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S : The study was essentia\ly exploratorydin

 ABSIKALUL  “wgF

- The pufﬁose'of this'study_was to examine theaAlberta,Government°
. ‘ ‘ o _ . .
Child Protection Service and ‘the attributes of the clients it serves.

¥

" “An attempt was made to determiné:whether_a rural office and its clients

“ kS

difﬁered fromhan urban office and to ascertain whether cases were

treated differentially by the agency with respect to. closure immediately

after the investigation stage and taking children into care. The
?henomenon of children in su stitute care was algo examined .

,; no formal

]

hypotheses were developed. Two regian%}rnéh%p
selected for study (one located in a- ,ne located in an
urban_area) and two separate sub-samples of client case history<files

were generated.

A comparison of the AGCPS to other protection agencies; discussed

in the literature review;‘revealed that they were generally similar.
3 .

However, variations did occur with respect to. legal procedures o
employed administrative structure, treatment of referrals, and intake

and program responsibilities. ‘Certain of these variations were ‘even

o - . : ‘ L
more pronounced in the rural office. i .

dProfiles of the clients served by the AGCPS were drawn and the

»

following characteristics“predominated:-thé children tended to bejboth

male and female Caucas1an?\5f\undetermined religion pre-school age,

~—
—

and to be referred by the community at large- because they were not being

cared for properly; they came from; families where there were .one or two

- children, their caretakers were married and employed. The major source

*

‘ ~(§ ACGPS were %



. i g7 ¢ ;

of behaviour problems in the families we{e the caretakers. however, the

o2

‘.singlehmost common form of problem behaviour exhibited was that of:
!

children being out of control or emotionally disturbed. When/rnral and

\ L]
urban families and children were compared the only aspect here a

’

statistically significant differance was found was-that p family- size.

Rural families: tended to be larger than urban families = Results of the

a

'comparison of clients studied to those desoribed in the literature review

proved inconclusive, with support for some of the findings beidg .

established and fot for others. _ | -

lﬁ examininsvthe?disposition of cases by the agency”it was faqund
that the only statistically significant difference th;t emerged, when
cases which were closed and not‘closed afterﬁinvestigatign were compared,
and cases)where :ﬁé child was taken_into care andvthose ;here the child .

was not taken into. care were compared, was associated with the employment

status of the caretaker. In the majority of not closed cases and the

taken into care cases the family was supported by social assi‘\
rather than by funds gained thr;ngh employment of the caretaker.
Although several 'aspects of the situation oacﬂdidren in care were
. analyzedg it was found that the only variables were statistically
signifigant differences occurred, were thosé related to the length :;\‘\\\”’
time in care categories and the discharge status of the child. The

v o

results indicated.that

ildren who remained in care for 1onger time

perlods were discharg d with less frequency tha dxter term in care

children, and had more placements. Further, chil® 'ere not

o

- separate caretaker or child behaviour problems.

vi-
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The results of this study tended to concur with those of research
outz.liﬂed in the litetat{:'v}'& review, when .t;he gituation of childfen in

sm_tr\thitute care was explored. ' -

[
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INTRODUCTION

In present day ansdian society the family is regarded as the -

-

:primary vehicle accountable for the physical maintenance and the. initial

tsocialization of children. However, it is recognized that not all family

dﬁts are prepared to perform these functions adequately and that children

alive in gsituations where their physical and emotional needs go unattended.

Such children, if they survive rarely become productive, accepted
members of the wider community Efforts to improve the life circumstances'

v
of ‘these children have led to the establishment of a wide array of child

)
.”welfare service program designed to reinforce, suppliment, or substitute

l»the functions that parents have difficulty in performing.l
. The main focus of this ‘thesis is tOjexamine a pgrticular type of
. , , e , . o
child welfare program knownias child protection services;’or those‘
'vservices specifically intended to meet the needs of children identified
as being neglected or abﬂsed.x;Such programs -are administered in Alberta .
by the provincial government under the auspices of the Department of |
Social. Services and Community Health. This'study will concern itself
: mainly with two partiCular aspects of tne Alberta Government Child
Protection Service (there—after referred ‘to as the AGCPS) a) the
‘_characteristics of the agency designed to deliver such services, and
b) the type of~ clients served by this agency. : _ o 'S'
In dealing Wlth the issue of agency characteristics those
_philosophical and. administrative qualities deemed neCessary by. _
. .

authorities in the field of child protection for the effective ﬁunctioning

o

. of such ‘an agency are outlined’ in the .literature review."Second,,a

AN

,\&\’



! ’ : l ‘ . o
description/of child protection services, as offered by the Alberta
government are pnesented. An attempt is then made to determine whether

or not the Alberta government program has the characteristics
} A )

delineated in the literature review. ' . < o

§ k.

Similarly, when looking at the type of clients involved with

ya

v

protection agencies; first a description of such clients, provided_invﬁgy
other research accounts, is‘determined}" Second a profile of clients
served by the Alberta government agency is drawn This profile is a
. then compared to the descriptions presented in previous research..

An attempt is also made to explore the possibility that certain
factors may be related to the manner in which an agency disposes of its

cases, More specifically, Whether or not social wofk is extended to @\

the family beyond the investigation and assessment tage and whether or.

" sot a child is removed. from his home and'placed ‘under the care and
: : o . .

custodyiof the’ptotection agency.
"Incorporated into the framework°of this study, whereipossihle, is
- . ‘ >4 .
a rural/urban comparison. . The reason for including such a comparison_
A"»stemmed'largely from.the researchers interest in the area of delivery ;
%of social Serwices in rural\locales and the fact that literature |
addre351ng itself to an exaﬁggation of such services generally suggest
~that rural centers, as opposed to ‘urban centers are underserviced.2
Although no assessment of the adequacy_of the ‘AGCPS is undertaken in

this study, an effort is made to determine whether or not essential

‘differences between the rural and urban programs exist.

el . BNy

.Utility of the“Study -

Comments in the literature, pertaining to the need for further

fesearch in the field of Chlld protection serv1ges, provided the malorrﬁw =
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impetus E?r this undertaking. The- genetal purpose of this study then,

;is to con ribute to the existing body of research-addressing itself to

the topic of cnild protection services. More specifically the

researcher anticipates that this effort will: L

: a)d help to further identify, through the development of ~
chsrscteristic_profiles of clients served by the AGCPS and the comparison
of these profilesito those-establiShed inlpreyigua'research,tfactors

‘ e ~

‘apparently asgociated with families and children’involped in cases of

+

x'neglect and abdse. /

b /”prove useful to the AGCPS by providing information concerning S
the operition of their agency as it relates to the- standards recommended
-by the Child Welfare League of America and the operation of agencies

ie

as described in other reports.’

c) provide some insights into the circunstances of child neglect
and abuse in rural areas; a topic not’ widely explored in the 1iterature .
pertaining specifically to the operation ‘of child protection<services.

It is also hoped that this study will help to stimulate an interest to

lt further research in this area.,
VTR ' Limitations of ‘the Study

This study is exploratory in nature and does not represent an
- attempt to evaluate child protection programs or to es ablish the causes
of child neglect and ‘abuse. Further no attempt will be made to ascertain/_
wh; differences ‘between the rural and urban sector- (if they exist) occur;
4 The .method applied in the selection of ‘of fices and cases forl

study .make generalizations to other protection programs and their

"client populationspinadviSable. The rural office was selected on- the

y -



.4]

baais that is waa the only ofﬁice locntod in a ruraJ( ccnter (population \

— ——

of l 000 or 1ess) A decision, on the part of the rcaearchnr, lead to

Q

the selection of the urban office for«atudy. tikawise; a decision was

e
-

i made coucerning the selection of cases for study, only certain case

.-

history files located in these two offices that were active during the

.

year 1976 were examined.ix .

" The fact that the researcher was only able to gather the data%,
,tpertaining to client characteristics and activities from case history
files of subjects, rather than from dircct sources, incfeascs the
‘probability of error io termsmof.présenting an accurate and uﬁiform
'oictdre of events and client attributes. Vs : R
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. NOTES

Alfred Kadushin ‘Child Welfare Services (New Yotk: The MncMillan
Company, 1967) p: 202. ' .

Joseph C. Ryant "The Integration of Services in Rural and Urban
. Communities," Canadian Journal of Social Work Educatiom, Vol.

(n.d. ). pp. 9, 10.



CHAPTER II ‘ s T
LITERATURE REVIEW AND STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES

' The Child Welfare League of America (cWLA)! defines protection

servicee as: *
Lese @ specialized child welfare service that carries a
delegated responsibility to offer help in behalf of
any child considered or found to be neglected abused - e
éA or exploited. - .
{ .
Similarly, the Canadian Welfare Council2 views protection services as

 being:

... based on law and ... supported by community standards.
Its purpose is protection of children through strengthening
the home, or failing that, making plans for their case and
custody through the courts ... It is a service on behalf of
.children undertaken by an agency updn receipt of information
which indicates parental responsibility toward those children
15 not being effectively met.

Children for Whom Protection Services are Appropriate

iy

Child protection services ere, By definition, created to deal

with the neglected,éebused and exploited child and his family. However,

S / -
no absolute, universally applicable standards have been devised to

. .
determine whether or not a child can be categorized as abused; mneglected,
. J . : ' ;

_or exploited. In practice, each case is individually assessed. A

general inVentory of eituatione indicati&% the need for'intervention'by';
a protection service has been generated by the CWLA. -The CWLA4

4 . .

delineates the situation as being critical when a child is:

/l. Malncdrished, Qithout proper shelcer or sleeping arrangements.
?.~‘Without éupervisicd or'unattended.‘~ |

. 3. \}ll and lackieg essential medical care.
4, ~Physically abused.

o




& Ly .
" 5. ' Sexually abused orfoxploiteq. . .
6. Denied normal exﬁeriences that produce feelipgs of being
- loved, wanted, secure and worthy (emotional neglect). - -
7. Emotionally disturbed due to continuous friction in the

13

home, mé?{jyl discord or mentally ill parents.

8. Exploited, over worked or exposed to unwholesome and

“demoralizing circumstances. ~
Major Neglect and Abuse Definitions

In his attempt to claﬂsify situations of neglect and abuse,
Kadushins generated the following categories:‘ a) physical abuse, b)
" neglect, c)‘exposure to unwholesome or deﬁbraliziug conditions,kd)

emotional neglect, and e) exploitationm.

Physical Abuse

3 J’)_ E
In the case of physical abuse, the child is "... beaten to the

. - / : !
point at which he sustaids physical damage."§ Hepworth cites the
following definition, as posited bj the National Advisory Committee on

Child Battering: ""Child battering ... the intentional non-accidental

4

use of physical force by the caretaker aimed at hurting, injuring or

destroying the child."7 In his book, Violence Against Children; Gil8

offers this definition:

Physical abuse of children is the intentional, non-accidental
., use of physical force, or intentional, non-accidental acts of
omission, on the part of a parent or other caretaker interacting-
“ with a child in his care, aimed at hurting or destroying that
chlld. :

Physiéal Neglect )

Kadushin9 explainé‘that,‘whereas physical abuse is a "crime of

commission" on the part of the parent or caretaker, physical neglect



—

N

tends to be a "problem of omission." Physical neglectr is seen to be a

situation wher@.the child is either abandoned, livingAln undanitary and
;nsu1Cable accommodation, malnourished, lacking in needed medical

attention, unsupervised,,or génerally not having his physicai neéds
10 !

‘adequately attended to.

Exposure to Unwholesome or Demoralizigg,Conditions

o

Because "children are prome to follow and acqeﬁf‘patterns,of

nll

behaviour of their elders, the 1nterventiqn of protection services

v

is seen to be warranted when a child is living in a home where the

<

parents'df caretakers engage in #Wriminal aéfivitigs, practice . )

prostitution, are addicted to alcohdl or drugs,12 or quarrell excessiﬁely

13

and violently and defy proper authority in society.

Emotional Neglect

ine in explicit terms

D,

than physical neglect is,la.but it is generatly seen as a situation where

Emotional neglect is more diffi

the child is being "denied normal éxperiencés that produce fegliﬁgs of
being loved, wanted, secure and wor:t:hy."-15 Included in the ‘category
“of emotiomal neglect is the situation where the child is "emotionally

disturbed due to continuous friction in the home, marital discord, or

nl6

mentally i1ll parents. Costinl7 provides a description of some of

the ‘criteria used in determining emotional &glect:

- ... the extent to which parental responses to a child are
recognizable as supportive and valuing, rather than
discouraging or demeaning; whether the parents show conce¥rn’
about the child instead of a noncaring indifference;
whether they treat him with the respect another person
merits; whether they postpone gratification of their own
needs in favour of meeting his dependency needs and gear
their -expectations for behaviour to.his individd®l - ]
level of readiness to perform adequately. S o

Al ) v ) » \"
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The situacion,of expl(itat:ion}8 is characterized by the child °

\

being '"forced to work at-unreasonable"f;skg for unreasonably lomg hours"

il

or may involve "encouraging the child to beg, to steal,'ﬁr to engage

~

in, prostitution for the benmefit of the parents.ﬁx If these activities are

occurring, the child is seen to be "denied'opportunity.ﬁor normal

recreational activities and other 6pportunities for social and intellect-
ual development."

According to Nglson,l9 the majority of cases dealt with by

-

protection agenciesc ¥

... are those that we refer to often as the nonwillful
or circumstégtial neglect cases, rather than cases

where the parents willfully and intentionally mal-treat
their chiildren. .

L;gal Mandate

" One of the most distinctive characteristics of protection service

20

is that iéé man&aﬁe f&r operation is grounded in law. These laws
invest authorityfiﬁ the membegs of the protection agéncyvto‘iﬁfervene
in sitdations where child neglect. and abus;'is suspected.21 .One of the
major reasons for providinéégégal sanctions‘;o protédtion ageﬁcies is
that, in many cases of child abus%‘and'negléct, the source of referral
~is not the parenﬁ;'requests fér help or intervention come from outsidé
the home;zz The representatives of the_aggncy;iin/p;der to fulfill %ﬁé
their role, must have the right to investigatevapf complaint and to - )
intervene on behalf of the child when necess;ry.23A Generaliy,Ain’Canada ’
‘and Ehe United'Stétes, the decision to rembve agd.maintain a childbaway‘
ffom the care and custpdy of a pafent'or guardian is nbgaone that rests‘
entirely with the repreéentaé}ve of the protection agency. ‘In'situationst

-

where parental consent for the child's removal cannot be obtéinéd, the



case is usually presented to the courts for judgement. The CWLAZA ..

maintains that no child should be removed from his home without a court
order, however,

... when a child is in danger and immediate action
. must be taken to remove him from the home without
the consent of his parents or in their absence, it
is the function of law enforcement officials to do
so. When it is necessary to arrange for emergency
care before the court order has been obtained, at
the first possible mement thereafter, the agency ' u
should obtain an order from the court authorizing
care away from the parents. N

Administrative and Procedural Aspects of Protection Services

Simmons maintains that protection services should be "extended

126

and developed-primarily under the auspicés of public agencies, and

if they are embodied in multi-function agencies, they shouyld be

27

administered as a separite entity. The CWLA supports this position.

Therefore, protecfion workers and administrative staff should not be

-

expécted to assume responsibilities associated with the delivefy of .

v

1 .
other welfare programs. ' .
b .

-~

Within the organiZatibqgl‘framework of the protection agency,

i

‘provision must be made for a governing.body, a director, and supervisory, £

28

intake, fieldworkersyépd—cleriCAl.positions.

. - )
Governing Body ' .

- e
Acecording to the CWLAgzg'the agency should have "a governing body

or advisory board' composed of unpaid citizens." The role of the governing

s

body is to develop programs and policies and to assure "adequate financing

and staffing of protective services." -

u
v

Director

The,CWLA30 suggests that the director of a protection agency should

=]
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provide '"leadership" to the governing body and the staff. His primary

responsibilities should be "planning, implementation of policies and

maintenance of standards, which include sufficient staff\"

Supervisor . b

v

Th®Trole of the supervisor is to provide guidance and direction to

A
the intake and fieldworkers.3l

The shpervisor on a daily -basis must support staff and

morale, while creating an atmosphere in which workers
can learn and shate with their co-workers.32

¢

A supér&isor should be responsible for no more than five workers, unless

the staff is highly experienced. Then the ratio of worker+ to supervisor

i
|
i

may be slightly greater.33

Intaké — Position and Procedure .

The person(s)‘involved in intake receive complaints registered
by the community. DeFrancis34 maintains that no long~term case work
. o
-should be done at the intake level; a fieldworker should assume this
’ . . f )

i

responsibility. He also recommends that if budgetary éonstraidts prevent
th; creation of an intake position, supervisory s;aff shOula handle this
task. The CWLA35 eméhasizes ghat only‘highly ékilled and ekperienced

. ;orkers should'ée employed at the ingake level.  Simmbns36 suggests that
one person should be speéifically‘responsible for handling negiect
coﬁplgints andirefe;réls. The importance assigned to the intake situation
is justified omn ;hé grounds that it 4s at this péint that decisions ’
;ééarding ngcéssity of service as well as urgency of service de;}véry are‘
made. .Accordingly, it‘is the role of intake workers to assess the nature
and source of the complaint and to defermine the initial course of action
to follow. In general, situations of alleged neglect and abuse come to

. \

kS

i \
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the attention of the protection Agcncy'trom sources other than thlr
potential client. Discussion of the complaint with the source of referral
is usually the first step in the intake process. Then, if circumstances
dictate, an invescigationAof the family by the protection agency 1is
iu%tia:ed.

Acéual research37 with regard to the source of neglect complaints
established that 35 percent of the referrals came from individual_mcmbcrl
of the community and that 65 percent came from: '

... community agencies ... such as the police, the

school, and other social~agencies. The two most

frequent sources of referral were units of the county
welfare departments ... and neighbours of thd family. ’

-

A study done by Bryant, et a138 on abusing families revealed that
24 percent of the complaints were made by relatives of the child (some
of these were parents registering complaints against spouses), 23 percent
of the referrals were made by legal authorities such as police and
probatibn officers, 22 percent of the referrals were made by neighbours,
and only 9 percent of the referrals were made by hospitals and doctors.

el 39

When examining the disposifion of neglect referrals, Boehm ‘
found that the cases selected for continued service were those that
indicated a hazard to the child's well being rather than those where a
threat to the community or a violation of community norms was the primary
concern. The source of the referral and the number of times a family
had been referred also effected the decision for conﬁinuation of service.

There is a stronger likelihood of acceptance 1f the

complaint has been made by a community agency rather

than by a private individual. The protective agency

rarely accepts a case for continued service if it is

a family coming to the agency's attention for the

first time. In such situations, the family is "warned'
and the case is closed. :



H'fﬁieldworkdéfPosition andiProé aIA‘J,~”"?'*
e If the initial investigation substantiates the complaiut of .

aigneglect or abuse, tasework with the family is attempted-,,When the

‘*itsi:uacion s such that the child cannot be assisted while living with

s'[{his family and parents do not agree to voluntary plscement, it is

h, the responsibility of the protection agency to’ initiate‘court proceedings.\

tlgfor the removal of the child to another environment. After the child is

'uiremoved from the home, the protection agency should continue work with

7

',7the child and his family as. long as there are plans’ to return the child
-.'home or. "if othe }children in the home reggire protection..40='.
In their efforts to assist parents and children, child protection

;.sservices may make use of various social welfare services which have

iubeen classified*as: a) supportive, b) supplemental and c) substitutive.

