of a 
series presenting the findings from that evaluation effort. 

This  e v a l u a t i o n  e f f o r t  was the  f i r s t  such n a t i o n a l  s t udy  i n  t he  
c h l l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  f i e l d .  As such ,  the  work must be r ega rded  
as e x p l o r a t o r y  and s u g g e s t i v e ,  no t  c o n c l u s i v e .  Many a s p e c t s  of  t he  
d e s i g n  were p i o n e e r e d  f o r  t h i s  s t u d y .  Hea l thy  deba te  e x i s t s  about  
whether  or  no t  the  methods used were t he  most a p p r o p r i a t e .  The 
e v a l u a t i o n ~ f o c u s e d  on a d e m o n s t r a t i o n  program of  e l even  p r o j e c t s  
s e l e c t e d  p r i o r  to  the  fund ing  of  t he  e v a l u a t i o n .  The p r o j e c t s  were 
e s t a b l i s h e d  because  of  the  range  of  t r e a t m e n t  approaches  t h e y  proposed 
to d e m o n s t r a t e ,  no t  because  t h e y  were r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of  c h l l d  abuse 
programs in general. The evaluation was limited to these eleven 
proJect~; no control groups were utilized. It was felt that the ethics 
of providing, denying or randomly assignlng services wasnot an issue 
for the evaluation to be burdened with. All findings must be interpreted 
~ith these factors in mind. 

Given the  number of  d i f f e r e n t  f e d e r a l  agenc ies  and l o c a l  p r o j e c t s  
i n v o l v e d  In  the  e v a l u a t i o n ,  c o o r d i n a t i o n  and c o o p e r a t i o n  was c r i t i c a l .  
We wish to thank the many people who helped us: the federal personnel 
responsible for the demonstration projects, the project directors, the 
staff members of the proJects~ representatives from varlous agencies In 
the projects' con~unltles. RonStarr, Shirley Langlols, Helen Davis and 
Don Perlgut are all to be commended for their excellence In processing 
the data collected. And in particular we wish to thank our own project 
officers from the National Center for Health Services Research--Arne 
Anderson, Feather Halr Davis and Gerald Sparer--for their support and 
input, and we wish to acknowledge that they very much helped to ensure 
that this was e cooperative venture. 

Given the  magni tude  of  the  s tudy  e f f o r t ,  and the  number and l e n g t h  o f  
f i n a l  r e p o r t s ,  t y p o g r a p h i c a l  and o t h e r  such e r r o r s  a r e  i n e v i t a b l e .  
Be rke l ey  P l ann ing  A s s o c i a t e s  and  the  H a t i o n a l  Center  f o r  H e a l t h  S e r v i c e s  
Research  would a p p r e c i a t e  n o t i f i c a t i o n  of such e r r o r s ,  i f  d e t e c t e d .  
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Introduction 

In Hay of 1974, prior to expenditure of fundsappropriated to the 
Ch£1d Abuse and Neglect Prevention and Treatment Act, Public Law 93-247, 
the Office of Child Development and Social and Rehabilitation Services, 
of DIIEW, jointly funded eleven three-year child abuse and neglect ser- 
vice projects in order to develop and test alternative strategies for 
treating abusive and neglectful parents and their children and alterna- 
tive models for coordination of community-wide child abuse and neglect 
systcms. The projects, spread throughout the country and in Puerto 
Rico, differed by size, the types of agencies in whichthey were housed 
the kinds of staff they employed, and the variety of services they 
offered. In orderto document the content of the different service 
interventions tested and to determine their relative effectiveness and 
cost-effectiveness, Health Resources Administration awarded a contract 
to Berkeley Planning Associates to conduct a three-year, evaluation of 
the projects. This report presents a comparative, descriptive.ovgr- 
view o f  t he  p r o j e c t s  and t h e i r  e x p e r i e n c e s ,  based on t h a t  e v a l u a t l o n  
e f f o r t .  The purpose  o f  the  r e p o r t  i s  t o  h i g h l i g h t  t he  s i m i l a r i t i e s  and 
d i f f e r e n c e s  among p r o j e c t s .  

,!: 

Comparat ive Discuss ion  o f  Projects,. 

Community Contexts  and C o n s t r a i n t s  

The cOmmunities in which the projects were located varied by size 
and key demographic Characteristics; these community characteristics 
did not seem to affect the implementation or the operation of the projects 
as much as the nature of the local child abuse and neg~ectdelivery 
system. Communities with we11-functioning child abuse and neglect systems 
were more receptive and more helpful to the new demonstration, particularly 
£f the demonstration was housed in an agency legally mandated to work with 

abuseor neglect cases. 

\ 



SU~IARY FACTSHEET ON PROJECTS 
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Pro~ ect Goals 

The range or scope of project goals were similar, embracing con- 
cerns for educating the general public and professionals about child 
abuse, h e l p i n g  to bring abo, t  a m~re coord ina ted  community system and 
t e s t L n g o u t  some p a r t i c u l a r  set  of  t r ea tment  s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  abusive 
and n e g l e c t f u l  f ami l i e s ,  al though the  s teps  or  means e s t a b l i s h e d  fo r  
accomplishing these  goals var ied .  For a l l  p r o j e c t s ,  goals  s h i f t e d  

" during the first year as COmmunity needs and staff capabili- 
ties became more clearly defined; the shifts in goals resulted in more 
clear and realistic objectives. The amount of time required to clarify 
and stabilize goals may have been reduced with the assistance from 
the evaluators. In general, projects were more successful in accom- 
plishing their community-oriented than their treatment-oriented goals. 

P r o j e c t  S t r uc t u r e s  

The projectsrepresent different ways. in which child abuse and 
neglect service programsmight be organized and the kinds of 
activities they might pursue. Six of the projects (Adams County, 
Arlington, Baton Rouge, Bayamon, Arkansas and Union County) were housed 
in protective service agencies; two in hospitals (Los Angeles and St. 
Louis); two in private agencies (St. Petersburg and Tacoma); and one 
in a tribal council (Neah Bay). Two of the projects served as the 
community-wide coordinating body for child abuse and neglect (Tacoma 
and St. Petersburg). While none of the projects focused on primary 
preventive services, all performed certain educational and coordina- 
tive activities that contribute to primary prevention. Two projects 
(Noah Bay and St. Petersburg) pursued secondarypreventive services; 
the remainder focused on direct treatment services. Of those perform- 
ing direct treatment, four (Adams County, Arlington, Los Angeles and 
St. Louis) provided services to both parents and children (of those, 
only three, all but Arlington, provided therapeutic services to chil- 
dre~ and the remainder served only parents. Four of the projects used 
primarily professional workers (Arlington, Baton Rouge, Bayamon and 
UnLon County); two (Arkansas and Tacoma) represent primarily a lay 
or  v o l u n t e e r  s t a f f  model; the remainder had mixed s t a f f .  

Organization. and Management Styles 

Wh i l e the  projects themselves, given t h e i r  demonstration status,  
were a l l  r e l a t i v e l y  small, informal and unstab!e compare~ to most 
e~is t ing state and local social service agencies, one sees d i v e r s i t y  
among them on many organizat ional  and management •character is t ics .  
Notable di f ferences betweenprojects include budget, s t a f f  and case- 
load s izes ,  the d i ve rs i t y  of  a c t i v i t i e s  pursued, and the numbers of  
d i f f e ren t  d isc ip l ines  or agencies ac t i ve l y  involved wi th the p ro jec t ,  
the degree of  formal izat ion of  job design, job f l e x i b i l i t y ,  ru le  obser- 
vat ion, and the degree to which general organizat ional~or  spec i f i c  
j ob - re la ted  decis ionswere cent ra l ized.  
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S t a f f i n g  P a t t e r n s  and S t a f f  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e s c r i b e  and compare s t a f f i n g  p a t t e r n s  and 
staff characteristics given tile relativelysmall staff Sizes, t he  high 

turnover rates and the constant flux in number and t~es. of staff posi- 
tions and program participants. Core staff sizes ranged from three 
to 25; the average number of individuals (including consultants and 
volunteers) participating in a project ranged from five to 134. The 
majority of staff members across all projects were female. Some pro- 
jects had a high proportion of professionally trained staff or staff 
with several years of experience in the field; others had very few. 
All projects used volunteers in a wide range of treatment, educational 
and support ~ capacities. While vol.unteers were important additions to 
the projects, they did not come "free" but cost a project in terms 
of management, supervision and consultation time. Six projects (Arlington, 
Bayamon, Baton Rouge, Neah Bay, Tacoma and Union County) experienced 
a turnover in directors. Projects that hired new directors from 
existing staff (all but Baton Rouge and Tacoma)appeared to have many 
fewer problems of continuity and "downtime" than projects that hired 
new directors from the outside. Because o£ the multiple demands On 
projects like these, treatment projects (including all but Bayamon 
and Heah Bay) b e n e f i t e d  from s o r t i n g  ou t  the  f u n c t i o n s  of d i r e c t i n g  
a p r o j e c t  from t h o s e  o f  s u p e r v i s i n g  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  i n t o  two 
s e p a r a t e  s t a f f  p o s i t i o n s  (a p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r  and a d i r e c t  s e r v i c e s  
c o o r d i n a t o r ) .  P r o j e c t s  w i th  a c t i v e  a d v i s o r y  boards  ( A r l i n g t o n ,  
Arkansas ,  S t .  P e t e r s b u r g ,  Tacoma and Union County) had an e a s i e r  t ime  
s o l v i n g  prob lems  as t h e y  a r o s e ,  o r  a n t i c i p a t i n g  them in advance ,  t h a n  
d id  p r o j e c t s  w i thou t  such b o a r d s .  

Project Activities 

While p r o j e c t s  d id  p u r s u e  many o f  the  same a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e  
amount o f  t ime  spen t  on t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  and t he  magnitude o r  volume 

• o f  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  v a r i e d  a q r o s s  p r o j e c t s ;  Based on t h e  e x p e r i e n c e s  
o f  t h e s e  e l e v e n ,  however ,  i t  appea r s  t h a t  t r e a t m e n t  p r o j e c t s  spend 

• h 

a p p r o x i m a t e l y  25~ o f  s t a f f , t i m e  on gene ra l  program management and 
s t a f f  t r a i n i n g  f u a c t i o n s ,  and an a d d i t i o n a l  20~ on gene ra l  c a s e  and 
f o l l o w - u p .  Given t h e  n e e d t o  d e v o t e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  lO~-of  s t a f f  t ime  
t o  c o m u n i t y  o r i e n t e d  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  ensure  a smooth i n t e r f a c e  wi th  t he  
• r e s t  o f  t h e  community c h i l d  abuse  and n e g l e c t  sys tem,  t r e a t m e n t  p r o j e c t s  
Can spend o n l y . a p p r o x i m a t e l y  45~ o f  s t a f f  t ime on d i r e c t  p r o v i s i o n • o f  
t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s .  The a v e r a g e  monthly  e x p e n d i t u r e  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  was 
$1s,72o. 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  F a m i l i e s  Served  

A s t u d y  o f  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the  f a m i l i e s  s e r v e d  by  t h e  p r o -  
j u e c t s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  d e s p i t e  p r o j e c t s '  s p e c i f i c  i n t a k e  or  a d m i s s i o n s  
c r i t e r i a ,  which i n f l u e n c e d  t o  some e x t e n t  t he  k inds  o f  c a s e s  s e r v e d ,  

/ 
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p r o j e c t s  s t i l l  ended up serv ing  a v a r i e t y  o f  c a s e s .  P r o j e c t s  found 
t h a t  many c a s e s  r e f e r r e d  were accepted  f o r  treatment  because  they  could  

not  ge t  s e r v i c e s  e l s e w h e r e ,  r a t he r  than because  the  p a r e n t s  had com- 
m t t e d  the  kinds o f  abuse or n e g l e c t  the p r o j e d t  wanted to  s e r v e .  
Projects also realized that all cases are complex, changing over time, 
such that a potential case becomes an actual case or an abusive parent 
devclops neglectful patterns. This suggests that while projects may 
have decided to focus on a particular kind of case, caseloads could 
not be exclusive, and service offerings had to be flexibie enough to 
meet the range of needs clients had. 

• , : . .  





~J 

INTRODUCTION 

Berkeley Planning Associates  has s p e n t  over three  years evaluat ing  

eleven c h i l d  abuse and neglect  Service  demonstration p r o j e c t s .  The 

evaluat ion has resul:ted in in s igh t s  in to  the  operat ions  and outcomes 

o f  a var i e ty  o f  approaches to  the problems o f  ch i ld  abuse and neg l ec t  

in a community s e t t i n g .  This report presents,  a comparative, d e s c r i p t i v e  

overview o f  the projec t s  and t h e i r  exper iences ;  a companion set  o f  h i s -  

t o r i c a l  c a s e  s tudies  on each o f  the pro jec t s  d e t a i l s  s p e c i f i c  aspect s o f  

the p r o j e c t s '  implementation and operat ion.  Yet o ther  study reports  

analyze the r e l a t i v e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and e f f i c i e n c y  o f  d i f f e r e n t  aspects  
1 

o f  project  operat ions .  
The purpose  o f  t h i s  par t i cu l ar  report i s  to  i d e n t i f y  the models 

represented by the projec t s  and to descr ibe  the  s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r -  

ences among them so as to  b e t t e r  understand t h e  r e l a t i v e  progress 

each has made in achieving g o a l s ,  in impact ing on c l i e n t s ,  and on t h e  

loca l  community. We have attempted in t h i s  report  to  not only h i g h l i g h t  

the s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s  between p r o j e c t s ,  but a lso  to  i d e n t i f y  

cer ta in  impl icat ions  • for  the future funding and monitoring o f  ch i ld  

abuse and neglect  p r o j e c t s ,  based on the exper iences  o f  these  e leven 

p r o j e c t s .  I rrespec t ive  o f  the r e l a t i v e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  the d i f f e r e n t  

models or s t r a t e g i e s  t e s t e d  by these  p r o j e c t s ,  there are many important 

le.~sons to be learned, i t  i s  our hope that  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  the pro jec t s  

such as t h i s  w i l l  become a s i g n i f i c a n t  t o o l  in. ca ta lyz ing  necessary 

changes in the way chi ld  abuse and neglect  demonstration p r o j e c t s  are 

funded, monitored and operated. 

1A l i s t i n g  o f  major study reports  and papers appears in Appendix A. 

- i  
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A. Summary t l i s t o r y  of  the  Demonstration Ef fo r t  1 

During the  f a l l  o f  1974, p r i o r  to the passage of  the  Child Abuse 

Preven t ion  and Treatment Act, Public Law 93-247, the s e c r e t a r y ' s  o f f i c e  

of  the  f ede ra l  Department o f  Heal th ,  Education and Welfare (DHEW) a l l o -  

ca ted  four  m i l l i on  d o l l a r s  to  ch i ld  abuse and neg lec t  r e sea rch  and 

demonstra t ion p r o j e c t s .  A s u b s t a n t i a l  propor t ion  of  t ha t  a l l o tmen t ,  

approximately  t h r ee  mi l l i on  d o l l a r s ,  was to  be spent j o i n t l y  by the  

Off ice  of  Child Development 's  (OCD) Ch i ld r en ' s  Bureau, and Socia l  and 

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Serv ices  (SRS) on a set  of  demonstrat ion t rea tment  pro-  

grams. On May 1, i974, a f t e r  review of  over 100 a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  OCD and 

SRS j o i n t l y  s e l e c t e d  and funded eleven t h r e e - y e a r  p r 0 j e c t s .  2 The pro-  

j e c t s ,  spread throughout  the country  and Puerto Rico, d i f f e r  by S i z e ,  

t h e  types  of  agencies  in which they are housed, the  kinds • o f  s t a f f  t hey  

employ, and the v a r i e t y  of  s e r v i c e s  they o f f e r  t h e i r  c l i e n t s  and t h e i r  

loca l  communities. However, as a group, the p r o j e c t s  embrace the  fed-  

e r a l  goals for  t h i s  demonst ra t ion  e f f o r t ,  inc luding:  

i~(1) To develop and t e s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  treatment  approaches f o r  
t r e a t i n g a b u s i v e  and n e g l e c t i f u !  pa ren t s  and t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  

(2) To develop and t e s t  n~ t e rna t i ve  ways fo r  coo rd ina t i on  
o f  community-wide systems providing p r even t ive ,  d e t e c -  
t i on  and t r ea tmen t  s e rv i ces  to  deal  with c h i l d  abuse 
and n e g l e c t ;  

:(3) To document the  content  of  the d i f f e r e n t  s e r v i c e  i n t e r -  
vent ions  t e s t e d  and to  determine t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  e f f e c -  
t i v e n e s s  and c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  

1For a d e t a i l e d  l i s t i n g  of  major events  t h a t  occurred dur ing the  
demonst ra t ion  per iod  , see Appendix B, "Milestones in the  Demonstration 
E f f o r t . "  

2The p r o j e c t s  inc lude :  The Family Center:  Adams County, Colorado; 
Pro-Child:  Ar l ing ton ;  V i rg in i a ;  The Child ~ r o t e c t i o n  C e n t e r : B a t o n  Rouge, 
Louisiana;  The Chi ld  Abuse and Neglect  DemonstratiOn Unit:  Bayamon, 

• Puerto Rico;.. The Arkansas Child Abuse and Neglect Program (SCAN): L i t t l e  
Rock, Arkansas; Family Care Center :  Los Angeles, C a l i f o r n i a ;  The Child 
Development Center :  Neah Bay, Washington; The Family Resource Center:  
St. Louis, Missour i ;  The Parent  and Child E f f e c t i v e  Rela t ions  P ro j ec t  
(PACER): St. Pe te rsburg ,  F lo r ida ;  The Panel for  Family Living: Tacoma, 
Washington; a n d t h e  Union County P r o t e c t i v e  Serv ices  Demonstration Pro- 
j e c t ,  Union County, New J e r s e y .  
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In order to accomplish the third goal, as part of DHEW's strategy • 

to make this demonstration program an interagency effort, the Division 

of llealth Services Evaluation, National Center for Health Services 

Research of the l{ealthResources Administration (HRA)awarded an evalua- 

tion contract to Berkeley planning Associates (BPA) in June 1974, to 

monitor the demonstration projects over their three );ears of federal 

funding, documenting what•they did and how effective it was. 

During the summer of 1974, the demonstration projects began the 

lengthy process of hiring staff, finding space and generallyimplement- 

ing their p!anned programs. Concomitantly, BPA collected baseline data 

on each of the project's communitychild abuse and neglect system and 

completed design plans for the study. By January 1975, all but one of 

the projects were operational and a11 major data collection systems 

for the evaluation were in place. Through quarterly site visits to the 

projects and other data collection techniques, BPA monitored all of the 

projects' activities through April 1977, at which time the projects 

were in the process of shifting from demonstrations to ongoing service 

programs. Throughout this period, numerous documents describing project 

activities and pre!iminary findings were prepared by the evaluators. 

This reportpresents part of the final knowledge gained from the pro- 

jccts' joint experiences. 

B. Summary o f  the Evaluat ion D e s i g n  . ,  

The. purpose o f  the t h r e e - y e a r  e v a l u a t i o n  was to  provide  guidance 

to  the f edera l  government and l o c a l  communities on how. to  develop com- 

munity wide programs to deal with t h e p r o b l e m s  Of c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  

in a sy s t emat i c  and coordinated fa sh ion  by documenting the. content . . o f  

the  d i f f e r e n t  s e r v i c e  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  t e s t e d  by t h e  demonstrat ion  p r o j e c t s ,  

and determining  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  a n d . c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  

Hore s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the goals  o f  the e v a l u a t i o n  were to :  

(1) I d e n t i f y  the  problems in e s t a b l i s h i n g  and o p e r a t i n g .  
c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  programs; 

(2) Assess • the extent to which projects identified and. 
accomplished their goals; 

3 
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C,3) 

(4) 

C5) 

C6) 

C7) 

Determine the  cos ts  o f  d i f f e r e n t  ch i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  
se rv i ce s  and the  cos t s  o f d i f f e r e n t  mixes o f  s e r v i c e s  
f o r  c l i e n t s  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e i r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ;  

Determine the  elements of qua l l ty*c~se~f ia ' gement  and ~"  
t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  to  c l i e n t  outcome; .  • 

I d e n t i f y  how p ro j ec t  management processes  and' o rgan i -  
z a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e s  in f luence  p r o j e c t  and worker per-  
formance;  

Assess the  i n f luence  of  ~ r o j e c t s  on t h e i r  l oca l  communi- 
t i e s  in e s t a b l i s h i n g  a w e l l - f u n c t i o n i n g c o m ~ m i t y  -wide 
c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  system; 

Determine ~hat problems abused and neg l ec t ed  c h i l d r e n  
possess t h a t  are amenable to  r e s o l u t i o n  through the  pro-  
v i s i o n  of  t r e a t m e n t s e r v i c e s ;  

(8) Determine the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  a l t e r n a t i v e  s e r v i c e  
s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  abusers and n e g l e c t o r s .  

Thus, the  eva lua t ion  combinedboth  formative ( d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  what 

was going on in the  p r o j e c t s )  and s u ~ t i v e  (assessments o f  the  impact 

or  outcome of  d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s )  concerns.  The f o r ~ t i v e  or  d e s c r i p -  

t i v e  in format ion  was use fu l  not only  in i n t e r p r e t i n g o r  exp l a in ing  

the  Summative da t a ,  but a l so  as a t oo l  in providing genera l  t e c h n i c a l  

a s s i s t a n c e  to  the  p r o j e c t s  to  enhance t h e i r  progress .  

The data  were ga thered  through q u a r t e r l y  f ive -day  s i t e  v i s i t s  to  

the  p ro jec t s~  o the r  spec ia l  ~ i te  V i s i t s ,  and informat ion  systems main- 

t a i n e d  by the  p r o j e c t s  f o r  the  eva lua to r .  Spec i f i c  s tudy components 

and the methodology fo r  each are descr ibed  b r i e f l y  below. 

i .  General Desc r ip t ive  Component 

In order to determine the problems inherent in establishing and 

ope ra t ing  ch i l d  abuse and neg lec t  programs and to  i d e n t i f y  the  range 

of  management and s e r v i c e  approaches for  such programs, a l l :  a spec t s  o f  

the  p r o j e c t s '  ope ra t ions  were c a r e f u l l y  monitored.  AI1 o f  the  

problems encountered  both in e s t a b l i s h i n g  end ope ra t ing  d i f -  

f e r en t  p r o j e c t  components were documented. H i s t o r i c a l  case  s t ud i e s  

of  each of the  p r o j e c t s ,  d e t a i l i n g  a l l  of  t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  over  the  

t h r e e - y e a r  demonst ra t ion  per iod ,  were prepared.  Analysis  o f  common 
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experiences across projects resulted in the development of A Guide 
1 

for Planning and ImplementingChild Abuse and Neglect Programs. 

2. Pro~ect Goals Component 
/ 

In order to assess the extent to which projects accomplished the i r  

own unique set of goals, during s i te v i s i t s  in the f i r s t  year o£ the 

evaluation, using Andre Delbecq's Nominal Group ProcessTechnique, BPA 

assisted each pro jec t . in  the c la r i f i ca t i on  of t he i r  own specif ic and 

measurable goals and objectives. Project s ta f f ,  administrat ion and 

advisory board members part ic ipated in th is  r e i t e ra t i ve  process. A t  the 

end of the f i r s t  yea r ,  with project input, attainment measures for each 

of the goals and objectives were ident i f ied ,  and at the end of the 

second and t h i r d  yea r s ,  BPA s t a f f ,  using i n t e r v i e w s  and record  r ev iews ,  

a s se s sed  the  ex tent  to  which p r o j e c t s  had accomplished t h a t  which they  

had se t  out t o  do. 

3 .  Cost Component 

In o rde r  to  determine the  c o s t s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  s e r v i c e s ,  approximate ly  

one month out of  every four  p r o j e c t  s t a f f  monitored t h e i r  time and r e -  

source expend i tu res  in r e l a t i o n  to  a set  o f  d i s c r e t e  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  

or s e r v i c e s  on cos t  accounting forms d e v e l o p e d  by BPA. Donated as well  

as a c t u a l r e s o u r c e s  were accounted fo r ,  as were the  number o f  u n i t s  o f  

s e r v i c e  provided  by the p r o j e c t s  in each o f t h e s e r v i c e  c a t e g o r i e s .  

C a l c u l a t i o n s  were then made fo r  the  ac tua l  u n i t  c o s t s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  

s e r v i c e s  provided by each p r o j e c t  in the sample months and on average 

fo r  the  ope ra t i ona l  phase o f  the p r o j e c t .  The va lue  o f  donated r e s o u r c e s  

was added to  uni t  c o s t s  to  determine the t r u e  value  o f  Se rv i ce s  p rov ided;  

And, once adjus tments  were made fo r  r e g i o n a l  and p r i c e  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  com- 

pa r i sons  were made across  p r o j e c t s  to  determine both t he  average c o s t s  

o f  and the most e f f i c i e n t  methods o f  d e l i v e r i n g  s e r v i c e s .  

L~ 

1This document, completed in December 1977, i s  a r e v i s e d  ve r s ion  
o f  Planning and Implementing Child Abuse and Neglec t  Se rv i ce  Programs~ 
p u b l i s h e d  by the O-ffice o f  Child Development in 1976. I t  i s  a v a i l a b l e  
on r eques t  from Berkeley Planning A s s o c i a t e s .  



4. Quali ty  Case Management Process Componen ~ _ 

I n  th~ i n t e r e s t  o f  i d e n t i f y i n g  standards for  the case managementprocess 

and understanding the r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n c a s e  managementand c l i e n t  

outcomes, BPA consulted with a number of:Child abuse and medical care 

audit specialists to identify both the elements of and methods for 

assessing the quality of case management. The methodology, once pre- 

tested at four sites and refined, consisted of visits by teams of child 

abuse/neglect experts to the projects duringtheir second and third 

years to  review a random sample o f  case records from each o f  the treat - i  

ment workers in a projec t  and interview the workers about those  cases  

reviewed. Descr ip t ive  and mul t ivar ia te  analys i s  allowed for  the iden-  

t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the most s a l i e n t  aspects  o f  case management and norms o f  

case management across  the p r o j e c t s  which can serve as minimal stand- 

ards for  the f i e l d .  By combining these  data with that c o l l e c t e d  through 

the adult  c l i e n t  component, the r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between case management 

and c l i e n t  outcome were i d e n t i f i e d .  

