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" In the tield of cnild abuse and neglect there is a need.
for clear; - useful . definitions fox..-the. types - of -child ..
: maltregtment such that cases .can be. acburstely classitied,'

"4 child protection ‘services can be provide
manner, and the effect of new programs ,can be 'determined

in a syetematic

across case‘types. This exploratory study of current child

protection practices addressed that need through these
.objectives; to develop a-child maltreatment case typoloqy‘
"and ‘& child protection se vices' typology; to determine if a . .
systematic relationship ~ existed between the. derived case’
types and., service provision sets in a - current practice .

setting for both typical and more prdblematic cases (the

latter being "those . not only assessed- by the . 'child
protection worker but also assessed by a Multidisciplinary :

Child Abuse and Neglect cOnsultation Team)

 Data: concerning risks to. a'éhild at investigation and

services ‘provided“ were'collected from a random sample ‘of
-general child protection cases and from cases seen by the
Multidisciplinary Team. Application o’ cluster analysis to .
the risks data resulted in four case typas"' two of ~which.

were commissive in nature, one omissivé, and one reflective
of a disadvantaged situation.: A similar*&luster analysis

of service data resulted in_three servicé "types: two having -
to do . with modifRing the" child' enViuonment,,_one with

modifying the child s~environm€ntﬁplus ‘his“or- ‘her—behavior.

. Though- a statistically.significant casé type -to service
provisioq match was not uncovered, an interpretable service-
’provision pattern did emerge. . :

. The Multidisciplinary Team cases were - classifled

according to the derived case ,typology ~ and these" more

' >problepatic ¢ases appeared to belong to the two commissive_
categorlies. The corresponding Team service. data WAS -

classified according to the derived service typolgy

Significant evidence of the case type to service provision ’
’.relationship was not uncovered but, again, an interpretable
. pattern emerged. - Further, - the Team cases djd- recelve
- 'systematically different services in comparison to ‘similar

non- Team cases. ;
.' s s “,:',
\-"A\

| X Given the limitations of tﬁis stuﬂx the recommendation‘
was - made " that routine documentation of assessment and-
treatment decisions on child protect!onxfiles be" maintained'

and utilized in further research in this domain 'which
should 1nc1ude*outcome studies. 'WQH - ,
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* . ' CHAPTER ONE

‘' .. . - INTRODUCTION
' .

gtatement and Importance.of the-problem
" There iscpa gzow}n§ reallzatlbn at all levels of N?zth
.Ame;icaﬁ‘aoclaty that child abuse and neglect Is a serloua
problem and that e££ECt1ve ptogtams for ldentification and
tzeatment must be implemented (Herbert. & Hendrix, 1977)
Over the past decade, as the extent and seveylty of child
maltreatment have been publlclzed through thé n?ws media,

B

publlc awarenesa and support for leasening this p;oblem have
" grown. ‘Government agencieéa ﬁ;ve been qlven_the\ task of
developing social policies toward‘deaiipg with ¢h11d abuse
-and neglect, fyet are confounded by the substantial
disagreement -in man; seéments of Societj and -within"many
professlonal disciplineg as to- what constitutes maltreatment
and how best to treat that condition. ’ N

Much remains to be done in the area of developlng child
tabuse and neglect‘identifiCatlon and tteatment. programs.
Hgny 'suggestions ' have been offered for ameliotating the .
aeVézity of child abgée and neglecl but insufficient data
sxlsts“fto' show thch policies orwpgqgfams a;g the mpst
| effective in combatting these conditions.  Given that
government .agencies arq~£aced with limited 'resources for
funding ch}ld protectlbn ptoérams;_ it behooves ;researcherg
to clearly define the conditions of chu%maltzeatmpt such

.
¢



that sozvlces -can be. Pfovidod, in l OYIQQRIslf nnnﬁ:t, «to S
those in neeg. - ' ‘ S
Given these conditt ni, this study of theyaladipmont ;nd'
tro;tmant Bflchlld abuse gnd neglect was timaly and hocdnd.
This Ctigy was conducted in'two batta. The first part was
conceznod with the quantitativa derivatlon of a £tannwoqk
which could be used for investigating rclat@onlhips between
* case \types and service provision in the qgnerai)ptactidéfo!
child protection services. The second part of th; study was
. concernéd with ﬁalng the derived framework to examine the
‘effect of a multidisciplinary child abuse and ﬁeglect‘

consultation team on the provision of services to cyild

protection clgents..
Part 1: Framework and elationsh;n

The first part of the study had two objectives. ?h’b
first was to develop a systemétlc empirlcélly dezlv;d“
degéribtidn of child 'protgctlon c}lents';_at : lnftial’ |
investigation, with the . intent of establishing a
classification of casé types that would make both ciinlca{-
. and scienﬁiflc sense, and then to develop an eéempirically
derived classification of tﬁe groups of services provldedAto :
those child protection cases. | |

The secondv objecflve was to search for statistical
évldgnce of a ’relﬁtlonship ~ between the case types

classification and the classification of child \ie‘iipm“~

services provf&ed “to those case types. I1f such ‘a



-

ftelatlonehlp wap verified it wouid be aeeumed to have been -

J .
a zesult of the assesement to tr;}tﬁent plan declsion making_

""'“‘,l,'

wproceee. @ N & ;“ . -

mhie etudy hypothesized that child pro ection wotkers,, 5

,on the basie of 1n£ormation collected at investiqation about
iapparent rieks to a childi cognitive}y‘placed similar cases
f 1nto case type qroups.' It was further hypotheslzed that

isimilar services vould be provided to members of tﬂe same

”case type group and that cases ln dlffezent case type groups’
1

jdwould zeceive dlfferent servlces. ‘ In other words, theree_f'

o

o would. be a telattonshlg between the classification of _case‘_V!"
;types andtthe claseiflcation of services delivered. That.

;itheoretical contentlon formed the basis "f the fresearch“n,h s

i queetion addressed 1n the flrst pa:t of the study ‘ '

Questig_ 1z f .
hQ'Dbégg the' applieation vof _appzopriate statistical
'models to 1nvest1gation and -sexrvice’ pzovision .data
- yleld results - i consistent with the hypothesis ‘that

_there . are. ‘relationships between investigation. and - v
- service . delivery = infor tion that appear to be

'.*medlated by workers pa 1t10n1nq cases "into’ case

"-* {pes and asstgning similar servlces wlthin andfn7“

fferent setvices between case types?

NETES

lf euch ‘a” xelatlonship could be uncovered through the"fd**’f

\”Bppllcation of quantltative models.:f It was thought that,ft

\

even \ff; no relationshlp was found, the development f ,ai
cﬂinically-based risk oriented classiflcatlon scheme_ for

chlld maltteatment would have 1m91196tiong: fiivfichild CREIE

Ty
- ]

cod

It ﬁﬁe, of course, not known at the outset of the study_ixi

i . - e
: . . o Ll T R S o
— ¥ - . L A




;*;7Rzepn1ck1,.1984)._v

a2
%

;protectlon ‘ servlces. such L a “scheme" mlght «/orovlde

| _operatlonal deflnltlons of the varlous types of . abuse and

utypes ' and, lf determlned to be valld at\ least

v.vassessment‘*and treatment declsion supportvsystem (Steln &

_ The* research for the flrst, pa t of the- study‘]wasf”§ﬁ 7

conducted ln a' provlnclal chlld W fare dlstrlct ,o£f1¢§~-
;,(D 0 ) located hear the center of‘a large western Canadlan =
ﬁclty,‘v Thls D.O. contalned ah tnvesthatlon unlt and unlts

of child protection.workers,c_fThus, all cases: used in thts'

\

' study were,'ln@estiqated and treated by staff at the same,
D. 0--_ S

The"child*'abuse-and/neglectu cases that .came to this. '

f’;D 0. ';over theqﬁourse/é?\a two year perlod were cared for by‘,u?

X

”findlvldual chlld wezfare workers under the mandate provided”’”
[ §

‘wthrouqh current ch welfare leglslatlon ; Those cases vere

.considered to bé examples 5of general chlld protectlon

/

'{practlces A sample: of these cases was selected ‘for the_'
;a alysls. of generaL. child protectioa practlces 'F.Datafii;",
'oertalnlng to lnvestlgation results and services proVided
ll;were collected from the flles on the selected cases It was.fdve

“"assumed that lnveétlgatlon and protectlon _workers wouldjf

>

SN SRR
;_.document,,on the flle, ang informatlon which was relevant to-

*e-assessment and treatment declslon maklng “_*- if,vgﬁ}_af .";”};ﬁ

. . & - 7 ¢ ot PERRNR
‘ "o . i ! y - 2 b K Lo
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Team had been established 1

rpdescribed

vstudy

'provinciu

- Elve process objectives.f .

e . T Ceen o L [
') . : Wl ‘

\ e B B o i

S e - . - :
" - - —— . - s
. ‘ . . .

RN : : .
o : : ’

\¢ : ‘ :
”\\4 - Pa;t g;'nffect gg_Programs'

W

"~ The lbtter part of this study had one objective and thatd
" was. to‘ investigate the effect of a multidisciplinary;

’team on - child protection practices. This was done ' by

applyingv the framework derived in Phrt 1l to 'the/ child

- protectIOn cases that had been reviewed and assessed by a

ultidisciplinarx team (Team ) le).‘

A Mult'd . i_lidary Child Abuse and Neglect COnsultation

October of 1983 at the D 0.

’”The Team‘was still serving the cnild :
protection,‘“

w&sg jointly sponsored by the

e

ﬁcommunity committee The goals

of the Team were ‘;Wid ;orkers in the provision of servicesf

1‘to ‘clients re,uiring child protection services by helping

Qworkers to identiﬁy, locate and make use of resources in the

Ty

vbcommunity (Nutter, Herbert & Rennebohm, 1986) “The team had

i Lo

1. To provide consultation “far child'dwelfareiﬂ
personnel in relation to specific cases. '

R Q_};. To assist ‘in the development of treatment plans

“‘3 'To access and coordinate appropriate treatment
resources.“ _

74.‘ To monitor' follow—up and ensure _apprOpriate,'“‘
continued intervention d . e o -

5. To. review all referred cases prior to closure.
' (Nutter et al, 1986) :

A‘Vanevaluation waﬁéconducted twelvéfmontthafter’the‘Teamf



] ~wes started.,‘ That 1nveatlgetion ﬁouhd the Tniﬁ\:to ‘be_”

‘achlevihg the first, aecond and last objectlves (Nutter 'e :

;es Primarily concerned with the third * and £ourth\

_ ijectives;. those- referrlng to epproprrate treatﬁent and
.lnterVentions. : | | | | |

.The framework derived in:Pert l‘wae also:depplied' to‘

\anetﬁer set of‘cases-(Matched sample) ‘FPhose vcases 3355

selected; from ~the general sample used in Part 1, oh ~the

&

“ Herpert, 1985), - The lnvestigatlon conducted 1n this study ﬁ '~

basis of their similarity to the cases which had been the

gobject of consultatlon with the Hultldisclpllnary Team.e-
The hypothesis' 1nvest1 ated by thls section of. the |

rStudy ~ wee.' that‘ multldis 1p11nary chi}d ”: protection
.consultation : teams facllltate more efficlent servlce.
.delivery than that recelved by child abuse and neglect casea'
 served by a single child protection worker (Helfer &
SChmitt, 1976, Mouzakitis & Goldsteln,' 1985)- Ifﬁwas the
’contentlon or this study that 1f the teams were .effecringd-

'service delivery the - rel&tionship between case types‘ and

partlcular ‘service: groups would be dlfferent in the _two

comparison' samples,“ Team and Matched That Acontentibn:;-
Ei';formed the basls of the second research questlon.-, o\
g 33\_ _

n“‘,Questlohfzﬁv

Do . child .abuse ' and - neglect cases seen by
multidlsciplinary consultation. ~team  demonstrate
“an empirical relationship between case type and
.service provision (i.e. number and type of  services.
provided) to a7~d1££erent degree than sim41ar cases :



NN

'not seon bytfsuch“a team?
en by o . .

, . = \ ' ’ .
It was thought that an investigation of relationships

between case types and service delivery in Team cases versus-

similar general practice cases would have implications wfor

multidisciplinary Teams . It could supply information to an

O
evaluation of the. Team s achievement of .its "appropriate

treatment% objectives.

-

peiinitions

. “‘

| _‘study, are”givenibEﬂthQ ‘ ' \ f:,

L (..!hild‘~ Haltreatmeht '4'the physical or emotional abuse .or

hi;d 'Apuse andi(

sexual 'abuse .orﬁ exploitation, negligent treatment or

' (Mouzakitis & Varghesek 1985)

PO
oy

oot - the physical or mental‘_injurY;

maltreatment of ‘a. child less that 18 years of aqe, by a -

person who . 1is responsible for the child's' welfare :

¥

- neglect of*_children "which ~resu1ts from lactions,"of

r

“commissiqn or omisSion “of the part of parents andf.other,~

; individual caregivers (Alvy,f 1975), is used interchangeably

with “child abuse and neqledt" in this study.
5

gn;_g ;thctiog CIignt -.a child who is being cared for or

provided with services or supervision uﬁder the auspices ~of

P

the Alberta Child Velfare Act (1985).‘

ﬁ'. i : Ll A A '. N ' - A

The' definitipnhépf specific terms, as used in this




a

P ’ ‘ e
N . . |

Chlld grotectlgg gogker -"e’eoeia; worker who' provides

;,eervices or supervision to'chilo;proteCtion"elleneq and

(psycholoQISt ‘ hospital social worker, public health nuree,'

pediatziéian,‘ child welfare consultant and a chlld welfa:e

shpefvlsor)  available to child protectlon workers. foi ,

their families. L : LAY

e : ! - . » . . " ?1;,"‘ L C g

. . . T ) 3 ’*4,\‘”‘ - ‘ .
 Multidisciplinary - Team - a group "of ‘ profeeelonele -

ACOneultatlgn on cases that social workere had teferred to .

“ithen The Team provided consultatr%n on case management and.
planning , The Team “also facllltated access to eervlcesf

provideze odtside the D.Q..‘ It .vexy razely,\ however,J

provided direc;ftreatment; o - . . e

t

~,
G

 Limitations of this Study

|

‘Samples ' were eelecfed “from -a‘npopuletlon of child

protectlon cases that had been opened at iusﬁ one D. O.vv

However, ther

"o

D.O. management staff during the two yeaﬁp covered by‘!his

study. Also z
peélslatfon
were selecte
ofjhcaees;- t this D. 0._ duzing these Ctwos years. ' The

accesslble population of child pzotection casesﬂ ngever,

:may not be :epresentatlve of chlld protection cases in othe;

some ,agency polrcy and the dhiid-xﬁkffaze

s

were changes in caseworker, superyisory, and#.

A ':ﬁ‘»-,,.~ - . -

‘hanged during tpis two year. periqd.; .8Imp1es '

to £a1:1y tepresentxthe acgessiple population

D. 0.'s Or other cities._ Accordingly, the degree of externel ’

validity ‘of _the ilndings herein was{ unknown. v1th£n “the

/

"f;zelat1v>1y small acceesible population eome of the pivoﬁal;



g
- B
R

L ! L . \'

risk indicators having to do with sexuel ‘abuse. and physical..

| ~ “

abuse were £ound infrequently and those low £requencies may -

'\havef had a limiting e££ect upon the results of the study.