’ﬁ_Supportive services are "designed&to reinforce the ability of the parents

to meet the children 8 needs."él Examples of supportive services include. _

family and marriage counselling, psychiatric treatment programs,'

alcoholism counselling, child guidance clinics, parent education programs,

: ,-1\\'." o

and medical %ervices..t

Supplementary Services are used to ﬁsupplement the parents own

42

efforts to ‘care for the child " In situations where supplemental

services are employed responsibility for the child is shared by the L

'parents and the supplemental service agent. Examples of supplementa
. e

services and their use include° a) programs designed to assist in the

o \

' ‘specialized care of handicapped or emotionally disturbed children, b)\

Vo
A

'day care’ and»homemaker s\rvices for the children of parents who are'

©

.f'unable to assume full-time parental responsibility because of hospital—lj
¢ iization, employment commitments,kor other reasonsr»c) o’gaﬂizations sﬁch »f

. as Uncles at Large or Big Sisters who may aid the single parent by 'a ‘

2

IOl v . T
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4 of both mother and father, s S

alleviating streSses associated with attempting to fulﬁi\\ll the roles R4
' The use of substitutive services usually denot@ \;hﬁ child's -

removal from the home into a situation where he is red j‘\,ing care thac

'substitutes for parental care. Under such circumstané @» the child

N protection service and the substitutive service it emﬂ \,5 usually

ng:assmne fulL responsibility for the fulfillment of the aa\{ental rnles

*, i,

"The most obvious exampie of circumstances necessitatiﬁ& guﬂh a steP is

§ institut ional care .

in cases where the parent has completely rejected or //kl\,doned the child

A

b.‘Types of substitutive services include. Eoster‘ care, r“\,ption, and

o . . "\ > .
The CWLA43)maintains that termination of child bxyg;ection services

- should only ‘occur when /the child is receiving care tt{' \ mee(ts at 1east‘

‘phis miniﬂal needs, and’ the parents have demonstrated ff x&«’;/ ability to

: 4 -
: s_protective service., It stands to reason that some \ferrals t

continue t@care for the child without the agency 8 sMéces. v

1

Case Loads L . o N < e | / n : f

In keeping with thehcharacteristic of legate/\ ﬁv;hority, the
protection agency must deal with every comp{\int or r/ \{ral receiVed _

within a reasonable time span. "A waiting lis\t\‘tﬁ ﬁ\\%ﬁ
9 ,

»neeg instant attention, a8 in situations where possibV éanger tg the
N
- child exists, while in other situations action need n/t v:t:yen
’9 uations

CoAE is sug@sted that constructive use o
" more . likely to occur if discussiéns regarddng the conf,

‘1p:ompt1y.“5 o Et B if AR ¢

"mnnediate‘ly. However independent of t}j urgency of

.

s

agency ser iﬁe\ the clienc is
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The -ability to respond to complaints immediately-and~to provide~

the often intensive casework needed in’ protection cases depends partly

_on.the number of cases assigned to the wotkers. The CWLA 46 suggests ‘
A ' 4 N

that: B , : o

ILf effective gervice is to be provided, a. full~time
-practitioner «is- needed for every 20 families, assuming
. the rate of dntake is not more than. one new case for
“ 1every‘?ix_open cases.’

N : ’\ ‘ ’
: Other factorsacited as important determinants of caseload size include. -

‘ a) time spent on activities other than direct casework with the family

and child, such as courtwork travel time, documentation, staff meetings,

b) the complexity of the cases and size of families being assisted,

.c) ‘the availability of other social services and the extent of their

,‘involvement in a/particular case.47 Simmons48 maintains. - B

To ensure Sufficient time and attention to each child
and. family ... provision must be ‘made for visits as
\frequently as the situation indicates but not less '
frequently than once in every three months ... for
. caseload standards of 'not more than 60 cases per worker.
4\ ™~

Twenty—Four Hour Service

The need to deal with urgent cases immediately necessitates the
provision of twenty—four hour service. This means that staff capahle of

handling cases of abuse and neglect ‘must be available after normal office
. .,‘u ‘ .
’bhours, during weekends, and on holidays. For example, in Illinois, a

statewide answering service was established to handle after hours calls.

]

The.calls are relayed to the appropriate regional_office to®4® protection

K D -

. ¥ - .
service specialist. 1In cases where immediate action must be initiated,
theAsocial worker on‘after hours duty is contacted and provides,the

-

needed assistancer49



Use of Other Social Welfare Services

It is recognized that if a protection agency is to”function
effectively, it must have access to varionsisocial welfare services

such as foster care, day care, medical care, mental health services,
50

<

explains that the availability

»

homemaker services, and so on.-/DeFrancis

I3

of such social services can affect ‘the nature of casework done with the
‘client: - : ' ‘ : N

... the problem is different in the community which
lacks a diversity of services. This paucity of

be dvailable sources to which referrals can be made will

‘ dictate a policy broadening and lengthening the
treatment aspects of situations coming to the attention
of the protective agency.

If a yrotection aéency is to usé the available services in a

:community effectivelyg it is important that the social workers not only
be aware of their éxistence and function, but also create and maintain
e

a mutually,co—operative relationship,with these agencies.
Agency Objectives

In the 'past, the general practice was to remove children from
environments seen as unhealthy by community standards and to punish,
through criminal‘court proceedings,'the parents who were seen to be

'responsible'for the creation of such living circumstances. However,

-

‘with the evolution of Societies for the Prevention of Cruelty of

Children during the late nineteenth century and the early twentieth

century, a movement away from such punative actions began and attempts -
: - ~ ’ N )
were made to help parents-change their life circumstances so that\they

\

could provide more appropriate care for their children. The concept of

serving. the child in his own home (when possible) while offering social



work services“;o the family is a firmly established objecti%éiin the
field of child‘protection today.51, In situations where the child nust
be removed from the home and’placed in a substitute cate fscility,'the
jor objective of the protect‘on agency is to provide the child with an
alternative living situstion where he will receive adequate care while
' casework is done with the parents uith a view'to;reuniting the child snd
his family. |
The extent to which child‘protection services manage to adhere,to'
the principle of- keeping the child in his own home ‘and whether or not
they succeed in their efforts to change parental behaviour has not been

thoroughly researched. In fact Kadushin52 maintains- N

4

Theré are no well designated evaluation- studies to
" establish the exact degree of success achieved by
protection services..

Kadushin however, does acknowledge that a few studies have ‘been conducted
which provide an indication that protection agencies have succeeded in
their efforts to‘a-"modest»degree." ‘He concludes:

The amount of change one might expect the agencies to
effect must be assessed against the great social and
personal deprivation characteristic of the families who
are clients of such agencies.

Family Characteristics - = | - s

Marital Status

oo In a study deSLgned to examine neglect complaints, and referrals,
. /
'BoehnSB found that 4n 40 percent of the families referred two parents

2

\were'present in the home, and in 60 percent. of ;he families referred,

only one parent was present. ] . .

’ A study conducted in Den‘ve:54 of families in receipt of protective_

' servfces revealed that only 26 percent of the cases qonsisted of two

i
{

[
i .
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. . ‘ “ ) . - - . 5
parent famili“k Schmid,t55 examined 43 cases which were referred to a
proteclon jgency becauge of neglect and found that:

In Oply 11 cases yere both.parents in the home while

the fapilies were under, 'supervision of ‘Protection’

°€Tyvyces; in most situations, the mother was assuming\
~ Pajop parental regponsibility.

\ Sinulér results Qere found in studies conducted ’d.n Alb_e\)ta.%v '
These Studyeg fev%gle“d -thét-the majority of families dealt with b’y the

protection gervice were single parent’ in nhture and that usually the '

<

'sipgielpiareync present .in the home\was% the mothqr.' However, vin the 300
abusing, éhd neglecting families that Youné§7 !exainined,. 196 had parehﬁs
who were married an:i living together and 194 were one patenﬁ homeé. In -
these One i;arent‘ homes, 30 were unmarried ‘mothexl's’, 70 were inofcéd,

deserted or separated, and in 4 of these families, one of the pafents was
s

dead:- Altpough the majority of the families were two parent in nature,

‘o

~Youn8 Cautyons that the incidence of divorce and remarriage was high.

~

‘Marital ingrability, A in the form of divorce and repeated separatioﬁs,

was also reported by Cc,st:in58 in her study.

Famil siZe ‘
> . —

An°ther characteristic of familieg where neglect and abuse occur’

[

is chat_ they tend tolbev relatively large‘.' _Youn.g59 jdi'scbvered tﬁat dnly .
20 'perﬁent 5f-the’k fami_l‘ies' she studiedt had less than three children and
that 37 Dercenﬁ had beween.six and twelve %idren.“ The Alberta60
s_t'udies fdundjthat in th;a protection feimi}ie‘s' examiﬁec;l, three or .four
childf;‘-n_' ivere the norm. Similarly, Retn®? nc}ted that a large proportion
of the falni'iies; he described had four or more children.

Y
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Nelson§

Income and Employment

2 paintained that in the‘majority of the cases serviced

by protection_ agencies, the "parents will be in the poverty groupf"

Boehm'63

found that 42 percent of the neglect families she examined

/

received public assistance and that‘more than 50 percent of the husbands

o

in neglect families were employed in unskilled labour or service

occupations.

e the educated, economically independent family

- is the rare exception among the neglect referrals.
The preponderance of the families referred for
neglect came fyrom the lower socio-economic strata -
of the community.

Young'found64 that "out of the 300, families in the total sample, 128 had

at one time‘or another been given'public assiscsnce and . that only 32 of -

,tne?300 families were "financially comfortable and able to meet their

‘physical needs.

'percent'of the

1

hﬁgﬁ examining employment characteristics; Young

-

_ determined -that enploynent,histo;ies were unstable and that in."71

o

families, the wage earner was an unskilled labourer."

" In the Alberta studiés, Merchant and Texidera65 Aindicate that a
) . .k .

hign_nroportion of the families examined were deoendent‘on social

Ethnic Group

-allowance for their -incomes. .

_3; )

8 In his study of néglected_childfen in the Edmonton area, Moore

found that Metis and Indian families, when compared to other ethnic

" 67

groups, were overrepresented. Boehm established similar findings.

... the proportion of non-whites among neglect families
is almost three times' the proportion found in the general -
upopulation. The disproportion is'~true for both.Negro and

' Indian families, but the Indian families gtcount most

. heavily for differences in social composizgon, their
‘incidence in the' group of neglect families'is mpre than.

30 times® their proportion in the general population.

P

e

.
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. In a study done by Young,68 she found that 237 of 300 families
were white, 54 Negro,‘and 9 either Indian or Oriental. Unlike Boehm
" and Moore, she/concluded that. there was no correlation between situations-

N

of neglect and race or nationalityﬁ

Source of Problem Behaviour , . ' ‘

Boehm69 delineated the following problem behaviours of parents

as being most frequently cited in the neglect complaints she examined:

a) excessive drinking, b) inadequate housekeeping, c) illicit sex relations
of parents, and d) leaving the children unattended She maintained that
"each of these problems occurs in one—thirdgor‘more of all the‘neglect

:complaints." ,
N ’ A ,
’ 'In the neglecting and abusing families she studied, Young'7'0 found
: : . 3

that: o, _ , : i .

One of the most acute problems was alcoholism. One

hundred and*eighty-six parents were severe and chronic

drinkers and their drinking copstituted a primary

family problem. -

»

One hundred and twelve of the parents Young described had a record of at

least one crime, eighty-two of the parents were seen as "consistently
] s . . .

-

promiscuous"'ang\one hundred and six of the parent;‘were diagnosed as.
. : “ : ’

o

psychotic.

/”: In the Alberta studies,7l'"often one or both of the paients in

the families studied had an alcohol problem'" and the‘maéority of the

!

children who were in care (had been placed fn substitute case situations)

~were there because of "parental unwillingness which means parental

1nability to cope with financial emotional marital and social problems

Lo

The types’ of problem behaviours exhibited by abusing parents

appear to differ from thpse of neglectiqg parents. The CWLA72 offers

¢ Lo

~
e
~2



the following descriminating description:

Neglecting parents may be characterized more often
by inability to care for their children or indif ference
toward their care. Efforts to provide basic practical
necessities and acceptable standards of behaviour
for themselves and their children are frequently
not evident ... Abusing parents more often provide basic
practical necessities, but quick to anger, they are

© more likely to punish inappropriately, to be critical, !
harsh or rejecting toward their children.

Keduehin73 summarizes such fingings by concluding: ''Abuse may be

 more a response to psycholég al stress, whereas neglect may be more.

7 &
. often a response to social stress."

Boehm74 noted that -in the majority of the neglect referrals she

studied, the referrei was made becauyse of parent-centered problems;

however, some of the referrals were made becausé of child-centered

problems,,includigg: a) ﬁruancy froﬁ»schogl; b) withdrawn or frightened
behaviour; c) running away ‘from home.

- Other studies75 show that usually only one child in a family is

singled ontlfor.abuse.A In her discussion of abused children, Y0un376

»

determined that there appeared to be a "lack of relevance between the

behaviour of the child and the savagery of the pnnishment." Bryant77

W

supporﬁé thie point through the findings nf his study and concludes:

‘The behaviour of these children seldom provoked or -
warranted the abuse they received; instead, they '

" seemed like innocent victims of something far more »
complicated than their own behaviour.

In most cases of abuse and'neglect then, the problemﬂappeers

to be pareht-centered rather’than child-centered.

\. Children In Care S . oy
In looking at the more specific situation of children who are .

actually removed from the' home, two important elements of the substitute

. ’ . .‘ ‘} ‘
L e
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«care situation are examined in the literature: a) factors which appear
‘to influence the return of the child to his family, and b) factors
[} . : . N

- related to the stability of the substitute care situation.

Discharge from Substitute Care

Research deﬁdnstrates that the length of:tiﬁe a child is in care
is an important. factor associated with discharging the child from
substitute care.. In a study conducted by Mass ‘and Engler,78 results
revealed: -

S _ ... time was a most important factor in the movement
’ of children out of care in every setting, for staying
.in care beyond a year and a half greatly increased
a child's"chances of not being adopted or returned home .
Jenkins79 found that 1f a child has been in care over three months,

~the "chances for an eerly return‘are substantially léé?ened." Studies80 ‘

carried out in Alberta demonstrated similar results:
... when children first come into care, they have a
. ~better chance of being returned home than they do at
a later date. -Where the period of care extends at
least 13 months, the percentage of returns are
noticeably diminished.

, . :
According to Fanshel,81 most children who are in care for thrée and one-

half years "seem to spend their remaining years of childhood as foster

.

_ children."

ﬁhen examining the characteristic‘of birth status, Fanshelsz,found'

that children yho were born‘in wedlock tended to be "discharged from care
with greater frquency;" ,Maas,sa however, when coﬁparing marital status

(at the tiﬁe.of'a child’svbirth) dththe perentsdof cdildren te/gpcrt—term

éare, fo?nd "no significant differentiating associetione between long-term

«

‘care and parents' marital status."
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-

. When considering the jevel of income of families who had children

K

in long-term care, Maas States: ''More than half (55 percent) of the
- families ... were very POor," However, Jenkinssa noted: p

.With regard to 1ncome the main ghift ‘among the
length of care Categories was in the rekative

- frequency of familiek gupported by public assistance.
Public aggistance fapjjies constituted 44 percent -
of the short-term plgcements, but after three
months, they Were only 32 percent of the total and
after two years, 33 percent. :

In his degcription of the race and reiigion of children in long-

85 comments:

term care, Maas
... he ig distinguighed by his race — that 1is, by
being non-white == apd4 by his religion —— that is,
by the greater likeljpood of his being of undesignated
~ religion.

i
/

i o 86 v . X

In his research ranshel concluded: "minority children tended to
experience a lower PropoTtion of diScharges. Jenkins®’ recorded the
following results when COnsidering the religious affiliation of the

children in care that she geydied:

The Jewigh children, represented only 1 percent of
the "under three Mongps" group, and 11 percent of all
children in care for two years or more. Catholic
children representedq the highest percentage of the

N - short-term placementg (51 percent), and Protestant
children were highesy among the long-term placements
(46 Percent)

In terms of ethnic composition and time in care, Jenkins noted \
there was a dr0p in the Perqgntage of Negro children in care when looking
at two of the time periods _. under three months (52 percent) and two

_’years andnover (43 percent)  The Percentage of children who were white
rose from 13 percent in the vynder three months group" to 24 percent in

the group of "two years anq over" while the percentage of childrén in

care who were Peurto Rican ypemained fairly stable; they comprised .
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35 percent of the group in care for under three monthg and 33 percent
of the group in care for two years and over-

Wheﬁ examining the reaéons why children were placed in care,
Jenkins developed the following 'reasons for Placement" categorie;.

a) physical illness of the .mother, b) mental illness of the mother,

¢) child's problem (emotional or personality Problems), 4) family problems

(conflict between parents, incompetence, alcoholism, yge of drugs, or

\;desertian), e) neglect and abuse. The results of her study revealed:

A) Physical illness of the mother was associated with a short

duration of foster care, repfeseqting 46 percent of the children in short-

term care and only 7 percent of the children in long-term care.
. o . .
‘B) Menta%/iIingss of the mother seemed unrelated to duration of
foster care,”agcouﬁting for 11 percent. of the children in short-term

care and 10 percent?of the children in long-term care,

C) Children who weré in care because of "family problems"
consfituted a larger percentagé of the long-term care groﬁp f38 pércgnt)
than tﬁe short-term care group (33 percent):

D) The gituation of "nééi;;; and sbuse" seemeq to be unrelated to
duration of foster cafe; representing 10 perceﬂt‘Of the ‘children in ghortf
term care and 10 percent of the’children in long-term care.

In lookihé‘at‘ﬂiSCharge patterns of children in care, as they
relate to "reasons for being in care," Fansheles ﬁoted that:

AN

A) A proportionately larger ‘number ©f childrep who were placed

Sbecauée'of physical illness left care during the first year.

B) At the end of five years, children who wWere abandoned or

‘deserted showed the largest pfoportion of still being in care

(approximately 57 percent),
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C) Of the children wio éﬂﬁbred care becahae of neglect and abuse,

48 percent still remained in care at the end of five years.

D) The smallest propotulon n‘m&hq:e children returned home during
LI iaﬁw 5
the first year were thn childtln ‘who . were placed in care because of their

" own behaviour problems. However, by the end of five years, this group
ST .

showed the’ smallest proportion ot "Mlldren still in care. Fanshel provides

the following explanation for this outcome:

Given that treatment of emotional disturbance is
knowrn to be time-—consuming, the minimal early

‘movement is understandable. That they, rather

than their parents,“are the source of the need for . !
placement indicates that an intact home is likely ‘

to be available to them than is true of other

categories of children, and thus probably explains

their higher discharge rate.

Maas,89 when commenting on the association between reason for
placement and length of time in care, concluded: . \

Children in long-term care are not distinguishable |

from others in care in terms of ... the precipitating |

causes for their separation from parents.. -

 Therefore, the researchers do not unanimously concur in their assedsment

of "reasons for placement" and its association wigh length of time in care.

Stability of Substitute Care

Concern is expressed in the literature90 regarding the number of
placement moves gome children in carg experience.

Anxiety about the permanency Of a home is present -
in almost every child who has-suffered the pangs
of separation from his own parents. This anxiety
is profoundly deleterious and becomes compounded
when a child has had the experience of being moved
from one foster home to another, a not uncommorn

. occurrence in foster care.
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When discussing the phenomena of multiple placements, andhclgl states:

The extent to which children experience turnover
.  while in care -- movement from one Setting to

another -- i{s important to monitor. It is an

indication of the stability of care provided.

In the case8 he examined, he found that nearly 42 percent of the children
(r
experienced one placement, 29.8 percent experienced two placemaents,
slightly mOre than 18 percent experienced three placements, and 10 percent
experienced four or more placements. The results of research conducted
2 ‘

by Moore in Alberta9 revealed: 62.8 percent of the children had more
than one placement, 8.6 percent had five or more placements; the average
(median) numper of placements per child being 2,37.

FanShel'593 exploration of the varigbles associated with the
number of Placements a child experiences led him ﬁo conclude:

The length of time a child spends in care is

probably the best predictor of number of placements.

Minority children were exposed to somewhat greater

turnover in care. Child behaviour and parental

unwillingness to assume care or to continue care

were linked to fewer placements} Children who entered

care because of family dysfunctional problems, neglect

or abuse or abandomment showed a relatively high number
of Placements. '

1

In @ report om foster care, published by the Alberta Committee on
Child Foster Care,94 the matter of multiple placements'is discussed. The
committee m'va_im:ains that the problem of numerous placeméﬁts is a serious
Bne and could possibly be alleviated if a careful assessment of the child
and his family were carried out previous to plaée?ent; however, "at the )
present time, there iéra serious lack of receiving and assessment |

°

facilities in the Province."



e ' s;cé-‘t'emgﬁé{cj:f’.objéé_fﬁesﬁ =
This study has as its objectives, as derived from information

_f:predented in the 1iterature review, the follqwins.: 'iA;(

l The'first objective is ‘to determine if the Alber;a Governmenc

‘;Child Pro;ection Service exhi\its characteristics similar to those ‘{4711:

'fvascribed to other protection agencies and to compare,»where possible, a

‘.Lrural and an urban office of the AGCPS with respect to these character— "

N :
. L

Cgees e

: the fanilies and child;en""

The second objective is to describe the oharacteristics of

} cumparison and then, to‘determine if these findings conc‘r\with those f E

jfrecorded in other studies. . ‘4,»» Co R

: _is left in his pwn home.:-e‘, o ‘_”fb

ey
"cV

A,,.‘

3. A third objective of this study is to determine iﬁ any

isimilarities or differences exist with respect to agency and client

. characteristics in. a) cases which the agency closes immediately after‘:

'investisation-and those where social work extends beyond this point, and

| ‘ﬁi

b) cases where the‘child is taken into care and those where the child S

©oMa -

‘4;‘ A £0urth objective of this.study is to examine the situation

; of those children who were taken into care more closely, with respect to

5

reViBW~’_ et

co2l e

-ed by the AGCPS, incorporating a rural/urban fét

’:chrtain of the "in care.characteristics" discussed in the 1iterature b
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES OF RESEARCH

Sources and Collection of Data .

