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CHAPTER 9

Toward a Child-Oriented Child Protection
System

ROSS A. THOMPSON anp MARY FRAN FLOOD

The title of this chapter seems odd. Why wouldn’'t a child protection sys-
tem be child-oriented? Tt seems intuitively sensible that public agencies
devoted to child protection would focus on the needs and welfare ot
children in striving to prevent maltreatment, intervene helpfully when
abuse occurs, and remediate its effects. But researchers, policvmakers,
and critics have voiced common concerns recently that children are ne-
glected within this svstem. In 1991, the National Commission on Chil-
dren concluded that “[i]f the nation had deliberately designed a svstem
that would frustrate the professionals who staff it, anger the public who
finance it, and abandon the children who depend on it, it could not have
done a better job than the present child w elfare system” (p. 293). The
U.S. Advisory Board on Child Abuse and Neglect (LS. Advisory Board)
concluded, in 1990, that “the child protection svstem lacks a focus on the
needs of children” (p.38), and urged the dev elopment of a child-
oriented, neighborhood-based alternative. Earlier, the Select Commuittee
on Children, Youth, and Families called maltreated children “victims of
official neglect” inits 1987 report, and found that they rarely receive the
kinds of \oual and mental health services their abuse warrants. In a
similar vein, Wald, Carlsmith, and Leiderman (1988) concluded their in-
tensive study of the experience of maltreated children in foster care and
in-home placements with recommendations that would strengthen the
availability of developmental, mental health, and social services to chil-
dren in any placement alternative. These protfessional criticisms of cur-
rent procedures are consistent with reports in the popular media ot
children who are victimized, neglected, or otherwise unaided by a child
protection system that is ostensibly designed to safeguard their interests.
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These concerns are not new. For at least a generation there has been
grave concern that children’s interests are absent from the design and
practice of “child protection.” For example, Mnookin was rcprv.\m:ntati\'c
of many crities of the foster care svstem in 1973 when he inguired “in
whose best interest” does the system function, given the extent to which
(_‘hildrcn often languish indefinitely in a series of changing and unstable
foster placements. During the same vear, Goldstein, Freud, and Solnit
(1973} urged greater sensitivity to children’s sense of time and needs for
relational continuity in child placement decisions. Arguably, neither the
caseworkers, program administrators, lawvers, judges, social service and
mental health professionals, nor other actors within the child protection
svstem—who are deeply motivated by a concern with child welfare—
have set out to ignore children’s needs in their child protection efforts.
There are other reasons that the child protection svstem has tong lacked
a child focus, » (

[nadequate resources is one obvious cause, and the allocation of ex-
isting resources is another. In a well-funded child protection svstem, of
course, caseworkers would be more likelv to have case loads that per-
mittcd them to enlist adequate social services on behalf of children and
families, monitor the effectiveness of interventions, design treatment pro-
grams that.are individually well-suited to the child’s specific needs and
capabilities, and provide long-term, supportive assistance to family
members. [n such a system, incoming abuse reports could be effectively
il)\'cﬁigdtpd by well-trained caseworkers who could identify pcrtinvﬁt
?'ISk factors in the child’s current circumstances and ps‘l'(epti\"ul\' design
interventions that would provide immediate assistance to children \\'iM
rpquiro it In a well-funded child protection svstem, treatment services
from a variety of sources could be provided children (whether at home
or n a placement) without undue limits in duration or quality because
ot funding constraints or agency jurisdictions. In such a svstem, re-
sources would more likely be available for effective prc\'cntim{ programs
that could assist high-risk families before their difficulties resulted in
abuse or neglect of offspring. Finally, a well-funded child protection sys-
tem would be capable of adapting to new demands (owing to changes
in the economy, challenges of substance abuse pmblcnw,(nr publigt\‘
mncgming previously unrecognized forms of child abuse) tlmughtfull\:,
planfully, and rationally. In many respects, the current child pr"utn‘didn
svstem fails to be child-oriented because resources are insufficient for the
k‘”(‘(‘tl\"h‘ 1mplc¥ncntatiun of existing procedures that are designed to pro-
tect children’s interests. In a well-funded svstem, child protection would
be more likely to function as it is sztpposud- to function on behalf of chil-
dren.

However, the allocation of existing resources is also to blame. Cur-
rently, funding for the child protection system is invested heavily toward
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the investigation of abuse allegations and toward funding out-of-home
placements for maltreated children, because of a combination of policy
priorities and funding incentives (Pelton, 1T989). Concerning, the former:
the crisis orientation and public concern related to child protection tend
to prioritize investigating the rapidly escalating number ot abuse reports
(to ensure that children who are identitied to the svstem are provided
quick assistance, and to satisfy statutory: mandates that all reports of
abuse are investigated) and removing children from dangerous homes
(to ensure that maltreatment does not recur). Fach has increasingly con-
sumed the resources of the child protection system as reports ot child
maltreatment have grown in recent years, diverting resources trom treat-
ment, prevention, and other worthwhile efforts (LS. Advisory Board,
1990, 1993). Concerning the latter: while annual federal appropriations
for abuse prevention and family support services have barely grown
during the past decade, tunding for foster care is supported by open-
ended entitlements and has consequently increased dramatically over the
same period (National Commission on Children, 1991). As a result, it has
been casier to find the funds to remove a child from the home than to
provide in-home services to the family, even though the latter may be
in the child’s best interests, [n short, a primary reason that current child
protection etforts are not child-oriented is the allocation of existing re-
sources toward investigation and out-ot-home placements in a manner
that diverts resources from other important goals of the child protection
svstem.

A second reason the current child protection svstem facks a child tocus
is that it is primarily concerned with abuse recidivism. Preventing the
reincidence of child maltreatment is arguably the most important policy
goal for intervention, but it has oriented the child protection system to-
ward the remedial and treatment needs of the perpetrator, not the child.
As a consequence, the standard of success for intervention programs 15
whether a maltreated child is reabused, and other intervention goals re-
lated to the child’s developmental and mental health needs are relegated
to secondary status and, in practical terms, are often ignored. Indeed,
children often receive few services trom the child protection system,
while their parents become the focus of counseling, training, and other
human services (Lavzer & Goodson, 1992; U.S. Advisory Board, 1990).

Given the limited resources of the child protection system this might
be a defensible priovitizing of intervention and treatment goals—in other
words, it 1s probably wise public policy that a concern with abuse recid-
ivism is paramount—but 1t is essentially a minimalist approach. More-
over, because the likelihood of reabuse is very ditficult to determine, this
emphasis makes it particularly difficult to determine when intervention
has been successful, and tends to emphasize criteria related to the per-
petrator’s mental health and well-being, rather than that of the victim.
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In sum, because it mandates greatest concern with the needs of the per-
petrator, the child protection svstem's emphasis on abuse recidivism
helps to account for why the current system may be deemed non-child-
oriented.

A third reason for the lack of child orientation to the current child
protection syvstem is the nature of the training and background of major
actors within the system. The educational requisites for a role in child
protection include social work, law or law enforcement, program ad-
ministration, public health, or counseling, but these relevant fields often
provide limited background in child development. This is an important
problem because it is difficult for most adults to understand how the
child protection system [ooks from a “child’s-eve view.” Children’s en-
counters with caseworkers, law enforcement officials, and social service
personnel can be disorienting, confusing, and distressing, especially in
the context of investigating abusce allegations against a family: member.
Because children are not usually very articulate advocates on their own
behalf, their needs and interests must often be interpreted by others, and
itis easy to reinterpret their interests in wavs that reflect the perceiver’s
needs or the interests of more articulate or influential adults who are
mvolved with the case. This is especially true if those concerned with
child protection also have other concerns (e.g., ensuring procedural due
process for the accused, managing a social welfare agency on a limited
budget, or fitting the family’s diverse needs into existing delivery svs-
tems) that necessarily: compete with an acute appraisal of children’s
needs.

This problem is sharpened by the fact that the term “children” encom-
passes a sufticiently broad and heterogencous population to render it
useless as a guide to program planning and service delivery. “Children”
embraces individuals ranging in age from one day to cighteen vears
whose needs and interests, capabilities and resources, viewpoints and
understanding, and self-referent beliefs vary considerably. This variabil-
ity means that intervention proposals that would be well-suited to chil-
dren of one age may be inappropriate or even harmful to younger or
older children. Moreover, individual differences in the background ex-
periences and intrinsic characteristics of children add greater heteroge-
neity to this diverse population. Manv maltreated children enter the
child protection system with overlapping problems of mental illness,
learning disabilitics, mental retardation, attention-deficit disorder, emo-
tional dystunction, or other difficultics. The nature of their maltreatment,
the resources in family and community upon which they can rely, and
their own coping skills also vary considerably. Consequently, a thor-
oughgoing developmental orientation is necessary to define the charac-
teristics ot a child-oriented child protection system because children ary
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significantly in their vulnerabilities and the risks posed by existing pro-
cedures (Thompson, 1990). This developmental awareness Jdoes not come
casilv to developmental scientists, however, and even less to actors
within the child protection system who have more limited background
in child development.

A fourth reason that the child protection system is not child-oriented
is that it is an inadequately coordinated, fragmented compilation of di-
verse agencies that are managed with different agendas. Indeed, to speak
of the “child protection system” in America is a misnomer. The “svstem”
consists of hundreds of rather independent child protection systems in
diverse jurisdictions that are themselves influenced by allied local agen-
cies concerned with public health, law enforcement, education, and social
welfare. That these independent systems fack a child focus is understand-
able, wiven that most of their allied agencies are not avowedly child-
oriented: the concerns governing law enforcement, public health, and
social welfare agencies that shape child protection extend far beyond th}o
particular concerns of children and vouth to encompass much more di-
verse needs and constituencies. Even within one allied agency—such as
law enforcement—there is often poor coordination ot case planning if
families are adjudicated in civil and criminal proceedings that have dif-
ferent goals and purposes. As a consequence, a variety of ipdcpendcnt
agendas necessarilv compete with the needs and interests of maltreated
children as the child protection svstem in each local jurisdiction is shaped
by the interaction and conflict between the needs ot different groups
served by its various agencies.