The data collection ool presented another limitation to

this study in that the list of- Initial Risk Indicatorsr that B

made  up the first—"section oﬁ the tool . did not contain
sufficient descriptors of . the condition of the child it
investigation. .- . RN

Any empirically derived model is a fﬁnction of the

degree of validity ‘inherent in the data available ’for

r

analysis. Whe ‘ﬂte used in this study were Limited to what‘"
had, ‘been written on the case files. The quantity and“
_ quality .of documentation was a function of. worker time . and

'habits, supervisors' requirements, and legal requitements

i

Finally, many of the methods employed were heuristic in

nature‘“in- that they were selected as beling reasonable but

;;did not represent a systematic exploration of all possible
;gisolutions, nor, was the selection of methods ‘based upon ‘a
"single coherent statistical or mathematical framework The
7employed model, cluster‘analysis, .can, limit the internal'

validity of research findings unless careful, comprehensive

\

validation studies are undertaken. - The cross- validation “

% %,

investigations : undertaken ~in this -.study werevx-not
comprehensive. ”. ) s |
' »0verview.gg Thesis

" The toregoing:was intended as a brief'explanation'df the 5
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nature and importance of this study and the

.. o . .. % ‘ ' :
" the approach employed in addressing this axea of atudy. Thet

‘next chapter will review some -

literaturs. That chapter sho e the reader with an

: 1ndlcation of the current etete of ‘
asseesﬁeht _end treatmeht knowledge, plus aome pertih n
information on the moltivarlate modelb‘ueed to’ 1nvest1 ate
the research queetlons posed by this study.~ |

The- thlrd chapter follows the pattern eet above. .mthe

methodology used in Part l‘is preaehted and’ _explained. ahd

'.then that used in Part 2 .s presented and éxplained.

Chapter Fqur ’sihliarily presents the results in the two

major sections, whlle the . last chapter providee a dlscussion'

of the conclusions that were derived from the *résuite.{ It
e “ R e
‘also includes some . recommendatlons arlslng from * those

[N

y . ’ <
conclusions.

P

i

limitations of
eleVeht‘"‘bacquouhd‘

'ld abuee and negiect:

.



CHAPTER - TWO = N
v IR P

SELECTED LITERATURE REVIEW .

L o . o - ' ' ' ‘ AN
' . . . A . - * rs
. . . . . } |4 - - N Q .

o whie chapter has been divided into two sections. . The
first eeetion preeenta Pe reviev‘.ofh.eelected background
information on issues and studies of, and multidisciplinary
proqrams Eor,w'child'aoueeihnd neglect. The eecond‘section

is \ concernEGivith the current kno;ledge.of the'nee of the

L 4

L

multivariate statistical, nodels employed in this study.
/—\‘ : ; ) | .- o ..‘ M‘ . » .
R R .
ul&nrs and Studles Qz,thlg”Ahges and Neglect

Chiide abuse and neglect is a eerions problem in North
Anerica’(oil, 1970\, Kempe & Kempe, 19'78r Polansky, Chalmers,
Buttenweiser, & Villiams, 1&81, ~3enjamin, 198;)1 As
reporting ayetems improve and awarenese increasee, the
" number of reported cases escalates (Gray'“& biLeonardi,-
1982). A recent American Humane Association study indicated‘

—

' an incidence of one million confirmed cases per year in the
United statee with £our unreported c;ees probably occurring :
‘to every one confirmed (American Humane Aseociation, 1984).
Each: case. of child maltreatment ie, to eome' eﬁt;nt,J
uniqoe in its intensity, freguency and complexity (VUrghese
& lﬂouzekitis,. 1985). The complexity is a result of .
e_ggrticolar interadtione between spouseef perents and their
‘children; and'between the: family and sociel,f cultnral and

economic conditions‘(uouzekitie & Goldstein, 1955)& This



)

'

(biqht, 1973).

acceptable dqéln?
“to emerqe (Fel{l,r

“dlfflcult, qive :

-

. . et N . o . ,
r Y oo - , Yy
& & b i ‘ - . i

éomplexity hqs_nlndered‘tne developnent of a. generalizable

‘ . N . .
theory of ‘dlagnoses and treatment of child abuse and neglect

In' thls abs
- .

B"‘~-f“_,es¢:ope of societal velues, to defline
;~fd¢ has been ebused'and lt is even more
b lect (¥hiting, 1977).Q§De£lnltlone of

some kind are necesshry because social vorkers, ln order to

!

responﬂ to chlld ebuse end neglect ln a competent end

appropriate way, must have some method ot dlt!erehtlstlnq 5

child maltreatment from ecceptable ways of dealing_ with

children .and from .other, problems ln tamlly functioning

Y

'(Faller->& ‘Russo, 1981). Workers ,nust _heve consistent

operational definitions of the physical, 'behevloral.fend

soclal characteristics -of those involved in ‘the various

. forms . of maltreatment'xln order to make * preliminary

assessment and referrals to appropriate services (Feller et

a1., 1981). . . RN

Many authors haye attempted to define child abuse and
neqlect@(Kempe &'Kenpe, 1978: ?aller et‘elg,_l981; Polansky

et al., ’ 1981). Those~‘de£1nltlons, however, _erev’often

specific to a particular profession, are not cohprehens}ve;_

and have been dﬂfficult to operetlonellze‘ (Varghese &

. Mouzakltis, 1985) "Willlams and Money (1980) ‘sew little

unifdrmlty in the deflnitlons of chilad ebuse and neglect gr,_

" . - - . . . . - i o

Zeifert, & Jones,‘,lBOl)..v It is

EtE



; .,‘\

in the use of the terna\t

e them. Another author

i
W

\etated that "current deflhiti”“s d@ child abuse and neglect
f do not attenpt to dlltlkguleh chronicity, levezlty} or
conplexity\ » (Volte, 1985, \ p. - 463) The Alberta Child
welta:e ect4de£1nes a child ﬁp need oifbrotectibe sexrvices
- ad one,,whdee  suerVe1,~‘ eeéurlty, ' or development 1is

‘endangered (Government of Alberta, 1985).

One kind :of chlld maltteatment has proven especially

7 \

dlfficdlt to define; sexual abuse. Williams and Money
(1980) refetied to sexual abuse as a practice ‘acked any
, opetstxonal' deflnltione. 611 (1970) explicitly ;iéxudeds

~»eexue1 abuee from his definltion of phyelcal abuse, calling

them two different kinds of maltreatment. Kempe and Kempe

_(i978) refe?§g§7toA sexual abuse simply as a form of
expioitatlon © Paller et al. [gggl)\heeparated'physical and
eeiual abuse, The leéislation, under Qﬁich‘the pases used
in his .study were tteeted, also separated phyeical and

sexua{\aﬁuse (Cﬁllddrelfare Act, 1985). There ere, however,

seVetai euthpre who have grouped the two together calling7

them- "violation of _ trust”, "non-acCIdentel trrau

1976;

‘i‘eimply 'abuee! (Polanskf‘ et al., 1981, Kezt,
'Giovannoni, 1971). ) _ A 1
Anothez dlfficulty experlenced by researchers ges,been

ﬁhe v*dellneation between abuee "and neglect. Abuse and
neglect ney be diffezentiated by conéide:in? abuse to be

acts of nnleslon and neglect to'be acts of o lssion. This

edigﬁytony ls~o£ten too simplistic because in spme familiee

13



./several . kinds . of ‘naltzoatuent cin occur txnultancoullf

| (Faller et al., 1981). »

Alvy (1975) ‘aboided some  of the qbovo‘.pzoblcnl by

creating ,a comprehensive definition of child abuse and

' neglect that inbldaia both family and social pltholoqy. He

defined maltreatment as "the physlcal -and emotional abhuse or

neglect ot//children which zelulta from acts of commission -

and omission on the parts of parents and other individual
. A

N

‘caretakers"  (Alvy, 197§, p. 36).; Even though this--

definitldéﬁ circumvents some of the problems 1listed above,

~and proved uséful within the confines of this study, it does

not provide operational criteria for case classification or

intervention declaionxsgﬁéort.

Varghese and Mouzakitis (1985, p. 8) stated- that "as

the various formys of maltreatment are differentiated and
s L

operational criteria for each form become. more precise, the

- definitions can help in preventive, interventive and

treatment apdrdaches". Those authors went on to call for a

o '
“more cogent and integrated framework for diagnoslis. Alter

(1985)~‘pointed out that for the initial diaqndatlc phdse of

chilad p;otection, there was. a. need fot»a‘ theoretical or

clinical framework to help workers apply 1local legal

§ -

i standards  and "for wuse in creating = interdisciplinary
stindatds«dbbn wﬁlch to base sound intervention judgments. -

In the early 1960'3 attention was drawﬁ to ‘the nee&

for a decislon-naking £z;mewozk to qulde child welfare

workers _ in kain critical choices in the course of child

~'/\. - b =
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'ultteatmnt' assessment a:d ‘treatment (8tein & Rzepnicki,
1904;. piLeonardi (1980, p. ;;7) declared that "there are
two crucial decisions which have to be ﬁnde by’vqtkgrsx Wa;
this a case of abuse or neglect andf %t so, was it serious
enough to require services? 1f so, what ierlces would be
best?". Alter (1985) studied the decisions which must be
made early in the development of a case and stated that they'
were the most difficdit given the limited information at

‘investiqation_énd the lack of clear guidklines !3! qoveihing .

‘_—ﬁeéisions about child maltreatment. According to Au;tln

(1981), practitioners go from lnformatlon,qathred .#bout a
qase to the develoﬁncnt of a tggatnent package. Shg goes on'
to state, hqweve;!r>tpatc;he'lfmited qugnﬁltatlye ;vidence
indicates that professionals’ jd?qment in Ihe fleld of child;”
m&ltzeatqent assessment is too often 1ncon31$tent.

'~ Current research conducted on child protection
ﬁractlcesA does not ptesentﬁagreemcnt .bbut the consistency

| of_deéislon mﬁking among wvorkers. while‘Craft,, Epleg,land

Clarkson (1980)\£oqnd‘that the individual worker's blas was .
the most influential decision-making factor in legal
d1sposition of child abuse cases, Alter (1985) found a high
1evei: of agreement'ambng workers when‘uﬁe;.weie asked to
declde wﬁit constituted a case of neglect. Tﬁe latter author
uas,»}howevet,‘concezned about ﬁpe(posaibllltx that families
might be.}pbelea abusive or nedl;ctful in accordance with an.
lnadequaie dedislon-making . process. Due to the . lack of
 -conctete\cr1té£1a;~_yo:kezs have hgd‘to teiy on‘cultdral and

%

@
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personal )blee. rhat reliance on personal btee and past

experience has the potential of causing fallure in the
purpose of protectlnq children on one'hend and the potential
of unfairly epplyihq labels to parents on the other (Altet,
1985). | | SO
Cchild protection declelonjmnklnd'requlree a !rgm;work
for sorting data so that information that 'is relevant to a
~decision can be eepareted.from that which is not oertlnent
(S8tein & Rzepnicki, 195‘). ' A‘repreeentetive case type
. ‘scheme for child maltreatment would facilitate assignment of
Ainformation to ‘labeied categories ’;n ‘the basis of

similarities between cases.
. Avidson, Turner, end Noh (1986, p. 157) stat:d "the
importance of more é‘early ldentifylhg significant risk
factors can harxdly be overemphasized... such fectore provide
what basis ‘there is for proposing poeelble lnﬁlrventlon
etrqtegies. Ayoub end Jacewitz (1982) claimed it should be
possible to characterize families in terms of the.
constellation of problems they exhlbit when they present for
treatment. Alter (1985) cglled for continued rgeeerch to,
determine whether there is a commonly used typology and to
identify its independent vdriables. '

" The complexity of child abuse and neglect cases is
reflected in the number and diversity of available treatnent
services (Kadushin, 1980).. " Given the multiplicity of

. ’ .
problems presented in child maltreatment ceeeea the

diversity of services and the absence of a8 comprehensive

C A

16
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decision making framework, effective treatment plans havef
been difficult to devise (Whiting,i 1?77) Haliet and o
Btevanson (1980) theorized that social services agencies may‘*’

-.Hﬁbe, better ‘at determining that abuse has occurred than atﬂ

___—.-J'ﬂ"—
‘a

\offering the appropriate help.‘

Kadushin (1980) described "a treatment model based on‘ a‘~-

‘ --trichotomy of service types whiie problem—oriented treatment‘;*'

,{' 'wf Several :authors have fgqlled  for the, initiationV“ot‘

v abusive and neglectful famiiies. The usual multiplicity ofit_';;

fﬁt :;tlety of professiﬂ‘_.

systems were discussed by SChmitt, Grose,f nd Carrollf o

n",vb»

(1976). ’ Several authors have described field systems *for'"

Providing treatment (Burt & Balyeat,' 1974. ﬁgll, DeLaCruz & L

Russell, 1982) and strategies for providing services Within‘*

’organizational realities are presented by Austin (1981)

1984 Stein and Rzepnicki presented a treatment goal modelfff.

-

S

judgments B and decisions could be directed ‘ (Stein'*i

P

Rzepnicki, 1984)

Ad

. mo&e specific treatment programs, arising from a riski;

or\iented ‘treatment model (nelfez, 1976,- Av,idson et a’-i?.f',

1986}”fai1erﬂet al., 1981). This, they dlaim, would require>

o£ professionals and disciplines. 7'»s3":a.i jiig'Q"\

problems that these £amilies present must be addressed by aii e

a comprehensive perspective and the cooperation of a varietyf

Child ; protection workers _ have encountexed severalhrf

: hurdles when attempting to deliver comprehensive services to;f-b'

s across autonomous agency boundaries

that provided Several "targets" for workers touard which all
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;ié 1985)é§ Another hurdle is the. decision-making about familiee

| treatment (8chmitt 1978)

'(Vhitworth,i Lahiez,' skinnsr, & Lund,3 1981).* without an

V‘af effective mechanism for communication andJ cbordination"

ffm‘between ag ncies, these professionals may duplicate their

efforts vor
.5%}

involved in maltreatment. | That process can be so Acomplex,‘f

an§ emotionally draining that "worker burn out" becomes an-

issue (Byles, 1985,,Schmitt, 1978). ' ; ‘
Multidisciplinary child abqse and' neglect teams have

been formed as a msgps of ovércoming those hurdles (Schmitt,

1978, Pickett Hﬁ@uﬁ, 1979; Hallet & Stevenson, 1980)

o Roth (1974, P 3) dlicribed these teams as'

‘a set of professinnals from different disciplines,
often representing different agencies, working.
_together for ~ well defined . purposes, including -

- .coordination, dfagnosis,_i reporting, ~ treatment -

education and prevention..

,vSeveral“ authors have documented the .workings of 'several

kinds of multidisciplinary teams in detail (Kovitz, Dougen.=

Reise, / & Brummitt 198A,H Totah & Vilson COKer, ;1985;

| Whiting, 1977).