In order to Sfulfill the objectivee of this study the following '

procedures for collection and treatment of pertinent ‘data were employed.

The necessary data was drawn from three separate sources: a) the

vAlberta Government Child Welfare Manual b)- the activities carried out
in the offices studied, and c) selected case history files of clients.

| Before’collecting and recording any information concerning the
operation of the AGCPS, permission to examine case history files had to

be obtained from the administrators of the two offices and from the

hief Deputy Minister of Alberta,Social Services and Commnnity Health.

A copy of ‘the Child Welfare Manual'was'obtained from one of the

-

regional officee;’information regarding regionalvoffice'activities

‘vasvobtained'by‘employing the “data gathering techniques of participant,
observation and personal interviews; and Heecriptions oflclient characteg—
istics and aétivities weré taken"from selected case hietory files.

T'Q‘researcher was employed in the urban regional office chosen’
for study, for a period of fifteen months as a-child protection“social
worker .gnd for.four months as a social aséietance social'worker, inuk

“the child protection unit. In'meetingAthe demands of these positions

Y S
it was necessary to gain a thorough understanding of ‘the operation of

[y

’all child welfare programs offered by the Alberta government. Data
from the case history files ‘in this office was collected during June of

-1977. -

.33
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Once permission was éranted to»enter the‘rural.office,,the

' researcher spent a day with the administrator describing the design and -

AR

purpose of ‘the project., Arrangements were made for the researcher to
|

return. at a later date, subsequently a one week: period in May of 1977

°

was spent in this office' a) talking to staff members about the operation

of the office b) observing the activities of staff members, and
14

¢) gathering data from the cli@ files.

Selection of Client Case History Files -
‘Taking into account concerns of: accessability of:data, time
’ constraints, and limited financial resources, a decision{Gas.made to

<
"make use of only those case history files on which active casework had

//been carried out duriné the period from‘Januarv 1, 1976 to December 31,
1956 ‘Cases -which may have . -been active during this time but had been
transferreéd out of the subject offices to other regional offices were
excluded. This procedure eliminated the necessity fo_r _the researcher

to/travel to those other offices to review files.

Once it was determined that the case history file was- to be
e;amined (367 files met the above criterion), relevant information on
the file was transferred onto a Case History Form (see Appendix B for a
coby-of this form).” The information on’the Case Historv Form included
not only. information that was recorded in 1976 but also information that
dated back to the time the file was created (when the child was first

. referred to‘the AGC?S) and for each,time period the case was "active"
after that date up until,December ?l; 1976. /This meant,‘for ekample,

_ that in some instances information recorded as early asrl967 was examined.

’



Once the Casé History Form was completed the data was,fhen

recorded on a Case History Sheet (see Apﬁendixfc for finalized copy of

this form) and coded for entry into the tcompute‘r. ‘ ‘“'_

From 367 cases chosen for study, two Sub.—-Sémples were drawn.

Information from‘eases'in Sub-Sample I, was use& to describe the general

)
i

-characteriefics of the agencj and of the clieﬁre referréd to the two"
offices. The other sample, hereafter refefrfd to as Sub-SampIeiII, was
 used to describe the charécteristits ef children who were placed in

rSubstituFe care. The fqllowing describes the‘proeedures employed in

establishing these two samples. : ° -

Sub-Sample I = ‘ : : ‘ -
-‘ . . . (é;’! - V'
Due to the nature of the data required for the rural/urban

‘ .
comparison component of the study, it was necess#ry to ensuré that only

-information recorded on the files, by the two subject offices, be used

fqr'analysis. In order to achieve-this; those cases which were already

: - Y —
. o o
« R ~

- present as of January 1, 1976, or opened during 1976,‘in the two subjectk

\

offices, were identified. (Any cases that were transferred‘in from
anotherboffick during 1956 were eicluded). Sixty-ﬂihe of,tre cese
history files in theArural office, a!h two hundred sixty-two of the cese
history fileS‘invthe‘urben office met this criterion. Second, only

that 1nf5rmation, otherhthan attributes which remained static over time
(such as :aée, sex eﬁd re;igien of chiid), recorded on the files in the
* year 1976, was coneidered fer/inelusion in the deta enelysis. ‘Hewevhr;
dee to the fact that as.man§ as four referrals and closuresvhad oecurred '

on .some cases over time, a decision was made to include only those areas

where first referrals and closures occurred inAiégémr— T
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.

An initial‘perusal of the data revealed that in 47 of the urban

cases and 5 of the rural cases, the complaint that was registered had

K been\judged invalid, and that in fact no problem existed at that time.

Cowm

!These cases were eliminated from the sample. A further 7 cases were
excluded form the urban sample because the agency was -unable to make -
contact with the child being referred and therefore, no validation of
the information received,voccurred. Given these circumstances, the final
urban sanple consisted of 140 case history'files and\the rural'samplef'
consisted ofv30 case history files, representing a total of 17Qﬁchildren
" and 113 child caretakers or families | | |

In an effort to maintain consistency in sample size and circumstances,
these cases were also used in. the two comparisons of: a) cases closed
after inyestiéation to cases which'were not closed, and b) cases égfre
the child_was taéen into care to cases where the child was notitakenf

L

into care.. ’
y . : ' ] } ' -
Sub-Sample II . ’

Due to the,fact that only four of the rural cases, included in the
above described sample, were ones where the child was taken into care, a

decision was made to eliminate the rural/urban comparison component in the

section of the‘study describing the situation of children in Substitute
‘care, and another sampie was generated. Further, in order to meaninéfully
examine many of the characteristics of the in care situation, it was deene?
necessary to include in the analysis an investigation of cases where the
child had been taken into. care prior to 1976. One hundred seventy.cases
were reviewed and those on which multiple taken into care situations

occurred were eliminated. This left a total of 107 cases to constitute

Sub-Sample II. 4 , o
! . S
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Selection of Offices

/The selection of the urban regional office to be exaﬁined, was
baseo on the following concerns: a) accessability of the data, b) time
.constraints, and ¢) limited financlal resources. The office chosen was
the one in which the researcher‘was employed for a period of nineteen
months (December l; 1975 to September 31, 1977).  The fact that the
writer worked in this office, made it possible for her to gather
information concerning the operation of the child protection unit on a
day to day basls, and to have ready/access to other necessary/;ata. The
office is located in a 1arge urban center which, according to Statistics

’}\Eanada-Censusxinformation; has the legal statue of a city.2

The procedure”used in the selection of the reglonal office {
located in-a rural center, defined‘hy Statlstlcs Canada as a town havlng
a population of less than 1, 0003, was as- follows' a) the researcher
obtained a list of'the centers where regional offices were located
b) this list indicated that there was a total of 37 offices Iocated
throughout the province, c) the population of these centers were determ;ned
by making use of the 1976 Statistics Canada material, d) all of those
offices located in centers having a population of over 1,000 were
-considered to be located in urban centers. ~ By following this procedure

the researcher selected a regional office which was located in a rural

center. -

-

To ensure absolute confidentiality regarding information taken

-

from case history files in the two offices under study, the actual

location of these offices will not be divulged.

K
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Source and Description of Data Collected
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Data Collected .

Souf%e of the Data

A definition of the AGCPS and its

objectives.

A description of the type of child

in need of protection:

--a definition of neglect and abuse.

- reasons why children are referred
to the agency.

Legal mandate of the AGCPS:

- procedures for removing ‘children
from their homes.

- legal status of children dealt
with by the AGCPS.

Administrative and procedural

aspects of the AGCPS:

'~ organizational chart of the agency.

- supervisory position. ) :

- intake position and procedures.

- fieldworker position and
procedures.

- caseloads. e

- twenty-four hour service.

Use of alternative social services.

Treatment of referrals:

- source of referral. o’

- rgason for case closure. £

- nupber of cases closed and not’

. closed after investigation.

- number of cases where child was
taken into care and not taken . .
into care.

Child Welfare Manual

S

L4

' Child Welfare Act

Case history files

x

Child Welfare Manual
Interviews, Observation
Child Welfare Manual,

Case history

files

Child Qelfare Manual

Observation,
Observation,
Observation,

Observation,
Observation,
Observation,
Case history

Case history

Case history

Case history
/

s

Case history

Interviews

P
Interviews
Interviews

Interviews
Interviews
Interviews,

inles

files
files
files

flles§}
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Selectio7/and Sources of Data
To reiterate, the ﬁirst objective of this study was to determine
. | .
if the AGCPS exhibited cﬂaracteristics similar to those ascribed to
5

s. A further objective was to compare, where
| . _

other protection age;Bie
’ possible; a rural an ad urban office of the AGCPS with respect to these

characteristics. | \

Table 1 providesia desc%iption of the data gathered to meet this

| \ :
objective and the sourc% of this data. . This information was used first,

to deseribe the AGCPS a&d second, to determine whether thé AGCPS
pos;gssed Eharacteristit;~similar to those outlineé in the literature
review. . ;;E B : . ‘
An attempt was éléo made to determine if any simiiaritiés or
q;fferences, with respect to certain of the chayaéteristics considered,
were exhibite§ by the rurél and urban subject offices.
Anotherﬂobjegtive df the stﬁdy was, in par;; to determine if
any similaritigs or d;fferénces existed with respec; to characteristics -
‘of ches: a)-which the agency closed immediately after investigation and .
thoéq tﬁat wefé not closed,1and b) where the child was taken into care
and. those wheré the child was not taken into care. The data, .taken from

the case history files, that was collected to meet this objective was as

follows: a) case closed or not closed after investigation, taking.into

account the reason for referral, b) case closed or not closéd after
L. — ' !
investigation, taking #nto account the source of referral, c) child

’ . i -~ . .
“taken into care or not taken'into care, taking into account the reason
for referral, c) child taken into care or not taken fnto care, taking

.

into account the source of referral. :

~ |
i |
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It was expected that the resdits generaéed from this particular
d;ta would provide some insi;hts into whether or not the factors of
source and reason for referral 1impact on the manner in which cases
were handled by the AGCPS.:

Due to the fact that the rural sample was relatively small, with
regard tb cases which were closed after investiga:ion (6 cases) and cases
where the child was taken into care (4 cases), it was nét feasible to.
do - a rural/ﬁrban comparison of the variables analysed in relation to
the above characteristics.

Following the guidelines of research outlined in the literature
review, the inforamtion collection from tﬁe case history files to meet

~( the second, and in part, the third objective of this study, was as follows:
a) race of the“child, b) religious affiliation of the child. ci number of
cﬁildren in the family the child comes from, d) marital status of the
child{s caretaker, e) empléyment status of the child's carelaker. f) source
a°f behaviour problem, and g) type of child or caretaker behaviour problem.

For the.purposes of this study information was alsq/collected

concerning; the age of the child in 1976 and~?v- sex of the child. A
il e .

category of Caretaker/Child Begaviour Problem: hs added to the Source

of Problem Behaviour classification,‘becauﬁii“‘;?Tme referral sitautions
it was apparént that both the child anq the cafetaker were in need of a
rehabilitatfon program}ﬂ For example, if a caretaker ig an alcoholic and
~ the child sniffs glue, correcting ;he“céretakerubehaviour'pattern will
not necessarily lead to chorrection in the child's behaviour pattern.
| The above information was used fifst. to describe the character4

isti;s of the children and the families gerved by the AGCPS and second,

to determine whether these children'and families possessed similar



.]'fcharactertstics to those exhibited by clients desc

fpireview._”

: *jdifferences, with respect to these characteristics, were exhibited by theff

The data were also checked to discover if any similaritieslor ;;;fff'

‘.'»a

S -
clients served by the rural and q;ban subject offices, ;l"

7fnh: An attempt was also made to determine if the above characteristicsf”

‘age “a 1976):of the child, ,v\‘i- ) j;' , 7v,'; t <'.o'.iﬂ

" were related in any way to the manner in which the agency dealt with v»-l‘ =

csses, more specificaliy, whether a case was carried beyondsthe inv,sti——'”

&

gation stage or not, and wbether or not a child was taken into care. ;} ;'

- ‘Four of the above mentioned variables»were seen to refer to "Child‘

e N

{Characteristics 3 and the analysis of these variables based on a basic '

‘sample size of 170. These variables included. sex, race, religion, and '

<y

. f, The remaining variables were seen to be "Caretaker and Family ' -”“';:

~.“Characteristics and the analysis of these variables was based on’a basic

>

o sample size of 113.A.- 'u_‘ ,~x"vv »yh R o ';' .”'fii.; 1’ ';c v

%

In order to meet the fourth objective of this study, that of
s : l

'u:investigating the sitaution of children taken into care, information‘;f

1waith respect to the following variables was collected from the case

-

;ﬁhistory files“ a) sex,'race and religion of child b) maritalJand employment

’status of the child:s caretaker,.c) reasons for referral d) source and

g ,;care, f) n”"

| e?nOt still in care at the time;the data was: oollected) j?”‘

type of problem behaviours, e) fength of time the child spent in substitute

'ﬁr;of placements the child{ezperi@nced while in substitute ;

Ty

t;care, and g)‘discharge\status of the child (whether the child was, or was.

*-;_».1-‘Z¢ti~;~un._»‘: L o 'ev» |



In examining the variable, length of time in care, cases where the e
child spent a short-term (under three months), a medium-term (nhree to :T f
twenty—four*months), and a 1ong-term (over twenty-four*months) in care o

"._were compared with respect to' a) sex, race, and religion of child

: b) marital and employment status of the child 8 caretaker,,c) source and .

‘type of gmoblem behaviour, d) number of placements child experienced and A
L e) discharge status of childi\ : . '
The variable, number of" placements, was. differeq;iated into three o
"n*categorieS' one placement, two placements, and three or more placements,

'rand the following characteristics examined. a) sex, race, and religion of

fthe hild b) marital and employment status of the child 8 caretaker, and

-

;c) reasom for referral ~ o :’.-, gA'gfklgx-' i
When determining if any sﬁmilarities or. differences existed between'-

7cases where the child was discharged from care, as opposed to remaining in“_;

PR

RN

:'care, the following variables were examined a)<sex, race and religion of

’1isthe child, b) marital and employment status of the child 's: caretaker, ;:
»

v c) source and type of prohlem behaviour, and d) number of placements child“

?

experienced . ﬁ_i’ ce ";, . *r , Y b.v;’_ £ -;,;,
4 The analysis of the above described variables was based on a sample

';size of 107 Differentiating between sample size for varia&les pertaining
o to "Caretaker and Family Characteristics . and "Child Characteristics was
. ‘- e '

not feasible due to the fact that children in'care, although they may come .

P . o

‘ from the same’ household do not necessarily experience the same length of

' time in care, number of placements, or discharge status.



Statistical Analysis

‘- . PR T

o The Chi—Square test of significance was applied in analyzing

S

tables where the expected cell frequencies were seen to be large enough

“t6 permit the use cf this statistic.“ The Spearman Correlation Coefficien:,sw
~ N
l'was applied in situations where the Chi—Square could not be used and a

— 9"\

test of significance judged useful



NOTES:

In those cases where a second referral wvas received in 1976, only

information : recorded at the time of first referral was ‘used.

3, B

"Statistics Cahada, Population' Ge_graphic Distributions, Federal

-No. 12-540) December 1972.

~Electoral Districts, 1976 Census of Canada (Catalogue No 92-801,
vBulletin 1.2), June 1977, pp. 2-42 ~2=44, ‘

Statistics Canada, Dictionary of the 1971 CenSus Terms, (Catalogue
~§; C

Q

©
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CHAPTER IV . R

' PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

The following provides a description of the AGCPS; attending
specifically to certain characteristics of the regional offices studied

An attempt ‘has been made to determine whether the Alberta org nization

possesses characteristics similar to those described ‘as disgdnctive to

s ’ \
protection agencies in the literature review and whether the\urban and

-, i

_rural offices differ in this reSpect. oo ;‘Kf&f-“ -

~

-~

P o e
_Definitions and Objectives Of'the AGCPS

 The Government of ‘Alberta provides a’definition of protection

services containing statements similar to those presented ‘in the Canadian ;

Welfare Council description. AGCPS are described as including a range of

u

services designed—to assist parents who fail to provide care for their

_ children at a standard acceptable to the wider community. The removal of

children from their homes is seen to .be a "last resort" and is to. be used

P
<

only wheh‘the family situation is deemed unsafe for the thild In cases

where remo{al is necessary the f... primary obﬁective +.. i8 to ensure
‘that the child receives adequate care while work is being done with the

family to allow his vgafe return .
. v ot

o

,Definitidn ofVChildren in Needﬂof‘?rotection

"

In determining the type of child considered in need “of protection

uL

by the AGCPS the sources of information eﬂBM1ned 1ncluded the Government

2

of the Province of Albérta Child Welfare Act, and the content of referrals

accepted for 1nvest1gation by the AGCPS



The Child Welfare Act’ pro'vides the primary guideline used to ;

. ascertain whether intervention on- behalf of the child is warranted"

‘particularly'Part 2, Section l&, Subsection e. (See Appendix D for copy

" of _'chis portion of- the'act) .

PP

An?examination of the cases referred to;‘dnd%investigated by, the

AGCPS indicated that circumstances similar to those outlined in the Child’
Welfare Act provided the basis for intervention ‘on the part “of the AGCPS
The characteristics of referral gituations, as related by the
persons registering the complaints, were categorized as follons
A) Children Not Properly'Supervised f“This included situations

where the child was not attending school running away, or creating

// he

//problems in the community such as destroying property or fighting with
~

other children. - In most of the families (29 2 percent) this was the

reason for the referral. ‘ v
: ‘ : — ' . L
’ B) Children Not Properly Cared For. This category included
those elements generally referred to as neglect, . such as the child not -
being properly fed or clothed, being emotionally rejected or not
'receiving adequate medical attention. ~ 0f the families referred 25.7
: percent were referred for this reason.
. ) Children Left Alone. This referred toksituations where, children,
con51dered too young to be responsible (generally under twelve\Years of
: age; had been left without adult superv151on. This was the reaso |
i referral for 12.4 percent of ‘the’ families.

7 - _
D) Request for Assistance From an Out of Province Agency of Ano her

-Regiénal Office of AGCPS, This 1ncluded requests for home studies, court,
. service, and repatriation of runaways.. of the families referred 8 8

percent'were referred for this.reason.v



\“.‘*‘ !
) ’ . b ) . S
Table2 . - SRR
' Reason‘fOrFReferral anddln_éare Legal
* - .  Status By Total Sample
e Famil& Variables - _ Total Sample
: | T (¥e113)
S : - '~ (Percent)
" Reason for Referral . i » .
- Not Properly Cared For. 25.7
" Left With Babysitter ~ 8.0
Left Alone : L1204
"Abuse o 7.1 °
‘Not Able to Care 5.3
Unwilling to Care 3.5 - )
.- Not' Properly Supervised .- *29.2 .
- Request for Assistance | 8.8
" Ia Care Legal Status~_l o . _ L
3 Custody by Agreement . 9.7
v Apprehended/Supervision’ Order ~ 4.4
- Apprehended/Temporary Ward : - 11.5
' 'Apprehended/No Status. T 207
1.7

No Legal Status : : 7
- \ — ) v e
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4
7
i
.

E) Children»Left With'ﬁabysitter. In this situation the babysitter

!

A refused to continue to care ‘for the children, often because the caretaker -

.,

'failed to return home at a previously arranged time. This was“the,reason
for referral for 8.0 percent of the families. : «
‘ F)~ Abuse. This included physical or: sexual abuse of children by-

a parent or other caretaker. A total of 7.1 percent of the families vere
- . . [ y

" referred for this reason:
G). Parent Not Able to Care. 1In these situations\the caretakerf
- was physically i11, hospitalized\\oif:n jail and therefore unable to care ’

- for the child. This was the reason r\referralufor 5.3 percent of the

families.’ ot

~.