5. Project  Magagement and Worker Burnout Component 

In order to  determine how projec t  management processes  and organi-  

zat ional  s t ruc tures  in f luence  project  performance and in p a r t i c u l a r  
i 

worker burnout, v i s i t s  were made to  each o f  the projec t s  in the th i rd  

year to  e l i c i t  information about management processes ,  job design and 

job s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  through i n t e r v i e w s  and/or quest ionnaires  w l t h p r o j e c t  

management and s t a f f  ( inc luding  those  who had l e f t  t h e  p r o j e c t ) .  A 

combination o f  both q u a n t i t a t i v e  and q u a l i t a t i v e  data analyses  was then 

carr ied  out to  de f ine  organizat ional  and management aspects  o f  the pro ,  

j e c t s ,  to  determine the prevalence and nature o f  worker burnout among 

s t a f f  and to  determine the r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between these  f a c t o r s .  

6. Community Systems Con~onent 

In order to  determine the extent  to  which the pro jec t s  had an 

in f luence  on t h e i r  loca l  communities in e s t a b l i s h i n g  a w e l l - f u n c t i o n i n g ,  

community-wide c h i l d  abuse and neg lec t  system, data on the f u n c t i o n i n g  

o f  the e leven communities' ch i ld  abuse and neg lec t  systems w e r e c o l l e c t e d  

!.i 

L 

" ' i  

:i 

> , 

• , ; .  

( 

/ 

i 

i 

i 

, J. 



A 

p r i o r  to  the  f u l l  implementation o f  the  p r o j e c t s ,  through in te rv iews  

with key agency personne I and record  sea rches ,  and again mid-way through 

t h e  demonstra t ion , and at i t s  end. All o f  the p r o j e c t s '  a c t i v i t i e s  in 

r c l ~ t i o n  to  the  Communities were documented. Analyses o f  the  informa- 

t ion  ga thered  r e s u l t e d  in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the e s s e n t i a l  e lements  

of  a w e H - f u n c t i o n i n g  community-wide system, as well  as the  kinds o f  

a c t i v i t i e s  s e r v i c e  programs can pursue to  e n h a n c e s y s t e m  ope ra t i ons ,  

7. C hildren,s Component 

Even though•very few of the projects directly provided treatment 

services to the abused or neglected child, because of the paucity of 

in£ormation on the kinds • of problems abused andneglected children 

possess and the benefits of Various treatment services for these chil- 

dren, clinicians at three projects working with children maintained 

problem-oriented records, developed by BPA, on the children from the 

time of intake through termination. The analysis, which included data 

gathered through the use of select standardized tests, identified the 

range ofproblems children possessed and the degree to which these prob- 

lems • appear to be resolvable during treatment. 

8. Adult Client Component 

Central to the entire Study was the effort to determine the effec- 

tiveness and cost-effectiveness of alternative service strategies for 

different types of abusers and neglectors. Clinicians at the projects 

maintained records, on forms developed by BPA, On approximately 2000 

adult clients receiving treatment during 1975 and 1976, from intake 

through . t e rmina t ion t .  Data included:  bas ic  demographics,  in fo rmat ion  

on the  na tu re  and s e v e r i t y  of  t he  mal t rea tment ,  the  amount and type o f  

services received by the ciient, and outcomeinformation including im- 

provements in parents' functioning and reincidence of abUse or negiect. 

These data were first analyzed usinga variety of multivariate tech- 

• nlques, to determine the relationships •between client characteristics, 

services received, and outcome. Then, data from other parts of the 

study, including case management, program management and communitysys. 

tems information, were included to determine the extent to which these 



other  v a r i a b l e s  help exp la in  outcome. F i n a l l y ,  data on s e r v i c e  c o s t s  ' 

were used t o  determine the  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s .  • 

As a f i n a l  s tep  in  the  e v a l u a t i o n ,  information and i n s i g h t s  g leened 

from across  a l l  s tudy components were aggregated and analyzed t o  develop 

a se t  o f  p o l i c y - r e l e v a n t  recommendations for the future  funding and 

opera t ion  o f  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  programs. 

C.. Sun~nary Of What the Pro~ects  Were Dempnstrating 

As a group, the p r o j e c t s  demonstrated a v a r i e t y  o f  s t r a t e g i e s  for  

community wide responses  to  the  problems o f  abuse and n e g l e c t .  The pro-  

j e c t s  each provided a v a r i e t y  o f  treatment s e r v i c e s  for  abus ive  and 

n e g l e c t f u l  parents ;  they  each used mixes o f  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  and para-  

p r o f e s s i o n a l s  in the  p r o v i s i o n  o f  t h e s e  s e r v i c e s ;  they each u t i l i z e d  

many d i f f e r e n t  c o o r d i n a t i v e  and educat ional  s t r a t e g i e s  for  working 

with t h e i r  communities .  While not an exhaus t ive  se t  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  

t h e  r i ch  v a r i e t y  wi th in  a p r o j e c t  and across  p r o j e c t s  has provided the  

f i e l d w i t h  an oppor tun i ty  to  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  study the  r e l a t i v e  mer i t s  

o f  d i f f e r e n t  methods for  a t t a c k i n g  the  ch i ld  abuse and n e g l e c t  problem. 

While the  p r o j e c t s  embraced s i m i l a r  g o a l s ,  each p r o j e c t  was a l s o  demon- 

s t r a t i n g  one or two s p e c i f i c  and unique s t r a t e g i e s  for  working with abuse 

and n e g l e c t ,  as descr ibed  below: 

I. The Family Center: Adams County, Colorado 

The Family Center ,  a p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s - b a s e d  projec t  housed in a 

separate  dwe l l ing ,  i s  noted for  i t s  demonstration o f  how to  conduct - . 

i n t e n s i v e ,  thorough m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  intake and pre l iminary  t r e a t m e n t  

o f  c a s e s ,  most o f  which were then re ferred  on to  the  centra l  Child Pro- 

t e c t i v e  S e r v i c e s  s t a f f  for  ongoing treatment .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the  Center . .  

created  a treatment program for  a d u l t s  and c h i l d r e n ,  i n c l u d i n g  parent  

e d u c a t i o n  c l a s s e s ,  a c r i s i s  nursery  and play therapy.  
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2. Pro-Child: Arlington, Virginia 

Pro-Child demonstrated methods for enhancing the capacity and 

effcctivcness of n county protcctive services agency by expanding the 

number of social workers on the staff and adding certain ancillary 

workers such as a homemaker. A team of consultants, notably including 

a psychiatris t and a lawyer, were hired by the project to serve on a 

multidisciplinary diagnostic review team, as well as to provide consul- 

tation to,indiVidual workers. 

3~ The Child Protection Center: Baton. Rouge, Louisiana 

The Child Protection Center, a protective services-based agency, 

tested out a strategy for redefining protective services as a multidis- 

ciplinarY concern by working closely with law enforcement and thecourt 

and by housing theproject on hospital grounds and establishing closer 

formal linkages with the hospital, including the half-timeservices of 

a pediatrician and immediate access of all CPC cases to the medical 

facilities. 

4. Child Abuse 6 Neglect Demonstration Unit: Ba~amon, Puerto Rico 

In a region where graduate level  workers are r a r e l y  employed by 

p ro tec t ive  services ,  th i s  p ro jec t  demonstrated the benef i t s  of estab- 

l i sh ing  an ongoingtreatment  program, under the auspices of p ro tec t ive  

se rv ices ,  s t a f fed  bY highly t ra ined  socia l  workers with the back-up of .  

p rofess iona l  consultants ,to provide in tens ive  services  t o t h e  most 

difficult abuseand neglect cases. 

5. Arkansas child Abuse and Neglect Program: Arkansas 

In Arkansas, the s t a t e . s o c i a l  services  agency contracted with SCAN 

Vollmteer Services, Inc., a private organization, to provide services' 

to all identified abuse cases involving children 12 years old and younger 

in select counties. SCAN, in turn, demonstrated methods by which a 

resource poor State, like Arkansas, could, expand its protective-ser- 

vice capability by using lay therapists, supervised by SCAN staff, to 

Prpvide Services to those abuse cases while providing extensive educa- 

tion to professionals and the general public. 



6. The Family Care Center: Los AF.~eles, California 

The concept behind the Family Care Center, a hospital-based pro- 

gram, was a demonstration of a residential therapeutic program for abused 

and neglected children with intensive day-time services for theirparents. 

7. The Child Development Center: Neah Bay, Washington 

ThisCenter, housed within the Tribal Council on the Makah Indian 

Reservation, evolved from a primarily coordinative to a treatment pro- 

ject and demonstrated a strategy for developing a communitY-wide ~ul- 

turally based preventive program, working with all those on the reser- 

vation with parenting or family-related problems. 

8. The Family Resource Center: St .  Louis,  Missouri 

A f~ee - s tanding  a g e n c y w i t h  hosp i ta l  a f f i l i a t i o n s ,  the Family 

Resource Center implemented a fami ly -or iented  treatment model which 

included therapeut ic  and support s e r v i c e s  to  parents and ch i ldren  under 

the same roof .  The s e r v i c e s  to  ch i ldren ,  in p a r t i c u l a r ,  were c a r e f u l l y  

t a i l o r e d  to  match the s p e c i f i c  needs o f  d i f f e r e n t  aged ch i ldren .  

9. Parent ~ Child E f f e c t i v e  Relations Pro~ect (,PACER): St. Peters- 
burg, Florida 

Housed ~ithin the Pinellas County Juvenile Welfare Board, PACER 

sought to provide education, training and community coordination as 

well as to develop community services for abuse and neglect using a 

community organization model. PACER acted as a catalyst in the develop- 

ment of needed community coordination and services, such as parent edu- 

cation classes,• which others could then adopt. 

10. The Panel for  Family Living: Tagoma, Washington 

The Panel ,  a vo lunteer-based pr ivate  organizat.ion, demonstrated 

the a b i l i t y  o f  a broadly-based m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y ,  and large ly  vo l unteer ,  

program to  become the centra l  provider o f  those t ra in ing ,  educat ion and 

:oordinative a c t i v i t i e s  needed in Pierce County. 
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11. T h e U n i o n  County P r o t e c t i v e  Se ry i ces  Demonst ra t ion  Pro~ec t :  
Union County, New J e r s e ~  

T h i s p r o j e c t  demonst ra ted  methods to  expand the  r e s o u r c e s  a v a i l a b l e  

t o  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  c l i e n t s  by c o n t r a c t i n g  f o r  a wide v a r i e t y  o f  

pu rchased  •serv ices  from o t h e r  p u b l i c  and, n o t a b l y ,  p r i v a t e  s e r v i c e  

agenc ie s  in  the  county .  

D. Summar Y o f  the  Content  o f  This  Report. 

This  r e p o r t  i s  d i v i d e d  i n to  seven s e c t i o n s  which d e s c r i b e  d i s c r e t e  

a s p e c t s  o f  t he  p r o j e c t s ,  o p e r a t i o n s  and a c t i v i t i e s .  • The Appendices  

i nc lude  recommendations fo r  the  f u t u r e  f u n d i n g ,  m o n i t o r i n g  and manage- 

ment o f  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  p r o j e c t s .  S e c t i o n  I d e a l s  wi th  t he  com- 

muni ty  s e t t i n g s  in which t he  p r o j e c t s  were l o c a t e d ,  demographic and 

o t h e r  d e s c r i p t o r s  o f  the  community in  genera l ,  as we l l  as s p e c i f i c  

d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  the  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  sys tems ,  t he  problems 

i n h e r e n t  in  them, the  s t a t e  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  r e p o r t i n g  laws 

and e s t i m a t e s  Of the  magnitude o f  t he  problem. Sec t i on  I I  d e s c r i b e s  

the  k inds  o f  goals  p r o j e c t s  had, and d i s c u s s e s  the  problems p r o j e c t s  

had in s p e c i f y i n g  and accompl i sh ing  t he se  g o a l s .  In Sec t i on  i I I ,  d i f -  

f e r e n t  a s p e c t s  o f  t he  s t r u c t u r e s  o r  models t h e  p r o j e c t s  r e p r e s e n t  are  d i s -  

cu s s ed ,  i n c l u d i n g  the  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  base ,  s e r v i c e  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  c l i e n t  o r i e n -  

t a t i o n ,  s t a f f  and f a c i l i t i e s .  S e c t i o n  IV p r e s e n t s  a compara t ive  ana ly -  

s~s O~ the  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e s  the  p r o j e c t s  r e p r e s e n t  and t h e  

d i f f e r e n t  k inds  o f  management s t y l e s  employed. In S e c t i o n  V, t h e  

s t a f f i n g  p a t t e r n s  and s t a f f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a re  d e s c r i b e d  i n c l u d i n g  

s t a f f  s i z e ,  use of  c o n s u l t a n t s  and v o l u n t e e r s ,  e d u c a t i o n  and t r a i n i n g  

of staff and primary disciplinary orientation of staff. The ways in 

which projects allocated staff time to different activities and the 

volume of different services provided are discussed in Section VI. 

~nd finally, Section VII describes the characteristics of the families 

served including source of referral, nature of abuse~neglect problem, 
basic demographic characteristics and related family problems. 
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A. 

SECTION I :  CO~t4I~I'IW CONTrX'rS AND CONS'rRAIN'rS 1 

Community S e t t  in~ 

The communities whichthe projects served (see Table Ia) range 

from a fairly compact 25.8 square miles in Arlington Cdunty to an 

extended area of over 1200 square miles in Adams County, Colorado, 

and the extensive three-county rural area in Arkansas. In population, 

the communities range from 1100 persons on the Makah Indian Reserva- 

tion to the southeast region of Los Angeles County, which includes 

over 750,000 persons. There are communities representing purely 

urban, suburban or rural areas as well as mixes of al! three types. 

The proportion of the population com1~rised of very young children is 

relatively similar across Communities (2~ or less under one year), 

although greater variations are seen in older age groups, Family 

income characteristics, as an indicator of socio-economic character, 

vary greatiy across the communities. Only 5~ or less of the p0pula- 

tions of Adams, Arlington and Union Counties are below poverty, while 

more than 25~ of St. Louis's families and almost half of the families 

in BaYnmon are living below poverty standard, based on 1970 census 

d a t a .  

While these community':,~!~ifferences had implications for the amount 

of distance workers may have hadto travel, the size of the popula- 

tion at risk, and, to some extent, the kinds of problems clients had, 

it does not appear that these community characteristicsaffected the 

implementation of .the projects as much as the nature of the local child 

abuse and neglect system did. 

1For more detailed discussions of community systems, see eYalua- 
tion reports on community systems listed in Append£x A. 

Preceding page blank 13 
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TABLE la: Community Se t t i ng  

Project .c7> 

Adams County, Colorado 

Arli,gton. Virginia  

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

Ba)'amon, Puorto Rico 

Arkansas 

Los Angeles, California 

Neah Bay, Nashington 

St. Louis, Missouri 

St. Petersburg, 
Florida 

Tacoma, Washington 

Union County, 
Now Jersey 

Definition and Size 
of  Service Area 

Adams County 
1,246 sq. mi. 

Arlington County 
25.8 sq. mi. 

East BatonRouge 
P a r i s h  

Bayamon region, 
8ayamon ~ eight 
other cities 

Garland, Jefferson 
Washington 

Counties** 

Southeas t  region 
o f  Los Angeles 
County--93.6 sq. 
mi, 

Population Size 
~ -(1970)" 

185,789 

174,284 

285,167 

338,500* 

216,830 

763,000 

Population by Age (197~} 

Percent 
Under 

Co~un i t y  Type I 'Year 

Suburban-rural 1.9~ 

Suburban 1.6~ 

Urban;suburban- 1.9~ 
rura  1 

Urban-suburban 2.0~ 

Percent Percent 
I-4 Yrs. 5-17 Yrs. 

Percent 
Be lo~ 
Poverty 

8.05 32.8g 5 .7g  

5.2g 17.0~ 3.7g 52 .2g  

27.7g 65.5g 

32.0g 

7.3~ 

I0.0~ 

Rural 1.7~ 6.5~ 24.4~ 

Urban 2.2~ 

~ k a h  Indian 1,100" Rura l - Ind ian  
Rese rva t ion - -  
43.8 sq. mi. 

St.  Louis Ci ty  622,236 Urban 
61.4 sq. mi. 

Urban=suburban 

Urban-suburban- 
rural 

Urban-suburban 

P i n e l l a s  County 
280 sq.  mi. 

Pierce  County 

Union County 

522,329 

411,027 

543,116 

13 .6~  

48.0~ 

19.1~ 

Family Income 

Percent  Percent 
Moderate= Above 
Middle $15,000 

76.3~ 18.0~ 

44.1~ 

20.9% 

49.0~ 3.0~ 

71.6g 9.3% 

8.4~ 
Not Ascertained 

Not Ascertained 

6.3~ 22.9~ 26.5~ 60.6~ 12.9~ 

4.1~ 17.8~ 9.0~ 76.6~ 14.4~ 

6.8~ 25.9~ 8.0~ 72.0% 20.0% 

5.8~ 24.0~ 4.5~ $9.4~ 36 .1~  

1 .'796 

1.1~ 

1.7g 

1 .4~ 

Unless.otherwise noted, data are from the 1970 Census and classifications used are •those of the Census. 
#t 

"l'hc prujbct  maintai.~.d a un i t  in {;arland Couaty fur  20 n ~ . t h s  o f  the  demonst ra t ion  p~riod.  
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B. Status of Community Child Abuse and NegiectSystems ; 

The status of local child abuse and neglect systems, on the other 

hand, had a lot to do with both the implementation and operation of 

the projects; At the time the projects were funded, local community 

systems varied greatly in terms of the state reporting laws that 

governed them, reporting rates, how well coordinated and how compre- 

hensive they were, how much communication there was between agencies, 

and generally how aware they were about the problems of abuse and 

neglect. 

1. Reporting Laws 

At the time the project s began, state laws differed in terms of 

the definition of reportableacts -- some specifying physical injury, 

others including neglect, or a range of other acts or omissions (see 

Table Ib). Agencies to receive reports also differed across states, 

most always specifying more than one agency or offering a choice of agen- 

cies for receiving reports~ Therewas also variation in terms of the 

specification of who must report: ranging from "anyone with reason- 
. /, 

able cause" to lists of specified profess!onals. The required provision 

of services varied among states -- some making no specification for 

provision of services, others requiring protective and other services. 

During thedemonstration period, state reporting laws in Arkansas, 

Colorado, Virginia, Washington, Missouri and Florida were revised. 

Thc changes, which generally increasedcomprehensiveness and speci- 

ficity and reducedthe amount of unnecessaryduplication, only directly 

affected the functioning of one project, that in Arlington, Virginia. 

IS 
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" 'TABLE Ib: Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Laws 

! Scope, 
P ro j ec t  Acts Reportable 

~,,  , .  

!.Adams Count),, Abuse or subjected to con- 
ditions resulting in abuse 

Arlington,  Injury, neglect ,  sexual 
Virginia abuse 

Baton Rouge, Abuse, neglect  including 
Louisiana overworking child 

Bayamon, Physical or mental, non- 
Puerto Rico accidental  in~ur~ 

Physical abuse, neglec% 
fur ther  threa t  

Arkansas 

Los Angeles, Physical injury, sexual 
California molestation 

Neah Bay, Non-accidental physical 
Washington insults, physical ne- 

glect, sexual abuse 

St. Louis, Injury or disability from 
Missouri physical abuse or neglect 

St.  Pe te r s -  Abuse, neglec t ,  mal t rea t -  
burg, Florida merit, f a i l u re  to provide 

a t t e n t i o n ,  s h e l t e r ,  medi- 
cal care ,  etc. 

Tacomap 
Washington 

Union County, 
New Jersey 

Abuse, abandonment, 
c rue l ty  and neglec t  

Law a t  the Time Projects Began 

CPS 

Agency Receivin~ Report 
Law 

Court Enforcement the r  
r , 

X 

E i t h e r  

Either  Ei ther  

E i ther  

E i ther  

X 

S ta te  
v i t a l  
s t a t s .  

Services Required to 
be Provided 

Law enforcement: i n v e s t i -  
gate,  p ro tec t  ch i ld ,  jud i -  
c ia l  proceedings,  r e f e r  to 
Protective Services for 
social se rv ices .  

Inves t iga te  

Inves t iga t ion  and evalua- 
t i o n ,  maybe physical  and 
psychi .atric exams 

Action to ensure the pro-  
t ec t ion  of  the ch i ld  

Sta te  p ro t ec t ive  se rv ices  
brought to bear 

Inves t iga t ion ,  ch i ld  wel- 
fare  se rv ices  (in accord- 
ance with Sta te  Child 
Welfare law) 

Inves t iga t ion ,  p r iva te  
se rv ices  

Inves t iga te ;  p ro tec t  ch i ld i  
p ro t ec t  o ther  ch i ldren ,  
e . g . ,  s i b l i n g s  

X X Health 
t~p t .  

Ei ther:  Ei ther  

Ei ther  E i ther  "May Prot .  
al so" Serv. i 

Ct. to 
Central  
ReRist.  

X. Pro t .  
Serv. 
then to  
Court 

see Neah Bay, Washington 

J Action to sa fe ty  of  a n s U r a  

ch i ld  

Changes DuringDemonstration Period 

New law, 1975. Inclusion of  neglec t  as a 
r epor t ab le  of fense .  Designation of  CPR and 
la~ enforcement for  repor t  r e c e i p t ;  increase  
in  persons required to r epo r t .  

Designation of  CPS for  repor t  r e c e i p t ;  inclu-  
s ion of mental in jury;  e s t ab l i shed  24-hour 
s ta tewide report in~ s~stem 

Designation of  CPS for  repor t  r e c e i p t ;  s t a t e -  
wide repor t ing  system; Guardian ad Litem 
mandated 

P ro t ec t ive  se rv ices  p r o v i s i o n  mandatedfor" 
a l l  cases ,  provis ion  of Guardian ad L i t em,~  
hosp i t a l  de tent ion  provis ion;  • a l l  cases re--  
por ted  to  CPS and law en fo rcemen t  

Designation of  CPS for  repor t  r ece ip t ; °  exT'- 
pansion of  people required to repor t ;  age 
range changed from 18 to 17; s ta tewide ,~.~ 
r epor t ing  system 

Changes in d e f i n i t i o n s  of repor tab le  ac t s  

. - . . 



2. Reporting Rates 

It  would be idea l  to  portray  e s t i m a t e s  o f  inc idence  as a r a t i o  

to the popu la t ion  o f  a community, to  compare the e x t e n t  o f  the  problem 

of  abuse a n d n e g l e c t  across  the e leven  communit ies .  S i m i l a r l y ,  i t  

would be va luab le  to  compare the  number o f  reported  cases  with t h e  

e s t imated  inc idence  in  each community, to  determine the  e x t e n t  o f  

"unmet need" in each c o m u n i t y .  However, e s t i m a t e s  o f  inc idence  e x i s t  

f o r  0nly  two o f  t h e c 0 m m u n i t i e s  and very few communit ies  have usab le  

data on the  number Of cases  handled by the  communi tysys tem,  s i n c e  • 

none o f  the  systems are t o t a l l y  c e n t r a l i z e d  and even those  that  are 

f a i r l y  c e n t r a l i z e d  use varying d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  abuse and n e g l e c t .  T o  

get  a handle on d i f f e r e n c e s  between c o w u m i t i e s  in terms o f  the  demands 

p laced  on the sxstem,  one can look at r epor t ing  r a t e s  t o  p r o t e c t i v e  

s e r v i c e s  a l o n e  (see  Table i c ) .  This proxy measure for  t rue  repor t ing  

r a t e s ,  coupled with approximate r a t e s  o f  s u b s t a n t i a t i o n  o f  reported  

cases  o f  c h i l d  abuse to  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  does sugges t  great  d i f -  

f crences  between communities.  In St .  Petersburg in  p a r t i c u l a r ,  r epor t -  

ing r a t e s  are extremely high, s u b s t a n t i a l l y  over l oad i ng  the  system.  

~;hile inc idence  r a t e s  m a y w e l l b e  s i m i l a r ,  r e p o r t i n g  r a t e s  to  the l o c a l  

p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  and rates  o f  s u b s t a n t i a t i o n  o f  abuse cases  vary 

g r e a t l y ,  r e f l e c t i n g d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  awareness o f  the problem among 

p r o f e s s i o n a l s  and the general p u b l i c ,  d i f f e r e n t  r e p o r t i n g  laws,  and 

qt~ite p o s s i b l y  d i f f e r e n t  intake and d i a g n o s t i c  procedures .  
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TABLE Ic 

'A_pproxlmate Rates of Reporting t? Protective servlces and 

Substantiut[on Rates at  Time Demonstration ~ga9 

Pro j e c t  

Adams County 

Arlington 

Baton Rouge 

Ba yamon 

Arkansas 

Los Angeles 

Neah Bay 

St. Louis 

St. Petersburg 

Tacoma 

Union County 

Report ing Rate to P r o t e c t i v e  
Serv ices  Per 1000 Children Rate o f  S u b s t a n t i a t i o n  
in Reportable  Age Group of  Abuse Cases 

11 32% 

7 NA 

• 62% 

2 NA 

S 60% 

NA NA 

90% 

3 4O% 
. ° 

15 36% 

7 96% 

• 6 8 %  

f. 

, (m 

.l. 

3. Coordinat ion 

Coordinat ion between key  agencies  in the community systems ( p r o -  

t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  the c o u r t ,  law enforcement ,  schools ,  the  medical 

community) v a r i e d  d r a m a t i c a l l y  a t  t h e ' t i m e  the p r o j e c t s  began; (The 

p r o j e c t s  themselves  did qu i t e  a b i t  t o i m p r o v e  i n t e r a g e n c y  coordina-  

t i o n  dur ing the  demonst ra t ion  pe r iod . )  In Adams County, Ar l ing ton  and 

Tacoma, coo rd ina t ion  between agencies  was qu i t e  good. While e v e r y  

s i n g l e  key agency was not a c t i v e l y  involved in ch i ld  abuse and n e g l e c t  

a c t i v i t i e s ,  shar ing  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  on ind iv idua l  cases  and on 

genera l  system problems was apparent .  In both Adams County and Tacoma, 

: 1 8  
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a community-wide coordinat ing body on abuse and n e g l e c t  e x i s t e d  pr ior  

to  the demonstration period• In many other communities - -  Baton Rouge, 

B~yamon, Los Angeles,  St .  Louis and Union County - - a g e n c i e s  appeared 

t o  operate  qui te  independently o f  each o ther ,  with r e s u l t i n g  dupl ica-  

t i o n  and fragmentation o f  s e r v i c e s .  The n e w p r o j e c t s  in these  communi- 

t i e s  were, at  l ea s t  i n i t i a l l y ,  hindered by t h i s  s i t u a t i o n .  In Arkansas 

and Neah Bay, the foundations for  coordinat ion  were •apparent, but the 

degree o f  coordinat ive  a c t i v i t i e s  was qui te  l o w .  Because o f  the  

r e l a t i v e l y  small  s i z e s  o f  these  communities, however, the l a c k o £  

coord inat ive  a c t i v i t i e s  did not grea t l y  hinder the p r o j e c t s .  