Hultidisciplinary teams'i are_ expected to'~providev

'interdisciplinary» insight into complex cases and to improve¢1
3 interagency communications (Totah & Wilsoanoker,[ 1985)
t Thege teams should offer the worker an opportunity to planif

an‘ effectivev coordinated approach to service deliveryfy":

(whiting,‘ 1977) v Teams should also provide an avenue for

sharing the difficult decisions surrounding intervention andg“

N,
T L
S

work at cross purposes (Totah & Vilson-Coker,ybj
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several ‘authors ehavevt expressed ”concernf-about the.
v”f ability\ of multidisciplinary teams to. achieve the,necessary '
'ltsinteragenc? ' coordination ”ﬂandj*i‘communitation. 3 some;J
_‘.1;que1itative\\investigations of multidisciplinary teams' haVe:
"-{pbeen conducted (Nutter & Herbert,‘ 1985; : Hochstadt &
:Harwicke, 1985)“It has been . pointed out that while there is

fa great “deal fr descriptive ‘ literature _ concerningf
#‘fmultidisciplinary teams, quantitative research presenting |
‘systematic ‘data dealing with the effect of teams on service

"delivsry-is lacking (Austin, 1981, Byles, 1985, Nutter etd

al., 1986). .. \>§\§g o

gg_seiected ﬁultivarigtehstatistical'Models_

-~

Researchers have* used several multivariate models to-

neglect. . Kent, Weisberg, Lamat, and Marx (1983)‘ ‘used
,:ﬁcluster analysis to create a typ0109y of child abuse cases.
8evera1 researchers have used other multivariate models fox‘

vd°‘1V1“9 case tYP°1°91es ‘ayoub and. Jacewitz (1982) [éhi

--risks of poor parenting and influences in legal dispositions 5

used multiple regression analysis to identify signif&cantp
'-variables in the classification of child abuse.‘\~'

o Catteli (1965, p. 432) has pointed out that “i£ one ‘lis .

’:: ,19 1

)

‘.investigate ‘assessment and treatment of child abuse aﬁd -

';Craft et al.' (1980) used factor<ana1ysis to investigate o

*‘.in 'child abuse,' respectively. . Daley and Piliavin (1982if

interested only in classifying variables in groups according=54

to -their degree_qf resemblance ......correlation clusterdd

)
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fconsideration o£ 5 steps to all cluster unalysis studies.

. ;widely used’ in the social sciences (Lorr, 1903) Aldenderfer“

gsesrch-methods'vithout Eactor‘analysis,‘rsuffice“; Kent et.ﬁ

al,,u(lseb) decided egainst thé use of factor enalysis

-rbecause' they . thought that while qroupinq veriables that
covaried—fuould be economicel v_the model.oftenﬂ,results‘ inﬁr

factors ‘that are dAifficult to interpret .and imﬂbrtent-:u
.relationships can be obscured.Ak | ‘ L .%v' o

Aldenderier and Blashfield (1984) descrihe the cluster'

cluster analysis method as a fundamentelly smele heurietkc
create clusters of cases.= They recommended ‘ cereful

1) 'selection of the ‘sample to be clustered,

—=2) “definition of the set of variables on which to B

_.measure the cases, N \
« -

3) 'computation of similarities among the cases,

4) choice of a cluster analysis method to .create
.groups of similar cases,'and S '

5) valtdation of' the resulting cluster solution -
' (Aldenderfez.& Blashfield, 1984). .

ManY"methods -are'available for computing similarities |

and creating clusters (Blashfield & Aldenderfer,. 1978) Iti

s"vital to the accuracy of cluster solutions that “the

%

0

methods chosen be appropriate to the data and the purpose of

the-analysis (Lorr, .1983). The squared Euclidean method oﬁ_

computing similarities (described ‘by Everitt, 1980) hes been

and Blashfield (1984) have listed the advanteges of th18¥7w~r”’

method, one of which is that it meets the metric,criterie.A

o

. VL A e
. IR
20
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 "rule of thumb", ‘a plausible_algorithm that can be used tofz‘



-jconrespond to metric distances ‘between. cases. Everitt L

~ combination of which results in the minimum increase in the

{his method represents cases as points in a coordinate space’ .

such = that - | observed similarities and' dissimilarities

(1980) points out some of the: problems ‘with the use. of * the

squared’ Euclidean distance measure, most of which occur ,in

studies. dhere' the- independent variables are measured on

-

videly different scales and must be standardized.

Hierarqhial agglomeration kéis -the most prevalent
cluster‘ing‘ method in  the soclal sciences (Blashield - &
hldenderfer, l97di. The Vardﬁmethod of‘selectfhg cases - to

form clusters qroups those cases or sets of Cases,‘ the

,within groups sum of squares or the error sum of squares for

| the newly formed cluster (Vard, 1963) The ward method.,

NeN

iunequal sizes and,shapes "in the metric space this method may -

tends to. create clusters of relatively equal "sizes ‘and.

B 3 .
shapes. ,hny jrare‘ cases or outliers in the data set, or

cqnversely, groups which display a great deal of cluster
overlap,d are' given,the,best coverage and separation with

this‘method (Vard; 1963).‘ HoweVer,fif the<c1usters are of

/

be inappropriate (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984) J1f the
aspects‘ of good coverage and separation were of pr}maryv

importanceato a study, the Vard method should be chosen as

t e most appropriate clustering method. ‘ \f |

|

N
14

}jAn important point in the use of the cluster- anaIYSis

Hbe terminated. Everitt (1980) states that while this is a

N - . S
- ! R *

mpdel involves deciding at uhich step the clustering should

a1
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-critical point in the analysis, it is among the, as yet,
unsdlved‘probleme in‘the use‘effthie model. Aldenderfer'and
Blaehfield (1984) recommend two approachee to ‘determininq.

the appropriate number of clueters in the £ina1 eolution for

sociab ecientiste. formal tests and heuristic procedures.

In ‘terms -of the,‘formal tests for determining the

optinal number of clusters an examination of the squared:

Euclidean distances at each atep of the analysie i

undertaken. An unexpectedly large 5ump in dietances from one

step to the next usually indicates that two very diesimilar‘

clusters have been merged.‘ Thus, the number-of( ciustere

prior ‘to that merger iz often regarded as an appropriate

solution (Everitt, 1980). - |
One heuzistic v:procedure v isgw'the'< qﬁaiitative

examination of the variables repreeented in those-vcases
. making up the ciusters. i When the variables'reprggented in
" the cases making up each’clueter seem to describe afisiﬁilar
ﬁ'condition, fcr eachfcluster, the cluster solution may be
;4deemed appropriate (Kent et al., 1983)

» Discriminant function analysis has been used ‘ in

ciassificaticn studies in related fields (3ay,~ Overton,

Harrieon, stinson, _va“naz1ett, "1959); Kleckav (1980)

describes discriminant analysis as a. statistical tool which
“allows the researcher to’ study the differences between two

or}g}more, groupe ~of objects with respect tov'_aeveral

[

S S : : . . o
'variables and 'to' subsequently , claseify hadditionel

| pbjects which have been measured on ‘the ;eamef;variablee.~

el

22
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‘Klecka (1960) 9oes lnto detalled doscrlptlonq of tne

prsrequisltes. uses and mathematlcs of. discrimlnant function

%,

nalysis.

23

The prerequisites for the use of d15cr1m1nent'£unct1on‘ Il

)
analysis are as £ollows' : " e

1) 2 or more discrete classification groups must exist

and they must differ on several varidbles, - ;

' - 2) those variables must Ye measured on an interval or
ratio scale, '

_ 3) no variable may be a direct 11near combination of
another variable, , ‘

o 4) the covariance .matrices for-eachfgroup must be
- equal, and

5) the groups must be drawn from a populatbon with a

_multfvarlate normal dlstrlbution on the varlables.»

Discrlminant function »analysls can also be of use in

verlfying that theorltical classlflcatlon qroups do, indeed,‘

"differ on'several,variebles and»are, in- fact~ discreet. 1f

"the_',nature of the classification groups is unknown,

| atteMptingknto use . the ﬁodel{to.prove'the userlﬂessnof the

_.clsssirioation g;oupsv is inappropriate. However; it is
ac;epteble;.e}n . that . case, to use discrimlnant function

" ahalysis ,fo 1earn_ more about,the nature of tne .groups

(Klecka, 1980).

. Summar

- 'The llterafure reviewed has indicated a need for studies

4

: v’that would supply the elements of sound decision support'

ystems for  ichild abuse and neglect assessment ' and

treatment,‘VVSeveral authots‘also voiced a goncern regarding

the efficacy of maltidisciplinary teams and, thus, raised



)

. the 13:9@1 ot further quantltatlve 1nvosthatton| ot thosc

\

- teams.

The 7iattez sectlon of thia review covezed the uses, .

Ny

'strengths,. and limitatlons oi _some peztlnent multivarlatc
) &

4

models:' two of which (cluster’ anquals and discriminant

. function analysis) were used in. this sEudy.,‘bThc next
»chaptét. 111ustrates how this study employed these models ln

o

an attempt to addreﬂs the aforementloned needT A

¥v

RT3



CHAPTER THREE

S . METHODS R .

The pata Collection Tool

Al

The - data collection tool that wee“uaed"for this

zesearch was assembled and checked for vaildtt? ) and’

ze;lebllity'ln a pzevipue“study (Nutter et a1.; '1986).- The
tool consisted of two lists of speclflq\cfltefga that could
. Sg used to diffetentiate " echilad protectlon'cases. ‘One list
co;elsted oi nebative client conditlons / or . case events
called {nitlal risk indicators. Tﬁ Kpther identified
specific serv}ces thet,could be prdyided to clients.

Ipitiai risk indicators were descriptors of a child's

-condltion(s) or environment at 1n§eetiqatlon ‘that, in

combination, wvarranted intervention.  The descriptors

ihcludéd statements fabo_ut the condition of the care-giver
(€.G6.),  the child, and the. child's environment. All
initial rid&/’lndlcatozs used in the Einal version of the
’tool and other authdrs who have 'studied these 1nd1cators
- Are’ ‘1isted in Table 1. | N .

" The 1ist  pf initial risk indicators resembled . a
cheéklist of problems devised by Ayoub and Jacewitz (1982)

who had . attempted to desczibe the "internal: and extetnal

obstacles to adequate famlly functlons" _ The list was. also

Aelmilat | to the “initial 1nvestigatlon : decision-maktng

28



- Child wltness

. -

/

Table 1

Initial Risk Indicators and Corroborating An!hsllv

-

Initial-Risk Indlcators

.kuthorg

sexual abuse/perp. still in home

C.G. admits abusé/ will continue
ptio: :eports of abuse |
chila, threatens. suicide

C.G. refuses entry/access

C.G. refuses support serviceé_
Child afraid to go home

: Child refuses to go home

o e St

Bizarre punlshment

Age- lnapptopriate punishment
.Injury lnconsistent explanatlon“
Bruises under 1 year —
*£Fracture'under two years

Méjor'injuzy under three years

Untfeat;d illness/injury child .
Unsafe environment |

CG displays psyéhotig.behavioz

CG inebriated/risk to child
CG'faf}gmzepogniié chilﬁ#'needg

L Y

Koel,

' Giovannoni, 1971

Morse et al.;,1970h

Rosen, 1981

Polansky et al., 1981

“Kent et Al., 1983

Avison et al., 1986

Avison et al., 1986
Kent, 1976
Kent, 1976

1969

‘Rosen, 1981
';Rosen,.1981.

- Rosen, 1981

Polansky et al., 1981

Morse et al., 1970

" Avison et a}7§'1986

Polansky et al., 1981

Wedge & Prosser, 1973

.Daley & Piliaviam, 1982

Swanson et al., 1972

Daley & Piliavian, 1982

~

- ',v_ ~ (cont.'d)
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. chtld walks long dist.

Table 1 (cont.) .

Initial Risk Indicators

QAuthors

Chlld left unsupervised lnappzop.

Child left caring for aibllnga
C.0. refuses responsibllity
No fdod in the home

Cchild intoxicated 1
Child at school with no ‘lunch

Chlld often asleep at school
€m11d often tardy at school
Child often‘ttuant

Child inappropriately dressed

WJFailure to thrive

Prior reports of neglect ‘
Cultural problems in. family
Alcohol ot drug abuse/CG
Alcohol or drug ;bdsé/chiid '

Battered wife

=

I11 or h—*\}capped child:
C.G. mental/physical‘}llne;s
Single pézent | A

C.G. povérty/social‘aséistahce
Child §zbat1tut1ng

Chi1ld self-mutilating

-

N

to school

Rosen, i981

"Avidson et al., ioge .

Avidson et al., 1986
Polansky et al., 1981

Polansky et al., 1981

Swanson et al., 1972

Polansky et al., 1981
Polansky et al., 1981

Poiansky et al., 1981
Polansky et al., 1981

Polansky et al., 1981

quansky et al.,, 1981

. Koel, 1969

Morse'et al., 1970

Daley & Piliavin, 1982.

8wanson et al., 1972

Swansqn et al., 1972

Daley & Pil;avln, 1982
Kent et al., 1983
Wedge & Prosser, 1973

Herrenkohl et al., 1984

P
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Table 1 (cont.'d)

. Inftial Risk Indicator

Autho;

~‘Adolescent adju;fment problems
Criminal activity of CG

Other . -

" Alter, 1985

Note: this 1list of Initial Risk

compiled by Nutte;.et al., 1986.

O’ .
Indicators was

A}

origlnaily



questionnajire devised by stlein and Rzepnick! “(‘1.90'4).\

The second 1ist contained the services that copldA“be
provided to a :child protectlon cait‘vltﬁin the finei and
"“place..of‘ this stugy. The list of 1dent1£1§d services 1is
given in Table 2} C A
| During the data collection, an initial risk indicator

was coded ;a "present" if the research Aaslstanta found a

description of that risk documented on the initial

[

investigation -report. The assumption was made that ,chlld
qelgdre wozkera'would'document pettlnegt,‘ decision—making

data iand that fhey would not document isks tﬁat ﬁere not

2
i

used for subseguent decisions. A service was coded as

' "provfded" if the‘reéeatch assistants found evidence on the

file that the client had actually attended or received the .

service.

-

— 1\ - Sample and Sample Sizes

I T

The accessible 'popﬁlation was the approximately_ nine
hundred child protection cases. that vere openedfgt the D.O.
described in Chapter 1 from October, 19834through October,

1985. Three samplés _were dtawn‘ from that population;-

Randoﬁ; Team and Hatchea (Nuﬁtér et al., 1986), 'f .,

U_For the Random sample, an alphabetized computer 1is£1ng

of the population of cas;s was obtained. The  Randon

sample was. d:éwn from that list by randomly selecting one

case from each sequential group of ten cases, ;esulting in a

sanmple comprising approximately ten per cent of thé\

%

’
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Table 2

Services Included in Data Collection Tool

8

Bervice or Intervention

Foster Home

Group Hoﬁg

Institutional placement .
Indegendqnt living érogiqm
Adoptionw ' .
Supervision'or&er <

Temboraxy guardiaﬁsh;p order

Permanent guatdiahahip

Secure tteatment,drder

Suppprt agreemént ‘
@
Custody .agreement

-

Home-maker services

_Famllx aide serxvices

Pazeqﬁlng course for C.G.

‘Marital counselling for C.G.

Psychological assessment
Family Therapy
¢ >

Individual counselling or therapy

Psychiatric Assessment .°

X

Psychiatric treatment '

' Hedical examination or trgatment

Dental examination,of treatment

.

(cont.'d)



Table 2 (cont.) .