Moreover, this svstem (or systems) has historically evolved in response
to the crisis needs of emergent social problems with little foresight or
planning for the tuture, much less a coordinated effort to dcsign asyvstem
of procedures that would optimally protect childrm in a rapidly chmjg—
ing society. Institutionalized with the discovery of the “battered-child
S\'ndl'()nu"” in the carly 1960s, the child protection svstem grew with
concerns over the pl'c\'hlm\cc of neglect and its links to family poverty
in the late 1960s {(and concerns over homelessness and sociocconomic
stress of the 1990s), the “discovery” ot sexual abuse in the late 1970s and
carly 1980s, and the contemporary anguish over drug-exposed babies
and the effects of the drug culture on children. In a similar manner, the
development ot the svstem has historically also been shaped b_\n' public
debates over the available range of intervention alternatives for mal-
treated children and their consequences, including the carly and contin-
uing concern about the effects of “temporary” toster care _placemcnts, a
growing emphasis on “permanency planning” in out-of-home placg—
ments, and a concern with “family preservation” in contemporary poli-
cymaking. In sum, the historical development of the child protection
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system has been reactive rather than proactive, and this has undermined
svstematic planning to design a svstem that is more responsive to chil-
dren’s needs.

A titth reason the child protection svstem Jacks a strong child orien-
tation is that rescarch on maltreated children and the interventions that
best aid them is stll very limited (Thompson, 1993). Although there has
been an explosion of research in recent vears on the consequences of
maltreatment for children’s socioemotional, personality, cognitive, and
mtellectual functioning, essential information concerning the et ology
and origins of different forms of maltreatment is still lacking, as are
studies of the efficacy of different intervention alternatives. We know
little about how children experience and are affected by their encounters
with representatives of the child protection svstem, how these encounters
reduce or enhance the detriments of their experiences of abuse, and how
these encounters can be made more “child friendlv.”

Morcover, intervention efforts are hampered by a dearth of systematic
mtormation about the decision-making processes by which cases are
guided through the child protection svstem, the factors predicting intra-
tamilial abuse recidivism, the efficacy of various kinds of in-home service
delivery systems for maltreating familics, how to measure the outcomes
of intervention etforts on parents and offspring, and the eftectiveness of
alternative prevention strategies. In a sense, if the resources were sud-
denly made available to d ramatically improve treatment and prevention
oftorts in local jurisdictions, social scientists would still have relatiy elv
few comprehensively evaluated programs that could be implemented.

Faken together, these factors hel p to explain why current child pro-
tection efforts significantly—although often inadv ertentlv-—lack a child
focus. Bevond these, there are some good reasons to ask whether the
child protection system should be child-oriented. Some students of child
protection (c.g., Garbarino & Gilliam, 1980; Pelton, 1992) have argued
that efforts to “save children” are futile if thc\ fail to take into account
the broader ecology of the child’s life that begins with the family, but
also encompasses schools, health care svstems, access to employment,
the qualitv of neighborhoods and communities, and cultural values. A
child protection system that becomes narrowly child-oriented by neglect-
ing the influence of these social institutions will not serve child protec-
tion goals, because child maltreatment is embedded in other pressing
social problems: urban and rural poverty, the drug culture, neighbor-
hood dystunction, and changing patterns of family lite and child care,
to name a few. The pmblcm of child maltreatment is misleadingly de-
contextualized if it is treated in isolation from these other social issues,

Addressing maltreatment in context requires confronting social prob-

lems that are not just “child problems,” and consequently, designing
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prevention and intervention offorts that address the problem of child
maltreatment in context involves policies that are not child-oriented
except in the broadest sense: reconstructing neighborhoods, enlisting ef-
tective substance abuse strategies, improving social services to impov-
erished families, and the like. In this respect, theretore, a thoughttully
designed, child-oriented child protection svstem does not focus exclu-
sively on children, given that the problems that contribute to child mal-
treatment are not just child problems but problems of society at large.

These considerations suggest that moving toward a child-oriented
child protection svstem is easy in general but difficult in specific. The
current svstem fails to be tocused on children in effect but not always in
design, and reorienting such a system requires profoundly difficult con-
siderations related to values and priorities among goals. If the goals of
child protection entail, for example, rehabilitating and punishing per-
petrators, treating victims, preventing future maltreatment, keeping fam-
thes together, and keeping public expenditures as low as possible (Lamb
et al, 1991), then the development of a child-ortented child protection
svstem will require advancing certain of these goals and perhaps not
others, in the context of competing needs and constituencies served by
the system. Morcover, such a reoriented system must also reconsider
broader questions—such as how “maltreatment” should be defined, the
extent to which the svstem should be punitive or rehabilitative toward
perpetrators, deciding what social service intervention can (and cannot)
do well in assisting children and their families, and how the needs and
interests of maltreated children should be conceptuatized—for which
there are no easy answers, and for which solutions entail value judg-
ments about swhich there is ittle social consensus. Recognizing these dif-
ficulties is an important sateguard against specious criticisms of existing
procedures that derive trom a caricature of current goals and missions,
and bridles unrealistic proposals tor reforms that misrepresent the con-
sensus on values or resources that are required tor their implementation.
But despite these challenges, the task of moving toward a more child-
oriented child protection svstem remains important to the tuture of child
welfare.

Recognizing this, therefore, this chapter identifies a number of prin-
ciples that might guide the development of such a reoriented child pro-
tection system. Most are general rather than specitic, and some are
hortatory while others recommend particular procedural reforms. These
should be regarded as working proposals intended to provide the outline
of what a child-oriented system of the future might look like, and they
can and should change as child protection procedures and our knowl-
edge of children and their needs continue to evolve.
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PRINCIPLES OF A CHILD-CENTERED PROTECTION
SYSTEM

A child-centered child protection svstem should have two fundamen-
tal orientations toward ensuring child welfare. The tirstis respect for the
needs, views, and interests of children encompassed within the svstem.
As we have noted, one reason why the current svstem Jacks a child focus
i that the voices of many others compete with those of children, and
children are usually the quictest and the least articulate voices in the
variety of those that are competing tor attention and resources. A child-
oriented child protection svstem would recognize that children, as vie-
tims of maltreatment for which they are not responsible, and as the tar-
gets of the state’s parens patriae obligations, deserve tirst consideration in
the svstem’s procedures and decisions. The second tundamental orien-
tation of the svstem is to regard child protection within the context ot
larger social structures and processes that affect all families, whether
abusive or not. As noted earlier, child protection is misleadingly decon-
textualized it it is divorced from broader problems of homelessness and
poverty, drug abuse and neighborhood dvstunction, and efforts to pre-
vent and treat child maltreatment must take into account the supports
as well as stresses that can influence most families. In a sense, a child-
oriented child protection svstem would be capable of drawing upon the
resources provided by a child-oriented society at large to support and
assist families, especially in their responsibilities toward children. The
principles that follow reflect these dual guiding orientations toward child
protection.

A Social Context that Supports Families

Principle 1. Child-oriented child protection occurs in a context of
broader social policies aimed at reducing poverty, chemical depen-
dency, neighborhood violence and crime, and other conditions that
place children and families at risk, and which can offer the material
and social supports needed by families to function effectively as con-
tents of child development.

[t is a sad and distressing irony of existing social welfare programs
that parents often cannot casily obtain material or social support for
effective parenting trom public assistance unless courts have assumed
jurisdiction for oftspring based on child protection action. This is espe-
cially true for tamilies at greatest risk tor child maltreatment owing to
unemployment and socioeconomic distress, substance abuse, teen par-
enting, or mental or emotional dystunction, who are unlikely to benetit
substantially from the kinds of income supports provided by the gov-
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crnment to middle- and upper-income tamilies (e.g., the tax deduction
for children; the child care tax credit; ete), but are either unknowl-
edgeable of or do not qualify tor programs that could provide material
assistance or social support for their parenting responsibilities. Thus, it
is not unusual for child protection action to occur primarily so parents
can become eligible tor therapy, job counseling, homemaker services, and
financial assistance that would otherwise be unavailable to them. In this
sense, it is easier to obtain public assistance in these wavs after parents
have abused oftspring than before.

This creates several additional problems besides undermining abuse
prevention etforts that might occur through the provision of material and
social support to high-risk families. In addition, it means that supportive
assistance occurs in the context of coercive interventions, by child pro-
tection caseworkers, into family life that entail privacy intrusions, family
disruption, court action, and labeling parents as abusive or neglecttul.
Needless to say, the benefits of public assistance contingent on these
experiences may be undermined by the costs they entail to the families
that receive them, and these contingencies mav render parents more,
rather than less, willing to receive future help trom child protection agen-
cies. Furthermore, the contingency of many forms of public assistance
on child protection action means that caseworkers experience incentives
to intervene into families that pose no threat to children, but which may
be prone to abuse or neglect without material aid or social support. The
tendency to intervene coercively before problems have become severe
has become known as “widening the nets” (Austin & Krisberg, 1981)
and, as it has in criminal justice, may actuallv undermine the effective-
ness of the child protection svstem by placing a greater strain on limited
resources and labeling individuals in undesirable wavs when their ac-
tions do not really warrant it (Thompson & Jacobs, 1991).

In the syvstem we envision, child protection would be a societal re-
sponsibility rather than the exclusive obligation of a single government
agency. Much of the social responsibility concerning maltreated children
would be preventive in nature, with an emphasis on secondary preven-
tion—that is, reducing the risk of child abuse or neglect in non-abusive
but high-risk tamilies through the provision of material assistance and
social support. Both are necessary, but cach alone is insufficient to aid
these families in the demands of child-rearing: material assistance is os-
sential to coping with the tangible financial and ecological problems that
are often the basis of child maltreatment (and is the kind of assistance
these families most desire; see Pelton, 1981), while social support is im-
portant to enfranchise these families into broader sodial networks that
can provide long-term assistance and rehabilitation (Thompson, 1994,
1995). The provision of cach not only enhances the resources of high-risk
families for coping cffectively with the demands of child-rearing and
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other tife tasks, but also directly reduces the likelihood of child neglect
owing o poverty and sociocconomic distress, which is currently the
leading form of child maltreatment (Pefton, 1994),

More specitically, a child-oriented child protection svstem (broadly
conceived) would:

« strengthen WIC (the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants,
and Children) program funding to expand supplementary nutritional assis-
tance to lower-income children;

enhance subsidies to foster prenatal care tor mothers who can il afford it;

+ strengthen the availability and quality ot atfordable child-care services to high-
risk families (who report child-care demands as amonyg their most pressing
concerns; see Thompson, 1994, 1995);

cenhanee funding for parenting and counseling programs for teenage mothers

expand funding support for detoxitication and substance abuse treatment pro-
srams with voluntary sclf-referrals;

strengthen the availability of perinatal home-visitation programs to provide
social support to high-risk mothers during the child’s carlv vears of life:

enhance access to drop-in respite child-care programs, and;

use the welfare system to strengthen educational and job tramning for parents.