4. Comprehensivene,ss. < 

None o f  the communities had what might be c a l l e d  comprehensive 

systems in the sense o f  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  a f u l l  array o f  treatment ser -  

v i c e s  for  abusive and n e g l e c t f u l  parents  and t h e i r  ch i ldren  as we l l  

as prevent ive  serv ices  for  high r i s k  f a m i l i e s .  However, when co~par- 

ing communities, some Were s u b s t a n t i a l l y  c l o s e r  to  being comprehensive 

than. o thers .  Notably, the  Bayamon. and Arkansas p r o j e c t s  began i n  c o m -  

munit ies  with almost no serv ice  re sources ,  whereas p r o j e c t s  in Baton 

Rouge, Tacoma and Union County faced communities with many resources ,  

although the resources  were not n e c e s s a r i l y  being wel l  u t i l i z e d  for  

abuse and neg lec t  cases .  

5. Communication 

The amount of coaanunication between agencies and various profes- 

sional groups in each o f  the communities, most o f t e n  a precursor to  

e f f e c t i v e  c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  a l so  v a r i e d g r e a t l y .  In Adams CoUnty, Arl ington 

and Tacoma Communication was qui te  good;whereas  t h e  p r o j e c t s  in Bayamo n, 

St .  Louis,  St. Petersburg and Union County had to  expend a great d e a l  

o f ' e f f o r t  in creat ing such communication. ' 

6. General. Awareness o f  the  Problem 

C l e a r i y ,  at l ea s t  one agency in a l l  o f  the communities ~was aware 

o f  the problems o f  abuse and n e g l e c t ,  a s  evidenced by the submission 
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of proposals to establish demonstration projects in~this area. CHow- 

ever, in some communities (Bayamon and Ne'ah Bay, 6for"example)the 

awareness did not go beyond simple recogniti0nof child abuse and 

neglect as a national concern; in other ~communities~(Ba~°dn ' Rdugd arid " 

St. Louis, for example) a~areness'was substanti~i among those who wrote 

and/or supported the proposal, butalmost non-existent among'the rest 

of the community; and in yet other co~imities (most notably Tacoma, 

but Arlington and Adams County as wetl) the awareness of the problem 

was extensive° the public and professionals alike had received some 

education about the dynamics of the probiem and the prevailing atti- 

tudes were those of a non-punltive nature. 

C. Summary 

D i f f e r e n c e s  in  report ing  laws,  report ing  r a t e s ,  c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  com- 

p r e h e n s i v e n e s s ,  communication and l e v e l s  Of awareness o f  the problem 
were noted across the demonstration conmmmities at the tim~ the projects 

began. These differences appeared to enhanc e or hinder the projects' 

initial progress in establishing their programs as well as determining, 

.in Plart, :what community-related activities the p1~ojects needed to pur- 

sue. During.the demonstration period, many changes occurred in these 

community systems, reducing the magnitude of the differences. 

7 . 

1For a f u l l  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h i s  po int  see the Community Systems Interim 
Report, March, 1975. 
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SECTION I :  PROJECT GOALS 1 

a • 

In g e n e r a i ,  the  r a n g e o r  scope o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  goa ls  were s i m i l a r .  

Seven o f  t h e  e l e v e n p r o j e c t s  had goals  p e r t a i n i n g  to  deve lop ing  a more 

c o o r d i n a t e d  comnrunity'wide system, e d u c a t i n g o r  t r a i n i n g  both  p r o f e s -  

s i o n a l s  and the  genera l  p u b l i c ,  t e s t i n g  out  t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s  fo r  

p a r e n t s  and /o r  Ch i ld ren ,  a n d • r e s e a r c h i n g  the  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e s e  a c t i v i -  

t i e s .  The four  o t h e r  p r o j e c t s ,  Los Angeles ,  Arkansas ,  Neah Bay and St .  

P e t e r s b u r g ,  g e n e r a l l y  had goals  which f e l l  i n t o  som e,  b u t n o t  a l l ,  o f  

t h e s e  c a t e g o r i e s . .  In a d d i t i o n ,  St .  P e t e r s b u r g  and Neah Bay had some 

d i f f e r e n t  and u n i q u e g o a l s  p e r t a i n i n g  to  p r e v e n t i o n  (see Tables  I I a  

and I I b )  
Despi te  the  genera l  s i m i l a r i t y  in  t he  s u b j e c t  a reas  o f  t he  g o a l s ,  

fo r  each p r o j e c t  t he  s p e c i f i c  focus  o f  g o a l s ,  and more no t ab ly  t he  

s t eps  o r  means e s t a b l i s h e d  fo r  accompl i sh ing  t h e s e  goa l s ,  v a r i e d  d ra -  

m a t i c a l l y .  For example, with r e s p e c t  to  p r o f e s s i o n a l  e d u c a t i o n ,  some 

p r o j e c t s  were committed to  educa t ing  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  about c h i l d  abuse 

as r e q u e s t s  came in to  the  p r o j e c t ;  o t h e r s ,  such as Adams Cotmty and 

A r l i n g t o n ,  t a r g e t e d  ve ry  s p e c i f i c  p r o f e s s i o n a l  groups ( e . g . ,  p h y s i c i a n s ,  

school  t e a c h e r s )  who they  f e l t  needed t r a i n i n g ,  and developed p l ans  

fo r  r each ing  out. t o  t he se  groups.  Likewise with c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  some 

p r o j e c t s ,  such as Tacoma and Baton Rouge, were anxious  to  improve upon 

a l l  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e i r  communit ies '  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  sys tems;  

o t h e r  p r o j e c t s ,  such a s A r k a n s a s  .and Neah Bay, were r a t h e r  s p e c i f i c  

about the  k inds  o f  c o o r d i n a t i v e  changes they  wan ted : to  b r ing  about .  

And wi th  t r e a t m e n t - r e l a t e d  goa l s ,  some p r o j e c t s  were most i n t e r e s t e d  

in  improving the  f u n c t i o n i n g  o f  the  c l i e n t s ,  whi le  o t h e r s  were more 

i n t e r e s t e d  in t e s t i n g  t he  r e l a t i v e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  some p a r t i c u l a r  

approaches  t o . o r  mixes o f . s e r v i c e s .  

1For more d e t a i l e d  d i s c u s s i o n s  • o f  p r o j e c t  g o a l s ,  see 
The P r o j e c t  Accomplishments:  The F i r s t  Two Years •o f  Opera t ion ,  
du ly ,  1976. 
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During the f i r s t  year o f  funding, most pro jec t s  s h i f t e d  t h e i r  goals  

f r o m  those  s ta ted  in the or ig ina l  grant proposal ,  or minimall~ changed 

the s t e p s t h e y  intended to  take to accomplish t h e i r  goals .  Several  

fac tors  explain  these  modi f i ca t ions .  F i r s t ,  proposal wr i ters  did not 

always c l e a r l y  understand what the needs o f  t h e i r  communities w e r e n o r  

what the communitywanted or was w i l l i n g  to  accept from the demonstra- 

t i o n .  As the pro jec t  got  underway, goals were a l tered  to  more appro- 

P r i a t e l y  r e f l e c t  these  community needs and d e s i r e s .  Second, as p r o j e c t s  

s tarted  to  become opera t iona l ,  they became aware o f  what was a c t u a l l y  

do-able  with the given budget they had; a c t i v i t i e s  were added or de l e t ed  

depending upon resources  a v a i l a b l e .  And f i n a l l y ,  re la ted  to  re sources ,  

as p r o j e c t s  became f u l l y  s t a f f e d  and cognizant o f  the s k i l l s  and i n t e r e s t s  

o f  indiv idual  s t a f f  members, goals  were a l tered  to  more c a r e f u l l y  f i t  

what i t  was t h a t s t a f f  members were both able to  do and i n t e r e s t e d  in 

doing. N o n e  o f  the changes in goals  were dramatic enough to  r e s u l t  in 

:deviat ions  from the federal  i n t e n t i o n s  o f  thedemons tra t ion  e f f o r t ;  i f  

anything,  the changes resu l ted  in strengthened,  more c l e a r l y  d i rec ted  

p r o j e c t s  within the Overall  miss ion o f  the demonstration. 

Projects had Varying success in accomplishing their goals, even 

when one takes account of the facts that (a) some projects' goals had 

a higher degree of difficulty than others, (b) some projects selected 

goals thatlwere more expansive than others' and (c) some projects 

Settled on only four or five priority goals while others opted for 

eight or even more. 1 Those projectswhich appear to have been the most 

succcssful in reaching their stated goals had most or all of the. follow- 

ing attributes: 

Isuccess  in accomplishing individual  project  goals  i s  not neces -  
s a r i l y  synonymous with e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and e f f i c i e n c y  o f  a p r o j e c t .  Pro- 
j e c t s  may have achieved very important impacts on t h e i r  c l i e n t s  or 
Communities which, de sp i t e  e x t e n s i v e  g o a l r e v i e w  and r e v i s i o n ,  were not 
a r t i c u l a t e d  in pro jec t  goa l s ,  while f a i l i n g  to accomplish those  th ings  
s p e c i f i e d  in goal s tatements .  
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(I) The project was sponsored by an ongoing agency; 

(2) The project began as part of an agency identified in 
the community as focal in the child abuse system; 

(3) The project's parent agency imparted from the start 
the authority which comes from being the primary ser- 
vice pro~iderin the community; 

! -. / 

(4) • The community had a relatively coordinated service. 
systems to begin with; 

(5) Those who are involved in the management of the pro- 
ject were very instrumental in puttingtogether the 
original .grant; 

(6). The project had consistently strong administrative 
leadership; 

. ( 7 )  The project's director was committed to planning and 
evaluationas part of administrative management; 

(8) Projec t  management was flexible, • which means respond- 
ing to situations and needs as they arise; 

(9) There was clear staff role differentiation,but there 
are few goal-related activities which are solely ad- 
ministrative functions; all Staff share some respon- 
sibility across different components; . 

(10) .  The case load  s i z e  was s t a b l e  over  t ime ( s t a f f  were. not 
~.. faced with c r i s i s  o v e r l o a d s ) ; .  

(11) The pro jec t  had l o w  s t a f f  turnover .  

• :in general' ,  the  p r o j e c t s . r e p o r t e d  more s u c c e s s  w i t h  s o m e g o a l s  than 

with" o t h e r s .  Goals r e l a t e d  to  e d u c a t i o n  and c o o r d i n a t i o n  seem to  be 

closerto accomp!ishment, as a whole, than other types of goals. Ten 

of the eleven projects had a g0al related to eduCating the general com- 

munity, and al! Of the ten appeared to be'well on their way towards 

achievingthis particular goalby the end of the demonstration period. 

It is clear that a great deal of staff time and effort went into com- 

munit~ education, which has evidently paid off. Of the eight projects 

that~aIso added a special goal related to educating professionals in 

the community (eitherall professionals or special target groups), six 

demonstrated significant gains as of the end of the funding period. 
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I t  appea r s  t h a t  s e t t i n g  up a program to  educa t e  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  and t he  

g e n e r a l  p u b l i c  about  c h i l d  abuse  i s " i n i t i a i i y '  e a s i e r  ~'~ . . . .  t o  do than  s e t t i n g  

up a t r e a t m e n t  p r o g r a m .  

The f i v e  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  appear  to  be the  n e a r e s t  t o  a c c o m p l i s h i n g  

t h e  goal  o f  b e t t e r  community c d o r d i n a t i o n  have i n  common r e l a t i v e l y  

c o ~ m c t  community sys tems t o  C o o r d i n a t e ,  as  c o n t r a s t e d  t o  t h o s e  p r o -  

j e c t s  in  St .  Lou i s ,  Baton Rouge and Bayamon, which a r e  in  urban a r e a s ,  

and whi l e  hav ing  made some p r o g r e s s ,  s t i l l  had some problems t o  o v e r -  

come b e f o r e  t h e  goal  cou ld  be met. The Los Angeles  p r o j e c t  was t he  

l e a s t  f a r  a long wi th  t h i s  goa l ,  in p a r t  d u e t o  t he  f a c t  t h a t  i t  was • 

in o p e r a t i o n  t oo  s h o r t  a t ime t o  p rove  i t s e l f  to  an urban and r e s i s t a n t  

community system. 

The goals related to delivering treatment services and research 

have had more mixed results. The projects in St. Louis, Arlington, 

Adams County, Bayamon and St. PetersbUrg made positive gains in moving 

toward accomplishing their  treatment service goals. Certain projects 

were successful with one. or more 'aspects of their  treatment goals, but 

less so with others (e.g. Tacoma Neah Bay, Arkansas and Union County). D , ,~  • 

The remainde r  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  wi th  t r e a t m e n t  goa l s  had y e t  t o  overcome 

some s e r v i c e  h u r d l e s  b e f o r e  mee t ing  thes.e g o a l s .  In g e n e r a l ,  r ev i ew  

o f  p r o g r e s s  tqward a c c o m p l i s h i n g  r e s e a r c h  g o a l s  i n d i c a t e s  s e r i o u s  s e t -  

backs  in a l l  but  Adams County and A r l i n g t o n .  
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TABLE I I a  

Pro~ect Goals, b 7 Category 

Goal 
Category 

Comn~anity 
Coordination 

Community 
Education 

Professional 
Education 

Treatment  
S e r v i c e s  

R e s e a r c h  

P r e v e n t i o n  

Other  
Goals 

Adams Baton ~ " Los Neah .St. St. Jnion 
County krlington Rouge Bayamon krkansas Angeles Bay Louis Petersburg tacoma Zounty 

I" I i I  I I I  I I I  I ,  I I  I I  I I I  VI  I .  

• V V 

Vl V IV 

I I . IV  I IV 

IV 

I I I  VI I I I  I 

IV IV I I  IV 

IV 

VI 

I I ,  IV I I ,  "IV 

IV VI 

I ,  I I  ' I I I  
I ,  I I  V, ] I 
IV V I  I 

IV 

VII  

I ' I I ,  . I ,  I I  I I ,  
V I I ,  ;VI  g I I  IV I I I ,  
V I I I  i . V I I I  

V 

V 

III 

I I  I I ,  V 

v V 

I ,  I I I  
IV 

*Roman numera ls  on t h i s  t a b l e  r e f e r  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t  goa l s  l i s t e d  on Tab le  I I b .  
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Center: Adams County~ Colorado 
I;- To foster a multidisciplinary.approach:in 

Adams County for the prevention, detection 
and treatment of child abuse.- 

I I .  To i~T~rove client functioning by provid- 
ing responsive intake and treatment. 

I l l .  To demonstrate the role of a nurse as an 
important part of a child abuse team. 

IV. To ~tern~ine the most effective treatment 
within the context of a Department of 
Social Services, for abused children and 
their families. 

V. To heighten con~unity awareness about the 
dynamicsand treatment of child abuse and 
about the need to report. 

VI. To increase the knowledge of school per- 
sonnel and their involvement in the child 
abuse services system. 

o" VII. To provide continuing child abuse coor- 
dination, referral andtreatment services ' 
in Adams County after the demonstration 

. ,  . . .  

? 

TABLEIIb: 

funds have been reduced. 
V l i i .  To develop a child abuse pregrana model 

which wi l l  be applicable to other Depart- 
merits Of Social Services in the state and 
-around the country. 

-ro_Child:...Arlinqton, Virgin'a • ~ ! 
I. To de'velop public ~wareness of the problem 

of.child abuse and neglect; by providing 
education in the detection, prevention, Pro- 

-tectionand care of the abused child; and 
to develop a knowledge of services avail- 
able in the co~aunity and an understanding 
of the altarnatives to placenmnt of the 

.chi ld. 
I f .  To identify, diagnose, and treat abusive 

and neglectful families, and those in high 
risk situations with more innovative, effec- 
t ive andeff ic ient methods. 

I l l .  To faci l i tate a moreeffective coordina- 
tion an~ expansion of community resources 
for the delivery of services to abuse and * 
neglect cl ients, including better defining 
respective agency roles. 

! V. To strengthen ~amily functioning whenever 
possible and thereby reduce inappropriate 
placements. 

V. To increase the medical community's aware- 
. n e s s  of suspected abuse/neglect situations, 

the.services available,.and thereby in- 
crease referrals. 

VI. To conduct evaluation and follow-up studies 
and participate in research to determine the 

.effectiveness of pro-Child,and to assess 
. " the implications of abuse and neglect on 

parents and children. 

~-hiid Abuse and Neglect Demonstration Unit: Bayamo~ Puerto Rico . 
General Objective: To determine therelat ive effectiveness of two models 
( o r t r e a ~ d  abuse/neglect cases: the ' traditlbnal model cur- 
rently being used by the Depart~nt of Social Services and the model 
adopted by the BayamonChi-ld Abuse and Neglect Demonstration Unit. I f  the 
latter model proves to be more effective than the.traditional model, recom- 
mendations wi l l  be made.to.the Department ofSocial Services for i ts imple- 

mentation island-wide; 
Ob~ec(ive Related to Client Impac~ 
I .  To improve thefunct ioningof  those families:in which children have 

been:abused or neglected or are l ikely to be abused Or neglec ted,• 
.. which 'have at least one.parent in the region and.which have a reason- 
. ablep0tential of. staying together i f  social, services are provided. 

Child Protection Center: Baton RoUge9 Louisiana 
I. To provide expeditious intervention for and. 

disposition of child abuse referral s~ .. . . .  
I. To improve cl ient functioning by developing 

a variety of treatn~nt approaches for abuse. 

i ! i .  To foster coordinated con~nity-wide child 
abuse services. 

IV. To integrate physicians and certain other 
professionals into the child abuse service 
system by directing education efforts toward 
these target groups. 

V. To develop community trainingprograms for 
greater awareness and understanding of the 
dynamics of abuse and of child rearing in 
general. 

VI. To improve-the project's internal manage- 
ment and support the community need for 
additional services by gathering and ~ i n -  
taining program statist ics 

~ e d  to Community lmpact- 
II. To promote awareness and understanding in.the Bayamon Region of the  

problem of child abuse/neglect. . 
I I I .  To Change the overall community sYstemby (1) fostertngbettercoor" 

"nation among involved agencies and by (2) improving the identifica- 
tion and referral procedures currently being u s e d . . .  • 

Objective Related to Research 
i V .  To determine characteristics of abusive and neglectful parents and to 

develop indicators of potential abuse and negiect specific to Puerto• 
• Rican families. ... . 
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Table llb (continued) 

Arkansas ChildAbuse and Neglect Project: 
Arkansas 
Overall Goal St~tenmnt: Because the Arkansas 
Division of"Social Services is committed to im- 

i proving the quality of the family relationship 
so ~at a child can be safe inhis/her own hoe, 
it proposes to ~n~nstrate the feasibility of 
the volunteer ~del Which utilizes lay thera- 
pists in providing protective services to child- 
ten and families involved in the problem of 
child abuse and:neglect. 

Objectives 
I. Identify, develop, expand, contract for, 

and coordinate county-wide resources 
necessary for nmre effectiveSCAN/Social 
Services. 

I I .  Support the cooperative efforts of public 
agencies/private agencies/volunteer groups 
to provide specific services on beha l fo f  
cl ients. 

I I1 .  Ensure immediate delivery of services to 
project cl ients and encourage other agen- 
cies to accept and provideservices to pro- 
ject cl ients on a more immediate basis. 

IV. Educate the project community, including 
professionals, regarding the dynamics of 
abuse and the necessity of reporting as 
provided by state law. 

Family Care Center: Los Angelesp Cali fornia 
I .  To physically and emotionally reintegrate 

client families at the ear l iest  possible 
date, 

I I .  To develop cooperative working relat ion- 
ships withOPSS and the jud ic ia l  system. 

Ill. To expand the project°s facility and ser- 
vices so as to include mre families than 
can presently be accoedated at one tie. 

IV. To sustain the project beyond the federal 
grant period. 

V. To add new children's services, including 
a day care center, pre-school program, and 
a day/nlght crisis nursery. 

"-Chlld Developmont Center: N e a h ~  

I. ~velop more communication among community 
leaders, between parents, school staff ano 
other community workers In order to achieve a 
consensus on the priorities for meeting 
social service needs. 

II. Emphasize the need for long-range social 
service plans by encouraging discussion with 
community workers and residents in the area 
on the subject of communlty d evelol~nenl~. 

III. Obtaining recognition by comnunity leaders 
and workers and the public of the Child 
Development Center as one of the vehicles for 
discussing, planning,/and educating in the 
areas of nutrition, child develolxnent and 
family planning, as well as becoming a center 
for Informtlon and referral to appropriate 
.agencies 

i IV. 

vL 

• ° 

To encourage• and foster the t ra in ing of 
Rakahs as social workers and counselors, in 
such areas as coun.sellng In chi ld develop- 
e n t ,  marital relat ions, adolescents, parent- 
Ing, and substance abuse. 

Provide counseling for individuals in the 
Neah Bay community, in order to assist them 
in coping wlth problems relat ing to chi ld  
behavior and fragmentation of famil ies. 

Educate and encourage the education of 
parents and. prospective parents on chi ld  
developent and parent effectiveness in 
order to improve the i r  parenting ab i l i t y .  

VII.  Encourage the developent of programs to 
provide recreational ac t iv i t ies  such as 
ceramic studios, exercise classes, par t i c i -  
pation tn school programs, professional edu- 
cation for individuals of the Neah Bay com- 
mun t ty.  

VIII. Assure that children who cannot ~in in 
their natural hoes are placed in the most 
sui table envi ronent. 



Table l lb {continued) 

)miIx Resource Center: St. Louis, Missouri 

To developa family treatment approach which 
wil l reduce the incidence of abuse in FRC 
families by providing an educational and 
therapeutic environment for both parents and 
children. 

1. To improve the child abuse service network 
in the n~tropolitan St. Louis con~unity 
through establishing referral procedures 
with agencies for FRC families, identifying 
the nature and scope of FRC services for 
the agency netvJork, invoiving agency staff 
in FRC meetings and init iat ing with agen- 
cies to expand services for abusive fami- 
lies. 

iI. To provide a conmunity education program 
which wil l  develop greater awareness of the 
problem, improve the process of identifying 
and reporting suspected cases, improve 
attitudes toward abusive parents and their 
children, and'encourage community support 
for programs servicing this population.• 

I. To organize training programs for profes- 
sional, student and lay workers involved 
wi.th abused children and their parents. 
T~S~pand the relevant knowledge baseper- 

taining to child abuse by (a) participating 
in the national evaluation, (b) developing 
a process for conceptualizlng program com- 
ponents for dissemination of the FRC model 
to the fj~,Id, (c) determining methods for 
measuring, behavior change in parents and 
.children, (d).testing and diagnostic assess- 
.merit of target chi ld, (e) ident i f icat ion of 
characteristics of our cl ients, and ( f)  
formulation of ac~nission cr i ter ia .  

PACER: St. Petersburq, Florida 
I. TO provide educational programs and commun- 

ity information aimed at the public in 
general and at high risk groups in particu- 
lar. 

I f .  To provide training programs for profes- 
sionals and paraprofessionals for the pur- 
pose of increasing their knowledge of child 
abuse/neglect and of their professional 
responsibility. 

I i I .  To enhance case finding and treatment 
planning for both children and their fami- 
lies through the development of child 
trauma teams, a law intern program, and a 
child trauma medical registry. 

IV. To develop new treatment services for 
identified abusers/neglectors and potential 
parents at risk, including Parents Anony- 
mous and Parent Aides. 

V. To in i t ia te a procedure for early ident i f i -  
cation of hlgh risk famllies and a method 
for follow-up and referral to service re- 
sources, 

VI. To provide the impetus for a coordinated 
cormnunity system of combined preventive and 
corrective efforts aimed at minimizing 
chtld abuse and neglect in Ptnellas County. 

Panel for Famil 2 Living: Tacoma, Washlngton 

I. Toprovide a method of. developing coordinated 
community services in child abuse and neglect. 

II. To provide direct services to parents in 
order to reduce the incidence of abuse and 
neglect in their families. 

III. To promote and improve con~nunlty awareness 
and attitudes regarding abuse and ~glect. 

IV. To provide training resources for involved 
professionals and paraprofessionals in the re- 
cognition and appropriate handling of cases of 
real and suspected abuse and neglect. 

V. To develop ongoin~ research and evaluation of 
PFFI_'s activities. 

.:~ 

Union County Protective Services Demonstration Pro ect: Elizabetht New Jersey 
I .  To focus on internal  project workings in order to function more ef fect ively as a project, part icu- 

la r l y  with regard to improving communication, improving the qual i ty of sUpervision and:establish- 
ing standardized programprecedures. . ~ 

I f .  To achieve better delivery of services fo r  abuse/neglect cl ients. 

I l l .  To establish and/or use effective t ra in ing programs to improve services and maintaln them at a 
high level. 

IV. To have parents and other agencies view us as a helping-agency, rather than punit ive, lega l ls t i c ,  
or for cr is is  intervention only. 

V. To develop and explore various service modalities and assess their  effectiveness. 
V I .  To educate society, including professionals, in chi ld rearing methods and in the cause of abuse 

and neglect. . . . . . . .  
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SECTION I I I :  PROJECT STRUCTURES 

i 

The p r o j e c t s  r e p r e s e n t  very  d i f f e r e n t  ways in  which c h i l d  abuse 

and n e g l e c t  s e r v i c e  programs might be o rgan ized  and t h e  k inds  o f  a c t i -  

v i t i e s  t h e y  might pursue (see Table I I I ) .  T h e y  do n o t ,  however,  r e p r e -  

sent  t h e  r a n g e 0 f  models t h a t  C u r r e n t l y  e x i s t  in  the  f i e l d ,  nor  t h a t  

m~ght be t e s t e d  ou t .  whi le  the  d e t a i l s  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s  

in terms o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l ,  s t a f f ,  c l i e n t  and se rv ice ,  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

a re  p r e s e n t e d  i n  subsequent  s e c t i o n s  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  he re  we d i s c u s s  

the  more genera l  d i f f e r e n c e s  and s i m i l a r i t i e s  in  o rde r  t o  c ap tu r e  a 

s e n s e  o f  what s t r u c t u r e s  the  p r o j e c t s  do r e p r e s e n t -  

A. Organ iza t iona l  B a s e  

Six o f  t he  p r o j e c t s  were housed in  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e  a g e n c i e s ,  

and as such r e p r e s e n t  v a r i a t i o n s  o f  t he  P r o t e c t i v e  S e r v i c e s  Model. 