’
0
A

SO

_f*;ﬁ'fﬁat:viqs;.ﬁdr-, :Iritfe:,vneﬁt.;,im‘;; |

‘({: ’i R

[ CREE , o . _ .
R Vorker monitors ‘home eituation _~““ R SRR

%

e Worker requires assistance in entering home’:‘ Lo : "‘ -
| ané;2§sment of echobl situation RN ‘::‘ i] S “‘~f‘
Culturally specific support | W > S

| tFood, clothing and shelter S

;4'f';mdiction Counselling

'if‘Emergency accomodation L PR
vgiDay care "u o
‘iEmergency child care _F:,%‘ ﬂog ' 1ifﬂr'

"efYouth Support ,' : i;h 8 i';. |

'_kRecreational.activities  ~ | |
':tHultidisciplinary team consultation

’fﬁUﬁIndividual counselling for sexual abuse E

L,
-Group counselling for sexual abuse

R . i 3 s . B

Note' this. list  of Services was- originally compiled by

';_NUtter et al., 1985.



A

B the'” Multidieciplinary Team between October, }953A and

¢ -

1

population (n=89)

4 ' L .
;?hg 'second gample included a11 the cases reviewod by -

f Octobe:, 1985.

“The Team was. consulted onzeixty-twb'ceseq:.(involving

forty-one ‘families) duzing the two years. Siﬁ‘llnge in’

this group were later f“nnd to be almoat identicalu;withq

32"

respect to ghe, Presence ”f nitial risk : indicatore,r~ o

resulting in family groupings rather than commonalities \of

eeds 'across .clients in different families. Thus it - was,_*

N

decided to use only one sibling case from each £amily.A The h
& ‘

method of choosing the Single case Erom each family varied

¥ PR
1f all multiple sibling files had the same information, one -

"sibling ‘was selected at random vIE one case from the setgu

¢

had more information. that ‘case -was selected. Usually the

"

most detailed 1nformation ‘was placed on the yeungeet,_r

sibling 8 file. | The kresulting forty—onef1 Team' caees
represented 4, 8 per cent of the total population | | |
' The third sample was chosen such that each case in this’

\Matched sample ‘was similar to one of the cases in the single
sibling Team sample.‘ The matching cziteria were the’ reasone

for openlng the case and the time: of case openinq (Nuttez,

o |
et 'al., 1986) 7 Fori one team case a match could ‘not be

found It is 1mpoz§int to note that 36 Of the 10 Matchedﬁ

e”l cases were drawn from within the Random eample. The other 4_‘“

Natched cases. were aelected from the pOPulation for their

\.

S

.

.in s1m11az1ty to the remaining Téam casj;;/ Therefo;e, 'theff :
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. Derivation g;-c

Y . . | ,‘ T ”
Hatched and the Random eamplee were not ~ independent; the

£ormer : being largely a subset of the latter. ‘When

multivariate analyeee were. performed on the Random . sample,“*";
36 of the Matched casea would be ‘included in those‘ analyseeli’

: and 4,Matohed"casea-wou;d not.‘_Theasamples'and their'sizeei

are 1isted I'n Table 3.

- part

ot

e -

se Txpes,fromdceneral7Rracticeﬁ

Althdhgh the 48 initial risk'indicators ‘ﬁerei simply’

-fcgded‘as present" or‘"absent", each indicato;_theoretically

represented an- underlying continuum h ‘The - presence of '
indicator on the initial investigation form represented a
threshold decision along the continuum from not present “at

311. to very obviously present | Theae~48 variables were,‘

'therefore,.‘ cohsidered suitable for intervalj level

a4

multivardate analysis (Green, 1978)

Initially, Q- type factor analysis'”(Lorr, 1983) was

employed in ‘an attempt to group cases according to their*

similarities of initial risk indicators.h However, becausé\

"the- iﬂitial risk indicators correlation' matrix : proved}

L

unayitable for factor analysis, the use‘of that nwdel had to

be abandoned., Cluster analysis ‘was the next model chosen_“

/

‘ foxf “the’ multivariate analysis ’oivpthejr initial . xisk

indicators

The sample used. for the cluster analysis in this section ;dj,”




|

ies |

Samples and Sample Sizes

i

a‘sghplQ Label

AT

Number of Cases

Raﬁdbm Sample

89

g

flh') e
éﬁﬁ-f"
AN

‘ Team Cases (all) 62
Team Cases (single sibllng)- 11 -
 Matched 40 (36 Random + 4)
N ff&v
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‘7‘o£ the etudy was the Random eample becauee the case type

echeme was to be derived £rom general practice.. The cases
were cluetered acroee the 48. initial rlek indicators. These

varieblee ‘were choeen bﬂcause ‘the desired case ‘types were

4

to be -based on the. condition of the client at inveetiqation..

The equared Euclidean measure was used to calculate the"

dietance between cases. In this study it is reasonable to

assume that all initial risk indicators were_measured on theﬂ

same scale. There exiet no data to test thistassuﬁption and.

*® . X N

“no data to eupport.alternate ecalings, of these data..

- Thexefore, problems aesociated with'different-scales for.

' relevant risk indicatore were not seen as relevant to this
'etudy.' Wards', method and heirarchlal agglomeration were

used to forn clusters;,

‘ : . o . _ I T
In order to decide when to stop the clustering, the

- squared "Eucli&ean distancee werevexamined at.each'etep‘ of

' thef analysis. lfy that examination yielded a ‘poesible'

cluster solution the followinq heuristic approach ﬁas_ also

~taken. -The-initial risk indicators represented inrthe:cases'

found .within each cluster were 4listed’ and' called risk

‘ ~indicator profiles." When the initial risk indicators in a

o profile seemed to describe a eimilar client condition, ior

‘each clueter, the cluster solution wae deemed appropriate.

Y

The above methoda for determining the "true" number of o

cluetets is not grounded in. statistical theory. Therefore,

> the:validation of ' the clueter(solution vas. considered'

critical. Several levels of validation were conducted, a).

35



replication with interﬁal cases, 'b) verification with .
external variables and c) cross validation with externai
cases. External variable valldation was rega\rdod as- noro
vpowerful, since that approach directly tested the generality
- of cluster splution against relevant criterla (Aldenderfer &
Blashfield, 1984). . N BN
, Replication with ipternal cases was carried' ut es -
.'suqcestedf by Goldstein and Linden (1969);' Forby -six
‘(epproximatei§ ‘3563) -of the ‘7Random _damole- cases were

.randOmly Selectedlv Following that,  the cluster ‘enelysis-

R

~described above'ﬁgf carried out again using just those 45'
.ecaees.., Tue risk ngicator _profiles Eor then.sub sampie

" clusters were drawn up and rejieﬁedlfor‘simiiarity to fthe_
full eauple profiles If the cluster2501ution: waS not
simply ‘an artifact of the 89 Random’ sample cases, _the mﬁ
profiles found in the sub sample would resemble thQSe found‘
in the full Random sample.. A cross tabulation wars carried
out :to» seeu if cases which ‘had Eallen into a particular
cluster in ‘the_fuli sample solutigu\!ouigﬁfall into that.
sam§ type of clueter.in' the euéesaﬁoie solution v'The
sighificance‘ of thebchilsquarefetatietic> was - calculated.,'
In order to verify the original cLueter lsolution using '
external ‘variables, relevant variables which hadonot been.”
'-used in the case type clustering haﬂ to be chosen. . It was:
thought that the various court ofders might be associated[\
with case: type. § Therefore, ‘a crosSPtabulation of cape type\

N
by type of court order ‘was carried out.

‘,“.

Lo®
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’ * : A

The Team sample was used ‘to cross validate the case type

scheme with a set of external cases. It was 'not deemed
appropriate to apply the cluster analysis to the Team sample_»

:t° see 1f a similar cluster solution resulted, fhe Teamff

e Y —

sample, by v rtue 'the terms of reference of ‘the

V%Mulfidisciplinary Team, should have contained more complex,‘

demanding or urgent cases than the Random sample. It was

thought, -however, that the ‘original’ cluster solution could

| be tested by attempting to classify the Team cases into the ,

original ‘case types.. The model chosen for classlfication

was discriminant function analysis

Given -the nature of the measurements " taken in ;this

study, it was not unreasonable to assume that the first'

three prereguisites for ' discriminant * analysis were

4

‘adequately satisfied There were four groups (the four’case"

- types), measured by relatively\independent variables that

logically had underlying continuous scales with no varlable

V-

correlating directly with another.v " The remaining two :

}prerequisites may’not have beeh as fully satisfied inv this'

‘study, as the group covariance and the population normalcy

wvere not investigated. However,‘ Klecka (1980) states that‘

o §
«ldiscriminant analysis is a robust - technique in the face of

_deviations from these two prerequisites.

~ The. three canonical discriminant functions produced by .

the analysis were created such that the metric distances

_between the groups was at a maximum (Klecka, 1980). From the'

- canonical discriminant functioh coefficients,_a discriminant \

-~

N o e

a1



Eﬁxﬁn

.groups differed (Kleckal 1980)

\ ‘ ' ok ; [} ot h )

P \, S .

score was calculated for each cq?ea. Thece discriminant
{

:Wacores 'were " plotted in' the space descrlbed by “lthe
discrimfhant functions. The scores éere in. standarxd

deviation;nnits. They, therefore,_ represented a standard

measure of how closely a case tell ‘to the qrodp wcentroid

__(group ‘mean discriminant JBcore on each function). The °

‘centrolds were also plotted. "~ Those plots were ad'qraphic.

representation of 'the--separatenessvor unlqueness :bf the

Random sample case types. ,Thﬁ plots also"gave an indlcation

. ofi the densiti*of the clusters and how élosely they lay

around their center points.

_sevtral 6ther mathematical éescrlptors"pf the case

type 4elueters were also supplied through the discriminant

analyéis. .The pooled within ggoups: correlations between -

discriminating' variables and tne» dlscriminant functlons

indicated how closely variables and func\ions were related.

This allowed the "naming" of the functlons on the basis of

the most strongly correlating variables. .This gave ' the
dimensions o£ the discriminant sbaqe some characteristics

‘and enabled one to determine along which ‘cigracteristics tne
R

From the between groups “sum,OE squares and the within

'ggroups sum of squares, eigenvalues were calculated for each _

. e

lfunction."lThe larger the eigenéalue, a relatiie~value, the

more the droups were separated on ’that :lfunctlon

"(Klecka;1980);. Each ° function was examined  for 1its

W

discriminatiné nower. If a 'functron accounted for“ ‘a

- 0’
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. , . . , . \ X -
. substantial - amount of variance it was retalned  for

classification purposes. " 1f a £unction was associated with

a high canonical correlation value (close to 1.0) it was

[N

. retained because that'value is the proportion of variance in"

the discriminant £unction erplained by the ggbupéi

1t was not appropriate to’ apply the:wilks lambda test
of ugnxncgijce to the question of the probability that the
sampled cases displayed the degree of discrimination - when,
in fact, there was no-group differences in the )population.

The groupings had, a priori, been imposed by the cluster

\ poid

solution rather than measured on observable attributes thati

3

had occurred naturally in the population

The next mstep undertaken in these " analyses was toA

apply the discriminant functions;'calculated from the random

sample cases, to the team cases to produce discriminant

stores for each team case on each function. From these
scores the team'cases were classified, using 'Bayesian
classification rules, into the four. grouos or clusters. The
team cases were plotted on a scattergram wT'h the original
cluster centroids. T

The classification of the Team cases by the case {yne
scheme was examined for plausibility. ) 0nce~the team cases
had been classified, .initialwrish>indicator profiles were
deyeloped from‘ the cases falling into -each case 'tyoe.

* Similarities"betweentcase‘type indicator profiles and team

indicator profiles wereiexamined If these, serial steps.

'resulted~ in sensible classification of the Team cases, ‘the‘

L ¢

39



i ' - ’ N "
'validity "of the ocase typology was assumed to have baeen

eatablisﬁéd at a‘reqsonably‘adequaﬁe levél.

o

Derivation of Service Sets from General Practice

7 R '
) : :

During the data collect‘ioné ‘the items on the list of

<;‘~£:rvicesprOVided to a case were coded as "provided" or "not,

. fovided". | Again .the' argument copld be made for an
unde:lying continﬁum with these VariaSIes. To provide or
to not provide a service was a threshold decision for ‘fhe
child pfbtectibn worker, dgpendent upon thé'severify of the
'clieﬁts coﬁdition, availab;llty of services, and tenac;ty of
the. worker -é:cehsing services. These variables wvere,
therefo;e, treated as continuous.

The Random sample cases were subjected to another
cluster analysis in this section .of "the study. lhg

difference was that similarities among cases were measured

. across thg service variables. iThe analysis was conducted
exactly as described uﬁder ﬁﬁe_"Derlvation of case tipes"
'Séction.' \ -.Two” different Clqster solutioné were derived
and.examinéd.' First, ‘a four cluster solution Qas chosen, a
Qridr{, lnkoider to facilitate the tgstinq of the case type
to service relétlonship hypoﬁhesig:‘?ghe cont@ntion was that
if a di;ect-relaflonship existééir ;a;h of the four case
types ‘would. be provided with a different sét of - services
“and, therefore, f@uz‘sefé of éerV1ces would be the result of

the cluster analysis.

For the second;élugter solution, the formal tests ang’

- ) L
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heuristic procedures described in the "Deriyatien of case
types® section were applied and a cluster soidtib_n 'obtaine‘d.
The~1exerciee of developing and labelling aerviee profiles
was repeated with .the second service cluster solution. ,the
two different solutiens were used for investigating the case

type to service set relationship hypothesis.
; . ‘ .

Relationship in General Practice

- Once the case bypes ~had been derived and verified and

) plausible service sets delineated, an assessment treatment

framework had been developed. That which remained was an

investigation of'the"deqreelof assoclation between the two

*Iderived elements: of the framework.

sets were‘formed independently of the cas

It was originally hypothesized that the cases that made

up a particular case type would logically include the same

cases that made up a particular service set 1f case types

were provided with different sets of services. Therefore,

a'crosstabulatibn of cases in each case type by the cases in

each service set ugs'carried out and tna significance‘of the
chi-square statistic was calculated.
Thisa'was considered to be an indirect gsstigation' of

case type to service set relationship i§ Kas the service

pes. The case

" types, in no Qay, imposed the service set solution.

“



A Rart 2
Bffect of the Multidisciplinary Team

In  order / to investigate the ‘effect of the
Multidisciplﬁéiry Team with respeqt to the case ;ype to
service set relationship, it was necessary to £it the Team
cases into the fzamewofk derived in Pait 1. The Team cases
were classified accordingﬂto the cqhe type scheme uding
discriﬁlnant functioﬁ analysis as discussed previously.: The
Team cases and the original cluster centroids were plotted
in the space described by the d;scriminant functions. .That
‘allowed a visual examination of the "£it" of Team cases into
the originai cluster spéces.

Again, . 5tw; Qolutions for Team ;e:vice sets were
‘dérived. The first solution was Arriv;d.at after cluster
analysis had been carried out on the Team cases and the four
cluster solution selected. The regéoniqg_fotwthls selection

relatloggbfp wduld requiie four

was as in Part 1, a direct
4

' distinct sets of services.