In short, this kind of a reoriented child protection svstem would regard
child weltare as a societal responsibility: (not just an institutional obh-
sation when children have been maltreated) that is achieved, in part, by
providing material and social resources to high-risk tamilies before abuse
occurs, It is the society, not just the svstem, that becomes more child-

carme.

Outcome Evaluations Based on Child’s Developmental
Status

Principle 20 The etfectiveness ot the child protection svstem is eval-
dated in terms of the quality of the child’s developmental status dur-
ing and after intervention.

This principle broadens the criteria by which a “successtul” child pro-
tection system is evaluated by supplementing a concern for abuse recid-
ivism with a focus on the child’s developmental needs. Obviously, child
protection efforts are unsuccesstul it a child is reabused. But these efforts
should also be deemed unsuccessful if intervention occurs at a serious
cost to the child’s mental health or emotional well-being (such as if chil-
dren are traumatized by testitving in court against a parent, or by re-
moval from the home), or if the child is placed in living conditions that
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do not foster age-appropriate functioning, or if the psvehological con-
sequences of the imitial experience of abuse are unremediated. Ina sense,
this principle mandates consideration not only ot the needs of the per-
petrator, but of the victim ot abuse as welll These needs merit special
concern during the period immediately following the intervention with
the family, but require continued attention until it is evident that the
child has been restored Lo healthy, age-appropriate tunctioning. As car-
lier suggested, a concern with developmental outcomes mandates atten-
tion to the effects of intervention as well as the etfects of maltreatment,
and requires consideration of the costs as well as benefits to the child of
various intervention alternatives.

Although this principle is intuitively sensible on its face, it entails sev-
eral weighty considerations. First, how dowe detine the criteria by which
children’s “developmental status” is evaluated? [s the standard o mea-
sure ot “adequate”  development? How s this assessed inage-
appropriate wavs? By whom? In general, social service personnel will
have to address these questions on a case-byv-case basis depending, in
part, on the nature of the maltreatment the child experienced, the im-
mediate consequences of maltreatment as revealed in the mitial devel-
opmental assessment, the age of the child, the range ot potential
informants who care tor the child, and other pertinent considerations.

The focus of developmental assessments should be on remediating the
serious consequences of abuse for the child, and in helping to restore the
child to age-appropriate functioning. To evaluate whether there is prog-
ress inaccomplishing these goals, social service caseworkers will have
to relv on intformants who know the chitd well. In secking to determine
whether a child’s  developmental outcomes have returned o age-
appropriate norms, for example, a call to the child’s school teacher or
dav care provider mav be most relevant when the caseworker is pri-
marily concerned about the child’s educational progress, or poor impulse
control, or physical cleanliness, Concerns about enduring problems ow-
ing to abuse-related injuries, on the other hand, mav require a medical
consultant. For an infant who experienced physical abuse, on the other
hand, questions about continuing physical trauma or the child’s inteliec-
tual functioning might be better posed to a medical professional in the
context of a periodic health sereening. For children of all ages, calls to
relatives and others who have regular contact with the child are also
likelv to be useful. Through the convergence of these information
sources, as well as direct assessments of the child, gathered over time
(to permit a comparison of the child’s present tunctioning with carlier
periods), social service caseworkers can evaluate the etfectiveness of in-
tervention by assessing whether the child’s current functioning (a) is con-
sistent with norms for the child’s age, as evaluated by professionals who
have had an opportunity to observe the child; and (b) exhibits remedi-
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ation of the significant consequences of maltreatment, as they were iden-
tified during the initial developmental assessment ot the child.

This evaluation is complicated by the tact that, as carlier noted, mal-
treated children are often multiproblem children, with challenges owing
to learning disabilities, emotional disorders, and other problems. They
also come from family backgrounds and neighborhood settings that po-
tentially contribute to educational delavs, px\(hmmml problems, and
other ad]uxtment difficulties. Many of these problems antedate the ex-
perience of abuse, such that remediating the consequences of maltreat-
ment must also entail attention to the child’s other developmental
difficultics. In this context, social service personnel must become coor-
dinators of potentially fong-term services on behalf of children that may
range from educational plans to accommodate learning delays or disa-
bilities, to medical services to treat physical or behavioral problems, and
mental health treatment to address emotional disorders. Ensuring ade-
quale coverage of these services through public weltare programs would
be another component of the caseworker’s responsibilities. The child’s
progress should be regularly monitored, but it is possible (even likely)
that court jurisdiction for the child will end before the range ot chal-
fenges the child taces have been fully resolved. The important outcome
assessment, however, is whether the child is on the wayv toward age-
appropriate developmental functioning in terms of the child’s capabili-
ties and living circumstances, and whether the severe consequences of
abuse or neglect have been remediated.

Finallv, if the effectiveness of the child protection system is evaluated
in terms of children’s developmental outcomes, resources must be cre-
ated or diverted to provide funds for these treatment and remediation
etforts. At present', many children receive no medical, social, or mental
health services from the child protection system, and most who do only
receive medical treatment for injuries directly related to maltreatment
(Lavzer & Goodson, 1992; U.S. Advisory Board 1990, 1993, 1993). Unless
the resources of the child protection system are Mgmﬁcantl_\‘ expanded,
theretore, funds must be diverted trom other programs or fewer children
(presumably those experiencing the most severe maltreatment) will be
assisted. Some critics of existing child abuse reporting laws have called
for narrowed standards for alleging maltreatment as a means of reducing
demands on the child protection svstem and making the criteria for pa-
rental abuse or neglect clearer (Bc\ham\ 1985, 1988; Wald, 1975). Such
a change in statutory reporting standards for maltreatment would also
enable the system to focus more systematically on the developmental
needs of the most serious victims of child maltreatment. Alternativ ely,
in the context of restricted abuse reporting laws, services for maltreated
children could be tunded using entitlement-based language that would
ensure at least minimally necessary mental health services and medical
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care to assist them in coping with the consequences of maltreatment.
similar Kinds of entitlement language, for example, have long been used
to tund programs for children or adults with mental or phvsical disa-
bilities. Entitlement programs, while expensive, continue to be used to
address the needs of the most vulnerable groups within society (for ex-
ample, the Family Support Act of 1988 entitled welfare recipients in job
training programs to child-care subsidies associated with their partici-
pation in the program), and maltreated children must certainly be con-
sidered cligible by this criterion. At the least, however, a reoriented focus
on children’s developmental outcomes as a criterion of svstem effective-
ness requires funds to treat and mediate the serious consequences of
abuse.

Systematic data collection. 1t is important to nole that an evaluation of
the system’s effectiveness based on periodic assessments of the child’s
developmental status is valuable not only from the child’s standpoint,
but also in terms of the sensitivity of actors and agencies within the child
protection svstem to the needs ot the children in their care. With the
predominant tocus on abuse recidivism, child protection caseworkers
tend to be most concerned with the progress of the perpetrator. With a
dual (even preeminent) concern with the child’s developmental out-
comes, this attention would be shared with a concern about the child’s
progress. To enhance this approach, and to provide a valid means of
evaluating the success of child protection efforts, the svstem must have
a plan for systematic data collection concerning the children taken into
its care, their treatment by the svstem, and the course of their later de-
velopment.

Although caseworkers tvpically gather information concerning the
child and family throughout the early course of intervention, it is rare
that this information is svstematically organized <o it can be used to
evaluate the experiences and outcomes of children on whose behalf the
state has intervened. Such information would have several purposes for
children and for the child protection svstem. First, it would better enable
caseworkers to determine whether further services for the child and fam-
ilv are necessary, as noted above. For example, it gathering develop-
mentallyv related assessments of the child was part of the regular
six-month review of children in foster care placements that are currently
mandated by the 1980 Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act, it
would perhaps contribute to making these reviews more substantive
than perfunctory. Similarly, if children remain at home in the context of
supportive services to the family following child protection action, pe-
riodic information-gathering concerning the child’s developmental status
would enable caseworkers to evaluate the need for continuing court ju-
risdiction based on the child’s progress as well as other assessments ot
the family.
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Second, as this information is compiled for the population of children
for whom courts assume jurisdiction, it would also enable child protec-
tion administrators to assess the quality of the services that are generally
available to children and families within their jurisdiction and, if nec-
essary, contribute to designing more cffective therapeutic and remedial
interventions. In  this respect, gathering developmental  assessments
would enhance the sensitivity of administrators as well as caseworkers
within the child protection system to the aggregate experience of chil-
dren intheir care, help them evaluate which interventions work well
and which do not, and contribute to better planning concerning chil-
dren’s needs.

Third, in the aggregate this information would also cenable adminis-
trators as well as caseworkers to better understand the multitaceted “ea-
reers” (Blumstein & Cohen, 1987) of children within the child protection
svstem—that is, the sequence of services, placements, reunitications, and
resumed placements that often characterize the longitudinal course of a
and determine whether these careers

child’s experience with the svstem
can be svstematically predicted by the torm of maltreatment, the child's
age, preexisting developmental difticulties, family conditions, and other
tactors that might influence decisions made for and about the child. Al-
though it is easy to envision that a child’s experience with child protec-
tion entails an initial investigation, a set of interventions for the child
and the family, and final case closure, quite frequently children are re-
peatedly taken into the system based on changing family circumstances,
and cach new encounter with child protection can involve its own se-
quence of placements, treatments, and other interventions, followed
again by reunitication.

At present, there is little information concerning whether these deci-
sions made on behalf of the children have any svstematic relation to
children’s needs, and whether certain career pathwayvs lead predictably
to better developmental outcomes for children than others. In this re-
spect, the svstematic collection of developmental data concerning chil-
dren would  contribute to o an understanding ot the  Kinds - of
decision-making processes that affect placement and treatment choices
and other facets of children’s experiences within the svstem, contribute
to greater predictability concerning the pathwavs in which certain deci-
sions are likely to lead, and encourage administrators to evaluate
swwhether better decisions can be made on behalf of children.

At present, however, this kind of systematic, longitudinal develop-
mental data is rarely gathered and organized to address these kinds of
questions. Consequently, one important corollary of an emphasis on the
child’s developmental status in evaluating the success of child protection
ctforts is collecting information by which this evaluation can be made.
It 1s important to note that the child’s developmental status is not the
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only important criterion by which the effectiveness of child protection
cttorts should be evaluated, cither for a particular tamily or for the svs-
tem as a whole. Many other considerations are also purtvinont, ilu‘llldihg
whether the financial, ccological, and other circumstances contributing
to- maltreatment have changed, whether parents have acquired better
skills for caring for offspring, and whether parents have successfully
remedied other problems that mav have contributed to neglect or abuse.
Problems with siblings or relations with neighbors mav also merit atten-
tion. The reason these additional considerations are ilﬁportant, however,
is their prognostic value concerning abuse recidivism and the victim’s
future well-being. In the end, periodic developmental assessments of the
child may be one of the most reliable indicators of whether interventions
destgned to accomplish these dual goals have been successtful.