H) Parentwﬁnwilling’to Care. In these cases the caretakers were

statingfthey were unwilling"to assume any responsibility.for the'child and

requesting that the Government take custody. Only 3.5 percent of the

Y

families were referred for this reason.

'Legal Mandate

The Child Welfare Act designates that responsibility for providing
\ ; s ,
, protection services in Alberta rests with the" Department of Social Services 4
and Community Health The Department in turn invests the power to.

admlnister protection services to clients, in social workers employed in

the department s various regional offices

In ‘cases where 1t is deemed necessary to remove the child from the

S -
home only departmental personnel or‘the police havefuhe legal authority” A
to carry out this action There are two.P¢SSible avenues: open to -the

: o

. social worker and the family when the decision is reached to remove the
¢ -~ .

child: a) Custody by Agreement,'b):Apprehension. - fv

S———
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‘ifQCustody by Agreement

In cases where a Custody by Agreement is‘usedlthé”following
conditions are recognized. A written agreement is signed by the parents

or guardian of the ‘child in question, and authorized personnel of the

Tpe

Department. The situation necessitating removal of the child cannot be

characterized by abuségor "wilfull neglect?;xrather by "necessitous
. e ot . . . . . .
circumstances".such as illpess of the parent, rendering him or her unable

to care for the«chtid.3 -In this type of situation the parent must clearly
aéree to remain involved with the child and be willing to resume full

parental responsibility within a reiativel§f§hort period of time.

a

Apprehension . ' : . S
. ’ . . . /‘" @ -

The -term apprehension, is used to "...‘déscribe the temporary_

"remoVal of custody of a'child\fron:his parents or guardfan ...”a. Under
usual circunstances it is a;child.yelfare social worker who performs

‘the apprehension (not police or Supervisor§ personnel). Once the social
worker has apprehended the child, the parents must be provided with an
_explanation°regarding the apprehension and the 1egal procedures which will
follow. A court hearing (in Family and Juvenile Court) ~myst take place
2w1thin twenty days after the apprehension and the parent must be provided

with ,an official notification (served to the parents by depgytment

, personnel in person) not ‘less than ten days before the date of the court

~

4

i hearing. )

B - The court hearing is closed to the public and pres1ded over by a_

judge Unless the parents are represented by a lwayer (then the

Depértment is also represented by a lawyer) the apprehending/éocial
. -
worker normally presents the case to- the Judge .The hearing is not a

s . N v



a trial and the judge is limited in the type of diaposition he can make.
Unless the- parents have been charged with abuse or neglect, which would

‘warrant a hearing in the Criminal Court System, they are not subject to
imprisonment or d fine.' ngever, the judge can};:ther a) ascertain that
the child has not beéen neglected,or abused and dismiss the case; orderingl
a return of the child- to his parents, b) declare the child to be neglected

and/or’ abused and, c) return the child ‘to the parents under a Supervision

Order or make'the child a temporary ward.

\ ' .
Supervision Order

In cases where a Supervision Otder is granted by the judge ‘the
Chlld is returned to his parents,or guardian. The Department is then
responsible for the provision'of services on a regular basis until}such
time aslshe éupervisionvOrder\lapses.‘,If it is necessary for the child

~

to be taken back into the care of the Department, the child must be

re—apprehended and a court hearing;schedpled. ; b

Temporary Wardship

The judge has the power to make the child a temporary ward of the

Crown for a time peétiod not in ekceés of twelve months; however, a

tenpbrary wardship brder can be renewed in subsequent court hearings if

necessary.- When a child is made a temporary ward the legal custody and
guardianship of the child is transferred from the parents to the Director

of Child Welfaré thus»making‘the Department fully responsible for the
N —
care and malnteTance ‘of the child in a substitute care situation. In

e
Lz

cases of temporary wardship, the Department adheres to the’ following policy:

P . ' . . —
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It is the Department s intention: to return tﬁe
child to the parent's care as quickly as possible.
It is important that intensive casework be done

- with the parents ... so that parents and child do
not dxift apart.5

The child may be retorned to’ the parent while under temporary
wardship with the Department supervising the situation until wardship -

‘lapses.‘ If a child, who has been returned.home while still a temporary

ward needs.to be taken back into care apprehension is not necessary.

o

Permanent Wardship —
T When there appears to be no possibility that a family unit can be
: rehabilitated the Department representative can petition the District

Court with an application to make a child a permanent ward... If permanent

wardship is achieved, the Director of Child Welfare becomes the sole legal

guardian of the child until such time as that child is: a) legally adopted,

b) reaches the age of eighteen, or c) dies.
Legal Status of Sub-Sample I Children

When considering the'legal status of children from Suszample 1
‘ families,. it was established that in 9.7 percent of the families the

children entered care thrgugh a Custody By Agreement arrangement, 4 4

‘percent by apprehension followed by asreturn home under a Supervision

Order, 11.5 percent by apprehension followed by temporary wardship, and

2.7 percent by apprehension followed by return home w1th no legal status.

In 71.7 percent of the. Sub-Sample I families-the children were not taken

into care and therefore had no legal status.
. /‘/ .

-

!
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. .o Administrative Unit
- ‘ " s , - |
Child protection services are included in the "Family Service
Section' of the Child Welfare Branch. Figure 1 illustrates the operational
responsibilities and organization in the Branch's central office.
When"consideringbthe organization of the two regional offices .
studied it was found the administrative structure outlined in Figure 2

$

existed.

Supervisory Position
. - Ve
b

Int e urban office the supervisér of ‘the unit responsible for

N : ‘

the delivery gf‘ghild protectibn services had seven workers under him.
[ . S

b

Two of tRgese social workers handled social allowance caseloads, two

handled/temporary wardship caseloads, and three handled child protection

.

caseloads.

" In the rural office a sepa;ate-supéivisory position did not exist
) - . L L .
and the administrator assumed these Huties. Two of the social workers in

this office handled social allowance scaseloads and two handled caseldads

related to child welfare matters.

'

f

Intake, Fieldworkers, and Caseloads

In tHe‘ﬁrban regional office unit responsible for child protect.:

RSP -y

a rotating intake system was operating. For each working day a social

- Pd

worker was appointed to femain.in the office and handle emergency.and

! .
~child protection intake calls. This system led to a situation of social

workers_épegéalizing in otherlprggrammes handling child protection duties
Jand child protection workers handling social assistance needs); in

situations that warranted imﬁgdiate attention. Under normal circumstances [
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Administnétor

Urban Regional Office
b

Unit Supervisor

3

1

Social Workers:

Responsible for
the. delivery of
services in the

Unit Supervisor

Social Workers:

Responéible for
the delivery of
services in the

o
Unit Supérvisor

<
~

Social Workers:

Responsible for
the delivery of
services in the

54.

areas of:

unmarried mothers,
permanent wards,
"handicapped children.

areas of:

. social assistance,
maintenance and
recovery. ..

areas of: ¢
social assistandﬁ,
child protection,

. temporary wards.

©

a i

Rural Regional Office

Al

' Admin}strator.«-

Y

" Social Workers: Socill Workers:

Responsible for
the delivery of
services in the
areas of:
social'assistance,
mdintenance and

Responsible for
‘ the delivery of .
services in the ~ P
areas ofs
child protection,
" temporary wards,

permanent wards, recovery:
juvenile deliquents, T ‘ .
adoption, - , . . 2 $f

A q«foster homes, 4 Gl [
S ;unmarried mothers.
Y. -y

,‘QQ%~, . , .




, o
and children 1n questig:: neeéssary courtwork, and to~act as a,lxaison

N E : A TR 5 ,,

berween £os:er parents.xehild and nstural parents. ﬂt

In the rursl regional office an intake snd assignment of casesn/ :

procedute similar to that of the urbsn office‘was operating.; ﬁ@bever,,_;“

I

s

v'f the duties of the child protection workers in this office included along-;e'

with those outlingd*for the urban cﬁild protection workers, the following.vp

supervision*of unmarrie¢ mnchers, handicapped children\s services,

juvenile deliquents. foster home recrui%men:, approvals and supervision,

RV

permaneut wards snd adoption.

e

i . Vet : P . . . R
. v - . . i 3
B B ’ i

In nhe urban area*there wss a specialized Crisis Uni::,f4 et up tc .

handle after hours emergency cblld welfase Zills.i Tﬁe staff menbers of

:n;s unit hapdle %he case on a pemporary basis until a regular ¢hild

(',. .



}qfcase, usually the next-normsl working day.._f‘7liff"

N -g,,‘ i~ ; . .
In theerural area each of the four social workers‘and the

LA o i .,,a”'

?i/f A wide array of suﬁplemental services existed in the center whereg_""
R §

i«:the urban office vas. located.g_ The: following 1ist provides examples of

i

ri,Q“Ch services utilifed by the urban office clients during the year 1915,]

O

thlberta Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Commission, City Social Services,

v:'Native counselling Services ‘of Alberta, the Guidance Clinic, Canadian

'::Mental Heslth Services, Public Health Units, sthool couns{':

'soeial workers, various better parenting groups, life skii

,and assorted psychiatric treatment programs

o

‘/ "9 Q“'»_;__

@ ‘ " .
Supplementary services such as day care, day treatment center S

";programs, and homemaker programs were also employed by the urbanvoffice :

: social workers to assist in family rehabilitatiou.

A~:own foste;ﬁc‘me program and some treatment centers for children 1ocated

The Department of Social Services and Community Health operates its"t

L‘}"'

"in the urbsn area.. Other substitute care situations are operated by

uirates for children who are placed in such facilities.

g for administering the foster care\snd institutionsl placement program :

g Child Welfare Branch. o ;“Y.. 54,‘ RERIEEE P

/,

'!gcivic and priqate organizations with the Department paying specified

/1i_ S

e

does not rest with the regional office child protection worker, rather :4

these activities are carried out by dther specialiied units within the

"/,'-



In ‘the "area: supervised by the rural regional office,‘
) ; . A, . o il
7 paucity of supplemental and supportive services.< Case records in

Q' that in 1976 only the following r&sources, available in the immediate area, “~>‘

were put into effect the Public Health Unit, y//emaker : ?f r’;énﬁ'tf7‘
the sghool counsellor. In cases where other servic‘l& ‘ i

5

suchscs;Peychiatric programs. the clients travelled t c10sest.urban[‘ '

center  for treatment.’ Foster home placement was the only form of

4

‘u substitute\care is»the immediate locale. Children requiring institutional

treatment or other forms of substitute care would ha@% to be referred
S L

-
to centers located in the closest major urban»center (lQﬂ kilometers)
As mentioned earlier, supervision and active recruidm!ﬁ;of fosterb

homes in this region was the responsibility of the child prﬁ%ection workers.

. \\“ - Agency Treatment'of-ReferraIS»and”Cases B T

g When considering the disposition of cases handed by the AGeps, |

. Nan examination of cases wHich were closed and not closed after investigation
L@ :

and cases where the child was and was not taken into cagﬁ, with respect to

: the variables. sourceigf refer:al and reason for referral was undertaken.
Although it was not feasible to do a/igral/urban comparison of cases on
this level a description of the source,zf referral and reason for closure
in the rural ang urban cases is- offered. i '>‘ e g ?

”_Source of Referral R '”‘ S

&

In examining the source. of referral as recorded on the case
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‘e
o

Were referred by neighbours, 15 9 percent by a relative or friend~ 15 0

percent by the caretaker or child involved and 8 8 percent by a babysitter.!'
v | of those referrals received from other agenéies (43 4 percent),‘;*
- 13 a percent were made by persons employed by a medical serviqe, 1Q 6 fv,;f ;‘
; perce;t were made‘by persons employed in Out of province agencies or other

g Alberta government regional offices, 8 0 percent by vgrious counselling

ahencies, 6. 2 percent were made by school or day care personnel 1 8.

-~

percent by po}}ce 0.9 percent by’ Indian Affairs social workers -and ‘0. 9 . S

%

percent by Alberta government social assistance social workers. C s
e ) b o

When comparing the ruéal and urban families, it was noted that 54 6

5

,__—

percent Of the urban families and 68 7 percent of the rural families _’>“'
~were referred byamembers of the commnnity at, large. The remaining 313

S
percent of " the rural families and 45 5 percent of the urban families »
K" o ‘ A
” were referred‘by agency personnel (These differences were not significant

L
o

Lat the o 05 level)

3
%

Reason’for Closure ’ ‘ o : »
. R iy . : s v . : -

After examining the case history files, the following reasons for -

terminating social work activity with a family were’ established. In
Ll t . :

36 3 percent of the famili the child s circumstances were seen to have
'improved and no further socﬁai work by the protection agency necessary.

. In 23 9 percent of the éiosure situations no social work - involvement by

5

" the protection agency, other than the isSuance of a Whrning to the child

or his caretakers to»change their behaviour wae/deemed necessary. In 9. 7
; R : .
- percent of the closures, the family h d\left the drea and could not be f

o

located.‘ Although the situation had ot improved the protectiOn agency

: felt 1t could be of no. furfher benefit to the child in 6.2 percent of the -

’



J', - st : T
'l'able4 / -
Case Cloeed/Case Not’ Closed and Not ‘In Care/ o ,‘?é «
. In Care By To:al Sample and Ragional Office [/4-5"' T
 Family Variables Total Sample Rural Reglonal . Urban Regional
- IR (N=133) ' Office ~ Office
- (Percent) : (N=16) - - AN=97).
) e , - (Percent) = (Percent).
v;ACase Closed/No;?Cloaedl o T : A
Case Closed After D C | -
Investigation oo 38,9 ¢ ‘8.7 . .- 42.3
Case ‘Not Cloged SR ' S ORI '
After Investigation . f6l;1 S - 81.3,- - 57.7
Noc;In Care/In Carezfgf"‘,_v‘ RS B T L
Not Taken Into Care 72.6 8.3 . Tkl
- Taken Into Care - .-~ 27.4 - '18.7 o T 28.9

blTest of significance applies to comparison Rural Regional Office Case
‘Ciosed/Case Not Closed and Urban Regional Office Case Closed/Case Not
Closed Chi-Square = 2.19; df = 1; not significant at: O 05 level. :

Test of significance applies to comparison of Rural Regional Office Not
“In Care/In Care and Urban Regional Office Not In Care/fn Care._ Chi~Square
= (. 71 df = 1; °not significant at 0.05 leveI o

L . -
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closure situations. Work was atill going'on-with 23.9 petcent'of the

_ssmple families at the time of data collection.

For the majority of the rural families, closures occurred because’

>

the situations were: seen to be improved (62.6 percent) this dropped to 32 0

percent when the urban families were considered. A warning was issued to'

‘6.2 percent of the rural families and 26 8 percent of the urban families.
”The whereabouts of the family~was unknown in 10.3 percent-of the urban .
..closure and 6.3 percent of the rural cloSure“situations. For an equal ﬁ
propomtion of urban (6 2 pgrcent) and rural (6 2 ercent) families, the

reason for closure‘was that the agency had nothing further to offer the

" child Social work was Still going on with 18 8 percent of the rural

families and 24 7 percent of the urban families at the time of data v

N collection. (No test significance was performed on this variable)

a -

Case Closed After Inif‘edéiggcion
. 3

For 38.9 percent of the families, cases ‘were closed immediately

~ after the investigation was made and for 61 1 percent social work was

N :
1undertaken past the point of investigation. When the rural families g‘

-were compared with the urban families, results indicated for’18 7 percent

of the rural families, and 4343 percent-of the urban families, their

.cases were closed immediately after investigation. (These differences

were not statistically significant at the 0.05 level)
e ) o
When examining the relationship between case closure after initial

e

C 1nvest1gation and source of referral it was found that in both those .

4

instances whére cases were closed- (56 8 percent), and not closed (56 5
percent), the maJority of referrals were,received from the community o
. rather than an employee of an agency. (Differences were not significant

at the 0.05 level)
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" 1
o \ Table 7

- . . . .
Sex, Race% and - ‘Age (In 1976) and Religion of g
Child By Case Clost/Case Not Closed and Not In Care/In Care

child Vartablas ) . Case Closed . Case Kot Cloud' Child Not Taken Chlﬁld Taken
- ) ‘After lovestigarion After lavestigation Into. Care Into Care
(N=67) (N«103) : (N=122) : (N=48)
- i(Percent) . (Paxcent)’ (Percent) (Perceac)
| o =
2 J j - . s R B !
Sex”'7 . - ’ o - R .
Male o537 ; 47.6 $3.3 41.7
Female ‘ 46.3 T 52.4. o 6.7 s8.

B _llcc"sﬂ . N ‘ .
Caucasian . ! TR 3.0 26.2 . 45.8
Nattve L - 20.9 . 330 18.9 52.1
Othér "& ) 5.9 1.9 4.1 2.1
No-Récord . ST ek B 3.1 50.8
Reltgton®? : «‘ o ' oo
Roman Catholfce ;T 1L.9. 32.1 L1027 58.3

- Protestant 1.5 . 12.6 146 . 35.0
Othar y D 2.9 6.3
No Record : . : 86.6 S - 82.4 87.7 10.4

Age in 1976%+7 : . ‘ . . .

Newbora tg Five Years = 40.3 . -y T B 45.8
Six to Twalve Years 38.8 32.0 T o36.1 31.3

Thtrnm to chcatm Years - 20.9. . 20.1 v 27.8 .o~ 22.9

lm vlrublo values of Ottnr and No Rccord vere, u( luludcd in thc caluu:lon of the sbove CM-Squri. A
M

21‘”: of significance applies to the comparison htvun Case CIoud Alur Invuuuuon Sex and Casa Not

-Cloud After Investigation Sex. chl-Squ‘n - 0.62. f « 1; not significant nt 0.05 lavel.:

’Tux of significance: applies to the co-pu'uoa becween Child Tuhn Iato Cau Sex and Child Not T.kcn Into |
4§ Care Sex. C(hi-Square = 1.86 df - 13 not u;uiuunt ‘st 0.05 level. ,
Ten of significance applies to the comparisonbbetveen Cuc Closed After lnvuu;luon Race lnd Case Rou
Clnud After Invuuuzton Racs. 1—5quan = 0. an af = 1. not significant at 0.05 level. .
s'!'nt of significance nppllur to the comparisch bctvotu Child Taken Inco Care Rice and Chnd No: Taksn
‘Into Care Rncc. Ch1~Squlr. -1 32' df = 1; not significant at 07 05 level.

6rcu of significance applies to th- co-pu'nou bctvun Case Closed After lnvudguun Religion and
Case No: Cloud Alnr invescigation. CM-Squu = 1.17; df = 1; not ;Lgnuican: ac q,os hvel

C‘7‘1’elt of utgnt“uuu applies to the co-plrilon b-man Child Taken Into Care Religion aud Child Not
Taken Into Cafe’ lcugton- Chi Squar! - )1.6 df = 1; not. otgnuicant ac 0.05 1ev¢1.< : v .
B‘reu of u;nlﬂ.:ance .ppu-- :o :h. comparison bctucnj-u Not Clond After Initxll Invutxzulon
Age in 1976 and Case Closed after Int:ul lnvutl.-th An in 1976. Chi-Square = 1.9; df- = 2;-
not u;nl!lunz at 0. 05 level.: . . B .
91’«-: of signtficance .ppu.. to the comparison buvnn Lhild Takea Inco Cuc Age ' in 1976 ‘and Chud .
Not Taken Ilnto Care Age in 1976. CM-Squun e 1l.4;+df'= 2, noc ugntucm: st -0, 05 level.

; .
, . L. : o - -

! . : . -



Children.Taken‘Into Care

For 72.6 -percent of the families Pf Sample I, the children were

not taken into care and for 27.4 percent ofvthe.families, the children

b 2

were taken into care.

" When cOmparing ruralhand urban families in this regard, it was
found that for a greater percentage of the urban families (28.9 percent)
than therural families (18.7 percent), the’ children were taken into care.

When differentiating between families where the child ‘was taken

into. care and those where the child was left in the home, 'withjreSpect'to
source of referral the following results were generated. |

‘ The major Source of referral for those families where the child
was taken into care {58. 1 percent) and not taken into care (56 1 percent)
was the community at large, with employees ogganother agency making-the
.'referralvfor 4l.9 percentiof the families where the child was taken into

care, and for 43.9 percentfof the families where the child was not taken

into, care. (These differences were not significant at the 0.05 level).

