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In the Spring of 1995, throughout the United
States, groups of professionals, parents, and advo
cates met with state child welfare officials leaders to
develop a plan for the nse offunds states will receive
from the Family Preservation and Support Services
(FPSS) Progrann (created as part of the Omnibus
Reconciliation Act of 1993). The Department of
Health and Human Services had encouraged states
to use this opportunity to establish "a continuum of
coordinated andintegrated, culturally relevan~ fam
ily-focused services for children and fannilies re
gardless of the fUnding streann" (Federal Register
1994: 50648). Since the actual funding for this new
capped entitlement progrann is small (only $930
million over five years for all 50 states), the bill's
supporters hoped that the planning process required
for receiving the funds would be one of the bill's
greatest benefits, serving as a catalyst to devise
comprehensive and integrated services for children
and fannilies A broad coalition of child welfare,
mental health and juvenile justice groups worked
many long hours with Congress to develop this
legislation, As it nears its second anniversaIy,
valuable lessons can be gleaned from assessing its
actual and potential impact

Background

The FPSS legislation brought together two
types of progranns that have some similar features,
but have developed in different ways and under
different auspices. Although both family support
and fannily preservation progranns are meant to help
states offer a broader array of services to vulnerable
children and families, they have developed flom
different roots. Fannily support progranns are fre-

quently developed by grass roots, com
munity-based organizations when a need
is identified The family support move
ment is based in parent education efforts,
self-help groups, and settlement houses
Family support progranns often have uni
versal access and are voluntary Some
fear· that providing federal dollars for
fannily supportprogranns will bureucratize
them, reducing their flexibility and neigh
borhood control.

On the other hand, fannily preserva
tion progranns often developed within the
public child welfare sector, to help keep
children from out-of-home car'e and to
assist in returning children in foster car'e
to their fannilies While family support
progranns have often been funded through

religious organizations, parent organizations. or by
piecing together a variety of federal, state, local,
public and private sources, family preservation pro
granns have usually been funded through a variety of
federal and state resources Family support and
family preservation programs can be viewed as
parallel and separate, or as sequential along a con
tinuum of intensity of intervention; often their ser-

vices areprovided simultaneously to families (Allen,
Zalenski, Day & Gruenewald 1994).

The different focuses of these two types of
programs correspond roughly to the distinction be
tween "residual" and "developmental" approaches •
to child welfare services. The definition most
dominant over the past half century was a residual
one, which focused child welfare services on fannily
breakdown In the residual view, child welfare
services are "social services to children and youth
whose parents are unable or need help to cany out
their child-rearing responsibilities" (CWlA 1982)
In contrast, the developmental view defines child
welfare as services directed to meeting the needs of
all children, recognizing that no family is entirely
self- sufficient to meet all of their children's needs
(Kadushin and Martin 1988) A more recentdefini-
tion (CWLA 1993) incorporates both the develop
mental and residual perspectives It defines child
welfare as "those areas of social service designed to
protect children from abuse and neglect, improve
opportunities for optimal child development, help
establish and fortify family structures, and improve
the level of family functioning" Ibis contempo-
rary perspective views the child within the context
of the fannily and authorizes the provision of ser-
vices focused both on the child and the fannily

It is hoped that the planning and implementa-
tion process for FPSS funds will help move the child
welfare system flom being residual to developmen- •
tal The development of community-based fannily
SUppOIt and family preservationservices envisioned
in the FPSS legislation incorporates the develop
mental and residual perspectives by combining ser~

vices that all can access with services that are
directed toward children and families that have
specifically been identified as needing help. States
are encouraged to use a substantial portion of their
first year FPSS funds for planning.. Because each
type of program develops its own constituencies,
making the integr·ation of services difficult, the
involvement of a broad range of stakeholders in the
first year's planning process at the state and com
munity level is critical.