Supportive Assistance During Investigation and
Intervention

Proveiple 30 A child-oriented child protection svstem provides sup-
portive assistance to the child throughout all phases of casework.

Perhaps the most dismaving—and inadvertent—feature of the current
child protection svstem is that children who have been victimized by
maltreatment mav be further victimized by the svstem that has been
designed to assist them. From the moment of their initial experience of
the child protection svstem—awith the entry of a caseworker into their
lives, who asks for trust and disclosure but has the capacity to create
upheaval in tamily life '

children receive mined messages concerning the
svstem’s capacity and willingness to help. They encounter a panoply of
unfamiliar tigures who treat them in various wavs (ranging from solic-
itous to coercive); thev are ushered through procedures with little knowl-
edge of what is to be accomplished or to where thev are leading; theyv
are provided little opportunity to voice their own concerns, fears, or
opinions in case planning; and they must do most of this alone or in the
company of a distressed or angry parent, a distracted caseworker, or
other disinterested personnel.

Depending on the child’s age, these experiences can be distressing,
frustrating, and sometimes demeaning to children because of their need
to understand and contribute to the experiences that attect them. For
very voung children, the most salient teature of the intervention of child
protection agents into the family is the disruption of tamily life, the dis-
tress and anger of tamily members, and the separation from parents and
siblings and placement in unfamiliar settings that sometimes results. Re-
gardless of the importance of halting the child’s abuse, these are never-
theless likely to be distressing and confusing experiences to vouny,
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children, partly because of their very limited understanding of the rea-
sons for these events (and their tendencey to assume that they are some-
how responsible), and partly: due to their reliance on the relational
attachments they share with family members, even abusive ones, that
are signiﬁmntl‘\" disrupted when intervention occurs. For somewhat
older children in the late preschool and grade-school vears, their con-
fusion is enhanced by their awareness of thc roles of souolc«'n] author-
ities and the lcgitimaky of their decisions and actions (Shantz, 1983). The
conflict they experience is between their respect for the authorities who
have intervened into their family and who later seek the child’s coop-
eration in substantiating abuse allegations on one hand, and their fidelity
to family members on the other hand. Not surprisingly, the experience
of Tovalty conflicts like these can make their encounters with the child
pmtéctio-n system especially difficult. With increasing age, concerns
about “fairness” in the decisions of authorities for tamily members, and
their own roles and voices in these decisions, become increasingly im-
portant as children and adolescents seck to intluence the processes that
attfect their well-being and those of family members. At these ages, n
other words, it is important that children perceive that theyv are heard
by the svstem that makes decisions for them, to buttress their own con-
fidence that the system has acted fairly on their behalf.

Consequently, how a child protection system provides “supportive as-
sistance”

the child and of family lite. For very voung children, supportive as-
sistance may primarily entail access to a warm, familiar figure who is

depends on the age of the child as well as other characteristics

consistently available throughout the difticult experiences that accom-
pany child maltreatment mvestivations. For somewhat older children, it
mav require explanations, at the child’s level of understanding, about
what has occurred, what is likely to follow, and who is responsible (and
not responsible) for the sequence of experiences the child has encoun-
tered. At older ages, supportive assistance may espectally focus on as-
serting the child’s own interests in the decisions that atfect him or her,
especiallyv by giving the child a means of expressing preferences con-
cerning these decisions to pertinent authorities. Regardless of the nature
of the treatment or assistance  the system can otherwise pro\'ido,
therefore, a child-oriented child protection system is “child friendlyv”
throughout. This entails several features.

Redefined caseweorker role. One important feature of a reoriented system
is that the mixed roles of the child protection caseworker are distin-
cuished from cach other, and the caseworker’s supportive role is
stwn;,thcncd and clarified for the child (as well as tor the tamily). In
most jurisdictions, the role of the caseworker is intrinsically in contlict:
on one hand, this is an investigative representative of the state who will
make recommendations to authorities concerning civil or criminal action
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agamnst the parent(s); on the other hand, this is a social service worker
who can provide significant resources to support troubled families and
assist their children. These dual roles are, on their face, incompatible
because family members are unlikelv to regard an investigative authority
as a supportive agent. It is v\pumll\ unlikely that children will xo«:,ard
the caseworker as a benign, helpful person: why should the child trust
an adult who is unfamiliar and who evokes hostile reactions from a
parent, even if that authority promises to provide assistance? As a con-
sequence, the caseworker’s efforts to enlist the child as an informant or
ally i intervention and treatment efforts may be undermined by the
child’s suspicion and distrust. '
One solution, based on proposals by Pelton (1989, 1990, 1991, 1992), is
to divorce the caseworker’s investigative and support functions, and to
assign the tasks of substantiating abuse allegations to specially trained
law enforcement officials who have the skills and background to conduct
effective investigations. In this manner, the caseworker can be, in a sense,
an unequivocal tamily support agent whose function is to mediate be-
fiween the tamilv and investigators, consult with legal authorities con-
cerning immediate dispositional decisions if abuse is substantiated,
inform the family about the procedures surrounding the investigation
and prosecution of abuse allegations, describe what is likel v to happen
next, identify and enlist the social services that family members need,
contribute to tamily preservation efforts, and create the basis for an ex-
tended, supportive relationship with the family. In this role, the case-
worker can also be a supportive agent for the child by informing the
child about the procedures that involve him or her, providing reasonable
(and honest) reassurances about what swill be happening in the imme-
diate future that are within the child’s capacities to understand; by ac-
companying the child to visits with other agencies involved in the
investigation (e.g., to phvsical or mental health examinations); and by
assisting in the preparation of a case plan that involves an individualized
treatment plan for the child. In such a child-oriented child protection
system, moreover, the caseworker who assumes initial responsibility for
the f family dumw the investigation phase is the same caseworker who
participates in designing a treatment program for the child and the fam-
ily, and who monitors its effectiveness and progress toward case closure.
Thus, considerable continuity in this family advocate role is preserved.
In Pelton’s scheme, the role of child protection caseworker is not only
claritied but is also part of a ditterent kind of child protection agency. A
reconstituted child protection agency would be devoted exclusively to
tamily support, abuse prevention, and family preservation efforts by of-
tering resources and support that families can accept entirely on a vol-
untary basis either through selt-reterral, or through the agency’s efforts
to contact high-risk or adjudicated tamilies through professional refer-
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rals. This proposed ageney would, according to Pelton, coordimate and
provide material assistance such as emergency caretaking and home-
maker services; housing assistance; help in eliminating houschold health
ond satety hazards; emergency cash assistance; provision of tovs, cribs,
and ph)‘ﬁ(‘ﬂ& enlisting visiting health aides; coordinating transportation
assistance; fostering parent skills training: facilitating adult self-help
groups; and enhancing access to welfare assistance, substance abuse pro-
grams, and other services. 1t s likelv that caseworkers within such
agencies could also provide direct material and supportive assistance to
children, such as locating atfordable and good quality child care, dis-
cussing the child’s special needs with school personnel, and mediating
access to other community programs from which children might benefit,
e ageney would provide these services to selt-reterred families, high-
risk familics referred by other professionals, families that have been iden-
tified by special abuse investigators, toster families, and even families
a population

anticipating the return ot their children from foster care
sufficientlv diverse that families who participate N agency services
would not be labeled i denigrating ways.

According to Pelton, the other roles tvpicallv assumed by child pro-
tection caseworkers would be assumed by other agencies. As noted car-
lier, tor example, the tvpical caseworker's investigative role would be
assumed by speciallv trained law enforcement units with background in
crists intervention and domestic violence, as discussed turther below. In
addition, decisions concerning toster care (including locating and licens-
Ny suitable placements and decisions about child removal, maintaining
current placements, returning the child home, and terminating parental
rights in preparation for adoption) would be assumed by the family
court svstem, with assistance by specially trained foster care workers
assigned to the court.

Within our proposed scheme, initial abuse allegations ot sufficient se-
verity that the child is Bikely to benefit trom civil or criminal action
would require that both the child protection caseworker and the special
lewal investigator contact the family jointly, with the special investigator
(not the caseworker) empowered to order the immediate removat ot the
child, contingent on judicial review within a 24-hour period, in consul-
tation with the caseworker. The caseworker would, meanwhile, remain
in periodic contact with the tamily as a mediator with legal authorities,
facihitator of needed services tor the family, and support agent. To be
sure, there will remain some inherent contlict in a child protection case-
worker’s child-protection and tamily-support tunctions, especially when
families continue to act harmtully to oftspring despite receiving helptul
services. However, avenues toward reducing this contlict and assisting,
children effectively within their families are more likely to occur when
the caseworker assumes a more unequivocally supportive role for the
family.
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Special recstiatioe it In Pelton’s proposed institutional reforms, and
ours, the primary responsibility for investigating child maltreatment al-
legations would be assumed by a specially trained unit within the police
department or, possibly, the district attorney’s office. The background,
skills, and training of these domestic abuse investigators would differ
from those of conventional law enforcement officials in several ways.
First, they would be sufficienthyv trained in familv relations and child
development as well as in crisis intervention to understand: the complex
familyv conditions that mav have led to an allegation of domestic vio-
lence; how to manage family conflict to promote both immediate and
long-term solutions; the considerations pertinent to determining whether
allegations are true; and suitable options tor an immediate intervention
plan. Second, they would be skilled in both child maltreatment and spou-
sal and elder abuse investigations, since these conditions are commonly
coexistent in distressed tamilies, and such families require coordinated
intervention strategies. Third, they would be trained to act as Haisons
with child protection caseworkers and family court specialists in design-
my immediate and long-term intervention plans that are suitable to the
familv’s conditions and needs. In the context of these multidisciplinary
“child protection teams,” theretore, members of the special investigative
unit can contribute to and monitor progress in the familv toward case
closure.