”h Client Description ’ [

~

‘In an'effort to meet the second‘ and part'of;the third ijective
of thlS study, information concerning specific child and caretaker or

-fam}ly characteristics was gathered. The following provides a description

of the results obtained. )

.Sex of Child . o
An equal proportion of male and female children‘were-inVOlved,with :

e

the agency, however, when the rural and urban cases were compared, ‘the

results indicated a maJority of the rural children were ma&!!(60 0

percent) and a’ majority of the urban children were female (52.1 percent).

e
P
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o4
A

When comparing the cases according to whether [} not they were
closed after investigation. the majority of the children whose cases
were closed werevmale (53.7 percent) and the majority of the children

whose caaes were not closed were female (52.4)percent)n

-

of those cases where the child was hot“taken-into care the majority

of the children were male (53.3 percent) and in those cases where. the
child was taken into care, the cnildren were female (58. 3 percent) In .
Joiom

none of these comparison§ were the differences significant at the 0.05, /{.

level. - : - g ‘ - : N \‘

© !

~Racefof Child

<t
e

When considering the characteristic of race, the results determined

31.8 percent of the children were Caucasian, and 28.2 percent Native

e . . -

(Metis or Treaty Indian). In 3.5 percent of the cases the ch

N classified ae other and in 36.5 percent of the cases, no indicatipn of the

N,

~tace of the child was given.

e
e

Although differences were. found between the rural and urban cases,.

when they were compared on the basis of the two racial groupings of
: CaucaSLan and Native, with a gredter percentage of the rural children
being Native (26. 7 percent) rather than Cauc331an (lO 0 percent) ‘and a
larger proportion of the urban children being Caucasian (36.4 percent)
rather than ‘Native (28.6 percEnt), these differences were not fonndvtOJ
be statistically significdnt.
In those cases where the case was closed after initial investigation,

’

28 4 percent of the children were’ Caucasian and 20.9 percent were Vative.

This compared to 34.0 percent of the children whose cases were not closed

being Native and 33.0 percent‘being Caucasian. (These'differences were -
.y . . ' . - . e
»not"significant at the 0.05 level). :



|

| _ .

‘Religion of Child ’.‘} { ‘kgg

a

24.1 percent of the childuen wer; hiied as being komanv

Catholic, 8.2 percent Protestant and 1. 8 perc neA

of the child was not ‘known in 65.9 percent of the cases examined.‘v

d S

When comparing the different types of cases: rural to urban, case
closed after investigatioh to case not closed, and case where the child

i .
was not taken into care to case where the child was taken into care,

+ - R ALY

the results indicated that in each instance where the religion of the
; child was known, the category of Roman Catholic ranked first Protestant

second, and other third. However, these differences were not significant

e

. - ;
at the 0.05 levgl. . . .- : . e

Age of Child in 1976

In the largest proportion of theacases'(38t8 percent) the children
- were of pre—sohool age -(newborn to ago five years); 30'°,Rer?é§t of the
rural children and.40.7 percent of the urban children yere'in tﬁio age
group. ‘With respect to-tho total sample, 34.3 percent of'toe children
were age six to twelve,iwith a similar percentage of tural (36.7 percent}“
and ‘urban (34.3 percent) children.being in this age group. ‘Approximately ~

°

forty percent of the total sample children were age thirteen to seventgen;
A larger proportion of the nurél’childtenv(33.3 percént) than‘urban
children (25.0 percent) were this.age.

Io both those cases where the caéelwas closed after investigation
(40.3 percent) gnd those that were not/cLosed (;7.9 percent) most of tH;

chil&teq were in the pre-school age group. A larger percentage of the

case closed children (38.8 percent) than the case not closed children



4

i+

N .

(32.0 ';per%nt) were age six to twalve. Of tho case clolod childron 20. 9
&;\

parcent wege age thirteen to scventoen with 30. l perccnt of the case not

N

those where ch¥ ,n vere not taken into care, with rupoct to ngo of

the child, .the following resulta were obtained An equal proportion OQ/

the c‘hildren not taken into care were ‘in. the pre—school agt'gtoup (36.1
% . percent) and ‘the age six to twelve year 328’ group (36.1 pewnt) The
S fﬂining 27.8 percent of the children were age thirteen to sevonteen.
“In cagses whete the children were ta_ken into care the age bteakda?n vas =

?

as follows: 45.8 percent ware pre-school age children, 31.3 percent were

°

children age six to twelve, and 22.9 percent were .age _,thirteen to

.Seventeen. o .
Py /

In nonevo‘g the above type of case comparioons: rural to urban,

case closed ta case not closed, not taken into care to taken into care,

v

were the differences recorded on the child var_i‘able,‘ Age in 1976, found

. 3
to be statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
Number of Childrep in Family*" s U e

N

‘0f the families in the totaf sample,& the majority had one or {two
: . ) o B . , .
children (46.‘9 percent), ;.30s:l‘pe'ro.ent had three or four and 15.9 percent

had f:.ve or more childrgn
‘When comparing tpe rural and urban families with respect to number

of c‘fxildren the"resulf:’s indicated that in the m(ajority of urban families

’ . ¢ .
(52 6 percent) there were one or two chi ren; this was the case in only

A«;'

12.5 percent of tite mral families. In. approximately twice as many T

(percentage wise) of the rural families (56 3 percent) as urban familiEB

3 . " 3

‘-

)

s
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one—or two children,

\

Families wifh chree or four‘children accounted fo
34.1 percenr of thj;fq
cases.¢ Proportionately, in three times as'man’ ‘f the families where casee

”v_re children. These differences were: no:

R TR

: g ]
: and 12 2*§ercent had&fiye Q more children.. This compared to 48 4 1;"“

(e

. significant.,;f'

,A,'.Marir'arl'i s:'ams afiﬁ chila'.é ‘»-ca,'rér.a' e"‘i:'s, S

-1.[,__ —»~. .

*

In 1ook%ngkpt the marital sr;tus of the caretaker persona, ir was ‘

found that 39 B percent of Che caretakers were married 38 9 percent were

L3

ei:her separared, diworced 3scgarated from counou-law sp0uses or widoweg,

Caretakef’!who_were—single e

—\\

'::wnre livtng cu-lonrltw._

pcrccnt df thc tottl




PR IR P
When comparing the rural and urban,caretakers with respect to.v;jh'l
v"marital status, the results indicated most of the rural caretskers wereji
married (43 7 percent), this was the,situation for 39 2 pércent of the‘ -
i urban caretakers. Of‘the urban caretakers 39 2 percent were separsted,‘u
divorced, or widowed' 10 3 percent were single and 7 2 percentdwere |

A living commonvlaw._ Of the rural caretakers 37 5 percent were separated

divorced, or widowed and 12.5 percent were living common-law, none were

‘,classified as single.:J‘ -FC,:f',ffi | k »li .'f7.” Q;ihl“ : o ""p/'

3 '
i . When comparing the families where cases were closed after’invest-'qum

& //,,t

igation to those where caSes were not closed, with respect to marit&;

e

status of caretakers, he results indicated that in 45 5 percent of the

| families where closure occurred and in 36 2 percent of- the.families where' o
L cases were not closed, the caretakers were married. Most of : the caretakers
‘in fAmilies where cases ware ‘not closed were: separated from their spouses.fv

(43 5 percent),vwith this category accounting for only 31 8 percent of the 5

caretakers in families where cases were closed. A much 1arger proportion

» of the caretskers in families where’cases Were not closed (13 0 percent)

: than caretakers in families where cases were clohed (2 3 percent) were

";fclassified as~single.- In 9 1 percent of the famil és where,cases ‘were:

closed and 7. 3 percent of the families wherekcases werejnot ciosbd the;ﬂ"cr

caretakers were living common—law. 4

In the majority of Jamilies whef‘ J e, child was taken into oare,n",iﬂ

‘ the caretaker person was separated, divfrcgd, widowed fSl 6 percent) °r;3v‘<
. ~ . bt [

: single (16 l percent) Howé%ér, in.th’_

Y = i .

taken into careathe 1argest proporti¥

o

' lies where the child Cas not "
of 'he caretakers were msr ied

(43 9 _ercentf or living common-iaw (9 8 p-rcent) Married (29,1 percent)




iffbninority in families where the child vas taken into care with separated, i

ffstatistically significant. ”":z‘:-h fri?ftﬂ"‘-;4 .f, - f/ff:ff.-

5"hfmgloxgeﬁt?§tatns‘7v, S e U By

. was. found that 55 7 percent off

: 'divorbed, widoweﬂ (34 1 percent) ‘or single (6 l pereent) caretakers being

e fin the minority in families where the Child was not : into care.-'

2 . ) v . A

In examining the employment,status of the caretaker Persons, 1t

1

v_:e‘ceretakers were employed\and 38. l

f“jpercentawere recegving social assistance from government sonrces.' In'ﬁh;.r

"l6 2 percent of the cases this 1n£ormation was not available.~'

S

the o. 01 level S BT R o

In 62 5 percent of the rural families there was an employed care- .

"“-* aker and in %l 2 percent of the families the caretaker was on s iel

I [ L

: “assistance.< In 39 2 percent of the urban families, the caretaker SErson

‘ was in receipt of social assistance,'with 54 6 percent of the urban N ;"L?

T

e . s
caretakers being employed. ('I'hese differences were not sig’.cant at

the qos level) T Lo A

In 49 3 ’ bt of*the families where cases were not- closed after

p Y R,
investigation, the cpretaker was emplo#pﬂ and ln 50 7 percent of the
28

cases, the caretaker was on social assist’ '.- However, 1n the caSes L
s R ;#ﬂ < S e e
that were closed 20,5 percent of the caretakers were ‘on §gg§g§ assistsnce
T 2 ‘

and 65 9 percent were employed These ngferenCes Were g}gniffbant at

e ’,"”ﬂé

Statisticelly significant differences, at the 0 01 level, were also

found when the employment status of the ceretakers in families where

: chlldren were not tsken into cere were compared to the employment status

~



./"-.

percent~of the families where children Were;

‘ caietaker was emplcyed. This compared to only 35 5 percent cf the .55‘ﬁ;'

:_c retakers in families where children were taken into care being employed.

LEL .‘

rrespondingly, the majority of the caretekers”in families where children

‘}were taken into caré werexgn social aesﬁetance‘(ﬁk 5 percent) but only 4f”

g et L Lot
29 3 percent of the caretakers in families where children were not taken ‘

ﬂinto care. were on- social aesibtance.,-, 3 otig,»"§71.f7 ifgz . ‘%Qi
vl_Source:ofhPrOBlem 3ehaviour l:' 'l“ ’ :: | "v¢~ wwfg_;;:th,ﬁrii:_fr
e ;4 In determining the QOurce of problem behaviour at the time of

‘ 'referral hie 2 - was ascertained chat in 65 9 percent of the families it wae ,

A

";the caﬁétakere who exhibited the decisive problem behaviour in 26 5

A -

fpercent of the familiee it was the child anQ in 8. 6 percent of the -ﬁ}'

LI §

o families it was - both the caretaker and the &hild who. demonstreted problem

?fu_fIype of P-o lem Behaviour :4

;'devised to describe tFﬂQtype of problem behaviours exh'

'vbehaviour. :zf-f,'fi# 5 _;J,j- ,jaf'.?f: o ,ic‘" ”;i' f‘:"*

- .m -t,hese;. -

: by £ S
+£30.95.
;muk\;“ L L -
- o UL :

7 R .
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For the purpo%e of this study. the followin‘d 883 f;g;ionngégif



2 s

Caretaker Irresponsible. Thiﬁwcategory-inciuded careﬁakers,

x« { ,N., .

tproper care for the child., Thia occugred in»21 2-percent of tﬁe families*f-ﬁ;
, , g ‘
. Caretaker Emotionelly Unetable. In’ these situetions the caretaker ’

‘Situation in 15 9 percent of the families.

=

.,ye,-f caretaker Alcohol . This" refers to caretakers who’ 3CCording to-'“

;fprotection agency workers, hed an indentifiable alcohol problem which

:l;rendered them incapable of prgvidipg proper carevfor a child.. This was

the. problem m 10. 6 percent of the families. "f S

Ve e

- . » R /,‘, . . ',. :,_» . . . vl

R Caretaker Physdeally Ill,, Caretakers in this sitaution were seen
i1to be, by protection agency workers, toa physically ill to provide proper.
'ngare for the child.t This problem occurred in 2. 6 percent ofatﬁe faﬁilies.‘lﬁ

Request for'Homestudy ot Court Service. ipis category included

requests by out of province agencies or other regional offices to do a ;f'

§;3°f the parentS'; ofserve a. parent for a court appearance1 In 8. O
L . N N . / :
' 'percent of the femilies, the problem was claasified in thig ;:v.V~

T

/Child'ogjhpf Control or Emotionally Disturbed. ;rhijgrefers £0 . f9~

fﬁb’hildren who, according to protection agency workers, either ref&éed to ,f;fa?

*

TJ This was the situat;Qn in 26 5 percent oﬁ—the families.:

Caretaker Emotionally Untable/Child Emotionally Disturbed or Out

4 e . i,

!‘,of Control., in- theseecases the'caretaker s primary problem was that of

B "
: B

ey . ' o ) ot - . . > o . »

o being emotionally unstable and the child was either emotionally disturbed



or out of control.‘ This~was the situation in 7 1 percent of the families.

LY

‘v{;'v ICaretaker Aleohol/Child Dut of Control. In these caaes -the
Feopodil )
cafetaker s problem wﬁﬁ alcohol and the child was qut of control. This

1em evidenced itself in 1.0 percent of the families.

. When comparing the rural and urban families with regard to the

type of” problem exhibited at the time of referral the Child Out ‘of Control

: in the urban families and were. ranked 5. (9 4 percent), 6 5 (8 2 percent),

aand 8 (l 0 percent) respectively.

or Emotionally Disturbed catEgory was established, as the moet frequent
a
type of problem behaviour experieq;ed in both rural (31 2 percent) and N

urban (25 8 percent) families, with tha Parent Irresponsible categoryﬁ

assigned a ranking of two in both types of families (rural - 25 0 percent,

o
('S
5 - "

urban - 20 6 percent) Although the Parent Physically 111, cafhgqry

ranked third as the problem for rural families (18'8‘percent) thie prbblem

' did not occur: in any of the urban families andiwas ranked ninth.' The p

third most frequentlyrexhibited problem for th, urben fanilies was Pﬁrent;”

wgmotionally Unstah@e (16 5 percent), his category was assigned a rank

T;of 4 5 (12 5 percent) along with Caretaker Alcohol (12 5 percent) for thef'

g R

vrurel famtliesﬁ The cafttaﬁer.Alcohol category was ranked fourth (10 3

'apercEnt) for the urban families.. “In _none of the rural families did the

oy
problem of Homestudy, Caretaker Ignorant Caretaker Emotionally Unstable/

Child Emotionally Disturbed or Out of Control, ogﬁgaretaker Alcohol/Child ge'

.

out of Control evidence themselves and alb of these categories were: o _-é :
assigned a rank/of 7 S percent. These problemg were exhibited however,'

»\; ] -

-~ //The Spearman correlation coefficient,fornrank orderings4of.the'.

‘-type of problem behaviours for;rural‘and urban families nas_+ 0.60 at-

- N L g - = ' , 7
. : . ’ .
e

thé?nl-" o ;“f
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\, . B S ’ . r

- the 0.05" 1evel of significance. The type. of problem behavionrs thsn were‘o

" ranked much the same for the two types of fsmiliés.z . _">A EEEE

The following results were, generated when the families where casesku

1 N S

closed after investigstion were compared to those where cases were not )

. - . . -

closed. o
w . . . - P

In a similar proportion of the families where cases were closed

P [
! .

(27 3 percent) ‘and not closed (26 1 percent) the child was seen to be

, either emotionally disturbed or out of control. In 29 5 percent of the
families where cases were closed ‘the caretaker was judged irresponsible,

this was the situation in only 15 9 percent of the families where*cases - N
V*were not closedﬂ The . Caretaker'Emotionslly Unstable cstegory of problim

beheviour dccurred in 13. 6 percent of the femilies where cases were closed

and rose.to 15(4 percent in families where c;;es‘were notclosed.w ln ;1:

- approximately twice as many (when percentages were compared) of the

families where cases wer.‘npt closeﬂ (13 Ofpercent) as . families where W

,cases were closed (6 8 perg%ntﬂ*the caretaker was judged to have an alcohol
e o
fsmilies where cases Wére closed and: 5.8 >

problem.‘ In- ll 4 percent"
b

- g

REY

ercent of’ﬁﬁe familfbs wherd caseQM%ere ‘not - closed’the problem was that
m;‘"; ' ) -

.a homestudy Or court servi‘e ”as required. In an alpsst equal proportion

.-
;e closed (6. 8‘percent) and families where T

of'the«familieSEWhere;casé':
. N . N . l :‘

: cases were not . closed (7 3,psrcent) the caretaker was seen to. be ignorant o
- .
! /‘t"

of proper cﬁild cere practices.v A physically ill caretaker appeared as

o the problem in 5 3 percent of the families where cases were closed and

. .

& RS

2. 9 percent of the families where cases were not closed. Care‘pker.
E@Otionally Unstable/Child out’ oé Control or Emotionall) Disturbed was

“the probleﬂﬁin a relatively small proportion of the families where cases
' M
 were closed (2 3 percent) and»a larger percentage of families where cases

&Y
L s BN .
- R » . . B .



vere not cfbsed (10 1 percent) ~In none of the‘families where cases were

v
-

©

-closed and a minimal percentage of families where cases were, not closed L

- ~

1, 5. percent), the caretaker had an alcohol problem and the child was

,'respect‘to types of probl,f

to be significant (at the 0

-

-closed after investigation and families where cases were not closed with

'where'children wel not take

out of control.

\ -

Althonsh differenc s did exist between families where cases were o
_—

behaviours, these differences were not. found

.05 level). co L L

When comparing the f lies where children were taken into care

and families whére children were not taken into care, ‘a child out of

'control or emotionally dist rbed ‘was the primary problem in both the

tvfamilies where children wer taken 1ntn care (22 5 percent) and those

u?' .

i

. whgre children were taken in‘o care, the. problem categories of Caretaken .
' Alcohol (19. 4 percent), Caretaker Emo!ionally Unstable (19. 4 percent),-

*/and Caretaker Irresponsible k19 4 percent) all were assigned a rank of

i : .

fthree. For those families where children’ were not,taken into care, ranks

.

‘of six (7 3 percent), three (14. 6 percent), and two-f22 o percent),

\‘ o

respectively, were assigned to these problem categories.li e fifth most ,

frequent type ‘of problem exhibited in fﬁmilies where children were taken

“into’ care (12. 9 percent) was Caretaker Emotionally/Unstable/Child Out of

@

Control or Emotionally Disturbed this category ranked seventh in families

S m .
where ghildren were not tsken into care (4 9 percent) v Ranks of 6.5‘were

\ .

: where “children were ‘taken into care and ranks of § (8 5 percent) and 8

::(3.4 percent)_respectively forffamilies where children were not taken

A N - ¢ . e - . ‘ | e
s / - . . - - . T

e ! S RN ' L L

. ¢

8 R AR B TR

.into carex(ZBal percent). For those families

5

' assigned to the.problem behaviour categories of Caretaker Ignorant < kN
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u
cor

into care. The problem cetehory of Homeatpdy iil.o percent) renked

. fourth in the families where,children were no ken into care, however,

N

3 4 ' . g o
% thisxyeﬁ not a problem in any of the families where children were taken [\

L
ty ;

%into qare (r k 8.5), neither was Caretaker Alcchol/Child Out of Control

(rank ﬁnsa This latter problem~category ranked: ninth for the families

where children were not taken into cere (1.2 percent). ',: —_

A Spearman correlation coefficient'of + 0.79, significant at the
’ E 3

‘ O:bl 1evel, was obtained when these results were analyzed, indicating.thatv

similar rankings'ocCurred for those families where chiidrenlﬁere taken
into care and tHose where children were not taken into care}\gith raespect

« . . Tl AN \
. . N
- . N

;to problep-behaviours.