-Adams County began by t e s t i n g  t h e  m e r i t s  o f  e s t a b l i s h i n g s p  e c i a l i z e d  

i n t a k e  w i t h i n  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  and t h e n  evo lved  i n t o  a t r e a t m e n t  

Imi t  f o r  p a r e n t s  and c h i l d r e n ;  Ar l i ng tou  and Baton Rouge demons t r a t ed  

t he  b e n e f i t s  o f  expanding the  c a p a b i l i t i e s  e r a  p r o t e c t i v e  s e rv i ce s :  

u n i t  t o  a more i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  model fo r  both  i n t a k e  and t r e a t m e n t ;  

Bayamon r e p r e s e n t e d  the  implementa t ion  o f  a s p e c i a l i z e d  u n i t  w i t h i n  

p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  in which p r o f e s s i o n a l l y  t r a i n e d  s o c i a l  workers  

worked wi th  s p e c i a l  ca ses ;  Arkansas '  model was t h a t  o f  p r o t e c t i v e  se r -  

v i c e s  c o n t r a c t i n g  with a p r i v a t e  agency to  p rov ide  s e r v i c e s  t o  a l l  

abuse cases  us ing  lay t h e r a p i s t s ;  and Union County showed t he  p o s s i o  

b i l i t i e s  o f  a p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  agency p r o v i d i n g  comprehens ive  s e r -  

Vices t o  c l i e n t s  th rough the  use o f  purchase  o f  s e r v i c e  c o n t r a c t s  

with  l o c a l  p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s .  
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TABLE I t I :  Dimensions o f  What P r o j e c t s  Were Demunstratin~ 

V a r i a b l e  

Ilost Agency 

Affiliation With 
[lost Agency 

Service 
Or ien t a t i on  

Client  
Or i en t a t i on  

S t a f f  

L~i:ere 
Iloused 

Se t t i ng  

Adams 
Count)" 

CPS 

Direc t  

Treatment 

Pa ren t s  
c h i l d r e n  

Mixed pro-  
f e s s i o n a l  

lay 

I n  o w n  

space 

Informal 
office 6 
"residen- 
tial 

Arlington 

CPS 

Direct  

Treatment 

Parents 6 
ch i l d r en  

Primarily 
Profes- 
sional 

In hos t  
agency 

F o r m a l  • 

o f f i c e  

Baton 
Rouge 

CPS. 

Direc t  

Treatment 

Parents  

Primarily 
profes- 
sional 

in own 
space 

F o r m a l ,  

office 

Bayamon 

CPS 

Direc t  

Treatment 

Parents  

Primarily 
p r o f e s -  
s i ona l  

In own 
space 

Formal, 
office 

~rkansas  jAngeles Neah ~ y  

CPS ] l losp i t a l  r i b a l  
I Council 

Contrac- {Direct 
t ua l  

Treatment 

Parents 

Primarily 
lay 

In own 
space 

In fo rma l ,  
o f f i c e  

Treatment 

:amilies 

4i xed pro- 
fesional 
G lay 

In own 
space 

Formal 
o f f i c e  
residen- 
tial 

Direct  

Secondary. 
) revent ive  

' a ren ts  

Primarily 
community 
workers 

Within 
hos t  
agency 

Formal,  
o f f i c e  

St .  Louis 

Hospi ta l  

I n d i r e c t  

Treatment 

Families 

~xed pro- 
fessional 

lay 

In own 
space 

Informal, 
res iden-  
t i a l  

St.  
Pe te r sburg  

Private 
agency 

Direct  

Secondary 
) r even t ive  

)a ren t  s 

Primarily 
p r o f e s -  
s i o n a l  

Withln 
host 
~agency 

Formal, 
o f f i c e  

Tacom 

Private 
Agency 

Direc t  

Onion 
County 

CPS 

Direct 

T r e a t m e n t  Treatment  

Pa r en t s  P a r e n t s  

P r i m a r i l y  
v o l u n t e e r  

Within 
hos t  

I n f o r m a l ,  
~ff ice  

P r i m a r i l y  
p r o f e s -  
s i o n a l  

I n  own 
space 

Formal , 
~ f f i c e  

t 
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Two o f  the  p r o j e c t s  had h o s p i t a l s  as t h e i r  hos t  agenc i e s .  In Los 

Angeles ,  t he  concept o f  a r e s i d e n t i a l ,  t h e r a p e u t i c  program fo r  c h i l d -  

pen was t e s t e d  ou t ;  i n  St .  •Louis ,  where t i e s  w i t h  the  h o s p i t a l  became 

more i n d i r e c t  over  t ime ,  a f a m i l y - o r i e n t e d  t h e r a p e u t i c  program was 

demons t ra ted .  1 
Two o f  the  p r o j e c t s  were housed i n  p r i v a t e  agenc i e s .  In S t .  P e t e r s -  

burg ,  a county-based  j u v e n i l e  we l fa re  board sponsored  ~a p r o j e c t  which 

t e s t e d  t he  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  • o f  implement ing  p r e v e n t i v e  and t r ea tmen  t s e r -  

v i ces  t h rough  community o r g a n i z i n g  s t r a t e g i e s .  Tacoma's  • p r o j e c t  was 

a p r i v a t e  agency which r e l i e d  h e a v i l y  on v o l u n t e e r s  t o  implement a 

community-wide Coord ina t ing  body, which a l s o  p r o v i d e d  e d u c a t i o n a l  and 

t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s .  
F i n a l l y ,  t he  p r o j e c t  in  Noah Bay was housed in  a T r iba l  Counc i l ;  

i t  t e s t e d  a v a r i e t y  o f  p r e v e n t i v e  and communi ty -o r i en ted  t r e a t m e n t  s e r -  

v i c e s .  .. 
Whi le  a l l  p r o j e c t s  were t i e d  t o  an agency as t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

base, f o r  a few o£ the  P r o j e c t s  the  agency e i t h e r  was o r  became th__ee 

community-wide c o o r d i n a t i n g  body f o r  the l o c a l  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  

system. The Panel fo r  Family Living in Tacoma, t he  c l e a r e s t  example ' 

of  t h i s ,  was P i e r c e C o u n t y ' s  Advisory Board o r  c o o r d i n a t i n g  body fo r  

nbuse and n e g l e c t .  In t h i s  sense ,  t he  p r o j e c t  was s t r a t e g i c a l l y  based 

w i t h i n  the  community - ,  not  a s i n g l e  agency.  The P a n e l ' s  membership 
The was made up o f  a l l  the  key c h i l d  s e r v i n g  agenc i e s  in  t he  county .  

Panel's staff served these agencies as well as serving Panel clients. 

The St. Petersburg project developed such a strategical base during 

the demonstration period, and as the demonstration period • came to a 

close and the project itself closed down, the Advisory Board established 

by the project emerged as its own agency, maintaining the name of PACER. 

Several of the other projects spawned such community-wide Advisory !~ 

Boards that became coordinating bodies or agencies in their own right, 

notably Arlington and Union County. 

l i t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  n o t e t h a t w h i l e  Baton ROuge and Tacoma were 
not  h o s p i t a l - b a s e d p r o j e c t s ,  bo th  were housed on h o s p i t a l g r o u n d s .  
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B. Service  O r i e n t a t i o n  

The kinds o f  s e r v i c e s  o f f e r e d b y  a projec t  d e f i n e s ,  in par t ,  the 

overa l l  s tructure  be ing  t e s t e d .  ~ Serwices maybe grouped into  primarF pre- 

vent ive  ( s e r v i c e s  o r i e n t e d  toward the community in genera l ) ,  s econdary  

prevent ive  ( s e r v i c e s  for  p o t e n t i a l  abusers o r n g g l e c t o r s ) ,  and d i r e c t  

treatment.  Of the e leven  p r o j e c t s ,  none - -  because o f  the des ign o f  

the overa l l  demonstration e f f o r t  - -  focused on the .del ivery o f  primary 

prevent ive  s e r v i c e s ,  a!though each, through various educational, and 

coordinat ive  a c t i v i t i e s ,  contr ibuted to  primary prevent ion.  •Two•pro - 

j e c t s ,  Neah Bay and St .  Petersburg,  primarily pursued a v a r i e t y  o f  

secondary prevent ive  s e r v i c e s  as far  ranging as community-wide recrea-  

t i o n a l  programs for  teenagers  and mothers, and maternity ward monitor-  

i n g  a c t i v i t i e s .  The remaining projec t s  focused on treatment s e r v i c e s ,  

although each did serve some number o f  p o t e n t i a l  abuse and n e g l e c t  

c a s e s ,  

C. Cl ient  Or ienta t ion  ~ ~. 

The kinds o f  c l i e n t s  served a lso  helps to  d~fine t h e - s t r u c t u r e  a pr ° -  

gram represents .  Most o f  the pro jec t s  were or iented  toward providing 

d i rec t  treatment s e r v i c e s  to  parents with backupsupport ive  s e r v i c e s  

that  benef i ted  the whole family.  •These pro jec t s  inc lude:  Baton Rouge, 

Bayamon, Arkansas~ St.  Petersburg,  Tacoma,,Union County and Neah Bay. 

Two p r o j e c t s ,  Adams County and Arl ingt0n,  provided s e r v i c e s  both t o  

parents and ch i ldren  but not n e c e s s a r i l y  parents and ch i ldren  From the 

same f a m i l y .  And f i n a l l y ,  two p r o j e c t s ,  Los Angele~ and St .  Louis,  

served e n t i r e  f a m i l i e s  through the ' prov i s i on  o f  both c h i l d r e n ' s  and 

parents'  s e r v i c e s .  

D. St a f f  

The kinds o f  s t a f f  used help to  def ine  a program's s t ruc ture .  The 

e leven p r o j e c t s  represent  four d i s t i n c t  models here:  the primari ly  

p r o f e s s i o n a l  one seen in Arl ington,  Baton Rouge, Bayamon and Onion 

County; the pr imari ly  vo lunteer  or lay model seen in Arkansas and 

:i 
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Tacoma; the primarily consnunity worker model seen in Neah Bay; and 

the mixed model seen in Adams County, Los Angelesand St. Louis. 

E. F a c i l i t x .  ~ . 

The s e t t i n g  o f  a p r o j e c t - - w h e r e  i t  is  housed- -a lso  de f ines  the 

program s t r u c t u r e  being t e s t e d .  • The extreme~ are (a) t h e l f o r m a l . o f £ i c e  

s e t t i n g  w i t h i n  the host  agency as seen  in  A r l i n g t o n ,  S t .  Pe tersburg  

and Neah Bay, and (b) the inforlnal  r e s i d e n t i a l  s e t t i n g  o u t s i d e  o f  the  

host  agency as s e e n  in  Adams County, Los Angeles  and St .  Louis .  The 

major d i f f e r e n c e s  here are the  degree  t o  which the  h o s t  agency a c t u a l l y  

can o v e r s e e  the  day- to -day  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the p r o j e c t  and t h e d e g r e e  

to which clients Can feel comfortable inthespace because of its am' 

biance. The remaining projects represent variations of this theme, 

with Baton Rouge, Bayam0n and Union County in their own spaces, out- • 

side of the host agency, but in a formal office setting; and Arkansas 

and Tacoma in more informal office settings, one of which, ,Arkansas, 

was in  i t s  own space .  

L . 
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SECTION IV: ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT STYLES 

While the p r o j e c t s . t h e m s e l v e s ,  gi ven t h e i r  demonstration, s t a t u s ,  

were a l l  r e l a t i v e l y s m a l l ,  informal and unstable  compared to  most 

e x i s t i n g  s t a t e  and local  soc ia l  s erv i ce  agenc ie s ,  one s e e s  d i v e r s i t y  
among them on cer ta in  organizat ional  and management c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  

I 

Thes~ d i f f e r e n c e s  inf luenced the kinds o f  a c t i v i t i e s  the p r o j e c t s  pur- 

sued and, at t imes,  how e f f e c t i v e l y  they pursued them. Notable among the  

" I o " , o r g a n l z a t l o n a l a n d  management character  i s t i c s ° f  the p r o j e c t s  are s~ze ,  

c o m p l e x i t y ,  formal izat ion  and c e n t r a l i z a t i o n .  

'A. S ize  

S ize  may be def ined in many ways; depending upon the d e f i n i t i o n ,  

d i f f e r e n t  projec t s  appear as large ,  medium or small in  r e l a t i o n  to  t h e  

o thers ,  in considering budget a lone ,  for  example,  Union County was 

c l e a r l y  the larges t  p r o j e c t ,  with an annual budget o f  c l o s e  tO three  

t imes greater  than any o f  the others .  In terms o f  s t a f f  s i z e ,  as shown 

on Table IV, when one combines both core s t a f f  with vo lunteers  and con- 

s u l t a n t s ,  Arkansas, St.  Louis and Tacoma may be r e g a r d e d a s  large pro- 

j e c t s ,  even though the paid s t a f f  o f  each o f  these  p r o j e c t s  was r e l a t i v e l y  

small .  The sheer numbers o f  people  involved fn var ious  c a p a c i t i e s  was 

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  greater  than any o f  the other pro jec t  s , even i f  many o f  

these  persons were part- t ime or unpaid. However, when one cons iders  

numbers o f  cases as a dimension o f  s i z e ,  Arl ington,  Bat0n Rouge, Baya- 

mon and Union County emerge as the l a r g e s t .  

/ 

B. Complexity 

The complexity of a project has to do in part With size (the "larger• 

the organization,, the more complex, or. at least the moredemanding 

the managementrequirements), but also with the diversity of activities 

pursued, the diversity of disciplines orpr ofessi°ns involved.and the 

• numbers of other agencies or organizations thp project works with. All 

. , . .  
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of  the  p r o j e c t s  pursued a v a r i e t y  of  a c t i v i t i e s  --  e d u c a t i o n a l ,  coor-  

d i n a t i v e  and direct service. Some may be regardedas more complex in 

terms of activities because Of the types of clients served; Adams County, 
i 

Los Angeles and St. Louis, for example, not only served abusive an~ 

neglectful parents but children as weli. And, someprojects may be 

regarded as more complex because of the diversity of groups they attempted 

to educate; for example, Tacoma sought to provide a broad range of edu- 

cational services (seminars, workshops, classes, individual Consulta, 

tions, speeches) to every kind of audience. • However, the more relevant 

factors which differentiate complexity across these projects are (a) 

the number of disciplines or professions actively involved in the pro- 

ject and (b) the number of agencies actively worked with." Tacoma 

stands out as the project with the greatest diversity of disciplines 

and Onion County with the greatest number of agencies worked with. 

! I 
J~ 

C. Formal iza t ion  

The f o r m a l i z a t i o n  o f  an o rgan iza t ion  can be def ined  in p a r t  by 

the  amount of  f l e x i b i l i t y  or autonomy workers have in t h e i r  jobs ,  the  

amount o f  r equ i red  or vo lun ta ry  r u l e o b s e r v a t i o n ,  the s p e c i f i c i t y  o f  

job d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  and the  f o r m a l i t y  of  r e c r u i t m e n t  p r o c e d u r e s .  Once 

again ,  as d i sp layed  on Table IV,: the  p r o j e c t s  var ied  in r e l a t i o n  to  

each o the r  on these  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Rela t ive  to  the o t h e r s ,  f i v e  

p ro j ec t~  (Ar l ing ton ,  Baton Rouge, Arkansas, St .  Pe tersburg  and Tacoma) 

are regarded,  by the  s t a f f  to have a high degree ~of f l e x i b i l i t y  or  

autonomy in the  jobs.  In o the r  words, workers are allowed to  make 

dec i s ions  on t h e i r  own about how to respond to i n d i v i d u a l  cases  or  

c a r r y  out c e r t a i n  t a sks .  I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to note t h a t  t he se  f i v e  

inc lude  both publ ic  and p r i v a t e  agencies .  Observation o f  r u l e s ,  on 

t h e  o the r  hand, is  qu i t e  high in Adams County and Los Angeies,  fol lowed 

by St. Pe te rsburg  and Union County. This l i k e l y  has to  do not only  

with the  f o r m a l i z a t i o n  of  the  host  agency, but the o r i e n t a t i o n  of  t h e  

p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r  as wel l .  Neah Bay, a p r o j e c t  with low f l e x i b i l i t y  

in - jobs  and low ru l e  obse rva t ion ,  i s  thee only p r o j e c t  with a high de- 

gree of specificity in job descriptions.. Written.descriptions ofjobs, 
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o u t l i n i n g  a l l  e r a  worker':s r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  e x i s t  in t h i s  small  and 

otherwise  informal p r o j e c t ,  in a more formal way than e l sewhere .  Only 

three  o f  the  pro jec t s  (Bayamon, Los Angeles and St .  Petersburg)  used 

informal  'procedures for r e c r u i t i n g s t a f f ,  whereas a l l  the o t h e r  p r o j e c t s  

fo l lowed c a r e f u l l y  a r t i c u l a t e d  s teps  in search ing  for ,  s creen ing  and 

h i r i n g  new s t a f f .  

D/ C e n t r a l i z a t i o n  

The c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  o f  a projec t  r e f e r s  to  t h e d e g r e e  to  which 

d e c i s i o n  making and control  r e s t s  with those  at the  top o f  the organi -  

z a t i o n a l  h ierarchy  as opposed to  be ing  a shared f u n c t i o n  among a l l  

l e v e l s  o f  the s t a f f .  The projec t s  varied in  r e l a t i o n  to  each other  

on t h i s  a t t r i b u t e ,  in part depending upon whether they  were housed in 

p u b l i c  or pr iva te  a g e n c i e s .  As ind i ca ted  on Table IV, the  percept ions  

o f  s t a f f  members were that  in a l l  p r o j e c t s  except  Bayamon and Arkansas,  

most d e c i s i o n s  p e r t a i n i n g  to  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  as a whole were made by 

the d i r e c t o r ,  the advisory board and/or the  host  agency. However, i t  

was in Los Angeles and Tacoma that  workers f e l t  they made t h e  most job-  

r e l a t e d  d e c i s i o n s .  I r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  who made Organizat ional  or  job-  

spec ' i f ic  d e c i s i o n s ,  the span of  contro l  i i . e . ,  the number o f  s t a f f  

supervised by the treatment coordinator)  i n f l u e n c e d  the  amount o f  

c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  in the p r o j e c t s .  I n  Arkansas,  St .  Louis and St .  Pe ters -  

burg, for  example, 15 or more core s t a f f  or v o l u n t e e r s  and c o n s u l t a n t s  

were supervised  by one person,  whereas in Baton • Rouge, Los Angeles ,  

Neah Bay and Union County the numbers were f i v e  or fewer.  

Prototypes  o f  t h e s e  pro jec t s  do not emerge as one s t u d i e s  d i f f e r -  

ent aspects  o f  t h e i r  organ iza t iona l  and management c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

W i t h i n  the  ca tegor i e s  o f  s i z e ,  complex i ty ,  f o r m a l i z a f i o n  and c e n t r a l i -  

z a t i o n ,  p r o j e c t s  varied in  r e l a t i o n  to  each other .  Indeed,  any g i v e n  

project  which appeared high in one aspect  o f  a ca tegory  did  not neces -  

s a r i l y  appear high in o thers .  Despi te  c o g g n o n a l i t i e s a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s  

in t e r m  o f  t h e i r • g e n e r a l  purpose,  each had a unique c o n s t e l l a t i o n  o f  

Organizat ional  and management c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
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TABLE IV: O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  mid A~t~nagement C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

~a r i ab l e  

Si :e  

S t a f f  s i z e ,  i n c l u d i n g  v o h m t e e r s  and 
consultants 

Caseload size 

~tversity t)f disciplines represented 

Formali=ut ion 

..~,ouht o f  f l e x i b i l i t y  in j obs  

Rule o b s e r v a t i o n  

S l : e c i f i c i t y  o f  job  d e s c r i p t i o n s  

Formal i ty  o f  r e c r u i t m e n t  p rocedu re s  

C e n t r a l i = a t i o n  

Who makes most o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
d e c i s i o n s ?  

Who makes most job-specific decisions? 

Number of s t a f f  supervised by 
t r e a tmen t  coordinator 

Adams 
County 

| 
,=. . .Baton Los St. St. I . Onion 

Arlington Rouge Bayamon Arkansas Angeles Neah Bay Louis Petersburg Tacoma County 
f 

~{ed ium Sin, I I Sma I I Smal I Ln rge Smu I I 

Smal I Large Large Large Medium S~al I 

Low 

LOW 

High 

Medium 

Formal 

Director 

Super -  
v i s o r .  

lO 

Mederate Low Low Moder~at e LOw 

lligh lligh Low 

Low Low Low 

Medium ~Jedium ~tedium 

Formal F o m a l  I n f o r -  
mal 

D i r e c t o r  Board/  S t a f f  
host 
agency  

Super-  Super -  Super -  
visor visor visor 

.7 S II 

KEY 

S t a f f  S ize :  small = under 2S; medium= 25-55;  la rge  = 56÷ 

Caseload Size:  small  = under 26; medium = 26-$5;  l a rge  = 56+ 

Complexity: low ffi under Sdisciplines; medium ffi 5-7 disciplines; large ffi 8+ 

Formalization scores based on responses to s~andardized scales. 

Small Large ~4cdium Lurge P~dium 

Small  Medium Small  Medium Large 

Low Med e ra t e  Moderate High Moderate 

High Low Low Low High High Low 

Low Hi gh Low Low Medium Low Hed ium 

Medium Medium High Medium Low LOW I Medium 

Formal Infor- Formal Formal In for- For~al Formal 
mal mal 

Staff Director Host Director 
agency 

Super- Worker Director Director 
v i s o r  

16 3 3 IS 

Board Director Board/ 
host • 
agency 

Director Worker Director 

21 12 4 
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SECTION V: STAFFING PATTERNS AND STAFF CflARACTERISTICS 

It i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  compare the s t a f f i n g  patterns  and s t a f f  charac- 

t e r i s t i c s  o f  the eleven projects  with s p e c i f i c i t y .  S t a f f  s i z e s  were 

r e l a t i v e l y  sn~11; turnover was r e l a t i v e l y  high.  N e i t h e r  the ind iv idua l s  

employed by the projec t s  nor t h e i r  r o l e s ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and p o s i -  

t i o n s  were s t a t i c .  The numbers o f  core s t a f f  Varied over time; core 

s t a f f  worked both f u l l  time or part time. In addit ion to  core s t a f f ,  

p r o j e c t s  used consul tants  and vo lunteers  in a myriad o f  d i f f e r e n t  capa- 

c i t i e s ,  for  varied amounts o f  t ime. Thus, in order to  dep ic t  the s t a f f  

o f  the e leven p r o j e c t s ,  we must t a l k  about averages and approximations 

(see Tables Va and Vb). 
Of a l l  the project  d i r e c t o r s ,  most were p r o f e s s i o n a l l y  t ra i ned  

s o c i a l  workers and had several  years o f  experience  working in the s o c i a l  

s erv i ce  area; fewer than h a l f  had been working d i r e c t l y  with c h i l d  

abuse /neg lec t  at the time the p r o j e c t s  began. Host did not have t o t a l  

control  over projec t  operat ions ,  but were accountable to  a s u p e r v i s o r  

in the host  agency and/or advisory board. 

A l l  o f  the  projec t s  had a small number o f  core s t a f f ,  ranging 

from three  ( in Neah Bay) t o a b o u t  25 (in Union County), with a mean 

o f  10 across  pro jec t s .  However, the actual  number o f  people  p a r t i c i j  

pat ing regu lar ly  in  the pro jec t s  inc luding  consu l tants  and vo lunteers  

varied dramat ica l ly ,  from f ive  (in Neah Bay} • toaround 134 (in Arkansas 

The average number o f  people p a r t i c i p a t ! n g i n t h e  p r o j e c t s  was c l o s e  

to  30, or about two consul tants  and vo l unteer s  for  every core s t a f f  

member. The t o t a l  person-years spent on pro jec t  . a c t i v i t i e s  in a year 

varied from approximately 3.4 in Neah Bay and 8 I in St .  Petersburg 

to  18.8 in Los Angeles and 23.7  in Union County; t h e  average number o f  
I 

person-years  spent annually was approximately 13.4.  The l o g i s t i c s  o f  

managingthe  pro jec t s  varied g r e a t l y ,  depending both on the numbers Of 

core s t a f f  and volunteers  and c o n s u l t a n t s ,  as wel l  as on the v a r i e t y  

o f  tasks•performed by these ind iv idua l s .  Volunteers do not c o m e t o  

these  p r o j e c t s  for  f r e e ,  even i f  they remain Unpaid•and unreimbursed. 
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'rhcy need t o  be s u p e r v i s e d  and d i r e c t e d ,  c0o rd i f i a t ed ,  and i ~  some c a s e s  

moni.tored. This  a l l  t a k e s  co re  s t a f f  t ime which would o t h e r w i s e  be 

d i r e c t e d  toward o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s .  

The p e r s o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the  c o r e s t a f f  v a r i e d  g r e a t l y  
, f 

a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s  on a l l  but  o n e  a t t r i b u t e  - -  83~ o f  a l l  co r e  s t a f f  a c r o s s  

p r o j e c t s  were female .  At a l l  p r o j e c t s ,  the  m a j o r i t y  o f  s t a f f  were f e -  

male.  At any t ime du r ing  t h e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n ,  no more than  two p r o j e c t s  

had male d i r e c t o r s .  Th is  appea r s  t o  be a c l o s e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t he  c h i l d  

abuse  f i e l d  in  g e n e r a l ,  bo th  in  terms o f w h o  works in  programs and who 

r e c e i v e s  s e r v i c e s .  The p r o f e s s i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  o f  c o r e  s t a f f  m~mbers 

v a r i e d  a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s  wi th  as  many as t h r e e  out  o f  f o u r  p o s s e s s i n g  

g r adua t e  d e g r e e s  in some p r o j e c t s  (Baton Rouge and Bayamon) and as 

few as one out  o f  f o u r  in  o t h e r s  (Arkansas,  Neah Bay a n d  Union c o u n t y ) .  

Years o f  e x p e r i e n c e  in  the  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  a rea  p r i o r  t o  employment in  

the  p r o j e c t s  l i k e w i s e  v a r i e d  from as many as t h r e e  ou t  o f  f o u r  ( i n  S t .  