The second service sets solution was arrived at by
classifying the Team cases into the sezvicés setﬁ*is defined
by the Random samplg. This classification‘waﬁ“catried out
‘bia_acluster analysis across the services provided to the
Team cases. | _ |

Ordce the Team caseé had been placed into the derived
cése types and service sets (thé<£ramework) théixelationship

hypothesis was tested via the chi-square statistic.
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In order to cdrzy out comparisons, the aadlqnmgnt of
\Hatched. cases to case types and service setaC'h; exéracted
from the Random sample results. The Matchgg cases were algP
crosstabulated and the chi-square statistic was calculated.
The degree of association between case type and sefvlce set

was studied between the Team and the Matched simples and

————

betwaen the Team and the Random samples. It was assumed

that |f the Team was more effective in broviding~_focu3ed

services = to  child - protection -caqes, _the degree of

association would have been greater with the Team‘ca;es than

that found Th the Matcheqlor Random salees.
Summar

~ The above constlfutes a detailed description of the Hata
collect;on,employed in this study and the statistical tools
us;d fo ahalyze that data. 1In bfief, thpse,tools usédkwere
plhster anqusis to reduce the initial risk indicator data

into case types, discriminant analysis to tesf that case

type scheme with external Céses, clusterranalysis to reduce

L)

‘serviée\data ;nto serﬁlée sets, and chi-square to test the

ielationéhip between case types and service sets. The next

chapter details the results aceived through the application

Ry

of ‘thoée.ﬁhods. ‘

4“3



CHAPTER FOUR
‘RESULTS

part 1

. e | y ]]i“y
‘Case Types Found in General Practice e ,i":“f'f""

om

The cluster analysis of the 48 risk indléators ‘fox
tﬁ:- Random sample cases resulted in an“lnterptetablé/ four-
cluster solution (Table 4). Because the flrst 1ar§e jump in
the clustern coeﬁficieﬂts occurred between the fqdr clhstez
and the three c;uster stageF, lﬁiwas decide@stobstop at the
fou;-cluster'stage (aee cluster schedule, Appendlx.l).

..

From the risk 1indicator profiles shown in Table 4 it

can be seén that cluster 1 éontained cases Atﬁt presentedh

risks such -as "alcohol/drug abuse", "crimina 'actlvity '

"prior~ reports of‘abusé", "family violence", and in two

cases, "sexual abuse", Cluster 2 was made up of cases

presenting less urgént ziaks, mainly pertaining to elements .

missing from'the,bome such as safe'surround;ngs, one parcnt,'
adeduatelsupervision, and food, Indicators that seemed to
descfibe‘ a neglectful situation were found in' the cases
making up cluster 3. Those‘lndicatots:duncluded "single
parentﬁ, "alcohol/drug abu;é", ‘povertQ”, Sn prior teéorés

of neglect", "ill child", and "child ieft unsupervised” and

"C.G. mentaléthslcaI illness" The cases tn Cluster 4

presented risk indicators that seémed to .be elementa ‘of

44
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‘Table 4 R T

a,

ggndom gmple clustens, Initlal Risk Proflles and Labels  §

o . o K

B L P R TS ——
“Clus- N f?lnltial*Riskgrﬁdica%bti?W" N erq—“ Interpret-lﬁ :
ter . U T - _uency ive@iabel : .

e

.1 32" Alcohol/drug abuse C.G. . 22/32
B Crimlnal actlvlty of C. c.;_ . 11732

b

e WItness to Family Vlolence 11732 cdnxssfvE |
- CG'refuses—resp@ﬁtfbility f} 'fi0/32_ v;gﬁﬂ??ﬁﬁ._';L;
- Prior reports of abuse g . -”5{32]‘ | I
:_ g <6 mental/phyiical é}lness "» 7{32
i :,'~; Battezed wife v | | L  \ 5/52 >‘,,.: ‘&J“

"_Sexual'Abuse/Perp in home - - 7 2/32% : »~@-

v-CG’agmité abuse - . o efvﬁ{<1/32* ‘, ‘

2 8 Unsafe”Environment R

\1

; Ghild left unsupezvised i

Single Parent

No food in the home

3 v'39‘y Single Paxent S

o o A cohol / Drug?Abuse C.‘
- Povarty or.. SocLal Assistanceé'

NEGLECT

“, a

'ﬂ:Pfl‘  Reports of Neglec
Child lﬁét unsuperviseo
i 115@@n hand icapped child

CG mental/physlcar 111ness :1/39 0 T
e R SRS (¢ont'd) .




. e .
‘ :
N o
Table 4 .
- Clus- N Initial Risk I Freq- = Intérxpret-
 ter R N ~ _uency ive Label .
4 10 Poverty or “Social As¥istance 10710
o C.G. mental/physical 111ness 9710 DISADVANT-
Aﬁ B , ' - AGED-:
; Child: often truant T - 8/10 HOME o
' - Cultural Problems = - Ami 4/10
1 - number of cases found 1n that cluster
‘dy "‘2 - number of cases in that cluster that coptalned
. ) “the risk indicator specified o
! Note. * - those' initial - risk were found only 1in cases
T repzesented in this cluster ‘ T
: . ; o
. : 3
.--- o o
2 : & o . .
. |



‘;_disadvantaged situations:sy'poverty",' "C.G.'mentallphysical

_ illness*, "child t::uzmt"~ and "cultural problems" |
) o The preliminary A‘exdmination indicated " that fthé'
clusters contained cases which could be distinguished ‘on the

basis 'of' their -most prevaient initial- ‘risk indicators.

Therefore, hthe clusters were given the 1abels provided in
w -

Table‘ 4. The labels were drawn up" such that they describedv

the situation or . condition in which a potential child‘j_
e -

“ L
Y

’ . protection client might be found at initial investigation
o : ¢ : . : -
Validation of Case Tyge°§cheme»Q . v

! The*'cases that made‘up the;rRandom'sample‘appeared t

'*“*'*Eluster into four logical case types. “ It was impo
ensure that the four cluster solution was not an a
~those particular 89 cases Therefore, a cross-

the case °types Gas carried out by replication‘_v ;
’ . K " ‘m
Random qpmple 3 Ideally, to estimate generalizability, “an

bl

entirely different set of cases would have been randomly'

S drawn and cluster analyzed ' Given the limited resources of

ry

‘5 - this study, on1y this quasi—estimate of the stability of the‘

- clnster solution  was undertaken.,l A subset of 46 Random‘s '
i}‘?w .

. sample cases ‘was - randomly selected and cluster analyzed..
”wfh- - »”The' results 'of‘,that separate cluster analysis did

f indicate that the 'fOur—cluster solution was~ relativefy,i

_-stable. x;The ri;k indicator profiles for the sub- sample,‘ﬁ

solution were~similar to those of the original'
{

ffour cluwtgf
ﬂrandom sample clusters i In the sub-set cluster 3 was likegnu

et
Lt
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HOME : NEGLECT and tluster 4 was like the stanvanracno Hour.V~

i;.As can_ be eeen from Table 5, 747 -of the caees were

”pfaced' in similar clusters ln both the clustering -of the

- entrre Random sample and the clustering of the subsample of

-

.46 cases.  The tuo solutions, from the two eamples}

appeared to be -reasonably similar (chi equare = 96, 16, p =

-

«

in the COMNISSIVE HOHEQVIOLATIGN cluster. T N

The next step in the valldatlon _process was the . cross-

is preSented in Table 6. pattern of court orders by

‘\l

percentage of'»' temporary guardianship.

-t

-HOME VIOLATION cases‘ showed the greatest percentage ’gf

anolved,_ Vas would be ‘expected, \nd court ordersvifor”f,*v7*

permanent guardianship or,’ "secure treatment.‘ vPermanent'e'

°f

‘,case'types._ Custody agreements were found more often 1n the

q:

COMISSIVE HOME: VIOLATION;-~ciuster 2 was like éahIGBIVE

" Cluster. lfln the sub sample was somewhat like OMIBSIVE HOME.

.0.001). Disagreements in classificatlon were most prevalent“

fpercentage of cases,- from each case type,  in each court'
A points of note. ‘The DISADVANTAGED type - contained- the

courSsxVE;

» gUardianshiporders ‘were found only lnsthe two mbre ‘urgent;

LN

“valjdation of case types ?y independent measures. fcburtf”'

orders. The crosstabulati&ﬂ}e case gypes by court o’r}!ers\
T
‘ﬂ case types did little to verify the case type clusters 'The‘,
fordur category was quite simllar ghere were, however, some "

'greatest' percentage of supervision orders and.'the. léast .

‘x. i

‘temporary guardianship orders.:' The OMISSIVE case. EYPéM%l

5
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n of Cluster Solution-with lnternal ,gub-Sample
. Clusters from Sub-sample Cases .. .
L Similar . Similar _‘8imilar Similar
Random to VIO- to OMIS- ' to NEG- . to DIS- ,
. ‘Sample ‘LATION _SIVE HOME LECT, - ADVANTAGED ~ 1
CLUSTERS  cluster cluster Vcluéﬁe:‘f,c}uatex " N
1-COMMISSIVE - 17 3 7 0 17
' HOME: .
'VIQL"ATION - ‘: ~ o N
S - Q-
- -2-OMISSIVE . 0 3 0 0 3
ey ,
- .‘ . ’ / . . . ‘\\\'
-~ 3-COMMISSIVE ' 0 1 17 BERS | 19
 HOME:
NEGLECT : \
4-DISADVAN- 0 0 0 7 .7
TAGED .
HOKE 55 ) ».
‘ — . 4?; - — - S ’
Column . _ o B
Total 1 7 24 8 46
. Chi-square = 96,16
1 - Row Total "



Table 6

- 1 .
' Case Types.by Court Order
" Super-.” Temp- ~ Perm- Seclre Support Custody
Case vision orary anent treat- agree-  agree-
Types * Qrder Guard. Guard. ment ‘ment - 'ment
VIOLA- 20 ..21 5 3 4 9
TION - ' . o |
OMISSIVE 3 " 4 o o0, ‘2 s
'NEGLECT 24 26 . 3 2 1 10
DISAD- . - 7 - 2 0 2 2 1
VANTAGED B ' \ -
S \

1 -‘as.derived by cluster ahaiysis of Random samplé'data .

“' .
2
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“two urgent case types as well.

The cross—validetion of case types by external (Team)
cases was accomplished by utilizing the four case types asi
~ the nominal categories for discriminating group membership.‘ _ :§
A discriminato function analysis provided information
concerning both the mathematical nature of the random sample

clusters or case types and the £it of the team cases into

Y

those case types. ' 4 - T

Three canonical discrimirant £unctions were derived‘

a

'from the discriminant analysis of the Random cases . An

Aexamination of the pooled witﬂin ‘groups correlations between .
.. : r* '
"“k_;iables and the three "canonical

discriminating ‘
discriminating functions resulted'iﬁj_descriptors for each’
'functiOn as shown in Table 7. IR -

' Function vl was primarily related to : four. "risk
indicators; "poverty “or social assistance" tcultural
'fdisadvantaged"; "Cc.G. mental or physical 1liness" and "child

EY

often truant". Function 1 was, therefore, seen-to be a

‘"disadvantaged" dimension This solution indicated that the
gréatest distance between the groups was achieved vhen they
‘wpre . oriented along the ""disadvdhtaged" dimension.' The
second function as 1abelled "vidlationipbn~single 'parent)"A
dimension.‘ This function indicated that the second greatest

d@ptance was achieved on the basis of four risk indicators.

mily violence" i "criminal activity of C. G ", "bé&fered .

wife" and absence of "single parent“‘ , "Unsafe home"' "no

0

ifood in the home" chlld left unsupervised"; and absence of

4
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" -Table 7 o
Correlations Between Discriminating Var s and Functions
SN S o Correlation - thétlon S
Initial Risk Fndicator . with Function 1 Label N
Poverty/sociél assistance , 0.300 . ﬁ//vﬁﬁ .
» Cuitural disadvantaged - 0.214 © Disadvan- "
‘ N : ' - taged )
C.G. Ment‘al/physlcé\killness 0.176 : ’
. ' . ‘\\‘ . . ’ o
“Child gften truant R 0.171
Correlation . Function :
with Function 2 . Label
§ — .
- . N . o - }
Single parent S -0.647 . , R
. B 4 . + Violation
Family violence . 0.204 - non=single
‘ Lo S : parent
Criminal activity | 0.157 - :
g;ﬂx’hattered wife u ) . ' _A 0.123
ot ‘ - ‘ Correlation Function
: with Function 3 Label
Unsafeenvironjent | , 0.428 o .o
" No food in théThome . 0.398 " Omissive
| é‘thud left unsupervised ' 0.277
o e . ' o
Bizzarre punishment_ -0.124

iz

. .
S - . S
- - % -
. . .
. e
. ‘ X
i : .




"blzaire ppniaﬁment" correlated most highly wit .Functlon 3.

- That function was labelled the "ommlaslve" dlmen lon and lt(

accounted for the leaat distance between the groups.

The mathematlcal deecrlptors of the three discriminant

functtons given ln.Table 8 lndicated that the qroﬁps vere |

'<we11 separated along the three functions. _ The elgenvaluea
of 11. 78,‘ 5. 45 and 3.25 lndlcated that the cases within the
groups, “as separated along the £unctions, were more similar
to each other_than_theg were to cases in other clusters.

The canonlcallcorrelatlon figures demonstrated a\hlgh degree

A

~of association between the discrlminant‘ scores and: the

..

functlons‘(Klecka; 1980). The cumulative percent variance
figures showed that all three functions were necessary

to~'account for over ninety per cent of the differences

between theAgroups.

Once the average discriminant score for all cases

wlthln a derived group‘was calculated it was plotted ona 3

idimensional space defined by canonical function 1, 2 and 3

*

(eee Flgure 1) ‘These average scores, called group

'centrolds, gave an lndlcation»of how well the clusters were

“separated, at their. centre. The centroids are provided in

“Table 8. v o : , . | , SRS
7 - L A
This plot (Figure 1) demonstrated that clustéer %

(COHHISSIVE HOME : VIOLATION) 'ahd’cluster 4 (DISADVANTAGED

HOME) were well separated and their cases tlghtly grouped.

Cluster 3. (con_lssrvn HOHE.NEGLECT) was well separated from

01nster 1 and Cluster 4, . but not from Cluster 2 (OMISSIVE

53
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Table 8 .
Mathematical Descriptions of Discriminant Functions
‘ : Function i
Vo 1 , ¥
Descriptor 'f 1 . ‘ 2 ‘ 3
Eigenvalue . 11.78 ' 5.45 ' 3.25
Percentage : _ ‘
Variance 57.50 26.60 15.90
Cumulative ’
' Percentage : ) ' '
Variance ! . 57.50 84.10 100.00
Cénonical ; , o
Correlation 0.96 , 0.92 ‘0.87
Group Centroids: .
for Cluster 1 2.02 . -2.62 0.44
for Cluster 2 2,70 - 1.43 -5.47
for Cluster 3 0.05 1 2.27 0.93
for Cluster 4 -9.23 -1.56 -0.93




‘Figure 1
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*verification’ that a good discer

four ‘derived clusters.

HOME) .
E) o

Despite the apparent similarity of COMMISSIVE

L

HOME:NEGLECT and OMISEIVE HOME, thegfpnsaafxcatxon accuracy
of the discriminant functidhe was acceptable. When actual

cluster membership as

o,

Iy Feiit ‘
predicted by discriminant Ehily’m '98.92% 'of the cases had

cluster- memberahip wvas. compared

been claasifled correctly (See Appquix 11 ftor complete

e

_predictlon solution and classification tables).MSuch a ﬁlgh

correct _classiﬂication rate should hot be taken as strong

ievldepce' of the accufacy of 'classiflcatlon using the
_original cluster solution since the two solutlons are based

_on the same data set and as such #ozm a circultous method of

|

.czoss-validatina. iThe consistenmy merely indicated that a

discriminant analysis of the fo uster solution provided

tlon'can'be made of the
’ , , k1 v ’

Figure 2 illustrates the maLner‘in which the sample of

‘Team cases .assembled around theporiginal cluster centroids-

after they were classified into:the cluster spaces by . the
/

discriminant function analysls./That plot indicated that tn:

majority of team cases fell 1WE0 the two more wurgent case

type spaces. Membership of.thé team cases in the case types.

previously derived fromvthé ibdependent Random sample, as

classified by discriminant function analysis, |is given in

‘

Table 9.