Finally, they would be skilled interviewers of children during the im-
mediate investigation ot abuse allegations so that the most accurate, and
reliable, account possible of the child’s version of events is provided.
One of the ways that children are victimized by existing procedures
within the child protection svstem is during the interviewing process,
such as when children are reinterviewed repeatedly concerning the cir-
cumstances underlving maltreatment allegations. Because the interviews
are conducted by individuals with various interests and goals, reinter-
viewing is not only emotionally demanding for children but may also
undermine the reliability of the account through the kinds of questioning
children receve. Furthermore, it is often difficult to determine whether
interviews lead to fundamentally accurate representations of the child’s
knowledge or experience, because the quality of the interviewing is im-
possible to determine after the fact, unless a video record or transcript
of the interview is retained. For these reasons, a child-oriented child pro-
tection system relies on skilled interviews conducted initially through
the auspices of specially trained law enforcement authorities, that are
videotaped to provide a permanent record of the child’s initial interview
account. This becomes the primary source of investigative information
related to the child’s account.

Special advocate for children. Although the child protection caseworker
can better function as a support agent for maltreated children under this
proposed scheme of responsibilities, we have earlier noted that the case-
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worker's child-protection and tamilyv-support functions are sufficiently
complex (reflecting the state’s interests as well as consideration of the
family as a whole) to warrant the assignment of another individual as a

special advocate tor children. The proposed role of “special advocate”
maodeled looselv along the lines of the Court Appointed Special Advo-
cate (CASA) program that currently exists in a number of st ould
be exclusively child-oriented. This individual would hopetully be drawn

from among persons in the child’s social environment who have a pre-
existing relationship with the child that can contribute to his or her ad-
vocacy functions; a teacher or child-care worker, neighbor, community
worker, or other neighborhood figure would be suitable. A member of
the child’s extended family might also be appropriate. Recognizing that
this mav not be possible in many circumstances, however, child protec-
tion agencies would also have access to a list of trained volunteers who
could assume this role when necessary.

In either case, the special advocate is appointed when legal authorities
decide that civil or criminal adjudication of abuse allegations is neces-
sarv. Once appointed, the special advocate would accompany children
to all phases of the pretrial investigation, assist the child in negotiating
the various procedures and personnel who are involved in this process,
and help in representing the child’s interests to legal authorities and the
court (in cooperation with a guardian ad llhsm, it one has been ap-
pointed). It will be especially important for the special advocate to elicit
the child’s opinions in wavs that neither impose an undue burden of
responsibility for case outcomes (byv emphasizing that legal authorities,
not the child, are responsible for these decisions) nor confound the com-
munication of the child’s preferences with the views of others who are
speaking on behalt of the child. Thus, considerable skill is required for
this role that would be enhanced both by training and by personal
knowledge ot the child. In this respect, a special advocate appointed
from non-neighborhood sources would likelv have been trained under
the CASA program if one exists in the local jurisdiction, but the added
advantage of the special advocate’s role in this proposed scheme is the
expectation that this person would be drawn from among the child’s
existing adult allies within the community, it possible.

Other procedures. Other teatures of the child’s s experience with the child
protection system could also become more “child friendly” under a re-
formed, child-oriented plan. Although considerable judicial attention has
been devoted to procedural retorms to accompany child testimony in
court concerning allegations of maltreatment (c.g., Coy o Jowa, 1988;
Muaryland v, Craig, 1990), these reforms are only one small part of a child’s
cncounters with the legal system that can influence whether these
encounters are traumatizing or tolerable. Some jurisdictions have ex-
perimented, for example, with “child courtrooms” that are warmer
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environments, with furniture and other accommodations better suited to
child testimony than conventional courtroom settings allow (Boland,
1991; Libai, 1969). The cvents leading to court testimony—including
preparation of the child during pretrial interviews, and information pro-
vided about the roles of the various legal actors who will be in court-—
can also be tailored to the child’s developmental level and needs for
understanding and assistance by cither the child protection caseworker
or the special advocate. Indeed, children can be provided a prior oppor-
tunity to become familiarized with the courtroom by sitting in the wit-
ness chair, speaking into the microphone, and becoming acquainted in
other wavs with the setting in which thev will later be offering testimony,

Meceting the judge prior to the proceedings might also be | w]p ful. Dmmo
the testimony itself, access to a seeurity object for vounger children, and
frequent breaks in the ox xamination for all children would foster better

accounts and greater ease in testifving. In these and other w avs,
therefore, the victimization of children that sometimes accompanies the
nvestigation and interventions accompanying abuse allegations can be
replaced by procedures that recognize children’s needs  for age-
appropriate supportive assistance to make these procedures tolerable,
albeit stll ditficult for them.

Respect for the Child’s Perspective

Principle 4. A child-oriented child protection svstem respects children
by taking seriously therr perspectives on relationships, sense of time,
understandings of causality, and other tfeatures of their life experi-
enee. lbalso recognizes the centrality of the child's relationships with
tamilv: members, even abusive ones.

One of the important challenges in child protection decision making

Is appreciating how interventions are viewed from the child’s perspec-
tive. By contrast with a typical caseworker’s preeminent concern with
halting abuse and ensuring that it does not recur, the more salient fea-
tures ot a child’s experience with the svstem may be that family life has
bccn irreparably disrupted. Other decision making junctures in a child’s
“carcer” in child protection mayv retlect similar leL‘IL‘HL(‘\ in viewpoint.

Infants and young children develop emotional attachments to their care-
givers that are central to their emotional well- being, even to tempor ary
toster families who have not been entrusted by the caseworker with the
child’s long-term care. Somewhat older children may have unvoiced ex-
pectations concerning the likelihood of family reunification, or its im-
mediacy, that are not shared or understood by decision makers acting
on the child’s behalt. Adolescents may have strong views about their
own autonomy and place in the family that are essentially unknown (or
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unacknowledeed) by child protection agents. Children's L?nderstanding
ol their own responsibility for child protective intcr\'cl?tmn, or'of the
permanence of their current out-of-home placement, or of what \\'1]‘] hJ,P,A
pen to tamily members as a result of Tegal intervention, may be s'lgmh—
cantly different from that of the adults who are seeking to take their best
interests into account. ‘

The problem here is not just a failure of communication. 'Rathmj, it .I.\
the fact that the unarticulated understanding and assumptions ot chil-
dren are likely to differ from those of adults, and that children’s under-
standing of events not onlv varies with age but also signif@anth‘ aftects
the impact that these events will have upon them. M‘uch of th'c d]sm\ss
that voung children experience in protective care ]lkt‘lﬂ" dt‘ljl\'(‘S from
ther -misundcrstanding of the causes and consequences of their removal
from the home. Much of the frustration experienced by older children
and adolescents in their encounters with caseworkers derives from their
perceptions that their views are not being heard by doci‘\.inn ljmkers.
Furthermore, with the voices of many ditferent participants in child pro-
tective decision making competing for attention, it is casy for decision
makers either to ignore the perspectives ot children, or to reinterpret
those perspectives as similar to those of adults._ Asa consequence, thns'o
who make choices in children’s interests mayv fail to discuss those deci-
sions with children themscelves; may fail to clarity the consequences in a
manner that children can understand; or may fail to even consider that
children are construing these experiences much ditterently trom how
adults do. ‘

A child-oriented child protection svstem does not assume that cluld ren
perceive the svstem similarly to how adults do, and actors within 3}1(“11
2 reoriented system strive to understand and respect the child’s view
(even it not all\\'au\'s acting solelv on this basis)k In somue cases, under-
standing children’s perceptions requires talking with children who can
articulate their own views and thoughts, especially in the context of a
trusting relationship with a supportive adult within the system (or an
adult enlisted from outside the system, such as a day care worker or a
teacher). In other cases, particularlyv with vounger children, understand-
ing their pereeptions requires background in child dc\'clopnpljt lln}t on-
ables caseworkers and other legal actors to recognize how infants .aAde
voung children’s understanding of relationships (?nd pg‘mmncnc_\' dl'HCl'
from their own, and to respect these differences in their case planning,.
For example, it may entail recognizing that what the adu‘lt world regards
as a “temporary” out-of-home placement may be experienced as a_n en-
during relocation by the child, entailing attachments to new caregivers.
In cither case, respect tor children’s perceptions may smnctmws-altcr
decisions made on their behalt (such as maintaining an existing toster
care placement rather than shifting children to a new one), but also re-
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quires providing information to children and obtaining their views about
these decisions,

The most important tension in policymaking concerning child mal-
treatment is balancing child protection goals with the child’s continuing
need for a family that includes an abusive parent. This is especially true
earlier in lite, when children maintain attachments to abusive parents
and deeply miss their families when thev are removed from home, and
have fewer extrafamilial supports to relyv upon than do older children
and adolescents. But even older children in foster placements deeply
miss the abusive parents they have left behind (Wald et al., 1988). This
dilemma is also faced in a poignant way by adolescents who are forced
to cope with permanency plans that require periodic reunification with
the family, onlv to be followed by the failure of the home placement and
a return to an out-of-home setting. Currently, child protection decision
making is guided by family preservation goals that respect the attach-
ments that children develop to family: members, but these goals are
sometimes applied insensitively to a child’s immediate and long-term
needs, and thus a greater articulation of the mmplications of the system'’s
respect for a child’s family is necessary.

Preventice tanily presereation. Although the concept of “intensive family
preservation” is tvpically applied to circumstances following the adju-
dication of child maltreatment allegations, a child-oriented child protec-
tion system puts a priority on the availabilitv: of preventive social
services that enable families to remain intact while remediating problems
of Inadequate care or supervision, discipline, or other needs, before prob-
lems of child maltreatment arise. It also means that a reoriented svstem
sceks alternatives to removing the child from the home, especiallyv when
the causes of parenting dvsfunction are otherwise remediable. Allega-
tions of neglect that are based on the parent’s inabilitv to provide ade-
quate clothing, shelter, warmth, or supervision are a case in point. In
such circumstances, the emergency enlistment of social service agencies
to provide these resources on a temporary basis, together with Tonger-
term ettorts to enlist patents i substance abuse, job training, counseling,
and other programs designed to foster their ability to provide for oft-
spring, constitules a better intervention alternative to immediate removal
of the child from the home. In New fersev, for example, an emergency
fund was created to provide temporary material and financial assistance
to tamilies identified by one county’s child protection system to assist
with emergency housing costs, atilities, food, or medical expenses. An
evaluation study revealed that the availability of emergency funds often
prevented placement of a child outside the home (Horowitz & Winter-
mute, 1978), and this later formed the basis for a statewide system of
similar design (Pelton, 1994). Although costly, programs like these are
less expensive in the long run than enmeshing the child in the foster care
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svstem, and are more likely to support the child’s healthy growth and
emotional well-being.