P e t e r s b u r g )  wi th  a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  y e a r s  e x p e r i e n c e  t o  as  few as one ou t  

o f  f i v e  ( in  Arkansas ) .  These d i f f e r e n c e s  r e f l e c t  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  emph a-  

ses  o f  p r o j e c t s  in t e rms  o f  what they  were d e m o n s t r a t i n g  and how t h e y  

chose to  d e m o n s t r a t e  i t ,  as wel l  as c e r t a i n  r e g u l a t i o n s  and s i t u a t i o n s  

t h a t  governed t he  h i r i n g  p r o c e s s .  Very few s t a f f  members in  any o f  

t h e  p r o j e c t s  had had d i r e c t  e x p e r i e n c e w i t h  c h i l d  abuse  and n e g l e c t  

c a s e s ;  t h i s  i s  r e f l e c t i v e  o f  t h e  s t a t e  o f  the  c h i l d  abuse  f i e l d  in  
~J  

19,~ more than  a n y t h i n g  e l s e .  

~( Every p r o j e c t  had some c o r e  s t a f f  whose . . functi°n was p r i m a r i l y  

concerned  wi th  d i r e c t  t r e a t m e n t s e r v i c e s  f o r  p a r e n t s  a n d / o r  c h i l d r e n .  

In a l l  p r o j e c t s ,  t h e s e  i n d i v i d u a l s  were a s s i s t e d  by c o n s u l t a n t s  and 

v o l u n t e e r s .  In o r d e r  t o  manage d i r e c t  t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s ,  most o f  t h e  

p r o j e c t s  s e p a r a t e d  t h e  f u n c t i o n  o f  d i r e c t  s e r v i c e s  c o o r d i n a t i o n  o r  

s u p e r v i s i o n  from t h a t  o f  t he  p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r .  Such a s e p a r a t i o n  o f  

f u n c t i o n s  appeared  b e n e f i c i a l ,  s i n c e  in  gene ra l  t he  demands p l a c e d  

on a d i r e c t o r  in  p r o j e c t s  such as  t h e s e ,  which were a t t e m p t i n g  t o  accom- 

p l i s h  many d i f f e r e n t  k inds  o f  g o a l s ,  s imply  d id  not  a l l o w  t h e  d i r e c t o r  

t ime to  be concerned  wi th  t he  d e t a i l s  o f  t r e a t m e n t  program management. 

Many p r o j e c t s ,  i n c l u d i n g  Adams County,  A r i i n g t o n ,  Baton Rouge and Bayamon, 
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chose to rely primarily on professionally trained social workers who 

wcre part of their core staff as their treatment providers. Others, 

notably Los Angeles, St. Louis and Tacoma, preferred to use a mixture 

of professional and lay treatment workers on a routine basis. Union 

County, by virtue Of State andcounty regulations} employed primarily 

inservice trained social workers as their main treatment providers. 

In both Arkansas and St.Petersburg treatment was primarily provided 

by laypersons who were not considered part of the "core" staff. 

In addition to project directors and treatment workers, all pro- 

jects had some staff and consultants or volunteers filling important 

functions in the areas of coordination, training and education. Some 

projects, notably Baton Rouge, Bayamon, St. Petersburg and Tacoma, 

established full time positions for community educators, community 

lia£s0n specialists, and the like. Other projects assigned these re- 

sponsibilities to core staff who also provided treatment services or 

to other individuals participating with the project. Those projects 

thatdid establishspecial positions or minimally special committees 

for these functions seem to have been able to at least take a more 

planful approach to these activities if not a more successful one. 

The turnover rate across projects was relativel~ high, which iS 

~eflective of the child abuse field in genera1 although it may also be 

reflective of demonstration projects. The overall turnover rate 

(of individuals, not positions) was about 38~ over the lifetime of 

the demonstration, a figure comparable to other social service pro- 

grams. These rates did vary greatly across projects, from as low as 

I/9 in Bayamon to 2/5 in Baton Rouge, St. Louis and Tacoma, and 1/1 

in Los Angeles. The departure of staff members in these relatively 

small projects put a considerable burden on the rest of the staff mem- 

bers who had to pick up additional, responsibilitiesuntil a newperson 

could be hired and trained. Almost all changes in staff caused signi- 

ficant disruption of project activities. Six of the projects exper ~ 

ienced turnover in the director's position; 1 one of these, Arlington, 

l l n  Arkansas ,  whi le  the  t i t u l a r  d i r e c t o r  o f  t h e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p ro -  
j e c t  from s t a t e  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  d id  t u r n o v e r ,  t he  S t a t e D i r e c t o r  o f  
SCAN d id  n o t ,  and t h e r e f o r e  Arkansas  i s  no t  i n c l u d e d a s  one o f  t he  s i x .  
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e x p e r i e n c e d  two such changes .  While the  l o s s  o f  a d i r e c t o r  was d i s r u p -  

t i v e ,  f o u r  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  chose t o  h i r e  a new d i r e c t o r  from w i t h i n  

the existing staff; this greatly facilitated continuity. The two pro- 

jects (Tacoma and Baton Rouge) that sought new directors from outside 

lost at least six months to transitlonal activities -- a great disad- 

vantage f o r  a 36 month p r o j e c t .  

In g e n e r a l ,  v o l u n t e e r s  and c o n s u l t a n t s  were used by t h e  p r o j e c t s  

in  a v a r i e t y  o f  c a p a c i t i e s  Some p r o j e c t s ,  n o t a b l y  S t .  Louis  and 

Tacoma, used t h e s e  n o n - c o r e  S t a f f  in  many more r o l e s  t h a n  o t h e r s ,  b u t  

some r o l e s  are  common a c r o s s  a lmost  a l l  o f  the  p r o j e c t s .  

Most projects used volunteers to complement their own core staff 

in the provision of treatment services. Ali projects but Baton Rouge, 

Bayam0n , Los Angeles and Neah Bay used volunteers (or reimbursed volun- 

teers) as lay therapists/parent aides. In some projects, notably Arkan- 

sas, these lay therapists played a role in actually managing cases 

and making sure they go t the services needed; in others, such as Adams 

County and Arlington, the lay therpists Provided additional supports 

to cases •being managed by core staff members. All projects used con- 

sultants to advise on individual cases and, in all projects but St. 

Louis, consultants (often unpaid) were used on multidisciplinary review 

teams (.for some projects, Adams County, Tacoma and St. Petersburg for 

example!, these teams revie~qed more than just the projects' own cases). 

In addition, volunteers were used to supply babysitting and transpor- 

tation ~for clients and other similar support services. • 

Ali projects except for Bayamon used consultants and/or volunteers 

Off an Advisory or Community Board. The viability and responsibilities 

of the boards varied dramatically from projects such as Arkansas, St. 

Louis and Tacoma where the board actually had veto power over the 

directors' decisions, to Adams County or Neah Bay where the boards 

were strictly advisory. In some projects, Tacoma, Baton Rouge and 

Union County for example, the board met regularly and made major con- 

tributions t o  t h e  f u n c t i o n i n g  o f  t h e  P r o j e c t ;  in  o t h e r  p l a c e s ,  Los 

Ange les ,  f o r  example,  t h e  Board met i n f r e q u e n t l y .  

Many o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  used v o l u n t e e r s  t o  a s s i s t  in  t r a i n i n g  a n d  

e d u c a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  as members o f  an o rgan ized  Speakers  Bureau,  tO  
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promote the project  through various  p u b l i c i t y  a c t i v i t i e s  and t o a s s i s t  

projec t  s t a f f  in a c t i v i t i e s  des igned to  br ing  about a more coordinated 

community system. A few o f  the p r o j e c t s ,  no tab ly  Adams County, Tacoma 

and St.  'Louis, were fortunate  in  secur ing  v o l u n t e e r s  to  a s s i s t  with  

o f f i c e  c l e r i c a l  work and even in project  re search .  

.TABLE Va 

Pro)ect Resources and Staffing Patterns 

P r o j e c t  
. . ~ . .  

Adams County 

Average ̀ • Average 
Number Number. 
Core I n d i v i d u a l s  
S ta f f*  Part icipat ing 
' -  ' , , i , 

13 

Estimated Approximate 
Hours Annual 
Per. Year Expenditures  

, " I , .  

47 3 7 , 6 8 0  $169,000 

15 22 29,600 226,000 

I0 14 20,620 176 ,000  

9 12 17,710 1.51,000 

7 134 34,280 129,000 

Arl ington  

Baton Rouge 

Bayamon 

Arkansas 

Los A n g e l e s  12 . . . .  23 39,170 236 ,000  
. , ,  . . . . . .  

Neah Bay 3 5 6 ,970  56,000 
"1 

St.  L o u i s  ~ 6 .73 26 ,440 160,000 

St.  Petersburg 6 55 16,860 122,500 

. 8 ~110 24,660 156,000 Tacoma 

Union County 25 29 .49,340 670,000 . -  

*Ref l ec t s  average number o f  core s t a f f  employed during three  
s e l e c t  months o f  projec t  o p e r a t i o n s .  
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TABLE Vb: Additional s t a f f  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

Bayamolt 

+ . 

Project 

Adams County 

A r l i n g t o n  

Baton Ilouge 

i : 9  i / 6  314 .. I12 

Arkansas 

Los Ange Ics 

Neah Bay 

St .  L o u i s  

St .  Petersburg 

Tacoma 

Union County 

Existence of 
Number of a Treatment 
Directors Approximate Approximate Description of Existence of Supervisor 
During Turnover  Rat io  o f  Trea tmen t  Workers ,  an Advisory  Othe r  Than 
Three Rate in ~les to Including Non-Core o r  Cow.unity Project 
Ycars Core Staff Females Staff Board Director 

Approximate  
R a t i o  o f  Core 

Approximate  S t a f f  With Here 
Ra t io  o f  Than Three  
S t a f f  With Years  Exper- 
Graduate  i e n c e  in  S o c i a l  
Degrees  to  S e r v i c e s  t o  
Those Without  Those  With Less  

1 1:3 113 1/2 1/5 P r i m a r i l y  p r o f e s -  / 1 
s i o n a l l y  t r a i n e d  
s o c i a l  workers  

3 1:2 I / IS  1/2 1/2 / / ' 

2 2:3  1/8 5/4 1/3 

P r i m a r i l y  . p r o f e s -  
s i o n a l l y  t r a i n e d  
s o c i a l  workers  

P r i m a r i l y  p r o f e s -  
s i o n a l l y  t r a i n e d  
s o c i a l  workers.  

/ I 

P r o f e s s i o n a l l y  
t r a i n e d  s o c i a l  
workers  

z :2 01i2 1/4  I15 P r i m a r i l y  l ay  
p e r s o n s  

1/2 1 / 3  I I 

114 114 

I : I  1/2 

2 1:3  0 / 6  

I 2:3  1 /4  1 /2  1 / 3  

• l i l e  t he  d i r c c t o r  o f  t h e  s t a t e  SCAN o f f i c e d i d  n o t t u r n o v e r ,  i n  f a c t  t h e  t i t u l a r  
p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  d i d ,  as  d i d  many o f  t h e  coun ty  d i r e c t o r s .  

Mix tu re  o f  p ro -  
f e s s i o n a l  and 

. l ay  p e r s o n s  

I n s e r v i c e  t r a i n e d  / 
c o m u n i t y  workers  

Mix ture  o f  p r o -  
f e s s i o n a l  and lay  
p e r s o n s  

Use o f  a 
~ I t i d i s -  Use o f  
c i p l i n a r y  ' Lay 
D i a g n o s t i c  The ra -  
Team p i s t s  

/ / 

/ 

/ 

I I l 

l 1 : 6  1 /5  ] / 2  3 / 4  P r i m a r i l y  l a y  / / ~-- J " / - 
. p e r s o n s  

z .2:3 I/4 ll~ 1ia mxture of pro- ¢ l ' / • "l 
" f e s s i o n a l  and l a y  

. . . . . .  p e r s o n s  • . 

2 2 : S  1/3 1/4 2 / 3  P r i m a r i l y  i n s e r -  / / / ' I 
v i c e  t r a i n e d  
s o c i a l  workers  

d i r e c t o r  o f  t he  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o j e c t  from s t a t e  
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SECTION VI: PROJECT SERVICE ACTIVITIES AND RELATED COSTS 1 

While the projects didpursue many of the same activities, the 

amount of time spent on these activities, the magnitude or volume of 

the activities, and their related costs varied considerablyacross 

projects. Very fewpatterns emerge which a11owfor the•neat grouping 

of projects into one or two categories. 

A. General Activities 

In addition to general day-to-day management functions, all pro- 

jects provided some staff development and training as well as devoting 

time to program planning and development (see Table Via). The average 

amount of time reported spent ongeneral management wasll%, with projects 

spending as little as 4% and 6% (St. Louis and Arlington, respectively) 

.and as much as 17% (Union City).2 Most projects spent about 5% or 

less of their time on program planning and development and an average 

of 12% on staff development and training. • When one combines these 

different project operation activities, the tremendous variance across 

projects • becomes apparent, with as little as 15% spent in Arlington 

on these functions and asmuch as 49% in Neah Bay; the average across 

all projects was 26%. While the variation does not appear to be related 

to whether an organization was top-heavy, problem-laden, well-run or 

poorly-run, it does rather directly reflect a consumption of resources 

in one area which allows for more or less activity in the areas of 

services to the community or services to clients. 

IFor more detailed discussions of project time and resource allo- 
cationsto different activities, see evaluation cost reports, listed 
in Appendix A. 

2Varying in terpre ta t ions  by projec t s  o f  e x a c t l y  what cons t i tu t ed  
"general management" may account for some o f  the v a r i a t i o n ,  
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TABLE Y i a :  P r o i e c ' t  p e r c e n t  T ime A l l o c a t i o n s  

4 6  

. . ' ~ : . l l ou r  t t o t l ~ n a  t 'ounr ,  e l i n . .  "" J . . . .  

I n d i v i d u a l  The ra•)' 2 . . . .  

Cro.p Therapy I I -- 
| . . . .  

.rare. nt s ,  AnonX1aou~ 

Parent Education Classes i . . . .  

Ck'isis I n t e r v e n t i o n  A f t e r  I n t a k e  - .  1 - -  

~L,~ , . c  aye_ - . . . .  - .  12 - -  

~ e ~ i d e n t  I : , l  C a r e  . . . . . .  

Cht  h l  D c v e l o p m e n t - ~ .  2 . . . .  

/ ' J  :,._v T h e .  r a p y  l 2 - -  

~ l a l  C h i l d  VheraJ~)~_ ° "  ""  

C r L s i ~  .~ur s e r  X 29  . . . .  

l lon~mak t n a  - -  I 9 * "  

Hedi~-a l  C a r e  : 2 2 2 -"  

_B_n b). t t t t _ .  J.n~ / Ch t .I d C,~TC . . . . . . . .  

Tr__ ~ n a p o o r t a t i o n / ~ n l l  i n ~  ' 2 8 1 -. 

L I ' s v c h o l o ~ i c a l  6 O t h e r  T6~;t i n ~  . . . .  I I 

F~ I,I ow*ltp . . . . . .  ] 

It 2 I 1 

~urafaary I n t e r m i t  i o n  : 

P r o ) e c t  O p e r a t  t o n ~  . '0 15 29 2 

Com~un i t )~  A C t l v i ~  l e t  7 S l'~ 

T r e a t m e n t  A c t i v i t  t e s  66 "b  $3  

:°Direct services t o  children 3. ~ I~ 0 

. - C a s e  n ~ m a g e m e n l  f u n c t  i o n s  1 ," 4 :  39 

. R e s e a r c h  [ E v a l u a t i o n  7 4 I 

* P l a s m a  n o t e  t h a t  c o l u m n s  do  n o t  a d d  t o  I 0 0 ' ,  o w i n  R t o  r o t m d i n £ .  
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2 . .  

35 14 
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8 '  29 

64 I 34 ' 
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12 16: 3 

171 7 
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2 • • 1 

2 1 

2 1 

I 1 

2 '1 

12 1 
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Each o f  t he  p r o j e c t s  pursued s o m e  number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  with  r e s p e c t  

to  t h e i r  lo¢a l  communit ies .  Only two, Bayamon and S t .  P e t e r s b u r g ,  

fo rmal ly  i d e n t i f i e d  these  a c t i v i t i e s  as i n c l u d i n g  those  which were p r e -  

v e n t i v e  in n a t u r e .  Indeed,  t h e c o m m u n i t y  and p r o f e s s i o n a l  e d u c a t i o n ,  

coordination , and legislative and policy activities of ali the projects 

had implications for the prevention 0f child abuse and neglect. Pive 

of the projects (Adams County, Arlington, Los Angeles, St. Louis and 

Union County) spent well under I0~ of their time on these community- 

oriented activities. These projects might be regarded as the more 

heavily direct treatment-oriented projects. Their goals, their staf- 

fing patterns, their whole orientation was moreto demonstrate methods 

for working with clients than methods of working with community systems. 

Three other projects, Bayamon, St. Petersburg and Tacoma, each spent 

close to 50~ of their time on community activities, reflecting clear 

mandates in their goals to try to change the iocal child abuse and 

neglect systemseither through coordinative or educati0nal activities. 

The remaining projects had more mixedpriorities. 

The differencesamong projects become most clear in analyzing 

both the time a11ocated to direct treatment services, in general, to 

specific kinds of treatment, and the variations in caseload size and 

service unit volumes. Fdur of the projects (Adams County, Arlington, 

Los Angeles and St. Louis) spent well over 60~ of their time on ser- 

vices to clients. Pour others (Baya~on; Neah Bay, St. Petersburg and 

Tacoma) spent under 40~. The remaining three spent approximately half 

their time on direct client services. Of the eleven projects, only- 

three (Adams county, Los Angeles and St. Louis) spent less than one- 

third of this direct services time on general case management functions 

(intake, diagnosis, review, referral, etc..) as opposed to the actual 

provision o£ services. These three projects additionaliy spent sig- 

nificant portions of the direct services time on the provision of 

treatment services to children (32~, 62~ and 23~, respectively). ~ 

These are the few projects out of the eleven which are regarded as 

having operational programs for children; Arlington also provided some 

direct Services tO children, but did not have a specific, identifiable 

E 
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group o£ c h i l d r e n e n r o l l e d  in these  treatment serv ices  over time. Thus, 

at a .macro-level ,  one s e e s  var i a t i ons  across pro jec t s  in terms o f  how. 

much e f f o r t  overa l l  was devoted t o  d irec t  treatment s e r v i c e s ,  how much 

o f  that  was spent on management funct ions  as opposed to  the ac tua l  

prov i s ion  o f  Service:s, and howmuch w a s s p e n t  on s e r v i c e s  to  ch i ldren  

as  o p p o s e d t o s e ~ v i c e s  for  adults  or! suppo~ Services  for  f a m i l i e s .  
I '  

! 

B. , S p e c i f i c  S e r v i c e  A c t i v i t i e s  ! 

~ e  sp'ecific: s e r v i c e s  o f f ered  and t h e i r  v o l ~ e  r e f l e c t s  var i -  

a t ions  across p r o j e c t s  ( see  Table Vlb).  F i r s t ,  projec t s  had d i f -  

re:rent c:aseload s i z e s .  1 Los Angeles and Neah B a y t T p i c a l l y  had fewer 

than 10 f a m i l i e s  in treatment; in Los Angeles the capaci ty  o f  t h e  

r e s i d e n t i a l  f a c i l i t y  for  chi ldren and various management and s t a f f i n g  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  kept the caseload s i z e  small; in Neah Bay the community 

s i z e  (approximately 1000 people) the s t a f f  s i z e  ( three  people)  and a 

basic  o r i e n t a t i o n  toward serving the com~ni ty  in general rather  than 

s p e c i f i c  f a m i l i e s  r e s u l t e d  in the small caseload s i z e .  St .  Petersburg 

had, on average, 18 f a m i l i e s  in treatment; t h i s  projec t  did not regard 

i t s e l f  as a d i r e c t  treatment program, but rather developed a small 

lay therapy program to  t e s t  i t s  f e a s i b i l i t y  in the community as one 

o f  many ' , c o , u n i t y - o r i e n t e d ,  c o , u n i t y - o r g a n i z i n g "  a c t i v i t i e s .  Of 

the remaining projec t s~  s ix  are regarded as having medium s i zed  case -  

loads ranging from 26 to  83. Two o f  these ,  Baton Rouge and Arkansas, 

s e r v e d a l l  o f  the i d e n t i f i e d  abuse, but not n e g l e c t ,  cases  coming 

in to  the county p r o t e c t i v e s e r v i c e s  system and t h e i r  case load s i z e s !  

were determined accordingly .  Adams County andBayamon, both par t s  

o f  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  s e l e c t e d  more i n t e r e s t i n g  or ser ious  cases  

coming into  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s ; t h e  number o f  Cases s e l e c t e d w a s  

l imi ted  to  meet in t erna l  c r i t e r i a  o f  des irable  worker casel0ad s i z e ;  

F i n a l l y ,  St .  Louis and Tacoma, pr ivateprograms funct ion ing  as adjuncts 

to  loca l  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  rece ived cases f roma  v a r i e t y  o f  sources  

and l imited  numbers depending upon t h e i r  treatment capac i ty .  In 

other words, a l l  p r o j e c t s  with medium or small caseload s i z e s  s e l e c t e d  

out cer ta in  types or numbers o f  cases  and did not' s e r v i c e  a l l  " i d e n t i f i e d "  

lCaseload s i z e  r e f e r s  to  the number o f  c l i e n t s  the pro jec t  considered t o  
be formally rece iv ing  s e r v i c e s  by the project  at any :point in  t ime, 
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TABLE r i b :  TYpical Average Hon th ly  S e r v i c e  Volume I 

/ 

:-~::  • 

? 

tO 

Case load  S£:e 

I n t a k e s / I n i t i a l  D iagnos i s  

Cases wi th  Court A c t i v i t i e s  

~ l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  Team Case Re£'iews 

I n d i v i d u a l  Counse l ing  o r  Therapy C o n t a c t s  

I,ay Therapy Con tac t s  

Adams 
Count y Arlington 

Baton Los Neah St. 

Rouge Bayamon Arkansas Angeles Bay 2 Louis 

75 

S t .  
P e t e r s b u r g  T a c o m a  

A v e r a g e  Across 

Union Projects Pro° 

County riding Service 

26 179 83 70 9 8 40 18 42 294 77 

22 32 27 8 44 -- 2 13 -- 8 30 . 22 

6 19 4 7 4 - - "  4 - -  4 6 6 

38  6 2 1 0  4 . . . . . .  3 4 9  14 

81 284 68 " 92 19 55 19 94 -- 114 392 118 

7 9  2 0  . . . .  3 6 8  5 - -  2 8  1 3 5  18 ' 11.9 9 6  

,Family/Couples Counseling Sessions I 26 32 -- 34 -- 4 -- 27 -- 58 53 53 

Crisis I n t e r v e n t i o n  Contacts [ 22 55 37 7 21 6 -- 45 -- 12 249 50 

24 llour llotline Calls 

GroupTherapy Person Sessions 

Parents Anonymous Person-Sessions 

- -  12 . . . . . . . . . .  12  . . . . . .  12 

44 72 -- 4 . . . . . .  " 106 -- 20 28 46 

54  - . . . . .  4 5  . . . . . .  9 8  - -  - -  6 6  

Day Care Child-Scssions • J -- . •153 . . . .  8 . . . .  22 . . . .  492 166 

I . . . . . .  ~- -- 167 Crisis Nursery or Residential Care 
Child-Days 

1 2 7  -- 207 . . . . . .  

Child Development Program Child-Sessions l 22 .-- -:. -- 155 -- 285 . . . .  7 117 

Child Play or Other Therapy Sessions [ I0 30 . . . . . .  lO --. 16 . . . .  7 IS 

"Homemaking Contacts -- 8 20 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  191 40 

B a b y s i t t i n g  H o u r s '  ~ _ .  2 2 2  - -  ~ . . . . . . .  8 7  1 5  . 7 ~  11 84  

.Transportation Rides . • 14 " 293 19 -- 114 42 -- 423 148 150 

Psychol?gical ~ Other Tests 8 9 6 I0 -- 4 -- 18 -- 12 3 

FollOw-up Contacts S II 4 -- 4 6 -- 5. t ._ ~ I0 3 

IDoes not include services a project may have provided sporadically. 

2By October 1976,. Noah Bay" also Offered ourt-casc activities, multidisciplinary team reviews, and a crisis nurseryand crisis interventiou. 
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cases  in  the  community. The two p r o j e c t s  with " l a rge"  c a s e l o a d s ,  

Ar l ington  with an average o f  179 cases  and Union County with an aver-  

age of  294, h6wever, were ~set up to  serve a l l  CaSes r e f e r r e d  to  the  

loca l  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s .  
In a d d i t i o n  to  case load  s i z e ,  the re  are many o the r  v a r i a t i o n s  

across  p r o j e c t s  with r e s p e c t  to  type and volume ' of  s e r v i c e s  o f f e r e d .  