,

, Ninety percent of the| Team cases -wéke," indeed,

classifled as members of either clustet 1 0or 3, the two more

4
[



gure 2

Randon Gample Cluster Centroids (*) and Team Casee a8
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© Glassified into Gluster Spaces by Discriminant Analvele
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Table 9 fb L r
% Classification of Team Cases into Case Ivpes

' "I

» . i
p , ' Number of Team Cases Percentage of
Case Types - _Placed in Cluster by Team Cases in
) ‘ Discriminant Analysis . Cluster
<
COMMISSIVE HOME: 23 56.1
VIOLATION
OMISSIVE HOME - 1 2.5
R ‘
. COMMISSIVE HOME: S ¥ N 34.1
NEGLECT - | : '
DISADVANTAGED . . . 3 : t,, 7.3
HOME . :
)‘ oo ' - !5,.. ’ .1‘4‘ ' P
Kz : | - " . - / -



~

'{.moze fzuitful.,frhéf"

tjteam cases classified‘\hto cluster 1 and cluster 3 are giyen N

ETREET

in Appendix III.: Fbr both groups of Team casé%, th.'irisk‘i‘*

L

%dindicator profiles contained all the risks present in ‘their -
:”:claSsification case types.s | |
4,*These findﬁngs provide much stronger evidence that the'
wdxeoriginal derivatiom-and interpretation of the four ~Random_

’»sample clusters ‘were indeed accurate and generaiigable to‘

.

7some degree.M Oniy relatively more problematic‘ cases are:

]r°ferred to the Hultidisciplinary Team and these are,i;in.

| COMMISSIVE HOF u.NFGLEdT rather than DISADVANTAGED HOME of'f

"

=0MISSIVE HOME Environments

[
__.——.————p..____——-—-_

.5,, R . o R -

complex, urgent types. 'The‘risg‘indicator‘prOfiles*for the

e:ggfhﬂ

";Dractice,:‘usually related to connxssrve HOME VIOLATION and<j~7**5

The first cluster analysis‘ of the’ service variablesf""'

-“from the Random sample cases was stoppeﬂ at the four cluster.

»-_‘._‘_,_’-‘ =

;'fstage;; The service profile\f/onﬁeach cluster was compil@d
5*butatmeaninq£u1 1abels could not be ascnibed to the £our‘u

fclusters »7The’ four sets of services did not seem to be E

.0'

=iaddre551ng particular ‘ risk ;or focusxng on f specxficil'

o

ftreatment modalities, locations or plans

A second cluster solution of the servite variables was;"

’ fe

’7f this analysis was found between the three cluster_ andﬂ&

| yithe tvo cluster stages, an indication that the three ciuster‘”

'

P K as

VoAl T e

gargest jump in the cluster coefficients;

'?fisolution 'wasﬁtprobably the most aPPropriate (for clusterf_:cﬁr7
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. §s£xlss Ezgillss iggm Beﬂggm __mnls _s;x_gs Q_gstsgs A<ﬁ“

‘ Services’Piqvided

'Fred&
uency .

'Intetpzet-
1ve Label

"'foster‘homé

't'adOptdon fi)l

‘SupefQis;on order

"foster home

-~n_educatlona1 support

S ) o
tempozaty guardianship

*

.med1ca1 treatment

educational support

Jsupezvision‘o:der

CUStody‘egfepment'

e

. A
findivlﬂual caﬁnselling
nmonitoring/home situation
emergency accommodation o

"addiction counselling -

AN

Amoniter_npme situation
'sfamliyiaide

; medical;treetmeﬁt

psychological assessment
X

Ll

. .

18/31

' food, clothing, shelter -

-psycholodical'asseSSment :

.11/31-

18740,

28/31 .
- 26/31

1s/31°
~15/31'”
.é2/3l,

11/31

11/31
11/31

-8/31

2/31

33740
22/40

Change -

Environment:

out of
Home

S11/31

Chagge

-Environment

In Home

14740

| 8/4Opgj;3;\

8/40

8740

A

SIS,

; ‘f(COntfds;?

“’j‘dﬁf



'rable 10 o
r
4 q\l . ’ : 2 ot Vl ‘ - ) -
N L L 2 T
Clus- N . -~ Co oo - ‘ - Freqg- Intrepret-
-ter . Services Provided o ‘-uency"'lve‘Label :
3 18 fosfer‘home. o 1180
psychological assess. | -17/18 I
o - S .Change
temporary quardlanship‘ o 17/18 ®Envlronment
. _ e ~ Change
- medical treatment | 13/181-“(_Ch11d
- . T ~ - f N R - N ca
_monitor home*situation Coo1z7187 e
‘ K . . . v ; ’@N{ .
| A supervls on orders L 711718 - B
N | Lo o LT Ty
\? Lo 1nst1tutiona1 care - 10/D8 R

i o 1nd1v1dual counselling‘ ©10/18

-Ifood, clqthinq,,shelter ::10/18 . ," 78v

assess sChoolﬂsltuation'  ‘ﬁf9/lé‘ |
i ’i B psychiatric assessment R 8/18 - )

g ‘ Z'jrecré%tional activ;ties--v'_“ezle | L
i WV'; )Aveducat1ona1 support B §/18r

. | Q% grodp,home o : 7718

1:' e i cultural spetific supportf -7/l8 "

:1 emecgency accqmmodatlon B ,7/181' ‘;

e secure treatment order 'J” :s/iaf "v. p,§3$2; _ i

custody agreement "  ‘6/13‘-*

sl‘ t addlctlon counselling 7*isfé/18' 7

N ,;s._«.:ﬂ e A . '.

=~ e .
BURT SR N
#

l - number of cases in’ that cluster

e

2‘- numbet of cases, out of total number bf cases ln cluster
that were provided with the specified service



=y 'i

: schedule, see. Appendix IV) | ' :
| The  three | cluster eolutionq"profilesfv a‘d their
'interpretive labels are‘prbvided]ianable'lo;‘ f’“f;i“”?,i'f"
At 'flrst"examination, : the‘services’seemed"yow grouﬁ\'*ﬁ
~according ‘tor where the child would be located wﬁen éhe? ®

A - EE . A’
’service was provided. ' The first cluster contained services L

that would be . provided to a child outside the home or to the %
parents “when the child has been removed, from‘ the home.
47Cluster»22i contained .cases that had for the most part,
‘;received‘ services while the child was still in the home
ciQSFer'3, 39§fh; seemed to represent cases that had beentf;
served"outSide the home for the most part.'~ The difference
| between clhster l and Cluster 3 seemed to be that in. 3 theref_
are v'additional services provided that are directed at

dtreating or changing the child rather that the environment*

| as-in‘l5and‘2. The servid@s that are provided significantly;-'

G more‘voften in c1uster 3 are' psychological assessment ,}

' -finstitutional care, k ssees school situation, psychiatric

'assessment" recreational activities, group home, culturally »j
'}specific support and group hoge | e
T.At  this pointr in _the'-study, the ;'appllcétlon\ of

,quantitative models' to general child protection practice"'

.“fxafta had delineated the elements of an assessment/treatment

X

3 i”framework The ‘next step was to uncover how the elemenxe t\

of the frameﬁork related. .nf,“ii_':i_ f ,~if”(;'i-'-;{35;Jm
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"Even though'the' four cluster service set solution had.
proven .. uninterpretable, ’Athe possibility ’of a direct'

relationship between case type and service set had to( be5

examined. ~ The results of the crosstahulation of membership
in case types by membership in one of the four service sets
_ is provided in Table 11. It was thought that if there ‘was a

direct relationship, the majority of cases within one ‘case

type would fall into one service cluster. The results shown"'

in Table ll did not Eollow that pattern y- probability
of the chi-square’ statistic (0. 09) also 'd1d not indicatqoa

.....

strong‘underlying association.y

Given that the four cluster solution had been'rejeCted;
the possibility of a relationship within the three cluster_f
-solution' vwasj’ also investigated.p ’fThe;f results - of
crosstabulation of membershig@in the case type clusters by

membership in. the three ser%?te clusters were as shown “in

the lower section of Table 11. ' o "-“*ﬁ

Change Environment In Home services were‘providedAto 70%

the cases in the DISADVANTAGED cluster, - 50% of the cases in;‘
the OMISSIVE cluster, 54% - of the NEGLECT cluster, and 37% of :
'th VIOLATION cluster in the Random sample. ", The Changej'

Environment Out of Home service set was. provided to Al% of:

the VIOLATION, none Of the OMISSIVE, 38% of the NEGLECT,‘and.'_"

2os of the cases in the DISADVANTAGED cluster in the ‘Random'
sample., On the other hand1 only 20% of the VIOLATION, SO%v
of ‘the ouxss:vs, at of the NEGLECTyr and 10% of the s



Table 12 " | T /
gggggmfsémple Case Types by Sgrvlces Sets - - ‘!’ A ,
. . ; . . - ' Lo P ‘j o e, & - i .;}r c *‘:'I . ) T «.
\ : AT ' " o v i *‘ .'j“?é'; i - T .

-Q\ ‘ ' Case Types ’%&5‘31

-
st

. “'l-.... . -
¢t . <

. o R SN BREEEEF T A
Solu- Service VIOLA- OMIS- DISADVAN- -, 1 cnvif;' Co T
tion Cluster  TION SIVE NEGLECT TAGED' .. N Square :

1 1 .13 0. 15 2 30

20 7 41 14.75

I

'y |b” .

210

St

’ 2 Change I
Environment:. L -
‘Out of Home 13 0. 15 2 30

Change : L B ~ (p=.11)
Environment: : SR C o o ,
™ " In Home 12 4 21 T . 44

. Environment: T o , ) ~ _
- Change Chil@ 7 4 3,1 15




. indicate a strong relationship.ip=0.11).

ffthree cluster solution was

e i . . . oo : o S e
. L2 O ) . .

\

A\

yDIBADVANTAOED cefes in the Random aample received the cnenge

_Envitonmeht : Change Child eervice set. of. the cases that

- ‘received the Change Environment: Out of Home eervice set,

'93\ were within COMMISSIVE VIOLATION or COMMISSIVE NEGLECT

clusters.  The chi-square statistic, however, did not

part 2 | -
: LR
' Effect of the Multidisciplinary Team ~© . . ©

"~

fhe Team Cases were classified into the fourhcaSe‘ typés,

\

as described earlier (See Table 9).

The Team cases vere also analyzed for plausible ‘service

8

sets. The £our cluster solution resultingrfrom the cluster

”analysis of the service variables. with the Team sample. was,_'

R

again, not interpretable.' Tl

Nevertheless, the possibility of a relationship between

1

the Team case. types- and the four Team servlce set clusters

O

’ ,was inveétigated and compared to the Matched sample results.

&

fThose figures are given in Table 12 (upper section). Again,

"no underlying patterp was discernible in either ‘sample (Chiv

h%

‘square (Team) = 14.85, chi square (Matched) = 6 66). .

Classifying the Team sample services into three ‘gervice

( . \\,\ : T

'rcgsets; via ‘cluster analysis again proved more useful‘i(for'

service- profiles see Appendix V)..d It was noted that the.f

‘V B

- 65

an important £inding f”fnif



change Ch11d~‘

.1 - number o£.Ca$e§

In the specified Service Cluster

-

" “ ' . * I gxs s
.i’ablé 12
Team and _gsgn_g __mnlga __gs Ixns_ 21 §s;x1§s Clustezs
Case Types
‘\ﬁ‘. N " ". . . ' N . - N -

y Service VIOLA- OMIS- = DISADVAN 1 Chi-
Sample Cluster TION SIVE 'NEGLECT - TAGED N Square,
Team - © 1 " 1 2 2 9 .

2 0 0 2 1 3 14.85
. B , ' L (p=.09) .
3 \ 5 ‘o 8 0 23
4 4 0 2 ‘0 6 *
‘Matched 1 6 0 4 1 11 [
2 8 1 8. 2 19 . 6.88
. (p=.65)
3 2 1 1 4
4 0 0 1 2
Change C ﬂ ST
Team Environment: 4 S 2 9
Out of Home '
Change ‘ N : o 9.39
Environment: 4 -0 . 4 9 (p=.32)
In'Home : ~ N
Change T : -
Environment' 15 o - 8 23
Change Chila - - ° . ‘ .
Match Change - N
-~ Environment: 6 0 4 1 11
,Out of Home B ’ _
Change : _ . S : . o 3.88
;-Environment. 8 o 1 8. . 2 .19 (p=.81)
- ;n Home _ ' C -
Change -~ . . _ - ' o
Environment: 2 1 2 1 6



. 1 ' . i : B :'u-f.’.“',,"' —
r7 ) : ) |
in that °it - was an)iﬁternal case Cross- validation of the

Random sample service sets., In the previous Qection dealing,‘

r'withl case “types it was nqt : appropriate Eo apply -

- cluster analysis to the Team cases because thy were of az

. \ s
diﬁferent'nature-and, therefore, dlscrimina t analysis had

e

to be used. . In this section,.however, it was appropriate to

o . .
d N ER

. apply- cluster anaLysis'to both samples because thé Team:and

'the Random samples had come from the same community and the ‘

uy\ical existence of services was equal althouqh the Team

may have :altered actual access t0'those services.

A'vlarger proportion of Team cases than of Random or
'Matched cases recelived the Change Environment Change ‘Child

service set.  Approximately equal proportions of Random And:

" Matched cases received the Change Environment: . Out of Home

-~

B

seivice set. ' . _ ' . /

The relationship between Team case types anq service

’

sets was examined.” From Table, 12 it can be seen that only

‘,17% of VIOLENT cases and 28% of NEGLECTFUL cases' received

the Change Environment. In Home services The majority of‘

Team cases, 66% of VIOLATIgﬁAand 59% of ' NEGLECTFUL cases
recejved the Change Environment Change Chxld services. The
X Qhange Environment * Out of Home'services were provided to-a
small_percentage @g Team cases; 17$eof VIOLQTION-and 14% of
' NEGLECTFUL. | N “

With"the_,' hed sample the majority of the  cases

vreceived ‘the thange Environment ‘In Home services The next_

'most prevalé%t'category was the Change Enyironment.‘ Out 'of

‘67
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Home services with Chanqe;Environment' Change Child having
been provided to only 6 out of 36 matched cases. The Teem
and the Matched samples did therefore, -not eppear—te——he-—~——
similar with respect to service set delivery

In order to further investigate that difference a chi-
square was calculated for“the\two samples by service set:

Random and Team, ’hatched and Team. Thoee figures are

provided in Taole 13. Both chi- square statistics were

‘ 'significant at“p<0'01ﬁ In comparison to other cases,cithe .

o
2

Team cases were much more likely to receive the cluster 3°

sd:vice gattern. .Team and Matched cCases, were similar, and
*thgrefore, the difference' in service delivery to these.
- samples may be an ‘effect’ of the c nsultation with the Team.
On a\more cautious note, since hese data do not indicate
whlch services where delivered before and which wetew
delivered after Team consultation,_ it is possible that more
heavily.servedicases were referred to the Team because ‘more
things had already been tried with them. |
The major findings of the study were; the case type
scheme that was. validated to a. degree, the service sets that_‘ .
were validated to, a lesser degree, . the degree »of‘ “
relationship between case type and service sets in the'three
samples, and ‘the dirrerences between the Team and Matched

samples. The implications of those results ‘are explored in

the next chapter.