"-Profiles of Clients

’ ) v

2]

When summarizing‘the'findinge of thie stddy, with respect to the
' predominant characteristics of families and children referred to the AGCPS,

~ the following profiles emerged. a -

‘Total Sample

In creating a profile ‘of the child it was . determined that the

largest proportion of the cﬁ#idren were(mucasian and cf pre—SChool age.

el
¢

An equalqproportion of males and females were evident. Predominant

vfamily characteristics included the family having one or twouchildren,

\

with the. caretakers being married and employed. In the majorjmy of

families, the caretaker exhibited the problem behaviours, hovever, the

single most pommon ‘type’ of problem behnwiour was Child Out of Contr01 or
(‘. o

;3Emotionally Disturbed T : IR .
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* Rural and Urban Sample
. . ¢ ) 4

Ths rurnl childrsn teoded to be llle. Nstive, in the sixﬂto twelve
, %
‘age group and to come from families whsre thcre wsrsLthree or four childrsn.‘

-t t

.Host of their caretakers were nsrried snd e-ployod. In the q.jority aof
the fsmiliea, the caretakers were the source of problen behnviour, but
the single most common type of behsviOur probl&i vas thsg of—Ghild—Ou;—~

of Control or Emotionally Disturbed. The urban sangle differed from the -
°'Trursl‘s¢nple in that the'children,were usually fémale, gﬁﬁcssian; in the
prerschool age grbup. and froq,fanilies;ﬁith éne or two children.

Case‘g osed After Invesgigvtion[Csse Nog gibs.a ‘

In both those families where cases were closed snd thosc wherc

. cases were not closed, the childrcn tended to be Caucasian pre-schoolers, i .

from families of one or two children' however, the msjority ‘of case closeda

~children/wers male and case not closed children were female. TheLcsretakers'

- - ~
in fsmilies where cases weré closed were ususlly married and employed,r

~ . =

Whereas caret&kcra who were spes&sted from tyeir spou;es and on social

3 2

assistance, prevailed in the case\not closed fsmilies. In- both the case

,closed fsmilies snd the case not closed families, the careraker Qas~the’fvv'

1 ‘Source of problem behaviour. Hoﬁever, with respece to the single most
common type oi behaviour problem in the case closed familie;, it was an:

irresponaible caretsker snd in the.csse not closed families, a child out

o —

-

of control or emotionally disturbed. / . ) \- - :
¢ S v : : T T

Children Not u’k'mx;nto ca:gm:-u Into c;"u L N \\

~h .

“ Children who 'were. not tak.n into care difftrsd from those that .
were taken into care 1n that they were mnslly ul.. cmum -m aﬁnr'
prs—school or sgp lix to t-elve. ths childrin taken into cary tnndod»:o

»}L#

- . -

s
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\\;‘ be female, Native and pre»schoolers In ‘both™ tyges of cases, most of

“s

~

the’ children cameé from families where there were: one or two children.

~The caretékers of families where children were not’ taken into care

' _were mast commonly mafried and employe& rather thanf\separated from

spouses d on social assistance as the caretakers “of families where
a |

\:‘ J
children were taken into care tended to be.n In both types of fami%i’
\

‘ the parent was. usually the source of problem behav1our with Ehild Out. of

Control or Emotionally Disturh%d being the most predominant single type
Yo , v~

of behaviour problem exhibited.
L - R ; , : ‘
A ) 'Children,in Care = - ‘ !

14 : = B

J ‘In review1ng the situation of children taken into care two basic

,aspects of the in‘'care situation were examined‘ the length oggtime a

/Length of Time in Care

child spent in substitute ‘care, and the number of placements a child i

i

.experienced~w%ile in care. An-attempt was also made to det@rmine whether'

the circumstancef}ék children who weke aischarged frqm care differed from

those who remained in care ‘at the time the data was collected. S
_f.“k,. '

*:/ x
'When considering the length of gife children spent in substitute

- care with resgect to the total samgle, it was determined. that 3.18

' percent of the\children'were in care.for aashort-term (under three months)

1'45}8,percentnwere in care for a medium-term (three to twenty-four months),

A

and 22.4 percent were in care for a long-term (over twventy-four months).

{ _ Sex of"Child. Of the short-term care childrén, 44.1 oercent‘were\\

) ]

’ ,malegand 55.§ percent female, ‘A larger proportion of’the-ﬁEHium—term caré

children were male (59.2'percent)'rather than;female (40.8 percent) and

P

. an~equal=proportion'of'the long~term care children were male and female.
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(These differences were: not significant at the 0.05 1eve1).- -
,’ olr B . ‘.‘ ‘
‘”\H Race of Child A much 1arger proportion of the short term care,/)

/7
o/
/

children (67 ]/percent) and the long—term care children (54.2 percent) Were/

~ o/
' Native as opposed to. Caucasian. However more of the medium—term care /

/.
/

hildren were Caucasian (63.3 percent) rather than Native (36, 1 percent)/

- /
(These differences were significant at the 0. 01 level), R /v a

/

Religion of Child ~In all of the length ‘of time in care - categdries,)

>

. a maJority of the children were classified as being Roman Catholic 956 7
. o 1 . . /
ffercent short-term, 55.1 percent medium—term, 62.5.percent long—term),

"with the classification of Proetstant ranking second (30c6 percent \

e

medium—term, 37. 5 percent long-term) except in the- short—term care.
category where the religion of the child was not known in 23. 3 percent
of the cases and only l//D/percent of the children were Protestant.-
(These differences were not significant at the 0 05 level)

- Marital Status of Child's Caretaker. The mo§t prevalent marital
~.

~.

status categorygfor all "terms in care" was that-of separated from spouse
‘(55;9 percent short—term; 59.2 percent medium—term, and 45.8‘percent long- .
term) ‘A larger proportion of the caretakers of children in short—term
care (29.4 percent) than in medium (10 2 percent) or 1ong—term care (16 i

>~percent) were: single, with a greater percentage of caretakers of medium
L

(24. 5 percent)\and 1ong—term care (29 2 percent) children than short- term
o A

care children (ll 8 percent), being married. 'y relatively small percedtage
of the caretakers were living common—law (2 9 percent short term, 6.1

percent“mediumfterm, and 8,3 ‘percent long—term). (These differences 1/ re

. ; v ,
. not significant at the 0.05 level).

~

A
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Table 12 o Lo
: )
Sex, Race, Rellgion of Child, Marital and’ Employment -
Status of Caretaker By Length of.  Time in Care
Variable - ' Shorﬁ—TérE " Medium-Term. . Long-Term -
i (-3 months) (3 to 24 months)- (*24 months) »
* > (N=34) (N=i9) N (N=24)
o "(Percent) . (Percent) . - (Pg;cent)
VSex . ’ i i : , 
Male : ' 4.1 LI S % 50.0
Female ‘ Soo.., 55.9 - 40.8 30.0
Race> S o N , Y . '
Caucasian ' 29.4 63.3 ' 75T g
Native" . : 67.7 - - & 36.7 54.2
other .- | : 2.9 B 8.3
Religionl‘{‘/ : ' o ‘ e R ‘ g
Roman Catholic ° $6.7 - .. ss.1 . "62.5
Protestant . . S 10,0 30.6 - 375 -8
Other ” . R i 4.1
No Record o "23.3 ¢ e : 1052 -

‘Marital Status of Caretakgf?

Married 11.8 24.5, ©29.2
« Common Law 2.9 6.1 8.3
' -Separated from Spouse 55.9 59.2 . £5.8
Single 29.4 . 10.2 16.7 R
- Eﬁploymeht Status of Caretaker®:
Employeld - 2046 : 42,9 458 ° .
Social Assistance - T A 57.1 Co 33.4 PRI,

~No Record ) S 14607 o : s 20.8

SO,

1Tﬁ§ vgr;abIe value of Other and No Record were not ihcluded in one calculation of Chifsquafe.

3 . BN
2Chi—Squate = 1.822:;f 2; not signicant at 0.05 level.'. , _

: ! * ) . ‘ . ) @ ) . . ) ’ \\
3Chi-$§uare = 9.16; df = 2; significant at 0.0l level. ' : .

“Chi-Square = 5.95;-df = 2; not sifnificantat 0.05 level. . 7 : A

~

SChi;SquAre - 7.8&;_df = 6; not'sigAificant a:(0.0S leyel.

Ochi-Square = 5.73; df =.2; not significant ar 0.05 level.
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Empioymént Status of Childfs Caretaker. 1In both the-sJort:term
(64.7 pe;cént):and'medium-term cases (57.1 percent) the majority of the
\ . 'y * . . .
caretakers were on social assistance; however, in most of the long-term

_cases the caretaker was employed (45.8 percent). (These differences were
. . ! ‘ - i °
not significant at the 0.05 level). - _, .

Type 5f_Problem Behaviour. The ﬁSs;_épmmon type of prablem

+ . ¥ i . . i
. behaviour in long-term (41.6 percent) and short-term- (41.2 pexcent) cases
\ ! , | o | h

was listed as Caretaker Irresponsible; with Caretaker qu;ionally'Unstable'

re@ei&ing'a rank of one in the medium-term éases (24.5 percent): Caretaker
Emotionally Unstable ranked second in terms .of freaquency of occurrence in

the sbort—term (20.5 percent) and longOterm (25.0 percent) cases; with

gp—

-

. \&’ 1
Caretaker AIcohol receiving this tanking in the medium-term cases (30.6
. : . . p

vperéent); In the short-;prm cases Caretaker -Alcohol (11:8 percént) and

‘
f

. . o . . . t
Child Out of_Cohtrol or Emotionally Disturbed (11.8 percent) ranked third.

‘In"the long—terﬁ céses/éaretaker Alcohol (16.7 percent) and Caretaker

Emctionally Unstable/Child Out of Control or Emotionally Disturbed (16.7

1

-

percent) ranked third. 3n the mediu@—term cases Caretaker Irresponsible
_ A \ ‘ . :

ranked third (18.4 percent) with Child Out of Control or Emotionally
/ / : | :

Disturbed»(lZ.Z‘ﬁerceﬂi) and Caretaker Emotionally Unstable/Child Out of

* Comtrol. or Emotioﬁally'Distufbéd'(12.2 percent) ranking fourth. ik~rahk of
. s . ‘ v ‘
four was assigned Caretaker Ignorant (8.8 percenty in the short-term
3 . t X . .

cases and a rank of five assigned Caretaker Physically 111 (2.1 percent)
in the medium-term cases. (No test of significance was performed on this

N

variable).
Number of Pla;ements;‘ Of the children who spent a short-térm'in

) '
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. Table 13
)
Source of Problem, Type of Problem, Number of
Placements and Dlscharge Status by Length ‘of Time in Care
&
Variable" Short-Term Medium-Term - Long-Term
. - (-3 months) (3~to 24 months)’ + (+24 months)
® T (N=34) (N=49) (N=24)
;‘ , (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
Source of Problem’ ‘
Caretaker 4 - " 28 37 . 20
, Child , . 4 ) 6 )
Caretaker/Child \‘:{ 2 ’ 6 4
 Type of Problem - o - ’
Alcohol 11.8 . . 30.6 16.7
Caretaker Emotionally Unstable 20.5 *} 24,5 25.0
Caretaker Physically Ill . 2.1
Caretaker Irresponsible 41.2 18.4 41.6
Caretaker Ignorant 8.8 ' .
Child Out of Control/ ) ’ ’
Emotionally Disturbed 11.8 ‘ 12.2
retaker Emotionally Unstable/ .
ild Out of Control :or » T .
motionally Disturbed 5.9 12.2 16.7
Caretaker Alcohol/Child Out of ‘ .
Control ¢ :
Number of Placv.emems2 ,,,,,
one - 735 34.8 41.7
Twp o 26.5 32.6 o 8.3
Three or Mora o 32.6 ' 50.0
Discharge Scatu53 .
Child Discharged 73.5 61.2 41.7
Child Not Discharged $26.5. 38.8 58.3
1Chi-Squate = 4.62; df = 4; not significant ‘at 0.05 level.
2

" %Chi-Square = 25.23; df = 4; significant at 0.01 level.
Chi-Square = 6.31; df = 2; significant at 0.0 Te%1.

g
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cére 73.5 percent experienced one,nlacement and 26.5 percent ekpefienced

two placements. Most of the children“ﬁho spent ‘a medium;term in care‘had

. one placement (34 8 percent), 32.6 percent had two placements, and 32.6

. percent had three or more placements. Fiftypercent of the long—term care

’children had three or more placemente, 41.7 percent had'one placement, \ :
- . Ve ' TR R !

and- 8.3 percent had two placements _ (These differences were significant

- at the 0.01 level).
Discharge Status. Of the children who spent a short-term in care. p
.73.5 perceqt were‘&ischerged'from care at the time of data collection; ﬁ//

) ’ \ ’ 2 v -
this percentage dropped to 61.2 percent for the medium—-term chirﬁrénﬁard
to 41.7 percent for the long-term children. (These differences were |\

-

significant at the 0.05 level). - . l

Number of Placements - E ' L
C o ‘ s

The results revealed that in most of thé cases examined children-

.experienced only cne\placement while in snbstitute care (47.6 percent),

‘with an equal proportion of children having two placements (26.2 percent)
/ T.
S . : - *.
_or three or more placements £26.2“nexcent). . e

-

Sex of Child. Of the children yno experienced one placement 54f9
percent were female and 45.1 percent were male, Of the children who
expérienced two placenents 60‘7 percent were female and 39.3 percent .

~were male. A large proportion of the children who experienced three or//

more placements were male (78. 6 percent) rather than female (21.4. percgnt)

(These differences were sigmificant at the 0.05 level). )

“w

Race of Child. The_majority of the children who had one placement
(56.9 bercent) and whdfhad three ot more placementsv(53‘6 percent) were

Native; however, of'the children who‘eXperienced two placements, the

0



majority were Caucasian (64.3 percent). (These differences were not

'
.

significant at the 0.05 level).
Religion of Child. 1In all of the number of placement categories,

}

' » . v ‘
the majority of the children were Roman Catholic (oge - 56.9 percent, e
two - 67.9 percent, three or more — 64.3 percent). Protestant children

represented 27.4 percent of thosesthat had one placement, 28.5 percent
. . B . ' ) B %
of thoee who had two placements, and 17.9 percent who had three or more
/ T . A -
placements. (These differences were not significant at the 0.05 level).
| p o . / - -
- Marital Status of €hild's Caretaker. In the majority of the cases,

the\child's”caretekers were eié@er separated or single (74.5 percent“one,
. , C v ,

64.3 percent two, and 78.5 percent three omymore) in each of the number

of placement categories. In the remaining caseb‘!&he child's caretakers

were either married or living ?ommon-law. hjgp@qﬁij&t rences were not

@ase ¥
significant at the 0.05 1‘7evel) Tk o '3)‘&
: @ﬁm

Employment Status of Child's Caretaker.' In mpst of the cases, the

.

—————child's caretakers were on social assistance (60.8 percent - one placement,

42.9 percent - two placemenrs; and 53.6“percent Z three or more placements).
. B N .

Y

(These differences werevnot significant at the 0.05 level).
Reason for Referral. The following results were establiehedawhenn

. l } ) b X . . *

- the Reason for Referral was ranked in order of frequency of occurrence

¢

¥

for those cases where the childtexperienced only one’placement: Child Left

Alone ranked'firs; (21.6 percent), Child Not %roperly Cared For ranked

P
-second (19.6 percent), Child\EEEE\Wiﬂh\gebysitter ranked third (17.6
percent), Caretaker Unwilling to Care ranked fourth (15 7 percent),
Caretaker Not Able to Care (9.8 percent) and Child Not Properly Supervised

(9.8 percent) ranked fifth, and Child Abused ranked sixth (5.9 percent).
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| Table 14, . O
. | / N ,
. h ", A\l ‘.4/’
Sex, Race, and Religion of Child by Number af P\I\qc% gntslu
» . - ) \ | ‘3
; ’ } e =
Variable Two Y Y ’
Pl Platements ‘
(N=51) (N=28) ’
(Percent) ¢Perchnt)
- A - -
'Se)(:Z - ) \.'\f .
Male 45.1 ( h 39.3 78.6 ,
Female 54.9 ©60.7 21.4
’ iiace3 i i
Caucasian 41,2 64.3 39.3
- Native 56.9 35.7. 5376
Other 1.9 ’ 7.1
4 ) ;
Religion ‘ .
Roman Catholic 56.9 67.9 6423
¢ Protestant ('27 be 28.5 17.9
Other 3.9 0 ’ <1 o7
No Retord 11.8 . 3.6 > 7.1 -
* - 7":‘ - v \.‘ ’

. o .

lThe variable value of Othe# and No Record was not included in the calculation of thHe above Chi-Squ

'3 : N

o g . -
’ 2Chi—Squax:'e = 8.54; df = 2; significant at 0.05 level.
3Chi-Square = 4.03; df =_.2; not significant at 0.05 level. , 5}‘&"‘%4}‘
4 , o L § . . - B tf‘&!,’r_ #*,
4 Chi-Square = 0.86; ‘df = 2-; not significﬁnt ap 0.05 devel. ) :‘:“‘3! v'y\

i

B o ¥
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) '\ Table 15

. /
Marital Status and Employment Status of 1
Caretaker and Reason for Referral By Length of Time in Care

‘Variable . One ’ 7 Two , Three or More
. Placement 2 Placements * Placements
(N=51) (N=28) (N=28)
- (Percent) " " (Percent) (Placemen:)
" M s ) '
Marital Starus of o N )
Caretaker - '
Married 19.6 28.6 17.9
Common Law 5.9 7.1 3.6
Separated from Spouse 52.9 57.2 57.1
Single ' 21.6 7.1 21.4
No Record ,
‘Employment g:atus of . . . v ,
Caretaker . , .
Employed 37.2 - . 39.2 32.1
Social Assistance 60.8 42.9 ' 53.6 -
No Record . 2,0 - 17.9 14.3
Reason for Referral
Not Properly Cared For 19.6 - 57.1 . 32.1
"Left With Babysitter 17.6 . 7.1 N 35.7
Leéft Alone . 21.6 . ‘ :
Abuse o 5.9 /
Caretaker Not Able to°
Care ‘ 9.8 14.3 : : 3.6
Laretaxer Unwilling to . . e :
_Care - 15.7 ° 36 o 3.6
No Properly Superviged 9.8 17.9 - 25.0 .

1The variable value of No RecoYd was not included in the calculation of the
. . Chi-Square. ° : .

2

Chi‘Sdﬁare = 3.73; df = 6; not significant at 0.05 leve].

”“3Chi-5quare = 0.73; df = 2; not significant at 0.05 level.
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In those cases where the child had tﬁo,placements the m;jority of the
ghildren were referred because they were Not Prqperly Cared For (57.1
percent), 17.9 percent of the children wére,reéerred because of Caretaker
Not Able to Care, 7.1 percent because they had to be.Left With a Babygittér,
and'3.6\percent because of Caretaker Uﬁwilling to Care. In the cases
where the child had three‘or more plaqeménts, most of the childreﬁ weré.
referred becausa they had been Left with a Babysitter‘(35.7 percent),
followed-by Not Properly Cared For (32.1 pércent), Caretaker Unwilling

. - .
to CareA(ZS.O peréent), Caretaker Not Able to Caré (3.6 percent) and

Child Abused (3.6 perceht). (No test of significance was performed on

this variable). - " e ‘ T«

Dischatge Status

t

In 60.7 percent of the cases examined, the child had already been

discharged from care at the time the data was gathered and that ihf39.3

percent of the cases, the child was gtill in care.’
. f ¥ .

Sex of Child. ~ 53.8 percent pf tﬁe children who had been discharged

Al

froﬁ'care were male and 46.2 pefceit were female; with an equal proportion

M

~.o£ male and female children still being in care. (These differences were

not significant at the 0.05 level). q‘

Race of Child. An equal. proportion of the discharged children

. were Native (49.2 percent) and Caucasian (49.2 percent); however, more of

the ndt'dischargedochildren“were Native (52.4 percent) rather than

Caucasian (42.9 percent). (These differences were not significant at

the 0.05 level).

)
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' Table 16 o
Sex, Race and Religion of Child and Marital

and Employment Status of Caretaker by Discharge Status:

Variable ' Distharged Not Dischqrgjd
(N=65) : (Nw42)
. (Percent) (Percent)

Sex? | . . .

Male , ‘ 53.8 50.0 .

Female 46.2 -50.0
Race3 '

Caucasian ' 49.2 > 42.9

Native 49.2 52.4

Other . 1.6 4.7
Religiona 'i

_Roman Catholic 60.0 64.3 e
' Protestant ) ‘ 23.1 28.6 .

Other ¢ 3.1

No Record’ v - ~13.8 7.1

Marital Status of Carccakers

Married

Common' Law 12'2 ’g'g.
Separated From Spouse 61-5 ‘5'2
Single 15.4 21.4 ’
6 -
Employment Sctatus . )
. : ‘ i
- Employed 36.9 35.7
Social Assistance 58.5 47.6
No Record 4,6 16.7

1The variable value Ocher and No Record were not included 4n one calculation of the
Chi-Square.