All of  the  p r o j e c t s  except  St. Pe te r sburg  performed in take  and i n i t i a l  

diagnoses on cases  (St .  Pe te rsburg  gene ra l i y  worked with cases  which 

had a l r e a dy  been through t h i s  process  at the local  p r o t e c t i v e  Services  

depar tment ) .  The average number of  " in takes"  per month va r i ed  ac ross  

p r o j e c t s  (from two in Neah Bay, e igh t  in Tacoma and Bayamon, to  44 i n  

Arkansas) with the  p r o t e c t i v e  s e rv i ce s  based or a f f i l i a t e d  p r o j e c t s  

handl ing  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l a r g e r  numbers. These  p r o j e c t s  had l e s s  choice  

in accep t ing  cases  for  in take  than did the p r i v a t e  agency-based pro-  

j e c t s .  The seemingly l a rge  number of  in takes  in Adams County r e l a t i v e  

to case load  s i z e  i s  expla ined  by the  fac t  tha t  t h e p r o j e c t  did in takes  

on many cases  t ha t  were then r e f e r r e d  on t o a n o t h e r  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r -  

v ices  un i t  fo r  t r e a t me n t .  
All o f  the  p r o j e c t s  except  for  Neah Bay and St .  Pe te rsburg  p e r -  

formed c e r t a i h  c o u r t - r e l a t e d  func t ions  for  t h e i r  cases ;  the  number 

o f  cases pe r  month with c o u r t - r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t i e s  was g e n e r a l l y  small ,  

wi th  an a c r o s s - p r o j e c t  average of  about six (Arl ington was the  excep-  

t i o n  he re ,  with 19 per  month). 
During most • o f  the  demonst ra t ion  per iod ,  a l l  p r o j e c t s b u t  Neah 

Bay, St .  Louis a n d S t .  Pe te r sburg  p r o v i d e d m u i t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  team r e -  

views fo r  t h e i r  cases .  The d i f f e r e n t  numbers of  cases reviewed by 

such teams not only r e f l e c t s  d i f f e r e n t  p r o j e c t  caseload s i ze s  but 

• a lso  d i f f e r e n c e s  in t he  kinds of  teams and how cases were reviewed.  
• In Adams County, fo r  exampie, with an average of  58 reviews per  month, 
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a l l n e w  i n t a k e s  i n t o  the  p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s  d e p a r t m e n t ,  no t  a l l  o f  

which were seen by the  p r o j e c t  i t s e l f ,  r e c e i v e d  a review as mandated 

by s t a t e  law. Thus, e i g h t  or  I0 cases  may have been reviewed a t  a 

s i n g l e  two-hour  weekly meet ing  o f  t h e  team. In A r l i n g t o n  and Baton 

Rouge, workers i d e n t i f i e d  p a r t i c u l a r l y  p rob l ema t i c  ca se s  t o  b r i n g  to  

t h e  team;  t he  team reviewed two t o  t h r e e  cases  pe r  mee t ing ,  t h e r e b y  

often spending a full hour on one case. Similarly in Tacoma, cases 

received:ve~ intense, thoroughreview; here, however, not only did 

p r o j e c t  t r e a t m e n t  workers p r e s e n t  Gases but  any  worker in  t he  county  

was f r e e  t o  do the  same. This team met more s p o r a d i c a l l y  than  d i d  

t i le  one in A r l i n g t o n ,  e x p l a i n i n g  the  s m a i l e r  number. In Los Ange les ,  

w i th  f o u r  team reviews pe r  month and an average  c a s e l o a d  o f  n i n e ,  

i t  becomes apparent  t h a t  cases  were b rough t  back t o  t he  team o f t e n  

fo r  rev iew (approx ima te ly  every  o t h e r  month) ,  whereas in  p r o j e c t s  

such as Adams County o r  Union County,  more t h a n  one team review p e r  

case was t h e  e x c e p t i o n  r a t h e r  t han  the  r u l e .  The most s a l i e n t  d i f -  

f e r e n c e  between team reviews seems to  have been t h e  amount o f  t i m e  

s p e n t  pe r  ca se ,  and thus  the  amount o f  d e t a i l e d  a t t e n t i o n  any case  

r e c e i v e d  from the  team. 

All of the pr0jec£s except for St. Petersburg offered individual• 

counseling or therapy to their clients. 1 The St Petersburg clients 
• " . [" 

received individual counseling fromthelocal protective services 

department. Individual counseling•or•therapy served as the core 

treatment services provided to clients in these projects. Almost all 

clients received individual counseling or therapy and one or two other 

services. However, the amount of individual counseling or therapy pro- 

vided to clients did vary across projects. On average, eight of the 

projects (Adams County, Arlington, Bayamon, Los Angeles, Neah Bay, 

Iother than multidisciplinary team reviews, a content analysis of 
the services offered by these projects showed that same-named services 
were actual iy delivered in the same way (if individual counseling and 
individual therapy are merged into one categorY), i.e., consisted of the 
same thing, across projects. See BPA Adult Client Working Paper #I. 
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St.  Louis, Tacoma and Union County) provided ind iv idua l  cotmsel tng or  

the rapy  to  cases  more than once a month. Of t he se ,  o n l y  Los Angeles,  

Neah Bay and Tacoma provided,  on average~ more than two s u c h c o n t a c ~ s  

a month. This does not imply tha t  in the o the r  p r o j e c t s  cases  were • 

not seen by the  p r o j e c t s  as o f t en  as twice a month, b u t r a t h e r  t h a t  

on average they  r ece ived  ind iv idua l  counsel ing or  t he rapy ,  which•was 

t y p i c a l l y  o f f e r e d  by the pr imary case manager, t ha t  i n f r e q u e n t l y .  

Of course ,  cases  i n t h e •  e a r l y  s tages  of  t rea tment  were probably  seen 

at g r e a t e r  f requency;  cases  which had been in t rea tment  q u i t e  a while 

were p robab ly  seen l e s s  f r e q u e n t l y .  

Lay the rapy  or  pa ren t  aide eounse l i ngwas  o f f e r e d  by a l l  but Baton 

Rouge, Bayamon and Neah Bay. I n  most p r o j e c t s  lay  t h e r a p y c o u n s e l i n g .  

was provided to  a subset  o f  the p r o j e c t s '  caseloads .  In some of  t hese  

p r o j e c t s ,  no t ab ly  Tacoma and Union County, the lay  therapy  counse l ing  

was cons idered  a p r i m a r y • s e r v i c e  fo r  these  cases ;  the  lay t h e r a p i s t  

or  parent  a ide  func t ioned  very much as a case manager. In o t h e r  p r o -  

j e c t s ,  i t  was provided as an a n c i l l a r y  s e rv i ce .  In Arkansas,  however, 

lay the rapy  was provided to  a l l  c l i e n t s ,  and i t  was the  pr imary s e r -  
v ice  o f f e r e d .  

All bu t  Arkansas,  Neah Bay and St.  Pe tersburg  o f f e r e d  fami ly  o r  

couples  Counseling.  In Adams County , St .  Louis and Tacoma t h i s  parl- 

t i c u l a r  s e rv i ce  was used more f r e q u e n t l y  with c l i e n t s  • t h a n i n  a n y : o f  

t h e  o t h e r  p r o j e c t s ,  but n o t a s  f r e q u e n t l y  a s ind iv idua l  counse l ing .  

In terms o f  c r i s i s  o r i e n t e d  s e r v i c e s ,  a l l  p r o j e c t s  but Neah B a y  

and St .  Pe te r sburg  formal ly  provided c r i s i s  i n t e r v e n t i o n  c o n t a c t s .  

I n  add i t i on ,  Baton Rouge, Ar l ing ton  and St.  Louis rece ived  c r i s i s  c a l l s  

on a 24-hour bas i s .  The amount of  c r i s i s  i n t e r v e n t i o n  performed by 

p r o j e c t s  did vary  c ons i de r a b ly ,  w i t h  Adams Comty ,  St .  L o u i s a n d  Union 

County providing on average about one per  month per  c l i e n t ,  and 

Ar l ing ton ,  Baton Rouge, Bayamon and Tacoma providing less  t h a n  one 

per  c l i e n t  every  two months. 

All p r o j e c t s  except  fo r  Baton Rouge and Los Angeles provided some 

f o r m  of  g r o u p s e r v i c e s  f o r  c l i e n t s .  In each of  these  p r o j e c t s  o n l y  

a small percen tage  o f  the  c l i e n t s  rece ived  these  group s e r v i c e s ,  
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however.  Group t h e r a p y  was o f f e r e d  in  Adams County;  A r l i n g t o n ,  Bayamon, 

St .  Lou i s ,  Tacoma and Union County.  Al l  bu t  S t .  Louis  had d i f f i c u l t y  

keep ing  t h i s  as a v i a b l e  s e r v i c e  wi th  a c o n s t a n t  group o f  s i x  o r  more 

meeting once a month. Adams County, Arkansas and St. Petersburg offered 

Parents Anonymous as part of their programs; Tacoma also helped to 

sponsor such a group but not necessarily for their own clients. Parent 

education classes were offered directly to clients by Adams CountY, 

St. Louis, Tacoma and Onion County. Arkansas, Bayamonand Neah Bay 

provided such Classes for the community in general; St. Petersburg 

played a significant role in getting such classes started in local 

schools. 

In looking specifically at which projects offered children's ser- 

vices, we concern ourselves with very few of the projects. AS men- 

tioned eariier, only •Adams County, Los Angeles and St. Louis had fully 

developed treatment programs for ch£1dren. In Adams County, the core 

of the program was a residential crisis nursery complemented by a 

child development program and play or other therapy for children. 

In Los Angeles, the core of the programwas longer-term residential 

care for children which included child development-oriented group and 

i n d i v i d u a l  s e r v i c e s .  And, in S t .  Lou i s ,  a t h e r a p e u t i c  day c a r e  and 

c h i l d  development  program with  s p e c i a l i z e d  c h i l d  t h e r a p y  was p r o v i d e d .  

In Arlington, day care was provided in conjunction with a local pri- 

vate agency to a small number of children'with some play therapy back- 

up, and in Union County•day care was purchased for children from other 

agencies. 

All of the projects were organized to be able to provide a variety 

0fsupportive or advocacy•services to their clients; once again, howl 

ever, some projects did so much more frequently than others. For 

example, Arlington, Arkansas, Los Angeles, St. Louis and Onion County 

were all big providers of transportation, with St Louis prOviding 

far more than any of the other projects, primarily through theuse of their 

Own bus. Arlington, Baton Rouge, Neah Bay and Union.County all ProVided 

homemaking services, with Union County providing,• through purchase of 

service, significantly more than the others. Arlington exceeded the 

other projects in directly providing clients with babysitting. 
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As a f i n a l  note  on s p e c i f i c  treatment s e r v i c e s  o f f e r e d ,  none o f  

the  p r o j e c t s  o f f e r e d  very much in the  way o£ fo l low-up  c o n t a c t s  in  a 

t y p i c a l  month. Although a l l  p r o j e c t s  acknowledge the  importance o f  

t h i s  a c t i v i t y  and many say that  in theory they do i t ,  i t  does n o t  

appear very o f t e n  in p r o j e c t  records  as a s e r v i c e  o f f e r e d .  
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C. Costs o f  Services 

As seen in Table VIc, the costs of d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  was not 

the  same at a l l  projects.  The average cost to the project  for  one 

hour 0f  work at the projects ranged from $4.00 or less in each of the 

Arkansas counties to $11.00 in Bayamonand Union County. In general,  

thosePro jec ts  with a lower average cost per hour of  work were those 

that r e l i e d  moreheavi ly  on unpaid or modestly reimbursed volunteers. 

Likewise, the average monthly cost per case ranged from $105 in 

Arl ington ( a  project With a large caseload) to $2,188 in Los Angeles 

(a pro jec t  providing intense res ident ia l  care to a small number of 

cases). The~:average monthly c o s t p e r  case across projects  of  $225 is 

probably quite Close to what t h e t y p i c a l  protect ive  services depart-  

ment can ant ic ipatespending.  
Unit costs for d i f fe ren t  services also varied across projects .  

One review by a mu l t id isc ip l ina ry  team cost a project  as l i t t l e  as 

$25 in Adams County and as much as $189 in Bayamon. With an average 

cost per hour of individual  counseling acrosspro jec ts  at $14.75, 

one county in Arkansas was well above the average at $35.50, and the 

St. Louis project  was well  be lowthe average at $7.00.  V a r i a t i o n s  

across projects f o r  lay therapy were not as great ,  with an average 

cos t  p e r h o u r  of  $ 7 . 2 5 . . G r o u p  therapy u n i t  c o s t s  ( the  cos t  per per-  

son s e s s i o n )  were qu i t e  d i f f e r e n t  across  p r o j e c t s ,  as were parent 

educat ion  c l a s s  un i t  c o s t s .  D i f f e r e n c e s  h e r e a r e  l a r g e l y  exp la ined  

by the  c r e d e n t i a l s  o f  the person(s )  running the  s e s s i o n ,  and thus  the 

sa lary  they  command, as we l l  as at tendance  (h igher  at tendance  r e s u l t s  

in s u b s t a n t i a l l y  lower un i t  c o s t s ) .  The u n i t  c o s t s  f or  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

(cos t  per  r ide)  a l so  vary dramat ica l ly  across  p r o j e c t s .  These d i f -  

. ferences are also explained by the credent ia ls  or posit ion of the 

person o f f e r i n g  the s erv i ce  ( in some p r o j e c t s  i t  was the s o c i a l  worker) 

as w e l l  as the number o f  persons  provided wi th  r i d e s  at t h e  same t ime  

(St .  Louis used a b u s  to  transport  many people  at  the  same t ime ,  

g r e a t l y  r e d u c i n g t h e  un i t  c o s t s ) .  
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TABLE ~Ic:  P r o j e c t  Costs  

Average ~lonthly Expendi tures  

Average Cost/llo)~r 

Average Honthly Cost/Case 

Uni t  Costs o f  Se lec t  Serv ices*  

" [ Cost/MultidisciplinarYReview Team. 

COSt/llour: Individual  
Counseling 

Cost/llour:,Lay Therapy 

'Cost /Person:  Group Therapy 
Session 

Cos t /Person:  Parent 
Education Session 

Cost /Ride:  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

.: . ° 

Average 
Across Adams Baton 
P r o j e c t s  County Ar l ington  Rouge 

$15,720 15,558 t8,832 

$ 7 . 5 0  5.00 9.50 
• , , . .  

$ 225 598 " 10S 

14,627 12,576 

8.25 11.00 

176 180 

J e f f .  Co Wash. Co Los St .  S t .  Unio~ 
~ayamon Arkansas ~rkansas Angeles Neah Bay Louis Petersburg Tacoma County 

5,142 5,213 1 9 , 6 9 0  4,657 13,539 10,206 12,985 55,812 
L 

3.25 4.00 5.25 9.00 7.75 11.00 
I 

120 174 2,188 582 333 851 309 190 

$ 4.75 25.00 137.00' 125.50 189.00 

| i 

$ 14.75 8.25 1 1 . 0 0  14.  SO 28.75 

$ 7 . 2 5  7.75 7.75 - -  == 

$ ~10.50 3.75 9.00 - -  69.25 

$ 9 . 5 0  5 . 7 5  : . . . . .  

$ 8.75 30.00 1 0 . s 0  30.75 -- 

= . .  

54.75 76.75 31.75 

14. '75  35.50 9.75 

4.50 5.75 - -  

. .  . -  . .  

2.50 - -  14.25 

*These f i g u r e s  have been ad jus ted  to  account f o r  r e g i o n a l  wage emd p r i c e  d i f f e r e n c e s .  

L• 

~ =  ~ 

24.75 7.001 - -  

- -  10.50 8.50 

~- 9.50 - -  

• 41.50 32.7S - -  

• - -  2.25 - -  " 

9 8 . 0 0  5 1 . 2 5  

7.75 la.5o 

17.00 10.50 

27.25 9.00 

3i  .25 19.25 

4 . 0 0  " 2 i . 7 5  



SECTION VII: CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILIES SERVED 1 

While a study of the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  the f a m i l i e s  served by 

the  p r o j e c t s  does suggest both s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s  in t h e  

kinds o f  communities and agenc ies  where the  p r o j e c t s  were s i t u a t e d  

as w e l l : a s  in p r o j e c t s '  in take  or admissions c r i t e r i a ,  most r e v e a l -  

ing is  the  f ac t  t h a t  a l l  p r o j e c t s  served a v a r i e t y  o f  cases ;  Community 

type  d id  not  t o t a l l y  d i c t a t e  the k inds  of  cases  se rved ,  nor were t h e  

p r o j e c t s  t o t a l l y  in f luenced  by the  kinds o f  admission p o l i c i e s  t hey  

had e s t a b l i s h e d  fo r  themselves (see Table VII) .  

A. Source of  R e f e r r a l s  

Cases were r e f e r r e d  to  the p r o j e c t s  from a wide v a r i e t y  o f  sources  

and very o f t e n  more than one source.  The l a r g e s t  pe rcen tage  o f  c a s e s  

across  a l l  p r o j e c t s  were r e f e r r e d  by a pub l i c  soc i a l  s e rv i ce  agencY; 

o the r  agencies  r e f e r r e d  cases in the  fo l lowing  o rder :  schools ,  hos- 

p i t a l s  and law enforcement .  Close to  10% of  the  cases  were r e f e r r e d  

by acquain tances  or neighbors;  another  10% were s e l f , r e f e r r a l s .  Only 

3% 0f the  r e f e r r a l s  were from p r i v a t e  p h y s i c i a n s .  Notable v a r i a t i o n s  

in i nd i v i dua l  p r o j e c t s  inc lude:  Arkansas and Tacoma r e c e i v e d r e l a -  

t i v e l y  h ighe r  percen ts  of  r e f e r r a l s  from p r i v a t e  phys i c i ans  (11% and 

7%), Ar l ing ton  and Bayamon r ece ived  very few r e f e r r a l s  from the  medi- 

c a l  community; Baton Rouge had qu i t e  a high • r a t e  of  r e f e r r a l  from the  

schools  (27%) as well  as law enforcement (18%); St .  Louis and Tacoma 

had high• r a t e s  of  s e l f - r e f e r r a l s  (33% and 26%). Los Angeles r e p o r t s  

t ha t  most o f  t h e i r  cases were r e f e r r e d  by the  medical community; St.  

Pe te r sburg  r e po r t s  t ha t  c lose to  o n e - t h i r d  o f  t h e i r  cases  were  s e l f ,  

r e f e r r a l s .  

1For more d e t a i l e d  d i scuss ion  o f  p r o j e c t  c l i e n t s ,  the  s e r v i c e s  
they  r ece ived  and t h e r e l a t i v e i m p a c t  o f  t hese  s e r v i c e s ,  see Adult 
Cl ien t  and Ch i l d r e n ' s  r eP0 r t s ,  l i s t e d  in •Appendix A. 
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TABLE Vll: Information on Cases Served by the Pro~ects Ddrin~ 1975 and 1976" 

V a r i a b l e  

SOurce o f  R e f e r r a l  ~ 

Private physici,~n 

t l o s p i t a l  

Social service agency 

School  

Law enfo rcemen t  

Court  

Paren t  

S i h l i n g  

R e l a t i v e  

Acqua in tm~ce /ne ighbor  

Adams Baton St. 
County Arlington Rouge. Bayamon Arkansas. Louis  

2~ 

13 

22 

6 

7 

8 

I 

6 

17 

2% --  

17 4 

II 75 

27 3 

18 2 

5 2 

16 2 

8 3 

- 11% 4~ 

14 19 

12. 35 

11 1 

• 3 3 

2 1 

' l  - -  

II I" 

17 3.  

S e l f  

Anonymous 

Case Status 

Abuse established 

Neglect established 

Type o f  Ma l t r ea tmen t  

P o t e n t i a l  a b u s e / n e g l e c t  o n l y  

~Emotional  m a l t r e a t m e n t  o n l y  

Sexua l  abuse 

P h y s i c a l  abuse 

Physical n e g l e c t  

Physical abuse and n e g l e c t  

S e v e r i t y  o f  Case 

3~ 

1s 

12 

21 

9 

3 

1 

5 

11 

11 7 2 

4 3 5 

29% I0~ 42t 

3 14 5 

4 6 33 

- - -  9 " "  

.29t 37~ 

24 II 

4196 

6 

30~ 9 t  

21 6 

2 14 

14 49 

31 18 

4 4 

25t 

22 

2 

20 

28 . 

3 

II 

4 

$1 , 

11 

8 

13~' 

17 

I 

60 

4 

5 

7t I~ 

17 19 

20 17 

5 lS 

3 II 

8 . 3 

3 4 

lO 7 

7 7 

26 5 

1 2 

Serious assault on child 

P r e v i o u s  r e c o r d / e v i d e n c e  o f  
m a l t r e a t m e n t .  

R o s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  Mal t r e a t m e n t  

Mother 

F a t h e r  

Bet h 

Other  

Legal  A c t i o n s  Taken 

None 

Court h e a r i n g  

Court s u p e r v i s i o n ,  c h i l d  home 

Temporary removal 

46% 

8 

S 

37 

4 "  

Union Ali  
Tacoma County Cases 

3% 

14 

19 

16 

8 

3 

4 

.5 

7 

10 

9 

34~ 21% ;26% 

14 1 8  12 

1896 23~ 

19 14 

2 : 'S  

39 27 

16 28 

.6 ,'4 

33% . 18% . 24% 27°o 42~ 43~, 3 7 ~  32~ 
. =  

23% 29~ 21% 63% 62% 32% 23% 32% 

54~ 50% 

20 55 

23 15 

3 5 

47% 

31 

1 6  

6 

4 8 t .  s2% 73% 

25 . '25 ~2 

14 20 14 

13 2 I 

4 9 t  

16 

34 

1 

S25 

22 

22 

5 

3o~ 

S 
l 

7 

38% 25% 44% 19~ 19~ I S t  

7 10 1 15 12 53 

4 15 - -  4 5 7 

3 15 1 4 4 43 

(Legal Act ions Taken continued on next page) 

40% 

II. 

2 

5 

28~ 

14 

2O 

28t 

.29~ 

52~ 

24 

29 

S 

31% 

10 

' 4  

8. 

I 

J 

* I n d i v i d u a l  s t a t i s t i c s  fo r  Los Angeles  ;rod St .  P e t e r s b u r g  c l i e n t s . h a v e  not  been i n c l u d e d  bec.~use 
t)f the  smal l  1lumber o f  c~ts'es on which we have d a t a ,  12 and I I ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ;  i n f o r m a t i o n  on 
these case~ has been included in calcul;~tions for the "Total" culture. Individua ! s ta t is t i cs  
f o r  Neah Bay c l i e n t s  have not been i n c l u d e d  because  the}' were no t  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  e v a l u a -  
t a r .  Numbers in  any o f  t he  v a r i a b l e  s e t s  may not  add to  10096 owing to  round ing .  

Numbers do not add t o  lO0~ s i n c e  mope than  one c a t e g o r y  may have been checked f o r  a g i v e n  c a s e .  

*~ ,* lnd ica t e s  l e s s  than  o n e - h a l f  p e r c e n t .  58  
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TABLE VI l  (cont inued} 

Var£able 

Legal Act ions  Taken (cont inued)  

F o s t e r  care  

Permanent removal 

Criminal  a c t i on  fo r  adu l t  

" Reported to  mandated agency 

Reported to  c e n t r a l  r e g i s t r y  

In fo rma t ion  on Chi ldren  

Premature c h i l d  

b ~ n t a l l y  r e t a rded  ch i ld  

P h y s i c a l l y  handicapped ch i ld  

Emot iona l l y  d i s t u r b e d  ch i ld  

A d o p t e d / f o s t e r  c h i l d  

Unwanted pregnancy . 

Adams 
County 

6% 

. .  

3 

56 

21 

Ar l ing ton  

5% 

<1 

I 

32 

40 

6% 

2 

4 

3 

4 

4 

Baton 
Rouge 

6% 

4 

21 

30 

4% ' 5% 

6 5 

3 2 

6 18 

8 1 

4 5 

In fo rma t ion  on Household: 
Composit ion 

Mother /mothcr  s u b s t i t u t e  p r e s e n t  98% 76% 

F a t h e r / f a t h e r  s u b s t i t u t e  p resen t  71 4 4  

Families with  one adul t  25 39 

Fami l ies  wi th  3 or  more a d u l t s  • 3 15 

Average number c h i l d r e n i n  family 2.3 2.0 

Families with one child 27% 45% 

Fami l ies  wi th  4 or more children 19 i2 

Families with pre=schoolers 78 57 

Bayamon 

2% 

l 

5 

Arkansas 

9% 
_L 

I 

70 

48 

St.. 

Louis 

21% 

5 

47 

I8 

Tacoma 

18% " 

1 

5 

24 

3 

Union AI 
County Cas~s 

i 

i1% 9% 

1 <1 

5 3 

60 46 

.40 30 

Iaformation on Household: 
Education 

Mother: p o s t - h i g h  schooi -. 8% 

Fa the r :  p o s t - h i g h  school 19 

No high school  degree in family 58 

In format ion  on llousehold: 
R a c e / E t h n i c i t y  

Mother: Caucasian ' 80% 

Fa the r :  Caucasian 84 .  

No minorities in family  75 

I% 

6 

I0 

2 

I 

5 

5% 

I 

5 

2 

4 

6 

8% 13% 

I 7 

4 4 

1 12 

8 4 

3 7 

4% 

4 

3 

6 

4 

6 

5% 

4 

4 

6 

S 

5 

87% 

59 

32 

10.~ 

2.6 

26% 

23 

66 

100% 

71 

2 3  

9 

3.3 

11% 

• 41  

8 3  

97% 98% 

69 51 

22 36 

9 12 

2.3 2 . 3  

32% 26% 

18 I0" 

89 97 

91% 

60 
36 

8 

2.5 

33% 

22 

88 

s4 

37 

7 

2~7 

26~ 

30 

65 

: 92% 

$ 8  

Zl 
8 

2,4 

30%, 

21 

73 

23% 

34 

50 

21% 

25 

73 

19% 

40 

63 

8% 

21 

24% 

28 

41 

26% 

26 

70 

1o% 

15 

71 

15% 
i3 
61 

69% 

72 

66 

63% 

66 

59 

48% 

4i 
38 

80% 

79 

78  

56% 

6s 
55 

92% 42% 

84 '45 

81 39 

65% 

6 8  

59 

In fo rma t ion  on Household: 
EmploYment 

Mother employed 36% 

Father  employed 80 

No employment in family 23. 

49% 

84 

19 

Information On Household: Income 

Average t0tal family • $8100 $I0,000 

Income <$5500 42% 46% 

Income >$12,000 15 i 24 

Information on llousehold: Age 

Average age Of mothers 27 yr 32 yr 

Average age o f  f a t h e r s  - 31 36 

30% 

8s 

3i 

27% 

66 

3s 

31% 

"~80 

-'29 

22% 

79. 

44 

17% ' 

76 

42 

$7400 

57% 

17 

$5000 

73% 

5 

$5400 

77% 

5 

$5500 

73% 

6 

$6000 

69%. 