Federal guidance and support

The Children's Bureau, within the Adminis
tration on Children and Families (ACF) is working
strategically to implement the FPSS progrann The
Bureau is working closely with the National Center
on Child Abuse and Neglect, the Center for Mental
Health Services, the Maternal and Child Health
Bureau, and other federal agencies, to model the
collaboration and coordination they hope to see at
the state and local level. They sought extensive
advice flom the field and held a series of focus
groups to provide guidance on the development of.
the Program Instruction and the Notice ofProposed
Rulemaking. Severally federally-funded resource
centers (on Permanency Planning, Organizational
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Improvement, Court Improvement and Legal Is
sues, Youth Development, and Family-Centered
Practice) were established to provide technical as
sistance to the states, communities, and Indian lribes
in the planning process. In addition, the National
IIaining and Technical Assistance Coordination
Center was created to coordinate technical assis
tance, to provide regional conferences in 1995 and
1996, and to provide training and technical assis
tance to regional ACF offices The Clearinghouse
on Child Abuse and Neglect Information also re
ceived additional funding to strengthen its child
welfare related activities,

Results

niques, some states targeted their planning and
services toward communities that are critically in
need (James Bell Associates 1995). Gathering and
reviewing this information is helpful to the states in
planning programs in addition to FPSS .

The FPSS legislation requires states to de
velopmeasurable objectives for improving the safety
and well-being of children and families This
requirement (as well as class action suits, the imple
mentation ofthe Adoption and FosterCare Analysis
and Reporting System, and the creation of the State
Automated Child Welfiue Information Systems)
has created a great deal of interest in developing
child welfare outcome measures. A recent report by
the American Humane Association (AHA) indi
cates that only 12 states reported the use ofoutcome
initiatives in 1993 By 1995, 23 states and five
county child welfare agencies were involved in
outcome measure initiatives (American Humane
Association 1995)

Summary

National advocates andfront-line workers alike
have high expectations for the family preservation
and support progr·am to improve child welfare ser
vices. While the financial resources available are
not huge, the comprehensive planning process pro
vides an impOItant oPPOItunity to create system
reform rather than just providing additional cat
egorical programs. States can take the time to look
holisticalIy at prevention, child abuse intervention,
foster care, adoption, independent living, family
preservation, children's mental health, maternal
and child health, and family support programs Will
the vision and goals of FPSS be translated into
services which ensure safety and provide better
outcomes for children and families? That is a
question which remains to be answered" For the
response to be positive, everyone responsible for
implementing the legislation will have to work
together in earnest

•

While the financial
resources available are
not huge, the
comprehensive
planning process
prQvides an important
opportunity to create
system reform rather
than just providing
adc}itiQnal categoriciJl
programs.

References

Administration for Children and Families. (1994, January 18). Family
Preservation and Support Services Program Instruction
Washington, DC: Department of Health and Human Services
(ACF--PI- 94-(4)

Allen M, Zalenski, J • Day, p. and Gruenewald, A (Spring 1994)
Connecting Family Preservation and Family Support The
Family Partnership Project. The Prevention Report Iowa City:
National Resource Center on Family Based Services

American Humane Association. (1995) National Overview oj Child
Welfare Outcome Measures Development Efforts. Report
prepared for the Third Annual Roundtable on Outcome
Measures in Child Welfare Services. Englewood CO~ Author

American Humane AssociationlNational Association of Public Child
Welfare Administrators (1994) A Frameworkfor Outcome
Measures Report prepared for the Second Annual Roundtable
on Outcome Measures in Child Welfare Services Englewood
CO and Washington DC: Authors