We thus use the concept of “preventive family preservation” to refer
to the efforts of a child-oriented child protection system to cnable tam-
ilies to remain together before their problems have reached the crisis
when child removal from the home is necessary. Preventive family pres-
ervation can either entail services to high-risk families before maltreat-
ment has occurred, or assistance to adjudicated families to permit them
to retain children at home. There are many program maodels of cach
approach. Concerning the former, for example, the state of Hawaii has
established a statewide home-visitation program with abuse prevention
voals, called Healthy Start, that provides high-risk mothers with a reg-
ular home visitor from the child’s birth until age five (Breakey & Pratt,
1991; Chapter 11, this volume; Hawaii Department of Health, 1992).
Based on the success of similar demonstration projects (U.S. Government
Accounting Office, 1990), paraprofessional home visitors under Hawaii's
Healthy Start program provide parent counseling, education about child
development needs, assistance in obtaining material resources for the
family (including medical aid, respite care, employment, and transpor-
tation), and referrals to other social service agencies. The purpose of this
program of preventive family preservation is to provide high-risk tam-
ilies with social support, parenting guidance, and access to community
resources that can buffer the stresses that can sometimes lead to child
abuse or neglect, and strengthen their resources for coping and success-
ful parenting. Early evaluation studies suggest considerable success in
achieving these program goals (see LS. Government Accounting Office,
1990).

[n other instances, prm'enti\'c family preservation mayv occur atter al-
legations of maltreatment have been substantiated through access toma-
terial resources and social support services. Indeed, under Pelton’s plan
for restructuring the child protection system described above, the pri-
mary function of the child protection caseworker would be to enlist such
services for the family with this goal. However, it is important to note
that in a child-oriented child protection system, services may be pro-
vided to children that have additional, indirect benefits for the tamily.
In these cases, by identifving children as the primary intended recipients
of social services, children and families can both benetit.

One example is child care. Studies of high-risk families indicate that
child-care demands are among the greatest stresses of family life from
which relief is sought among extended kin, neighbors, friends, and oth-
ers (Belle, 1982; Starr, 1982). For children in these families, child care
removes them from a stressful home environment (where they may be
the targets of a parent’s anger and frustration) and, it the care is of good
quality, puts them m an environment that is more affirming and devel-
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opment enhancing, and potentially can help remediate some of the other
giiftiL‘LlltiL‘s that children from high—risk families often experience (e ;I
with peer relations, impulse control, cte.). Infants and toddlers in oo.(:.i/
quality day care, for example, develop attachments to Cdl‘(‘k‘l:\’t‘l‘ﬂhtl:’:t
mayv provide more secure emotional ties than those they v\pc:icn@ wigh
parents (Howes et al, 1988). Somewhat older children from these homes
may not experience the feelings of inferiority, failure, and anxiety tlh{t
th_ey often experience at school (Cicchetti, ]‘.)L)O) because \\'ell—dcéiwm‘d
a‘ttvr—schonl programs do not toster the performance evaluations ana 50-
cml_con{wparis‘(‘m processes that characterize school classrooms. Thus éhc
d\’dl]d_blllt:\' of good quality day care and after-school care scr\'icc; for
t]nx‘ fﬁrsprmg of specially targeted, high-risk families, and for children of
t_nnmhcs that have been found to be abusive, can have tangible benefits
for children and parents alike. It would relieve one of the m:jor financiaAl
Qnd ccological stresses that parents commonly experience, while provid-
ing children with a supportive extrafamilial social environment.
N_Ioreover, if the day care and after-school care services were carefully
designed, they could potentially provide added benefits to hich-risk and
adjudicated families. Professional preparation of caregivers w:uld kcn:wble
them fo encourage healthy physical, cognitive, and socioemotional
growth in children, while enabling them to offer support, counseling
and paronp cducation to their parents. For example, parents sometim;
tumh to child caregivers for advice on parenting problems, and often
profit from the modeling of parenting practices that they can observe
even \\;hcn thg_\‘ do not seek or appear to accept direct instruction (félood,
1%’4; Flood, Greenspan, & Mundorf, 1985). Caregivers in dav ca‘re and/
atter-school care services can also offer interpersonal and emotional sup-
port when parents experience personal problems or marital or job—relétgd
difficulties (Thompson, 1994, 1995). Well-trained carevivers are in an op-
timal rqlc to monitor parent-child relations to dotvcththe onset or rvcuPr-
rence of abusive or neglectful behavior. The child-care or after-school
ig*#tmg cana l:s‘o flln&jhﬂlj asa site for coordinating other services to high-
115‘1\ or adjudicated families, as professional caregivers offer referrals a‘nd
.cmist other social agencies on behalf of the families whose childrcﬁ are
in t.heir care. Day care services have also been used, in demonstration
projects, as settings for parent training and mutual support groups
(Long, 1983; Powell, 1987, 1988). For children, care centers direcrged b\l
\\:cll—t'mim‘d professional staff can also function as quasi-therapeutic en-
vironments where problems of depression, deficient social skills, and
poor impulse control that tend to characterize the victims of childl mal-
treatment can be identified and treated (Durkin, 1986).
In sum, the concept of preventive family preservation that would char-
a-ctm‘izg a child-oriented child protection system emphasizes the provi-
sion of material resources and social support to enable high-risk families
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to function more eftectively before abuse has occurred, and to altow fam-
ilics where maltreatment has occurred to keep their children at home. In
contrast with the kinds of “intensive tamily preservation” (Wells & Bie-
gel, 1991) that oceurs after family problems have reached crists, preven-
tive family preservation makes the same material and social commitment
to troubled familics before problems have reached crisis, to prevent the
necessity of removing children to an out-oft-home settimg,.

There must be limits, of course, to the efforts of child protection case-
workers o keep families intact in the face of repeated and persistent
abuse, personal dystunction of parents, or overwhelming tinancial or
ecological problems for the family. Indeed, there is currenth consider-
able debate about the limits of family preservation in terms of the needs
of children and the extraordinary obstacles in the hves of some parents
to effective remediation of their problems. There is considerable wisdom
to this debate, partly because children are often the unintended victims
of the heroie, persistent, and fong-term cfforts ot the child protection
svstem to reunify a tamily that has become shattered tor many reasons.
A child-oriented child protection syvstem would orient this discussion,
however, to the needs of children for a home setting and tamily refa-
tionships that are affirming, supportive, and predictable. At the very
least, the periodic reuniting of parents and offspring without the serious
prospect of their long-standing success as a tamily should be reconsid-
cred in light of the emotional demands it imposes on children of all ages.
At times, especially for older children, continuing relationships with fam-
i members may be important, even when the physical reunification of
the familv is not possible, and strategios to permit this should be con-
<idered. In broader terms, however, the Timits of tamilv preservation
should be defined, in part, by the detriments to children of living for
long periods in uncertainty, mstability, and relational flux.

Parental enfranchisement r case planning and decision making. 1t 1s ironic
that manv treatment programs for abusive parents as well as for mal-
freated children isolate each partner from the other. Ttis difficult to know
how adults can better learn parenting skills in isolation from the off-
spring with whom thev have experienced parenting dvsfunction, or how
children can begin to cope with the emotional and psvehological con-
sequences of abuse when isolated from the parent with whom they are
likely, eventually, to be reunited. Morcover, when short-term interven-
tion decisions isolate family: members from cach other in treatment or
placement planning, their eventual reunion is likelv to be especially dit-
ficult because there has been little effort 1o help them develop a new
relationship that, by definition, requires time together. This is particu-
larly true given that their reunification-——and the period immediately fol-
lowing it—is not typically accompanied by svstematic, supportive
assistance from overburdened social service caseworkers.
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Even when thev have been abusive or neglecttul, parents have 4

1 Y Vg N - . ’ s ) ’ . ) ¢
unique understanding of their child’s specitic needs and special charac
s < C -

teristics, and are the most emotionallyv salient and influential fi TUTeS |
the child’s Ii»r’c. In a child-oriented child protection system, thereffw’reLb o
ents are enfranchised in case planning and treatment Lﬂ\‘isinn m;lfiar;
concerning the child. If the child remains within the home trea‘;m n%
and other social services are provided not only to indi\'id/ual hme'll1t
1rnen_1bm"s, but jointly, whenever possible, to foster the emergence oLf ne1 .
fnmll_\' svstems that will promote the child’s welfare, For L:;amplc )aw
enting classes tor adults should include periods when parents and, ghii
dren are together in various structured and unstructured activities, with
the advice and guidance of the counselor, who can help Jdlllf%t\W?] /
n-x‘\\"parvnting practices in actual contexts ot interacting with offx 71}‘i;)
.lt children are offered therapeutic assistance to cope \\'itTw the }7\'\'L:|E()l()%—.
ical consequences ot abuse, a component ot the thvmpeﬁtif revin?e
should include family therapy that will alter the family svstem h\s‘
whole. » o B
[t the child is removed from the home, on the other hand darents
should be enfranchised in the process of assisting in the child’s tlraklgs‘itim‘w
to and from the foster familv. This includes thc‘ parent jniniﬁw lhc;child
during the initial visit to the foster family, selecting prcfcrrca tovs, se-
‘cL.xrity objects, and other articles that will ease the c(hild's tmnx‘itioﬁ ,\:1'\‘-
iting regularly with the child at the foster home with asx‘ix‘taﬁcc b\/' thl‘
child protection caseworker (who may be especially hclpfﬁl with trans-
PQI‘@HK\H), helping in the child’s care within the foster home (e, i:ic{w-
titving Q]Icrgws, food preferences, assisting in laundering ;n:d meal
preparation, ete)), ongoing participation in the child’s \'Ch((\()l or child-
care arrangements, and eventually participating in the child’s transition
back to th(? biological home. The goal of these efforts is, in short, to
preserve within the child and parents their shared identity as a fan,ﬁ]\'
throughout the intervention and treatment process, and to provide a
psvchological foundation for their successful eventual rcunification‘
}ll<'>\\'v\'vr, cven when the eventual reunitication of the family is not an—'
ticipated by child protection caseworkers, many of these prm:cdkures‘ will
I_mn'cllwlcss be helpful to children by easing their transition to a tiosl'er
family and enabling foster parents to learn about the child’s special needs
and characteristics. ‘
, gfloarl_v, these kinds of cooperative arrangements with parents as ta-
cilitators of their child’s in-home treatment or out-of-home placcn%en} are
unlikely to occur smoothly within the kinds of confrontational cncm(m—
ters with child protection agents that often characterize intervention of-
torts. To the extent that parents naturally regard caseworkers as
adver;*aries rather than advocates on their lw—half,‘offorts to enfram;his‘é\
them in case planning and decision making are often likely to be futil\c.
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Therefore, one of the reasons for a redefinition of the child protection
caseworker’s role, as outlined above, would be to climinate certain com-
ponents of the adversarial relationship that often characterizes interven-
tion efforts. However, even within current procedures, additional etforts
to enlist parents helptully in casework decision making on behalf of chil-
dren might prove fruitful. Davidson (1989), for example, has urged the
use of mediation in child protection cases to reduce conflict between
caseworkers and parents about the dispositional plan, although media-
tion might also be useful in addressing disagreements about the nature
of maltreatment allegations themselves. Several jurisdictions currently
have provisions for mediating disputes between parents and casework-
ers in child protection cases, although they vary concerning the role and
function of the mediator and other issues.