7 

30 yr  

33 

31 y r  

39 

27% 

74 
38 

59 

... • . .. . / 

" ".." ' i.": :..:~~:.::.-~..!::: i~i,i/~:.:::..: :....~.~..:::.. :̧ i,:.~,.: ...~..!i:- 

$7500 
• 67% 

.13 

25 y r  • 26 yr  2b yr  31 yr 

29 30 28 36 

34% 

79 
30 

$7700 

56% 

IS 

29 yr 

33 



TABLE VII (cont inued)  

Var iab le  

Problems in IIo~{ehold Leading 
to Malt re:ttment 

Mar i ta l  

Job r e l a t e d  

Alcohol ism 

Drugs 

Phys ica l  h e a l t h  

Mental h e a l t h  

New baby 

Argument /phys ica l  f i g h t  

F inanc i a l  problems 

Mental ly  r e t a r d e d  pa ren t  

Pregttaocy 

I leavy con t inuous  ch i l d  care  

Phys ica l  spouse abuse 

Recent r e l o c a t i o n  

Abused as c h i l d  

• ~ Normal d i s c i p l i n e  

S o c i a l  i s o l a t i o n  

N = 

Adams 
County  Arl ing ton  

Baton - 
Rouge ,Bayamon 

4 4 g  38g 41g S8g 

21 20 24 8" 

9 17 8 36 

4 8 2 3 

14 20 16 32 

29 34 24 38 

11 8 11 7 

21 21 18 50 

41 42 46 . 57 

l 3 s 3 

4 2 2 2 

32 21 39 38 

12 10 10 23 

18 16 16 1 

41 8 16 8 

2~ 12 14 zo 

3S 28 15 14 

349 267 

Arkansas 
St .  
Louis 

union AI 1 
Tacoma County ' Cases 

40~ 

.18 

8 

4 

18 

23 

17 

IS 

57 

5 

6 

39 

11 

24 

21 

31 

38 

44~ 

18 

6 

5 

14 

31' 

9 

22 

49 

6 

S6 

lO 

10 

36 

21 

SO 

40g 

24 

S 

7 

28 

13 

25 

1 8  

65 

1 

5 

Sl 

10 

36 

38 

31 

.19 

i 

331 

10 

1S 

8 

18 

29 

9 

43 

4 

4 

27 

7 

10 

9. 

19 

24 

131 95 ~ 180 78 93 .370 

40~ 

18 

13 

b ;  

19 '  

29 

11 

20 ' 

46 

3 

4 

33 

11 

i 6  :. 

29 

1686 

*More t .han'one item may have been checked f o r  a given Case. 
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B. Na ture  o f  t h e  Problem 

Of t he  c a s e s  seen by t he  p r o j e c t s ,  o v e r  o n e - q u a r t e r  were l a b e l e d  • 

as cases in  which t i le a l leged ahuse was es t : i h l i shed ,  ;ind over one-tenth.  

in which t h e  a l l e g e d  n e g l e c t  was e s t a b l i s h e d .  Baton Rouge, S t .  Louis 

and Tacoma had c o n s i s t e n t l y  h ighe r  s u b s t a n t i a t i o n  r a t e s  f o r  abuse  t h a n  

o t h e r  p r o j e c t s ;  Bayamonhad c o n s i d e r a b l y  h i g h e r  s u b s t a n t i a t i o n  r a t e s  

.for n e g l e c t .  

In te rms o f  t y p e  o f  m a l t r e a t m e n t ,  t he  p r o j e c t s  s e r v e d  a wide 

v a r i e t y  o f  c a s e s .  Twen ty -e igh t  p e r c e n t  were l a b e l e d  as  p o t e n t i a l  abuse  

or  n e g l e c t  c a s e s , ,  wi th  Adams County s e e i n g  a s u b s t a n t i a l l y  h i g h e r  p r o -  

p o r t i o n  o f  t h e s e  than  o t h e r  p r o j e c t s .  An a d d i t i o n a l  14% were l a b e l e d  

as c a s e s  o f  emot iona l  m a l t r e a t m e n t ,  wi th  Adams County and Baton Rouge 

s e e i n g  t he  f e w e s t  o f  t h e s e .  For t h e  remain ing  58% o f  t he  c a s e s ,  t y p i -  

c a l l y  more than  one t y p e  o f  ma l t r ea tmen t  was i d e n t i f i e d .  In s o r t i n g  

out  the  most s e r i o u s  o f  the  a c t i o n s  toward t h e  c h i l d ,  4% were c a t e g o r -  

i z e d  as  sexua l  abuse  c a s e s  (many o£ which were in the  Baton Rouge c a s e -  

load) 31% were c a t e g o r i z e d  as p h y s i c a l  abuse ,  20% as  p h y s i c a l  n e g l e c t  

and 3~ a~ bo th  p h y s i c a l  abuse  and n e g l e c t .  Thus,  o v e r a l l ,  t h e  p r o j e c t s  

s e r v e d  more abuse  than n e g l e c t  c a s e s ,  wi th  S t .  L o u i s , f o l l o w e d  by Baton 

Rouge, s e r v i n g  t he  h i g h e s t p r o p o r t i o n  o f s u c h  c a s e s .  P r o j e c t s  wi th  

t he  most v a r i e d  c a s e l o a d s  i nc luded  A r l i n g t o n  and Union County;  t h i s  

i s  l ~ k e l y  e x p l a i n e d  by t he  p r o j e c t s '  e x i s t e n c e s  as t he  l o c a l  p r o t e c =  

: t ive  s e r v i c e s  a g e n c i e s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  s e r v i n g  a l l  i d e n t i f i e d  c a s e s  

in t h e  c o u n t y .  Other  p r o j e c t s  were more l i k e l y  t o  h a n d - p i c k  the  c a s e s  

t h e y  s e rved .  

Twenty=eight  p e r c e n t  Of a l l  c a s e s  were t h o s e  in  wh ich ; a  s e r i o u s  

a s s a u l t  on the  c h i l d  o c c u r r e d .  Bayamon had a g r e a t e r  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  

such c a s e s  in i t s  c a s e l o a d ,  f o l l o w e d b y  S t .  L o u i s ,  Union County and 

Tacoma. Approx imate ly  t h e  same p e r c e n t  o f  c a s e s w e r e i d e n t i f i e d  a s  

t h o s e  wi th  a p r e v i o u s  r e c o r d  o r  ev idence  Of m a l t r e a t m e n t ,  once a g a i n ,  

Bayamon had t h e  g r e a t e s t  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  such c a s e s .  

Across  a l l  c a s e s  mothers  were l a b e l e d  as r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t he  mal- 

t r e a t m e n t  in  52% of  the  c a s e s ,  f a t h e r s  in  24% and bo th  p a r e n t s  in  20%. 

Thi~ p a t t e ~  g e n e r a l l y  ho lds  up in i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t  c a s e l o a d s ;  t he  
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most s i g n i f i c a n t  e x c e p t i o n  i s  S t .  Louis ,  where mothers  were l a b e l e d  

as r e s p o n s i b l e  much more f r e q u e n t l y  than  in o t h e r  p r o j e c t s .  

In 31% o f  t he  ca se s  o v e r a l l  no l e g a l  a c t i o n  was t a k e n  ( i n c l u d i n g  

r e p o r t i n g  t h e  cases  t o  t he  d e s i g n a t e d  mandated agency or  t he  c e n t r a l  

r e g i s t r y ,  as wel l  as c o u r t  i n t e r v e n t i o n } .  The d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  i n t e r -  

e s t i n g ,  with Arkansas ,  S t .  Louis and Tacoma, t h r e e  e s s e n t i a l l y  p r i v a t e  

agency programs,  e n s u r i n g  l e g a l  i n t e r v e n t i o n  f o r  a h i g h e r  p r o p o r t i o n  

o f  t h e i r  cases  than  the  o t h e r  p r o j e c t s .  Beyond the  r e p o r t i n g  o f  c a s e s  

t o  l e g a l l y  mandated a g e n c i e s  (46%) or  c e n t r a l  r e g i s t r i e s  (30%), the  

l e g a l  a c t i o n s  t a k e n  are  r a t h e r  min imal ,  wi th  10% or  fewer  o f  t h e  ca se s  

going th rough  a c o u r t  h e a r i n g  a n d / o r  hav ing  a c h i l d  removed on a tem- 

p o r a r y  b a s i s .  This  i s  r e f l e c t i v e  t h e  the  small  number o f  seve re  abuse 

o r  n e g l e c t  c a s e s ,  Permanent removals  r a r e l y  occu r r ed .  In  Baton Rouge, 

Arkansas and Tacoma one sees  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  o c c u r r i n g  more f r e q u e n t l y ;  

t h i s  has mos t ly  t o  do wi th  t h e  l e g a l  systems in  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s '  com- 

m u n i t i e s  s ince  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  d i d  no t  have s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  p ro -  

p o r t i o n s  o f  severe  ca se s  than  o t h e r  p r o j e c t s .  

C. Demographic I n f o r m a t i o n  

F i r s t  we look a t  t he  compos i t ion  of  the  househo lds .  Across a l l  

p r o j e c t s ,  92% o f  the  f a m i l i e s  s e r v e d h a d  a mother  o r  mother  s u b s t i t u t e  

p r e s e n t  in  the  househo ld .  Al l  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t s ,  excep t  f o r  

A r l i n g t 6 n  where o n l y  76% o f  t he  f a m i l i e s  had a mother  f i g u r e  p r e s e n t ,  

were c l o s e  t o  t h i s  ave rage .  The o v e r a l l  pe r cen t age  o f  f a m i l i e s  wi th  a 

f a t h e r  or  f a t h e r  s u b s t i t u t e  p r e s e n t  was s u b s t a n t i a l l y  lower - - 5 8 %  

Data from i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t s  sugges t  t h a t  inAdams County,  Bayamon 

and Arkansas a f a t h e r  f i g u r e  i s  more l i k e l y  to  be p r e s e n t  t h a n  in the  

o t h e r  p r o j e c t s .  I r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  a c l i e n t ' s  a c t u a l  l e g a l  m a r i t a l  s t a t u s ,  

an i m p o r t a n t  f a c t o r  f o r  t h e s e  • f a m i l i e s  i s  whether  t h e r e - i s  on ly  o n e  

a d u l t  in  t h e  househo ld .  In 31% o f  t h e  f a m i l i e s  t h i s  was the  c a s e ,  w i th  

ca se s  in  Adams County,  Bayamon and Arkansas l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  have o n l y  

one a d u l t  in  t he  home. 

The s i z e  o f h o u s e h o l d s  a l s o  v a r i e d  by t h e  number o f  c h i l d r e n  p r e -  

s e n t .  While 30% o f  t h e  f a m i l i e s  o v e r a l l  had on ly  one c h i l d , ,  c l o s e  t o  
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o n e - h a l f  o f  the  f a m i l i e s  in  A r l i n g t o n h a d  only  one. Twenty'one per-  

cent o f  a l l  f a m i l i e s  had four or more c h i l d r e n ;  a large  proport ion  o f  

these  larger  f a m i l i e s  were in Bayamon and Union County. The average 

number Of c h i l d r e n  per family was 2 .4  o v e r a l l .  Across a l l  p r o j e c t s  

73% of  the f a m i l i e s  had p r e , s c h o o l e r s ;  f a m i l i e s  with p r e - s c h o o l e r s  

appear wi th  greater  frequency in t h e  case load  s o f  Arkansas,  S t .  Louis 

and Tacoma. Onehundred percent o f  Los Angeles '  f a m i l i e s  had pre-  

s c h o o l e r s .  
Next,  we look at c er ta in  demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the  mem- 

bers o f  the  household.  Educational  attainment across  a l l  p r o j e c t s  "is 

g e n e r a l l y  low, with 15% of  a l l  mothers p o s s e s s i n g  pos t~h igh  school  

educat ion  and 25% of  a l l  f a t h e r s ,  and 61% of  the f a m i l i e s  with no high 

school  d e g r e e .  Famii ies  in Adams County, Arl ington and St .  Louis are 

most l i k e l y  to  have at l ea s t  one a d u l t  w i t h a  high school  degree ,  

a l though Tacoma's case load represents  the l a r g e s t  proport ion  o f  more 

h i g h l y  educated mothers and Bayamon's the  l a r g e s t p r o p o r t i o n  o f  more 

h i g h l y  educated f a t h e r s .  
Approximately 60% of  a l l  f a m i l i e s  in  the  pro jec t  s '  c a s e l o a d s  

were Caucasian.  Higher percents  o f  Caucasian f a m i l i e s  were seen in  

Adams County, Arkansas and Tacoma. (In a d d i t i o n ,  St .  Pe ter sburg ' s  

case load  was 100% Caucasian.)  P r o j e c t s  serv ing  the  grea te s t  propor-  

t i o n s  o f  m i n o r i t i e s  were Bayamon andUnion  County. (And Los Angeles ,  

~hose case load  was !00% Black.)  
The average age of  parents  across  a l l  p r o j e c t s  was 29 years for  

mothers and 35 years for fa thers .  Adams County, Arkansas,  St ,  Louis 

andTacoma tended to serve younger mothers a s  we l l  as younger f a t h e r s .  

Los Angeles a l s o  served very young parent s .  
In c l o s e  to  80% of  a l l  f a m i l i e s  across  p r o j e c t s  at l e a s t  the  

f a t h e r  ( i f  present )  was employed; in  a d d i t i o n ,  54% of  t h e  mothers were 

empl0yed. However, in 30% of  the f a m i l i e s ,  no adult  was employed. 

The h i g h e s t  employment rate  among males was seen in  Baton Rouge, 

fo l lowed by Arl ington .  The lowest  rate  was i n  Bayamon (St .  Pe ter s -  

burg and Los  Ange les  a l so  had very few employed males ) .  The h i g h e s t  

employment rate  among women was seen i n  Ar l ington .  Tacoma had the 
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lowest.  The o v e r a l l  h ighes t  employment ~ r a t e s  were in ~ r l i n g t o n .  C l o s e l y  

r e l a t e d  to employment r a t e s  was annual family income. The o v e r a l l  pro-  

j e c t  average was $7700, with Ar l ing ton  h ighes t~a t  $I0,000 and Bayamon 

• lowest at  $5500. (The average family  income'in~Los~Ahg ~les='was even.~ ~. ~. 

lower, at about $3800.) 

F i n a l l y ,  we look at  the  p reva lence  of d i f f e r e n t  kinds o f  problems 

in the households which appeared to  be p recursors  to  or causes  o f  the  

mal t rea tment  t h a t  brought cases to the  p r o j e c t s '  a t t e n t i o n .  The most 

f r e q u e n t l y  c i t e d  problems as lead ing  to  the maltreatment  across  a l l  

p r o j e c t s  a r e :  mar i t a l  problems; f i n a n c i a l  problems; and problems a r i s i n g  

from heavy, continuous ch i l d  care r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  Other s a l i e n t  prob- 

lems include mental h e a l t h  problems and soc ia l  i s o l a t i o n .  These items 

appear to be s i g n i f i c a n t  problems in each Of the ind iv idua l  p r o j e c t s  1 

case loads  with minor excep t ions .  Mar i ta l  problems~appear ed less  f r e -  ' 

quen t ly  in Union County; men ta l  h e a l t h  problems appeared l e s s  f r e q u e n t l y  

in Tacoma; heavy, cont inuous c h i l d  care  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  were l e s s  p re -  

va len t  in Ar l ington  ( the p r o j e c t  with the l a r g e s t  p ropor t ion  o f  fami-  

l i e s  with only one c h i l d ) ;  and soc i a l  i s o l a t i o n  d id  not seem as problem, 

a t i c  for  the f ami l i e s  of  Baton Rouge, Bayamonand Tacoma.  In Bayamon, 

arguments,  phys ica l  f i g h t s  i n c l u d i n g  phys ica l  spouse abuse are  c i t e d  

more f r e q u e n t l y  as problems than in o the r  p r o j e c t s ;  in Tacoma r e c e n t :  

r e l o c a t i o n s  appear more f r e q u e n t l y t h a n  elsewhere.  
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(I)  

(Z) 

APPENDIX A 

Listing of Major Evaluation Reports. and Papers 

C3) 
C4) 

C5} 

C6) 
C7) 

CS) 
C9) 

(10) 

(11) 

Reports 

A Comparative Description o£ the Eleven Jo in t  OCD/SRSChild Abuse 
and  Neglect Demonstration Pro jec t s ;  December 1977. 

His to r i ca l  Case Studies: Eleven Child Abuseand Neglect P ro j ec t s ,  
1974-1977; December 1977. 

Cost Report; December 1977. 

Community systems Impact Report; December 1977. 

Adult Client  Impact Report;December 1977. 

Child Impact Report; December 1977. 
Quali ty of the Case Management Process Report; December 1977. 

Pro jec t  Management and Worker Burnout Report; December 1977. 

Methodology for Evaluating Child Abuse and Neglect Service Programs; 
December 1977. 
Guide for  Planning and Implementing Child Abuse and Neglect Programs; 
December 1977. 
Child Abuse and Neglect Treatment Programs: Final Report and Summary 
of Findings; December 1977. 

"Evaluating New Modes of Treatment for  Child Abusers and Neglect0rs:  
The!Experience o f  Federally Funded Demonstration Projec ts  in the USA," 
presented by Anne Cohn and Mary Kay Mi l le r ,  F i r s t  In te rna t iona l  Con- 
ference on Child Abuseand Neglect,  ~Geneva, Switzerland; September 1976 
(published in In terna t iona l  Journal on Child Abuse and Neglect ,  Winter 1977). 

, .  

"Assessing theCos t -Ef fec t iveness  of  Child Abuse and Neglect Preventive 
;ervice Programs," p r e s e n t e d b y  Mary Kay Mi l le r ,  American Public H e a l t h  

Associat ion Annual Meeting, Miami, Flor ida;  October 1976 (wri t ten  with 
Anne Cohn) . . . .  

"Developing an Interdisciplinary System for Treatment of Abuse andNegiect: 
What Works and What Doesn't?", presentedby Anne Cohn, Statewide•Gove rnOr's 
Conference on Child Abuse andNeglect, Jefferson City, Missouri; March 1977 
(published in conference proceedings). 
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"Future Planning for Child Abuse and Neglect Programs: What •Have We 
Learned from Federal Demonstrations.~':', presented by Anne Cohn and 
Mary. Kay Miller, Second Annual National Conference on Child Abuse 
and Neglect, Houston, Texas; April 1977. 

"What Kinds of Alternative Delivery Systems Do We Need?", presented 
by Anne.:Cohn,..Second Annual' National Conference on Child Abuse and 
Neglect,..Hous~td:n~ '.Texas~ApriFr''1977.. "- ~-~ i..~ ~ , ~ ~ ~.~ " .~. . :.~ ~, :.~. . ~ 

"How Can We.Avoid. Burnout?", presented by Katherine Armstrongj Second 
Annual Sationai Confe~enCe"dn 'C~£1dt'Abuse: and Neglect.,. Houston, Texas; •. ~ .. 
April 1977'~ .... ~. : •.~ ,":~ ":.~:,:i~., ' .~ .:: • ~:.: ~.~ : ~ " " 

..... .,• . 

"~valuation~.Case Nanagement"., presented by Beverly DeGraaf, Second 
Annual Nat ional Conference d~ ~ child Abuse' and '~ Nes.lect.:~.~ Houston:,. Texas; 
April 1977. ,:". .":, 

"Quality Assurance ~in Sbcial S~i~£ces"."." catching up~ith: the Medical ~ 
Field", presented by Beverly DeGraaf,:NatiOna-l Conference on Social 
Welfare,Chicago, Illinois; .May 1977. 
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1974 

1975 

APPENDIX A 

MILESTONES T.E DEMONST TmN/EVALU^T, mN EF,FORT 

October:  

J anuary:  

Apr i l :  

May: 

Jul ) ' :  

August: 

September: 

November: 
January:  

February: 

March: 

May: 

June: 

J u l y :  

S e p t e m b e r :  

I ssuance  of r e q u e s t  fo r  p r o p o s a l s  f r o m c o m m u n i t i e s  
• i n t e r e s t e d  in  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a demons t r a t i on  program. 

congress  passes  Chi ld  Abuse Act,  Publ ic  Law 93-247, 
e s t a b l i s h i n g  Nat iona l  Center  on Chi ld  Abuse and 
Neg!ect  (NCCAN). 

Issuance of  r eques t  for  p r o p o s a l s  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  

c o n t r a c t .  

Award of  t h r e e - y e a r  e v a l u a t i 0 n  c o n t r a c t  to  Berkeley  
Planning A s s o c i a t e s .  

p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  p l ans  to  OCD, SRS and 
HRA -- Rockv i l l e ,  Maryland and C o l o r a d o S p r i n g s ,  

Colorado.  

F i r s t  meet ing  o f  p r o j e c t s ,  f ede r a l  mon i to r s  and 
e v a l u a t o r s  -- A lexandr i a ,  V i r g i n i a .  

F i r s t  round of  s i t e  v i s i t s  to  p r o j e c t s ;  c o l l e c t i o n  
of  b a s e l i n e  da t a .  
Beg£n second round of  s i t e  v i s i t s  to p r o j e c t s .  
NCCAN funds 20 a d d i t i o n a l  t h r e e - y e a r  demons t r a t ion  

p r o j e c t s .  
Ten of  e leven  p r o j e c t s  f u l l y  Opera t iona l "  

P r o j e c t s  begin  r eco rd  keeping  fo r  BPA. 

Workshop on s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  a s s e s s i n g  q u a l i t y  "- 
Berkeley,  C a l i f o r n i a .  

T h i r d  round o f  s i t e  v i s i t s .  

Meeting with p r o j e c t s  - :  Washington, D.C. 

P r o j e c t s  r e c e i v e  second year  o f  fund ing .  

Begin fou r th  round of  s i t e  v i s i t s .  

Qua l i ty  assessment  p r e - t e s t .  

Six p r o j e c t s  a s s igned  new P r o j e c t  Moni tor .  

F i r s t  year  or  e v a l u a t i o n  work comple ted .  
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1975 

197b 

1977 

November: 

December: 

J~inuary: 

March: 

Apri l :  

May: 

Ju ly :  

August: 

September: 

November: 

December: 

January:  

April: 

September: 

December: 

Evaluation assigned new Project Officer. • 

Second year of•evaluation work funded. 

Begin f i f t h  round of  s i t e  v i s i t s .  

Meeting with projects -- Atlanta, Georgia. 

Begin quality assessment visits. 

Meeting with projects -- Berkeley, California. 

Begin sixth•round of site visits. 

Projects receive third year funding. 

Finalizationof high priority evaluation questions. 

Projects receive additional funding for third year. 

Begin project management/worker burnout data col- 
lection visits. 

Seventh round of  s i t e  v i s i t s .  

Third year o f  eva lua t i on  funded. 

Meeting with p r o j e c t s  --  Annapolis,  Maryland. 

Begin final quality assessment visits. 

End of data collection on projects' community- 
related activities. . . . . .  

End of adult client data collection period. 

Begin eighth•and final round of site visits. 

Final community systems data collection. 

Formal end of demonstration period. 

End of process data collection. 

End of child client data collection period. 

Meeting with p r o j e c t s  - -  Houston, Texas. 

Draf t  eva lua t i on  r epo r t s  c o m p l e t e d .  

F ina l  e v a l u a t i o n  r epo r t s  completed. 
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The p r o j e c t s  implemented, the programs they  in t ended  to  demons t ra te  

wi th  Varying d i f f i c u l t y  in  and d i f f e r e n t  amounts o f  t ime (see Table C). 

C r i t i c a l  de t e rminan t s  o f  t h i s  appear  to  i n c l u d e :  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

o f  p roposa l  w r i t e r s  wi th  p r o j e c t  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ;  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  hos t  

agency to  o t h e r  community agenc ie s ;  complex i ty  o f  p roposed  demonst ra-  

t i o n ; a n d  t h e  degree  to  which th  e o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  framework f o r  t he  

p r o j e c t  was in p l ace  when funding occu r r ed .  ~ 

~. R e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  P roposa l  Wri te rs  wi th  P r o j e c t  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

In g e n e r a l ,  those  p r o j e c t s  which implemented t h e i r  programs wi th -  

in  the  f i r s t  s i x  months were t h o s e  in  Jwhich the  w r i t e r s ,  o f  t he  o r i g i n a l  

• g r an t  p roposa l  were a c t i v e l y  i nvo lved  wi th  p r o j e c t  s t a f f  in  s e t t i n g  

up the  p r o j e c t  or  were the  p r o j e c t  s t a f f  t hemse lve s .  Thus,  t he  t r a n s -  

l a t i o n  o f  proposed ideas  i n to  working a c t i v i t i e s ,  even i f  t h o s e  ideas  .• 

l a t e r  proved unworkab!e,  was r e l a t i v e l y  c l e a r .  The no t ab l e  e x c e p t i o n  

to  t h i s  was t h e S t .  Louis p r o j e c t ,  i n  which the  e v e n t u a l  s t a f f  was t h e  

p roposa l  w r i t i n g  group/and which took  approx ima te ly  10 months t o  b e -  

come o p e r a t i o n a l ;  o t h e r  f a c t o r s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t he  i n i t i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

of the projectwith other community agencies, explain the slower imple- 

mentation period. 

B. Re la t ionsh ip  of the Host Agenc~ to Other Community. Agencies " 

Getting re fer ra ls  from and making re fe r ra l s  to other agencies, 

establ ishing anAdvisory-Board, a mu l t i d i sc ip l i na ry  review te~a, a com- 

munity-wide coordinating body, a l l  depend upon good working re la t ion-  

ships between agencies. TO the extent a proposed pro jec t ' s  host agency 

was a!ready well t ied in with the community's ch i ld  abuse/neglect sys- 

tem and had strong working re la t i onsh ipsw i th  those agencies the pro- 

ject  intended to interact with, the implementation period was relatively 
easy and short. In a l l  projects that took more than six.months to 
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TABLE C 

Timing of Implementation and Operation of p,r~gram w i t h  Reference • 

to What Pro)ects Intended to Demonstrate . 

Proj e c t  

Adams County 

Months 
Months i n  in  Fu l l  
S t a r t - U p *  Opera t io n  

28 

I n t e r i m  
Months o f  Months 
T r a n s i t i o n /  Winding 
Change Down** 

- -  2 

P o r t i o n  o f  
P r o j e c t  
Cont inued  
A f t e r  
Federal  
Funds*** 

6 75g 

A r l i n g t o n  4 29 - -  3 60~  

Baton Rouge 4 24 8 - -  90~ 
, , L  

Bayamon 8 26 - -  2 75~ 

Arkansas 6 30 . . . . .  I00~ 

Los Ange le s  19 16 . - -  I 0~ 

Noah Bay 20 14 - -  2 100~ 

S t .  Louis  I0 21 - -  5 90~ 

S t .  12 18  - -  6 20g 
Pe t e r sb urg  

Tacoma 5 21 6 4 40~ 

Union County 12 21 3 - - .  60~ 

Count ing  from May I ,  1974. :~ 

**Count ing  t o  Apr i l  30,  1977. : 
. . . . 

P r o j e c t i n g  to  at  l e a s t  September 1977. 
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become o p e r a t i o n a l ,  weak coauaunity sys t ems ,~or  min imal ly  weak l i nkages  

wi th in  t h a t  system, were apparent  a t  t he  t ime of  f e d e r a l  fund ing .  