2Ch1—5quare = 0.15; df = 1; not significant at 0.05 level.

©

3Chi-SqUare = 0.25; df = 1; not gignificant at 0.05 level.

4
Chi-Square =~ 0.1; df =.1; not significant at 0.05 levef
5Chi-Square = 2 75; df = 4; not significant at 0.05 level

6Chi-—SQuare = 0:16, df '= 1; not significant at 0.05 level.
» R -



94

1]

Religion of Child. In both those cases where the children were
discharged (60.0 berccnt) and not discharged (%4.3 percent), the majority
of the children were Rpman Cnthoiic; with 23.1 percent uf the not
discharged childt;;w;;d 28.6 percent of the discharged children being

N » .
classified as Protestant. (These differenceés were not significant at the

0.05 level).

Marital- Status of Child's Caretaker. In the majority of the
discharged from caré cases (76.9 percent) and the not discha¥ged from care
cases (66.6 pdrcent), the children's caretakers were elther separated

from thei

Spouses or single. In 23.1 percent of the discharged from

care cases and 33.4 percent of the not discharged from care cases, the

child's caretakers were married or living common-law. (These differences
‘ ¢

were not significafit at the 0.05 level). ‘

]
~

Employment Status of Child's Caretaker. In an almost equal

proportibn of the discharged from care cases (36.9 percent) and the not
discharged from care cases (35.7 percent), the child's caretaker was ~
eﬁployed. In a majority of the cases where the child was’disgharged from
care (58.5 percent) and in a large proportion of the cases where the

child was not discharged from care (47.6 percent) the caretakers were on

[}

social assistance. (These differences were not significant at the 0.05

level). : . o

Source of Pyoblem Behaviour. 1In a majg;ity of the discharged

.
from care cases and not discharged from care cases the source of problem

. ) ’ —
behaviour was seen to be the’Cargtaker. In a similar proportion of the

discharged and not discharged cases, the child was seen to be the problem.

However, in a much larger percentage of the not discharged cases (21.4



. ‘ Table 17

i

Sogrce of Problem, Type of Problem, Number of Placements Ry Discharge Status

“®

” s -
Variable Discharged lgt Discharged
(N=65) (N=42) ‘
. (Percent) (Parcent),
g
. ‘rcc of l’rcblcu1 . v

Caretaker . 86.2 ’ 69.1

Child . 9.2 9.%

Cavetaker/Child 4.6 ~ 21.4

Typ; of Problem

Caretaker Alcohol 18.5 + 26.2

Caretaker Emotionally Unstable 3.8 11.9 had
Carctaker Physically 111 2.4

Caretaker Irresponsible 32.3 28.6

Caretaker Ignorant 4.6 .

Child Out of Control/Emotionally

Disturbed ' ‘ 9.2 9.5
Caretaker Emotionally Unstable/

Child Out of Control or Emotionally

Disturbed 4.6 21.4
. Caretaker Alcohol/Child Outr of
Control
Number of Plucenentsz , '
One ’ ’ 61.5 28.6
Two : 23.1 28.6
Three or Four ) 15.4 42.8

.

...

1Chi"—Square - 7.37; df = 2; significant at 0.05 level.

2Chi;Squnre - 13.;7: df = 2; significant at 0.01 level.
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. percent), tharr the discharged cases (4.6 percent), the problem was'seéﬁzrj/ -
- ' . ) : A R ’ . a0 .‘ . - ) ° -

.to be Caretaker[Child'centered.‘ (These differences were significant at =~ °°

& £ . R
. W .
LA

the 0.05 level)_:‘ e

Type of Pyoblem. Behaviour. When _the "Type of Problem categorieS~
v_ ¢ * .

: were ranked in order of frequency of occurrence for those cases where
ﬁthe child was . discharged from care, the following résults occhrred

Caretaker Irresponsible ranked first (32 3 percent), Caretaker Emotionally

o

Unstable ranked second (30 8 percent), Caretalter Alcohol ranked third '
='(18 5 percent), Child Out of Control or: Emotionally Disturbed ranked '

‘fourth (9 2 percent), with Caretaker Ignorant (4 6 percent) and. Caretaker
Emotionally Unstable/Child Out of Cpntrol or Emotipnally Disturbed (4. 6 ’

R 4
'percent) both being assigned a rank of five. In«the cases where the child
1.

. was not d‘scharged from care, the results were as follows. Caretaker i

‘_Irresponsible ranked first (28 6 percent), Caretaker Alcohol ranked second

" (26.2 percent) Caretaker Emotionally Unstable/Child Out of Control or “'
'Emotionally Disturbed ranked fourth (11 9 percent) Child Out of Con%fol

or Emptionally Disturbed ranked fifth 9.5 percent) and Caretaker Physically"

: ; =
Ill'rankedisixth-(Z.dlpercent) _ (No test of significance was performed

ont thisfvariable); ‘ B B -

1

-

» Number of Placements., Children who experienced only one placement

o

. 14 N

_(accounted for ‘the greatest percentage of the discharged from care ‘cases;

-

| however, when considering the children not discharged from care, it was

-~

found that the greatest percentage experienced three or more placements.
In the remaining cases where the child was discharged 23.1 percent of

the chi%dren had two placements and 15.4. percent had three or more place-
ments;v Ig an equal proportion of the child not discharged cases.-the - B -
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chil¥ had one (28.6 percent)‘or two placements (28.6 percent); (These

differences were significant at ﬁhe 0.01 level).

Profiles of Children in Care: -

S
The following child and caretakef'pfofiles'emerged when the most
‘common chaéacteristics were. enumerated according to the 1ed§th of time .
M A

a child spent-in care, the number of placements experienced ‘and the
: \> N _
chilgd’ s_dischargedvstagus. / K: . o

Length of Time in CaLe

e

’ Tﬁe short-te ‘care.childrenvtended to be female;‘ﬁative anq Roman
.Cathol;c; the medium term children male, CaucaSiaéband Roman Cathol;c;

.and che 1oﬁ§=terﬁ children either male of»female, Native and Roman Cathelics
" The Primary marital status of the caretakers in all of the "terms in care
cases was' Separated from Spouse. "In the short’and medium—term cases the
caretakers tended to be employed. The caretaker was the»source of problem
behaviour ic the majority. of tce hort, medium anéjlongrterm cases withv

the predominant type of problemlb haviour‘exhibited in both the short and;
mediuﬁ-ﬁerm cases being icenpifie as‘an irresponsible caretaker and infj;
the Iong—term‘cases,AaTcacetaker itcran alcohol problem. ln tﬁe ssort
apd.mediumeterm‘cases the'child mast commdﬁly ekperienced one placementx

and in che loﬁgéterm cases, three or more placemeﬁts. Children'whévspent
ka'shoiﬁetetm invcafe_were discha:ged f;dm care wich gfeater ffequeecy“

than the mediuivor lcng—term care children.

-

Number of Placeants

' Children.who experienced oﬁe:placeﬁent were usually<female,

Caucasian and Rcmaﬁ.Catholic; two placements: female, Caucasian and Roman

Catholic; three placements: male, Native and Roman»Cathdlic. For all of



/
7

/‘discharged from care tended to be eithet male or female, Native and Roman

Discharge Status «~

T

the Number of Placement'categories the caretaker tended to bé separated

from a spouse and on social assistance. 'hildren who had one placement

-

tended to ‘have been f@ferred because they had been left alone; w1th those

children . who had two placements tending to be referred because they were

- . not properly cared for, and three placements, because they had been left

“.

" with a babysitter.

; L

The children who were discharged fron'care were usually male,

;ither Caucasian or Native, and Roman Catholic. Those children not

Catholic. The caretakers of both the disdcharged and not discharged

children were likely to be separated from their spouses, and on social

assistance, and the major source of problem behaviour, with this problem

‘behaviour most commonly being classified as Irresponsibl§?\

‘Comparison to Other Studies

The following presents an attempt to compare, where possible, the

‘ )
findings of this study with those of other researchers, as Outlined in

the literaturevreview.

~

Definition;of Services andkChildEen Served . . -

~ The Alberta government's‘definition of protection services and the
type of cnildrentin'need of brotection closely approximate those outlined

by thé Child. Welfare League&of America and other sources cited in the B
; - . . N

literature review.

"Similarly, with respect to the nature of ‘referral situations, the -

results of this study concur with those established by Nelson,'in that

5\
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&
thé*majority of families were referred to the AGCPS because of'Situations

characterized by generalineglect rather than deliberate abuse.

.Legal Mandate

Some differences were found fo exist with regard té the procedures.

employéd by the AGCPS when removing a.child from his home and those
recommended by fhe C.W.L.A. The C.W.L.A. mainfains that‘no child should
be remoéedrf:om the care and Cusfody of fhe parenﬁs unless consent had
been obtained or a court order issued. in Aiberta;however, és stated
earlier,ynq court action need be initiatéd untii upxto t&énty dayé thér

- . \

the appreﬁénSion,héé occurred.

N

However, in other areas concerning "legal man&ate"'thefAGCPS

does'édhere to the guidelines cited in.the literatur% review. .
‘ _ : Lo ‘

‘Administrative‘and Procedural Aspects of €hild Protection Services

o

.Certain aspects of the AGCPS Administrative st

cture were not in

. accord with the recommendations concerning this matter,'as presented in

°

. : A o -
the literature review. These being that:

a) Child protec;ioh units were not“specialized and set apart

o administratively from other social welfare programs. Workers in both the
v:‘"‘; :4’ : . N -

rural and urban offices, due tQ the emergency intake arrangements, were
expected to -deal with duties other than those related to matters of
child protection. . In general, the duties assumed by the workers’ in the

rural office, included several activities not specificallj relate& to
~ : '

child protection.’

-

b) There wgs“ho pra;ision'made fo‘a\gOVerning body of unpaid citizens

in the Alberta system.
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c) The supervisor in the urban office was responsible for seven workers

,J(rather than the recommended five), two of whose positions were not in

."the area of child welfare. The administrator of the rural office was

also 3upervising a "mixed group" of social workers. o
- _ ® ‘ o
d) 1Intake responsibilities, and in the rural offices, after hours

IS4

emergency calls were sometimes assumed ‘by persons not specialized in

ot

child protection.
Dif ferences were also. found to exist when the results of this study,
with reépgat to thg source and treatment of referrals, were compared to

those achieved by Boehm. 'The resylts of this study indicated that the
: . _ o I S
majority of referrals to the agenc weré’made/by Andividual members of

Ry
¢

the community, rather than, by ¢Ommunity agencies, as determined by Boehm.

~

Boehm also estabiished that dounty welfare departmente'were one of the
4most‘frequent sources of referral, whereas, the above results indicate a
. relatively small proportionuof teferrals.from this sonrce. The results
of thgg study more closely resembie thOse generated by Bryant in his
examination of the eoufce,of abnse complaints, in that his findings reveazed
more referrals were receivedrtrom‘relatives, parente and neighbours of
the child,‘than from othet sogncee. ’
’ ’When:consideting'the disposition of eases, Boehm found that cases

accepted for ongoing social work‘were usually referred by an agency and

_ . v ) f .
more than one referral on a case was necessary. ‘However; the results of

this study indicated that when cases of families which were closed"
1mmediately after a first investigation were compared to those of familiesh

which were not closed, the majority of cases were not closed and the

primary source of referral was the community at large.

Y
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Py . e

A rural/urban comparison revealed thag\go éignificant differences,

v

with respeEt to the aboveé mentioned factors, existed.

Agencx,Objéctives

£

.Statements made by\the AGCPS iﬁ their’Child-Welfare manual,
indicated that iﬁ general the ijectives-of the agency.were similar to
thoﬁe outlined in‘the iitefafure ;gview, with respect tO-Gaintaining
the child in his owm home while éocial work was Earried out with‘the

. family. The results of this study reQealed,that in the majg;;tf ofﬁihe
cases (both rural andkurﬁan), the children were not taken into cafe;
howévér, a greater percentage of the rural children, as oppésed to urban
4 . /

éhildren, rémained in their homes while casework was being carrigﬂ out

, with the family.

P

Family and Child Characteristics

'The results of this study, with respect to marital status of
a . ! .
caretaker, did not concur with any of the findings outlined in.the

N\ . :
literature review. Households where there was one parent or two parents,

-

were represented in almost equal proportion rather than as Young determined

P2

that there were more two parent than one parent households and as Boehm

-and Schmit determined that there
Y

ere more one parent households. (The
rufal/urban comparison revealed that more of the rural families than

v//urban families were two parent in/ nature).
With respect to.familf size; most of the families studied had -

ne and two children rather thag'three and four children or five or more

A

children. These resuits dfd not concur with findings outlined in the
1iterature‘ré§iéw with most families described as having three or more

.children. However, when the ural aﬁd urban families‘Were,compared, the
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results established the majority of rural families had over three
children and the urhan“families had one or two children.
The results of this study, in terms of the income and employment

of caretakers were similar to those outlined in the literature review.
$
Although the majority of the families had an employed caretaker, a

-

,:relatively large proportion of the caretakers were in receipt of sdgjal

assistance.. (No significant differences between the rural and urban

families were established on this variable).
For those eases where the race of the chilZ’waé‘known, it was

determined that a relatively high proportion of the sample children were

\

Native (Metis and Treatyqlndian)u These results concur then, with those
-

‘established by Moore and Boehm rather than by Young, who. found that there

was no over representation of any racial or ethnic group in thé/?;milies

— o

she studied. No significant differences, with respect to this variable

were established when the rural and urban officeelwere compared.

When consideriné/the source of problem behaviour, this study -
eetghliéhed, as did studies described in the literature review, that.in e
the majority ofﬂfamilies the caretakers.rather than the children
%xhibited the prohlem hehaviours;v The type of problem behaviours
'evidenced by the familiee in this study werevsimilar/tgxthose described
bp other authors,. however, the problems of‘parental irreeponsibility end
children.out of control or emotionally disturbeo, rather than a problem -
with‘alcohol (as suggested by Young)'or parental inability to cope (as

»

. : r :
suggested by Moore) emerged as the most common types of problems. Imn
¢ : , . -
general, the rural and urban families possessed the same types of
: ‘ . A

problems.
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Children in Care

‘ ) X ' ’

When cohsidering the maii;al status_of caretakégg andbthe }ength
‘of time a child spent in substitute care, Jenkins found .that one parent
families were in the ma?ority in the short-term care category and\in the
minority in the medium-term ahd long-term categories and that theseA
hroportions declined as 1engch of time in ‘care increased. Although the
results ofdthis study indicate that in all the length of time in care
categories the one-parent family predominated, they also :evea}edva
proportional decrease of th;s,merital grouping as the 1ehgthhqf time in .
care was extended.

Jenkins also noted that the relative frequency of families on -

public assistance decreased as length of time in care.increased. The

results is)study support these findings.

The results of this study were simllar to those outlined by Maas, .

- dn that the 'ority of chlldren in 1ong-term care were non-white (in

owever, when considering the'child's religion, Jenkins noted that

\ . ‘ . , ) .
_/ more Roman Catholic children were represented in the short-term care group
and mere‘Protestant children in. the long-term care group. Although the |
reﬁults of ghis ‘study indicated that the majority of the children in the

short-term group were Romqp Catholic and thag there was an increase in -

categdries, they.did not out number the Roman Catholic children in the
lontherm care-grdup.

When comparing the results.of this study to those of other authors,

where possibie, with respect to reason for placement (fype of pfoblem)

S ) - . .A P A\l

. a
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and lenéfh of time in care, tﬁe‘;esultg were similar. Jenkins toted

that the category of‘Phygigal Illness was associated with a shd;t;term
care periéd father thanf& lpng-te;m period. The findings of tﬁis stﬁdy
weﬁe sim}l;r in Fhat in the only instance where this problem occurred,
thé'child spent a medium-term in éare. Jenkins also established'thaé
Mental Illness of the‘parentlseemed unrela;eq to the length of time in
care. The results of‘this study tend tofConcur wiéh this findingdas the
proportion of‘gases relating this problem remained fairly stable over the
lengtﬂkof time in care categorigé.,,lf the'categories of Caretager Alcohol,
Caretake; Irre;popsible, and Caretakér Iénorant are subsumed gnder the
heading of "Family Problems empioyed by Jenkins, the results of this
study agree.with her findings_tﬂat these type of problems constitute a
largerfpercéntage of the long—termkin car; group<th;n the short-term in
care group.

Fanshel_established,’when considering the pﬁenomenon'of child
céétered prbblems, that children who are placed in care for thié reason
experience a lower rate of discharge during the first yeaf than other
children bu£ alsgo that by the end of five years they reéfeséht the
smal}estvproportibn of children still iﬁ care.‘ The results of this study
geﬁeéally bear out thié obserﬁation in that none of the children who
remained in cifg pas; the twenty-four month period, were in care because
of the prQbIem of Child Ogt of Control or Emggionally Disturbeﬁ.

‘The results -of this'study also generally agree with those established
_by authorsvin the literature neviéw when the discharge status Qf the -
child was considered. It is apparenﬁ that’those child{gn who spent a

s

. : :
short~term in care are discharged more frequently than children who are

]
in care for longer periods of time. g :
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The other factor which was examined in this study, that of sex of
child, did not apgear to be of consequence when the length of ‘time a
child spent in care was considered.

With respect to the number of placements children experience while-

— '

in eebstitute care the resulrs of this research generally sppported the
findings generated by Fanshel in(his study. He noted that most children
‘bad one placement and that an almost equal’proporeion ef children had
two and thiee'or more placements. The results hos%ver, did not agree
with those established by Moore. In his resea eh, he found a larger
proportion of children expefiencing one plaeeé:nt thanlthe pFopoftion of
children sampled in this study.

‘Fanshel maintained ﬁhet the length of time in care influenced the

— e 3

number of plecements a child experienced; the longer the time in care the

more‘placements. The results of this study similar in that the

majority of the.short-term in care childrenj placement and the

majority of children in long-term care had three or more placements. .

a

Similar results to those established by Fanshel, with respect to

number of placements and reasons for being in care, were generated in

this research project, ie‘that.children who were in care because they
were eot properly eared fof and left.with babysitters, tended-to |
experience more placements and children who weée in care becauser%4

- parental unwillingness to care experienced fe placements. However,

Fanshel also found that childfen who were abandoned experieneed more

-

platqugts, whereas, the results of this Etudy indicate that all of the

-

children who were referred because they had Qsii/iift alone hae only one

placement.

In this study the factors

'

of sei:?f child was also considered,
v : ,

_-“
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with respect to number of placyments, and it was found that in general
male children had more placements than did female children.
{
Although the variables o% marital. and .employment status of

caretakers were aiso(analyzéd, no significant differences between the

number of placement categories were eszablished.
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Alberta Social Services and Community Health, Child Welfare Manual
January, 1973, Chapter 3, p. 1.

_Alberta Government, The Chiid Welfare Act (being Chapter 45 of the

Revised Statutes of Alberta 1970 with amendments up to and including
November 16, 1979), Office Consolidation. Edmonton: Queén's Printer,
n.d. . _ .
Alberta Social Services and Community Health, op. cit., Chapter 2, p. 1.
Ibid., Chapter 3, p. 1.

Ibid., Chapter 4, p. 2.