Table 13-
ndom and Matched Service Delivery

B

Comparison of Team to

- - v

Service Team  Random Chi- | Te&!& - Matched Chi-
Cluster sample sample square | sample ‘sample sguare
: : L _| ‘ N .

. - | l
Change |
Environment: . |
Out of Home 9. 30 | 9 11

| ‘ .
Change |
Environment: o o .o : ‘
In\Home .9 44 . 21.2 | 9 19 13.5
A . (p<.01) | (p<.01):
Change S
Environment: ‘ o N . a
Change Child 23 i5 | .23 6
. i N

Y]

-



CHAPTER 'FIVE

| CONCLASIoNs ,,,,,
Part ) 1. /

ERN

case Types Derived from General Practice .

The .case types dérived from the four cluster solutionlbfA
Random sample risk indicators seemed to _represent a
plausibie' grouping 6f child maltreatment cases.  The case
types c0nstituted a usable scheme for the: classification of
";hild prgﬁection cases, within the setting of this study.
Thus, the first objective of the study was'accomplished to a
reasonable degree. | Lo
< Stein ‘and Rzepnicki (1984) advised that an acceprable
decision~making standard must lend iteelf to the development
of 'oberatiphal criteriagwhich can be applied,reiiably on a.
cése—by—case basis. - This investigator believesarhen baee
type scheme iderived iﬁ'this study aaﬁeres,- for the most
part, to this recommendatien. | The initial risk indicators
whieh make up the case type profiles could be used as
'operational criteria for aiding a decision regarding type of
maltreatment ‘ | |

One point of interest in the case type scheme was the
hiqr ffrequency of ;wo risk indicators; "alcohol. and drug
abuseeggf' and "mentallphysicaleJlinees C.G." in ehe.gtwo

' commisgiie types. . This may Be an artifact of the illusory

70
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correlation eiifeet“ and
1ndlcat1ve of the lmportance of‘ orf;f“ﬁwae& ﬂﬂéﬂ% & 1on- .
makinq. Despite the eect that 1dns-‘ fn 10% of all abuslnq
parente dieplay extreme contrhuiqpicahioqe, workers may have\
recorded epbstance abuse or mentaf illness because those
:negetive charaeter;stics have, in their experlence, ‘been
associated with 'past cases of abnse'(Stein and ﬁeqpnlcki,

IS

. 1984). . S I e

@ onel

should alsa note ' that the'dfdneme ald ot
different}ate physical abuse and sexual abuse into separate
case types. The risk indicators which dealt with both kinds

of abuse were found in the the profile of COMMISSIVE HOME:

i VIOLATION. As was pointed out in Chapter 2, some authors o
discuss physlcal abuse and sexual abuse' separateiyﬁ#whiﬁeﬁ ’
others group the tvo under various encompassing labels, Tﬂelige
“case types derived herein did not reflect that separation
‘with respect to circumstancea'at .investigation. However,
this grouping of,sexual abuse and physical.abuse indic;torsﬁf:;
into one case. type may have been an artifact . f; the ;7;
avallable data set ~ The "leitationsd'section,‘ Ahapterrl,; |
has referred to the low frequency of occurrence of thoge -
particular iskk 1nd1cators in this data set. Studies bpjﬁ:
t different, larger data sets need td be conducted*beforej it;f
will be known.whether the COMMISSIVE HOME: VIOLATION case
tYpe :is a true representatien of one ﬂviolatinn’efﬂ trust"

case type. L - . 'Imp

The various cross validation 1nvestigations verhfied to

. : - T e .
K - . . L. T
- ’ . .
. conla R : -
: T . ’ . . .
. Lo LU T : -
R at e :
. PR . .
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some degree, the ‘plausibllity of the typology. ‘ Judging from

‘thg internal’ cases

ross vallidation resulta,’ 3 of the
4 case types were consis.ent in the sub-sample. The'fourth,:
'COMMISSIVE HOHE.VIOLATIO‘, was not conaistcht‘ That™ lack of

. [mentioned low

consistency could \be ue to the ‘above

t frequency of impor:;ht {igk indicators in #hi@_ ca;egory.i
- The externaliy ‘based‘cfgsafvalidation atudy demonstrated
. #that the cases erre nat only differentiated by risk
indicators into case :ypes but were also differentiated, to
a small degree, into those same case tprs by variables

external to the cluster analysiﬁ, court o‘p rs. This result

could not be regarded as powerful evidence bf vaiidity of
the case type scheme. | ‘ ;

Figure~I in Chapter 4 1illustrated a zeasonabie degre
&of senaration betweén the clusters of Random sample cases. b

Tt A possible underlying structure was, to ’‘some extent

'defined through an examination 6f the discriminant functions -

) along = which the case types were sapgrated} The case type
that was the most distinctly sep;rgled from -the othedg/ﬁxas
DISADVANTAGED HOME (see Figure 1) and theffunction or axis

that provided the greatest separation was function h calied

'"disadvantaged" ‘ This"could be .a graphic repxeaentationiof
the"fact“fhat this type does not have any omissive ar
commissive charactenistics The risﬁd’to the child are
situational as. opposed - to intrinsic to. ghe individuals -

Upon ) examination of the twoggmentional gtaphic

representation of the clusters (figuze 1), OMISSIVE HOHE s&d

. . : : i
y =4 s ) - ) FRERISY;



‘Inot appear‘ to be welllfeparated £rom wCONHISSIVE HOME.”f py"'

- .

[N . . . -

"NRGLECT., It could.be argued that the poor separation was an|tff

a:tifact of the tuodimentxonal representation of a' three—V:‘){*bm

-dimentional scatte}gram. ' The three dimentions were defined

;the second~£pnction (Violation) were clearfy well separatéd_

”“on the other two functions (Omissioh and Disadvantage) ‘Hon'

it tWO distinct entities. "'lﬁﬂ

H?plausible' qroupings of a second sample (the Team cases),r"'ﬂ

e ‘jlimitations on the validity and reliabiiity of the case

o~

A

. the clustér centzoidé given 1'n Table 8 1t was noted that the
 OMISSIVE - HOME cluster and the comussrve HOME : ueomcmg |

V'rcluster, while having centz ids that 1ay close togeather on”kn

the basis of those separations, it was thought that the two: RS

TP

: clusters, OMISSIVE HOME and COMMISSIVE HOME.' NEGLECT, were)v

o The, reliability or generalizabiltiy of the caseuﬁtype j.vﬂﬂﬂl

oschene was' not sufficxently addressed w1thin this study;

: i

While the classification: scheme‘ did seem t° generate

;5ffurfher application of this. scheme to other random samples_'

At”isp necessary before any conclusxons can be" drawn about itsﬁfj
‘4;reliability.r_v As was 'bointed out under’,“Limitation;%;ef'

et'f;?Chapter vi the population of cases used for this study may;'u

» vafnot be, representative of othet child protection cases ”inﬂ o

f,,.;,'

'eother areas.& Further studies in a vé“Tety of settings , fé"

‘\_ . n... : , \

EWarranted/ B if**;‘iﬁ'fl*u /‘ff';£7’7' - “,u"la.f"'

[

. points about ther

'by the three discriminant fudbtions listed in Table 7. Fromfj~"‘

omF

Ai;siven} the above concldsions concerning the mathematicai'fA“




qualitative . limitations of this (or any) case type achemeg

L3

o thi% kind of classification scheme as ' ;-;. B "repre:w

Vo

for: child welfare. f Kahneman and Tverksy g1976) refer to .

heJristic" ‘ They state that "assignment is said to prqceedﬁﬂ

tl\aﬁ* the bas{s of similarities between the objécts to. be_f

g
assigned, and one s cognitive representations about members

P

' of diffetent categories" . Thi; kind of heuristac assignment ‘:fﬂ;yf

- ."':s usefui -J. in 3wthat: ?iw‘ﬁal ows d«ec\ision makers LA to, s

: : . lu BN X PR : \

reduce any pieces iﬂ&orhation ;o a choicek between a ,:"*f\ﬁ
small number of similarity judgments. "1 » t?;?@‘ .‘;5

V'J w
il

‘they- are, the only 'Judgmental strategy employed by the 5

jnh; been assigned to a case type, expectations associated

I

These -classification schemes ~can - lead to. problems ‘if;F

decisron maker (Stein & Rzepnicki,» 1984) Rnfﬁ 1nherent

wl

danger in any classification scheme is that once ‘aﬂ client

Witﬁ thi} Category ma'- goﬁern future,‘interactions gan
judqments._'; LI ‘.,:* ; ’\p-‘-”‘;‘a- f'g_f. “““ 5&3
v]v Thesev qual1tative limitaﬁions must be kept in mind i

this case type scheme were to be used, in\the field in any f'

dec151bn support system.,y They should not,‘however, prpVent¢

:"the -continued< i estigation f-»the:gﬁ'e'yof> case types

because, f,éé' Avidson et' al;- (1986;‘;p; 158) ‘suggest,r

'f “resources w&ll inevitably.be limiged (and) more ‘effecthve ”;%:ft;
means for identifying those who- may négd and perhaps beneﬁit ?N}Lffﬁ
from'”fanﬁ 1nterventi‘ﬂ*“arésaflearly required"_aﬁ A case gfsy}g

;n Ey .
‘ e derived herein could

(

'ystemr* Once a Wcase had
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ST heen identified as fitting into a particular category, the ;_
- worker 1could refer to a list of services which had been

k"'.'provided to that kind of case in the . paSt.’ That  codld.

o

reduce decision time and,v perhaps, make more: efficient use ﬁ-"
N L} g
of services.- Data regarding effectiveness w0uld be: tequired

Rl

 to justify such use. Ll .j
o

',dService §ets Derived'from General-Practice

-

‘:The' four cluster solution of service sets wa54 neither

,;intesp&etable nor fruitful with respect to uncovering a
o < d"i?w‘

W "statistical relationship between case type ‘and service

delivery "’ - f‘“‘ . 3 d‘,' ‘77 ] N

”, The servi e sets derived from the three cluster solution‘ ’

v .
of the Random sampleidid, however,, represent a plausible
grouping of therventions. _‘The three service clusters were

-

"interpretable [ the. basis iof their profiles. : Those .};/
”;labels, "Change Environment. Ih Home";‘"Change Environment.'
'Out of Home" and "Change @nvironment Change Child" do not‘

‘%\lcorrespond to Kadushin's (1980) labels of "supplemental"-

: &
‘»,v"supportive", and "surrogate" 'They nay, however, partialljﬁ

';f@" L reflect the decision makfng framework developed by Stein apd

et Rzegpicki (I9843 That latter framework outlines three.9v3’

DT L : » , .x""‘.
B a8 fchild prptection \treatment goals in descending\'order' of .
'Preﬁerence'*‘?g'l" SR L T e

: I_Jn : °

1) to %?intain family life through_the prov1Sion'rofs
ffiservices to children in their own home,a77?) "_'" ' i
‘ _ S \bpx, , L ' ' e
:__') 2) : to return children, ahd thus restore family life,7



‘ﬂgof permanent guardianship orders and adoptions in ‘the ’

i"Change ,Env1ronmeﬂt Out of Home"'category t That was “the

'however, may differ from Stein and Rzepnicki's (1980) seqond

“to discern from the. data the sequence of. service provisioni

',protectionacworkersostrivejfor;minimal’iy

©

i - . -

when childrgn.mave been placed in out of: hgme cqre, and

"3) *to place children in permanent family homes through

. adoption: or permanent guardianship (St&Ln‘ ‘& Rzepnicki,
11984) o | o

> . N
\ '-n

The service set "Change Environment' In Home" derived in
this study reflects the above treatment goal l The,service

~ 4

: set "Change Environment' Qut of Home" may reflect the third

treatment goal above but it would not b%QadVisable to f;ke‘af

'definite connedtion between the two due to the 1ow frequency i

-

" fl only category in which adoptions were found but, still, the" ¢

[y

frequency was very low.“ _ ‘,xl' S e ey

. . N
~ N

The last service set "Change Environment Change Child"' o

s treatment goal Inherent in that goal is the the process ofh*

.'removing the child from the home, changing either the home .;aQ\

or the-child or both somewhat,‘ and replaé;ng the child in_

tﬂe home..v Serv1ce set 3,‘ "Change Environment ' Changevﬁﬁf“

fEhild" - .does allude to that process but it is nqt possible_“

v ' I

That 'sequence must be known before concluding that -servicef

"

set 3 is Or is not’ similar to the second treatment goal

The three servrce sets may also reflect the prioritiee"

~for child prqtection- practice as written ig the Albertavfdg;

. Child Welfare Act (1985). . The Act fecommends that ahud,

n into familij_

ey,
PO

S
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11fe (Government of “Afﬁerta,. 1985). The . "Change "

Environment. In Home"j service set could be construed7 as -

N .

representinq that minimal degree of intervention.. - The Act .

_.also urges the return of a child to his/her natural familyr .

. /
.:'and, failing any possibility of return, permanent dlacement;

“

R ou;tside _ the home. .The ."Change Enviro.vxment_. ~Out of Home" o
| \servlce aet may 'encompatss" both of these latter go(al's‘. ‘The
Twr Ky . . Co
o childis environment may be such that - he fm‘ he - 'must 'be

' remo.{ either' to be returned at a later : date When the

»

e ~iﬁét’u£a1 hpme environment ‘nas beenﬁmproved or to be plakced v

~'9"permanently in an environment away frOm the natural home

-

;&H‘-'.-vx,:would 'not appear to f#1 within the treatment goal

maf be dug to t%act that the treatment«cohsxderatuons . as
- \

iy BRI ¥ - the above conjectﬂes qre valid, the last service set .

'naram&%rs o‘r’ the Alberta Child Welfar@ Act \(1985) Thi*
. -

:“outlined in  thes Act ?efer only % rﬁ"‘h@ricgtion of ‘the,

'child's emvironment uwhereas the "Change Environmé‘.nt Qhahge

® 4

"'Child"' set contains serv1ces that are directed toward

treatment of the Chlld as well aé h@%’r her env1ronment

1?‘

| . There - may be a group of child protection clients for whom a -;

‘4"

« “_'fchange . in benvironment 15 not su£f1c1ent ¥ They may also ',

LR M
s ‘

RN "‘the maximum benefit from a more pom@iﬂre &/nvironment‘
It would apgear that’the Rand m sample cases reflected‘

’";the treatment goals outlined abovera 5 The primary goal was

""'maintenance of family 1ife through ggrovision | of services

v'Av:."." C '?' g
: . o " . . TR ) ‘

.,,‘re.quire changes to their behavior in order that they may get@

P

ﬂ-jwhi}le the child remains“'in the home 'Th?‘»» "Change”,
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L ‘EanzOnﬁent'l-In Home cluster of services is the one «moat

v

often provided to Random 'sa ple,cases. Those services were

n B i
‘ L . i

provided to a portion of casoa in all qur case types. : It .