Davidson (1989) has also argued that mediation may be helpful in
resolving conflicts between parents and relatives (when the latter are also
involved in the dispositional plan), between parents, foster parents, and
the child welfare agency, and between other parties involved in the dis-
pute. As is true in other arcas of family law where alternative forms of
dispute resolution have been tried, mediation does not offer a panacea
for the conflictual relations that, to some extent, must necessarily char-
acterize encounters between parents who have been accused of child
maltreatment and the caseworkers who seek to protect the child; and
differences in the relative power of these adversaries can undermine the
perceived fairness of mediated resolutions to their disagreements. More-
over, mediation should be considered cautiously when the child has been
repeatedly and seriously harmed, or s at immediate risk of serious harm
from parents. But in other cases, mediation can be helpful in enfranchis-
ing parents to a greater degree in the decisions surrounding their chil-
dren by providing the basis for a more cooperative relationship with
caseworkers, as well as sensitizing caseworkers and other child protec-
tion authorities to parents” legitimate concerns. For these reasons, me-
diation provides a potentially valuable avenue for improving relations
between parents and child protection agents.

Finally, it is important to note that even when family reunitication
proves impossible, termination of parental rights and adoption of the
child by others is only one of several alternative dispositions that could
be considered. Some alternative options preserve the possibility of lim-
ited future interaction between child and biological parent, while barring
the latter from ever achieving custody of the child, and placing the child
in a permanent, safe home environment. These include arranged long-
term foster care plans, custody and guardianship awarded by the court
to a new family, and adoption with visitation privileges tor the biological
parents {Garrison, 1983; Hardin, 1983). While some of these arrange-
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ments \\"ould require special provisions or statutory revision to prohibit
tllw possible resumption of custody by the biological parents, under such
circumstances they provide a means by which the child is in the care of
non-abusive adults, while not completely losing contact with biological
parents. To the extent that ndjudimtodyparcnt(s contest tcrminatioé;w of
parental yights because, as Davidson (1989) argues, thev fear losing anv
chance of tuture contact with the child, alternative porhmncm*\: 0 :’tion}‘
may allay these fears, facilitate more efficient placement of the Ch}ild iI:
safer but permanent living conditions, and advance the child’s interests
in not losing contact with parents as well. k

[:.\h'm/‘mz’_mm//‘l/ and neiehborhiood participation. One additional way to
accomplish the goal of preserving a shared identity as a family through-
out the intervention and treatment process is for a child-oriented chri)ld
protection svstem to enlist extended familv members for intervention
purposes. Many local child protection ageﬁcics already turn to the ex-
tended family for temporary foster care placements for maltreated chil-
dren, on thg assumption that their familiaritv with and attachment to
thu child \-\'lll‘pm\'idv greater social support to children and parents.

Extended family members can also ease and facilitate the child’s return
home when the family is ready to be reunited. Less commonly enlisted
are ngighbors and other community members who can pm\'idc s‘in;ilar
benetits to maltreated children in temporary out-of-home placcm;‘nts‘

For o_,\nmple, tribal members and others who share the child’s cultL?ml
or ethnic h}\rltagc can be especially important for children from minority
cultures. For older children and adolescents, these neighborhood re-
sources may be more valuable than extended family mc\mbers because
these are sources of social support upon which children of these aves
commonly rely. Extended family and community members are C‘;Ch
Itnotrlu likelv than unfamiliar foster families to facilitate the child's access

o the parent and support their relationshi ‘ing the o

well as preserving, inPanm' Cases, alitj“tl?x:i}r};niliual‘tlllll&:}:lti E’{”“e“ﬁ?n? e

: ; \ , al identity for the
ch?ld. Although these arrangements can sometimes be detrimental to
children (e.g., if abusive encounters persist during visits with parents),
on balance there are considerable potential benefits to children under
these arrangements.

When children remain home while the family receives needed services
extended family and neighborhood members can be enlisted by ﬂw chi]d
pr(nltccl'ion svstem in other helptul wayvs: as providers of rcspith care, as
Crisis SU,P_P(”‘? aggnts to parents, and as counselors to maltreated childrl\ﬁ.
Bv participating in some aspects of parenting classes, these family mem-
bers -can also reinforce and monitor the assumption of new skills by
abusive Aparunls‘ Of course, these roles are commonly assumed b\: ex-
tended tamily members and neighbors in informal \vaysy and tlius‘/a
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child-oriented ¢hild protection system secks to strengthen and build
upon exisling natural social supports for the family, betore seeking to
create new supports from sources that are unfamiliar to familv members.

Individualized Treatment Plan

Principle 5. Intervention and treatment of children within a child-
oriented child protection system are designed according to an indi-
vidualized plan that takes into account the type of maltreatment, the
child’s age and developmental capacitios, the tamilv ecology, and the
particular resources and vulnerabilities of the child as well as the

family.

The children who enter the child protection system are often multi-
problem children, with overlapping ditficultics with mental illness,
learning disabilities, mental retardation, emotional dystunction, and
other problems in addition to the effects of abuse. Moreover, the con-
sequences of their maltreatment are also individualized, depending on
the child’s intrinsic vulnerabilities and resiliencies, as well as the kind of
maltreatment, its duration, the identitv of the perpetrator, and family
conditions. The age of the child is, of course, a significant influence on
how the experience of maltreatment affects developmental outcomes and
how they can be ctfectively remediated {see Cicchetti, 1990). Added to
these individualized outcomes is variabilitv in the nature of the social
supports upon which the child can relv on the family (inctuding the
extended familv) and the neighborhood. Recognition of these tactors
compels the development of an individualized approach to intervention
and treatment within a child-oriented child protection system. For ex-
ample, as Daro (1985) has shown, ditferent treatment models work best
for children who have experienced physical abuse, neglect, sexual abuse,
and emotional maltreatment. Difterent treatment approaches also work
best for infant, preschool, school-age, and adolescent victims of maltreat-
ment.

In a child-oriented child protection system, an individualized treat-
ment plan for maltreated children would be designed by the child pro-
tection caseworker in consultation with the family, the child’s special
advocate, the child (depending on the child’s age and interest), and other
constituents. This treatment plan would include, as needed, educational,
medical, mental health, and other services that are integrated and coor-
dinated across relevant agencies by the caseworker. The duaration ot ser-
vices would last until the serious cffects of maltreatment have been
remediated and the child has been restored to age-appropriate devel-
opmental functioning (Principle 2). Interagency coordination would be
enhanced by the tunding mechanisms for such services, which are cen-
tralized in a state-level clearinghouse of social services for maltreated
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children and their tamilies that monitors and regulates funding and ol-
igibility requirements to enhance the flexibility of service delivery to
these and other troubled children. The foster care svstem would also be
strengthened to provide more ettective and llclpftl[ services to children
within foster families, as well as supportive services to these families
themselves.

Flexible range of integrated sereices. A significant obstacle to the effective
assistance of maltreated children within the current child protection svs-
tem is not only limited intervention and treatment resources, but inad-
equate access to these resources. Because of funding constraints,
chigibility requirements, and limited flexibility in program design, the
task of marshalling services for maltreated children and their families is
often a matter of channeling their diverse and complex needs into the
small range of existing services and agencev jurisdictions. At times, major
decisions in case planning hinge on the strategies necessary to obtain
cligibility for needed services, such as when courts assume iurisdiction
over neglected children to ensure their eligibility for social services. And
with distressing frequency, devising a treatment plan s a matter of
choosing the least detrimental alternative from among a variety of very
limited and potentially unhelptul options. It is no surprise, (on\"oquvntl\",
that major critiques ot the child protection svstem have underscored the
poor availability of treatment services and the fact that maltreated chil-
dren receive little remedial assistance from the state (Select Committee
on Children, Youth, and Families, 1987; US. Advisory Board, 1990, 1993,
1995, Wald et al., 1988). According to the National Commission on Chil-
dren (1991):

I'he burcaucratic maze of discrete, unrelated programs, cach with its own ad-
ministrative procedures and cligibility criteria, discourages many tamilies trom
seeking help and delavs the provision of assistance to others. The unfortunate
consequence s often to heighten parents” teeling ot isolation and helplessness
and to exacerbate problems that mav lead to abuse or neglect. Once children
have been removed trom their homes, fragmented and narrowly defined pro-
grams make it ditticult for foster parents and caseworkers to secure the array of
health, educational, and social services many of these children desperately need.
(pp. 202-203)

One approach to breaking this bureaucratic logjam on children’s behalf
is the centralized coordination of service programs under the direction
of a state agency working directly with federal and other agencies. An
illustration of how this can be accomplished is the decategorization of
child welfare services in lowa. According to Lerman (1994), child welfare
administrators who sought increased funds for family preservation ser-
vices in Towa discovered that many funding streams were oriented to-
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ward foster care (rather than placement-prevention services), and those
that were prevention-oriented had highly specitic eligibility eriteria. To
tfree the necessary resources for family preservation efforts, they identi-
ticd 30 programs that supported various services related to dav care, in-
home services, adoption, and mstitutional care, and decategorized the 30
tunding streams at the state level, merging them into a single pool ot
funds to be allocated to Tocal counties, with few state regulations at-
tached to expenditures.

A local plan developed by a team of county authorities was necessary
to release decategorized funds for local needs. Following an experimental
pilot project in two lowa counties during 1988-1990, other counties were
added to the statewide plan. While it is too early for a comprehensive
evaluation of the success of the decategorization project, Lerman (1994),
suggests that as a consequence, local counties discovered the importance
of cost-effectiveness in the allocation of child welfare monies while im-
proving, in a plantul manner, the delivery of services to needy children.
At the same time, >tat0\\1du C\pcndltuws tor out-of-home placements
stabilized while the responsibility for placement decisions was shifted to
local authorities.