- Ibid., Chapter 1, p. 3.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FUR FURTHER RESEARCH

The primary focus of this thesis 1s to examine a particular type‘
of child weiE’?e service known as Child Protection. In order to achieve
this, four major objectives were generated; the first objective was to
determine whether or not ;he AGCPS -exhibited characteristics .similar to
those ascribed to other protection agencies and to compare where possible,
a’ rural aﬂd{an urban office of the AGCPS.

| In meegigg this objective, it was determined that phe AGCPS closely
@pproximated the agencieé described in the liter;ture review with respect
.to the definition‘of protection services and the type of children in need
of protection. However differences, pertaining to certain legal,
administrative and procedural aspects were identified.
]

The main point of d;fferénce, with regard to the iegal perspective
wasuthat, in Alberta, the ré%uirémént for obtaining.a court order prior
té remdving child;en from the hpme di& not exist. It is the au;hor's
opinion that this approach, if implemented by highly trainea and qualified
personnel, bettér serves the purpose of protecting the child from
immediéte detrimental influences to his well beiné. However, the fact
that the decision to remove éhildren from their homes is likely.to be
based on ;he perceptions of one person, possibly increases the mafgin of
" error iﬁ‘assessing whether the situation is one where removal is war#anted.
" Research di;ected at an examination of casés which are taken before the:
>courts where the disﬁoéi;ion is one in which- the cﬁildren are returned .
home ﬁithout further legal status being obtaiﬂed, may provide useful
. 1nsigﬁts into whether or not the AGCPS procedures reégmding apprehension
shou}d”be revised. : P v ‘*~\
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| delivery of other programs may not’be able to effectively perfS}m the

2

determined that decisions to undertake continued casework were related

et 109

Differences between the administrative structure of the AGCPS nxw\”
that which was recommended by authors in the literature review, also
occurred in the general aresg of specialization of oervige delivery. | mr
Although the Alberta dQltem probably allows for a grefter c ~ordination
of Child Welfare Services, the existing bureaucratic structure may lead
to diffiﬁylties in terms of effective delivery of services at the lower

administrative levels. Administrators, :uperviaoia, and child protection-

workers who are in positions where they must devote their ‘energies to the,

3
“,

highly specialized funttions pf intake assessment and casework necessary
to prevent the separation of children from £heir natural fagilies.
Although the move to greater specialization would prdbably require an
increase in staff at the supervisory énd fieldworker levels; if such a
change was to 1éad to a reduction in the use of other services in the

Child Welfare Branch such as, institutional care, foster care and

®
.

adoption, the overall benefits iﬁ simple economic terms may eventually
outweigh the bosts.'

Another area, in which the findings of this study did not supﬁort
the resulté Outlinedvin the.literature review, related to-the procedure
of initiating active casewgrk beyond the investigative stagé. Boehm
to the source of the referral and the number of times a fémily was referred.
However in the majority of the Alberté cases'social work activitieé were
instigated at Fhe time of first referfa; and no significant differences
between those cases that'wgre closed immediately and gh;se that were'not,

with respect to source of referral were establishep.
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HOWever, a follow-up study of the 52 cases that were eliminated

from the sample, because the complaint was judged invalid at the time '

of referral,‘may result-in alternate findings, with,respect to this

phenomenon..

t

’ When comparing the rural and urban offices the only major

difference, with respect to the above—mentioned factors occurred in the

area of administrative and procedural ch&racteristics. ~In the rural

'office, specialization of social WOrk positions_did not occur to the:

degree that it did in the urban office.»vThe fact,that rural workers

' assumed added responsibilities and operated in situations where there

were fever outside support services than workers in. the urban area may '

"have had .an impact on the ability of the rural agency to meet the needs

of their clients.A Further research may establish a need for an increase

~in staff or ‘at least the assurance that rural

and experienced in the general disciplines of
Second Objective -
kThe‘second objectivekof this study'was

"istics of-families and childreniserved by the

L rural/urban comparison and then, to determine.

with those recorded in other studies
Children involved with the AGCPS could
the basis of sex: an equal proportion of male

: referred.:./r/-‘

workers be highly trained

Child Welfare.

to describe the character-

AGCfS, incorporating a

if theseyfindings concur:

not  be distinguished'on _

and’female_children‘were

Children in the younger age brackets tended to. be referred more

often thaﬁ children in the older age. bracketsf

the perception that as ajchild develops he is

.This may~be related to

less likély to be totally
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reliant on his caretakers to meet'hls,needs and therefore less
susceptible to circumstances where he may be considered neglected. Further

research in this area could be of value in the development of support

' programs in situations where resources are deCidedly limited. For example,

o
3

'1f the population of children referredlto an agency is primarily of

'pre—school age, day care facilities and mother's day out programs may

, be priorities, -Whereas. in situation where older childrenfarevinvolved,

-

the need may be for teen programs or'programs.designed for the élementary *
school aged child . .

In those cases where the religious affiliation of the child was

s .

known, the 1argest percentage of the children were clgssified as Roman
Catholic, followed by Protestant and then Other. However, in the majority
of cases examined the religion of the child was not definedt. Given this,’

no discussions of this characteristic,‘as,it~relates to situations of "

neglect or abuse, are offered here. - i -
Thvffindings of this study indlcated that'a'large percentage of
children referred to the AGCPS were Native (Metig or Treaty.Indian). _°

’Furtherbresearch‘to identify‘the,reasons for this occurrence should be

undertaken with a ﬁiew to,establishlng programs‘especially designed to

- meet the needs:of this particular group.

E FanilyvCharacteristics*

fhe,resultsJofjthls stddy'established there'wasfan-almostWequal
',:prohortiOn ofﬁtwo and onetparent familiesgand that the najority of
families had'only one Or two Children."Newer—theeless,da'large nrophrtlon
of the families referred to the AGCPS were'single parent ln‘nature andr
had. three Oor more children, seeming to- 1nd1cate that these types of

families may be. susceptible to. the kinds of problems whlch warrant

o
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dntérvention on the part of 'protection services. A more in depth
. examination of these families may reveal that the additional strain of

parents having to perform both-the father and mother roles may be a

[N

contributing factor in situations‘of neglect and abuse‘and that more +
prcgrams specifically designed to relieve these stresses‘should be

generated.

1
.

. It'was interésting "to note that even though a large proportionl
of the family caretakers referred to the AGCPS were in receipt of social

assistance rather than employed, very few of the referrals to Child

[
©

Protection workers were made by sdcial assistance workers who would

w

logically already be involved with these cases. Although it is unlikely
under the present conditions of large caseloads, that social assistance

workers could.be cognizant of the day to day‘circumstances of their

& . -~

clients, if a more rigorous monitoring system with respect to potentially

troubled éﬁmiliesgpould be established and appropriate resources made -
available through the social assistance program, the necessity of a

| referral to the child protection unit may be avoided.
The most comman tySes of problem behaviours exhibited in the

families referred to the AGCPS were those of parents being capable, but’

unwilling to prov1de proper care for their children (Parent Irresgbn51ble)

P

" and children being out of control or emqgiOnally\disturbed. This result
seems‘to indicate there is a need for prbgrams designed to: a) assist
parents in acknowledging and accepting responsibility ‘for the _care of
{their children and b) assist children in changing their own negative
'behav1ours. A more refined analysis of these problems would be requlre;

‘before specific statements could be made concerning the type of program

‘deVelopment needed in this area.
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Rurél/Urban Comparison

When :ﬂé rural ;nd_urban clien:s were compared, witﬁ géspect to

Cﬁiid and‘Family Characteristics, the onl& diffe:ence found to be
statistically significént was related to size of families; with the rural
families tending to bg larger theh‘urbah families; As mentioned eérlier,
_certain‘differeﬁces in terms of the rural and urbén operation of’the AGCPS
'»Were,fégnd to exist. If however, rural and urban clients_sﬁare the ﬁame'
bésic attributes there is én afparent need for similar programs in both $
geoggapﬁic gréas. “Further réseﬁrcp-to dete;mine wHéthér or not rural
ch#ldren'in‘need of protectioh are in fact receiving the same caliber of

. service as their urban counterparts may prove useful.

Comparisons to Other Research

When comparing the results of this study to those of the research
. _ , ‘ . N

outlined in the literature review, it was determined that with respect

to the variables of employment status of caretaker and source of problem:
3 < . _

‘behaviour, the findings were simi}ar. Only partial agreemgpt, with\
reépeét to the variables of mafitalrséatus; family size, tyée of éroblem
behaviour, and child's rdce ;ﬁs achieved. Reésons for these disparities
. may bg‘reiatedbto actual agency and population'differences,_o; té,the"

" methods applied in‘cqnducting"thé research. -Before any condlusivé

statements regafding these differences could be made an in depthr:

examination of this phenomendn would be necessary.

Third Objective

Thelthird objective of this study was to determine if any.similarities

or differences ekisted with respect to agency and client characteristics

in a) cases which were closed, and not closed,; immediately after
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.investigation and b) cases where the child was, orﬂwas not taken into
car/e. As previously stated, the onl» characteristic where a statistically
. significant difference between cases that were closed and caiea‘that were
ﬁnot closed occurred%\was that of Employment Status of~Caretaker, This
‘'was also the'situation in'the'comparisdn'of cases where the child was

taken into care to those whege the child was not taken into care.
Fourth Objective

The fourth objective of thispstudf sas.to examine theAsituation
of children who were taken into care. The variables: a) length of time
in care, b) discharge status and c) number of placements were examined.
A  In general, it was established that the results of this study,
.with respect to children in care, agreed with those of previOus researCh.
. One of the variables in which statistically significant differences
were found, in relation to the three lengths of time in care categories,
was that of the’ discharge status of the‘child.‘ It was determined that
generally, the children mho spent»a shorter time period in care were
discharged with‘greater frequencybthan those where the child spent a
longer time in care. -Given the fact that one of the goals of the AGCPS
ie to reunite families as soon as possible, further research in this
area aimed at isoiating the factors which eontribute to this occurrence,
should be attempted. g )
3 >'Statisticallyvsignificant differenceS'uere also found.with respect
to the source of probIEm behaviour and discharge status of the child. In
. a much larger proportion of the cases,where children wereldischarged
than not discharged, both'the‘child‘and caretaker had behaviour‘prOblemS-
This‘finding‘is notxsurprising, given the fact'that rehabilitation programs

‘ .
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involving both pertres would have to be initiated before the child could

be returned. home
|

Another factor where statistically significant differences were
found with respect to the child's discharge status, was that of number

of placements thé child experienced. Those children who were not dis-,

o

charged from care, on the whole, had had more placements\ziznthose

children who were discéharged.” The length of time a child ent -in care

'lalso appeared to influence the number of placements a child/exgerienced
the 1onger the period of time in care, the more’'likely the child's

v circumstances were characterized by multiple Q}acements.‘

1f oneicf thecggele of the AGCPSVis,to provide the child with an )

alternative living situation where he willvreceive”stable and adequate

e
care, the importance of examining the phenomencn-of numerous placements
is clear;. Reseerch directed at exploring tne specific reasons behind
" the movement of childrenfwithin the foster care system should be

undertaken.

o

One of the reports cited in the literature review’maintained that,

3

a cbntributing factor to the situation of instability of children in foster
caré was the serious lack of receiving and assessment facilities in

Alberta. This report was published in 1972. Itiis not almost‘ten years

later and little hae been dcne to change this situation.

. &
Conclusion
i : . . i ‘ _
In this chapter, several recommendations for further research have

—

been made. However, research alone will not improve ;heksituation of
neglected and abused chlldren ~Only positive action on the part of those
) agencies respon51ble for ensuring the well being of our children éan .

accomplish‘thls.



- : | \ - . 16

SELECTED REFERENCES

Alberta Government. The Child Welfare Act (being Chapter 45 of the
' Revised Statutes of Alberta 1970 with amendments up to and including

November 16, 1979). 0Office Consolidation. Edmonton: Queen's
Printer, n.d. ' i

o

Alberta GbVernment Foster Care Committee. Report on Child Foster Care.
Edmonton: Queen's Printer, September 1972.

Alberta Social Serv1ces and Community Health Research and Planning
Division. Quarterly Statistical Review. July-September 1976.

Alberta Social Services and Community Health. Child Welfare Manual.
January 1973.

b . _
The American Humane Association. Fifth National Symposium on .Child Abuse.
- Denver: American Humane. Association; Children's Division, 1976.

‘Boehm, Bernice. "The Community and . the Social Agency Define Neglect
Journal of the Child Welfare League of America, Vol. 43 (November
1964),, 453 456,

‘Bryant, Harold Dw, and others. "Physical Abuse of Children - An Agency
Study." Journal of the Child Welfare _League of America, Vol. 42
(March 1963),‘125 -129. \

Child Welfare- -League of America. Standardé for Chil&ﬁ%rotective Serv1ce
Revised 1973. New York: Child Welfare League of Ameriea, Inc., 1973.

Costin, Léla B. Child Welfare: Policies and Practice. New York:
McGraw-Hill Book ‘Company, 1972. ‘ e S —

Ps

Copp;'James H., ed.' Our Changing Rural Society: Perspective and Trends.
'Ames: 1Iowa State University Press, 1964. '

‘DeFrancis, Vinceht; 'The_Fundamentals of Chi%d Protection A Statement of
Basic Concepts and Rrinciples in Child Protective Service. Denver:
Childrsn's Divisidn?wae American”Humane Association, 1955.

t%

]

" Fanshel, David. "The Exit of Children From Foster Care: An In
" Research Report." Journal of the Child Welfare League of America.
Vol. 50 (February.1971), 65- 81

Fanshel,;David. "Status Changes‘of Children in Foster Care: Final
- Results of the Columbia University Longitudinal Study." * Journal
of the Child Welfare Leagne of America. Vol. 55 (March, 1976),
143 169. ] <:




- - Jenkins, Shirley. '"Duration of Foster Care: Some Relevent Antecedent

117

~ Fellner, Irviﬁg W., and.Solomon, Charles "Achieving Permanent Solutions
for Children in Foster Care.' Journal of the Child Welfare League
" of America. Vol. 52 (March 1973) .179-187.

I

Hepworth, Philip. '"Personal ‘Social Services in Canada: A Review."
Services for Abused and Battered Children. Vol. 13. ‘Ottawa:
Canadian Council on Social Development, 1975.

Variables." Journal of the Child Welfare League of America.  Vol.
46 (1967), 451-455.

e’ .
Kadushin, Alfred. Child Welfare Services. New York: The MacMillan
Company, 1967. o

Levin, Jack: ,Eleméntary:Statistics in Sogial Research. 2nd. ed. New
York: Harper and Row, Publishérs, Inc., 1977. :

Maas, Henry‘S. ""Children in Lohg Term Foster Care." Journal of'fhe Child 3
‘Welfare League of America.. Vol. 48 (June 1969). 321-333. '

Maas, Henry S., and Engler, Richard E., Jr. Children in Need of Parents.
New York: ,Columbia,University Press, 1959. ' ‘

Moore, Paul F. "A Structural-Functional Overv1ew of the Chfi Protection
Services in the Edmonton Region Provided by Alberta Social Services
and -Community Health." Summer project submitted to the Child Welfare
Committee, Edmonton Region, Alberta Social Services and Community
Health, September 1975. - ’ v

"Nelson, R.I. An Evaluation of Child Protection CaseMads. Ottawa:
National Department of Health and Welfare Canada, 1973.

Ryant, Joseph C. "The Integration.of Services'in Rural and Urban
Communities." JCanadlan Journal of Social Work Education. Vol. 2
(n.d.). 5-1l4.

. ® , , 3
.»SChmidt, Delores M.. "The Protecg&fg Service Caseworker: How Does He

Survive Job Pressures?." Jofirnal of the Child Welfare League of
_America. Vol. 42 (March 1963). 115 119,

o i

Simmons, Harold E. Protective Services for Children A Public Social
Welfare Responsibility. Sacramento: General Welfare Publicatiogs,
"1968. o ' :

9

Statistics Canada. Dictionary;of the 1971 Census Terms. (Catalogue
" No. 12-540). December 1972.

Statistics Canada. Populatlon, Ggpg{aphlc Distributions, Fedéral Electoral
Districts. 1976 Census of @anada (Catalogue No. 92-801, Bulletin 1.2).
June 1977. B

., - -
\ Y - 4 . . LY ‘



118

Van Stolk, Mary. The Battered Child in Canada Toronto: McClelland
¢. and Stewart, 1972
‘Young,‘Leontine Wednesday's Children A Study of Child Neglect and Abuse.
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1964.




APPENDIX A

CHILD WELFARE ACT: DEFINITION OF NEGLECT AND
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(e)
and without restricting the generality of ‘the foregoing
includes any child who is within one or more of the

following descriptions:

ks

APPENDIX A
1

CHILD WELFARE ACT:  DEFINITION OF NEGLECT AND ABUSE

{

’

"neglect child" means a child in need of protection

ue

(1) a child who is not being properly cared for;

(ii) a child who is abandoned or'deéérted«by the
person in whose charge hs is or who is an orphan
who is not being properly cared for;

(1i1) a child where the person in whose charge he
is cannot, by reason of disease or infirmity or
misfortune or incompetence or imprisonment or any
combination"thereof, care properly fqg”him;

(iv) a child who is li&ing in an unfit or improper
place; : . -

(v) a child found associating with an unfit or
improper person;

(vi)‘ a child found begging in a public place;
(vii) a child who, with-the consent or connivance

of the person in whose charge he is, commits any
ct that renders him liable to a penalty under any

Act of the Parliament of Canada or of the Legislature,

or under any municipal by-law;

(viii) a child who 1s misdemeanant by reason of the
inadequacy of the control exercised by the person in
whose charge he 1s, or who 1s being allowed to grow

" up without salutory parental control or under

-circumstances tended to make him idle or dissolute;'j

(ix) a child who, without sufficient cause,

. habitually absents himself from his home or school;

(x) a child where the person in whose charge he is’*’
neglects or refuses to provide or obtain proper
medical,; surgical or other remedial care or treatment
necessary for his health or well-being, or refuses

 to permit such care or treatment to be supplied to

the child when it is recommended by a duly qualified
medical practitioner; . .

“l

120
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(x1i) a child whose emotional or mental development
is endangered because of emotional rejection or
deprivation of affection by the person whose charge
he 1is; ‘ . oo

(xii) a child whose life, health or morals may be
endangered by the conduct of the person in whose '
charge he 1is;

(xi1i) a child who is being cared for by and at the
expense of someone other than his parents and in
circumstances which indicate that his parents are not
performing their parental duties toward him;

(x1iv) a<sﬁ;ld who is not under proper guardianship
or who has no parent
* 4

(A) capable of exercising, or’
(B) willing to exercise, or

(C) capable of exercising and willing to exercise,
proper parental' control over the child; A
(xv) a child whoseﬂparent wishes to divest himself

. of his parental responsibilities toward the child;

(£} "pdrent" includes a Step-parent of a child and any
person who, in the opinion of the Director, stands in
loco parentis to a child, but does not include the father

- of a child born out of wedlock unless, in the opinion of
the Director, he stands in loco parentis to that child;

(g) "shelter means a building or part of a building

that is under the supervision of or approved by the Director

and that may be used for temporary care of children; . ~
AN

(h) "temporary home'" means a home in which a child may

be placed temporari%y pending further consideration of

'his case.

RSA 1970 c45 sl4; 1973 cl5 54 1975(2) <80 sl(2)
1978 c¢51 538(8) Eff June 30/79

NOTES

4

1. Alberta Government The Child Welfare Act (belng Chapter 45 of the

Revised Statutes of Alberta 1970 with amendments up to and including

November.16, 19]9), Office Consolidation. Edmonton: Queen's Printer, n.d.
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APPENDIX B

CASE HISTORY FORM

Office:
Name: (
Birthdate:
Sex:
Rage:
Religion:
Caretakers:
Names :
Addresses:
Occupations:
Ma;italﬁStatus}
, Numbér of Ch{Lﬂren in the family:
Date of In:ake: ' ‘ 5

Source of Referral: -

Circumstances of Referral:
Follow-up Actibgﬁ

Type and Dates of Status and Placement Changes:
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APPENDIX C -

CASE HISTORY SHEET

Var _ Code  Code name -

Var 'Cdde Office -

Var * Code Included in 1976 sample

-Nar Code '~ Type of tése*

Vért "Cozg_ Sex. . .

Var Code’ ~ Race
Var Code " . Religion
- Var GQﬁe* " Marital status

Var- degﬁ‘ Emplbyment status

Var = Code.  Number of ‘children in family

‘Source of referral: = .

Var ° Code - First. | ~ Var
: , R 2 L
Var © Code  Third - Var

Behaviour problem at time .of referralj.

‘Var  Code  First ~ . . Var

Ygrﬁ_,,Code - Third . =~ S Va:.”

Source pf broblem:

v o el .
‘Var  Code =~ First . Var
Var  Code - Third -~ Var

Type of probiem'at:time'of’feferral:

Var - dee First =~ | - Var.

Var  Code  Third~ Var

“ Code .

Code

.Code

Code 4

Code

Code

1

. Code

_Code

Second"

Fourth

Secand

.Fourth

Second’

FourthV”

- Second

Fourth
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Var .

Var

‘;Var‘ '

Var

Var

Var

‘Mode of entry into care:
- Code
Code

Code

Code

Code-

Code

bAlternatekservices employed

126
. CASE HISTORY SHEET

First | - Var Kaode Second
- ‘ 4 .
) ) L z

Third Var: = Code Fourth -

Number of placements

"Length of time spent in care

Reason for case closure *

B