Y

‘18 not unreasonable to'postulate that perhapsr\the "Chanqe

Ca _ Environment "In Home" services weredprovided to all types o£ -
‘ cases 1n1t1a11y because the: workets had ttnmpted to adhere ,'

“to the primary goal of 1east disnuption q/ family life.f,

ﬁu fic’ ST o, N ‘ronment.x Out of Home" set was provided
. ‘ cases tha//was.thetfi ¢§ervicetset.f;“,xf~

_”hmenta .—Out of Home“ was, ‘ y‘in"'fa?’t,"r* »
'SeCOnd and third treatment qoa1g, a8

3 as ﬂ:“

é%é:zéa' to ‘in’the Act,v it would appear ‘that . those moﬂe

1ntrusxve measures were being taken less often in the Random o

9

P.e

t;;j‘ sample.. Few of the Random sample ches received the "Change “Q‘.

A

Environment'f Change Chlld" service set which could indicate

.
. ® 8-

_“that‘ few disturbed children‘were Tncluded in the’ RandomA
L . . ,
i "sa"*ﬁ or it could indicate that worker rving the . cas'es'. "
S RN ) n;, e
‘fiﬁ5*ih¢ random sample had difficulty,in prov1ding ,change=* o

- \

’ qw‘_ oriented serv1ces. Those ‘Lnteragency, interdisciplinary

i
ol i

X ;/>kinds  ef serv1ces (such' as’ institutional placemept,4
e N - .

psychiatric- assessment and‘ treatment and psycholog{cai

‘».,;j? assessment) may be more difficulé to access and provide.

; , Case Tf’é‘t Service Set RAiatidnshi o e
ﬁfbiijj/ﬁltf The chosen methddzaogy applibd to the available data did
SR not identify a‘direct relationshﬂp between‘thew\gnk" s 4 T

types and the four sets of services. . That is, each 6£ the &

.‘ TN
roe

SR T R S : R AT SR q “ T s e




“were not found but some patterns diﬁ emerg ;“
’rOHISS'NﬁQ receﬁved the least intrusive services Thejchange “fwa

. ‘exclu rvgly, to"the two urgént{fése types. That vés‘:én'

.anﬁ degree Q{aint

‘of th two less urgent case types (DISADVA%@&GED ahd

“types by indicati i a relationship between degree of urgency

L c o o . ' , : --" o |

N . L

‘This could be du ;to the fact thet no. relationship existedjﬁ

1

'in general practic&*or it could be_ due’ to- incorrect ease

types and 'service sets having been derived by the chosen~fl'?‘;

methodology '-1‘:‘3"1?W'“E A";

L

HAn; examination of th:~

4 1ssociations .

“The maJorityéﬁfé:_b

_;,rl: SRR
N ) v, : A, B ; .;‘ "4
«;g* ar

'.‘f

L

.‘ out - of Home servi/es were pr7wided ' almost~'";;ui

K

‘} .

1 important ‘finding _in that it further validated theg casei

K L]
ion

Given those results, this study s‘response to the first

ey

research question posed (see p. 3) was“hecessarily. .
N @~

: The application‘nf the statistical moﬁ ‘w”th‘ls ‘

study did not yield' esults tonsistent with the hypotheses ?75~

‘that there are direct relationships between.’ anestigationk T
~and  service: deiivery information when both~of~thes¢,sets of - '
information - are reduced "to a few ‘relativel

discrete .

5m%?gategorzes. However, a_pattern of servige - ,“ 33 across-3 f~f
" the case types, - did 'emerge and‘ thet patlern seemed td .
- follow -a; ‘tweatment goal model to- some- degr Sequential kS
o .service dS;ivery studies are. necessary t egiiy that -
.pat_t_ern @ _] e B EETE ST
This lack\ of conclusivé separation of services acros{),
-'vvcase types‘ %ges not necessarily mean that there‘ was ,no; »,;ma

fidirect relati°“3hip 1“ the Process of~ assessment » and.fka)“

s

‘ftreatment oi,.child‘maltreatment,  Z: one_of_thef‘stumbling iV;%f

P
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i

blocks to uncovering a direct relationship may haue been‘
the ;ack of documented assessment oriented treatment plans.

Withoqggéggkegxion,g tbe child protectlon files!ipld not

contain’ dt éements linking a service or intervention to tHe"

specific need or risk which compelled the worker to provide
that servicg A \ | ‘

That lack of documentatitn and the tentative indication .

of‘ the\pse o£ a treatment goal model prompted the Eormation

. . i .
* of this study s first recommendation: =~ - ¥ ;o SR
ey ,;» ;,Jf &gtﬁbﬂﬁ
6w . .. .On e;Very chgild otection file t,here should@p edre ‘
. Hﬂ;M«agpIan and. Wehat 3ﬁ's o&fh.containiawtdescript on of
the needs of’gthe child,. ‘a- statement outlining the
ui. . » neeﬁqoriented . Justification - for each service
e, recommended ip the care plan, and the treatment qoals
of the care plan e
» e LA v R
Part 2. T
’ . f . ..3~~.‘

Case Types with Team and Matched éampleso‘

The cases seen by the ultidisdiplinqry Team, = aékwavfﬂ
c1a551f1ed by the derived typ%}ogy, wére for thefmostfpart, w'
"ﬂ the more urgen; kinds of cases. where maitreatment waq.»'

eA

actually occurring This was not an unexpected result giventi*"°
j the?.mandate_ of multidisciplinary teamsf‘: described in

vchafter 2. hlt is not unreasonable to conclude that sucht a
: results were an indication of ‘the vaiidlty of thev\case;
‘classlfication scheme.rp,one might well expect to find that
che,;amme urgent demanding cases.Mould be referred to‘ a g*
: Team;7;and¢ it would appear the use of the typolog{\fhg o

5_ reflected such an occurrence.‘ If the Team was- indeed se ing S

B



i

the more urgent cases, some lndlcatlon existed that the geam ,

. was belng used appropriately.

R prowlde. vthe. descrlptlons.,' Applicat

The Matched cases were, in fact, similar to the Team

cases i one relled on the derived classlﬁation scheme tc;
i

£t scheme

reeulted 1n the majority of, the Matched cases fal ing . into

the ,tho more q;gent case typesﬂ_ as happened with the Team A

-

o

sample. o L D ﬁil,.»

elationshig in Team and - Matched/ﬁam

gemf

2

’Agaln, ‘wlth - the Team 'sample' a direct' relatlQnshlplf”"

! ‘between case type and service provlsiqn waé;not uncovered.

{UEnvlronment',

o se*ce sets.

" the "Change

Cresult, nghi

different . 1 tervention for

7/

As with the Random sample, thls was possibly due to the lack

of‘v evldenee of .use of 1n1t1a1 risk 1nd1cators ‘as’

»justiflcatlon of provlsion of a particular servlce rather

L]

than the lack of .an underlying relationship

ARl

vHowever,' an examination of the three serviee sets by

dcaSe" 'tybe sblution 1led to.  the qonelusion .thati~ the

Multidisciplinary Team éﬁpes Seem-to, have and;effect on

;servide delivery ' Fewer Team“cases received the "Change

1

HOME: VIOLATI
. A N .

‘nVIronment: dhangeﬁ Child" u”servicest _ That

Multidlscipli ary Team was facilltatlng the provision of

. . - RS Y
/ > . . .

In Home " and "Change Envirpnmeﬁt/ Out ‘pf Home"~
The majozitf of Team cases ln Qhe COMMISSIVE |

g and conuxssrve HOME: NEGLECT types zeceivedf

be' 1nterpreted 'Ps; indicatingf that« the _

81"

’thQse,<types of - casgs ﬁ,(in{ '
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comparison to those pz'ovldecf to the Matched sample cases).

That result could alsq be interpreted as indicating that

more,‘dlsturbed children were lncludeddln the Team sample

than 1in the Matched sample. However; because. the two

’

samples were matched on reason for referral "to chira

. protection serviges and when the case wa? opened;one‘ cbul@--

fb . N " n
cdncludev that the children in the two samples .were quite

similar.

The Team cases 1n the two urgent types received 1ess of_

o i

the "Change Env1ronment out of Home " se;ViceQ* “The Team may

i3

have been able to augment the first and third“‘tﬁzatment

goals, temporary or permanent removal oﬁ chlld from hohe of
’ 5 . 0 J‘l .
,origin,. through greater accessrbllity to and awareness of
. .
the change -oriented services. e

r
Y

. i
P The results from the Natdheégfamplewauld seémq to'

i

‘verify _ ‘ 1§ohc1uslon that Team cas&sa were served
differently than similar non- Team caSQs. In the 'Matched
sample, the' major1ty of the COMMISSIVE HOME VIOLATION and
) bOMMISSIVE HOME: NEGLECT* cases receiyed ‘the '"Change
\ 5

. Envir®nment: In Home" service set. Thev"change Environment

Out’ df Home" serv1ce set was provided the next most often

to those €%o types , The "Change Environment Change Child".f

W

- services were provided to. the smallest number of ases- lnT

the 'Matched samp1e1_> These resulti" again,f led - to the-

zconclusion that the Mulugdisciplinary Team mlght well have

!

beeir facllitating the provislon"‘of the . change- oriented'
- . . » N r

serWices to the NEGLECT and VIOLATION case types,

8.

L. B - U ) ’ a !
» . C W . /-

82.
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Given the above findings and interpretations, tie answer
9

g}z Becond question posed for this study (see p. 6) was

as follows:

The - child abuse and lect ‘cases ' seen by the
multidisciplinary ‘consultation.team did seem ﬁo demonstrate
a pattern between case type and service provision. Similar
‘cases ' not seen by the team did not’ demonstrate the same
spattern of service delivery across the case types‘

T

'l‘he £indings of this Qtudy regardinq the “possible

1mpact of ths Multidisciplinary ‘Team are consistant with but -

4

do not compel the second recommendation of- this study
/

’

“continue ‘to be av&llable to -,the  child protection

workers use with urgent, complex cases that require

decisi ng and provision of services that may .‘be

difficu access, This Team, /and others like it,

: should O egularly évaluated wrth respect  to  how,

: é%;ﬁ “when, and by* whom services are provTaed to cases on

which they ‘consult. Outébme dbaSures should also be-
‘taken in order tQ assess the,effecnivenefe'of the Teams.
3 - b gepn Yors wcger * gy | G A i . ,:. ‘
"Thefe Pre'soﬁe.fuzther conclusions that‘must‘be d#agn,from o
"the case ‘type by séfVice reSultS; . There was jliftle
. » L

differentiation, wlthin .these data, in setvice prbvision'u
betweén theyCOMMISSIVE HOME VIOLATION and COMMISSIVE §OME£

'NEGLECT case types. The 11terature suggests t&gt these two -

types ’of maltreatment should have' differ°nt etiologies and

may“requite' different “treatment (xen;, 1976 and 'Wolfe,

:1985). ‘ GivenA theq-contentipn - of thfb stddy‘"tﬁaé"the!

: ' . . Q;, ¥ .
stat!stical model ~chosen was -suitable to the *data and

reflegtive of the theory, this finding.ﬁas of concegn.. If
the model - was coryect 'and xresulted in zimildg Jservice

¢ ‘. . _ . - ) ¥

o MThe' Multidiscipllggzy Team studipa herein should

‘83



{“;". ‘'which pattern,

> ' a . [ )
‘ . , . Yooy “

. - [
. . . ;

) | a 3 . L 4
patterns to the two differentgwese types, then . one: midht~“*”

postulate a lack of connejf:on betweon the klnd of

mgltreatment and ‘the services )ovided On cautionary

note, the correctness of the model is the contention of this

| '4‘

particular study and more research would. have to . " be

conducted before that contentxon could be verified.
r) : ' v' ia
' Further Studies

'\

It is 1mportant that the reader,ée left with a word of
caution‘ and a recom?endat1on fof//further studies. This
study  dealt only with the process of general child

protection practices and a Multidiscjipﬁnary Team. friris

“e

study made the assumption that because*thé\pzocesg‘es _weré"'

! %

ih. place and supported by knowledgable professionals, tHey"’

"G‘ ’l’,\ .
were . the appropriate brocesses. The next step must be xan~\\\

-~

investrgz%ion of that assumption through a study of outcomes

from each process and case type combinations Before ‘any
. ~ ) e
conclusions“ n -be drawn about the efficacy “of general

practlce versus multxd;scip}lnary teams more must be" known'«-

.about their effect on the children and £am111es éreceiving.

child'protection services. That sg?tement formed the basis
y

Ny

of this study s finalﬂrecommendation'- <{’ v“"'>3ut f *

In future studies of this type not only should lar Zr_,'f

' ,?different type

¢ . with the vari§%@£
3
+ child.

s

T .

o
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Crimina].activity ¢.G. - 5/23 J»
‘withshvto family violence -4/23 OMMISSIVE
.+ C.Q. rdfises responsibility '5/23 ~ HOME:
Prier :ﬁborts of abuse 3/23 - VIOLATION
- C.G. 'mental/phys. illness  6/23 '
Sexua}”’ abuse/perp. in home 2/23
- Age-inappropriate punish. - 4/23
~Injury/inconsist. ‘explan. 4/23
Med. evidenc@ of" prioz abuse 2/23

\ 3 14'.;sxngle parent o -12714
s 7" Alcbhol/Drug abule c.c. - 9/14 - .. -
' ‘" poverty/Social assistance . 3/14  COMMISSIVE
+  Prior reports of neglect * = 5/14 . HOME:
o ' Child left unsupervised 7/14 .NEGLECT
v R Ill/hahddicapped child- ~ 4/14
‘ J “ C.G. mental/phys. illness . 4/14
’ - 'tﬁ‘ ‘ ’ M 4 &
L ! -~ % ‘ )
.(\ﬂ e |
- ' »

R




L4

Appendix mmmmm

Cluster

-

gtage

OWD I Nd WwN

Coefficient’

.000000
1.000090
+500000°

1.000000
..1.666666
2.416665
3,249998
4,099998
5.099998
£.099998
7.099998
.099998
.099998
10.099996
©11.599997
13.099996
14.599995
16.099991
17.599976
19.233307
21.233292
23.233276
25.233261
27.233246
©29.233231
31.433228
33.766556

- 36.266541

38..766525
41.266510
43.933167
46.933151
49.7933136
52.933121

55.933105

58.933090
-62.183075
65.511627
68.844355
72.178234
.75.511612
/78.978256
82.478241 _
85.978226
-89.533768

93.486130%_

Mlﬂ-

L]

()

13

:.\7‘,



Cluster™ Stage , - Coetficlent

.

- 8Q © + 105.486130
. 51 109..486130
52 113.486130
. 83 117.686111
.84, - 121.936096
55 ©126.269242
- 56 . ©130.602753 -
‘ 57 134.947189
58 . 139,.447174
59 1434973129
60 © o 146.7397117
61 . 153,656433
. 62 .158.606430
\ " . 63 . 163.606415
‘ . 64, .+ ""168.856400
.65 . 174.189728
. 66 - 179.689713
' i M 3 A 185.189697
€8 190.689682
69 196 ~499191 _
.70 202.332504 —
71 208.538040 ° .
72 : 214.964417°
.13 ©221.964401
.74 - TN229.321533
s 236.788193

, 76 244.867533
- 77 253.09610
78 261.82446
79. - . 271.35961Q °

80 . 281,42749
~ 81 = 291.536865
82 , 302.255127
: ) 83 - © 313.701416
. 84 . 325,481445 -
85 = Y .338.508545
86 .~ 352.574951
87 "  370.399658

.. 88 © 390.924076

-

¥