Decategorization of tunding streams for children’s services provides
one avenue for more effective service delivery that is less encumbered
by restrictive cligibility: guidelines, inconsistent administrative proce-
dmcs, and inadequate agency coordination. However, enhanced access
to these services must be accompanied by increased integration and co-
ordination ot services by those who provide them. One approach to do-
mg so 15 through the use of multidisciplinary “child protection teams”
that include a child protection caseworker and representatives from pub-
fic health, law enforcement (ie., the special investigative unit described
above), the juvenile or family court, the child’s special advocate together
with the child and, possibly, his or her tamily. These teams would be
responsible for approving an initial individualized treatment plan and
for periodically monitoring the effectiveness of services and modifving
the treatment plan as needed, based on recommendations from the child
protection caseworker. While the caseworker would be primarily re-
sponsible for these tasks, consultation with a c¢hild protection tcam—
which may consist of a standing committee of representatives from per-
tinent agencies with additional members on a case-specific basis—would
help to ensure greater interagency integration of service delivery on be-
halt of children and coordination with other agencies with an interest in
the case.

Viaricty of in-home sereices. One ot the challenges in remediating mal-
treatment and preventing its recurrence is that in-home services to fam-
ilies are limited in scope and duration by funding and administrative
restrictions. Thus, even when the goal of tamily preservation is accom-
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plished, there is otten little that child protection agencies can offer trou-
bled families to strengthen them and ensure that abuse does not recur.
A child-oriented child protection svstem would be capable of providing
a variety of in-home, neighborhood-based services to maltreated children
and their families. These include respite care and crisis nurseries that are
available on emergency demand (possibly supported through commu-
nity volunteer agencies); neighborhood drop-in, atter-school programs
for older children; “Big Brother” and “Big Sister” programs for children
and adolescents; special education services for children with educational
needs; homemaker and parent aide services for parents; assistance from
child protection caseworkers in obtaining tood, housing, medical care,
and other necessities under eligibility guidelines for welfare programs;
counseling and mental health services for children and parents as
needed; and access to job training, substance abuse, and parent education
programs for parents.

Equally important, these services and programs would not be artifi-
cially time-limited by agency restrictions, but would be available as on-
going support services, accessible by request, as long as high-risk
families perceived their need for them. Thus, ongoing supportive ser-
vices as well as intensive crisis intervention services would be available.
This is consistent with the emphasis on broadlv conceived, secondary
prevention services articulated in Prorciple 1 as part of societal commit-
ment to reducing child maltreatment, and the concept of family-oriented,
preventive family preservation described in Principle 4, for high-risk
families and families adjudicated for allegations of child maltreatment.
Because family problems are not always remediated after three months
or six months of services, there is no good reason that services designed
to assist them should be sumumarily terminated atter this time.

Although this discussion identifies a fairly extensive inventory of ser-
vices and an open-ended commitment of public resources, many of these
programs are currently available to families under the auspices of child
protection agencies; several are based on volunteer ctforts, and a numbgr
provide services to all families in need, whether thev have been identi-
fied by child protection agencies or not. In a sense, therefore, these ser-
vices are a broadly based array of social supports that vary in their target
populations. Becausce of this, participation is less likely to be stigmatizing
to recipients and service delivery systems need not necessarily be tai-
lored specifically to maltreating families. In this respect, families that are
abusive and families that are prone to abuse can benetit from the same
kinds of material and social supports that all families in need might
receive from a child-caring society.

Strengthened systent for out-of-lhome placements. Problems in foster care
have been of long-standing concern to critics of the child protection sys-
tem, but many of the conditions warranting concern have become worse
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rather than better during the past decade. Foster care is avowedlv a
temporary placement for maltreated children, but the mtl'dctabilit\: of
many of the tamily or parental problems associated with child abuse,
the Timited effective supervision of children placed in toster care, and a
dearth of permanency-leading alternatives undermines this coal. Con-
sequently, children remain in foster care while failing to receive addi-
tional services, perhaps on the assumption that foster care itself will
remedy the child’'s problems (Wald et al., 1988). But foster care place-
ments are unlikely to be intrinsically remedial settings for children, iven
the limited availability ot suitable foster care placements and the increas-
ing demand for such placements by an overwhelmed child protection
svstem. In addition, there are few services or other supportive programs
for foster families, and social service policies often discourage foster fam-
ilies from torming attachments to the children in their care. Moreover,
low maintenance pavments, lack of training and support to care for mul-
tiproblem children, and other difficultios of the foster care svstem dis-
courage well-functioning tamilies from becoming foster families.

While policies that encourage the provision of in-home services to mal-
treated children and families are a desirable goal, the fact that out-of-
home placements will alwavs be necessary for some children mandates
greater attention to the needs of children and foster families. A child-
oriented child protection system would provide meaningtul financial in-
centives and support services to encourage healthy families to care for
maltreated children. This would include special trdining tor foster fam-
ilies, support groups under the guidance of professionals, consultations
with experts concerning special-needs children, special therapeutic and
counseling services for maltreated children in foster care, and greater
coordination between child protection authorities and foster families con-
cerning case planning and disposition, as well as enhanced maintenance
payments. Foster tamilies would be enlisted as consultants by child pro-
tection teams in the design and revision of the indiv idualized treatment
plan tor the child in their care. Moreover, the notion that authorities
should explicitly discourage the development of emotional ties between
foster parents and the children they care for is unrealistic and unwise
public policy, both for children and for foster parents. Indeed, most chil-
dren are likelv to benefit from stable, emotionally supportive out-of-
home plawmcnts even when family reunitication eventually occurs, and
foster families are less likely to abruptly terminate placements when the
policies of social welfare agencies do not discourage close ties to foster

children. Consequently, attachments between foster parents and the chil-
dren in thetr care would be encouraged, rather than discouraged, under
a child-oriented system. A child-oriented child protection system would
also create specialized foster care placements for children with special
needs, including therapeutic foster care and small ¢ group homes for ad-
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olescents (who can most benefit from such arrangements). These foster
families would receive special training, higher maintenance pavments,
and access to other services to assist them in their special responsibilities.

Finally, it is important to recognize that children removed trom their
homes often reside not in foster families, but in institutional settings that
mav consist of residential treatment centers, group homes, or other ar-
rangements - Concerns about reports of institutional abuse of children in
some of these settings suggests the need not only for enhanced services,
but also for stronger regulation of such placements within a child-
oriented child protection svstem. In an incisive analysis, Lerman (1994)
has proposed extending statutory definitions of child abuse and neglect
to the regulation of institutional settings for children, upgrading licens-
ing standards and responsibilities (e.g., to include standards for nutri-
tional and health care as well as the quality of the physical setting), and
improving the monitoring and enforcement of revised licensing and stat-
utory standards. Furthermore, he has ureed that statutory provisions
include a presumption against institutional placements for children who
are adjudicated as abusvd or neglected by requiring, casewokers 1o doe-
ument that less restrictive placement alternatives are unavailable or were
unsuceesstul, and that the child experiences imminent danger of harm
unless an institutional placement is provided. In these wavs, the goal of
providing an out-of-home placement in the “least restrictive environ-
ment” that is suitable to the child’s needs could be included in service
delivery for maltreated children.

Taken together, these provisions clarify that a child-oriented child pro-
tection syvstem recognizes that the CONSLGUENCes of maltreatment are not
necessarily remediated by removing a child from an abusive home and
placing the child clsewhere. Clearly, additional intervention and treat-
ment strategies—coordinated by a child protection caseworker with the
assistance of a child protection team, facilitated by the flexible coordi-
nation of service programs through a statewide agencey, and enlisting the
advice and cooperation of the child and, possibly, the family (and the
foster family, where pertinent)-—are an important part of enabling the
child protection system to accomplish one of its primary goals of restor-
ing, the child to age-appropriate, developmental tunctioning.

Generation of New Knowledge

Principle 0. A child-oriented child protection system supports the de-
velopment of new knowledge concerning child maltreatment and its
pru\'cntmn and treatment.

Comparably tragic to the escalating incidence of child maltreatment is
the dearth of new knowledge concerning its prevention and treatment.
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Despite an explosion of new studies of child abuse and neglect during
the past decade, only a small amount of this new knowledge is directly
relevant to the policy problems that are of greatest concern to practition-
ers “in the trenches” (Thompson, 1993). One reason for this problem is
that research in this arca has been undirected and unfocused, with no
well-coordmated research initiatives designed to svstematically test and
compare alternative intervention or treatment strategies; fow rigorous
evaluations ot demonstration projects concerning maltreatment treat-
ment or prevention; and few longitudinal investigations of the causes
and correlates of abuse or neglect. Another reason is that it is very dif-
ficult to design and conduct good, policy-relevant research concerning
child maltreatment, and consequently the growth of resecarch l\nm\ Iod«*o
m recent years has not directly benefitted policymakers or child protec-
tion workers with their ditficult decisions and determinations. Finally, a
third reason tor the dearth ot policy-relevant research is that such re-
search requires the long-term, sustained investment of research funds to
facilitate the kinds of longitudinal follow-up and evaluation studies that
are so lacking in this tield. Neither alternative funding sources nor the
reward structures of universities foster the investment of research time
and effort in such studics without substantial funding assistance.

Within a child-oriented child protection svstem, these obstacles to the
effective generation of new research knowledge are addressed by car-
marking major research tunds to the study of child maltreatment and
guiding this study into consensually detined priority areas. Priority areas
would be identified based on the recommendations of a multadiscipli-
nary panel of experts that included researchers but also practitioners
working at various fevels of the child protection svstem, with their rec-
ommendations revised biannually to promote currency and effective
monitoring ot research progress. At present, new research is desperately
needed in several areas. First, research is needed to svstematically eval-
uate the outcomes of various abuse-prevention strategies, which can be
conducted through the coordination of an integrated, multisite research
program (comparable to current NICHD support of a research consor-
fium on the effects of carly infant day care) and combined with basic
studies of the factors predicting intraftamilial abuse recidivism. Second,
further evaluation efforts are required to judge the efficacy of alternative
m-home intervention programs of the kinds outlined earlier in this dis-
cussion (especially parent-education programs that are widely used
diverse jurisdictions), as well as to design and evaluate the efficacy of
alternative kinds of foster care placements. Finally, considerable research
eftort is required to gather information concerning the child protection
system itselt and the decision-making processes by which families are
influenced by the system (see Thompson & Wilcox, 1995).

This research is important because it provides one important founda-
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tion to improving the current child protection svstem and toward mak-
ing it more child-oriented. In this manner, researchers can contribute to
the assumption of sociclv’s general responsibility toward children in

need.

NOTE

We are grateful for helpful comments and provocative ideas from William
Gardner, Patricia Hashima, Gary Melton, and Michael Wald, none of whom
shares responsibility for the ideas presented here.
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