The p r o j e c t s  in  s t .  Louis ,  S t .  P e t e r s b u r g  and Neah Bay were each very  

much new programs for  the  loca l  comm~mities '  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  

system;  l i n k a g e s  with p r o t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  law e n f o r c e m e n t ,  t h e  schools  

a~ld o t h e r  key agenc ies  had to be c r e a t e d .  Developing the  t r u s t  and 

r e s p e c t  • t o  make such • l inkages  workable t a k e s  a l o t  o f  t ime and ye t  

t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  those  l inkages  was e s s e n t i a l  to  t he  f u 1 1 0 P e r a t i o n  

o f  each o f  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s .  In Bayamon and Union CountY, whi le  the  

host agency was the .p ro tec t i ve  se rv i ces  u n i t  and thus a cen t ra l  e le -  

ment o f  the loca l  c h i l d  abuse, system, i n  both communities (as i n  Los 

Angeles and St .  Louis)  the  system was r e p l e t e  wi th  a v a r i e t y  o f  i n -  

e f f i c i e n c i e s  ( lack  o f  communicat ion,  d u p l i c a t i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  e t c . )  t h a t  

i n h i b i t e d  easy implementa t ion  o f  the  program. 

C. Complexit  ~ of  P r o p o s e d D e m o n s t r a t i o n  

I t  appears  t h a t  those  p r o j e c t s  which p lanned  a complex program ~ 

( i . e . ,  one which depended upon very  c lo se  working r e l a t i o n s h i p s  wi th  a 

w~dc v a r i e t y  Of agencies  o r p r o f e s s i o n a l ~  took l o n g e r  t o  implement 

t h e i r  programs.  Union County p l anned  tO e s t a b l i s h  purchase  o f  s e r v i c e  

c o n t r a c t s  wi th  a number o f  l oca l  p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  s o c i a i  s e r v i c e  

agenc i e s .  Roles ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  mechanisms had 

to ~e i n d i v i d u a l l y  worked o u t w i t h  each agency. Los Angeles p lanned  

a r e s i d e n t i a l  f a c i l i t y  f o r  c h i l d r e n  complemented wi th  day- t ime  se r -  

v i ce s  f o r  a d u l t s .  The a c t i v i t i e s  o f  a wide v a r i e t y  o f  people  --  c h i l d  

p s y c h i a t r i s t s ,  f o s t e r  g r a n d p a r e n t s ,  s o c i a l  workers ,  cooks ,  h o u s e p a r e n t s ,  

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  workers ,  d o c t o r s ,  t h e r a p i s t s  - - h a d  to  be planne~ and 

c o o r d i n a t e d .  The St.  Louis p r o j e c t ,  which p lanned  a s l i g h t l y  l e s s  

complex f a m i l y - o r i e n t e d  program than  Los Angeles ( a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  St .  Louis 

c h i l d r e n  were on a day- t ime bas i s  r a t h e r  than  r e s i d e n t i a l ) ,  s t i l l  

found t h a t  i t  took a r e l a t i v e l y  long t ime to  p lan  out  and c o o r d i n a t e  

t he  v a r i e t y  o f  p lanned a c t i v i t i e s  fo r  p a r e n t s  and c h i l d r e n .  

C.3 



D. Degree. t o  Which O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  S t r u c t u r e  Was in  P lace  

P r o j e c t s  t h a t  had to  concern  t h e m s e l v e s  wi th  e s t a b l i s h i n g  an o r -  

g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e ,  as  we l l  as a program o f  s e z ~ i c e ~  t o o k  l o n g e r  : 

t o  implement t h e  p lanned  program. S t .  Louis ,  S t .  P e t e r s b u r g ,  Los 

Angeles  and Neah Bay each began what i s  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be a brand  new 

program w i t h i n  t he  hos t  agency.  S t a f f  r o l e s ,  pe r sonne l  p o l i c i e s ,  

d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g  p r o c e d u r e s  a l l  had t o  be e s t a b l i s h e d ;  the  h o s t  agency  

was e i t h e r  no t  " e x p e r t "  in c h i l d  abuse  and n e g l e c t  s e r v i c e s  o r  n o t  

r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  a s s i s t  in  the  development  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  and 

s t r u c t u r a l  m a t t e r s .  Al l  o f  t h e  o t h e r  p r o j e c t s  were housed in  a g e n c i e s  

t h a t  had p r e v i o u s l y  been working a c t i v e l y  in the  c h i l d  abuse  and 

n e g l e c t  a r e a  and had most o f  t he  s t r u c t u r e  in p l a c e  f o r  hous ing  the  

p r o j e c t .  

E. P r o j e c t  C o n t i n u a t i o n  E f f o r t s  

The whole ~terminat ion p r o c e s s  ( i . e ; ,  c o n t i n u a t i o n  a f t e r  f e d e r a l  

funds) t he  degree  t o  which i t  was p l anned ,  and the  v a r i e t y  o f  p rob lems  

i t  posed v a r i e d  c o n s i d e r a b l y  a c r o s s  p r o j e c t s .  Some p r o j e c t s  began 

p r e p a r i n g  f o r  t he  ending  o f  f e d e r a l  funds b e f o r e  the  b e g i n n i n g  o f  t h e i r  

t h i r d  y e a r ;  a t  l e a s t  one ,  t he  Arkansas  p r o j e c t ,  l a i d  p l a n s  f o r  c o n t i n -  

u a t i o n  a t  t he  v e r y  o u t s e t .  Other  p r o j e c t s ,  however,  l e f t  t h e i r  a c t i v e  

p l a n n i n g  f o r  t h e  l a s t  t h r e e  t o  f o u r  months. Some p r o j e c t s  began t o  

wind down, s t o p ,  o r . s p i n  o f f  d i s c r e t e  a c t i v i t i e s  a f u l l  s i x  months 

b e f o r e  f e d e r a l  funds  e x p i r e d ;  o t h e r s  neve r  faced  t he  need t o  s t o p  

c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t i e s  o r  min imal ly  c o n t i n u e d  t h e i r  f u l l  program t o  w i t h i n  

one o r  two months o f  t h e  end o f  f e d e r a l  funds .  And f i n a l l y ,  some p r o -  

j e c t s  were s u c c e s s f u l  in s e c u r i n g  c o n t i n u a t i o n  funds f o r  a l l  o r  most 

o f  t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  c o n t i n u e  beyond the  f e d e r a l  funding  p e r i o d ;  

o t h e r s  s e c u r e d  l i t t l e  o r  no a d d i t i o n a !  funds and had t o  c o m p l e t e l y  

o r  n e a r l y  c o m p l e t e l y  c l o s e  down. 

Why the  d i f f e r e n c e s  in e x p e r i e n c e s  and outcomes? Does t h e  q u a l i t y  

o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  e x p l a i n  t h i s ?  Does the  p e r s o n a l i t y  or  c h a r a c t e r  o f  

t he  p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r ,  o r  t h e  g e n e r a l  a t t i t u d e  o f  the  community toward  
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the  p r o j e c t  expla in  t h i s ?  Does the loca l  c o n t r i b u t i o n  to  the  p r o j e c t  

during the  demonstrat ion per iod or the  degree t o w h i c h  the  p r o j e c t  

was ~r became an i n t e g r a l  par t  of  the  connnunity system expla in  t h i s ?  

Given the  small number of  p r o j e c t s ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to g e n e r a l i z e ;  

but i t  appears t ha t  no one of the  above are  s a l i e n t  i s sues .  In s t ead ,  

it a p p e a r s t h a t  systemmatic s t r a t e g i z i n g ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  in con junc t ion  

with an a c t i v e ,  broadly-based Advisory Board, i s  the  key and t h a t  the  

e a r l i e r  a p r o j e c t  began to  th ink  about and a c t i v e l y  plan fo r  t e rmina-  

t i o n ,  the  more l i k e l y  the p r o j e c t  was to  secure  loca l  funding f o r  con- 

t i n u a t i o n  fo r  at  l ea s t  75% o£ the  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s .  
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APPENDIX D 

SOME THOUGHTS ON THE FUTURE FUNDING AND .MANAGE!~NT_ 

OF. CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT SERVICE PROJECTS 

A. .  Community Contexts  and C o n s t r a i n t s  

The way in  which the  loca l  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  community sys -  

tem f u n c t i o n s ,  the  degree to  which i t  i s  c o o r d i n a t e d  and e f f i c i e n t ,  

the  amount o f  communication •among a g e n c i e s ,  and i t s  comprehens ivenes s  

gTea t ly  i n f l u e n c e  ( a ) t h e  ease wi th  which a new program can be imple-  

mented;  (b) t he  k inds  of  s e r v i c e s  a new program ought to  p rov ide ;  and 

( c ) . t h e  d e g r e e o f  success  the  program w i l i  have in  meet ing  i t s  goa!s .  

Any new program ought to concern i t s e l f  wi th  becoming i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  

t h e  l oca l  system and he lp ing  to  improve i t .  The fo l l owing  e lements  

o f  a w e l l - f u n c t i o n i n g  system ought t o  be pursued  by a new program,  in  

the  o rde r  p r e s e n t e d :  

(1) A mul t i - agency ,  m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y ,  community-wide c h i l d  
abuse and n e g l e c t  c o o r d i n a t i n g  or  p l a n n i n g  body; 

(2) A c e n t r a l i z e d ,  24-hour  r e p o r t i n g  and re sponse  s y s t e m ;  

(5) Formal, c l e a r l y  a r t i c u l a t e d  methods ( i n c l u d i n g  w r i t t e n  
agreements)  for  a l l  key agenc ies  t o  work t o g e t h e r  
around both i n d i v i d u a l  cases  and genera l  system prob-  

lems; 

(4) A s o r t i n g  mechanism at  t he  f r o n t  end o f  the  system. 
( i . e . ,  at  t h e r e f e r r a l  r e c e i v i n g  agency ~ to  ensure  
thorough in t ake  and d i a g n o s i s ,  s o r t i n g  cases  both  o n .  
t he  bas i s  o f  immediacy and type  o f  needs ,  p rompt ly  
fol lowed by immediate, r e f e r r a l  o f  t he  case t o  the  most 
app rop r i a t e  s e r v i c e  p r o v i d e r / a g e n c y ;  

(5) Provision for handling the full range of child mal- 
treatment cases, including physical and emotional abuse. 
and neglect, sexual abuse, and both high risk. or poten- 
tial.cases as well as a c t u a l  cases; 

.(6).  A v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  a f u l l  complement o f  t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s  
fo r  both a d u l t s  and c h i l d r e n ;  
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(7) Recogn i t ion  o f  and adherence to  s tahdardS o f  q u a l i t y  
case management th roughout  the  system, p a r t i c u l a r l y  
wi th  r e s p e c t  to  avoidance  o f  d u p l i c a t i o n  and d e l a y s .  

New programs should  a c t i v e l y  conduct  a needs assessment  in  t h e i r  

communit ies  to  de te rmine  which o f  t h e a b o v e  do not  e x i s t  and p l a n  

t h e i r  programs so t h a t  t h e  focus i s  on the  miss ing e l e m e n t s .  C l e a r l y ,  

t r a i n i n g  and educa t ion  o f  both  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  and the  genera l  p u b i i c  

i s  c r i t i c a l  fo r  a system t o  f u n c t i o n  wel l .  However, new programs 

should  approach the  p r o v i s i o n  o f  t r a i n i n g  and educa t ion  With c a u t i o n ,  

making sure  t h a t  the  type  and amount o f  educa t ion  given i s  c o n s i s t e n t  

wi th  the  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and l eve l  o f  f u n c t i o n i n g  o f  the  system. 

T 

( 

( 

) 
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B. Project Models 

While the projects do represent a variety of models of chi!d 

abuse and neglect treatment programs, there are many models which 

seem well worth studying that are not represented in the Joint Demon- 

stration nor in the 20 NCCAN projects. These kinds of treatment pro- 

grammodels include: 

(I) A school or educational system-base'd treatment project: 
such a program might draw on teachers and school nurses 
for identification and public personnel social workers 
and counselors for the provision of special services 
to abused and neglected children --the very service 
that child protective services is most often unable to 

provide. 

(2) A law enforcement-based treatment project: a program 
perhaps oriented'toward working with the most serious 
abuse and neglect offenders against whom Criminal action 
is brought and for whom child protective services are 
often insufficient or unavailable (particularly if the 
• parent has been incarcerated). 

(3) A public health department-based treatment pro~ect: 
this kind of program might draw on the skills and acces- 
sibility of public health nurses to assist in the identi- 
fication of potential and actual cases and to supplement 
protective services with in-home counseling and training 
on a wide variety of health and child development issues. 

(4) A mental health facility treatment project: a program 
t bat provides primarily individual and group therapeutic 
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Services  to  parents and ch i ldren  as a supplement to pro- 
t e c t i v e  s e r v i c e s .  

(5) A r e s i d e n t i a l  program: a program which provides a widc 
var ic ty  o f  scrv ices  t~o some or a l l  family members in a 
r e s i d e n t i a l  s e t t i n g  (while the Los Angeles projec t  was 
funded to demonstrate such an approach, i t  r e a l l y  was not 
operat ional  long •enough to be s t u d i e d ) .  

(6) A counsel ing ho t l ine  program: a program, perhaps more 
focused on p o t e n t i a l  than actual  c a s e s ,  that  has 24-hour 

t e l e p h o n e  counsel ing s e r v i c e s  ava i lab le  with c r i s i s  i n t e r -  

vent ion back-up. 

(7) A home c r is is  in tervent ion program: a program which has 
the capacity to intervene 'in family s i tuat ions  on an 
emergency basis,  to  l i ve  in the home for  a few days or 
minimally provide 24-hour c r i s i s  support for  several : . . .  
days 

The lack of these models among the demonstration projects cur- 

~entlY funded by OCD leads t o t h e  recommendation that  future, demon- 

s t ra t ion  and/or evaluation a c t i v i t i e s  in  the f i e l d  include these models. 

Scveral of  these program types already ex is t  under pr iva te  auspices 

and couldconceivably  be studied, without the federa t  government having 

to spend the money to set them up. 

C. Character is t ics  of the Families to Be Served 

At the beginning of the demonstration e f f o r t  most projects i d e n t i -  

f ied  the kinds of  c l ients  they intended to serve and to some extent 
• | 

planned t h e i r  treatmentprograms accordingly.  Each pro ject  s caseload 

does general ly  r e f l e c t  the kinds of  cases that  were ant ic ipated;  a f t e r .  

a i r ,  i n t a k e  or admissions c r i t e r i a  establ ished by the projects did 

inf luence the kinds of cases accepted. However, in a l l  pro jects ,  as 

with .the program .in general, one does see a d i v e r s i t y o f  fami l ies  on 

a l l  characterist ics.  Projects were not r i g i d a b o u t  which kinds of 

coses they w o u l d a c c e p t - -  they did not want tO be and they could not 

be. .F i rs t ,  fami] ies in need of  services are  not easy to turn away. 

Second, fami l ies  and ind iv idua ls  are not slmple or s ta~c  e n t i t i e s  

with c i e a r l y  defined charac te r is t ics ,  and while at intake a case may 

~ppear to f i t  a pro jec t 's  intake c r i t e r i a ,  l a t e r  on? because of fami ly  
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changes or as more information about the case becomes known, the case 

no longer fits the intake criteria. This leads to several recommenda' 

tions about future demonstration programs: , .~'~.i, ., ~ .... i 

{I) While it may be desirable to fund programs o~ the basis 
of the particular target groups or client grdups they 
intend to serve, program funders.and managers should 
fully expect that no projecf's entire caseload can or 
will be homogeneous, only that a majority of the case- 
load might be. 

(2) Projects may choose to establish treatment programs on 
the  b a s i s  o f  e x p e c t e d  needs o f  c l i e n t s ,  bu t  g iven  t h a t  
l ack  o f  t o t a l  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y ~ o f  or  c o n t r o l  o v e r  the  
k inds  o f  c a s e s  one w i l l  s e r v e , a l !  p r o j e c t s  shou ld  be 
p r e p a r e d  to  somewhat a l t e r  t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e  o f f e r i n g s  
as  c l i e n t  needs  become known or  min imal ly  be p r e p a r e d  
to  r e f e r  cases e l s e w h e r e .  

&.~ 

D. Pro~.ect Goals  

The existence of clear and realistic goals for a project is impor- 

tant in both project self direction and monitoring by funding agencies • 

Experience with the elevenjoint demonstration projects suggests that: 

(I) Funding agencies should anticipate that a demonstra- 
tion project's goals mayshift and change considerably 
dur ing  t he  f i r s t  y e a r  , o f f u n d i n g ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  as p r o -  
j ect staff become aware of the limitations placed on 
the project bY the communitycontext in which St oper- 
ates and by the amount of resources and skills, the 
project has. Pr0ject goals Should, however, ~tabilize 
by the second year•of funding. 

(2) Related to the above, projects should be•encouraged 
to Clarify and reclarify their goals during the first 
year to ensure that they arerealistic and unambiguous; 
project officers should take an active role in this 
process. 

(3) Funding agencies should encourage projects~to identify 
the specific steps they intend to take to accomplish 
their.goals and to determine, at the end of each year, 
the extent to which these goals havebeen carried out 
and movement toward intended goals has been made. 

/ 

D.4 

i 

L 



E. Or~_anizational Structures/Manag__ement S t y l e s / S t a f f i n g  P a t t e r n s  

In a d d i t i o n  to c e r t a i n  q u a l i t i e s  o f  the p r o j e c t  d i rec tor ,~  the 

c r i t i c a l  i n g r e d i e n t s  fo r  a we l l - run  p r o j e c t  appear  to have l e s s  to do 

with the ac tua l  o rgan i za t i ona l  s t r u c t u r e  or  l i n e s  o f  a u t h o r i t y ,  and 
• o r e  to  do with the fol lowing:  

(1) Coordinat ion through the e x i s t e n c e  o f  c l e a r l y  de f ined  
mechanisms f~or the i n t e r a c t i o n  between s t a f f  members, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  those performing d i f f e r e n t  t a s k s .  

(2) Conanunication t h r o u g h t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  cons tan t  communi- 
c a t i o n  from dec i s ion  makers to  the  r e s t  o f  the s t a f f  

' which inc ludes  exp lana t ion  o f  why c e r t a i n  d e c l s i o n s  were 
made and how i t  w i l l  a f f e c t  o the r  program o p e r a t i o n s .  

(5) Autonom~ fo r  workers through the e x i s t e n c e  o f  oppor tun i -  
t i e s  fo r  workers to  make d e c i s i o n s  based on the i n d i v i d u a l ,  
unique needs o f  p a r t i c u l a r  cases  r a t h e r  than a r e q u i r e -  
ment tha t  workers adhere t o  a p r e - s p e c i f i e d  se t  o f  pro-  
cedures  f o r  a l l  cases ;  r o l e s  and e x p e c t a t i o n s  need to  be 

• c l e a r l y  s p e c i f i e d ,  but workers need, a t  the  same time, 
f l e x i b i l i t y  in t h e i r  j obs  to  make independent  judgments.  

Ia a d d i t i o n  to  the above, the fo l lowing  appear  c r i t i c a l  fo r  new pro-  
grams: 

(4) The ex i s t ence  o f  an a c t i v e ,  a l though not n e c e s s a r i l y  
decis ion-making,  a d v i s o r y  board,  to  a s s i s t  s t a f f  in r e -  
viewing p r o j e c t  p lans  and d e c i s i o n s  and a n t i c i p a t e  prob-  
lems be fore  they occur .  

(5) The ex i s t ence  o f  task  l eade r s  or  coordinat 'brs  to  manage 
d i s c r e t e  a spec t s  o f  a p r o j e c t ' s  a c t i v i t i e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
a d i r e c t  t rea tment  s e r v i c e s  c o o r d i n a t o r  who i s  not the 
p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r .  These c o o r d i n a t o r s  or  t a sk  l e - ~ e r s  
appear to be most e f f e c t i v e  when they  m a n a g e o r  super -  
v i s e  no more than 10 workers inc lud ing  Volun tee rs  and 
c o n s u l t a n t s  (workers,  in tu rn ,  appear  to  be most e f f e c -  
t i v e  when they manage no more than 20 c a s e s ) .  

Burnout i s  a tremendous problem in t h i s  f i e l d ,  not  only  among 

pa id  workers but  a l so  among v o l u n t e e r s .  Burnout and' t u rnover  r e s u l t  

in poor q u a l i t y  s e rv i ce  as well as program i n e f f i c i e n c y .  No one f a c t o r  

produces  burnout but r a the r  a combinat ion o f  pe rsona l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  

management p roces se s  and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e s  are the  causes .  

S o l u t i o n s  to  the problem 0f  burnout f o r  new programs to c o n s i d e r  inc lude :  

/ 
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(1) More c a r e f u l  manpower planning and r ec ru i tmen t ;  he lp ing  
a p p l i c a n t s  and new employees to be more e x p l i c i t  about  
t h e i r  goa l s ,  e x p e c t a t i o n s  and c a p a b i l i t i e s  to  do the  

j o b  by being more c l e a r  about what the job e n t a i l s .  

(2) More f l e x i b i l i t y  and a d a p t a b i l i t y  in the procedures  f o r  
g e t t i n g  work done so t h a t  workers can respond more appro-  
p r i a t e l y  to  the v a r i e t y  o f  needs o f  t h e i r  c l i e n t s .  

(3) And f i n a l l y ,  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  fo r  a l l  workers to  pursue a 
v a r i e t y  o f  t a sks  so t h a t  they do not get  "burned ou t"  
by any one. 

Six o f  the  e leven  p r o j e c t s  exper ienced  tu rnover  in d i r e c t o r s ;  

four  r e c r u i t e d  new d i r e c t o r s  from wi th in  t h e i r  cu r ren t  s t a f f  and had 

c o n t i n u i t y  • in t h e i r  p r o g r a m s ; t w o  r e c r u i t e d  new d i r e c t o r s  from the  

o u t s i d e  and exper ienced  a t  l e a s t  s ix  months of  "dOwntime." This~ i s  

hard ly  d e s i r a b l e  in a t h r e e - y e a r  demonst ra t ion .  We conclude t h a t  

demons t ra t ions  should be encouraged to  a l w a y s h a v e  a second-in-command 

in t r a i n i n g  f o r  the  d i r e c t o r ' s  job  or  t h a t ,  minimally,  new d i r e c t o r s  

should be r e c r u i t e d  from cu r r en t  s t a f f .  

a 

F. Pro'ect~ A c t i v i t i e s  

There are  a few i m p l i c a t i o n s  fo r  the funding,  moni tor ing  and opera -  

t i o n  o f  c h i l d  abuse and n e g l e c t  s e r v i c e  programs tha t  one can draw 

from the way these  e leven  p r o j e c t s  a l l o c a t e d  t h e i r  time and the volume 

and types  o f  s e r v i c e s  they  provided:  

( l )  I t  can be expec ted  t ha t  approximately  25% of  a p r o j e c t ' s  
s t a f f  time wi l l  be spent  on general  management f u n c t i o n s  
inc lud ing  program planning a n d s t a f f  development and 
t r a i n i n g .  

(2) Treatment focused  p r o j e c t s  can a n t i c i p a t e  t h a t  approx i -  
mate ly  20% of  s t a f f  t ime w i l l  be spent  on genera l  case 
management func t i ons  inc luding  in t ake ,  d i a g n o s i s ,  ongo£ng 
case review and f o l l o w - u p .  

(5) Treatment focused  p r o j e c t s  should plan to  spend approx i -  
mately  10% Of s t a f f  t ime on con~nunity-oriented a c t i v i t i e s  
inc lud ing  t r a i n i n g ,  educa t ion  and c o n s u l t a t i o n .  Such 
a c t i v i t i e s  are e s s e n t i a l  fo r  ensuring t h a t  t h e  t r ea tmen t  
a c t i v i t i e s  o f  a p r o j e c t ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  r e f e r r a l s  to  and 
from the p r o j e c t ,  can func t ion  smoothly. 
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(4) Given•the above, treatment focused projects can be expec- 
ted to spend only 45~ of staff time on the direct provision 
of treatment services to clients. 

t;. Jmplcmcntation 

The ease of implementing a new program appears to have something 

tod0 with the involvement of the proposal writers and the host agency. 

Proposal screening and funding practices for demonstration service pro- 

jects could include the following: 

(I) Proposals should both identifyland reflect a commitment 
on the part of the proposalconceptualizers and writers 
to work with a newly funded project at least through 
the implementation period, if not in a staff position 
at least in an advisory capacity. 

(2) Proposals should reflect a commitment on the•part of 
the host agency to support and work withthe project • 
during its implementation•period, minimallythroughthe 
provision of adequatespace, secretarial help, and 

" other administrative services, but preferably including 
: consultation on the content of the proposed program. 

Three additional factors appear critical in determining the length 

of t~me it will. take a new program to become operational: 

! 

,7 

(I) The degree to which the local child abuse and neglect 
system functions well (i.e., has in place those criti- 
cal elements of a wel!-functioning system cited earlier). 

(2.) The degree of complexity of the proposed demonstration 
(projects that are proposing to •pursue a wide variety 
of activities or involve many different agencies or 
disciplines will takelonger to implement their pro- 
grams). 

(3) The degree to which the structure.of the proposed demon- 
stration is already in place (projects which will con- 
sider additions to or modifications of ongoing agencies 

! can be implemented much.more rapidly than projects 
that will be entirely new). 

The resulting recommendation is that the federal government con- 

sider providing demonstrations with implementation funds forvarying 

lengths of time, depending upon the presence or absence of the above. •• 

E 
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i l .  Continuation . 

Given the experiences  o f  the e leven demonstrations,  i ~  the  f e d e r a l  

government has some commitment t o e n s u r i n g  the cont inuat ion o f  pro- 

:jects a f t er  federal  funds are spent,  the fo l lowing recommendations ~ 

~eem relevant:  

(1) Projects  should be prov idedwi th  technical  a s s i s t a n c e ,  
from the time of  i n i t i a l  funding, in s t r a t e g i z i n g  for  
cont inuat ion  when federal  funds are depleted.  

(2) By the end of  the f i r s t  year and at the end of  subse- 
quent years,  projects  should be required to submit to 
the pro~ect o f f i c e r  a writ ten plan for cont inuat ion 
a f t e r  federal  funding; t h i s  plan could be updated:each 
year.  

(3) It might be well for federal funds to be gradually 
tapered o f f  s u c h t h a t  the .federal share of  the pro- 
j e c t ' s  budget decreases  on a p e r c e n t a g e b a s i s  over .  
time, with  local communities graduallypicking up a 
larger and larger share. • 
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