James Bell Associates (1995). Preliminary Repon: Analysis and
Synthesis of First-Year Grant AppIicatioTlS. (Final report to the
Department of Health and Human Services) Arlington VA:
Author

continued on next page



Ever wonder why you receive several copies .'-'--_
of Colloquium announcements? APSAC uses sev-
eral different mailing lists donated by other organi
zations to compile its 60,000+ mailing list for con
ference advertising, Members who are on more than
one of these donated lists receive multiple copies of
the mailings. Pruning the lists would be much more
costly in staff time than simply mailing to all the
names. We hope members wiIl help us disseminate
information more widely by passing along exIra
copies to friends and colleagues who haven't re
ceived any
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nitions and CPS policies regarding neglect vary
greatly across states, and there is little consistency
in conceptual OI operational definitions across stud
ies of neglect. many of which fail to differentiate
between neglect and other forms of maltreatment
These inconsistencies significantly hamperattempts
to gain greater understanding of the problem and to
intervene effectively,

No singledefinition of neglectmeets all needs.
Zuravin (1991) has argued that the definition of
neglect should be specific to the purpose for which
it is to be used: research, legal action, authoritative
intervention, or prevention. Zuravin proposes a
research definition of neglect that focuses on the
parents, clearly identifying specific behaviors or
omissions ofthe parent orcaretaker which endanger
the child's future physical, cognitive, or emotional
health. Others (Dubowitz, Black. Starr, & Zuravin,
1993) argue from apreventive and practice perspec
tive for a broader definition of neglect that focuses

on the condition of the child, regardless
of the cause

However, operational definitions of
neglect must also take into account le
gitimate cultural differences in child car·e
practices" The predominant Eurocentric
models for normal child development
and family functioning merit critical ex
amination and ac\justments for children
of color (Korbin. 1994) Polansky et al
(1981) found high levels of agreement
about indicators ofneglect among work
ing class and upper middle class women.
and one study revealed substantial agree
ment on basic indicators of neglect be
tween African-American and White
groups (Polansky, Ammons, &
Weathersby, 1985). However. another

study (Giovannoni& Becena, 1979)indicatedsome
significant differences in ratings of the severity of
specific indicators of neglect among Hispanic, Af
rican-American, and White groups For instance,
Hispanic respondents rated vignettes depicting

sexual abuse. physical abuse, and drug or alcohol
abuse as more serious than did African-Americans
or Whites" African-Americans rated descriptions
that reflect neglect (i e •failure to provide adequate
nutrition, medical care, supervision, cleanliness,
education. clothing. and housing) more seriously
than did White or Hispanic respondents Overall,
Whites rated the vignettes describing abuse and
neglect less seriously than did eitherofthe other two
ethnic groups. Although there is general agreement
across ethnic groups about basic needs of children,
operational definitions of neglect must acknowl
edge legitimate differences among ethnic groups on
nOlms fOl child care, while maintaining standards.
that assure that childrens' basic needs are met.

Diffe.'entiating types of neglect

Neglect is often over--;;implified and stereo
typed; it is not a unitary phenomenon, nor does it
typically occur alone. Neglectis often accompanied
by physical abuse and sexual abuse Data from a
recent longitudinal study revealed significantcorre~

lations between adolescents' repOlts of physical
neglect and sexual abuse and between severe emo
tional neglect and physical and verbal abuse (Ney,
Fung, & Wickett, 1994). Ihere is growing evidence
as well that a significant pOltion of neglectful moth-
ers suffer from symptoms ofdepression (Nelson, et
al. 1993; Gaudin et aI , 1993; Zuravin and Grief.
1989) Substance abuse is involved in an increas
ingly higher percentage of neglect cases, with esti
mates varying from 30% to 90%. Even non-organic
failme to thrive (NOFI), a unique, oftenlife-threat
ening type of neglect. is a heterogeneous condition
that is differentiated by a variety of causal condi
tions ranging from poverty of family resources,
parents' lack of knowledge of child care and nUlIi
tion, to severe family crises or conflicts that inter-
tere with parents' ability to nmture their young
children (Drotar, 1992) Precision of definition in.
research is critical for longitudinal studies which
seek to identify outcomes of various types of mal
lIeatment on children Differentiating subtypes of
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